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Part 1

"ALL nen by nature desire to know. An indication of this is the delight
we take in our senses; for even apart fromtheir useful ness they are

| oved for thenselves; and above all others the sense of sight. For

not only with a viewto action, but even when we are not going to

do anything, we prefer seeing (one mght say) to everything el se.

The reason is that this, nost of all the senses, mamkes us know and
brings to light many differences between things.

"By nature animals are born with the faculty of sensation, and from
sensation nenory is produced in sone of them though not in others.
And therefore the forner are nore intelligent and apt at |earning

than those whi ch cannot renenber; those which are incapable of hearing
sounds are intelligent though they cannot be taught, e.g. the bee,

and any other race of aninmals that may be like it; and those which
besi des nenory have this sense of hearing can be taught.

"The animals other than man |ive by appearances and nenories, and
have but little of connected experience; but the human race lives

al so by art and reasonings. Now from menory experience is produced
in men; for the several nmenories of the sane thing produce finally
the capacity for a single experience. And experience seens pretty
much |i ke science and art, but really science and art conme to nen

t hrough experience; for 'experience made art', as Polus says, 'but

i nexperience luck.' Now art arises when from many noti ons gai ned by
experience one universal judgenent about a class of objects is produced.
For to have a judgenent that when Callias was ill of this disease
this did himgood, and simlarly in the case of Socrates and in nany
i ndi vidual cases, is a matter of experience; but to judge that it
has done good to all persons of a certain constitution, marked off
in one class, when they were ill of this disease, e.g. to phlegmatic
or bilious people when burning with fevers-this is a matter of art.

"Wth a view to action experience seenms in no respect inferior to

art, and nmen of experience succeed even better than those who have
theory without experience. (The reason is that experience is know edge
of individuals, art of universals, and actions and productions are

all concerned with the individual; for the physician does not cure
man, except in an incidental way, but Callias or Socrates or sone

ot her called by sone such individual name, who happens to be a man.

If, then, a man has the theory without the experience, and recognizes
t he universal but does not know the individual included in this, he
will often fail to cure; for it is the individual that is to be cured.)
But yet we think that know edge and understandi ng belong to art rather
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than to experience, and we suppose artists to be w ser than nen of
experience (which inplies that Wsdom depends in all cases rather

on know edge); and this because the former know the cause, but the
latter do not. For nen of experience know that the thing is so, but

do not know why, while the others know the 'why' and the cause. Hence

we think also that the masterworkers in each craft are nore honourable
and know in a truer sense and are w ser than the nanual workers, because
they know the causes of the things that are done (we think the nmanua
workers are like certain lifeless things which act indeed, but act

wi t hout knowi ng what they do, as fire burns,-but while the lifeless

t hi ngs perform each of their functions by a natural tendency, the

| abourers performthemthrough habit); thus we view them as being

wi ser not in virtue of being able to act, but of having the theory

for thenmsel ves and knowi ng the causes. And in general it is a sign

of the man who knows and of the man who does not know, that the forner
can teach, and therefore we think art nore truly know edge than experience
is; for artists can teach, and nmen of nere experience cannot.

"Again, we do not regard any of the senses as Wsdom yet surely these
give the nost authoritative know edge of particulars. But they do

not tell us the "why' of anything-e.g. why fire is hot; they only

say that it is hot.

"At first he who invented any art whatever that went beyond the common
perceptions of nman was naturally adm red by nmen, not only because
there was sonet hing useful in the inventions, but because he was thought
wi se and superior to the rest. But as nore arts were invented, and
some were directed to the necessities of life, others to recreation
the inventors of the latter were naturally always regarded as w ser
than the inventors of the fornmer, because their branches of know edge
did not aimat utility. Hence when all such inventions were already
established, the sciences which do not aimat giving pleasure or at
the necessities of life were discovered, and first in the places where
men first began to have leisure. This is why the mathematical arts
were founded in Egypt; for there the priestly caste was allowed to

be at |eisure.

"We have said in the Ethics what the difference is between art and

sci ence and the other kindred faculties; but the point of our present
di scussion is this, that all nmen suppose what is called Wsdomto

deal with the first causes and the principles of things; so that,

as has been said before, the man of experience is thought to be wi ser
than the possessors of any sense-perception whatever, the artist w ser
than the nmen of experience, the masterworker than the nmechanic, and
the theoretical kinds of know edge to be nore of the nature of W sdom
than the productive. Clearly then Wsdomis know edge about certain
principles and causes.

Part 2 "

"Since we are seeking this know edge, we nust inquire of what kind
are the causes and the principles, the know edge of which is Wsdom
If one were to take the notions we have about the wise man, this m ght
per haps make the answer nore evident. W suppose first, then, that

the wi se man knows all things, as far as possible, although he has

not know edge of each of themin detail; secondly, that he who can
learn things that are difficult, and not easy for man to know, is
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W se (sense-perception is common to all, and therefore easy and no
mark of W sdon); again, that he who is nore exact and nore capable

of teaching the causes is wiser, in every branch of know edge; and
that of the sciences, also, that which is desirable on its own account
and for the sake of knowing it is nore of the nature of Wsdomthan
that which is desirable on account of its results, and the superior
science is nore of the nature of Wsdomthan the ancillary; for the

Wi se man nust not be ordered but nust order, and he nust not obey

anot her, but the | ess wi se nmust obey him

"Such and so many are the notions, then, which we have about W sdom
and the wi se. Now of these characteristics that of knowi ng all things
must bel ong to hi mwho has in the highest degree universal know edge;
for he knows in a sense all the instances that fall under the universal
And t hese things, the nost universal, are on the whol e the hardest

for men to know, for they are farthest fromthe senses. And the nopst
exact of the sciences are those which deal nobst with first principles;
for those which involve fewer principles are nore exact than those

whi ch invol ve additional principles, e.g. arithnetic than geonetry.
But the science which investigates causes is also instructive, in

a higher degree, for the people who instruct us are those who tel

t he causes of each thing. And understandi ng and knowl edge pursued

for their own sake are found nost in the know edge of that which is
nost knowabl e (for he who chooses to know for the sake of know ng

wi |l choose nost readily that which is nost truly know edge, and such
is the know edge of that which is npst knowable); and the first principles
and the causes are nost knowable; for by reason of these, and from
these, all other things come to be known, and not these by means of
the things subordinate to them And the science which knows to what
end each thing nust be done is the nobst authoritative of the sciences,
and nore authoritative than any ancillary science; and this end is
the good of that thing, and in general the suprene good in the whole
of nature. Judged by all the tests we have nentioned, then, the nane
in question falls to the same science; this nust be a science that

i nvestigates the first principles and causes; for the good, i.e. the
end, is one of the causes.

"That it is not a science of production is clear even fromthe history

of the earliest philosophers. For it is owing to their wonder that

men both now begin and at first began to phil osophize; they wondered
originally at the obvious difficulties, then advanced little by little

and stated difficulties about the greater matters, e.g. about the
phenonena of the nobon and those of the sun and of the stars, and about

the genesis of the universe. And a nan who is puzzled and wonders

t hi nks hi nsel f ignorant (whence even the lover of nyth is in a sense

a lover of Wsdom for the nyth is conposed of wonders); therefore

since they phil osophized order to escape fromignorance, evidently

they were pursuing science in order to know, and not for any utilitarian
end. And this is confirmed by the facts; for it was when al nost al

the necessities of life and the things that make for confort and recreation
had been secured, that such know edge began to be sought. Evidently

then we do not seek it for the sake of any other advantage; but as

the man is free, we say, who exists for his own sake and not for another's,
so we pursue this as the only free science, for it alone exists for

its own sake.

"Hence al so the possession of it mght be justly regarded as beyond
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human power; for in many ways human nature is in bondage, so that
according to Sinonides 'God al one can have this privilege', and it

is unfitting that man should not be content to seek the know edge

that is suited to him I1f, then, there is sonething in what the poets
say, and jealousy is natural to the divine power, it would probably
occur in this case above all, and all who excelled in this know edge
woul d be unfortunate. But the divine power cannot be jeal ous (nay,
according to the proverb, 'bards tell a lie'), nor should any other

sci ence be thought nore honourable than one of this sort. For the

nost divine science is also nost honourable; and this science al one
must be, in two ways, nost divine. For the science which it would

be nost neet for God to have is a divine science, and so is any science
that deals with divine objects; and this science al one has both these
qualities; for (1) God is thought to be anbng the causes of all things
and to be a first principle, and (2) such a science either God al one
can have, or God above all others. Al the sciences, indeed, are nore
necessary than this, but none is better

"Yet the acquisition of it nust in a sense end in sonething which

is the opposite of our original inquiries. For all men begin, as we
said, by wondering that things are as they are, as they do about self-nmoving
mari onettes, or about the solstices or the i ncomrensurability of the
di agonal of a square with the side; for it seens wonderful to al

who have not yet seen the reason, that there is a thing which cannot
be nmeasured even by the smallest unit. But we nmust end in the contrary
and, according to the proverb, the better state, as is the case in
these instances too when nmen |earn the cause; for there is nothing

whi ch woul d surprise a geoneter so nmuch as if the diagonal turned

out to be conmmensurabl e.

"We have stated, then, what is the nature of the science we are searching
for, and what is the mark which our search and our whol e i nvestigation
must reach

Part 3 "

"Evidently we have to acquire know edge of the original causes (for
we say we know each thing only when we think we recognize its first
cause), and causes are spoken of in four senses. In one of these we
mean the substance, i.e. the essence (for the "why' is reducible finally
to the definition, and the ultimte "why' is a cause and principle);
in another the matter or substratum in a third the source of the
change, and in a fourth the cause opposed to this, the purpose and
the good (for this is the end of all generation and change). W have
studi ed these causes sufficiently in our work on nature, but yet |et
us call to our aid those who have attacked the investigation of being
and phil osophi zed about reality before us. For obviously they too
speak of certain principles and causes; to go over their views, then,
will be of profit to the present inquiry, for we shall either find
anot her kind of cause, or be nore convinced of the correctness of

t hose whi ch we now nmai ntain.

"Of the first phil osophers, then, nobst thought the principles which
were of the nature of matter were the only principles of all things.
That of which all things that are consist, the first fromwhich they
come to be, the last into which they are resolved (the substance renmining,
but changing in its nodifications), this they say is the el enent and
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this the principle of things, and therefore they think nothing is

ei ther generated or destroyed, since this sort of entity is always
conserved, as we say Socrates neither cones to be absolutely when

he conmes to be beautiful or musical, nor ceases to be when | oses these
characteristics, because the substratum Socrates hinself remins.
just so they say nothing else cones to be or ceases to be; for there
nmust be sonme entity-either one or nore than one-from which all other
things cone to be, it being conserved.

"Yet they do not all agree as to the nunmber and the nature of these
principles. Thales, the founder of this type of philosophy, says the
principle is water (for which reason he declared that the earth rests
on water), getting the notion perhaps from seeing that the nutrinment
of all things is moist, and that heat itself is generated fromthe
noi st and kept alive by it (and that from which they cone to be is

a principle of all things). He got his notion fromthis fact, and
fromthe fact that the seeds of all things have a nmoist nature, and
that water is the origin of the nature of noist things.

"Some think that even the ancients who lived |long before the present
generation, and first franmed accounts of the gods, had a simlar view
of nature; for they made Ocean and Tethys the parents of creation,

and described the oath of the gods as being by water, to which they
give the name of Styx; for what is oldest is nbst honourable, and

the nost honourable thing is that by which one swears. It nay perhaps
be uncertain whether this opinion about nature is primtive and ancient,
but Thales at any rate is said to have declared hinsel f thus about

the first cause. Hippo no one would think fit to include anpong these

t hi nkers, because of the paltriness of his thought.

"Anaxi menes and Di ogenes neke air prior to water, and the nost primary
of the sinple bodies, while Hi ppasus of Metapontium and Heraclitus

of Ephesus say this of fire, and Enpedocles says it of the four elenents
(adding a fourth-earth-to those which have been naned); for these,

he says, always remain and do not cone to be, except that they cone

to be nore or fewer, being aggregated into one and segregated out

of one.

"Anaxagoras of Cl azonenae, who, though ol der than Enpedocl es, was
later in his philosophical activity, says the principles are infinite
in nunber; for he says alnost all the things that are made of parts
i ke thenmsel ves, in the manner of water or fire, are generated and
destroyed in this way, only by aggregation and segregation, and are
not in any other sense generated or destroyed, but remain eternally.

"From these facts one might think that the only cause is the so-called
mat eri al cause; but as nmen thus advanced, the very facts opened the
way for themand joined in forcing themto investigate the subject.
However true it may be that all generation and destruction proceed
fromsome one or (for that matter) from nore el ements, why does this
happen and what is the cause? For at |east the substratumitself does
not make itself change; e.g. neither the wood nor the bronze causes
the change of either of them nor does the wood manufacture a bed

and the bronze a statue, but sonmething else is the cause of the change.
And to seek this is to seek the second cause, as we shoul d say, -t hat
from whi ch cones the beginning of the novenent. Now those who at the
very beginning set themselves to this kind of inquiry, and said the
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substratum was one, were not at all dissatisfied with themnmsel ves;

but some at | east of those who maintain it to be one-as though defeated
by this search for the second cause-say the one and nature as a whol e
i s unchangeabl e not only in respect of generation and destruction

(for this is a primtive belief, and all agreed in it), but also of
all other change; and this viewis peculiar to them O those who
said the universe was one, then none succeeded in discovering a cause
of this sort, except perhaps Parnenides, and he only inasnuch as he
supposes that there is not only one but also in sone sense two causes.
But for those who make nore elenments it is nore possible to state

the second cause, e.g. for those who nake hot and cold, or fire and
earth, the elenents; for they treat fire as having a nature which
fits it to nove things, and water and earth and such things they treat
in the contrary way.

"When these nmen and the principles of this kind had had their day,

as the latter were found i nadequate to generate the nature of things
men were again forced by the truth itself, as we said, to inquire
into the next kind of cause. For it is not likely either that fire

or earth or any such el enent should be the reason why things manifest
goodness and, beauty both in their being and in their comng to be,
or that those thinkers should have supposed it was; nor again could
it be right to entrust so great a matter to spontaneity and chance.
When one man said, then, that reason was present-as in aninals, so

t hroughout nature-as the cause of order and of all arrangenent, he
seened |ike a sober man in contrast with the randomtal k of his predecessors.
We know t hat Anaxagoras certainly adopted these views, but Hernotinus
of Clazonmenae is credited with expressing themearlier. Those who

t hought thus stated that there is a principle of things which is at
the sane time the cause of beauty, and that sort of cause from which
t hi ngs acquire novenent.

Part 4 "

"One might suspect that Hesiod was the first to |ook for such a thing-or
some one el se who put | ove or desire anong existing things as a principle,
as Parneni des, too, does; for he, in constructing the genesis of the

uni verse, says:- "

"Love first of all the Gods she planned. "

"And Hesi od says: -
"First of all things was chaos nmade, and then

"Broad- breasted earth..

"And love, "md all the gods pre-em nent,

which inplies that anong existing things there nust be fromthe first

a cause which will nmove things and bring them together. How these

t hi nkers shoul d be arranged with regard to priority of discovery |et

us be allowed to decide |ater; but since the contraries of the various
forms of good were al so perceived to be present in nature-not only

order and the beautiful, but also disorder and the ugly, and bad things
in greater nunber than good, and ignoble things than beautiful -therefore
anot her thinker introduced friendship and strife, each of the two
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the cause of one of these two sets of qualities. For if we were to
foll ow out the view of Enpedocles, and interpret it according to its
meani ng and not to its lisping expression, we should find that friendship
is the cause of good things, and strife of bad. Therefore, if we said

t hat Enpedocles in a sense both nentions, and is the first to nention,
the bad and the good as principles, we should perhaps be right, since

the cause of all goods is the good itself.

"These thinkers, as we say, evidently grasped, and to this extent,
two of the causes which we distinguished in our work on nature-the
matter and the source of the movenment-vaguely, however, and with no
cl earness, but as untrai ned nen behave in fights; for they go round
their opponents and often strike fine blows, but they do not fight

on scientific principles, and so too these thinkers do not seemto
know what they say; for it is evident that, as a rule, they make no
use of their causes except to a small extent. For Anaxagoras uses
reason as a deus ex machina for the naking of the world, and when

he is at a loss to tell from what cause sonething necessarily is,
then he drags reason in, but in all other cases ascribes events to
anything rather than to reason. And Enpedocl es, though he uses the
causes to a greater extent than this, neither does so sufficiently
nor attains consistency in their use. At least, in nmany cases he makes
| ove segregate things, and strife aggregate them For whenever the
universe is dissolved into its elenents by strife, fire is aggregated
into one, and so is each of the other elenents; but whenever again
under the influence of |ove they cone together into one, the parts
nmust agai n be segregated out of each el enent.

"Enpedocl es, then, in contrast with his precessors, was the first

to introduce the dividing of this cause, not positing one source of
movenent, but different and contrary sources. Again, he was the first

to speak of four material elenents; yet he does not use four, but

treats themas two only; he treats fire by itself, and its opposite-earth,
air, and water-as one kind of thing. We may learn this by study of

his verses.

"This phil osopher then, as we say, has spoken of the principles in

this way, and nmade them of this number. Leuci ppus and his associate
Denocritus say that the full and the enpty are the elenents, calling

the one being and the other non-being-the full and solid being being,
the enpty non-being (whence they say being no nore is than non-being,
because the solid no nore is than the enpty); and they nake these

the material causes of things. And as those who make the underlying
substance one generate all other things by its nodifications, supposing
the rare and the dense to be the sources of the nodifications, in

the sanme way these phil osophers say the differences in the elenents

are the causes of all other qualities. These differences, they say,

are three-shape and order and position. For they say the real is
differentiated

only by 'rhythmand 'inter-contact’' and 'turning ; and of these rhythm
is shape, inter-contact is order, and turning is position; for Adiffers
fromNin shape, AN fromNA in order, MfromWin position. The question
of novenent-whence or how it is to belong to things-these thinkers,

like the others, lazily negl ected.

"Regarding the two causes, then, as we say, the inquiry seems to have
been pushed thus far by the early phil osophers.
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Part 5 "

"Cont enpor aneously with these phil osophers and before them the so-called
Pyt hagor eans, who were the first to take up mathematics, not only
advanced this study, but also having been brought up in it they thought
its principles were the principles of all things. Since of these principles
nunbers are by nature the first, and in nunbers they seenmed to see

many resenbl ances to the things that exist and cone into being-nore

than in fire and earth and water (such and such a nodification of
nunbers being justice, another being soul and reason, another being
opportunity-and simlarly alnost all other things being nunerically
expressible); since, again, they saw that the nodifications and the
rati os of the nusical scales were expressible in nunbers;-since, then
all other things seened in their whole nature to be nodell ed on nunbers,
and nunbers seened to be the first things in the whole of nature,

t hey supposed the elenents of nunmbers to be the elenments of all things,
and the whol e heaven to be a nusical scale and a nunber. And all the
properties of nunmbers and scal es which they could show to agree with

the attributes and parts and the whol e arrangenent of the heavens,

they collected and fitted into their schene; and if there was a gap
anywhere, they readily made additions so as to make their whole theory
coherent. E.g. as the nunber 10 is thought to be perfect and to conprise
t he whol e nature of nunbers, they say that the bodi es which nove through
the heavens are ten, but as the visible bodies are only nine, to neet
this they invent a tenth--the 'counter-earth'. W have di scussed these
matters nmore exactly el sewhere.

"But the object of our reviewis that we may |earn fromthese phil osophers
al so what they suppose to be the principles and how these fall under

t he causes we have naned. Evidently, then, these thinkers al so consider
that nunber is the principle both as matter for things and as form ng

both their nodifications and their permanent states, and hold that

the el ements of nunmber are the even and the odd, and that of these

the latter is |limted, and the former unlimted; and that the One

proceeds from both of these (for it is both even and odd), and nunber
fromthe One; and that the whol e heaven, as has been said, is nunbers.

"Ot her nenbers of this sane school say there are ten principles, which
they arrange in two colums of cognates-limt and unlimted, odd and
even, one and plurality, right and left, male and female, resting

and novi ng, straight and curved, |ight and darkness, good and bad,
square and oblong. In this way Al cmaeon of Croton seens also to have
conceived the matter, and either he got this view fromthem or they

got it fromhim for he expressed hinself simlarly to them For he
says most human affairs go in pairs, neaning not definite contrarieties
such as the Pythagoreans speak of, but any chance contrarieties, e.g.
white and bl ack, sweet and bitter, good and bad, great and small.

He threw out indefinite suggestions about the other contrarieties,

but the Pythagoreans decl ared both how nmany and which their contraricties
are.

"From both these schools, then, we can learn this nmuch, that the contraries
are the principles of things; and how many these principles are and

which they are, we can learn fromone of the two schools. But how

these principles can be brought together under the causes we have

nanmed has not been clearly and articulately stated by theny they seem
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however, to range the el enments under the head of matter; for out of
these as i mmanent parts they say substance is conposed and noul ded.

"From these facts we may sufficiently perceive the nmeaning of the
ancients who said the elenents of nature were nore than one; but there
are sone who spoke of the universe as if it were one entity, though
they were not all alike either in the excellence of their statenent

or inits conformty to the facts of nature. The discussion of them

is in no way appropriate to our present investigation of causes, for
they do not, like sone of the natural philosophers, assune being to

be one and yet generate it out of the one as out of matter, but they
speak in another way; those others add change, since they generate

the universe, but these thinkers say the universe is unchangeabl e.

Yet this much is germane to the present inquiry: Parnenides seens

to fasten on that which is one in definition, Melissus on that which

is one in matter, for which reason the forner says that it is limted
the latter that it is unlimted; while Xenophanes, the first of these
parti sans of the One (for Parmenides is said to have been his pupil),
gave no clear statement, nor does he seemto have grasped the nature

of either of these causes, but with reference to the whole materia

uni verse he says the One is God. Now these thinkers, as we said, nust
be neglected for the purposes of the present inquiry-two of thementirely,
as being alittle too naive, viz. Xenophanes and Melissus; but Parnenides
seens in places to speak with nore insight. For, claimng that, besides
the exi stent, nothing non-existent exists, he thinks that of necessity
one thing exists, viz. the existent and nothing else (on this we have
spoken more clearly in our work on nature), but being forced to foll ow
the observed facts, and supposing the existence of that which is one

in definition, but nore than one according to our sensations, he now
posits two causes and two principles, calling themhot and cold, i.e.
fire and earth; and of these he ranges the hot with the existent,

and the other with the non-existent.

"From what has been said, then, and fromthe wi se men who have now
sat in council with us, we have got thus nuch-on the one hand from
the earliest phil osophers, who regard the first principle as corporea
(for water and fire and such things are bodies), and of whom sone
suppose that there is one corporeal principle, others that there are
nore than one, but both put these under the head of matter; and on
the ot her hand from some who posit both this cause and besides this
the source of novenent, which we have got from sone as single and
from others as twofold.

"Down to the Italian school, then, and apart fromit, philosophers
have treated these subjects rather obscurely, except that, as we said,
they have in fact used two kinds of cause, and one of these-the source
of novenent-sone treat as one and others as two. But the Pythagoreans
have said in the sane way that there are two principles, but added
this much, which is peculiar to them that they thought that finitude
and infinity were not attributes of certain other things, e.g. of

fire or earth or anything else of this kind, but that infinity itself
and unity itself were the substance of the things of which they are
predi cated. This is why nunmber was the substance of all things. On
this subject, then, they expressed thensel ves thus; and regarding

the question of essence they began to make statenents and definitions,
but treated the matter too sinmply. For they both defined superficially
and thought that the first subject of which a given definition was
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predi cabl e was the substance of the thing defined, as if one supposed
that 'double' and '2' were the same, because 2 is the first thing

of which 'double' is predicable. But surely to be double and to be

2 are not the sanme; if they are, one thing will be many-a consequence
which they actually drew. Fromthe earlier philosophers, then, and
fromtheir successors we can |learn thus nuch.

Part 6 "

"After the systens we have nanmed cane the phil osophy of Plato, which
in nost respects followed these thinkers, but had pecullarities that

di stinguished it fromthe phil osophy of the Italians. For, having

in his youth first beconme famliar with Cratylus and with the Heraclitean
doctrines (that all sensible things are ever in a state of flux and
there is no know edge about then), these views he held even in |ater
years. Socrates, however, was busying hinmself about ethical matters
and neglecting the world of nature as a whol e but seeking the universa
in these ethical nmatters, and fixed thought for the first tinme on
definitions; Plato accepted his teaching, but held that the problem
applied not to sensible things but to entities of another Kkind-for
this reason, that the common definition could not be a definition

of any sensible thing, as they were always changing. Things of this

ot her sort, then, he called Ideas, and sensible things, he said, were
all named after these, and in virtue of a relation to these; for the
many exi sted by participation in the |Ideas that have the sane nane

as they. Only the nane 'participation' was new, for the Pythagoreans
say that things exist by "imtation' of nunbers, and Pl ato says they
exi st by participation, changing the nane. But what the participation
or the imtation of the Fornms could be they left an open question

"Further, besides sensible things and Forns he says there are the

obj ects of mathematics, which occupy an internediate position, differing
from sensible things in being eternal and unchangeabl e, from Forns

in that there are many alike, while the Formitself is in each case

uni que.

"Since the Forms were the causes of all other things, he thought their
el enents were the elements of all things. As matter, the great and
the small were principles; as essential reality, the One; for from
the great and the small, by participation in the One, cone the Nunbers.

"But he agreed with the Pythagoreans in saying that the One is substance
and not a predicate of sonmething else; and in saying that the Nunbers
are the causes of the reality of other things he agreed with them

but positing a dyad and constructing the infinite out of great and
smal |, instead of treating the infinite as one, is peculiar to him

and so is his view that the Nunbers exist apart from sensible things,
while they say that the things thenselves are Nunbers, and do not

pl ace the objects of mathemati cs between Fornms and sensi bl e things.

Hi s di vergence fromthe Pythagoreans in naking the One and the Nunbers
separate fromthings, and his introduction of the Fornms, were due

to his inquiries in the region of definitions (for the earlier thinkers
had no tincture of dialectic), and his making the other entity besides
the One a dyad was due to the belief that the nunmbers, except those

whi ch were prinme, could be neatly produced out of the dyad as out

of sone plastic material. Yet what happens is the contrary; the theory
is not a reasonable one. For they nake many things out of the matter,
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and the form generates only once, but what we observe is that one

table is nade fromone matter, while the man who applies the form

t hough he is one, nmakes many tables. And the relation of the male

to the female is simlar; for the latter is inpregnated by one copul ation
but the male inpregnates many femal es; yet these are anal ogues of

those first principles.

"Plato, then, declared hinself thus on the points in question; it

is evident from what has been said that he has used only two causes,
that of the essence and the material cause (for the Fornms are the
causes of the essence of all other things, and the One is the cause

of the essence of the Forns); and it is evident what the underlying
matter is, of which the Forns are predicated in the case of sensible
things, and the One in the case of Forns, viz. that this is a dyad,
the great and the small. Further, he has assigned the cause of good
and that of evil to the elenents, one to each of the two, as we say
some of his predecessors sought to do, e.g. Enpedocl es and Anaxagor as.

Part 7 "

"Qur review of those who have spoken about first principles and reality
and of the way in which they have spoken, has been concise and summary;
but yet we have learnt this nuch fromthem that of those who speak
about 'principle' and 'cause' no one has nentioned any principle except
t hose whi ch have been distinguished in our work on nature, but al
evidently have some inkling of them though only vaguely. For sone
speak of the first principle as matter, whether they suppose one or
nmore first principles, and whether they suppose this to be a body

or to be incorporeal; e.g. Plato spoke of the great and the small,

the Italians of the infinite, Enpedocles of fire, earth, water, and
air, Anaxagoras of the infinity of things conposed of simlar parts.
These, then, have all had a notion of this kind of cause, and so have
all who speak of air or fire or water, or sonmething denser than fire
and rarer than air; for sone have said the prine elenent is of this

ki nd.

"These thinkers grasped this cause only; but certain others have nmentioned
t he source of novenent, e.g. those who nmeke friendship and strife,
or reason, or love, a principle.

"The essence, i.e. the substantial reality, no one has expressed distinctly.
It is hinted at chiefly by those who believe in the Fornms; for they

do not suppose either that the Fornms are the matter of sensible things,

and the One the matter of the Forms, or that they are the source of

nmovenment (for they say these are causes rather of immbility and of

being at rest), but they furnish the Forms as the essence of every

other thing, and the One as the essence of the Forns.

"That for whose sake actions and changes and novenents take pl ace,
they assert to be a cause in a way, but not in this way, i.e. not

in the way in which it is its nature to be a cause. For those who
speak of reason or friendship class these causes as goods; they do
not speak, however, as if anything that exists either existed or cane
into being for the sake of these, but as if novenments started from
these. In the sane way those who say the One or the existent is the
good, say that it is the cause of substance, but not that substance
either is or cones to be for the sake of this. Therefore it turns
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out that in a sense they both say and do not say the good is a cause;
for they do not call it a cause qua good but only incidentally.

"Al'l these thinkers then, as they cannot pitch on another cause, seem
to testify that we have determ ned rightly both how many and of what
sort the causes are. Besides this it is plain that when the causes
are being | ooked for, either all four must be sought thus or they

nmust be sought in one of these four ways. Let us next discuss the
possible difficulties with regard to the way in which each of these

t hi nkers has spoken, and with regard to his situation relatively to
the first principles.

Part 8 "

"Those, then, who say the universe is one and posit one kind of thing
as matter, and as corporeal matter which has spatial nagnitude, evidently
go astray in many ways. For they posit the el ements of bodies only,

not of incorporeal things, though there are also incorporeal things.
And in trying to state the causes of generation and destruction, and

in giving a physical account of all things, they do away with the

cause of novement. Further, they err in not positing the substance,

i.e. the essence, as the cause of anything, and besides this in lightly
calling any of the sinple bodies except earth the first principle,

wi t hout inquiring how they are produced out of one anothers-1 nean
fire, water, earth, and air. For sone things are produced out of each
ot her by conbi nation, others by separation, and this nakes the greatest
difference to their priority and posteriority. For (1) in a way the
property of being nost elenmentary of all would seemto belong to the
first thing fromwhich they are produced by conbination, and this
property woul d belong to the nmost fine-grained and subtle of bodies.

For this reason those who make fire the principle would be nost in
agreenent with this argunent. But each of the other thinkers agrees
that the el enent of corporeal things is of this sort. At |east none

of those who naned one el ement claimed that earth was the el ement,
evidently because of the coarseness of its grain. (O the other three
el ements each has found sone judge on its side; for some maintain

that fire, others that water, others that air is the elenent. Yet

why, after all, do they not name earth al so, as nost nmen do? For people
say all things are earth Hesiod says earth was produced first of corporea
things; so primtive and popul ar has the opinion been.) According

to this argunent, then, no one would be right who either says the

first principle is any of the elenents other than fire, or supposes

it to be denser than air but rarer than water. But (2) if that which

is later in generation is prior in nature, and that which is concocted
and conpounded is later in generation, the contrary of what we have
been sayi ng nmust be true,-water nust be prior to air, and earth to
wat er .

"So much, then, for those who posit one cause such as we nentioned;
but the sanme is true if one supposes nore of these, as Enpedocles
says matter of things is four bodies. For he too is confronted by
consequences sonme of which are the sane as have been nentioned, while
others are peculiar to him For we see these bodies produced from
one another, which inplies that the sanme body does not always remain
fire or earth (we have spoken about this in our works on nature);

and regarding the cause of nmovenment and the question whether we nust
posit one or two, he nust be thought to have spoken neither correctly
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nor altogether plausibly. And in general, change of quality is necessarily
done away with for those who speak thus, for on their view cold wll

not come from hot nor hot fromcold. For if it did there would be

sonet hing that accepted the contraries thenselves, and there would

be sone one entity that becane fire and water, which Enpedocl es deni es.

"As regards Anaxagoras, if one were to suppose that he said there

were two el enments, the supposition would accord thoroughly with an
argunment whi ch Anaxagoras hinself did not state articulately, but

whi ch he nmust have accepted if any one had led himon to it. True,

to say that in the beginning all things were nmixed is absurd both

on other grounds and because it follows that they nust have existed
before in an unnm xed form and because nature does not allow any chance
thing to be mixed with any chance thing, and al so because on this

vi ew nodi fications and accidents could be separated from substances

(for the sanme things which are m xed can be separated); yet if one

were to follow himup, piecing together what he neans, he woul d perhaps
be seen to be sonmewhat nodern in his views. For when nothing was separated
out, evidently nothing could be truly asserted of the substance that
then existed. | nmean, e.g. that it was neither white nor black, nor

grey nor any other col our, but of necessity colourless; for if it

had been coloured, it would have had one of these colours. And simlarly,
by this same argunent, it was flavourless, nor had it any simlar
attribute; for it could not be either of any quality or of any size,

nor could it be any definite kind of thing. For if it were, one of

the particular forns woul d have belonged to it, and this is inpossible,
since all were mxed together; for the particular formwould necessarily
have been al ready separated out, but he all were m xed except reason

and this alone was unm xed and pure. Fromthis it follows, then, that

he nmust say the principles are the One (for this is sinple and unm xed)
and the Other, which is of such a nature as we suppose the indefinite

to be before it is defined and partakes of sonme form Therefore, while
expressing hinself neither rightly nor clearly, he neans sonething

like what the later thinkers say and what is now nore clearly seen

to be the case.

"But these thinkers are, after all, at hone only in argunents about
generation and destruction and novenent; for it is practically only

of this sort of substance that they seek the principles and the causes.
But those who extend their vision to all things that exist, and of

exi sting things suppose sone to be perceptible and others not perceptible,
evidently study both classes, which is all the nore reason why one

shoul d devote sone tinme to seeing what is good in their views and

what bad fromthe standpoint of the inquiry we have now before us.

"The ' Pyt hagoreans' treat of principles and el enents stranger than
those of the physical philosophers (the reason is that they got the
principles fromnon-sensible things, for the objects of nmathematics,
except those of astronony, are of the class of things wthout novenent);
yet their discussions and investigations are all about nature; for

they generate the heavens, and with regard to their parts and attributes
and functions they observe the phenonena, and use up the principles

and the causes in explaining these, which inplies that they agree

with the others, the physical philosophers, that the real is just

all that which is perceptible and contained by the so-called 'heavens'.
But the causes and the principles which they nention are, as we said,
sufficient to act as steps even up to the higher realns of reality,
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and are nore suited to these than to theories about nature. They do
not tell us at all, however, how there can be nmovement if linit and
unlimted and odd and even are the only things assumed, or how w t hout
movenment and change there can be generation and destruction, or the
bodi es that nove through the heavens can do what they do.

"Further, if one either granted themthat spatial nmagnitude consists
of these elenents, or this were proved, still how would sonme bodies

be light and others have wei ght? To judge from what they assune and
mai ntain they are speaking no nore of mathenatical bodies than of
percepti bl e; hence they have said not hing whatever about fire or earth
or the other bodies of this sort, | suppose because they have nothing
to say which applies peculiarly to perceptible things.

“"Further, how are we to combine the beliefs that the attributes of
nunber, and nunber itself, are causes of what exists and happens in

t he heavens both fromthe begi nning and now, and that there is no

ot her nunber than this nunmber out of which the world is conposed?

When in one particular region they place opinion and opportunity,

and, a little above or below, injustice and decision or mxture, and
al l ege, as proof, that each of these is a nunmber, and that there happens
to be already in this place a plurality of the extended bodi es conposed
of numbers, because these attributes of nunmber attach to the various

pl aces,-this being so, is this nunber, which we nust suppose each

of these abstractions to be, the same number which is exhibited in

the material universe, or is it another than this? Plato says it is
different; yet even he thinks that both these bodies and their causes
are nunbers, but that the intelligible nunbers are causes, while the

ot hers are sensible.

Part 9 "

"Let us |leave the Pythagoreans for the present; for it is enough to
have touched on them as much as we have done. But as for those who
posit the |ldeas as causes, firstly, in seeking to grasp the causes
of the things around us, they introduced others equal in nunber to
these, as if a man who wanted to count things thought he woul d not
be able to do it while they were few, but tried to count them when
he had added to their nunber. For the Fornms are practically equa
to-or not fewer than-the things, in trying to explain which these

t hi nkers proceeded fromthemto the Forns. For to each thing there
answers an entity which has the sane name and exists apart fromthe
substances, and so also in the case of all other groups there is a
one over nmany, whether the many are in this world or are eternal

"Further, of the ways in which we prove that the Forms exist, none

is convincing; for fromsone no inference necessarily follows, and
fromsome arise Fornms even of things of which we think there are no
Forms. For according to the argunents fromthe existence of the sciences
there will be Forns of all things of which there are sciences and
according to the 'one over nmany' argunment there will be Forns even

of negations, and according to the argunent that there is an object
for thought even when the thing has perished, there will be Forms

of perishable things; for we have an image of these. Further, of the
nore accurate argunments, sone lead to Ideas of relations, of which

we say there is no independent class, and others introduce the "third

man .
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"And in general the argunents for the Forns destroy the things for
whose existence we are nore zeal ous than for the existence of the
I deas; for it follows that not the dyad but nunber is first, i.e.
that the relative is prior to the absolute,-besides all the other
poi nts on which certain people by follow ng out the opinions held
about the lIdeas have cone into conflict with the principles of the
t heory.

"Further, according to the assunption on which our belief in the |deas
rests, there will be Forms not only of substances but also of nany

ot her things (for the concept is single not only in the case of substances
but also in the other cases, and there are sciences not only of substance
but al so of other things, and a thousand ot her such difficulties confront
them. But according to the necessities of the case and the opinions
hel d about the Forns, if Forms can be shared in there nmust be |deas

of substances only. For they are not shared in incidentally, but a

thing nust share in its Formas in sonething not predicated of a subject
(by '"being shared in incidentally' | nmean that e.g. if a thing shares

in "double itself', it shares also in '"eternal', but incidentally;

for "eternal' happens to be predicable of the 'double'). Therefore

the Forms will be substance; but the sane ternms indicate substance
inthis and in the ideal world (or what will be the meani ng of saying
that there is sonething apart fromthe particul ars-the one over nmany?).
And if the Ideas and the particulars that share in them have the sane
form there will be sonething common to these; for why should '2'

be one and the sane in the perishable 2's or in those which are many

but eternal, and not the same in the '2' itself' as in the particular

2? But if they have not the sane form they must have only the nane

in comon, and it is as if one were to call both Callias and a wooden
imge a 'man', w thout observing any community between them

"Above all one mght discuss the question what on earth the Forns
contribute to sensible things, either to those that are eternal or

to those that cone into being and cease to be. For they cause neither
novenent nor any change in them But again they help in no wi se either
towards the know edge of the other things (for they are not even the
substance of these, else they would have been in them), or towards
their being, if they are not in the particulars which share in them
though if they were, they m ght be thought to be causes, as white
causes whiteness in a white object by entering into its conposition
But this argunent, which first Anaxagoras and | ater Eudoxus and certain
others used, is very easily upset; for it is not difficult to collect
many i nsuperabl e objections to such a view.

"But, further, all other things cannot cone fromthe Fornms in any

of the usual senses of 'from . And to say that they are patterns and
the other things share in themis to use enpty words and poetica

met aphors. For what is it that works, |looking to the Ideas? And anyt hi ng
can either be, or becone, |ike another w thout being copied fromit,
so that whether Socrates or not a man Socrates |ike mght cone to

be; and evidently this nmight be so even if Socrates were eternal

And there will be several patterns of the sane thing, and therefore
several Forns; e.g. 'animal' and 'two-footed' and also 'man hinself
will be Forms of man. Again, the Forms are patterns not only sensible
t hi ngs, but of Forns thenselves also; i.e. the genus, as genus of
various species, will be so; therefore the same thing will be pattern
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and copy.

"Again, it would seeminpossible that the substance and that of which
it is the substance should exist apart; how, therefore, could the

| deas, being the substances of things, exist apart? In the Phaedo'

the case is stated in this way-that the Forns are causes both of being
and of beconm ng; yet when the Forms exist, still the things that share
in themdo not cone into being, unless there is sonething to originate
nmovenent; and many other things cone into being (e.g. a house or a
ring) of which we say there are no Fornms. Clearly, therefore, even

the other things can both be and cone into being owing to such causes
as produce the things just nentioned.

"Again, if the Forns are nunbers, how can they be causes? Is it because
exi sting things are other nunbers, e.g. one nunber is man, another

is Socrates, another Callias? Wiy then are the one set of nunbers
causes of the other set? It will not make any difference even if the
former are eternal and the latter are not. But if it is because things
in this sensible world (e.g. harnony) are ratios of numbers, evidently
the things between which they are ratios are sonme one class of things.
If, then, this--the matter--is sonme definite thing, evidently the

nunbers thenmselves too will be ratios of sonething to something el se.
E.g. if Callias is a nunerical ratio between fire and earth and water
and air, his lIdea also will be a nunber of certain other underlying
things; and man hinself, whether it is a nunber in a sense or not,
will still be a nunmerical ratio of certain things and not a nunber
proper, nor will it be a of nunber nerely because it is a nunerica
ratio.

"Again, from many nunbers one nunber is produced, but how can one

Form conme from many Fornms? And if the nunber conmes not fromthe many
nunbers thenselves but fromthe units in them e.g. in 10,000, how

is it with the units? If they are specifically alike, numerous absurdities

will follow, and also if they are not alike (neither the units in
one nunber being thenselves |ike one another nor those in other nunbers
being all like to all); for in what will they differ, as they are

wi thout quality? This is not a plausible view, nor is it consistent
wi th our thought on the matter.

"Further, they nust set up a second kind of nunber (with which arithnetic
deal s), and all the objects which are called '"internediate' by sone

t hi nkers; and how do these exist or fromwhat principles do they proceed?
O why nust they be internediate between the things in this sensible
world and the things-thensel ves?

"Further, the units in nust each conme froma prior but this is inpossible.
"Further, why is a nunber, when taken all together, one?

"Agai n, besides what has been said, if the units are diverse the Platonists
shoul d have spoken |ike those who say there are four, or two, elenents;

for each of these thinkers gives the nane of elenment not to that which

is common, e.g. to body, but to fire and earth, whether there is sonething
common to them viz. body, or not. But in fact the Platonists speak

as if the One were honpgeneous like fire or water; and if this is

so, the nunbers will not be substances. Evidently, if there is a One

itself and this is a first principle, 'one' is being used in nore
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t han one sense; for otherwi se the theory is inpossible.

"When we wi sh to reduce substances to their principles, we state that
lines come fromthe short and long (i.e. froma kind of small and
great), and the plane fromthe broad and narrow, and body fromthe
deep and shall ow. Yet how then can either the plane contain a line,

or the solid a line or a plane? For the broad and narrow is a different
class fromthe deep and shallow. Therefore, just as nunmber is not
present in these, because the many and few are different fromthese,
evidently no other of the higher classes will be present in the | ower.
But again the broad is not a genus which includes the deep, for then
the solid woul d have been a species of plane. Further, fromwhat principle
will the presence of the points in the |line be derived? Plato even
used to object to this class of things as being a geonetrical fiction
He gave the nane of principle of the line-and this he often posited-to
the indivisible lines. Yet these nmust have a linmit; therefore the
argunment from which the existence of the line follows proves al so

t he exi stence of the point.

"I'n general, though phil osophy seeks the cause of perceptible things,

we have given this up (for we say nothing of the cause from which

change takes its start), but while we fancy we are stating the substance
of perceptible things, we assert the existence of a second cl ass of

subst ances, while our account of the way in which they are the substances
of perceptible things is enpty talk; for 'sharing', as we said before,
means not hi ng.

"Nor have the Fornms any connexion with what we see to be the cause

in the case of the arts, that for whose sake both all mnd and the
whol e of nature are operative,-with this cause which we assert to

be one of the first principles; but mathemati cs has cone to be identica
wi th phil osophy for nodern thinkers, though they say that it should
be studied for the sake of other things. Further, one m ght suppose
that the substance which according to themunderlies as natter is

too mathematical, and is a predicate and differentia of the substance,
ie. of the matter, rather than matter itself; i.e. the great and the
small are |like the rare and the dense which the physical phil osophers
speak of, calling these the primary differentiae of the substratum
for these are a kind of excess and defect. And regardi ng novenent,

if the great and the small are to he novenent, evidently the Forns
will be noved; but if they are not to be novenent, whence did novenent
cone? The whol e study of nature has been anni hil at ed.

"And what is thought to be easy-to show that all things are one-is
not done; for what is proved by the nethod of setting out instances
is not that all things are one but that there is a One itself,-if
we grant all the assunptions. And not even this follows, if we do
not grant that the universal is a genus; and this in sone cases it
cannot be.

"Nor can it be explained either how the |lines and planes and solids
that come after the nunbers exist or can exist, or what significance
they have; for these can neither be Forns (for they are not nunbers),
nor the internediates (for those are the objects of mathematics),

nor the perishable things. This is evidently a distinct fourth class.

"In general, if we search for the elenents of existing things w thout
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di stingui shing the many senses in which things are said to exist,

we cannot find them especially if the search for the el enments of

which things are made is conducted in this manner. For it is surely

i npossi ble to discover what 'acting' or 'being acted on', or 'the
straight', is made of, but if elenents can be discovered at all, it

is only the el enents of substances; therefore either to seek the elenents
of all existing things or to think one has themis incorrect.

"“And how could we learn the elenments of all things? Evidently we cannot
start by knowi ng anything before. For as he who is | earning geonetry,

t hough he may know ot her things before, knows none of the things with
whi ch the science deals and about which he is to learn, so is it in

all other cases. Therefore if there is a science of all things, such
as sone assert to exist, he who is learning this will know nothing
before. Yet all learning is by nmeans of premi sses which are (either

all or sone of them) known before,-whether the | earning be by denpbnstration
or by definitions; for the elenents of the definition nmust be known
before and be familiar; and | earning by induction proceeds sinilarly.
But again, if the science were actually innate, it were strange that

we are unaware of our possession of the greatest of sciences.

"Again, howis one to come to know what all things are nade of, and

how is this to be nade evident? This also affords a difficulty; for

there m ght be a conflict of opinion, as there is about certain syllables;
some say za is made out of s and d and a, while others say it is a

di stinct sound and none of those that are famliar

"Further, how could we know t he objects of sense wi thout having the
sense in question? Yet we ought to, if the elenments of which all things
consi st, as conpl ex sounds consist of the clenments proper to sound,

are the sane.

Part 10 "

"It is evident, then, even fromwhat we have said before, that al

men seemto seek the causes naned in the Physics, and that we cannot
nanme any beyond these; but they seek these vaguely; and though in

a sense they have all been described before, in a sense they have

not been described at all. For the earliest philosophy is, on al

subj ects, like one who lisps, since it is young and in its beginnings.
For even Enpedocl es says bone exists by virtue of the ratio init.
Now this is the essence and the substance of the thing. But it is
simlarly necessary that flesh and each of the other tissues should
be the ratio of its elenents, or that not one of them should; for

it is on account of this that both flesh and bone and everything el se
will exist, and not on account of the matter, which he nanes,-fire
and earth and water and air. But while he would necessarily have agreed
if another had said this, he has not said it clearly.

"On these questions our views have been expressed before; but |et
us return to enunerate the difficulties that m ght be raised on these

same points; for perhaps we may get fromthem sone hel p towards our
later difficulties.
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Part 1

20

"THE i nvestigation of the truth is in one way hard, in another easy.

An indication of this is found in the fact t

hat no one is able to

attain the truth adequately, while, on the other hand, we do not collectively
fail, but every one says sonething true about the nature of things,

and while individually we contribute little

or nothing to the truth,

by the union of all a considerable anpunt is anmassed. Therefore, since
the truth seens to be like the proverbial door, which no one can fai

to hit, in this respect it nust be easy, but

the fact that we can

have a whole truth and not the particular part we aimat shows the

difficulty of it.

"Perhaps, too, as difficulties are of two Ki
present difficulty is not in the facts but
of bats are to the blaze of day, so is ther

nds, the cause of the
n us. For as the eyes
eason in our soul to the

things which are by nature nost evident of all

"It is just that we should be grateful, not

only to those with whose

views we may agree, but also to those who have expressed nore superficia

views; for these also contributed sonething,
us the powers of thought. It is true that if
we shoul d have been wi thout nmuch of our lyri

by devel opi ng before
t here had been no Ti not heus
c poetry; but if there

had been no Phrynis there woul d have been no Tinotheus. The same hol ds

good of those who have expressed views about
t hi nkers we have inherited certain opinions,
been responsi ble for the appearance of the f

"It is right also that philosophy shoul d be
truth. For the end of theoretical know edge
practical know edge is action (for even if t
are, practical nmen do not study the eternal

and in the present). Now we do not know a tr

the truth; for from sone
whil e the others have
or mer.

cal |l ed know edge of the
is truth, while that of
hey consi der how t hi ngs
but what is relative
uth without its cause;

and a thing has a quality in a higher degree than other things if

invirtue of it the simlar quality bel ongs

to the other things as

well (e.g. fire is the hottest of things; for it is the cause of the
heat of all other things); so that that causes derivative truths to

be true is nost true. Hence the principles of eternal things nust

be al ways nost true (for they are not nerely sometinmes true, nor is

there any cause of their being, but they thenselves are the cause

of the being of other things), so that as each thing is in respect

of being, so is it in respect of truth.

Part 2 "

"But evidently there is a first principle, and the causes of things

are neither an infinite series nor infinite
nei ther can one thing proceed from anot her

(e.g. flesh fromearth, earth fromair, air
st oppi ng), nor can the sources of movenent f
(man for instance being acted on by air, air
Strife, and so on without linmt). Sinmilarly

y various in kind. For
as frommatter, ad infinitum
fromfire, and so on w thout
orm an endl ess series

by the sun, the sun by
the final causes cannot

go on ad infinitum-wal king being for the sake of health, this for
t he sake of happi ness, happiness for the sake of something else, and

Get any book for freeon:  www.Abika.com



METAPHYSICS

so one thing always for the sake of another. And the case of the essence
is simlar. For in the case of internediates, which have a last term
and a termprior to them the prior must be the cause of the later
terms. For if we had to say which of the three is the cause, we should
say the first; surely not the last, for the final termis the cause

of none; nor even the internediate, for it is the cause only of one.
(It makes no di fference whether there is one internediate or nore,

nor whether they are infinite or finite in nunber.) But of series
which are infinite in this way, and of the infinite in general, al

the parts down to that now present are alike internediates; so that

if there is no first there is no cause at all

"Nor can there be an infinite process downwards, with a begi nning

in the upward direction, so that water should proceed fromfire, earth
fromwater, and so always some other kind should be produced. For

one thing comes fromanother in two ways-not in the sense in which
"from neans 'after' (as we say 'fromthe Isthmi an ganes cone the

O ynpian'), but either (i) as the man conmes fromthe boy, by the boy's
changing, or (ii) as air conmes fromwater. By 'as the man comes from
the boy' we nean 'as that which has conme to be fromthat which is
comng to be' or "as that which is finished fromthat which is being
achi eved' (for as beconmng is between being and not being, so that
which is becomng is always between that which is and that which is
not; for the learner is a man of science in the making, and this is
what is neant when we say that froma |l earner a man of science is
bei ng made); on the other hand, com ng from another thing as water
comes fromair inplies the destruction of the other thing. This is
why changes of the former kind are not reversible, and the boy does
not come fromthe man (for it is not that which cones to be sonething
that comes to be as a result of coming to be, but that which exists
after the comng to be; for it is thus that the day, too, comes from
the norning-in the sense that it cones after the norning; which is
the reason why the nmorning cannot cone fromthe day); but changes

of the other kind are reversible. But in both cases it is inpossible
that the nunmber of terns should be infinite. For ternms of the fornmer
ki nd, being internedi ates, must have an end, and ternms of the latter
ki nd change back into one another, for the destruction of either is
the generation of the other

"At the sane tinme it is inpossible that the first cause, being eternal
shoul d be destroyed; for since the process of becoming is not infinite

in the upward direction, that which is the first thing by whose destruction
sonmet hing cane to be nust be non-eternal

"Further, the final cause is an end, and that sort of end which is

not for the sake of sonething else, but for whose sake everything

else is; so that if there is to be a last termof this sort, the process
will not be infinite; but if there is no such term there will be

no final cause, but those who maintain the infinite series elimnate

the Good without knowing it (yet no one would try to do anything if

he were not going to cone to a limt); nor would there be reason in

the worl d; the reasonable man, at |east, always acts for a purpose,

and this is alimt; for the end is alimt.

"But the essence, also, cannot be reduced to another definition which

is fuller in expression. For the original definition is always nore
of a definition, and not the later one; and in a series in which the
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first termhas not the required character, the next has not it either
Further, those who speak thus destroy science; for it is not possible
to have this till one comes to the unanal ysable terms. And know edge
becones i npossible; for how can one apprehend things that are infinite
inthis way? For this is not like the case of the line, to whose divisibility
there is no stop, but which we cannot think if we do not nake a stop
(for which reason one who is tracing the infinitely divisible |ine
cannot be counting the possibilities of section), but the whole |ine
al so nust be apprehended by sonething in us that does not nove from
part to part.-Again, nothing infinite can exist; and if it could,

at least the notion of infinity is not infinite.

"But if the kinds of causes had been infinite in nunber, then al so
know edge woul d have been inpossible; for we think we know, only when
we have ascertained the causes, that but that which is infinite by
additi on cannot be gone through in a finite tine.

Part 3 "

"The effect which | ectures produce on a hearer depends on his habits;
for we demand the | anguage we are accustoned to, and that which is
different fromthis seens not in keeping but sonewhat unintelligible
and foreign because of its unwontedness. For it is the customary that
is intelligible. The force of habit is shown by the laws, in which
the | egendary and childish el ements prevail over our know edge about
them owing to habit. Thus sone people do not listen to a speaker

unl ess he speaks nmat hematically, others unless he gives instances,
whil e others expect himto cite a poet as witness. And sonme want to
have everythi ng done accurately, while others are annoyed by accuracy,
ei t her because they cannot follow the connexion of thought or because
they regard it as pettifoggery. For accuracy has sonething of this
character, so that as in trade so in argunent sone people think it
mean. Hence one nust be already trained to know how to take each sort
of argunent, since it is absurd to seek at the sane tinme know edge
and the way of attaining know edge; and it is not easy to get even
one of the two.

"The minute accuracy of mathematics is not to be demanded in all cases,
but only in the case of things which have no matter. Hence net hod

is not that of natural science; for presumably the whole of nature

has matter. Hence we nust inquire first what nature is: for thus we
shall al so see what natural science treats of (and whether it bel ongs
to one science or to nore to investigate the causes and the principles
of things).

BOOK 11

Part 1

"WE nust, with a view to the science which we are seeking, first recount
the subjects that should be first discussed. These include both the
ot her opinions that sonme have held on the first principles, and any
poi nt besi des these that happens to have been overl ooked. For those
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who wi sh to get clear of difficulties it is advantageous to discuss
the difficulties well; for the subsequent free play of thought inplies
the solution of the previous difficulties, and it is not possible

to untie a knot of which one does not know. But the difficulty of

our thinking points to a "knot' in the object; for in so far as our
thought is in difficulties, it is in |like case with those who are
bound; for in either case it is inpossible to go forward. Hence one
shoul d have surveyed all the difficulties beforehand, both for the

pur poses we have stated and because people who inquire wi thout first
stating the difficulties are |like those who do not know where they
have to go; besides, a man does not otherw se know even whet her he

has at any given tine found what he is |ooking for or not; for the

end is not clear to such a man, while to himwho has first discussed
the difficulties it is clear. Further, he who has heard all the contendi ng
argunents, as if they were the parties to a case, nust be in a better
position for judging.

"The first problem concerns the subject which we discussed in our
prefatory remarks. It is this-(1l) whether the investigation of the
causes belongs to one or to nore sciences, and (2) whether such a

sci ence should survey only the first principles of substance, or also
the principles on which all men base their proofs, e.g. whether it

is possible at the sane tine to assert and deny one and the sane thing
or not, and all other such questions; and (3) if the science in question
deal s with substance, whether one science deals with all substances,

or nore than one, and if nore, whether all are akin, or sonme of them
nmust be called forms of Wsdom and the others sonething el se. And

(4) this itself is also one of the things that nmust be di scussed-whet her
sensi bl e substances al one should be said to exist or others al so besides
them and whether these others are of one kind or there are several

cl asses of substances, as is supposed by those who believe both in

Forms and in mat hematical objects internediate between these and sensible
things. Into these questions, then, as we say, we nust inquire, and

al so (5) whether our investigation is concerned only with substances

or also with the essential attributes of substances. Further, with
regard to the sanme and other and |like and unlike and contrariety,

and with regard to prior and posterior and all other such ternms about
which the dialecticians try to inquire, starting their investigation
from probabl e prem ses only, -whose business is it to inquire into

all these? Further, we nust discuss the essential attributes of these
thensel ves; and we nust ask not only what each of these is, but also
whet her one thing al ways has one contrary. Again (6), are the principles
and el enents of things the genera, or the parts present in each thing,
into which it is divided; and (7) if they are the genera, are they

the genera that are predicated proximtely of the individuals, or

t he hi ghest genera, e.g. is animal or man the first principle and

the nore i ndependent of the individual instance? And (8) we nust inquire
and di scuss especially whether there is, besides the matter, any thing
that is a cause in itself or not, and whether this can exist apart

or not, and whether it is one or nore in number, and whether there

is sonething apart fromthe concrete thing (by the concrete thing

| nean the matter with sonething already predicated of it), or there

is nothing apart, or there is sonething in some cases though not in

ot hers, and what sort of cases these are. Again (9) we ask whether

the principles are limted in nunber or in kind, both those in the
definitions and those in the substratum and (10) whether the principles
of perishable and of inperishable things are the sane or different;
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and whether they are all inperishable or those of perishable things

are perishable. Further (11) there is the question which is hardest

of all and nost perpl exi ng, whether unity and being, as the Pythagoreans
and Plato said, are not attributes of sonmething else but the substance
of existing things, or this is not the case, but the substratumis
sonmet hi ng el se, -as Enpedocl es says, |ove; as sonme one el se says, fire;
whi | e another says water or air. Again (12) we ask whether the principles
are universal or like individual things, and (13) whether they exist
potentially or actually, and further, whether they are potential or
actual in any other sense than in reference to novenent; for these
qguestions also would present nmuch difficulty. Further (14), are nunbers
and lines and figures and points a kind of substance or not, and if

they are substances are they separate from sensible things or present

in then? Wth regard to all these matters not only is it hard to get
possession of the truth, but it is not easy even to think out the
difficulties well

Part 2 "

"(1) First then with regard to what we nmentioned first, does it bel ong
to one or to nore sciences to investigate all the kinds of causes?
How could it belong to one science to recognize the principles if
these are not contrary?

"Further, there are many things to which not all the principles pertain.
For how can a principle of change or the nature of the good exi st

for unchangeabl e things, since everything that in itself and by its

own nature is good is an end, and a cause in the sense that for its
sake the other things both come to be and are, and since an end or
purpose is the end of some action, and all actions inply change? So

in the case of unchangeable things this principle could not exist,

nor could there be a good itself. This is why in mathematics nothing

is proved by neans of this kind of cause, nor is there any denonstration
of this kind-'because it is better, or worse'; indeed no one even
mentions anything of the kind. And so for this reason sone of the
Sophists, e.g. Aristippus, used to ridicule mathematics; for in the
arts (he nmintained), even in the industrial arts, e.g. in carpentry
and cobbling, the reason always given is 'because it is better, or
worse," but the mathematical sciences take no account of goods and
evils.

"But if there are several sciences of the causes, and a different
science for each different principle, which of these sciences should
be said to be that which we seek, or which of the people who possess
them has the nost scientific know edge of the object in question?

The sane thing may have all the kinds of causes, e.g. the noving cause
of a house is the art or the builder, the final cause is the function
it fulfils, the matter is earth and stones, and the formis the definition
To judge from our previous discussion of the question which of the

sci ences should be called Wsdom there is reason for applying the
nane to each of them For inasnmuch as it is nost architectonic and
authoritative and the other sciences, |ike slavewonen, nmay not even
contradict it, the science of the end and of the good is of the nature
of Wsdom (for the other things are for the sake of the end). But

i nasmuch as it was described' as dealing with the first causes and
that which is in the highest sense object of know edge, the science

of substance nust be of the nature of Wsdom For since nen may know
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the sanme thing in many ways, we say that he who recogni zes what a

thing is by its being so and so knows nore fully than he who recogni zes
it by its not being so and so, and in the former class itself one

knows nmore fully than another, and he knows nost fully who knows what
athing is, not he who knows its quantity or quality or what it can

by nature do or have done to it. And further in all cases also we

think that the knowl edge of each even of the things of which denonstration
is possible is present only when we know what the thing is, e.g. what
squaring a rectangle is, viz. that it is the finding of a nean; and
simlarly in all other cases. And we know about becomni ngs and actions
and about every change when we know the source of the novenent; and
this is other than and opposed to the end. Therefore it would seem

to belong to different sciences to investigate these causes severally.

"But (2), taking the starting-points of denonstration as well as the
causes, it is a disputable question whether they are the object of

one science or of nore (by the starting-points of denonstration

mean the common beliefs, on which all nen base their proofs); e.g.

that everything nust be either affirmed or denied, and that a thing
cannot at the same time be and not be, and all other such prem sses:-the
guestion is whether the sane science deals with themas wi th substance,
or a different science, and if it is not one science, which of the

two nust be identified with that which we now seek.-1t is not reasonable
that these topics should be the object of one science; for why should

it be peculiarly appropriate to geonetry or to any other science to
understand these nmatters? If then it belongs to every science alike,

and cannot belong to all, it is not peculiar to the science which

i nvesti gates substances, any nore than to any other science, to know
about these topics.-And, at the sane tinme, in what way can there be

a science of the first principles? For we are aware even now what

each of themin fact is (at | east even other sciences use them as
famliar); but if there is a denpnstrative science which deals with
them there will have to be an underlying kind, and sone of them nust

be denopnstrable attributes and others nust be axionms (for it is inpossible
that there should be denonstration about all of them); for the denobnstration
must start fromcertain prem sses and be about a certain subject and
prove certain attributes. Therefore it follows that all attributes

that are proved nust belong to a single class; for all denonstrative

sci ences use the axions.

"But if the science of substance and the science which deals with

the axions are different, which of themis by nature nore authoritative
and prior? The axions are nost universal and are principles of al
things. And if it is not the business of the philosopher, to whom

else will it belong to inquire what is true and what is untrue about

t hent?

"(3) In general, do all substances fall under one science or under

nmore than one? If the latter, to what sort of substance is the present
science to be assigned?-On the other hand, it is not reasonable that

one science should deal with all. For then there woul d be one denobnstrative
science dealing with all attributes. For ever denpbnstrative science
investigates with regard to sone subject its essential attributes,

starting fromthe conmon beliefs. Therefore to investigate the essentia
attributes of one class of things, starting fromone set of beliefs,

is the busi ness of one science. For the subject belongs to one science,

and the prenisses belong to one, whether to the same or to another
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so that the attributes do so too, whether they are investigated by
t hese sciences or by one conpounded out of them

"(5) Further, does our investigation deal with substances al one or
also with their attributes? | nean for instance, if the solid is a
substance and so are lines and planes, is it the business of the sane
sci ence to know these and to know the attributes of each of these
classes (the attributes about which the mathematical sciences offer
proofs), or of a different science? If of the sane, the science of
substance al so nmust be a denobnstrative science, but it is thought
that there is no denopnstration of the essence of things. And if of
anot her, what will be the science that investigates the attributes

of substance? This is a very difficult question.

"(4) Further, nust we say that sensible substances al one exist, or

that there are others besides these? And are substances of one kind

or are there in fact several kinds of substances, as those say who
assert the existence both of the Forns and of the intermediates, with
whi ch they say the mathematical sciences deal ?-The sense in which

we say the Forms are both causes and sel f-dependent substances has

been explained in our first remarks about them while the theory presents
difficulties in many ways, the npost paradoxical thing of all is the
statement that there are certain things besides those in the materia
uni verse, and that these are the sanme as sensible things except that
they are eternal while the latter are perishable. For they say there

is a man-hinmself and a horse-itself and health-itself, with no further
qualification,-a procedure like that of the people who said there

are gods, but in human form For they were positing nothing but eterna
men, nor are the Platonists making the Forns anything other than eterna
sensi bl e things.

"Further, if we are to posit besides the Forns and the sensibles the

i nternedi ates between them we shall have many difficulties. For clearly
on the sane principle there will be lines besides the |ines-thensel ves
and the sensible lines, and so with each of the other classes of things;
so that since astronony is one of these mathenmatical sciences there

will also be a heaven besides the sensible heaven, and a sun and a

moon (and so with the other heavenly bodies) besides the sensible.

Yet how are we to believe in these things? It is not reasonable even

to suppose such a body i mmovable, but to suppose it nmoving is quite

i mpossible.-And simlarly with the things of which optics and mat hemati ca
harmoni cs treat; for these al so cannot exist apart fromthe sensible
things, for the sane reasons. For if there are sensible things and
sensations internedi ate between Form and i ndividual, evidently there

will also be animals internmedi ate between ani nal s-thensel ves and t he

peri shabl e animals.-W night also raise the question, with reference

to which kind of existing things we nust | ook for these sciences of
internediates. If geonetry is to differ frommensuration only in this,
that the latter deals with things that we perceive, and the forner

with things that are not perceptible, evidently there will also be

a science other than medicine, internedi ate between medi cal -science-itself
and this individual nedical science, and so with each of the other
sciences. Yet howis this possible? There woul d have to be al so heal t hy

t hi ngs besides the perceptible healthy things and the healthy-itself.--And
at the sanme time not even this is true, that nmensuration deals with
percepti bl e and perishabl e magni tudes; for then it would have perished
when they perished.
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"But on the other hand astronony cannot be dealing with perceptible
magni tudes nor with this heaven above us. For neither are perceptible
lines such lines as the geoneter speaks of (for no perceptible thing
is straight or round in the way in which he defines 'straight' and
"round'; for a hoop touches a straight edge not at a point, but as
Protagoras used to say it did, in his refutation of the geoneters),

nor are the novenents and spiral orbits in the heavens |ike those

of which astronony treats, nor have geonetrical points the sanme nature
as the actual stars.-Now there are some who say that these so-called

i nternmedi ates between the Fornms and the perceptible things exist,

not apart fromthe perceptible things, however, but in these; the

i npossible results of this view wuld take too |ong to enunerate,

but it is enough to consider even such points as the followi ng:-1It

is not reasonable that this should be so only in the case of these

i nternedi ates, but clearly the Forns also nmight be in the perceptible
things; for both statenments are parts of the same theory. Further

it follows fromthis theory that there are two solids in the sane

pl ace, and that the internediates are not imovable, since they are

in the nmoving perceptible things. And in general to what purpose would
one suppose themto exist indeed, but to exist in perceptible things?

For the sane paradoxical results will follow which we have al ready
nmentioned; there will be a heaven besides the heaven, only it wll

be not apart but in the same place; which is still nore inpossible.
Part 3 "

"(6) Apart fromthe great difficulty of stating the case truly with
regard to these matters, it is very hard to say, with regard to the
first principles, whether it is the genera that should be taken as

el ements and principles, or rather the primary constituents of a thing;
e.g. it is the primary parts of which articul ate sounds consi st that
are thought to be elenments and principles of articulate sound, not

the common genus-articul ate sound; and we give the nane of 'elenents'
to those geonetrical propositions, the proofs of which are inplied

in the proofs of the others, either of all or of npbst. Further, both
those who say there are several elenents of corporeal things and those
who say there is one, say the parts of which bodies are compounded

and consist are principles; e.g. Enpedocles says fire and water and

the rest are the constituent elenents of things, but does not describe
these as genera of existing things. Besides this, if we want to exam ne
the nature of anything else, we exam ne the parts of which, e.g. a

bed consists and how they are put together, and then we know its nature.

"To judge fromthese argunments, then, the principles of things would

not be the genera; but if we know each thing by its definition, and

the genera are the principles or starting-points of definitions, the
genera nust al so be the principles of definable things. And if to

get the know edge of the species according to which things are naned

is to get the knowl edge of things, the genera are at |east starting-points
of the species. And sone al so of those who say unity or being, or

the great and the small, are elenents of things, seemto treat them

as genera.

"But, again, it is not possible to describe the principles in both

ways. For the fornula of the essence is one; but definition by genera
will be different fromthat which states the constituent parts of
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a thing.

"(7) Besides this, even if the genera are in the highest degree principles,
shoul d one regard the first of the genera as principles, or those

which are predicated directly of the individuals? This also adnmits

of dispute. For if the universals are always nore of the nature of
principles, evidently the uppernost of the genera are the principles;

for these are predicated of all things. There will, then, be as nany
principles of things as there are prinmary genera, so that both being
and unity will be principles and substances; for these are nost of

all predicated of all existing things. But it is not possible that
either unity or being should be a single genus of things; for the
differenti ae of any genus nust each of them both have being and be

one, but it is not possible for the genus taken apart fromits species
(any nore than for the species of the genus) to be predicated of its
proper differentiae; so that if unity or being is a genus, no differentia
wi |l either have being or be one. But if unity and being are not genera
neither will they be principles, if the genera are the principles.

Again, the internediate kinds, in whose nature the differentiae are

i ncluded, will on this theory be genera, down to the indivisible species;
but as it is, sonme are thought to be genera and others are not thought
to be so. Besides this, the differentiae are principles even nore

than the genera; and if these also are principles, there cones to

be practically an infinite nunber of principles, especially if we
suppose the highest genus to be a principle.-But again, if unity is

nore of the nature of a principle, and the indivisible is one, and
everything indivisible is so either in quantity or in species, and

that which is so in species is the prior, and genera are divisible

into species for man is not the genus of individual nmen), that which

is predicated directly of the individuals will have nore unity.-Further
in the case of things in which the distinction of prior and posterior

is present, that which is predicable of these things cannot be sonething
apart fromthem(e.g. if two is the first of nunbers, there will not

be a Nunber apart fromthe kinds of nunbers; and simlarly there wll

not be a Figure apart fromthe kinds of figures; and if the genera

of these things do not exist apart fromthe species, the genera of

other things will scarcely do so; for genera of these things are thought
to exist if any do). But anmong the individuals one is not prior and

anot her posterior. Further, where one thing is better and anot her

worse, the better is always prior; so that of these also no genus

can exist. Fromthese considerations, then, the species predicated

of individuals seemto be principles rather than the genera. But again,
it is not easy to say in what sense these are to be taken as principles.
For the principle or cause must exist alongside of the things of which
it is the principle, and nust be capable of existing in separation
fromthem but for what reason should we suppose any such thing to

exi st alongside of the individual, except that it is predicated universally
and of all? But if this is the reason, the things that are nore universa
must be supposed to be nore of the nature of principles; so that the

hi ghest genera would be the principles.

Part 4 "

"(8) There is a difficulty connected with these, the hardest of al
and the nost necessary to exam ne, and of this the di scussion now
awaits us. If, on the one hand, there is nothing apart from i ndividua
things, and the individuals are infinite in nunber, how then is it
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possi bl e to get knowl edge of the infinite individuals? For all things
that we come to know, we cone to know in so far as they have sone
unity and identity, and in so far as sonme attribute belongs to them
uni versally.

"But if this is necessary, and there nust be sonething apart from
the individuals, it will be necessary that the genera exi st apart
fromthe individuals, either the | owest or the highest genera; but
we found by discussion just now that this is inpossible.

"Further, if we admit in the fullest sense that something exists apart
fromthe concrete thing, whenever sonmething is predicated of the matter,
must there, if there is sonmething apart, be sonething apart from each
set of individuals, or fromsone and not fromothers, or from none?

(A) If there is nothing apart fromindividuals, there will be no object
of thought, but all things will be objects of sense, and there wl|

not be know edge of anything, unless we say that sensation is know edge.
Further, nothing will be eternal or unnovable; for all perceptible

t hi ngs perish and are in novenent. But if there is nothing eternal

nei ther can there be a process of conming to be; for there nust be

sonmet hing that conmes to be, i.e. fromwhich sonmething cones to be,

and the ultimate termin this series cannot have cone to be, since

the series has a limt and since nothing can cone to be out of that
which is not. Further, if generation and novenent exist there nust

also be a limt; for no novenent is infinite, but every novenent has

an end, and that which is incapable of conpleting its comng to be
cannot be in process of conmng to be; and that which has conpl eted

its coming to be nust he as soon as it has conme to be. Further, since
the matter exists, because it is ungenerated, it is a fortiori reasonable
that the substance or essence, that which the matter is at any tine
comng to be, should exist; for if neither essence nor matter is to

be, nothing will be at all, and since this is inpossible there nust

be sonething besides the concrete thing, viz. the shape or form

"But again (B) if we are to suppose this, it is hard to say in which

cases we are to suppose it and in which not. For evidently it is not
possible to suppose it in all cases; we could not suppose that there

is a house besides the particul ar houses.-Besides this, will the substance
of all the individuals, e.g. of all nen, be one? This is paradoxi cal

for all the things whose substance is one are one. But are the substances
many and different? This also is unreasonable.-At the same tine, how

does the matter becone each of the individuals, and howis the concrete
thing these two el enents?

"(9) Again, one mght ask the follow ng question also about the first
principles. If they are one in kind only, nothing will be nunerically

one, not even unity-itself and being-itself; and how wi |l know ng

exist, if there is not to be something conmon to a whole set of individuals?

"But if there is a commpbn elenent which is nunerically one, and each

of the principles is one, and the principles are not as in the case

of perceptible things different for different things (e.g. since this
particular syllable is the same in kind whenever it occurs, the elenents

it are also the sanme in kind; only in kind, for these also, like the
syllable, are nunerically different in different contexts),-if it

is not like this but the principles of things are numerically one,

there will be nothing else besides the elenents (for there is no difference
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of neani ng between 'nunerically one' and 'individual'; for this is

just what we nean by the individual-the nunmerically one, and by the

uni versal we nean that which is predicable of the individuals). Therefore
it will be just as if the elenments of articulate sound were limted

in nunber; all the | anguage in the world would be confined to the

ABC, since there could not be two or nore letters of the same kind.

"(10) One difficulty which is as great as any has been negl ected both

by modern phil osophers and by their predecessors-whether the principles
of perishable and those of inperishable things are the same or different.
If they are the same, how are sone things perishable and others inperishable,
and for what reason? The school of Hesiod and all the theol ogi ans

t hought only of what was plausible to thensel ves, and had no regard

to us. For, asserting the first principles to be gods and born of

gods, they say that the beings which did not taste of nectar and anbrosia
became nortal; and clearly they are using words which are famliar

to thensel ves, yet what they have said about the very application

of these causes is above our conprehension. For if the gods taste

of nectar and anbrosia for their pleasure, these are in no w se the
causes of their existence; and if they taste themto naintain their

exi stence, how can gods who need food be eternal ?-But into the subtleties
of the mythologists it is not worth our while to inquire seriously;

those, however, who use the | anguage of proof we nust cross-exam ne

and ask why, after all, things which consist of the same el enents

are, sone of them eternal in nature, while others perish. Since these
phi | osophers nention no cause, and it is unreasonabl e that things

shoul d be as they say, evidently the principles or causes of things
cannot be the sane. Even the man whom one mi ght suppose to speak npst
consi stent | y- Enpedocl es, even he has made the sanme ni stake; for he

mai ntains that strife is a principle that causes destruction, but

even strife would seemno | ess to produce everything, except the One;

for all things excepting God proceed fromstrife. At |east he says:-

"Fromwhich all that was and is and will be hereafter-
"Trees, and nmen and wonen, took their grow h,

"And beasts and birds and water-nourished fish,

"And | ong- aged gods.

"The inplication is evident even apart fromthese words; for if strife
had not been present in things, all things would have been one, according
to him for when they have cone together, 'then strife stood outernost.'’
Hence it also follows on his theory that God nost blessed is |ess

wi se than all others; for he does not know all the elenents; for he

has in himno strife, and know edge is of the |like by the Iike. 'For

by earth,' he says, "

"we see earth, by water water,
"By ether godlike ether, by fire wasting fire,

"Love by love, and strife by gloony strife.

But-and this is the point we started fromthis at |east is evident,

Get any book for freeon:  www.Abika.com



METAPHYSICS

that on his theory it follows that strife is as nuch the cause of

exi stence as of destruction. And simlarly love is not specially the
cause of existence; for in collecting things into the One it destroys
all other things. And at the sanme tinme Enpedocl es nentions no cause
of the change itself, except that things are so by nature.

"But when strife at |ast waxed great in the |linbs of the
"Sphere,

"And sprang to assert its rights as the time was fulfilled

"Which is fixed for themin turn by a m ghty oath.

"This inplies that change was necessary; but he shows no cause of
the necessity. But yet so far at |east he al one speaks consistently;
for he does not nmke sonme things perishable and others inperishable,
but makes all perishable except the elements. The difficulty we are
speaki ng of now is, why sonme things are perishable and others are
not, if they consist of the same principles.

"Let this suffice as proof of the fact that the principles cannot

be the sane. But if there are different principles, one difficulty

is whether these also will be inperishable or perishable. For if they
are perishable, evidently these al so nust consist of certain elenents
(for all things that perish, perish by being resolved into the el enents
of which they consist); so that it follows that prior to the principles
there are other principles. But this is inpossible, whether the process

has a limt or proceeds to infinity. Further, how wi |l perishable
things exist, if their principles are to be annulled? But if the principles
are inperishable, why will things conposed of some inperishable principles

be perishable, while those conposed of the others are inperishable?
This is not probable, but is either inpossible or needs nuch proof.
Further, no one has even tried to maintain different principles; they
mai ntain the sane principles for all things. But they swallow the
difficulty we stated first as if they took it to be sonmething trifling.

"(11) The inquiry that is both the hardest of all and the npbst necessary
for know edge of the truth is whether being and unity are the substances
of things, and whether each of them w thout being anything el se,

is being or unity respectively, or we nust inquire what being and

unity are, with the inplication that they have sone other underlying
nature. For sone people think they are of the former, others think

they are of the latter character. Plato and the Pythagoreans thought
bei ng and unity were nothing else, but this was their nature, their
essence being just unity and being. But the natural philosophers take

a different line; e.g. Enpedocl es-as though reducing to sonething

nmore intelligible-says what unity is; for he would seemto say it

is love: at least, this is for all things the cause of their being

one. O hers say this unity and being, of which things consist and

have been made, is fire, and others say it is air. Asimlar view

is expressed by those who make the el enents nore than one; for these

al so nust say that unity and being are precisely all the things which
they say are principles.

"(A) If we do not suppose unity and being to be substances, it follows
that none of the other universals is a substance; for these are npst
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uni versal of all, and if there is no unity itself or being-itself,
there will scarcely be in any other case anything apart from what
are called the individuals. Further, if unity is not a substance,
evidently nunmber also will not exist as an entity separate fromthe
i ndi vidual things; for nunber is units, and the unit is precisely

a certain kind of one.

"But (B) if there is a unity-itself and a being itself, unity and

bei ng must be their substance; for it is not something else that is

predi cated universally of the things that are and are one, but just

unity and being. But if there is to be a being-itself and a unity-itself,
there is nuch difficulty in seeing how there will be anything el se

besi des these, -1 nmean, how things will be nore than one in nunber.

For what is different from being does not exist, so that it necessarily
foll ows, according to the argunent of Parneni des, that all things

that are are one and this is being.

"There are objections to both views. For whether unity is not a substance
or there is a unity-itself, nunber cannot be a substance. W have

already said why this result follows if unity is not a substance;

and if it is, the sane difficulty arises as arose with regard to being.
For whence is there to be another one besides unity-itself? It mnust

be not-one; but all things are either one or many, and of the many

each i s one.

"Further, if unity-itself is indivisible, according to Zeno's postul ate
it will be nothing. For that which neither when added nmekes a thing
greater nor when subtracted nakes it |ess, he asserts to have no being,
evidently assum ng that whatever has being is a spatial magnitude.

And if it is a nmagnitude, it is corporeal; for the corporeal has being

in every dinmension, while the other objects of mathematics, e.g. a

plane or a line, added in one way will increase what they are added

to, but in another way will not do so, and a point or a unit does

SO in no way. But, since his theory is of a |low order, and an indivisible
thing can exist in such a way as to have a defence even agai nst him

(for the indivisible when added will make the nunber, though not the
size, greater),-yet how can a nmagnitude proceed from one such indivisible
or frommany? It is |like saying that the line is nade out of points.

"But even if ore supposes the case to be such that, as sonme say, nunber
proceeds fromunity-itself and something el se which is not one, none
the |l ess we nust inquire why and how t he product will be sonetines

a nunber and sonetines a magnitude, if the not-one was inequality

and was the same principle in either case. For it is not evident how
magni tudes coul d proceed either fromthe one and this principle, or
from some nunber and this principle.

Part 5 "

"(14) A question connected with these is whether nunbers and bodies

and pl anes and points are substances of a kind, or not. If they are

not, it baffles us to say what being is and what the substances of

things are. For nodifications and novenents and rel ati ons and di spositions
and ratios do not seemto indicate the substance of anything; for

all are predicated of a subject, and none is a "this'. And as to the

t hi ngs which mght seem nost of all to indicate substance, water and

earth and fire and air, of which conposite bodies consist, heat and
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cold and the |ike are nodifications of these, not substances, and

the body which is thus nodified al one persists as sonething real and
as a substance. But, on the other hand, the body is surely |ess of

a substance than the surface, and the surface than the line, and the
line than the unit and the point. For the body is bounded by these;
and they are thought to be capable of existing wthout body, but body
i ncapabl e of existing without these. This is why, while nost of the
phi |l osophers and the earlier anpng them thought that substance and
being were identical with body, and that all other things were nodifications
of this, so that the first principles of the bodies were the first
principles of being, the nore recent and those who were held to be

wi ser thought nunbers were the first principles. As we said, then,

if these are not substance, there is no substance and no being at

all; for the accidents of these it cannot be right to call beings.

"But if this is admtted, that lines and points are substance nore

t han bodi es, but we do not see to what sort of bodies these could

bel ong (for they cannot be in perceptible bodies), there can be no
subst ance. - Further, these are all evidently divisions of body,-one

in breadth, another in depth, another in length. Besides this, no

sort of shape is present in the solid nore than any other; so that

if the Hermes is not in the stone, neither is the half of the cube

in the cube as sonething determ nate; therefore the surface is not

init either; for if any sort of surface were in it, the surface which
marks of f the half of the cube would be in it too. And the sanme account
applies to the line and to the point and the unit. Therefore, if on

the one hand body is in the highest degree substance, and on the other
hand these things are so nore than body, but these are not even instances
of substance, it baffles us to say what being is and what the substance
of things is.-For besides what has been said, the questions of generation
and instruction confront us with further paradoxes. For if substance,
not havi ng existed before, now exists, or having existed before, afterwards
does not exist, this change is thought to be acconpanied by a process
of beconing or perishing; but points and |ines and surfaces cannot

be in process either of becom ng or of perishing, when they at one

time exist and at another do not. For when bodies conme into contact

or are divided, their boundaries sinmultaneously become one in the

one case when they touch, and two in the other-when they are divided,
so that when they have been put together one boundary does not exi st

but has perished, and when they have been divided the boundaries exi st
whi ch before did not exist (for it cannot be said that the point,

which is indivisible, was divided into twd). And if the boundaries

conme into being and cease to be, fromwhat do they cone into being?

A simlar account may al so be given of the "now in tinme; for this

al so cannot be in process of coming into being or of ceasing to be,

but yet seens to be always different, which shows that it is not a
substance. And evidently the same is true of points and |ines and

pl anes; for the same argument applies, since they are all alike either
l[imts or divisions.

Part 6 "

“I'n general one mght raise the question why after all, besides perceptible
things and the internedi ates, we have to | ook for another class of

things, i.e. the Forms which we posit. If it is for this reason, because
the objects of mathematics, while they differ fromthe things in this

world in sone other respect, differ not at all in that there are many
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of the sanme kind, so that their first principles cannot be linted

in nunber (just as the elenents of all the |language in this sensible
world are not limted in nunber, but in kind, unless one takes the

el ements of this individual syllable or of this individual articulate
sound-whose elements will be linmted even in nunber; so is it also

in the case of the intermediates; for there also the nmenbers of the
same kind are infinite in nunber), so that if there are not-besides
percepti bl e and mat hemati cal obj ects-others such as sone nmintain

the Forms to be, there will be no substance which is one in nunber,
but only in kind, nor will the first principles of things be determ nate
in nunber, but only in kind:-if then this nust be so, the Forns al so
nmust therefore be held to exist. Even if those who support this view
do not express it articulately, still this is what they nean, and
they must be nmintaining the Forns just because each of the Fornms

is a substance and none is by accident.

"But if we are to suppose both that the Forns exist and that the principles
are one in nunber, not in kind, we have mentioned the inpossible results
t hat necessarily foll ow

"(13) Closely connected with this is the question whether the el enments
exi st potentially or in sone other manner. If in sonme other way, there
will be sonething else prior to the first principles; for the potency
is prior to the actual cause, and it is not necessary for everything
potential to be actual.-But if the elenents exist potentially, it

is possible that everything that is should not be. For even that which
is not yet is capable of being; for that which is not conmes to be,

but nothing that is incapable of being conmes to be.

"(12) We nust not only raise these questions about the first principles,
but al so ask whether they are universal or what we call individuals.

If they are universal, they will not be substances; for everything

that is common indicates not a '"this' but a 'such', but substance

is a'this'. And if we are to be allowed to lay it down that a conmpn
predicate is a 'this' and a single thing, Socrates will be severa

ani mal s-hinmsel f and 'man' and 'animal', if each of these indicates

a 'this' and a single thing.

"I'f, then, the principles are universals, these universal. Therefore

if there is to be results follow, if they are not universals but of
know edge of the principles there nust be the nature of individuals,
they will not be other principles prior to them nanely those knowabl e;
for the know edge of anything is that are universally predicated of

t hem

BOX IV

Part 1

"THERE is a science which investigates being as being and the attributes
which belong to this in virtue of its own nature. Now this is not

the sane as any of the so-called special sciences; for none of these
others treats universally of being as being. They cut off a part of
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bei ng and investigate the attribute of this part; this is what the

mat hemati cal sciences for instance do. Now since we are seeking the
first principles and the highest causes, clearly there nust be some
thing to which these belong in virtue of its own nature. If then those
who sought the el ements of existing things were seeking these sane
principles, it is necessary that the elenents nust be el enents of
bei ng not by accident but just because it is being. Therefore it is

of being as being that we also nust grasp the first causes.

Part 2

"There are many senses in which a thing may be said to 'be', but al
that 'is' is related to one central point, one definite kind of thing,
and is not said to 'be' by a nere anmbiguity. Everything which is healthy
is related to health, one thing in the sense that it preserves health,
another in the sense that it produces it, another in the sense that

it is a synptom of health, another because it is capable of it. And
that which is nedical is relative to the medical art, one thing being
cal l ed nedi cal because it possesses it, another because it is naturally
adapted to it, another because it is a function of the nedical art.

And we shall find other words used simlarly to these. So, too, there
are nmany senses in which a thing is said to be, but all refer to one
starting-point; sone things are said to be because they are substances,
ot hers because they are affections of substance, others because they
are a process towards substance, or destructions or privations or
qualities of substance, or productive or generative of substance,

or of things which are relative to substance, or negations of one

of these thing of substance itself. It is for this reason that we

say even of non-being that it is nonbeing. As, then, there is one

sci ence which deals with all healthy things, the same applies in the

ot her cases also. For not only in the case of things which have one
common notion does the investigation belong to one science, but also
in the case of things which are related to one comon nature; for

even these in a sense have one common notion. It is clear then that

it is the work of one science also to study the things that are, qua
bei ng. - But everywhere science deals chiefly with that which is primary,
and on which the other things depend, and in virtue of which they

get their nanes. If, then, this is substance, it will be of substances
that the phil osopher nust grasp the principles and the causes.

"Now for each one class of things, as there is one perception, so

there is one science, as for instance granmar, being one science,

i nvestigates all articulate sounds. Hence to investigate all the species
of being qua being is the work of a science which is generically one,
and to investigate the several species is the work of the specific

parts of the science.

"1f, now, being and unity are the sanme and are one thing in the sense
that they are inplied in one another as principle and cause are, not

in the sense that they are explained by the sanme definition (though

it makes no difference even if we suppose themto be like that-in

fact this would even strengthen our case); for 'one nman' and ' nan'

are the sanme thing, and so are 'existent man' and 'nan', and the doubling
of the words in 'one man and one exi stent man' does not express anything
different (it is clear that the two things are not separated either

in comng to be or in ceasing to be); and simlarly 'one existent
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man' adds nothing to 'existent man', and that it is obvious that the
addition in these cases neans the same thing, and unity is nothing
apart from being; and if, further, the substance of each thing is

one in no nerely accidental way, and simlarly is fromits very nature
sonmething that is:-all this being so, there nust be exactly as many
speci es of being as of unity. And to investigate the essence of these
is the work of a science which is generically one-1 mean, for instance,
the di scussion of the same and the sinilar and the other concepts

of this sort; and nearly all contraries nmay be referred to this origin;
I et us take them as having been investigated in the 'Sel ection of
Contraries'.

"And there are as many parts of philosophy as there are kinds of substance,
so that there nust necessarily be anbng thema first phil osophy and

one which follows this. For being falls immediately into genera; for

whi ch reason the sciences too will correspond to these genera. For

the phil osopher is like the mathematician, as that word is used; for

mat hemati cs al so has parts, and there is a first and a second science

and ot her successive ones within the sphere of nathematics.

"Now since it is the work of one science to investigate opposites,

and plurality is opposed to unity-and it belongs to one science to

i nvestigate the negation and the privation because in both cases we
are really investigating the one thing of which the negation or the
privation is a negation or privation (for we either say sinply that
that thing is not present, or that it is not present in sone particular
class; in the latter case difference is present over and above what

is inplied in negation; for negation means just the absence of the
thing in question, while in privation there is also enployed an underlying
nature of which the privation is asserted):-in view of all these facts,
the contraries of the concepts we naned above, the other and the dissimlar
and the unequal, and everything else which is derived either from
these or fromplurality and unity, nust fall within the province of

the sci ence above naned. And contrariety is one of these concepts;

for contrariety is a kind of difference, and difference is a kind

of otherness. Therefore, since there are many senses in which a thing
is said to be one, these terms also will have nmany senses, but yet

it belongs to one science to knowthemall; for a term belongs to
different sciences not if it has different senses, but if it has not
one neaning and its definitions cannot be referred to one centra

meani ng. And since all things are referred to that which is prinmary,

as for instance all things which are called one are referred to the
primary one, we nust say that this holds good al so of the sanme and

the other and of contraries in general; so that after distinguishing
the vari ous senses of each, we nust then explain by reference to what
is primary in the case of each of the predicates in question, saying
how they are related to it; for sone will be called what they are
cal | ed because they possess it, others because they produce it, and
others in other such ways.

"It is evident, then, that it belongs to one science to be able to
gi ve an account of these concepts as well as of substance (this was
one of the questions in our book of problens), and that it is the
function of the philosopher to be able to investigate all things.
For if it is not the function of the phil osopher, who is it who wll
i nqui re whet her Socrates and Socrates seated are the sanme thing, or
whet her one thing has one contrary, or what contrariety is, or how
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many neanings it has? And simlarly with all other such questions.
Since, then, these are essential nodifications of unity qua unity

and of being qua being, not qua nunbers or lines or fire, it is clear
that it belongs to this science to investigate both the essence of
these concepts and their properties. And those who study these properties
err not by |l eaving the sphere of phil osophy, but by forgetting that
subst ance, of which they have no correct idea, is prior to these other
t hi ngs. For nunber qua nunmber has peculiar attributes, such as oddness
and evenness, comrensurability and equality, excess and defect, and
these belong to nunbers either in thenselves or in relation to one
another. And simlarly the solid and the notionless and that which

is in motion and the weightless and that which has wei ght have ot her
pecul i ar properties. So too there are certain properties peculiar

to being as such, and it is about these that the phil osopher has to

i nvestigate the truth.-An indication of this may be nentioned: dialecticians
and sophists assunme the sane gui se as the phil osopher, for sophistic
is Wsdom which exists only in senblance, and dial ecticians enbrace
all things in their dialectic, and being is common to all things;

but evidently their dialectic enmbraces these subjects because these
are proper to phil osophy.-For sophistic and dialectic turn on the

same cl ass of things as philosophy, but this differs fromdialectic

in the nature of the faculty required and from sophistic in respect

of the purpose of the philosophic Iife. Dialectic is nerely critica
where phil osophy clains to know, and sophistic is what appears to

be phil osophy but is not.

"Again, in the list of contraries one of the two colunmms is privative,
and all contraries are reducible to being and non-being, and to unity
and plurality, as for instance rest belongs to unity and novenent

to plurality. And nearly all thinkers agree that being and substance
are conposed of contraries; at least all nane contraries as their
first principles-sonme nane odd and even, sone hot and cold, sone limt
and the unlimted, some love and strife. And all the others as wel

are evidently reducible to unity and plurality (this reduction we

nmust take for granted), and the principles stated by other thinkers
fall entirely under these as their genera. It is obvious then from
these considerations too that it belongs to one science to exani ne
bei ng qua being. For all things are either contraries or conposed

of contraries, and unity and plurality are the starting-points of

all contraries. And these belong to one science, whether they have

or have not one single neaning. Probably the truth is that they have
not; yet even if 'one' has several meanings, the other neanings wll
be related to the primary neaning (and simlarly in the case of the
contraries), even if being or unity is not a universal and the sane
in every instance or is not separable fromthe particul ar instances
(as in fact it probably is not; the unity is in some cases that of
conmon reference, in sone cases that of serial succession). And for
this reason it does not belong to the geoneter to inquire what is
contrariety or conpleteness or unity or being or the sane or the other
but only to presuppose these concepts and reason fromthis starting-point.--
Qbvi ously

then it is the work of one science to exani ne being qua being, and
the attributes which belong to it qua being, and the same science

wi || exanmine not only substances but also their attributes, both those
above nanmed and the concepts 'prior' and 'posterior', 'genus' and
‘species', "whole' and 'part', and the others of this sort.
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pPart 3 "

"We nust state whether it belongs to one or to different sciences
toinquire into the truths which are in mathematics call ed axi ons,

and into substance. Evidently, the inquiry into these also bel ongs

to one science, and that the science of the phil osopher; for these
truths hold good for everything that is, and not for some specia

genus apart fromothers. And all nmen use them because they are true

of being qua being and each genus has being. But nen use themjust

so far as to satisfy their purposes; that is, as far as the genus

to which their denonstrations refer extends. Therefore since these
truths clearly hold good for all things qua being (for this is what

is common to them), to himwho studies being qua being bel ongs the
inquiry into these as well. And for this reason no one who is conducting
a special inquiry tries to say anything about their truth or falsity,-neither
the geometer nor the arithnmetician. Sone natural philosophers indeed
have done so, and their procedure was intelligible enough; for they

t hought that they alone were inquiring about the whol e of nature and
about being. But since there is one kind of thinker who is above even
the natural philosopher (for nature is only one particul ar genus of
being), the discussion of these truths also will belong to hi mwhose
inquiry is universal and deals with primary substance. Physics al so

is a kind of Wsdom but it is not the first kind.-And the attenpts

of sone of those who discuss the ternms on which truth should be accepted,
are due to a want of training in logic; for they should know these

t hi ngs al ready when they cone to a special study, and not be inquiring
into themwhile they are listening to | ectures on it.

"Evidently then it belongs to the philosopher, i.e. to himwho is

studying the nature of all substance, to inquire also into the principles
of syllogism But he who knows best about each genus nust be able

to state the nost certain principles of his subject, so that he whose
subject is existing things qua existing nust be able to state the

nost certain principles of all things. This is the phil osopher, and

the nost certain principle of all is that regarding which it is inpossible
to be m staken; for such a principle nust be both the best known (for

all men may be mi staken about things which they do not know), and

non- hypot hetical. For a principle which every one nust have who understands
anything that is, is not a hypothesis; and that which every one nust

know who knows anyt hi ng, he nust al ready have when he conmes to a specia
study. Evidently then such a principle is the nost certain of all

which principle this is, let us proceed to say. It is, that the sane

attri bute cannot at the sane tinme belong and not belong to the sane
subject and in the same respect; we nust presuppose, to guard agai nst

di al ectical objections, any further qualifications which night be

added. This, then, is the nost certain of all principles, since it

answers to the definition given above. For it is inpossible for any

one to believe the same thing to be and not to be, as sone think Heraclitus
says. For what a nman says, he does not necessarily believe; and if

it is inpossible that contrary attri butes should belong at the sane

time to the sane subject (the usual qualifications nmust be presupposed

in this premiss too), and if an opinion which contradi cts anot her

is contrary to it, obviously it is inpossible for the sanme nan at

the sane tinme to believe the sane thing to be and not to be; for if

a man were mstaken on this point he would have contrary opinions

at the same tinme. It is for this reason that all who are carrying

out a denonstration reduce it to this as an ultimate belief; for this

Get any book for freeon:  www.Abika.com



METAPHYSICS 39

is naturally the starting-point even for all the other axions.
Part 4 "

"There are some who, as we said, both thenselves assert that it is
possible for the sane thing to be and not to be, and say that people
can judge this to be the case. And anpong others nmany writers about
nature use this |anguage. But we have now posited that it is inpossible
for anything at the sane tinme to be and not to be, and by this neans
have shown that this is the npst indisputable of all principles.-Sone

i ndeed demand that even this shall be denobnstrated, but this they

do through want of education, for not to know of what things one should
demand denonstration, and of what one should not, argues want of education
For it is inpossible that there should be denpbnstration of absolutely
everything (there would be an infinite regress, so that there would
still be no denonstration); but if there are things of which one should
not demand denonstration, these persons could not say what principle
they maintain to be nore self-evident than the present one.

"We can, however, denobnstrate negatively even that this view is inmpossible,
if our opponent will only say something; and if he says nothing, it

is absurd to seek to give an account of our views to one who cannot
gi ve an account of anything, in so far as he cannot do so. For such

a man, as such, is fromthe start no better than a vegetable. Now
negati ve denonstration | distinguish fromdenonstration proper, because
in a denonstration one night be thought to be begging the question,

but if another person is responsible for the assunption we shall have
negative proof, not denonstration. The starting-point for all such
argunments is not the demand that our opponent shall say that sonething
either is or is not (for this one mght perhaps take to be a begging

of the question), but that he shall say sonething which is significant
both for hinself and for another; for this is necessary, if he really

is to say anything. For, if he means nothing, such a man will not
be capabl e of reasoning, either with hinself or with another. But
if any one grants this, denobnstration will be possible; for we shal

al ready have sonmething definite. The person responsible for the proof,
however, is not he who denonstrates but he who |istens; for while

di sowni ng reason he listens to reason. And again he who adnmits this
has admitted that sonmething is true apart from denonstration (so that
not everything will be 'so and not so').

"First then this at least is obviously true, that the word 'be' or

'not be' has a definite neaning, so that not everything will be 'so
and not so'. Again, if 'man' has one neaning, let this be 'two-footed
animal'; by having one nmeaning | understand this:-if 'man' neans 'X,
then if Ais a man 'X wll be what 'being a man' neans for him (It

makes no difference even if one were to say a word has several neanings,
if only they are limted in nunber; for to each definition there nm ght
be assigned a different word. For instance, we mght say that 'man’

has not one neani ng but several, one of which would have one definition
viz. "two-footed aninmal', while there m ght be also several other
definitions if only they were linmted in nunber; for a peculiar nane

m ght be assigned to each of the definitions. If, however, they were

not limted but one were to say that the word has an infinite nunber

of meani ngs, obviously reasoning would be inpossible; for not to have
one neaning is to have no neaning, and if words have no meani ng our
reasoni ng with one another, and indeed with ourselves, has been anni hil at ed;
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for it is inpossible to think of anything if we do not think of one
thing; but if this is possible, one name might be assigned to this
thing.)

"Let it be assunmed then, as was said at the beginning, that the nane
has a meani ng and has one neaning; it is inpossible, then, that 'being
a man' should nean precisely 'not being a man', if 'man' not only
signi fi es sonet hing about one subject but also has one significance
(for we do not identify 'having one significance' with 'signifying
sonet hi ng about one subject', since on that assunption even 'nusical
and 'white' and 'man' woul d have had one significance, so that al

t hi ngs woul d have been one; for they would all have had the same

si gni ficance).

"And it will not be possible to be and not to be the sane thing, except
in virtue of an anbiguity, just as if one whomwe call 'man', others
were to call 'not-man'; but the point in question is not this, whether

the sane thing can at the same tine be and not be a man in nane, but
whether it can in fact. Now if 'man' and 'not-nman' mean nothing different,

obvi ously 'not being a man' will nean nothing different from' being
a man'; so that 'being a man' will be 'not being a man'; for they
will be one. For being one neans this-being related as 'rainment’' and

"dress' are, if their definitionis one. And if 'being a man' and
"being a not-man' are to be one, they nust nean one thing. But it

was shown earlier' that they nean different things.-Therefore, if

it is true to say of anything that it is a man, it nust be a two-footed
animal (for this was what 'man' neant); and if this is necessary,

it is inmpossible that the sanme thing should not at that time be a
two-footed animal; for this is what 'being necessary' means-that it

is inmpossible for the thing not to be. It is, then, inpossible that

it should be at the sane tinme true to say the sanme thing is a man

and is not a man.

"The sane account holds good with regard to 'not being a man', for
"being a man' and 'being a not-man' nean different things, since even
"being white' and 'being a man' are different; for the former terns
are much nore different so that they nust a fortiori nean different
things. And if any one says that 'white' neans one and the sane thing
as 'man', again we shall say the sane as what was said before, that

it would follow that all things are one, and not only opposites. But
if this is inpossible, then what we have maintained will follow, if
our opponent will only answer our question.

"And if, when one asks the question sinply, he adds the contradictories,
he is not answering the question. For there is nothing to prevent

the sane thing from being both a man and white and countl ess other
things: but still, if one asks whether it is or is not true to say

that this is a man, our opponent nust give an answer which neans one
thing, and not add that 'it is also white and |large'. For, besides

ot her reasons, it is inpossible to enunerate its accidental attributes,
which are infinite in nunber; let him then, enunerate either al

or none. Simlarly, therefore, even if the sane thing is a thousand
times a man and a not-nman, he must not, in answering the question
whether this is a man, add that it is also at the sane tinme a not-man,
unl ess he is bound to add also all the other accidents, all that the
subject is or is not; and if he does this, he is not observing the

rul es of argunent.
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"And in general those who say this do away with substance and essence.
For they nust say that all attributes are accidents, and that there

is no such thing as 'being essentially a man' or 'an animal'. For
if there is to be any such thing as 'being essentially a nman' this
will not be '"being a not-man' or 'not being a man' (yet these are

negations of it); for there was one thing which it neant, and this
was t he substance of sonething. And denoting the substance of a thing
means that the essence of the thing is nothing else. But if its being
essentially a man is to be the sane as either being essentially a
not - man or essentially not being a man, then its essence will be sonething
el se. Therefore our opponents nust say that there cannot be such a
definition of anything, but that all attributes are accidental; for
this is the distinction between substance and accident-'white' is
accidental to man, because though he is white, whiteness is not his
essence. But if all statenents are accidental, there will be nothing
pri mary about which they are made, if the accidental always inplies
predi cati on about a subject. The predication, then, nmust go on ad
infinitum But this is inpossible; for not even nore than two terns
can be conbined in accidental predication. For (1) an accident is

not an accident of an accident, unless it be because both are accidents
of the same subject. | nean, for instance, that the white is nusica
and the latter is white, only because both are accidental to man.

But (2) Socrates is nusical, not in this sense, that both terns are
accidental to sonething else. Since then sone predicates are accidenta
in this and sone in that sense, (a) those which are accidental in

the latter sense, in which white is accidental to Socrates, cannot
forman infinite series in the upward direction; e.g. Socrates the
white has not yet another accident; for no unity can be got out of
such a sum Nor again (b) will "white' have another term accidenta
toit, e.g. 'nmusical'. For this is no nore accidental to that than
that is to this; and at the sane tine we have drawn the distinction
that while sone predicates are accidental in this sense, others are
so in the sense in which '"nusical' is accidental to Socrates; and

the accident is an accident of an accident not in cases of the latter
kind, but only in cases of the other kind, so that not all terns wll
be accidental. There nust, then, even so be sonething which denotes
substance. And if this is so, it has been shown that contradictories
cannot be predicated at the sane tine.

"Again, if all contradictory statenents are true of the same subject

at the sane tinme, evidently all things will be one. For the same thing
will be atrirenme, a wall, and a man, if of everything it is possible
either to affirmor to deny anything (and this prem ss nust be accepted
by those who share the views of Protagoras). For if any one thinks

that the man is not a trirene, evidently he is not a trirene; so that
he also is a trireme, if, as they say, contradictory statenments are
both true. And we thus get the doctrine of Anaxagoras, that all things
are nm xed together; so that nothing really exists. They seem then,

to be speaking of the indeterm nate, and, while fancying thensel ves

to be speaking of being, they are speaki ng about non-being; for it

is that which exists potentially and not in conplete reality that

is indeterminate. But they must predicate of every subject the affirmtion
or the negation of every attribute. For it is absurd if of each subject
its own negation is to be predicable, while the negation of something
el se whi ch cannot be predicated of it is not to be predicable of it;
for instance, if it is true to say of a man that he is not a man,
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evidently it is also true to say that he is either a trireme or not
atrirene. If, then, the affirmative can be predicated, the negative
nmust be predicable too; and if the affirmative is not predicable,

the negative, at least, will be nore predicable than the negative

of the subject itself. If, then, even the |latter negative is predicable,
the negative of '"trireme’ will be also predicable; and, if this is

predi cable, the affirmative will be so too.

"Those, then, who mamintain this view are driven to this conclusion

and to the further conclusion that it is not necessary either to assert
or to deny. For if it is true that a thing is a man and a not - nman,
evidently also it will be neither a man nor a not-man. For to the

two assertions there answer two negations, and if the former is treated
as a single proposition conpounded out of two, the latter also is

a single proposition opposite to the forner.

"Again, either the theory is true in all cases, and a thing is both
white and not-white, and existent and non-existent, and all other
assertions and negations are simlarly conpatible or the theory is

true of some statenments and not of others. And if not of all, the
exceptions will be contradictories of which adnmittedly only one is

true; but if of all, again either the negation will be true wherever

the assertion is, and the assertion true wherever the negation is,

or the negation will be true where the assertion is, but the assertion
not al ways true where the negation is. And (a) in the latter case

there will be sonething which fixedly is not, and this will be an

i ndi sputabl e belief; and if non-being is sonething indisputable and
knowabl e, the opposite assertion will be nore knowable. But (b) if

it is equally possible also to assert all that it is possible to deny,
one nust either be saying what is true when one separates the predicates
(and says, for instance, that a thing is white, and again that it

is not-white), or not. And if (i) it is not true to apply the predicates
separately, our opponent is not saying what he professes to say, and

al so nothing at all exists; but how could non-existent things speak

or wal k, as he does? Also all things would on this view be one, as

has been already said, and man and God and trirene and their contradictories

will be the same. For if contradictories can be predicated alike of
each subject, one thing will in no wise differ fromanother; for if
it differ, this difference will be sonmething true and peculiar to

it. And (ii) if one may with truth apply the predi cates separately,
t he above-nmentioned result follows none the |ess, and, further, it
follows that all would then be right and all would be in error, and
our opponent hinself confesses hinself to be in error.-And at the
same time our discussion with himis evidently about nothing at all
for he says nothing. For he says neither 'yes' nor 'no', but 'yes
and no'; and again he denies both of these and says 'neither yes nor
no'; for otherw se there would already be sonething definite.

"Again if when the assertion is true, the negation is fal se, and when
this is true, the affirmation is false, it will not be possible to
assert and deny the sane thing truly at the same tine. But perhaps
they mght say this was the very question at issue.

"Again, is he in error who judges either that the thing is so or that
it is not so, and is he right who judges both? If he is right, what
can they nean by saying that the nature of existing things is of this
kind? And if he is not right, but nore right than he who judges in
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the other way, being will already be of a definite nature, and this
will be true, and not at the same tinme also not true. But if all are
al i ke both wong and right, one who is in this condition will not

be able either to speak or to say anything intelligible; for he says

at the sane tinme both 'yes' and 'no.' And if he nmmkes no judgenent
but 'thinks' and 'does not think', indifferently, what difference
will there be between himand a vegetabl e?-Thus, then, it is in the

hi ghest degree evident that neither any one of those who nmintain
this view nor any one else is really in this position. For why does
a man wal k to Megara and not stay at honme, when he thinks he ought
to be wal king there? Why does he not walk early some norning into

a well or over a precipice, if one happens to be in his way? Wy do
we observe himguardi ng against this, evidently because he does not
think that falling in is alike good and not good? Evidently, then
he judges one thing to be better and another worse. And if this is
so, he must al so judge one thing to be a nman and another to be not-a-nman,
one thing to be sweet and another to be not-sweet. For he does not
aimat and judge all things alike, when, thinking it desirable to
drink water or to see a man, he proceeds to aim at these things; yet
he ought, if the same thing were alike a man and not-a-man. But, as
was said, there is no one who does not obviously avoid sone things
and not others. Therefore, as it seens, all nen make unqualified judgenents,
if not about all things, still about what is better and worse. And
if this is not know edge but opinion, they should be all the nore
anxi ous about the truth, as a sick man should be nore anxi ous about
his health than one who is healthy; for he who has opinions is, in
conparison with the man who knows, not in a healthy state as far as
the truth is concerned.

"Agai n, however nuch all things may be 'so and not so', still there

is anore and a less in the nature of things; for we should not say

that two and three are equally even, nor is he who thinks four things

are five equally wong with himwho thinks they are a thousand. If

then they are not equally wong, obviously one is |less wong and therefore
nore right. If then that which has nore of any quality is nearer the

norm there nmust be some truth to which the nore true is nearer. And

even if there is not, still there is already sonething better founded

and liker the truth, and we shall have got rid of the unqualified

doctrine which would prevent us fromdeterm ning anything in our thought.

Part 5 "

"From t he same opi nion proceeds the doctrine of Protagoras, and both
doctrines nust be alike true or alike untrue. For on the one hand,

if all opinions and appearances are true, all statenents nust be at
the sane tine true and false. For many nmen hold beliefs in which they
conflict with one another, and think those m staken who have not the
same opi nions as themselves; so that the sanme thing nust both be and
not be. And on the other hand, if this is so, all opinions nust be
true; for those who are m staken and those who are right are opposed
to one another in their opinions; if, then, reality is such as the
view in question supposes, all will be right in their beliefs.

"Evidently, then, both doctrines proceed fromthe same way of thinking.
But the same net hod of discussion nust not be used with all opponents;
for sonme need persuasion, and others conpul sion. Those who have been
driven to this position by difficulties in their thinking can easily
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be cured of their ignorance; for it is not their expressed argunent

but their thought that one has to neet. But those who argue for the

sake of argunent can be cured only by refuting the argument as expressed
in speech and in words.

"Those who really feel the difficulties have been led to this opinion

by observation of the sensible world. (1) They think that contradictories
or contraries are true at the sane tinme, because they see contraries
com ng into existence out of the sane thing. If, then, that which

is not cannot conme to be, the thing nust have existed before as both
contraries alike, as Anaxagoras says all is mxed in all, and Denocritus
too; for he says the void and the full exist alike in every part,

and yet one of these is being, and the other non-being. To those,

t hen, whose belief rests on these grounds, we shall say that in a

sense they speak rightly and in a sense they err. For 'that which

is'" has two neanings, so that in sonme sense a thing can cone to be

out of that which is not, while in sonme sense it cannot, and the sane
thing can at the sanme tinme be in being and not in being-but not in

the sane respect. For the same thing can be potentially at the sane

time two contraries, but it cannot actually. And again we shall ask
themto believe that anong existing things there is also another kind

of substance to which neither novenent nor destruction nor generation

at all bel ongs.

"And (2) simlarly some have inferred from observation of the sensible
world the truth of appearances. For they think that the truth should
not be determned by the large or small nunber of those who hold a
belief, and that the sane thing is thought sweet by sone when they
taste it, and bitter by others, so that if all were ill or all were
mad, and only two or three were well or sane, these would be thought
ill and mad, and not the others.

"And again, they say that nmany of the other aninmals receive inpressions
contrary to ours; and that even to the senses of each individual

things do not always seemthe sanme. Which, then, of these inpressions
are true and which are false is not obvious; for the one set is no

nore true than the other, but both are alike. And this is why Denocritus,
at any rate, says that either there is no truth or to us at |east

it is not evident.

"And in general it is because these thinkers suppose know edge to

be sensation, and this to be a physical alteration, that they say

t hat what appears to our senses nmust be true; for it is for these

reasons that both Enpedocl es and Denocritus and, one may al nbst say,

all the others have fallen victinse to opinions of this sort. For Enpedocles
says that when nmen change their condition they change their know edge;

"For wi sdomincreases in nen according to what is before them

"And el sewhere he says that: -
"So far as their nature changed, so far to them al ways

"Cane changed thoughts into m nd.
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"And Parneni des al so expresses hinself in the same way:
"For as at each tinme the nmuch-bent |inbs are conposed,
"So is the mnd of men; for in each and all nen

"'Tis one thing thinks-the substance of their |inbs:

"For that of which there is nore is thought.

"A saying of Anaxagoras to some of his friends is also related,-that
things woul d be for them such as they supposed themto be. And they

say that Honer also evidently had this opinion, because he nade Hector
when he was unconscious fromthe blow, lie 'thinking other thoughts',-which
i mplies that even those who are bereft of thought have thoughts, though
not the sanme thoughts. Evidently, then, if both are forns of know edge,
the real things also are at the same tine 'both so and not so'. And

it isinthis direction that the consequences are nost difficult.

For if those who have seen nobst of such truth as is possible for us
(and these are those who seek and love it most)-if these have such
opi ni ons and express these views about the truth, is it not natura

t hat begi nners in philosophy should | ose heart? For to seek the truth
woul d be to follow flying gane.

"But the reason why these thinkers held this opinion is that while
they were inquiring into the truth of that which is, they thought,
"that which is' was identical with the sensible world; in this, however,
there is largely present the nature of the indeterm nate-of that which
exi sts in the peculiar sense which we have expl ai ned; and therefore,
whil e they speak plausibly, they do not say what is true (for it is
fitting to put the matter so rather than as Epicharnmus put it agai nst
Xenophanes). And again, because they saw that all this world of nature
is in nmovenment and that about that which changes no true statenent

can be nade, they said that of course, regarding that which everywhere
in every respect is changing, nothing could truly be affirnmed. It

was this belief that bl ossoned into the npst extrene of the views
above nentioned, that of the professed Heracliteans, such as was held
by Cratylus, who finally did not think it right to say anything but
only noved his finger, and criticized Heraclitus for saying that it

is inpossible to step twice into the same river; for he thought one
could not do it even once.

"But we shall say in answer to this argument also that while there

is sone justification for their thinking that the changing, when it

i s changi ng, does not exist, yet it is after all disputable; for that
which is losing a quality has sonething of that which is being |ost,
and of that which is conming to be, sonmething nust already be. And

in general if a thing is perishing, will be present sonething that
exists; and if a thing is conmng to be, there nust be sonething from
which it conmes to be and sonething by which it is generated, and this
process cannot go on ad infinitum-But, |eaving these argunments, |et
us insist on this, that it is not the sane thing to change in quantity
and in quality. Grant that in quantity a thing is not constant; stil
it isinrespect of its formthat we know each thing.-And again, it
woul d be fair to criticize those who hold this view for asserting
about the whole material universe what they saw only in a mnority
even of sensible things. For only that region of the sensible world
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whi ch i medi ately surrounds us is always in process of destruction
and generation; but this is-so to speak-not even a fraction of the
whol e, so that it would have been juster to acquit this part of the
wor | d because of the other part, than to condemm the ot her because

of this.-And again, obviously we shall make to them al so the sane
reply that we nade | ong ago; we nust show them and persuade themt hat
there i s sonething whose nature is changel ess. | ndeed, those who say
that things at the same tinme are and are not, should in consequence
say that all things are at rest rather than that they are in novenent;
for there is nothing into which they can change, since all attributes
bel ong already to all subjects.

"Regarding the nature of truth, we nust maintain that not everything
whi ch appears is true; firstly, because even if sensation-at |east

of the object peculiar to the sense in question-is not false, stil
appearance is not the sane as sensation.-Again, it is fair to express
surprise at our opponents' raising the question whether nagnitudes

are as great, and colours are of such a nature, as they appear to
peopl e at a distance, or as they appear to those close at hand, and
whet her they are such as they appear to the healthy or to the sick

and whet her those things are heavy which appear so to the weak or

t hose which appear so to the strong, and those things true which appear
to the slee ing or to the waking. For obviously they do not think
these to be open questions; no one, at least, if when he is in Libya
he has fancied one night that he is in Athens, starts for the concert
hall.-And again with regard to the future, as Plato says, surely the
opi nion of the physician and that of the ignhorant man are not equally
wei ghty, for instance, on the question whether a man will get wel

or not.-And again, anong sensations themselves the sensation of a
forei gn object and that of the appropriate object, or that of a kindred
obj ect and that of the object of the sense in question, are not equally
authoritative, but in the case of colour sight, not taste, has the
authority, and in the case of flavour taste, not sight; each of which
senses never says at the sane tinme of the same object that it sinultaneously
is '"so and not so'.-But not even at different tinmes does one sense

di sagree about the quality, but only about that to which the quality
bel ongs. | mean, for instance, that the sane wi ne night seem if either
it or one's body changed, at one tinme sweet and at another tine not
sweet; but at |east the sweet, such as it is when it exists, has never
yet changed, but one is always right about it, and that which is to

be sweet is of necessity of such and such a nature. Yet all these
views destroy this necessity, |leaving nothing to be of necessity,

as they |l eave no essence of anything; for the necessary cannot be
inthis way and also in that, so that if anything is of necessity,

it will not be 'both so and not so'.

"And, in general, if only the sensible exists, there would be nothing

if animate things were not; for there would be no faculty of sense.

Now t he view that neither the sensible qualities nor the sensations
woul d exist is doubtless true (for they are affections of the perceiver),
but that the substrata which cause the sensation should not exist

even apart from sensation is inpossible. For sensation is surely not

the sensation of itself, but there is sonething beyond the sensation

whi ch nust be prior to the sensation; for that which noves is prior

in nature to that which is noved, and if they are correl ative terns,

this is no | ess the case.
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Part 6 "

"There are, both anong those who have these convictions and anong

t hose who nmerely profess these views, some who raise a difficulty

by asking, who is to be the judge of the healthy man, and in genera
who is likely to judge rightly on each class of questions. But such
inquiries are like puzzling over the question whether we are now asl eep
or awake. And all such questions have the sanme neani ng. These peopl e
demand that a reason shall be given for everything; for they seek

a starting-point, and they seek to get this by denonstration, while
it is obvious fromtheir actions that they have no conviction. But
their m stake is what we have stated it to be; they seek a reason
for things for which no reason can be given; for the starting-point
of denmonstration is not denonstration.

"These, then, mght be easily persuaded of this truth, for it is not
difficult to grasp; but those who seek nmerely conpul sion in argunent
seek what is inpossible; for they demand to be allowed to contradict

t hemsel ves-a cl ai mwhich contradicts itself fromthe very first.-But

if not all things are relative, but sone are self-existent, not everything
that appears will be true; for that which appears is apparent to sone
one; so that he who says all things that appear are true, nekes al
things relative. And, therefore, those who ask for an irresistible
argunent, and at the sane tine demand to be called to account for

their views, nmust guard thensel ves by saying that the truth is not

t hat what appears exists, but that what appears exists for himto
whom it appears, and when, and to the sense to which, and under the
conditions under which it appears. And if they give an account of

their view, but do not give it in this way, they will soon find thensel ves
contradicting themsel ves. For it is possible that the same thing may
appear to be honey to the sight, but not to the taste, and that, since
we have two eyes, things may not appear the sane to each, if their
sight is unlike. For to those who for the reasons naned sone tine

ago say that what appears is true, and therefore that all things are
ali ke false and true, for things do not appear either the same to

all nmen or always the sane to the same man, but often have contrary
appearances at the same tine (for touch says there are two objects

when we cross our fingers, while sight says there is one)-to these

we shall say 'yes, but not to the sanme sense and in the same part

of it and under the sane conditions and at the sane tine', so that

what appears will be with these qualifications true. But perhaps for
this reason those who argue thus not because they feel a difficulty

but for the sake of argunment, should say that this is not true, but
true for this man. And as has been said before, they nust nake everything
relative-relative to opinion and perception, so that nothing either

has come to be or will be wi thout sone one's first thinking so. But

if things have cone to be or will be, evidently not all things wll

be relative to opinion.-Again, if athing is one, it is in relation

to one thing or to a definite nunber of things; and if the sanme thing
is both half and equal, it is not to the double that the equal is
correlative. If, then, in relation to that which thinks, nman and that
which is thought are the sane, man will not be that which thinks,

but only that which is thought. And if each thing is to be relative

to that which thinks, that which thinks will be relative to an infinity
of specifically different things.

"Let this, then, suffice to show (1) that the nost indisputable of
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all beliefs is that contradictory statenents are not at the sane tine
true, and (2) what consequences follow fromthe assertion that they
are, and (3) why people do assert this. Now since it is inpossible

that contradictories should be at the sane tine true of the sane thing,
obviously contraries also cannot belong at the sane tine to the sane
thing. For of contraries, one is a privation no less than it is a
contrary-and a privation of the essential nature; and privation is

the denial of a predicate to a determ nate genus. If, then, it is

i mpossible to affirmand deny truly at the same tinme, it is also inpossible
that contraries should belong to a subject at the sane tinme, unless
both belong to it in particular relations, or one in a particular
relati on and one without qualification.

Part 7 "

"But on the other hand there cannot be an intermedi ate between
contradictories,

but of one subject we nust either affirmor deny any one predicate.
This is clear, in the first place, if we define what the true and
the false are. To say of what is that it is not, or of what is not
that it is, is false, while to say of what is that it is, and of what
is not that it is not, is true; so that he who says of anything that

it is, or that it is not, will say either what is true or what is
fal se; but neither what is nor what is not is said to be or not to
be.-Again, the internediate between the contradictories will be so

either in the way in which grey is between black and white, or as

that which is neither man nor horse is between man and horse. (a)

If it were of the latter kind, it could not change into the extrenes
(for change is from not-good to good, or from good to not-good), but

as a matter of fact when there is an internmediate it is always observed
to change into the extrenes. For there is no change except to opposites
and to their internediates. (b) But if it is really internediate,

in this way too there woul d have to be a change to white, which was

not fromnot-white; but as it is, this is never seen.-Again, every

obj ect of understanding or reason the understanding either affirnms

or denies-this is obvious fromthe definition-whenever it says what

is true or false. When it connects in one way by assertion or negation
it says what is true, and when it does so in another way, what is

fal se.-Again, there nmust be an internedi ate between all contradictories,
if one is not arguing nerely for the sake of argunent; so that it

will be possible for a man to say what is neither true nor untrue,
and there will be a niddl e between that which is and that which is
not, so that there will also be a kind of change internedi ate between

generation and destruction.-Again, in all classes in which the negation
of an attribute involves the assertion of its contrary, even in these
there will be an internediate; for instance, in the sphere of nunbers
there will be number which is neither odd nor not-odd. But this is

i npossi ble, as is obvious fromthe definition.-Again, the process
will go on ad infinitum and the nunmber of realities will be not only
hal f as great again, but even greater. For again it will be possible
to deny this internediate with reference both to its assertion and

to its negation, and this newtermw |l be sone definite thing; for
its essence is sonething different.-Again, when a man, on bei ng asked
whether a thing is white, says 'no', he has deni ed nothing except
that it is; and its not being is a negation

"Sone people have acquired this opinion as other paradoxical opinions
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have been acquired; when nen cannot refute eristical argunents, they
give in to the argument and agree that the conclusion is true. This,
then, is why some express this view, others do so because they denand
a reason for everything. And the starting-point in dealing with al
such people is definition. Now the definition rests on the necessity
of their nmeaning something; for the formof words of which the word
is asign will be its definition.-Wile the doctrine of Heraclitus,
that all things are and are not, seens to make everything true, that
of Anaxagoras, that there is an internedi ate between the terns of

a contradiction, seens to nake everything false; for when things are
m xed, the m xture is neither good nor not-good, so that one cannot
say anything that is true.

Part 8 "

“I'n view of these distinctions it is obvious that the one-sided theories
whi ch sone peopl e express about all things cannot be valid-on the

one hand the theory that nothing is true (for, say they, there is
nothing to prevent every statenent from being |like the statenent 'the
di agonal of a square is conmensurate with the side'), on the other

hand the theory that everything is true. These views are practically
the sane as that of Heraclitus; for he who says that all things are
true and all are false also makes each of these statenents separately,
so that since they are inpossible, the double statenment nust be inpossible
too.-Again, there are obviously contradictories which cannot be at

the sane tine true-nor on the other hand can all statements be false;
yet this would seem nore possible in the |ight of what has been said. - But
agai nst all such views we nust postulate, as we said above,' not that
sonmething is or is not, but that sonething has a neaning, so that

we nust argue froma definition, viz. by assumi ng what falsity or

truth neans. If that which it is true to affirmis nothing other than
that which it is false to deny, it is inpossible that all statenents
shoul d be false; for one side of the contradiction nust be true. Again,
if it is necessary with regard to everything either to assert or to
deny it, it is inpossible that both should be false; for it is one
side of the contradiction that is false.-Therefore all such views

are al so exposed to the often expressed objection, that they destroy

t hemsel ves. For he who says that everything is true nakes even the
statenent contrary to his own true, and therefore his own not true

(for the contrary statenent denies that it is true), while he who

says everything is false makes hinself also false.-And if the forner
person excepts the contrary statement, saying it alone is not true,
while the latter excepts his own as being not false, none the |ess
they are driven to postulate the truth or falsity of an infinite nunber
of statenents; for that which says the true statenent is true is true,
and this process will go on to infinity.

"Evidently, again, those who say all things are at rest are not right,
nor are those who say all things are in novenent. For if all things

are at rest, the same statenents will always be true and the sane

al ways fal se,-but this obviously changes; for he who nakes a statenent,
hi rsel f at one tine was not and again will not be. And if all things

are in notion, nothing will be true; everything therefore will be

false. But it has been shown that this is inpossible. Again, it nust

be that which is that changes; for change is from sonething to sonething.
But again it is not the case that all things are at rest or in notion
sometines, and nothing for ever; for there is sonething which al ways
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nmoves the things that are in notion, and the first nmover is itself
unnoved.

BOOK V

Part 1

"'BEA NNING nmeans (1) that part of a thing from which one would start
first, e.g aline or a road has a beginning in either of the contrary
directions. (2) That from which each thing would best be origi nated,

e.g. even in learning we nust sonetines begin not fromthe first point
and the beginning of the subject, but fromthe point fromwhich we
shoul d | earn nost easily. (4) That from which, as an i mmnent part,
athing first comes to be, e,g, as the keel of a ship and the foundation
of a house, while in aninmals some suppose the heart, others the brain

ot hers sonme other part, to be of this nature. (4) That from which,

not as an i mmanent part, a thing first comes to be, and from which

t he novenent or the change naturally first begins, as a child cones
fromits father and its nother, and a fight from abusive | anguage.

(5) That at whose will that which is nmoved is noved and that which
changes changes, e.g. the nagistracies in cities, and oligarchies

and nonarchies and tyrannies, are called arhchai, and so are the arts,
and of these especially the architectonic arts. (6) That from which

a thing can first be known,-this also is called the beginning of the
thing, e.g. the hypotheses are the beginnings of denonstrations. (Causes
are spoken of in an equal nunber of senses; for all causes are begi nnings.)
It is common, then, to all beginnings to be the first point from which

a thing either is or comes to be or is known; but of these sone are

i manent in the thing and others are outside. Hence the nature of
athing is a beginning, and so is the elenent of a thing, and thought
and will, and essence, and the final cause-for the good and the beauti ful
are the beginning both of the know edge and of the novenent of many

t hi ngs.

Part 2 "

"' Cause' neans (1) that fromwhich, as i manent material, a thing

cones into being, e.g. the bronze is the cause of the statue and the
silver of the saucer, and so are the classes which include these.

(2) The formor pattern, i.e. the definition of the essence, and the

cl asses which include this (e.g. the ratio 2:1 and nunber in genera

are causes of the octave), and the parts included in the definition

(3) That fromwhich the change or the resting fromchange first begins;
e.g. the adviser is a cause of the action, and the father a cause

of the child, and in general the maker a cause of the thing made and

t he change- produci ng of the changing. (4) The end, i.e. that for the
sake of which a thing is; e.g. health is the cause of wal king. For

"Why does one wal k?' we say; 'that one may be healthy'; and in speaking
thus we think we have given the cause. The same is true of all the
means that intervene before the end, when sonething el se has put the
process in notion, as e.g. thinning or purging or drugs or instrunents
i ntervene before health is reached; for all these are for the sake

of the end, though they differ fromone another in that some are instrunments
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and others are actions.

"These, then, are practically all the senses in which causes are spoken
of, and as they are spoken of in several senses it follows both that
there are several causes of the sane thing, and in no accidental sense
(e.g. both the art of scul pture and the bronze are causes of the statue
not in respect of anything el se but qua statue; not, however, in the
same way, but the one as matter and the other as source of the novenent),
and that things can be causes of one another (e.g. exercise of good
condition, and the latter of exercise; not, however, in the same way,

but the one as end and the other as source of nmovement).-Again, the

same thing is the cause of contraries; for that which when present

causes a particular thing, we sonetinmes charge, when absent, with

the contrary, e.g. we inpute the shipweck to the absence of the steersman
whose presence was the cause of safety; and both-the presence and

the privation-are causes as sources of novenent.

"Al'l the causes now nentioned fall under four senses which are the
nost obvi ous. For the letters are the cause of syllables, and the
material is the cause of manufactured things, and fire and earth and
all such things are the causes of bodies, and the parts are causes

of the whole, and the hypotheses are causes of the conclusion, in

the sense that they are that out of which these respectively are made;
but of these sone are cause as the substratum (e.g. the parts), others
as the essence (the whole, the synthesis, and the fornm). The senen,

t he physician, the adviser, and in general the agent, are all sources
of change or of rest. The renmi nder are causes as the end and the
good of the other things; for that for the sake of which other things
are tends to be the best and the end of the other things; let us take
it as making no difference whether we call it good or apparent good.

"These, then, are the causes, and this is the nunber of their kinds,
but the varieties of causes are many in nunber, though when summari zed
these al so are conparatively few Causes are spoken of in nmany senses,
and even of those which are of the sanme kind some are causes in a
prior and others in a posterior sense, e.g. both 'the physician' and
"the professional man' are causes of health, and both 'the ratio 2:1'
and 'nunber' are causes of the octave, and the classes that include
any particul ar cause are al ways causes of the particular effect. Again
there are accidental causes and the classes which include these; e.g.
while in one sense 'the scul ptor' causes the statue, in another sense
"Polyclitus' causes it, because the scul ptor happens to be Pol yclitus;
and the classes that include the accidental cause are al so causes,

e.g. 'man'-or in general "animal'-is the cause of the statue, because
Polyclitus is a man, and man is an animal. O accidental causes al so
some are nore renote or nearer than others, as, for instance, if 'the
white' and 'the nusical' were called causes of the statue, and not
only "Polyclitus' or 'man'. But besides all these varieties of causes,
whet her proper or accidental, some are called causes as being able

to act, others as acting; e.g. the cause of the house's being built

is a builder, or a builder who is building.-The sane variety of |anguage
will be found with regard to the effects of causes; e.g. a thing my
be called the cause of this statue or of a statue or in general of

an i mage, and of this bronze or of bronze or of matter in general

and simlarly in the case of accidental effects. Again, both accidenta
and proper causes may be spoken of in combination; e.g. we may say

not 'Polyclitus' nor 'the sculptor' but 'Polyclitus the scul ptor'.
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Yet all these are but six in nunber, while each is spoken of in two

ways; for (A) they are causes either as the individual, or as the

genus, or as the accidental, or as the genus that includes the accidental
and these either as conbined, or as taken sinply; and (B) all may

be taken as acting or as having a capacity. But they differ inasnmuch

as the acting causes, i.e. the individuals, exist, or do not exist,

simul taneously with the things of which they are causes, e.g. this
particular man who is healing, with this particular man who i s recovering
health, and this particular builder with this particular thing that

is being built; but the potential causes are not always in this case;

for the house does not perish at the sane tinme as the builder

Part 3 "

"'El enment' nmeans (1) the prinmary conponent i muanent in a thing, and
indivisible in kind into other kinds; e.g. the el ements of speech

are the parts of which speech consists and into which it is ultimtely
di vided, while they are no longer divided into other forms of speech
different in kind fromthem |f they are divided, their parts are

of the same kind, as a part of water is water (while a part of the
syllable is not a syllable). Simlarly those who speak of the elenments
of bodies nean the things into which bodies are ultimately divided,
while they are no |l onger divided into other things differing in kind;
and whet her the things of this sort are one or nore, they call these
el ements. The so-called el enents of geonetrical proofs, and in genera
the el ements of denonstrations, have a simlar character; for the

pri mary denonstrations, each of which is inplied in many denonstrations,
are called elenents of denonstrations; and the primary syll ogi sns,

whi ch have three ternms and proceed by neans of one middle, are of

this nature.

"(2) People also transfer the word 'elenent' fromthis neaning and
apply it to that which, being one and small, is useful for many purposes;
for which reason what is small and sinple and indivisible is called
an elenment. Hence cone the facts that the npbst universal things are

el enments (because each of them being one and sinple is present in

a plurality of things, either in all or in as many as possible), and
that unity and the point are thought by some to be first principles.
Now, since the so-called genera are universal and indivisible (for
there is no definition of thenm), sone say the genera are el enents,

and nore so than the differentia, because the genus is nore universal
for where the differentia is present, the genus acconpanies it, but
where the genus is present, the differentia is not always so. It is
common to all the neanings that the element of each thing is the first
conmponent inmanent in each

Part 4 "

""Nature' neans (1) the genesis of growi ng things-the nmeani ng which
woul d be suggested if one were to pronounce the 'u' in phusis |ong.

(2) That immanent part of a growing thing, fromwhich its growh first
proceeds. (3) The source fromwhich the primary novenent in each natura
object is present in it in virtue of its own essence. Those things

are said to grow which derive increase fromsonething el se by contact
and either by organic unity, or by organic adhesion as in the case

of enbryos. Organic unity differs fromcontact; for in the latter

case there need not be anything besides the contact, but in organic
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unities there is something identical in both parts, which makes them
grow toget her instead of merely touching, and be one in respect of
continuity and quantity, though not of quality.-(4) 'Nature' neans

the primary material of which any natural object consists or out of
which it is made, which is relatively unshaped and cannot be changed
fromits own potency, as e.g. bronze is said to be the nature of a
statue and of bronze utensils, and wood the nature of wooden things;
and so in all other cases; for when a product is nade out of these
materials, the first matter is preserved throughout. For it is in

this way that people call the el enents of natural objects also their
nature, some nanming fire, others earth, others air, others water

ot hers sonething el se of the sort, and sone nam ng nore than one of
these, and others all of them-(5) 'Nature' neans the essence of natura
objects, as with those who say the nature is the primary node of conposition
or as Enpedocl es says:- "

“Not hing that is has a nature,

"But only mixing and parting of the nixed,

"And nature is but a name given them by nen.

Hence as regards the things that are or cone to be by nature, though
that fromwhich they naturally cone to be or are is already present,

we say they have not their nature yet, unless they have their form

or shape. That which conprises both of these exists by nature, e.g.

the animals and their parts; and not only is the first matter nature
(and this in tw senses, either the first, counting fromthe thing,

or the first in general; e.g. in the case of works in bronze, bronze
is first with reference to them but in general perhaps water is first,
if all things that can be nelted are water), but also the formor
essence, which is the end of the process of becom ng.-(6) By an extension
of nmeaning fromthis sense of 'nature' every essence in general has
cone to be called a 'nature', because the nature of a thing is one

ki nd of essence.

"From what has been said, then, it is plain that nature in the primary
and strict sense is the essence of things which have in thensel ves,

as such, a source of movenent; for the matter is called the nature
because it is qualified to receive this, and processes of becom ng

and growing are called nature because they are novenents proceeding
fromthis. And nature in this sense is the source of the nmovenent

of natural objects, being present in them sonehow, either potentially
or in conplete reality.

pPart 5 "

"We call '"necessary' (1, a) that wi thout which, as a condition, a

thing cannot live; e.g. breathing and food are necessary for an ani mal
for it is incapable of existing w thout these; (b) the conditions

wi t hout whi ch good cannot be or come to be, or wi thout which we cannot
get rid or be freed of evil; e.g. drinking the nedicine is necessary

in order that we nay be cured of disease, and a nan's sailing to Aegi na
is necessary in order that he may get his noney.-(2) The conpul sory

and conpul sion, i.e. that which inpedes and tends to hinder, contrary
to i nmpul se and purpose. For the compul sory is called necessary (whence
the necessary is painful, as Evenus says: 'For every necessary thing
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is ever irksone'), and conmpulsion is a form of necessity, as Sophocles
says: 'But force necessitates ne to this act'. And necessity is held

to be sonething that cannot be persuaded-and rightly, for it is contrary
to the nmovenent which accords with purpose and with reasoning.-(3)

We say that that which cannot be otherwise is necessarily as it is.

And fromthis sense of 'necessary' all the others are somehow derived;
for athing is said to do or suffer what is necessary in the sense

of conpul sory, only when it cannot act according to its inpul se because
of the conpelling forces-which inplies that necessity is that because
of which a thing cannot be otherwi se; and similarly as regards the
conditions of life and of good; for when in the one case good, in

the other |ife and being, are not possible w thout certain conditions,
these are necessary, and this kind of cause is a sort of necessity.
Agai n, denpnstration is a necessary thing because the concl usion cannot
be otherwise, if there has been denobnstration in the unqualified sense;
and the causes of this necessity are the first prem sses, i.e. the

fact that the propositions fromwhich the syllogi smproceeds cannot

be ot herwi se.

"Now sone things owe their necessity to something other than thensel ves;
ot hers do not, but are themselves the source of necessity in other
things. Therefore the necessary in the primary and strict sense is

the sinple; for this does not adnmit of nore states than one, so that

it cannot even be in one state and also in another; for if it did

it wuld already be in nore than one. If, then, there are any things
that are eternal and unnmovabl e, nothing conpul sory or against their
nature attaches to them

Part 6 "

""One' neans (1) that which is one by accident, (2) that which is

one by its own nature. (1) Instances of the accidentally one are 'Coriscus
and what is nusical', and 'nusical Coriscus' (for it is the same thing

to say 'Coriscus and what is nusical', and 'nusical Coriscus'), and

"what is nusical and what is just', and 'nusical Coriscus and just
Coriscus'. For all of these are called one by virtue of an accident,

"what is just and what is musical' because they are accidents of one
substance, 'what is nusical and Coriscus' because the one is an accident
of the other; and simlarly in a sense 'musical Coriscus' is one with

" Coriscus' because one of the parts of the phrase is an accident of

the other, i.e. 'nusical' is an accident of Coriscus; and 'mnusica
Coriscus' is one with 'just Coriscus' because one part of each is

an accident of one and the sane subject. The case is sinmlar if the
accident is predicated of a genus or of any universal nane, e.g. if

one says that man is the same as 'nusical man'; for this is either
because 'nusical' is an accident of man, which is one substance, or
because both are accidents of some individual, e.g. Coriscus. Both,
however, do not belong to himin the same way, but one presumably

as genus and included in his substance, the other as a state or affection
of the substance.

"The things, then, that are called one in virtue of an accident, are
called so in this way. (2) O things that are called one in virtue

of their own nature sone (a) are so called because they are continuous,
e.g. a bundle is made one by a band, and pi eces of wood are made one

by glue; and a line, even if it is bent, is called one if it is continuous,
as each part of the body is, e.g. the leg or the arm O these thenselves,
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the continuous by nature are nore one than the continuous by art.

A thing is called continuous which has by its own nature one novenent
and cannot have any other; and the novenent is one when it is indivisible,
and it is indivisible in respect of tinme. Those things are continuous
by their own nature which are one not nerely by contact; for if you
put pieces of wood touching one another, you will not say these are
one piece of wood or one body or one continuum of any other sort.
Things, then, that are continuous in any way called one, even if they
admt of being bent, and still nore those which cannot be bent; e.g.
the shin or the thigh is nore one than the | eg, because the novenent
of the | eg need not be one. And the straight line is nore one than
the bent; but that which is bent and has an angle we call both one
and not one, because its novenent may be either sinultaneous or not

si mul taneous; but that of the straight line is always sinultaneous,
and no part of it which has nagnitude rests while another noves, as
in the bent line.

"(b, i) Things are called one in another sense because their substratum
does not differ in kind; it does not differ in the case of things

whose kind is indivisible to sense. The substratum neant is either

the nearest to, or the farthest from the final state. For, one the

one hand, wine is said to be one and water is said to be one, qua

indivisible in kind; and, on the other hand, all juices, e.g. oi
and wine, are said to be one, and so are all things that can be nelted,
because the ultimte substratumof all is the same; for all of these

are water or air.

"(ii) Those things also are called one whose genus is one though distinguished
by opposite differentiae-these too are all called one because the

genus which underlies the differentiae is one (e.g. horse, man, and

dog forma unity, because all are aninmals), and indeed in a way simlar

to that in which the matter is one. These are sonetinmes called one

in this way, but sonetinmes it is the higher genus that is said to

be the sane (if they are infinmme species of their genus)-the genus

above the proximate genera; e.g. the isosceles and the equilatera

are one and the sane figure because both are triangles; but they are

not the sane triangles.

"(c) Two things are called one, when the definition which states the
essence of one is indivisible from another definition which shows

us the other (though in itself every definition is divisible). Thus
even that which has increased or is dimnishing is one, because its
definition is one, as, in the case of plane figures, is the definition
of their form In general those things the thought of whose essence
is indivisible, and cannot separate themeither in tine or in place
or in definition, are nost of all one, and of these especially those
whi ch are substances. For in general those things that do not admit
of division are called one in so far as they do not adnmit of it; e.qg.
if two things are indistinguishable qua nman, they are one kind of
man; if qua animal, one kind of animal; if qua magnitude, one kind

of magni tude. - Now nost things are called one because they either do
or have or suffer or are related to something else that is one, but
the things that are primarily called one are those whose substance
is one,-and one either in continuity or in formor in definition

for we count as nore than one either things that are not continuous,
or those whose formis not one, or those whose definition is not one.
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"While in a sense we call anything one if it is a quantity and conti nuous,
in a sense we do not unless it is a whole, i.e. unless it has unity

of form e.g. if we saw the parts of a shoe put together anyhow we

shoul d not call themone all the sane (unless because of their continuity);
we do this only if they are put together so as to be a shoe and to

have already a certain single form This is why the circle is of al

lines nmost truly one, because it is whole and conpl ete.

"(3) The essence of what is one is to be sone kind of beginning of
nunber; for the first measure is the beginning, since that by which

we first know each class is the first measure of the class; the one,
then, is the beginning of the knowabl e regardi ng each class. But the

one is not the sane in all classes. For here it is a quarter-tone,

and there it is the vowel or the consonant; and there is another unit

of wei ght and another of novenent. But everywhere the one is indivisible
either in quantity or in kind. Now that which is indivisible in quantity
is called a unit if it is not divisible in any dinmension and is without
position, a point if it is not divisible in any di nmensi on and has
position, aline if it is divisible in one dinmension, a plane if in

two, a body if divisible in quantity in all--i.e. in three--dinensions.
And, reversing the order, that which is divisible in two dinensions

is a plane, that which is divisible in one a line, that which is in

no way divisible in quantity is a point or a unit,-that which has

not position a unit, that which has position a point.

"Again, some things are one in nunber, others in species, others in
genus, others by anal ogy; in nunber those whose matter is one, in
speci es those whose definition is one, in genus those to which the
sanme figure of predication applies, by analogy those which are rel ated
as a third thing is to a fourth. The latter kinds of unity are always
found when the forner are; e.g. things that are one in nunber are

al so one in species, while things that are one in species are not

all one in nunber; but things that are one in species are all one

in genus, while things that are so in genus are not all one in species
but are all one by anal ogy; while things that are one by anal ogy are
not all one in genus.

"Bvidently "many' will have neani ngs opposite to those of 'one'; sone
things are many because they are not continuous, others because their
matter-either the proximte matter or the ultimte-is divisible in

ki nd, others because the definitions which state their essence are
nore than one.

Part 7 "

"Things are said to '"be' (1) in an accidental sense, (2) by their
own nature.

"(1) In an accidental sense, e.g. we say 'the righteous doer is nusical',
and '"the man is nusical', and 'the nusician is a man', just as we

say 'the nusician builds', because the buil der happens to be nusica

or the nusician to be a builder; for here 'one thing is another' neans
'one is an accident of another'. So in the cases we have mentioned;

for when we say 'the man is musical' and 'the nmusician is a man',

or "he who is pale is nusical' or "the nusician is pale', the | ast

two nean that both attributes are accidents of the sane thing; the

first that the attribute is an accident of that which is, while "the
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nmusical is a man' neans that 'nusical' is an accident of a man. (In
this sense, too, the not-pale is said to be, because that of which

it is an accident is.) Thus when one thing is said in an accidenta

sense to be another, this is either because both belong to the sane
thing, and this is, or because that to which the attribute bel ongs

is, or because the subject which has as an attribute that of which

it is itself predicated, itself is.

"(2) The kinds of essential being are precisely those that are indicated
by the figures of predication; for the senses of 'being' are just

as many as these figures. Since, then, sone predicates indicate what

the subject is, others its quality, others quantity, others relation
others activity or passivity, others its '"where', others its 'when',
"being' has a nmeaning answering to each of these. For there is no

di fference between 'the man is recovering' and 'the man recovers',

nor between 'the nman is wal king or cutting' and 'the man wal ks' or
'cuts'; and simlarly in all other cases.

"(3) Again, 'being' and 'is' mean that a statenment is true, 'not being
that it is not true but falses-and this alike in the case of affirmation
and of negation; e.g. 'Socrates is nusical' means that this is true,

or 'Socrates is not-pale' neans that this is true; but 'the diagona

of the square is not commensurate with the side' neans that it is

false to say it is.

"(4) Again, 'being' and 'that which is' nmean that sone of the things
we have nentioned 'are' potentially, others in conplete reality. For
we say both of that which sees potentially and of that which sees
actually, that it is '"seeing', and both of that which can actualize
its know edge and of that which is actualizing it, that it knows,
and both of that to which rest is already present and of that which
can rest, that it rests. And simlarly in the case of substances;

we say the Hermes is in the stone, and the half of the line is in
the line, and we say of that which is not yet ripe that it is corn.
When a thing is potential and when it is not yet potential nust be
expl ai ned el sewhere.

Part 8 "

"We call 'substance' (1) the sinple bodies, i.e. earth and fire and

wat er and everything of the sort, and in general bodies and the things
conposed of them both aninmals and divine beings, and the parts of
these. All these are called substance because they are not predicated
of a subject but everything else is predicated of them-(2) That which
bei ng present in such things as are not predicated of a subject, is
the cause of their being, as the soul is of the being of an animal.-(3)
The parts which are present in such things, limting them and marKking
them as individuals, and by whose destruction the whole is destroyed,
as the body is by the destruction of the plane, as sone say, and the

pl ane by the destruction of the line; and in general nunber is thought
by sonme to be of this nature; for if it is destroyed, they say, nothing
exists, and it limts all things.-(4) The essence, the fornula of

which is a definition, is also called the substance of each thing.

"It follows, then, that 'substance' has two senses, (A) ultimte substratum

which is no | onger predicated of anything else, and (B) that which
being a "this', is also separable and of this nature is the shape
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or form of each thing.
Part 9 "

"' The same' nmeans (1) that which is the same in an accidental sense,
e.g. 'the pale' and 'the nusical' are the same because they are accidents
of the sane thing, and 'a man' and 'nusical' because the one is an
accident of the other; and 'the nusical' is '"a man' because it is

an accident of the man. (The conplex entity is the sane as either

of the sinple ones and each of these is the sane as it; for both 'the
man' and 'the nusical' are said to be the sane as 'the nusical man’
and this the sane as they.) This is why all of these statenents are
made not universally; for it is not true to say that every man is

the sane as 'the nusical' (for universal attributes belong to things
in virtue of their own nature, but accidents do not belong to them
in virtue of their own nature); but of the individuals the statenents
are made without qualification. For 'Socrates' and 'nusical Socrates
are thought to be the sane; but 'Socrates' is not predicable of nore
t han one subject, and therefore we do not say 'every Socrates' as

we say 'every man'

"Some things are said to be the sanme in this sense, others (2) are

the sane by their own nature, in as nmany senses as that which is one
by its owmn nature is so; for both the things whose matter is one either
in kind or in nunber, and those whose essence is one, are said to

be the sane. Clearly, therefore, saneness is a unity of the being
either of nore than one thing or of one thing when it is treated as
nore than one, ie. when we say a thing is the sane as itself; for

we treat it as two.

"Things are called "other' if either their kinds or their matters
or the definitions of their essence are nore than one; and in genera
"other' has meani ngs opposite to those of 'the sane'.

"*Different' is applied (1) to those things which though other are
the sane in sone respect, only not in nunber but either in species
or in genus or by analogy; (2) to those whose genus is other, and

to contraries, and to an things that have their otherness in their
essence.

"Those things are called 'lIike" which have the sane attributes in

every respect, and those which have nore attributes the sane than
different, and those whose quality is one; and that which shares with
anot her thing the greater nunber or the nore inportant of the attributes
(each of them one of two contraries) in respect of which things are
capable of altering, is |like that other thing. The senses of 'unlike'
are opposite to those of 'like'.

Part 10 "

"The term 'opposite' is applied to contradictories, and to contrari es,
and to relative terns, and to privation and possession, and to the
extrenmes fromwhich and into which generation and dissolution take

pl ace; and the attributes that cannot be present at the sanme tine

in that which is receptive of both, are said to be opposed, -either

t henmsel ves of their constituents. Grey and white col our do not bel ong

at the sane tinme to the sane thing; hence their constituents are opposed.
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"The term ' contrary' is applied (1) to those attributes differing

in genus whi ch cannot belong at the same tinme to the same subject,

(2) to the nost different of the things in the same genus, (3) to

the nost different of the attributes in the same recipient subject,

(4) to the nost different of the things that fall under the sane faculty,
(5) to the things whose difference is greatest either absolutely or

in genus or in species. The other things that are called contrary

are so called, some because they possess contraries of the above kind,
sonme because they are receptive of such, sonme because they are productive
of or susceptible to such, or are producing or suffering them or

are |l osses or acquisitions, or possessions or privations, of such.

Since 'one' and 'being' have many senses, the other ternms which are
derived fromthese, and therefore 'sane', 'other', and 'contrary',

nmust correspond, so that they nust be different for each category.

"The term ' other in species' is applied to things which being of the
same genus are not subordinate the one to the other, or which being

in the sane genus have a difference, or which have a contrariety in
their substance; and contraries are other than one another in species
(either all contraries or those which are so called in the primry
sense), and so are those things whose definitions differ in the infinm
speci es of the genus (e.g. man and horse are indivisible in genus,

but their definitions are different), and those which being in the

same substance have a difference. 'The sane in species' has the various
meani ngs opposite to these.

Part 11 "

"The words "prior' and 'posterior' are applied (1) to sonme things

(on the assunption that there is a first, i.e. a beginning, in each

cl ass) because they are nearer sonme begi nning deterni ned either absolutely
and by nature, or by reference to sonething or in sone place or by

certain people; e.g. things are prior in place because they are nearer
either to sonme place determ ned by nature (e.g. the middle or the

| ast place), or to sone chance object; and that which is farther is
posterior.-Oher things are prior in time;, some by being farther from

the present, i.e. in the case of past events (for the Trojan war is
prior to the Persian, because it is farther fromthe present), others
by being nearer the present, i.e. in the case of future events (for

the Nenean ganes are prior to the Pythian, if we treat the present

as beginning and first point, because they are nearer the present).-Q her
things are prior in novenent; for that which is nearer the first nover

is prior (e.g. the boy is prior to the man); and the prinme nover al so

is a beginning absolutely.-Ohers are prior in power; for that which
exceeds in power, i.e. the nore powerful, is prior; and such is that
according to whose will the other-i.e. the posterior-nust follow,

so that if the prior does not set it in notion the other does not

move, and if it sets it in nmotion it does nove; and here will is a

begi nning.-Others are prior in arrangenent; these are the things that

are placed at intervals in reference to some one definite thing according
to some rule, e.g. in the chorus the second man is prior to the third,
and in the lyre the second |lowest string is prior to the | owest; for

in the one case the leader and in the other the nddle string is the
begi nni ng.

"These, then, are called prior in this sense, but (2) in another sense
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that which is prior for know edge is treated as al so absolutely prior
of these, the things that are prior in definition do not coincide

with those that are prior in relation to perception. For in definition
universals are prior, in relation to perception individuals. And in
definition also the accident is prior to the whole, e.g. 'nusical’

to 'nusical man', for the definition cannot exist as a whole w thout
the part; yet nusical ness cannot exist unless there is some one who

i s musical

"(3) The attributes of prior things are called prior, e.g. straightness
is prior to snoothness; for one is an attribute of a line as such
and the other of a surface.

"Some things then are called prior and posterior in this sense, others
(4) in respect of nature and substance, i.e. those which can be without
ot her things, while the others cannot be without them-a distinction
which Plato used. (If we consider the various senses of 'being', firstly
the subject is prior, so that substance is prior; secondly, according
as potency or conplete reality is taken into account, different things
are prior, for some things are prior in respect of potency, others

in respect of conplete reality, e.g. in potency the half line is prior
to the whole line, and the part to the whole, and the matter to the
concrete substance, but in conplete reality these are posterior; for

it is only when the whol e has been dissolved that they will exist

in conplete reality.) In a sense, therefore, all things that are called
prior and posterior are so called with reference to this fourth sense;
for sone things can exist without others in respect of generation,

e.g. the whole without the parts, and others in respect of dissolution
e.g. the part without the whole. And the sane is true in all other
cases.

Part 12 "

"' Potency' neans (1) a source of nmovenent or change, which is in another
thing than the thing noved or in the sane thing qua other; e.g. the
art of building is a potency which is not in the thing built, while
the art of healing, which is a potency, may be in the man heal ed,

but not in him qua heal ed. 'Potency' then neans the source, in general
of change or novenent in another thing or in the sane thing qua other
and also (2) the source of a thing' s being noved by another thing

or by itself qua other. For in virtue of that principle, in virtue

of which a patient suffers anything, we call it 'capable' of suffering;
and this we do sonmetines if it suffers anything at all, sonetines

not in respect of everything it suffers, but only if it suffers a
change for the better--(3) The capacity of performing this well or
according to intention; for sonetines we say of those who nmerely can
wal k or speak but not well or not as they intend, that they cannot
speak or walk. So too (4) in the case of passivity--(5) The states

in virtue of which things are absolutely inpassive or unchangeabl e,

or not easily changed for the worse, are called potencies; for things
are broken and crushed and bent and in general destroyed not by having
a potency but by not having one and by | acking sonething, and things
are inpassive with respect to such processes if they are scarcely

and slightly affected by them because of a 'potency' and because

they 'can' do sonething and are in sone positive state.

"' Potency' having this variety of nmeanings, so too the 'potent' or
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‘capabl e’ in one sense will nean that which can begin a novenent (or

a change in general, for even that which can bring things to rest

is a 'potent’ thing) in another thing or in itself qua other; and

in one sense that over which sonething el se has such a potency; and

in one sense that which has a potency of changing into sonething,

whet her for the worse or for the better (for even that which perishes

is thought to be 'capable' of perishing, for it would not have perished

if it had not been capable of it; but, as a matter of fact, it has

a certain disposition and cause and principle which fits it to suffer
this; sonmetinmes it is thought to be of this sort because it has sonething,
sometines because it is deprived of something; but if privation is

in a sense 'having' or 'habit', everything will be capable by having

sonet hing, so that things are capable both by having a positive habit

and principle, and by having the privation of this, if it is possible

to have a privation; and if privation is not in a sense '"habit', 'capable'
is used in two distinct senses); and a thing is capable in another

sense because neither any other thing, nor itself qua other, has a
potency or principle which can destroy it. Again, all of these are
capabl e either nmerely because the thing mght chance to happen or

not to happen, or because it might do so well. This sort of potency
is found even in lifeless things, e.g. in instruments; for we say
one lyre can speak, and another cannot speak at all, if it has not

a good tone.

"I ncapacity is privation of capacity-i.e. of such a principle as has

been described either in general or in the case of sonething that

woul d naturally have the capacity, or even at the tine when it would
naturally already have it; for the senses in which we should cal

a boy and a man and a eunuch 'incapable of begetting' are distinct.-Again
to either kind of capacity there is an opposite incapacity-both to

t hat which only can produce novenent and to that which can produce

it well.

"Some things, then, are called adunata in virtue of this kind of incapacity,
while others are so in another sense; i.e. both dunaton and adunaton

are used as follows. The inpossible is that of which the contrary

is of necessity true, e.g. that the diagonal of a square is commensurate
with the side is inmpossible, because such a statenment is a falsity

of which the contrary is not only true but al so necessary; that it

is comensurate, then, is not only false but also of necessity false.

The contrary of this, the possible, is found when it is not necessary

that the contrary is false, e.g. that a man should be seated is possible;
for that he is not seated is not of necessity false. The possible,

then, in one sense, as has been said, nmeans that which is not of necessity
false; in one, that which is true; in one, that which my be true.-A
"potency' or 'power' in geometry is so called by a change of neani ng.-These
senses of 'capable' or 'possible' involve no reference to potency.

But the senses which involve a reference to potency all refer to the
primary kind of potency; and this is a source of change in another

thing or in the sane thing qua other. For other things are called
'capabl e', sone because sonething el se has such a potency over them

sonme because it has not, sone because it has it in a particular way.

The sane is true of the things that are incapable. Therefore the proper
definition of the primary kind of potency will be 'a source of change

in another thing or in the sanme thing qua other'.

Part 13 "
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"' Quantum neans that which is divisible into two or nore constituent
parts of which each is by nature a 'one' and a '"this'. A quantumis

a plurality if it is numerable, a magnitude if it is a neasurable.
"Plurality' means that which is divisible potentially into non-continuous
parts, 'magnitude' that which is divisible into continuous parts;

of magnitude, that which is continuous in one dinension is |ength;

in two breadth, in three depth. O these, limted plurality is nunber
limted length is a line, breadth a surface, depth a solid.

"Again, some things are called quanta in virtue of their own nature,
others incidentally; e.g. the line is a quantumby its own nature,

the nmusical is one incidentally. O the things that are quanta by

their own nature some are so as substances, e.g. the line is a quantum
(for "a certain kind of quantuml is present in the definition which
states what it is), and others are nodifications and states of this

ki nd of substance, e.g. nmuch and little, long and short, broad and
narrow, deep and shallow, heavy and light, and all other such attributes.
And al so great and small, and greater and smaller, both in thensel ves
and when taken relatively to each other, are by their own nature attributes
of what is quantitative; but these nanmes are transferred to other

things also. O things that are quanta incidentally, sonme are so called
in the sense in which it was said that the nusical and the white were
gquanta, viz. because that to which nusical ness and whiteness bel ong

is a quantum and sone are quanta in the way in which novenment and

time are so; for these also are called quanta of a sort and continuous
because the things of which these are attributes are divisible.

mean not that which is noved, but the space through which it is noved,
for because that is a quantum nmovement also is a quantum and because
this is a quantumtinme is one.

Part 14 "
"*Quality' nmeans (1) the differentia of the essence, e.g. man is an
animal of a certain quality because he is two-footed, and the horse

is so because it is four-footed; and a circle is a figure of particular
qual ity because it is w thout angles,-which shows that the essentia
differentia is a quality.-This, then, is one neaning of quality-the
differentia of the essence, but (2) there is another sense in which

it applies to the unnovabl e objects of mathematics, the sense in which
the nunbers have a certain quality, e.g. the conposite nunbers which
are not in one dinmension only, but of which the plane and the solid

are copies (these are those which have two or three factors); and

in general that which exists in the essence of nunbers besides quantity
is quality; for the essence of each is what it is once, e.g. that

of is not what it is twice or thrice, but what it is once; for 6 is
once 6.

"(3) Al the nodifications of substances that nove (e.g. heat and
cold, whiteness and bl ackness, heaviness and |ightness, and the others
of the sort) in virtue of which, when they change, bodies are said

to alter. (4) Quality in respect of virtue and vice, and in general

of evil and good.

"Quality, then, seems to have practically two nmeani ngs, and one of

these is the nore proper. The primary quality is the differentia of
t he essence, and of this the quality in nunbers is a part; for it
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is a differentia of essences, but either not of things that nove or

not of them qua noving. Secondly, there are the nodifications of things

t hat nove, qua nmoving, and the differentiae of novements. Virtue and

vice fall anmong these nodifications; for they indicate differentiae

of the novenent or activity, according to which the things in notion

act or are acted on well or badly; for that which can be noved or

act in one way is good, and that which can do so in another--the contrary--way
is vicious. Good and evil indicate quality especially in |living things,

and anong these especially in those which have purpose.

Part 15

"Things are 'relative' (1) as double to half, and treble to a third,

and in general that which contains sonmething else nmany tines to that
which is contained many tines in sonmething else, and that which exceeds
to that which is exceeded; (2) as that which can heat to that which

can be heated, and that which can cut to that which can be cut, and

in general the active to the passive; (3) as the nmeasurable to the
measure, and the knowable to know edge, and the perceptible to perception

"(1) Relative terns of the first kind are numerically related either
indefinitely or definitely, to nunmbers thenselves or to 1. E.g. the
double is in a definite numerical relation to 1, and that which is
"many tinmes as great' is in a nunerical, but not a definite, relation
to 1, i.e. not inthis or in that numerical relation to it; the relation
of that which is half as big again as sonmething else to that sonething
is a definite numerical relation to a nunmber; that which is n+l/n
times sonmething else is in an indefinite relation to that sonething,
as that which is "many tinmes as great' is in an indefinite relation
to 1; the relation of that which exceeds to that which is exceeded

is nunerically quite indefinite; for nunber is always comensurate,
and 'nunber’' is not predicated of that which is not comensurate,

but that which exceeds is, in relation to that which is exceeded,

so nmuch and sonething nore; and this sonething is indefinite; for

it can, indifferently, be either equal or not equal to that which

is exceeded.-All these relations, then, are nunerically expressed

and are determ nations of nunber, and so in another way are the equa
and the like and the same. For all refer to unity. Those things are
the sanme whose substance is one; those are |ike whose quality is one;
t hose are equal whose quantity is one; and 1 is the begi nning and
measure of nunber, so that all these relations inply nunber, though
not in the sane way.

"(2) Things that are active or passive inply an active or a passive
potency and the actualizations of the potencies; e.g. that which is
capable of heating is related to that which is capabl e of being heated,
because it can heat it, and, again, that which heats is related to

that which is heated and that which cuts to that which is cut, in

the sense that they actually do these things. But numerical relations
are not actualized except in the sense which has been el sewhere stated;
actualizations in the sense of novenent they have not. O relations
which inply potency sonme further inply particular periods of tine,

e.g. that which has nade is relative to that which has been made,

and that which will nake to that which will be made. For it is in

this way that a father is called the father of his son; for the one
has acted and the other has been acted on in a certain way. Further
some relative terns inply privation of potency, i.e. 'incapable' and
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terms of this sort, e.g. "invisible'.

"Rel ative terms which inmply nunber or potency, therefore, are al
relative because their very essence includes in its nature a reference
to something el se, not because sonething else involves a reference
toit; but (3) that which is neasurable or knowable or thinkable is
called relative because sonething else involves a reference to it.

For 'that which is thinkable' inplies that the thought of it is possible,
but the thought is not relative to "that of which it is the thought';
for we should then have said the sane thing twice. Simlarly sight

is the sight of something, not 'of that of which it is the sight
(though of course it is true to say this); in fact it is relative

to colour or to sonething else of the sort. But according to the other
way of speaking the same thing would be said twice,-'the sight is

of that of which it is.'

"Things that are by their own nature called relative are called so
sometines in these senses, sonetimes if the classes that include them
are of this sort; e.g. nmedicine is a relative term because its genus,
science, is thought to be a relative term Further, there are the
properties in virtue of which the things that have them are call ed
relative, e.g. equality is relative because the equal is, and |likeness
because the like is. Oher things are relative by accident; e.g. a

man is rel ative because he happens to be doubl e of sonething and doubl e
is arelative term or the white is relative, if the sane thing happens
to be double and white.

Part 16 "

"What is called 'conplete' is (1) that outside which it is not possible
to find any, even one, of its parts; e.g. the conplete tinme of each
thing is that outside which it is not possible to find any tinme which

is a part proper to it.-(2) That which in respect of excellence and
goodness cannot be excelled in its kind; e.g. we have a conpl ete doctor
or a conplete flute-player, when they | ack nothing in respect of the
formof their proper excellence. And thus, transferring the word to

bad things, we speak of a conpl ete scandal -nmonger and a conplete thief;

i ndeed we even call them good, i.e. a good thief and a good scandal - nonger.
And excellence is a conpletion; for each thing is conplete and every
substance is conplete, when in respect of the formof its proper excellence
it lacks no part of its natural magnitude.-(3) The things which have
attained their end, this being good, are called conplete; for things

are conplete in virtue of having attained their end. Therefore, since
the end is sonething ultimte, we transfer the word to bad things

and say a thing has been conpletely spoilt, and conpletely destroyed,
when it in no wise falls short of destruction and badness, but is

at its last point. This is why death, too, is by a figure of speech

call ed the end, because both are last things. But the ultimte purpose
is also an end.-Things, then, that are called conplete in virtue of
their own nature are so called in all these senses, sonme because in
respect of goodness they |ack nothing and cannot be excelled and no

part proper to them can be found outside them others in general because
t hey cannot be exceeded in their several classes and no part proper

to themis outside them the others presuppose these first two kinds,
and are called conmpl ete because they either make or have sonething

of the sort or are adapted to it or in some way or other involve a
reference to the things that are called conplete in the prinmary sense.
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Part 17 "

""Limt" means (1) the |last point of each thing, i.e. the first point
beyond which it is not possible to find any part, and the first point
within which every part is; (2) the form whatever it nay be, of a
spatial magnitude or of a thing that has nmagnitude; (3) the end of
each thing (and of this nature is that towards which the novenent

and the action are, not that from which they are-though sonetines

it is both, that fromwhich and that to which the novenent is, i.e.
the final cause); (4) the substance of each thing, and the essence

of each; for this is the limt of know edge; and if of know edge,

of the object also. Evidently, therefore, '"limt' has as many senses
as 'beginning', and yet nore; for the beginning is a limt, but not
every limt is a beginning.

Part 18 "

"*That in virtue of which' has several nmeanings:-(1l) the formor substance
of each thing, e.g. that in virtue of which a man is good is the good
itself, (2) the proximte subject in which it is the nature of an
attribute to be found, e.g. colour in a surface. 'That in virtue of
which', then, in the primary sense is the form and in a secondary
sense the matter of each thing and the proxi mate substratum of each.-In
general 'that in virtue of which' will found in the sanme nunber of
senses as 'cause'; for we say indifferently (3) in virtue of what

has he cone?' or 'for what end has he cone?' ; and (4) in virtue of

what has he inferred wongly, or inferred?" or 'what is the cause

of the inference, or of the wong inference? -Further (5) Kath' d

is used in reference to position, e.g. '"at which he stands' or 'along
whi ch he wal ks; for all such phrases indicate place and position.

"Therefore '"in virtue of itself' nust |ikew se have several neanings.
The following belong to a thing in virtue of itself:-(1) the essence
of each thing, e.g. Callias is in virtue of hinself Callias and what
it was to be Callias;-(2) whatever is present in the "what', e.qg.
Callias is in virtue of hinself an animal. For 'aninmal' is present

in his definition; Callias is a particular animal.-(3) Wuatever attribute
a thing receives in itself directly or in one of its parts; e.g. a
surface is white in virtue of itself, and a man is alive in virtue

of hinself; for the soul, in which life directly resides, is a part

of the man.-(4) That which has no cause other than itself; nman has
nore than one cause--animal, two-footed--but yet man is man in virtue
of hinself.-(5) Whatever attributes belong to a thing alone, and in
so far as they belong to it nmerely by virtue of itself considered
apart by itself.

Part 19 "

"' Disposition' nmeans the arrangenent of that which has parts, in respect
either of place or of potency or of kind; for there nust be a certain
position, as even the word 'disposition' shows.

Part 20 "

"'Having' neans (1) a kind of activity of the haver and of what he
has-somet hing |ike an action or nmovenent. For when one thing nmakes
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and one is nmade, between themthere is a naking; so too between him
who has a garnent and the garnment which he has there is a having
This sort of having, then, evidently we cannot have; for the process

will go on to infinity, if it is to be possible to have the having
of what we have.-(2) 'Having' or 'habit' neans a disposition according
to which that which is disposed is either well or ill disposed, and

either in itself or with reference to sonething else; e.g. health

is a'habit'; for it is such a disposition.-(3) W speak of a 'habit’

if there is a portion of such a disposition; and so even the excellence
of the parts is a "habit' of the whole thing.

Part 21 "

"*Affection' neans (1) a quality in respect of which a thing can be
altered, e.g. white and bl ack, sweet and bitter, heaviness and |ightness,
and all others of the kind.-(2) The actualization of these-the already
acconplished alterations.-(3) Especially, injurious alterations and
novenents, and, above all painful injuries.-(4) Msfortunes and painfu
experi ences when on a large scale are called affections.

Part 22 "

"We speak of 'privation' (1) if sonmething has not one of the attributes
which a thing mght naturally have, even if this thing itself would

not naturally have it; e.g. a plant is said to be 'deprived' of eyes.-(2)
If, though either the thing itself or its genus would naturally have

an attribute, it has it not; e.g. a blind man and a nole are in different
senses 'deprived' of sight; the latter in contrast with its genus,

the former in contrast with his own normal nature.-(3) If, though

it would naturally have the attribute, and when it would naturally

have it, it has it not; for blindness is a privation, but one is not
"blind at any and every age, but only if one has not sight at the

age at which one would naturally have it. Simlarly a thing is called
blind if it has not sight in the nmediumin which, and in respect of

the organ in respect of which, and with reference to the object with
reference to which, and in the circunstances in which, it would naturally
have it.-(4) The violent taking away of anything is called privation.

"I ndeed there are just as many kinds of privations as there are of

words with negative prefixes; for a thing is called unequal because

it has not equality though it would naturally have it, and invisible

ei ther because it has no colour at all or because it has a poor col our

and apodous either because it has no feet at all or because it has

i mperfect feet. Again, a privative termnay be used because the thing

has little of the attribute (and this neans having it in a sense inperfectly),
e.g. 'kernel-less'; or because it has it not easily or not well (e.qg.

we call a thing uncuttable not only if it cannot be cut but also if

it cannot be cut easily or well); or because it has not the attribute

at all; for it is not the one-eyed man but he who is sightless in
both eyes that is called blind. This is why not every man is 'good'

or 'bad', 'just' or 'unjust', but there is also an internediate state.
Part 23 "

"To 'have' or 'hold" means many things:-(1) to treat a thing according
to one's own nature or according to one's own impul se; so that fever
is said to have a man, and tyrants to have their cities, and people
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to have the clothes they wear.-(2) That in which a thing is present

as in something receptive of it is said to have the thing;, e.g. the
bronze has the formof the statue, and the body has the di sease.-(3)

As that which contains holds the things contained; for a thing is

said to be held by that in which it is as in a container; e.g. we

say that the vessel holds the liquid and the city holds nen and the
ship sailors; and so too that the whole holds the parts.-(4) That

whi ch hinders a thing fromnoving or acting according to its own inpul se
is said to hold it, as pillars hold the incunbent weights, and as

t he poets make Atlas hold the heavens, inplying that otherw se they
woul d col l apse on the earth, as sonme of the natural philosophers also
say. In this way also that which holds things together is said to

hold the things it holds together, since they would otherw se separate,
each according to its own inpul se

"*Being in sonmething' has simlar and correspondi ng neanings to 'hol di ng'
or 'having'.

Part 24 "

"*To cone from something' neans (1) to cone from sonething as from
matter, and this in two senses, either in respect of the hi ghest genus
or in respect of the | owest species; e.g. in a sense all things that
can be nelted come fromwater, but in a sense the statue cones from
bronze.-(2) As fromthe first noving principle; e.g. '"what did the
fight cone fron?' From abusive | anguage, because this was the origin
of the fight.-(3) Fromthe conpound of matter and shape, as the parts
cone fromthe whole, and the verse fromthe Iliad, and the stones
fromthe house; (in every such case the whole is a compound of matter
and shape,) for the shape is the end, and only that which attains

an end is conplete.-(4) As the formfromits part, e.g. man from'two-
f oot ed' and

syllable from'letter'; for this is a different sense fromthat in
which the statue cones from bronze; for the conposite substance cones
fromthe sensible matter, but the formalso comes fromthe matter

of the form-Sonme things, then, are said to come from sonething el se
in these senses; but (5) others are so described if one of these senses
is applicable to a part of that other thing; e.g. the child cones
fromits father and nother, and plants cone fromthe earth, because
they come froma part of those things.-(6) It nmeans com ng after a
thing in tinme, e.g. night comes fromday and stormfrom fine weat her
because the one cones after the other. Of these things sone are so
descri bed because they admit of change into one another, as in the
cases now nmentioned; sonme nerely because they are successive in tine,
e.g. the voyage took place 'from the equinox, because it took place
after the equinox, and the festival of the Thargelia comes 'fron

t he Di onysia, because after the Dionysia.

Part 25 "

"*Part' nmeans (1, a) that into which a quantumcan in any way be

di vided; for that which is taken froma quantum qua quantumis al ways
called a part of it, e.g. two is called in a sense a part of three.

It means (b), of the parts in the first sense, only those which neasure
the whole; this is why two, though in one sense it is, in another

is not, called a part of three.-(2) The elenments into which a kind

m ght be divided apart fromthe quantity are also called parts of
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it; for which reason we say the species are parts of the genus.-(3)

The elements into which a whole is divided, or of which it consists-the
"whol e’ neaning either the formor that which has the form e.g. of

the bronze sphere or of the bronze cube both the bronze-i.e. the matter
in which the formis-and the characteristic angle are parts.-(4) The

el ements in the definition which explains a thing are also parts of

the whole; this is why the genus is called a part of the species,

t hough i n another sense the species is part of the genus.

Part 26 "

"*A whole' neans (1) that fromwhich is absent none of the parts of
which it is said to be naturally a whole, and (2) that which so contains
the things it contains that they forma unity; and this in two senses-either
as being each severally one single thing, or as nmaking up the unity
between them For (a) that which is true of a whole class and is said

to hold good as a whole (which inplies that it is a kind whole) is

true of a whole in the sense that it contains many things by being

predi cated of each, and by all of them e.g. man, horse, god, being
severally one single thing, because all are living things. But (b)

the continuous and |limted is a whole, when it is a unity consisting

of several parts, especially if they are present only potentially,

but, failing this, even if they are present actually. O these things

t hensel ves, those which are so by nature are wholes in a higher degree
than those which are so by art, as we said in the case of unity also,
whol eness being in fact a sort of oneness.

"Again (3) of quanta that have a beginning and a niddle and an end,
those to which the position does not nake a difference are called
totals, and those to which it does, wholes. Those which admt of both
descriptions are both wholes and totals. These are the things whose
nature remains the sane after transposition, but whose form does not,
e.g. wax or a coat; they are called both wholes and totals; for they
have both characteristics. Water and all |iquids and nunber are called
totals, but 'the whole nunmber' or 'the whole water' one does not speak
of , except by an extension of neaning. To things, to which qua one

the term'total' is applied, the term"all' is applied when they are
treated as separate; 'this total nunber,' 'all these units.'
Part 27 "

"It is not any chance quantitative thing that can be said to be 'nutil ated'
it must be a whole as well as divisible. For not only is two not 'nutilated'
if one of the two ones is taken away (for the part renoved by rutilation
is never equal to the remainder), but in general no number is thus
mutilated; for it is also necessary that the essence remain; if a

cup is nutilated, it must still be a cup; but the nunber is no |onger

the sane. Further, even if things consist of unlike parts, not even

these things can all be said to be nutilated, for in a sense a nunber

has unlike parts (e.g. two and three) as well as like; but in genera

of the things to which their position nmakes no difference, e.g. water

or fire, none can be nmutilated; to be nmutilated, things nust be such

as in virtue of their essence have a certain position. Again, they

nmust be continuous; for a nusical scale consists of unlike parts and

has position, but cannot become nutil ated. Besides, not even the things
that are wholes are nutilated by the privation of any part. For the

parts rempved must be neither those which determ ne the essence nor
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any chance parts, irrespective of their position; e.g. a cup is not
nmutilated if it is bored through, but only if the handle or a projecting
part is renoved, and a man is nutilated not if the flesh or the spleen
is renoved, but if an extremity is, and that not every extremty but

one which when conpl etely renoved cannot grow again. Therefore bal dness
is not a nmutilation.

Part 28 "

"The term'race' or 'genus' is used (1) if generation of things which
have the sane formis continuous, e.g. "while the race of men lasts
means 'while the generation of them goes on continuously'.-(2) It

is used with reference to that which first brought things into existence;
for it is thus that some are called Hellenes by race and ot hers 1|onians,
because the forner proceed fromHellen and the latter fromlon as

their first begetter. And the word is used in reference to the begetter
nore than to the matter, though people also get a race-nane fromthe
female, e.g. 'the descendants of Pyrrha'.-(3) There is genus in the
sense in which 'plane' is the genus of plane figures and solid" of
solids; for each of the figures is in the one case a plane of such

and such a kind, and in the other a solid of such and such a kind;

and this is what underlies the differentiae. Again (4) in definitions
the first constituent element, which is included in the "what', is

the genus, whose differentiae the qualities are said to be ' Genus

then is used in all these ways, (1) in reference to continuous generation
of the sane kind, (2) in reference to the first nover which is of

the sane kind as the things it noves, (3) as matter; for that to which
the differentia or quality belongs is the substratum which we cal
matter.

"Those things are said to be 'other in genus' whose proxi mate substratum
is different, and which are not anal ysed the one into the other nor

both into the sane thing (e.g. formand natter are different in genus);
and things which belong to different categories of being (for sone

of the things that are said to 'be' signify essence, others a quality,
others the other categories we have before distinguished); these also
are not anal ysed either into one another or into sone one thing.

Part 29 "

"'The false' means (1) that which is false as a thing, and that (a)
because it is not put together or cannot be put together, e.g. 'that

the diagonal of a square is commensurate with the side' or 'that you

are sitting'; for one of these is false always, and the other sonetines;

it isin these two senses that they are non-existent. (b) There are

t hi ngs whi ch exist, but whose nature it is to appear either not to

be such as they are or to be things that do not exist, e.g. a sketch

or a dream for these are sonething, but are not the things the appearance
of which they produce in us. W call things false in this way, then,-either
because they thensel ves do not exist, or because the appearance which
results fromthemis that of something that does not exist.

"(2) A false account is the account of non-existent objects, in so

far as it is false. Hence every account is false when applied to sonething
other than that of which it is true; e.g. the account of a circle

is false when applied to a triangle. In a sense there is one account

of each thing, i.e. the account of its essence, but in a sense there
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are many, since the thing itself and the thing itself with an attribute
are in a sense the same, e.g. Socrates and nusical Socrates (a false
account is not the account of anything, except in a qualified sense).
Hence Anti sthenes was too sinple-n nded when he cl ai ned that nothing
coul d be described except by the account proper to it,-one predicate

to one subject; fromwhich the conclusion used to be drawn that there
could be no contradiction, and al nost that there could be no error

But it is possible to describe each thing not only by the account

of itself, but also by that of something else. This may be done al together
fal sely indeed, but there is also a way in which it my be done truly;
e.g. eight may be described as a double number by the use of the definition
of two. "

"These things, then, are called false in these senses, but (3) a false
man is one who is ready at and fond of such accounts, not for any

ot her reason but for their own sake, and one who is good at inpressing
such accounts on other people, just as we say things are which produce
a fal se appearance. This is why the proof in the Hi ppias that the

same man is false and true is msleading. For it assunmes that he is
fal se who can deceive (i.e. the man who knows and is wise); and further
that he who is willingly bad is better. This is a false result of

i nduction-for a man who linps willingly is better than one who does

so unwillingly-by '"linmping’ Plato neans 'minmcking a linp', for if

the man were lanme willingly, he would presumably be worse in this

case as in the correspondi ng case of noral character

Part 30 "

"' Accident' nmeans (1) that which attaches to sonething and can be
truly asserted, but neither of necessity nor usually, e.g. if some
one in digging a hole for a plant has found treasure. This-the finding
of treasure-is for the man who dug the hole an accident; for neither
does the one conme of necessity fromthe other or after the other

nor, if a man plants, does he usually find treasure. And a nusica

man m ght be pale; but since this does not happen of necessity nor
usually, we call it an accident. Therefore since there are attributes
and they attach to subjects, and some of themattach to these only

in a particular place and at a particular tine, whatever attaches

to a subject, but not because it was this subject, or the tinme this
tinme, or the place this place, will be an accident. Therefore, too,
there is no definite cause for an accident, but a chance cause, i.e.
an indefinite one. Going to Aegina was an accident for a man, if he
went not in order to get there, but because he was carried out of

his way by a stormor captured by pirates. The acci dent has happened
or exists,-not in virtue of the subject's nature, however, but of
sonmething el se; for the stormwas the cause of his coming to a place
for which he was not sailing, and this was Aegina.

""Accident' has also (2) another neaning, i.e. all that attaches to
each thing in virtue of itself but is not inits essence, as having
its angles equal to two right angles attaches to the triangle. And

accidents of this sort nmay be eternal, but no accident of the other
sort is. This is explained el sewhere.
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"WE are seeking the principles and the causes of the things that are,

and obviously of them qua being. For, while there is a cause of health

and of good condition, and the objects of mathematics have first principles
and el enents and causes, and in general every science which is ratiocinative
or at all involves reasoning deals with causes and principles, nore

or less precise, all these sciences mark off sone particul ar bei ng-sone
genus, and inquire into this, but not into being sinply nor qua being,

nor do they offer any discussion of the essence of the things of which

they treat; but starting fromthe essence-sone nmaking it plain to

the senses, others assuming it as a hypothesis-they then denonstrate,

nore or | ess cogently, the essential attributes of the genus with

which they deal. It is obvious, therefore, that such an induction

yi el ds no denpnstration of substance or of the essence, but sone other

way of exhibiting it. And simlarly the sciences onit the question

whet her the genus with which they deal exists or does not exist, because

it belongs to the same kind of thinking to show what it is and that

it is.

"And since natural science, |ike other sciences, is in fact about

one class of being, i.e. to that sort of substance which has the principle
of its novenent and rest present in itself, evidently it is neither
practical nor productive. For in the case of things nmade the principle
is in the maker-it is either reason or art or some faculty, while

in the case of things done it is in the doer-viz. will, for that which
is done and that which is willed are the sane. Therefore, if all thought
is either practical or productive or theoretical, physics nust be

a theoretical science, but it will theorize about such being as admts
of being noved, and about substance-as-defined for the nost part only
as not separable frommtter. Now, we nust not fail to notice the

node of being of the essence and of its definition, for, w thout this,
inquiry is but idle. O things defined, i.e. of '"whats', sone are

like 'snub', and some |ike 'concave'. And these differ because 'snub’
is bound up with matter (for what is snub is a concave nose), while
concavity is independent of perceptible matter. If then all natura
things are a analogous to the snub in their nature; e.g. nose, eye,
face, flesh, bone, and, in general, animal; leaf, root, bark, and,

in general, plant (for none of these can be defined w thout reference
to nmovenent-they always have matter), it is clear how we nust seek

and define the "what' in the case of natural objects, and al so that

it belongs to the student of nature to study even soul in a certain
sense, i.e. so much of it as is not independent of matter

"That physics, then, is a theoretical science, is plain fromthese

consi derations. Mathematics al so, however, is theoretical; but whether

its objects are inmpbvabl e and separable frommatter, is not at present
clear; still, it is clear that sone mathematical theorens consider

t hem qua i movabl e and qua separable frommatter. But if there is

sonmet hing which is eternal and i movabl e and separable, clearly the

know edge of it belongs to a theoretical science,-not, however, to

physics (for physics deals with certain novable things) nor to mathemati cs,
but to a science prior to both. For physics deals with things which

exi st separately but are not imovable, and sone parts of mathematics
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deal with things which are i nmovabl e but presumably do not exist separately,
but as enbodied in matter; while the first science deals with things
whi ch both exist separately and are inmmovable. Now all causes nust

be eternal, but especially these; for they are the causes that operate
on so nmuch of the divine as appears to us. There nust, then, be three
t heoretical philosophies, mathematics, physics, and what we may cal

t heol ogy, since it is obvious that if the divine is present anywhere,
it is present in things of this sort. And the highest science nust

deal with the highest genus. Thus, while the theoretical sciences

are nore to be desired than the other sciences, this is nore to be
desired than the other theoretical sciences. For one mght raise the
qguestion whether first philosophy is universal, or deals with one
genus, i.e. sone one kind of being; for not even the mathenmatica
sciences are all alike in this respect,-geonetry and astronony dea
with a certain particular kind of thing, while universal mathematics
applies alike to all. W answer that if there is no substance other
than those which are fornmed by nature, natural science will be the
first science; but if there is an immvabl e substance, the science

of this nmust be prior and nust be first phil osophy, and universa

in this way, because it is first. And it will belong to this to consider
bei ng qua being-both what it is and the attributes which belong to

it qua being.

Part 2 "

"But since the unqualified term'being" has several neanings, of which
one was seen' to be the accidental, and another the true (' non-being
being the false), while besides these there are the figures of predication
(e.g. the "what', quality, quantity, place, time, and any simlar

meani ngs whi ch ' being’ may have), and again besides all these there

is that which "is' potentially or actually:-since 'being" has many
meani ngs, we nust say regarding the accidental, that there can be

no scientific treatnent of it. This is confirmed by the fact that

no science practical, productive, or theoretical troubles itself about
it. For on the one hand he who produces a house does not produce al

the attributes that cone into being along with the house; for these

are innurerabl e; the house that has been made may quite well be pleasant
for sone people, hurtful for some, and useful to others, and different-to
put it shortly fromall things that are; and the science of building
does not aimat producing any of these attributes. And in the sanme

way the geoneter does not consider the attributes which attach thus

to figures, nor whether '"triangle' is different from'triangle whose
angles are equal to two right angles'.-And this happens naturally
enough; for the accidental is practically a nmere nane. And so Plato

was in a sense not wong in ranking sophistic as dealing with that
which is not. For the argunments of the sophists deal, we may say,

above all with the accidental; e.g. the question whether 'nusical’

and 'lettered are different or the sane, and whether 'nusical Coriscus
and ' Coriscus' are the same, and whether 'everything which is, but

is not eternal, has conme to be', with the paradoxi cal conclusion that
if one who was nusical has cone to be lettered, he nust al so have

been |l ettered and have conme to be nusical, and all the other argunents
of this sort; the accidental is obviously akin to non-being. And this
is clear also fromargunents such as the follow ng: things which are

i n another sense cone into being and pass out of being by a process,

but things which are accidentally do not. But still we nust, as far

as we can, say further, regarding the accidental, what its nature

Get any book for freeon:  www.Abika.com



METAPHYSICS 73

is and fromwhat cause it proceeds; for it will perhaps at the sane
time become clear why there is no science of it.

"Since, anong things which are, sonme are always in the sane state

and are of necessity (not necessity in the sense of conpul sion but

that which we assert of things because they cannot be otherw se),

and sone are not of necessity nor always, but for the npbst part, this
is the principle and this the cause of the existence of the accidental
for that which is neither always nor for the npst part, we call accidental
For instance, if in the dog-days there is wintry and cold weat her

we say this is an accident, but not if there is sultry heat, because
the latter is always or for the nobst part so, but not the forner.

And it is an accident that a man is pale (for this is neither always
nor for the nost part so), but it is not by accident that he is an
animal. And that the builder produces health is an accident, because

it is the nature not of the builder but of the doctor to do this,-but
the buil der happened to be a doctor. Again, a confectioner, aining

at giving pleasure, my nake sonethi ng whol esome, but not in virtue

of the confectioner's art; and therefore we say 'it was an accident',
and while there is a sense in which he makes it, in the unqualified
sense he does not. For to other things answer faculties productive

of them but to accidental results there corresponds no determ nate

art nor faculty; for of things which are or conme to be by accident,

the cause also is accidental. Therefore, since not all things either
are or cone to be of necessity and always, but, the majority of things
are for the nost part, the accidental mnmust exist; for instance a pale
man i s not always nor for the nobst part nusical, but since this sonetines
happens, it must be accidental (if not, everything will be of necessity).
The matter, therefore, which is capable of being otherwi se than as

it usually is, nust be the cause of the accidental. And we nust take

as our starting-point the question whether there is nothing that is

nei ther always nor for the nobst part. Surely this is inpossible. There
is, then, besides these something which is fortuitous and acci dental

But while the usual exists, can nothing be said to be always, or are
there eternal things? This nust be considered later,' but that there

is no science of the accidental is obvious; for all science is either
of that which is always or of that which is for the nost part. (For

how el se is one to learn or to teach another? The thing nmust be determn ned
as occurring either always or for the nmost part, e.g. that honey-water
is useful for a patient in a fever is true for the nost part.) But

that which is contrary to the usual |aw science will be unable to
state, i.e. when the thing does not happen, e.g.'on the day of new
nmoon'; for even that which happens on the day of new nbon happens

then either always or for the nobst part; but the accidental is contrary
to such laws. W have stated, then, what the accidental is, and from
what cause it arises, and that there is no science which deals with

it.

Part 3 "

"That there are principles and causes which are generable and destructible
Wi t hout ever being in course of being generated or destroyed, is obvious.

For otherwise all things will be of necessity, since that which is
bei ng generated or destroyed must have a cause which is not accidentally
its cause. WIIl A exist or not? It will if B happens; and if not,

not. And B will exist if C happens. And thus if time is constantly
subtracted froma limted extent of time, one will obviously cone
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to the present. This man, then, will die by violence, if he goes out;
and he will do this if he gets thirsty; and he will get thirsty if
sonmet hi ng el se happens; and thus we shall conme to that which is now
present, or to sonme past event. For instance, he will go out if he
gets thirsty; and he will get thirsty if he is eating pungent food;
and this is either the case or not; so that he will of necessity die,
or of necessity not die. And simlarly if one junps over to past events,
the sane account will hold good; for this-lI nmean the past condition-is
al ready present in sonmething. Everything, therefore, that will be,

will be of necessity; e.g. it is necessary that he who |ives shal

one day die; for already sonme condition has come into existence, e.g.
the presence of contraries in the same body. But whether he is to

di e by disease or by violence is not yet determni ned, but depends on

t he happeni ng of sonething else. Clearly then the process goes back

to a certain starting-point, but this no |onger points to sonething
further. This then will be the starting-point for the fortuitous,

and wi Il have nothing el se as cause of its comng to be. But to what

sort of starting-point and what sort of cause we thus refer the fortuitous-

whet her
to matter or to the purpose or to the notive power, nust be carefully
consi der ed.

Part 4 "

"Let us dism ss accidental being; for we have sufficiently determ ned
its nature. But since that which is in the sense of being true, or

is not in the sense of being fal se, depends on conbi nati on and separati on,
and truth and falsity together depend on the allocation of a pair

of contradictory judgenents (for the true judgenent affirns where

the subject and predicate really are conbined, and deni es where they
are separated, while the false judgenment has the opposite of this
allocation; it is another question, how it happens that we think things
together or apart; by 'together' and 'apart’' | nmean thinking them

so that there is no succession in the thoughts but they becone a unity);
for falsity and truth are not in things-it is not as if the good were
true, and the bad were in itself false-but in thought; while with
regard to sinple concepts and 'whats' falsity and truth do not exist
even in thought--this being so, we nust consider |ater what has to

be discussed with regard to that which is or is not in this sense.

But since the conbination and the separation are in thought and not

in the things, and that which is in this sense is a different sort

of 'being' fromthe things that are in the full sense (for the thought
attaches or renoves either the subject's "what' or its having a certain
quality or quantity or sonething else), that which is accidentally

and that which is in the sense of being true nust be dism ssed. For

the cause of the former is indetermnate, and that of the latter is
some affection of the thought, and both are related to the remaining
genus of being, and do not indicate the existence of any separate

class of being. Therefore |let these be dism ssed, and | et us consider
the causes and the principles of being itself, qua being. (It was

clear in our discussion of the various neanings of terms, that 'being
has several neanings.)
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Part 1

"THERE are several senses in which a thing may be said to 'be', as

we pointed out previously in our book on the various senses of words;"
for in one sense the 'being' neant is '"what a thing is' or a '"this',
and in another sense it neans a quality or quantity or one of the
other things that are predicated as these are. Wile 'being' has al

t hese senses, obviously that which 'is'" primarily is the '"what', which
i ndi cates the substance of the thing. For when we say of what quality
athing is, we say that it is good or bad, not that it is three cubits
long or that it is a man; but when we say what it is, we do not say
"white' or "hot' or '"three cubits long', but "a man' or 'a 'god'

And all other things are said to be because they are, sone of them
quantities of that which is in this primry sense, others qualities

of it, others affections of it, and others some other determ nation

of it. And so one m ght even raise the question whether the words

"to walk', "to be healthy', '"to sit' inply that each of these things
is existent, and sinmlarly in any other case of this sort; for none

of themis either self-subsistent or capable of being separated from
substance, but rather, if anything, it is that which wal ks or sits

or is healthy that is an existent thing. Now these are seen to be

nore real because there is something definite which underlies them
(i.e. the substance or individual), which is inplied in such a predicate;
for we never use the word 'good' or 'sitting' wthout inplying this.
Clearly then it is in virtue of this category that each of the others
also is. Therefore that which is primarily, i.e. not in a qualified
sense but wi thout qualification, nust be substance.

"Now there are several senses in which a thing is said to be first;
yet substance is first in every sense-(1) in definition, (2) in order
of know edge, (3) in tinme. For (3) of the other categories none can
exi st independently, but only substance. And (1) in definition also
this is first; for in the definition of each termthe definition of
its substance nmust be present. And (2) we think we know each thing
nost fully, when we know what it is, e.g. what man is or what fire
is, rather than when we know its quality, its quantity, or its place;
since we know each of these predicates also, only when we know what
the quantity or the quality is.

"And i ndeed the question which was raised of old and is raised now
and always, and is always the subject of doubt, viz. what being is,
is just the question, what is substance? For it is this that sone
assert to be one, others nore than one, and that sone assert to be
l[imted in nunber, others unlimted. And so we al so nmust consider
chiefly and primarily and al nost exclusively what that is which is
in this sense

Part 2 "

"Substance is thought to bel ong nbpst obviously to bodies; and so we

say that not only animals and plants and their parts are substances,

but al so natural bodies such as fire and water and earth and everything
of the sort, and all things that are either parts of these or conposed
of these (either of parts or of the whole bodies), e.g. the physica

uni verse and its parts, stars and noon and sun. But whether these
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al one are substances, or there are also others, or only sonme of these,

or others as well, or none of these but only sone other things, are
subst ances, nust be considered. Sone think the limts of body, i.e.
surface, line, point, and unit, are substances, and nore so than body

or the solid.

"Further, some do not think there is anything substantial besides
sensi bl e things, but others think there are eternal substances which

are nore in number and nore real; e.g. Plato posited two kinds of

subst ance-the Fornms and objects of mathematics-as well as a third

kind, viz. the substance of sensible bodies. And Speusi ppus made stil
nore ki nds of substance, beginning with the One, and assum ng principles
for each kind of substance, one for nunbers, another for spatial nmagnitudes,
and then another for the soul; and by going on in this way he nmultiplies
the ki nds of substance. And some say Fornms and nunmbers have the sane
nature, and the other things come after themlines and pl anes-unti

we conme to the substance of the material universe and to sensible

bodi es.

"Regarding these matters, then, we nust inquire which of the comon
statenments are right and which are not right, and what substances

there are, and whether there are or are not any besides sensi bl e substances,
and how sensi bl e substances exist, and whether there is a substance

capabl e of separate existence (and if so why and how) or no such substance,
apart from sensi bl e substances; and we nmust first sketch the nature

of substance.

pPart 3 "

"The word 'substance' is applied, if not in nore senses, still at

|l east to four main objects; for both the essence and the universa

and the genus, are thought to be the substance of each thing, and
fourthly the substratum Now the substratumis that of which everything
else is predicated, while it is itself not predicated of anything

el se. And so we nust first determine the nature of this; for that

whi ch underlies a thing primarily is thought to be in the truest sense
its substance. And in one sense matter is said to be of the nature

of substratum in another, shape, and in a third, the conpound of
these. (By the matter | nmean, for instance, the bronze, by the shape
the pattern of its form and by the conpound of these the statue,

the concrete whole.) Therefore if the formis prior to the matter

and nore real, it will be prior also to the conpound of both, for

t he sane reason.

"We have now outlined the nature of substance, showing that it is

that which is not predicated of a stratum but of which all else is
predi cated. But we nust not nerely state the matter thus; for this

is not enough. The statenent itself is obscure, and further, on this
view, matter becones substance. For if this is not substance, it baffles
us to say what else is. Wien all else is stripped off evidently nothing
but matter remains. For while the rest are affections, products, and
pot enci es of bodies, |ength, breadth, and depth are quantities and

not substances (for a quantity is not a substance), but the substance
is rather that to which these belong prinmarily. But when | ength and
breadth and depth are taken away we see nothing |left unless there

is sonething that is bounded by these; so that to those who consider

t he question thus matter alone nust seemto be substance. By matter
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I mean that which in itself is neither a particular thing nor of a

certain quantity nor assigned to any other of the categories by which

being is determned. For there is sonething of which each of these

is predicated, whose being is different fromthat of each of the predicates
(for the predicates other than substance are predicated of substance,

whil e substance is predicated of matter). Therefore the ultimte substratum
is of itself neither a particular thing nor of a particular quantity

nor otherw se positively characterized; nor yet is it the negations

of these, for negations also will belong to it only by accident.

"I'f we adopt this point of view, then, it follows that matter is substance.
But this is inpossible; for both separability and 'thisness' are thought

to belong chiefly to substance. And so form and the conpound of form

and matter would be thought to be substance, rather than matter. The

subst ance conpounded of both, i.e. of matter and shape, may be dism ssed;
for it is posterior and its nature is obvious. And nmatter also is

in a sense mani fest. But we nmust inquire into the third kind of substance;
for this is the nost perplexing.

"Sone of the sensible substances are generally adnitted to be substances,
so that we nust |ook first anmong these. For it is an advantage to
advance to that which is nore knowabl e. For | earning proceeds for

all in this way-through that which is | ess knowable by nature to that
which is more knowabl e; and just as in conduct our task is to start
fromwhat is good for each and nmake what is without qualification

good good for each, so it is our task to start fromwhat is nore knowabl e
to onesel f and nmake what is knowabl e by nature knowabl e to oneself.

Now what is knowable and primary for particular sets of people is

often knowable to a very small extent, and has little or nothing of
reality. But yet one nust start fromthat which is barely knowabl e

but knowabl e to oneself, and try to know what is knowabl e wi t hout
qualification, passing, as has been said, by way of those very things

whi ch one does know.

Part 4 "

"Since at the start we distinguished the various marks by which we
determ ne substance, and one of these was thought to be the essence,

we nust investigate this. And first let us make sone |inguistic remarks
about it. The essence of each thing is what it is said to be propter
se. For being you is not being nusical, since you are not by your

very nature nusical. Wat, then, you are by your very nature is your
essence.

“"Nor yet is the whole of this the essence of a thing; not that which

is propter se as white is to a surface, because being a surface is

not identical with being white. But again the combinati on of both-'Dbeing
a white surface'-is not the essence of surface, because 'surface'

itself is added. The formula, therefore, in which the termitself

is not present but its nmeaning is expressed, this is the fornula of

the essence of each thing. Therefore if to be a white surface is to

be a smooth surface, to be white and to be snmooth are one and the

samne.

"But since there are al so conpounds answering to the other categories

(for there is a substratumfor each category, e.g. for quality, quantity,
time, place, and notion), we nust inquire whether there is a fornula
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of the essence of each of them i.e. whether to these conpounds al so

t here bel ongs an essence, e.g. 'white man'. Let the conpound be denoted
by 'cloak'. What is the essence of cloak? But, it may be said, this
also is not a propter se expression. We reply that there are just

two ways in which a predicate may fail to be true of a subject propter
se, and one of these results fromthe addition, and the other from

the omi ssion, of a determ nant. One kind of predicate is not propter

se because the termthat is being defined is conbined with another
deternminant, e.g. if in defining the essence of white one were to

state the fornula of white man; the other because in the subject another
determ nant is conbined with that which is expressed in the fornul a,
e.g. if '"cloak' nmeant 'white man', and one were to define cloak as
white; white man is white indeed, but its essence is not to be white.

"But is being-a-cloak an essence at all? Probably not. For the essence
is precisely what sonething is; but when an attribute is asserted

of a subject other than itself, the conplex is not precisely what

some 'this' is, e.g. white man is not precisely what sonme 'this' is,
since thisness belongs only to substances. Therefore there is an essence
only of those things whose fornula is a definition. But we have a
definition not where we have a word and a fornula identical in meaning
(for in that case all fornulae or sets of words would be definitions;
for there will be sone nane for any set of words whatever, so that
even the Iliad will be a definition), but where there is a formula

of sonething primary; and primary things are those which do not inply
the predication of one element in them of another el ement. Nothing,

then, which is not a species of a genus will have an essence-only
species will have it, for these are thought to inply not nerely that
the subject participates in the attribute and has it as an affection
or has it by accident; but for ever thing else as well, if it has

a nane, there be a formula of its meaning-viz. that this attribute
bel ongs to this subject; or instead of a sinple fornmula we shall be
able to give a nore accurate one; but there will be no definition
nor essence.

"Or has 'definition', like "what a thing is', several nmeanings? 'Wat
athing is' in one sense neans substance and the 'this', in another
one or other of the predicates, quantity, quality, and the |like. For
as 'is' belongs to all things, not however in the same sense, but

to one sort of thing primarily and to others in a secondary way, soO
too '"what a thing is' belongs in the sinple sense to substance, but
inalimted sense to the other categories. For even of a quality

we m ght ask what it is, so that quality also is a '"what a thing is',-not
in the sinple sense, however, but just as, in the case of that which
is not, some say, enphasizing the linguistic form that that is which
is not is-not is sinply, but is non-existent; so too with quality.

"We nmust no doubt inquire how we shoul d express ourselves on each

point, but certainly not nore than how the facts actually stand. And

so now al so, since it is evident what |anguage we use, essence wl |

bel ong, just as "what a thing is' does, primarily and in the sinple

sense to substance, and in a secondary way to the other categories

al so, -not essence in the sinple sense, but the essence of a quality

or of a quantity. For it nust be either by an equivocation that we

say these are, or by adding to and taking fromthe nmeaning of '"are

(in the way in which that which is not known nmay be said to be known), -the
truth being that we use the word neither anbiguously nor in the sanme
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sense, but just as we apply the word 'nmedical' by virtue of a reference
to one and the sanme thing, not neaning one and the same thing, nor

yet speaki ng ambi guously; for a patient and an operation and an instrument
are called nedical neither by an anmbiguity nor with a single neaning,
but with reference to a conmon end. But it does not matter at al

in which of the two ways one |likes to describe the facts; this is
evident, that definition and essence in the primary and sinple sense
bel ong to substances. Still they belong to other things as well, only
not in the primary sense. For if we suppose this it does not follow
that there is a definition of every word whi ch neans the sanme as any
formula; it nust nmean the same as a particular kind of formula; and
this condition is satisfied if it is a forrmula of sonmething which

is one, not by continuity like the Iliad or the things that are one

by bei ng bound together, but in one of the main senses of 'one', which
answer to the senses of 'is'; now 'that which is' in one sense denotes
a 'this', in another a quantity, in another a quality. And so there

can be a fornula or definition even of white man, but not in the sense
in which there is a definition either of white or of a substance.

Part 5 "

"It is adifficult question, if one denies that a fornula with an
added determnant is a definition, whether any of the terns that are
not sinple but coupled will be definable. For we nust explain them
by adding a deterninant. E.g. there is the nose, and concavity, and
snubness, which is conpounded out of the two by the presence of the
one in the other, and it is not by accident that the nose has the
attribute either of concavity or of snubness, but in virtue of its
nature; nor do they attach to it as whiteness does to Callias, or

to man (because Callias, who happens to be a man, is white), but as
"mal e’ attaches to animal and 'equal' to quantity, and as all so-called
"attributes propter se' attach to their subjects. And such attributes
are those in which is involved either the forrmula or the nane of the
subject of the particular attribute, and which cannot be expl ai ned

Wi thout this; e.g. white can be explained apart from man, but not
femal e apart fromanimal. Therefore there is either no essence and
definition of any of these things, or if there is, it is in another
sense, as we have said.

"But there is also a second difficulty about them For if snub nose

and concave nose are the sane thing, snub and concave will be the

thing; but if snub and concave are not the same (because it is inpossible
to speak of snubness apart fromthe thing of which it is an attribute
propter se, for snubness is concavity-in-a-nose), either it is inpossible

to say 'snub nose' or the same thing will have been said tw ce, concave-nose

nose; for snub nose will be concave-nose nose. And so it is absurd
that such things should have an essence; if they have, there wll

be an infinite regress; for in snub-nose nose yet another 'nose' wll
be invol ved.

"Clearly, then, only substance is definable. For if the other categories
al so are definable, it nmust be by addition of a deternmi nant, e.g.

the qualitative is defined thus, and so is the odd, for it cannot

be defined apart from nunber; nor can fenal e be defined apart from

animal. (When | say 'by addition' | mean the expressions in which
it turns out that we are saying the sane thing twice, as in these
instances.) And if this is true, coupled terns also, |ike 'odd nunber',
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wi |l not be definable (but this escapes our notice because our formnul ae
are not accurate.). But if these also are definable, either it is
in some other way or, as we definition and essence nust be said to

have nore than one sense. Therefore in one sense nothing will have
a definition and nothing will have an essence, except substances,
but in another sense other things will have them Clearly, then, definition

is the formula of the essence, and essence bel ongs to substances either
alone or chiefly and primarily and in the unqualified sense.

Part 6 "

"We nust inquire whether each thing and its essence are the sanme or
different. This is of some use for the inquiry concerning substance;
for each thing is thought to be not different fromits substance,
and the essence is said to be the substance of each thing.

"Now in the case of accidental unities the two would be generally

t hought to be different, e.g. white man woul d be thought to be different
fromthe essence of white man. For if they are the same, the essence
of man and that of white man are also the same; for a man and a white
man are the sanme thing, as people say, so that the essence of white
man and that of man would be also the sane. But perhaps it does not
follow that the essence of accidental unities should be the sanme as
that of the sinple terns. For the extrene terns are not in the sane
way identical with the mddle term But perhaps this m ght be thought
to follow, that the extrene terms, the accidents, should turn out

to be the sane, e.g. the essence of white and that of nusical; but
this is not actually thought to be the case.

"But in the case of so-called self-subsistent things, is a thing necessarily
the sane as its essence? E.g. if there are sone substances which have

no ot her substances nor entities prior to them substances such as

sonme assert the ldeas to be?-If the essence of good is to be different
fromgood-itself, and the essence of aninmal fromanimal-itself, and

the essence of being frombeing-itself, there will, firstly, be other
substances and entities and |deas besides those which are asserted,

and, secondly, these others will be prior substances, if essence is
substance. And if the posterior substances and the prior are severed

from each other, (a) there will be no know edge of the former, and

(b) the latter will have no being. (By 'severed' | nean, if the good-itself
has not the essence of good, and the latter has not the property of

bei ng good.) For (a) there is know edge of each thing only when we

know its essence. And (b) the case is the same for other things as

for the good; so that if the essence of good is not good, neither

is the essence of reality real, nor the essence of unity one. And

all essences alike exist or none of them does; so that if the essence

of reality is not real, neither is any of the others. Again, that

to which the essence of good does not belong is not good.-The good,

then, nust be one with the essence of good, and the beautiful with

the essence of beauty, and so with all things which do not depend

on sonething el se but are self-subsistent and primary. For it is enough

if they are this, even if they are not Forns; or rather, perhaps,

even if they are Forns. (At the sane tinme it is clear that if there

are | deas such as sone people say there are, it will not be substratum
that is substance; for these nust be substances, but not predicable

of a substratum for if they were they would exist only by being participated
in.)
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"Each thing itself, then, and its essence are one and the sane in

no nerely accidental way, as is evident both fromthe precedi ng argunents
and because to know each thing, at least, is just to know its essence,

so that even by the exhibition of instances it becomes clear that

bot h nust be one.

"(But of an accidental term e.g.'the nmusical' or 'the white', since

it has two neanings, it is not true to say that it itself is identica
with its essence; for both that to which the accidental quality bel ongs,
and the accidental quality, are white, so that in a sense the acci dent
and its essence are the same, and in a sense they are not; for the
essence of white is not the sane as the man or the white man, but

it is the sane as the attribute white.)

"The absurdity of the separation would appear also if one were to
assign a nane to each of the essences; for there would be yet another
essence besides the original one, e.g. to the essence of horse there
wi |l belong a second essence. Yet why should not some things be their
essences fromthe start, since essence is substance? But indeed not
only are a thing and its essence one, but the fornula of themis also
the sane, as is clear even fromwhat has been said; for it is not

by accident that the essence of one, and the one, are one. Further

if they are to be different, the process will go on to infinity; for
we shall have (1) the essence of one, and (2) the one, so that to
terms of the forner kind the sane argunment will be applicable.

"Clearly, then, each primary and sel f-subsistent thing is one and
the sane as its essence. The sophistical objections to this position
and the question whether Socrates and to be Socrates are the same
thing, are obviously answered by the same solution; for there is no
difference either in the standpoint from which the question would

be asked, or in that fromwhich one could answer it successfully.

We have expl ained, then, in what sense each thing is the same as its
essence and in what sense it is not.

Part 7 "

"Of things that cone to be, sone cone to be by nature, sone by art,

sone spontaneously. Now everything that cones to be cones to be by

t he agency of sonething and from sonet hing and cones to be sonething.

And the sonething which | say it comes to be may be found in any category;
it my cone to be either a "this' or of sone size or of some quality

or somewhere.

"Now natural comings to be are the com ngs to be of those things which
come to be by nature; and that out of which they cone to be is what

we call matter; and that by which they come to be is sonething which
exists naturally; and the sonething which they cone to be is a man

or a plant or one of the things of this kind, which we say are substances
if anything is-all things produced either by nature or by art have
matter; for each of themis capable both of being and of not being,
and this capacity is the matter in each-and, in general, both that
fromwhich they are produced is nature, and the type according to

whi ch they are produced is nature (for that which is produced, e.g.

a plant or an animal, has a nature), and so is that by which they

are produced--the so-called "formal' nature, which is specifically
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the sane (though this is in another individual); for man begets nan.

"Thus, then, are natural products produced; all other productions

are called 'makings'. And all makings proceed either fromart or from
a faculty or fromthought. Sonme of them happen al so spontaneously

or by luck just as natural products sonmetimes do; for there also the
same things sonetines are produced without seed as well as from seed.
Concerning these cases, then, we nust inquire later, but fromart
proceed the things of which the formis in the soul of the artist.

(By form| nean the essence of each thing and its primary substance.)
For even contraries have in a sense the same form for the substance
of a privation is the opposite substance, e.g. health is the substance
of disease (for disease is the absence of health); and health is the
formula in the soul or the know edge of it. The healthy subject is
produced as the result of the follow ng train of thought:-since this
is health, if the subject is to be healthy this nust first be present,
e.g. a uniformstate of body, and if this is to be present, there

nmust be heat; and the physician goes on thinking thus until he reduces
the matter to a final something which he hinself can produce. Then
the process fromthis point onward, i.e. the process towards health,
is called a "making'. Therefore it follows that in a sense health
comes from health and house from house, that with matter from that

wi thout matter; for the nedical art and the building art are the form
of health and of the house, and when | speak of substance wi thout
matter | nmean the essence.

"Of the productions or processes one part is called thinking and the
ot her meki ng, -that which proceeds fromthe starting-point and the
formis thinking, and that which proceeds fromthe final step of the
t hi nking is making. And each of the other, internediate, things is
produced in the sanme way. | nean, for instance, if the subject is

to be healthy his bodily state nust be nade uniform What then does
bei ng made uniforminply? This or that. And this depends on his being
made warm What does this inply? Sonething else. And this sonething
is present potentially; and what is present potentially is already

in the physician's power.

"The active principle then and the starting point for the process

of becoming healthy is, if it happens by art, the formin the soul

and if spontaneously, it is that, whatever it is, which starts the

maki ng, for the man who makes by art, as in healing the starting-point

i s perhaps the production of warnth (and this the physician produces

by rubbing). Warmth in the body, then, is either a part of health

or is followed (either directly or through several internediate steps)
by sonething simlar which is a part of health; and this, viz. that

whi ch produces the part of health, is the |limting-point--and so too
with a house (the stones are the linmting-point here) and in all other
cases. Therefore, as the saying goes, it is inpossible that anything
shoul d be produced if there were nothing existing before. Cbviously
then some part of the result will pre-exist of necessity; for the
matter is a part; for this is present in the process and it is this
that beconmes sonething. But is the natter an el enent even in the formul a?
We certainly describe in both ways what brazen circles are; we describe
both the matter by saying it is brass, and the form by sayi ng that

it is such and such a figure; and figure is the proximte genus in
which it is placed. The brazen circle, then, has its matter inits

f or mul a.
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"As for that out of which as matter they are produced, sone things

are said, when they have been produced, to be not that but 'thaten';

e.g. the statue is not gold but golden. And a healthy man is not said

to be that from which he has cone. The reason is that though a thing
cones both fromits privation and fromits substratum which we cal

its matter (e.g. what becones healthy is both a man and an invalid),

it is said to cone rather fromits privation (e.g. it is froman invalid
rather than froma nman that a healthy subject is produced). And so

the healthy subject is not said to he an invalid, but to be a man

and the man is said to be healthy. But as for the things whose privation
is obscure and naneless, e.g. in brass the privation of a particular
shape or in bricks and tinber the privation of arrangenent as a house,
the thing is thought to be produced fromthese materials, as in the
former case the healthy man is produced froman invalid. And so, as
there also a thing is not said to be that fromwhich it cones, here

the statue is not said to be wood but is said by a verbal change to

be wooden, not brass but brazen, not gold but gol den, and the house

is said to be not bricks but bricken (though we should not say w thout
qualification, if we |ooked at the matter carefully, even that a statue
is produced fromwood or a house from bricks, because coming to be
inplies change in that fromwhich a thing comes to be, and not pernmanence).
It is for this reason, then, that we use this way of speaking.

Part 8 "

"Since anything which is produced is produced by sonething (and this

I call the starting-point of the production), and from something (and
let this be taken to be not the privation but the matter; for the
meani ng we attach to this has already been expl ained), and since sonething
is produced (and this is either a sphere or a circle or whatever else

it may chance to be), just as we do not nake the substratum (the brass),
so we do not nmeke the sphere, except incidentally, because the brazen
sphere is a sphere and we make the fornme. For to make a 'this' is

to make a '"this' out of the substratumin the full sense of the word.

(I nean that to make the brass round is not to nake the round or the
sphere, but sonething else, i.e. to produce this formin something
different fromitself. For if we nake the form we nust nmake it out

of sonething else; for this was assuned. E.g. we nmke a brazen sphere;
and that in the sense that out of this, which is brass, we nmake this

ot her, which is a sphere.) If, then, we also make the substratumitself,
clearly we shall make it in the same way, and the processes of naking
will regress to infinity. Cbviously then the formal so, or whatever

we ought to call the shape present in the sensible thing, is not produced,
nor is there any production of it, nor is the essence produced; for

this is that which is nade to be in sonmething else either by art or

by nature or by sonme faculty. But that there is a brazen sphere, this
we make. For we make it out of brass and the sphere; we bring the
forminto this particular matter, and the result is a brazen sphere.

But if the essence of sphere in general is to be produced, sonething
nmust be produced out of sonething. For the product will always have

to be divisible, and one part nmust be this and another that; | nean

the one nust be matter and the other form If, then, a sphere is 'the
figure whose circunference is at all points equidistant fromthe centre’
part of this will be the mediumin which the thing made will be, and
part will be in that nedium and the whole will be the thing produced,
whi ch corresponds to the brazen sphere. It is obvious, then, from

Get any book for freeon:  www.Abika.com



METAPHYSICS

what has been said, that that which is spoken of as form or substance

i s not produced, but the concrete thing which gets its nane fromthis

is produced, and that in everything which is generated matter is present,
and one part of the thing is matter and the other form

"I's there, then, a sphere apart fromthe individual spheres or a house
apart fromthe bricks? Rather we may say that no 'this' would ever

have been coming to be, if this had been so, but that the 'form neans
the 'such', and is not a '"this'-a definite thing; but the artist nakes,
or the father begets, a 'such' out of a "this'; and when it has been
begotten, it is a "this such'. And the whole '"this', Callias or Socrates,
is anal ogous to '"this brazen sphere', but man and animal to 'brazen
sphere' in general. Oobviously, then, the cause which consists of the
Forms (taken in the sense in which sone naintain the existence of

the Forms, i.e. if they are something apart fromthe individuals)

is useless, at least with regard to comi ngs-to-be and to substances;

and the Fornms need not, for this reason at |east, be self-subsistent
substances. In sonme cases indeed it is even obvious that the begetter

is of the same kind as the begotten (not, however, the sane nor one

in nunber, but in form, i.e. in the case of natural products (for

man begets man), unless sonething happens contrary to nature, e.g.

the production of a nule by a horse. (And even these cases are simlar
for that which would be found to be commbn to horse and ass, the genus
next above them has not received a name, but it would doubtless be
both in fact sonething like a nule.) Obviously, therefore, it is quite
unnecessary to set up a Formas a pattern (for we should have | ooked

for Forms in these cases if in any; for these are substances if anything
is so); the begetter is adequate to the nmking of the product and

to the causing of the formin the matter. And when we have the whol e,
such and such a formin this flesh and in these bones, this is Callias
or Socrates; and they are different in virtue of their matter (for

that is different), but the same in form for their formis indivisible.

Part 9 "

"The question mght be raised, why sonme things are produced spontaneously
as well as by art, e.g. health, while others are not, e.g. a house.

The reason is that in sonme cases the matter which governs the production
in the making and produci ng of any work of art, and in which a part

of the product is present,-sone matter is such as to be set in notion

by itself and sone is not of this nature, and of the fornmer kind sone
can nove itself in the particular way required, while other matter

is incapable of this; for many things can be set in notion by thensel ves
but not in sone particular way, e.g. that of dancing. The things,

t hen, whose matter is of this sort, e.g. stones, cannot be moved in

the particul ar way required, except by sonething else, but in another
way they can nove thenselves-and so it is with fire. Therefore sone
things will not exist apart from sone one who has the art of making
them while others will; for notion will be started by these things

whi ch have not the art but can thensel ves be noved by other things

whi ch have not the art or with a notion starting froma part of the
product.

"And it is clear also fromwhat has been said that in a sense every
product of art is produced froma thing which shares its nane (as
natural products are produced), or froma part of itself which shares
its name (e.g. the house is produced froma house, qua produced by
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reason; for the art of building is the formof the house), or from
somet hi ng which contains a art of it,-if we exclude things produced

by accident; for the cause of the thing' s producing the product directly
per se is a part of the product. The heat in the novenent caused heat

in the body, and this is either health, or a part of health, or is
followed by a part of health or by health itself. And so it is said

to cause health, because it causes that to which health attaches as

a consequence.

"Therefore, as in syllogisns, substance is the starting-point of everything.
It is from'what a thing is' that syllogisnms start; and fromit also
we now find processes of production to start.

"Things which are formed by nature are in the sane case as these products
of art. For the seed is productive in the sane way as the things that
work by art; for it has the formpotentially, and that from which

the seed cones has in a sense the sane nane as the offspring only

in a sense, for we nust not expect parent and offspring always to

have exactly the sane name, as in the production of 'human being
from'human' for a 'woman' al so can be produced by a 'nman' -unl ess

the offspring be an inperfect form which is the reason why the parent
of a mule is not a nule. The natural things which (like the artificia
obj ects previously considered) can be produced spontaneously are those
whose natter can be noved even by itself in the way in which the seed
usually noves it; those things which have not such matter cannot be
produced except fromthe parent ani mals thensel ves.

"But not only regardi ng substance does our argunent prove that its
form does not cone to be, but the argunment applies to all the primary
cl asses alike, i.e. quantity, quality, and the other categories. For
as the brazen sphere cones to be, but not the sphere nor the brass,
and so too in the case of brass itself, if it comes to be, it is its
concrete unity that cones to be (for the matter and the form nust

al ways exist before), so is it both in the case of substance and in
that of quality and quantity and the other categories |ikew se; for
the quality does not come to be, but the wood of that quality, and

the quantity does not conme to be, but the wood or the animal of that
size. But we may learn fromthese instances a peculiarity of substance,
that there must exist beforehand in conplete reality another substance
whi ch produces it, e.g. an animal if an animl is produced; but it

is not necessary that a quality or quantity should pre-exist otherw se
than potentially.

Part 10 "

"Since a definition is a fornula, and every formnula has parts, and

as the formula is to the thing, so is the part of the fornula to the
part of the thing, the question is al ready being asked whet her the
formula of the parts nust be present in the fornula of the whole or

not. For in sone cases the fornulae of the parts are seen to be present,
and in some not. The fornmula of the circle does not include that of

the segments, but that of the syllable includes that of the letters;

yet the circle is divided into segnments as the syllable is into letters.-And
further if the parts are prior to the whole, and the acute angle is

a part of the right angle and the finger a part of the animl, the
acute angle will be prior to the right angle and finger to the man.

But the latter are thought to be prior; for in fornmula the parts are
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expl ai ned by reference to them and in respect also of the power of
exi sting apart from each other the wholes are prior to the parts.

"Per haps we should rather say that 'part' is used in several senses.

One of these is 'that which neasures another thing in respect of quantity'.
But let this sense be set aside; let us inquire about the parts of

whi ch substance consists. |If then matter is one thing, form another

the conpound of these a third, and both the matter and the form and

t he conpound are substance even the matter is in a sense called part

of a thing, while in a sense it is not, but only the elenments of which
the formula of the formconsists. E.g. of concavity flesh (for this

is the matter in which it is produced) is not a part, but of snubness

it is a part; and the bronze is a part of the concrete statue, but

not of the statue when this is spoken of in the sense of the form

(For the form or the thing as having form should be said to be the
thing, but the material elenent by itself nmust never be said to be

s0.) And so the forrmula of the circle does not include that of the
segnents, but the forrmula of the syllable includes that of the letters;
for the letters are parts of the forrmula of the form and not matter

but the segnents are parts in the sense of matter on which the form
supervenes; yet they are nearer the formthan the bronze is when roundness
is produced in bronze. But in a sense not even every kind of letter

will be present in the fornmula of the syllable, e.g. particular waxen
letters or the letters as novenents in the air; for in these al so

we have already something that is part of the syllable only in the
sense that it is its perceptible matter. For even if the |ine when

di vi ded passes away into its halves, or the man into bones and mnuscles
and flesh, it does not follow that they are conposed of these as parts
of their essence, but rather as matter; and these are parts of the
concrete thing, but not also of the form i.e. of that to which the
formula refers; wherefore also they are not present in the fornul ae.

In one kind of formula, then, the formula of such parts will be present,
but in another it nust not be present, where the formula does not

refer to the concrete object. For it is for this reason that sone

thi ngs have as their constituent principles parts into which they

pass away, while sone have not. Those things which are the form and

the matter taken together, e.g. the snub, or the bronze circle, pass
away into these materials, and the matter is a part of them but those

t hi ngs which do not involve matter but are wi thout matter, and whose
formul ae are fornmulae of the formonly, do not pass away, -either not

at all or at any rate not in this way. Therefore these materials are
principles and parts of the concrete things, while of the formthey

are neither parts nor principles. And therefore the clay statue is
resolved into clay and the ball into bronze and Callias into flesh

and bones, and again the circle into its segnents; for there is a

sense of 'circle' in which involves matter. For 'circle' is used anbi guously,
meani ng both the circle, unqualified, and the individual circle, because
there is no nane peculiar to the individuals.

"The truth has indeed now been stated, but still let us state it yet

nore clearly, taking up the question again. The parts of the formula,
into which the fornmula is divided, are prior to it, either all or

some of them The forrmula of the right angle, however, does not include
the formula of the acute, but the fornmula of the acute includes that

of the right angle; for he who defines the acute uses the right angle;
for the acute is 'less than a right angle'. The circle and the semcircle
also are in a like relation; for the semicircle is defined by the
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circle; and so is the finger by the whole body, for a finger is 'such
and such a part of a man'. Therefore the parts which are of the nature

of matter, and into which as its matter a thing is divided, are posterior
but those which are of the nature of parts of the forrmula, and of

the substance according to its fornmula, are prior, either all or sone

of them And since the soul of animals (for this is the substance

of aliving being) is their substance according to the formula, i.e.
the formand the essence of a body of a certain kind (at |east we
shall define each part, if we define it well, not w thout reference

to its function, and this cannot belong to it w thout perception),

so that the parts of soul are prior, either all or some of them to
the concrete "animal', and so too with each individual animl; and
the body and parts are posterior to this, the essential substance,

and it is not the substance but the concrete thing that is divided
into these parts as its matter:-this being so, to the concrete thing
these are in a sense prior, but in a sense they are not. For they
cannot even exist if severed fromthe whole; for it is not a finger

in any and every state that is the finger of a living thing, but a
dead finger is a finger only in nanme. Some parts are neither prior

nor posterior to the whole, i.e. those which are dom nant and in which
the formula, i.e. the essential substance, is immediately present,
e.g. perhaps the heart or the brain; for it does not matter in the

| east which of the two has this quality. But man and horse and terns
which are thus applied to individuals, but universally, are not substance
but somet hing conposed of this particular formula and this particul ar
matter treated as universal; and as regards the individual, Socrates
already includes in himultimate individual matter; and simlarly

in all other cases. 'A part' may be a part either of the form (i.e

of the essence), or of the conpound of the formand the matter, or

of the matter itself. But only the parts of the formare parts of

the fornmula, and the formula is of the universal; for '"being a circle’
is the sane as the circle, and 'being a soul' the sanme as the soul

But when we cone to the concrete thing, e.g. this circle, i.e. one

of the individual circles, whether perceptible or intelligible (I

mean by intelligible circles the mathenmatical, and by perceptible
circles those of bronze and of wood),-of these there is no definition
but they are known by the aid of intuitive thinking or of perception
and when they pass out of this conplete realization it is not clear
whet her they exist or not; but they are always stated and recogni zed
by means of the universal fornmula. But matter is unknowable in itself.
And sone matter is perceptible and some intelligible, perceptible
matter being for instance bronze and wood and all matter that is changeabl e,
and intelligible matter being that which is present in perceptible

thi ngs not qua perceptible, i.e. the objects of mathematics.

"We have stated, then, how matters stand with regard to whol e and

part, and their priority and posteriority. But when any one asks whet her
the right angle and the circle and the aninmal are prior, or the things
into which they are divided and of which they consist, i.e. the parts,
we nust neet the inquiry by saying that the question cannot be answered
simply. For if even bare soul is the animal or the living thing, or

the soul of each individual is the individual itself, and 'being a
circle' is the circle, and 'being a right angle' and the essence of

the right angle is the right angle, then the whole in one sense nust

be call ed posterior to the art in one sense, i.e. to the parts included
in the formula and to the parts of the individual right angle (for

both the material right angle which is made of bronze, and that which
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is formed by individual lines, are posterior to their parts); while
the immterial right angle is posterior to the parts included in the
formula, but prior to those included in the particular instance, and
t he question nmust not be answered sinply. If, however, the soul is
sonmething different and is not identical with the animl, even so
sonme parts nust, as we have mmintained, be called prior and others
nmust not .

Part 11 "

"Anot her question is naturally raised, viz. what sort of parts bel ong
to the formand what sort not to the form but to the concrete thing.
Yet if this is not plain it is not possible to define any thing; for
definition is of the universal and of the form If then it is not

evi dent what sort of parts are of the nature of nmatter and what sort
are not, neither will the fornmula of the thing be evident. In the
case of things which are found to occur in specifically different
materials, as a circle may exist in bronze or stone or wood, it seens
plain that these, the bronze or the stone, are no part of the essence
of the circle, since it is found apart fromthem O things which

are not seen to exist apart, there is no reason why the sanme may not
be true, just as if all circles that had ever been seen were of bronze;
for none the |less the bronze would be no part of the fornm but it

is hard to elimnate it in thought. E.g. the formof nman is al ways
found in flesh and bones and parts of this kind; are these then al so
parts of the formand the formula? No, they are matter; but because
man is not found also in other matters we are unable to performthe
abstracti on.

"Since this is thought to be possible, but it is not clear when it

is the case, sone people already raise the question even in the case
of the circle and the triangle, thinking that it is not right to define
these by reference to lines and to the continuous, but that all these
are to the circle or the triangle as flesh and bones are to man, and
bronze or stone to the statue; and they reduce all things to nunbers,
and they say the fornula of 'line' is that of "two'. And of those

who assert the |deas sone make 'two' the line-itself, and others make
it the Formof the line; for in sone cases they say the Form and t hat
of which it is the Formare the sane, e.g. 'twd' and the Form of two;
but in the case of 'line'" they say this is no | onger so.

"It follows then that there is one Formfor nmany things whose form

is evidently different (a conclusion which confronted the Pythagoreans
also); and it is possible to nmake one thing the Formitself of all

and to hold that the others are not Forns; but thus all things wll

be one.

"We have pointed out, then, that the question of definitions contains
sone difficulty, and why this is so. And so to reduce all things thus
to Forns and to elimnate the matter is useless |abour; for sone things
surely are a particular formin a particular natter, or particular
things in a particular state. And the conparison which Socrates the
younger used to make in the case of '"animal' is not sound; for it

| eads away fromthe truth, and nmekes one suppose that man can possibly
exi st without his parts, as the circle can without the bronze. But

the case is not simlar; for an animal is sonething perceptible, and

it is not possible to define it without reference to novenent-nor
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therefore, without reference to the parts' being in a certain state.
For it is not a hand in any and every state that is a part of man,
but only when it can fulfil its work, and therefore only when it is
alive; if it is not alive it is not a part.

"Regardi ng the objects of mathematics, why are the fornmulae of the
parts not parts of the fornulae of the wholes; e.g. why are not the
sem circles included in the fornmula of the circle? It cannot be said,
'because these parts are perceptible things'; for they are not. But
perhaps this makes no difference; for even some things which are not
percepti bl e nmust have matter; indeed there is sonme matter in everything
which is not an essence and a bare formbut a 'this'. The semcircles,
then, will not be parts of the universal circle, but will be parts

of the individual circles, as has been said before; for while one

kind of matter is perceptible, there is another which is intelligible.

"It is clear also that the soul is the primary substance and the body

is mtter, and nan or animal is the conpound of both taken universally;
and ' Socrates' or 'Coriscus', if even the soul of Socrates nmay be

cal l ed Socrates, has two meani ngs (for some mean by such a termthe

soul, and others nmean the concrete thing), but if 'Socrates' or 'Coriscus
means sinply this particular soul and this particular body, the individua
is anal ogous to the universal in its conposition

"Whet her there is, apart fromthe matter of such substances, another
kind of matter, and one should | ook for some substance other than
these, e.g. nunbers or sonething of the sort, nust be considered |ater
For it is for the sake of this that we are trying to determine the
nature of perceptible substances as well, since in a sense the inquiry
about perceptible substances is the work of physics, i.e. of second
phi | osophy; for the physicist nmust cone to know not only about the
matter, but also about the substance expressed in the fornula, and
even nore than about the other. And in the case of definitions, how
the elements in the formula are parts of the definition, and why the
definition is one formula (for clearly the thing is one, but in virtue
of what is the thing one, although it has parts?),-this nmust be considered
later.

"What the essence is and in what sense it is independent, has been
stated universally in a way which is true of every case, and al so

why the forrmula of the essence of some things contains the parts of

the thing defined, while that of others does not. And we have stated

that in the fornmula of the substance the nmaterial parts will not be
present (for they are not even parts of the substance in that sense,

but of the concrete substance; but of this there is in a sense a fornula,
and in a sense there is not; for there is no formula of it with its
matter, for this is indefinite, but there is a fornmula of it with
reference to its primary substance-e.g. in the case of man the fornula

of the soul-, for the substance is the indwelling form from which

and the matter the so-called concrete substance is derived; e.g. concavity
is aformof this sort, for fromthis and the nose arise 'snub nose

and 'snubness'); but in the concrete substance, e.g. a snub nose or
Callias, the matter also will be present. And we have stated that

the essence and the thing itself are in sone cases the same; ie. in

the case of primary substances, e.g. curvature and the essence of
curvature if this is primary. (By a 'primary' substance | nmean one

whi ch does not inply the presence of sonething in sonething else,
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i.e. in something that underlies it which acts as matter.) But things
which are of the nature of matter, or of wholes that include matter,

are not the sane as their essences, nor are accidental unities |ike

that of 'Socrates' and 'nusical'; for these are the sane only by accident.

Part 12 "

"Now |l et us treat first of definition, in so far as we have not treated
of it in the Analytics; for the problemstated in themis useful for

our inquiries concerning substance. | nmean this problem-wherein can
consist the unity of that, the fornula of which we call a definition
as for instance, in the case of man, 'two-footed animal'; for |et

this be the formula of man. Wy, then, is this one, and not many,

viz. "animal' and 'two-footed' ? For in the case of 'nman' and 'pale’
there is a plurality when one term does not belong to the other, but

a unity when it does belong and the subject, man, has a certain attribute;
for then a unity is produced and we have 'the pale man'. In the present
case, on the other hand, one does not share in the other; the genus

is not thought to share in its differentiae (for then the sane thing
woul d share in contraries; for the differentiae by which the genus

is divided are contrary). And even if the genus does share in them

the sane argument applies, since the differentiae present in man are
many, e.g. endowed with feet, two-footed, featherless. Wiy are these
one and not many? Not because they are present in one thing; for on
this principle a unity can be nmade out of all the attributes of a
thing. But surely all the attributes in the definition nust be one;

for the definition is a single formula and a forrmula of substance,

so that it nmust be a formula of some one thing; for substance neans

a 'one' and a 'this', as we maintain

"We nust first inquire about definitions reached by the nethod of

di visions. There is nothing in the definition except the first-nanmed
and the differentiae. The other genera are the first genus and al ong
with this the differentiae that are taken with it, e.g. the first
may be 'animal', the next 'animal which is two-footed', and again
"animal which is two-footed and featherless', and simlarly if the
definition includes nore terns. And in general it makes no difference
whet her it includes many or few ternms,-nor, therefore, whether it
includes few or sinply two; and of the two the one is differentia
and the other genus; e.g. in '"two-footed animal' "animal' is genus,
and the other is differentia.

"If then the genus absol utely does not exist apart fromthe species-of-a-

genus,
or if it exists but exists as matter (for the voice is genus and matter
but its differentiae nake the species, i.e. the letters, out of it),

clearly the definition is the fornula which conprises the differentiae.

"But it is also necessary that the division be by the differentia

of the diferentia; e.g. 'endowed with feet' is a differentia of 'animal';
again the differentia of 'aninml endowed with feet' nust be of it

gua endowed with feet. Therefore we nust not say, if we are to speak
rightly, that of that which is endowed with feet one part has feathers
and one is featherless (if we do this we do it through incapacity);

we nmust divide it only into cloven-footed and not cloven; for these

are differentiae in the foot; cloven-footedness is a form of footedness.
And the process wants always to go on so till it reaches the species
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that contain no differences. And then there will be as many ki nds

of foot as there are differentiae, and the kinds of aninmals endowed
with feet will be equal in nunber to the differentiae. If then this

is so, clearly the last differentia will be the substance of the thing
and its definition, since it is not right to state the sane things
nore than once in our definitions; for it is superfluous. And this
does happen; for when we say 'animl endowed with feet and two-footed
we have said nothing other than 'animal having feet, having two feet';
and if we divide this by the proper division, we shall be saying the
same thing nore than once-as many tinmes as there are differentiae.

"If then a differentia of a differentia be taken at each step, one
differentia-the last-will be the formand the substance; but if we
di vide according to accidental qualities, e.g. if we were to divide
that which is endowed with feet into the white and the black, there
will be as many differentiae as there are cuts. Therefore it is plain
that the definition is the fornula which contains the differentiae,
or, according to the right nmethod, the last of these. This would be
evident, if we were to change the order of such definitions, e.g.

of that of man, saying 'animl which is two-footed and endowed with
feet'; for 'endowed with feet' is superfluous when 'two-footed has
been said. But there is no order in the substance; for how are we
to think the one el enent posterior and the other prior? Regarding
the definitions, then, which are reached by the nethod of divisions,
let this suffice as our first attenpt at stating their nature.

Part 13 "

"Let us return to the subject of our inquiry, which is substance.

As the substratum and the essence and the conpound of these are called
substance, so also is the universal. About two of these we have spoken;
bot h about the essence and about the substratum of which we have

said that it underlies in tw senses, either being a 'this'-which

is the way in which an animal underlies its attributes-or as the matter
underlies the conplete reality. The universal also is thought by sone
to be in the fullest sense a cause, and a principle; therefore |et

us attack the discussion of this point also. For it seens inpossible

t hat any universal term should be the nane of a substance. For firstly
t he substance of each thing is that which is peculiar to it, which
does not belong to anything el se; but the universal is common, since
that is called universal which is such as to belong to nore than one
thing. O which individual then will this be the substance? Either

of all or of none; but it cannot be the substance of all. And if it

is to be the substance of one, this one will be the others also; for

t hi ngs whose substance is one and whose essence i s one are thensel ves
al so one.

"Further, substance neans that which is not predicable of a subject,
but the universal is predicable of sone subject always.

"But perhaps the universal, while it cannot be substance in the way

in which the essence is so, can be present in this; e.g. 'aninal

can be present in 'man' and 'horse'. Then clearly it is a formula

of the essence. And it nmkes no difference even if it is not a fornula
of everything that is in the substance; for none the | ess the universa
will be the substance of sonething, as 'man' is the substance of the

i ndi vidual man in whomit is present, so that the sane result wll
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foll ow once nore; for the universal, e.g. "animal', will be the substance
of that in which it is present as sonething peculiar to it. And further
it is inpossible and absurd that the "this', i.e. the substance, if

it consists of parts, should not consist of substances nor of what

is a'this', but of quality; for that which is not substance, i.e.

the quality, will then be prior to substance and to the '"this'. Wich

is inpossible; for neither in formula nor in time nor in comng to

be can the nodifications be prior to the substance; for then they

will also be separable fromit. Further, Socrates will contain a substance
present in a substance, so that this will be the substance of two

things. And in general it follows, if man and such things are substance,
that none of the elements in their fornulae is the substance of anything,
nor does it exist apart fromthe species or in anything else; | nean,

for instance, that no "animal' exists apart fromthe particular kinds

of aninmal, nor does any other of the elenments present in formul ae

exi st apart.

"If, then, we viewthe matter fromthese standpoints, it is plain
that no universal attribute is a substance, and this is plain also
fromthe fact that no common predicate indicates a '"this', but rather
a '"such'. If not, many difficulties follow and especially the "third
man' .

"The conclusion is evident also fromthe foll owi ng consideration

A substance cannot consist of substances present in it in conplete
reality; for things that are thus in conplete reality two are never

in conplete reality one, though if they are potentially two, they

can be one (e.g. the double Iine consists of two hal ves-potentially;
for the conplete realization of the halves divides them from one another);
therefore if the substance is one, it will not consist of substances
present in it and present in this way, which Denocritus describes
rightly; he says one thing cannot be nade out of two nor two out of

one; for he identifies substances with his indivisible magnitudes.

It is clear therefore that the sane will hold good of nunber, if nunber
is a synthesis of units, as is said by sone; for two is either not

one, or there is no unit present in it in conplete reality. But our
result involves a difficulty. If no substance can consist of universals
because a universal indicates a 'such', not a 'this', and if no substance
can be conposed of substances existing in conplete reality, every
substance woul d be i nconposite, so that there would not even be a
formul a of any substance. But it is thought by all and was stated

long ago that it is either only, or primarily, substance that can
defined; yet now it seens that not even substance can. There cannot,
then, be a definition of anything; or in a sense there can be, and

in a sense there cannot. And what we are saying will be plainer from
what fol | ows.

Part 14 "

"It is clear also fromthese very facts what consequence confronts

those who say the I deas are substances capabl e of separate existence,

and at the same tine neke the Form consi st of the genus and the differentiae.
For if the Forns exist and "animal' is present in 'man' and 'horse'

it is either one and the same in nunber, or different. (In formula

it is clearly one; for he who states the fornula will go through the

formula in either case.) If then there is a '"man-in-hinself' who is

a 'this' and exists apart, the parts also of which he consists, e.g.
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"animal' and 'two-footed', nmust indicate 'thises', and be capable
of separate exi stence, and substances; therefore "animal', as wel
as 'man', nust be of this sort.

"Now (1) if the "animal' in 'the horse' and in 'man' is one and the
same, as you are with yourself, (a) howw Il the one in things that
exi st apart be one, and howw Il this '"aninmal' escape being divided

even fromitsel f?

"Further, (b) if it is to share in 'two-footed' and 'many-footed

an inpossible conclusion follows; for contrary attributes will belong
at the same tinme to it although it is one and a "this'. If it is not
to share in them what is the relation inplied when one says the ani ma
is two-footed or possessed of feet? But perhaps the two things are
"put together' and are 'in contact', or are 'mxed' . Yet all these
expressi ons are absurd.

"But (2) suppose the Formto be different in each species. Then there

will be practically an infinite nunber of things whose substance is
animal'; for it is not by accident that 'man' has 'animal' for one

of its elements. Further, many things will be "animal-itself'. For

(i) the "animal' in each species will be the substance of the species;
for it is after nothing else that the species is called; if it were,
that other would be an elenment in "man', i.e. would be the genus of
man. And further, (ii) all the elenents of which 'man' is conposed
will be Ideas. None of them then, will be the |Idea of one thing and

t he substance of another; this is inpossible. The "animal', then
present in each species of animals will be animal-itself. Further
fromwhat is this "animal' in each species derived, and how will it

be derived fromanimal-itself? Or how can this "aninmal', whose essence

is sinply animality, exist apart from animal-itself?

"Further, (3)in the case of sensible things both these consequences
and others still nore absurd follow. If, then, these consequences
are inpossible, clearly there are not Forns of sensible things in
the sense in which some nmaintain their existence.

Part 15 "

"Since substance is of two kinds, the concrete thing and the fornula

(I mean that one kind of substance is the formula taken with the matter,
while another kind is the fornula in its generality), substances in

the former sense are capable of destruction (for they are capable

al so of generation), but there is no destruction of the fornmula in

the sense that it is ever in course of being destroyed (for there

is no generation of it either; the being of house is not generated,

but only the being of this house), but w thout generation and destruction
formul ae are and are not; for it has been shown that no one begets

nor makes these. For this reason, also, there is neither definition

of nor denpbnstration about sensible individual substances, because

they have matter whose nature is such that they are capabl e both of
bei ng and of not being; for which reason all the individual instances

of them are destructible. If then denponstration is of necessary truths
and definition is a scientific process, and if, just as know edge

cannot be sonetinmes know edge and sonetinmes ignorance, but the state

whi ch varies thus is opinion, so too denpnstration and definition

cannot vary thus, but it is opinion that deals with that which can
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be otherwise than as it is, clearly there can neither be definition

of nor denobnstration about sensible individuals. For perishing things

are obscure to those who have the rel evant know edge, when they have
passed from our perception; and though the fornulae remain in the

soul unchanged, there will no | onger be either definition or denponstration
And so when one of the definition-nongers defines any individual

he must recognize that his definition my always be overthrown; for

it is not possible to define such things.

"Nor is it possible to define any Idea. For the ldea is, as its supporters
say, an individual, and can exist apart; and the fornula nust consi st

of words; and he who defines nmust not invent a word (for it would

be unknown), but the established words are common to all the nenbers

of a class; these then nust apply to sonething besides the thing defined;
e.g. if one were defining you, he would say 'an aninal which is |ean'

or 'pale', or sonething else which will apply also to some one ot her

than you. If any one were to say that perhaps all the attributes taken
apart may belong to many subjects, but together they belong only to

this one, we nmust reply first that they belong also to both the el enents;
e.g. '"two-footed animal' belongs to animal and to the two-footed.

(And in the case of eternal entities this is even necessary, since

the el ements are prior to and parts of the conpound; nay nore, they

can al so exist apart, if 'nman' can exist apart. For either neither

or both can. If, then, neither can, the genus will not exist apart
fromthe various species; but if it does, the differentia will also.)
Secondly, we nust reply that "animal' and 'two-footed' are prior in
being to 'two-footed animal'; and things which are prior to others

are not destroyed when the others are.

"Again, if the ldeas consist of Ideas (as they nust, since el enents

are sinpler than the conpound), it will be further necessary that

the el ements also of which the Idea consists, e.g. "aninmal' and 'two-footed'
shoul d be predicated of many subjects. If not, howw Il they cone

to be known? For there will then be an Idea which cannot be predicated

of nore subjects than one. But this is not thought possible-every
Idea is thought to be capabl e of being shared.

"As has been said, then, the inpossibility of defining individuals
escapes notice in the case of eternal things, especially those which
are unique, like the sun or the noon. For people err not only by adding
attri butes whose renoval the sun would survive, e.g. 'going round

the earth' or 'night-hidden' (for fromtheir viewit follows that

if it stands still or is visible, it will no |longer be the sun; but

it is strange if this is so; for '"the sun' nmeans a certain substance);
but also by the nmention of attributes which can bel ong to anot her
subject; e.g. if another thing with the stated attri butes cones into

exi stence, clearly it will be a sun; the fornula therefore is general
But the sun was supposed to be an individual, |ike Cleon or Socrates.
After all, why does not one of the supporters of the |Ideas produce

a definition of an ldea? It would become clear, if they tried, that
what has now been said is true.

Part 16 "
"Evidently even of the things that are thought to be substances, npst

are only potencies,-both the parts of animals (for none of them exists
separately; and when they are separated, then too they exist, al
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of them nerely as matter) and earth and fire and air; for none of
themis a unity, but as it were a mere heap, till they are worked

up and sone unity is made out of them One m ght nost readily suppose

the parts of living things and the parts of the soul nearly rel ated

to themto turn out to be both, i.e. existent in conplete reality

as well as in potency, because they have sources of nopvenent in sonething
in their joints; for which reason sone aninmals |ive when divided.

Yet all the parts nust exist only potentially, when they are one and
conti nuous by nature,-not by force or by growing into one, for such

a phenonenon is an abnormality.

"Since the term'unity' is used like the term'being', and the substance
of that which is one is one, and things whose substance is nunerically
one are nunerically one, evidently neither unity nor being can be

the substance of things, just as being an element or a principle cannot
be the substance, but we ask what, then, the principle is, that we

may reduce the thing to sonething nore knowabl e. Now of these concepts
"being’ and 'unity' are nore substantial than 'principle or 'elenment
or 'cause', but not even the former are substance, since in genera
nothing that is common is substance; for substance does not bel ong

to anything but to itself and to that which has it, of which it is

t he substance. Further, that which is one cannot be in many places

at the sane tinme, but that which is conmon is present in nmany places

at the sane time; so that clearly no universal exists apart fromits

i ndi vi dual s.

"But those who say the Forns exist, in one respect are right, in giving
the Forms separate existence, if they are substances; but in another
respect they are not right, because they say the one over many is

a Form The reason for their doing this is that they cannot declare
what are the substances of this sort, the inperishable substances

whi ch exist apart fromthe individual and sensible substances. They
make them then, the same in kind as the perishable things (for this

ki nd of substance we know)--'man-hinself' and 'horse-itself', adding

to the sensible things the word '"itself'. Yet even if we had not seen
the stars, none the less, | suppose, would they have been eterna

subst ances apart fromthose which we knew, so that now also if we

do not know what non-sensi bl e substances there are, yet it is doubtless
necessary that there should he sone.-Clearly, then, no universal term
is the name of a substance, and no substance is conposed of substances.

Part 17 "

"Let us state what, i.e. what kind of thing, substance should be said
to be, taking once nore another starting-point; for perhaps fromthis
we shall get a clear view also of that substance which exists apart
from sensi bl e substances. Since, then, substance is a principle and

a cause, let us pursue it fromthis starting-point. The 'why' is always
sought in this form-'why does one thing attach to sone other?' For

to inquire why the nusical man is a nusical man, is either to inquire--as
we have said why the man is nusical, or it is sonething el se. Now

'why a thing is itself' is a neaningless inquiry (for (to give neaning
to the question 'why') the fact or the existence of the thing nust

al ready be evident-e.g. that the nmoon is eclipsed-but the fact that
athing is itself is the single reason and the single cause to be

given in answer to all such questions as why the man is man, or the
musi ci an nusical', unless one were to answer 'because each thing is

Get any book for freeon:  www.Abika.com



METAPHYSICS

i nseparable fromitself, and its being one just neant this'; this,
however, is common to all things and is a short and easy way with

t he question). But we can inquire why man is an ani mal of such and
such a nature. This, then, is plain, that we are not inquiring why

he who is a man is a man. We are inquiring, then, why sonething is
predi cabl e of sonething (that it is predicable nmust be clear; for

if not, the inquiry is an inquiry into nothing). E.g. why does it
thunder? This is the same as 'why is sound produced in the clouds?
Thus the inquiry is about the predication of one thing of another

And why are these things, i.e. bricks and stones, a house? Plainly

we are seeking the cause. And this is the essence (to speak abstractly),
which in some cases is the end, e.g. perhaps in the case of a house
or a bed, and in some cases is the first nmover; for this also is a
cause. But while the efficient cause is sought in the case of genesis
and destruction, the final cause is sought in the case of being also.

"The object of the inquiry is npst easily overl ooked where one term

is not expressly predicated of another (e.g. when we inquire 'what

man is'), because we do not distinguish and do not say definitely

that certain elenents nake up a certain whole. But we nust articulate
our neaning before we begin to inquire; if not, the inquiry is on

the border-line between being a search for sonething and a search

for nothing. Since we nust have the existence of the thing as sonething
given, clearly the question is why the matter is sone definite thing;
e.g. why are these materials a house? Because that which was the essence
of a house is present. And why is this individual thing, or this body
having this form a man? Therefore what we seek is the cause, i.e.

the form by reason of which the matter is sone definite thing; and
this is the substance of the thing. Evidently, then, in the case of
sinmple terms no inquiry nor teaching is possible; our attitude towards
such things is other than that of inquiry.

"Since that which is conpounded out of sonething so that the whol e
is one, not like a heap but |like a syllable-now the syllable is not
its elements, ba is not the sanme as b and a, nor is flesh fire and
earth (for when these are separated the wholes, i.e. the flesh and
the syllable, no I onger exist, but the elements of the syllable exist,
and so do fire and earth); the syllable, then, is something-not only
its elements (the vowel and the consonant) but al so sonething el se,
and the flesh is not only fire and earth or the hot and the cold,

but al so sonething else:-if, then, that sonething nmust itself be either
an el enent or conposed of elenents, (1) if it is an elenent the sane
argunment will again apply; for flesh will consist of this and fire
and earth and sonething still further, so that the process will go
on to infinity. But (2) if it is a conpound, clearly it will be a
conmpound not of one but of nore than one (or else that one will be
the thing itself), so that again in this case we can use the sane
argunent as in the case of flesh or of the syllable. But it would
seemthat this 'other' is something, and not an el enent, and that

it is the cause which makes this thing flesh and that a syll able.
And simlarly in all other cases. And this is the substance of each
thing (for this is the primary cause of its being); and since, while
some things are not substances, as nmany as are substances are forned
in accordance with a nature of their own and by a process of nature,
their substance would seemto be this kind of 'nature', which is not
an elenment but a principle. An elenment, on the other hand, is that
into which a thing is divided and which is present in it as matter;

Get any book for freeon:  www.Abika.com



METAPHYSICS 97

e.g. a and b are the elements of the syllable.

BOOK VI I

Part 1

"WE nust reckon up the results arising fromwhat has been said, and
conpute the sum of them and put the finishing touch to our inquiry.

We have said that the causes, principles, and el enents of substances

are the object of our search. And some substances are recogni zed by
every one, but some have been advocated by particul ar schools. Those
generally recogni zed are the natural substances, i.e. fire, earth,

water, air, &c., the sinple bodies; second plants and their parts,

and aninmals and the parts of animals; and finally the physical universe
and its parts; while some particular schools say that Forns and the

obj ects of mathematics are substances. But there are argunents which
lead to the conclusion that there are other substances, the essence

and the substratum Again, in another way the genus seens nobre substantia
than the various spccies, and the universal than the particul ars.

And with the universal and the genus the lIdeas are connected; it is

in virtue of the sane argunment that they are thought to be substances.
And since the essence is substance, and the definition is a fornula

of the essence, for this reason we have discussed definition and essentia
predi cation. Since the definition is a fornula, and a fornula has

parts, we had to consider also with respect to the notion of 'part',

what are parts of the substance and what are not, and whether the

parts of the substance are also parts of the definition. Further

too, neither the universal nor the genus is a substance; we nust inquire
later into the Ideas and the objects of nmathematics; for sone say

these are substances as well as the sensible substances.

"But now l et us resune the discussion of the generally recognized

subst ances. These are the sensible substances, and sensi bl e substances
all have matter. The substratumis substance, and this is in one sense
the matter (and by matter | mean that which, not being a 'this' actually,
is potentially a "this'), and in another sense the formula or shape

(that which being a 'this' can be separately fornulated), and thirdly
the conpl ex of these two, which alone is generated and destroyed,

and is, without qualification, capable of separate existence; for

of substances conpletely expressible in a fornula sone are separabl e

and sonme are separable and sonme are not.

"But clearly matter also is substance; for in all the opposite changes
that occur there is sonething which underlies the changes, e.g. in
respect of place that which is now here and again el sewhere, and in
respect of increase that which is now of one size and again |ess or
greater, and in respect of alteration that which is now healthy and
agai n diseased; and simlarly in respect of substance there is sonething
that is now being generated and again bei ng destroyed, and now underlies
the process as a 'this' and again underlies it in respect of a privation
of positive character. And in this change the others are invol ved.

But in either one or two of the others this is not involved; for it

is not necessary if a thing has matter for change of place that it
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shoul d al so have matter for generation and destruction

"The difference between beconming in the full sense and beconming in
a qualified sense has been stated in our physical works.

Part 2 "

"Since the substance which exists as underlying and as matter is generally
recogni zed, and this that which exists potentially, it remains for

us to say what is the substance, in the sense of actuality, of sensible
things. Denpcritus seens to think there are three kinds of difference
bet ween things; the underlying body, the matter, is one and the samne,
but they differ either in rhythm i.e. shape, or in turning, i.e.
position, or in inter-contact, i.e. order. But evidently there are

many differences; for instance, sone things are characterized by the
node of conposition of their matter, e.g. the things formed by bl ending,
such as honey-water; and others by being bound together, e.g. bundle;
and others by being glued together, e.g. a book; and others by being
nail ed together, e.g. a casket; and others in nore than one of these
ways; and others by position, e.g. threshold and lintel (for these

di ffer by being placed in a certain way); and others by tinme, e.g.

di nner and breakfast; and others by place, e.g. the w nds; and others
by the affections proper to sensible things, e.g. hardness and softness,
density and rarity, dryness and wetness; and sone things by sone of
these qualities, others by themall, and in general sone by excess

and sone by defect. Clearly, then, the word 'is' has just as nmany

meani ngs; a thing is a threshold because it lies in such and such

a position, and its being nmeans its Iying in that position, while

bei ng i ce means having been solidified in such and such a way. And

t he being of some things will be defined by all these qualities, because
sone parts of them are nmi xed, others are bl ended, others are bound
together, others are solidified, and others use the other differentiae;
e.g. the hand or the foot requires such conplex definition. W nust
grasp, then, the kinds of differentiae (for these will be the principles
of the being of things), e.g. the things characterized by the nore

and the less, or by the dense and the rare, and by other such qualities;
for all these are forms of excess and defect. And anything that is
characterized by shape or by snpothness and roughness is characterized
by the strai ght and the curved. And for other things their being wll
mean their being mxed, and their not being will nean the opposite.

"It is clear, then, fromthese facts that, since its substance is

the cause of each thing's being, we nust seek in these differentiae
what is the cause of the being of each of these things. Now none of
these differentiae is substance, even when coupled with matter, yet

it is what is anal ogous to substance in each case; and as in substances
that which is predicated of the matter is the actuality itself, in

all other definitions also it is what nost resenbles full actuality.
E.g. if we had to define a threshold, we should say 'wod or stone

in such and such a position', and a house we should define as 'bricks
and tinmbers in such and such a position',(or a purpose nay exist as
well in sonme cases), and if we had to define ice we should say 'water
frozen or solidified in such and such a way', and harnony is 'such

and such a blending of high and low ; and simlarly in all other cases.

"Obviously, then, the actuality or the formula is different when the
matter is different; for in sonme cases it is the conposition, in others
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the mixing, and in others some other of the attributes we have naned.
And so, of the people who go in for defining, those who define a house
as stones, bricks, and tinmbers are speaking of the potential house,

for these are the matter; but those who propose 'a receptacle to shelter
chattels and living beings', or sonething of the sort, speak of the
actuality. Those who conbi ne both of these speak of the third kind

of substance, which is conposed of matter and form (for the formula

that gives the differentiae seens to be an account of the form or
actuality, while that which gives the conmponents is rather an account

of the matter); and the sane is true of the kind of definitions which
Archytas used to accept; they are accounts of the conbined form and
matter. E.g. what is still weather? Absence of notion in a | arge expanse
of air; air is the matter, and absence of notion is the actuality

and substance. What is a cal n? Snoot hness of sea; the material substratum
is the sea, and the actuality or shape is snoothness. It is obvious
then, from what has been said, what sensible substance is and how

it exists-one kind of it as matter, another as formor actuality,

while the third kind is that which is conposed of these two.

Part 3 "

"We nust not fail to notice that sonetines it is not clear whether

a nane neans the conposite substance, or the actuality or form e.g.

whet her 'house' is a sign for the conposite thing, 'a covering consisting
of bricks and stones laid thus and thus', or for the actuality or

form 'a covering', and whether a line is '"twoness in |length' or 'twoness',
and whether an animal is soul in a body' or '"a soul'; for soul is

the substance or actuality of some body. 'Animal' m ght even be applied
to both, not as sonething definable by one formula, but as related

to a single thing. But this question, while inportant for another

purpose, is of no inportance for the inquiry into sensible substance;

for the essence certainly attaches to the formand the actuality.

For 'soul' and 'to be soul' are the sanme, but 'to be man' and ' nman'

are not the same, unless even the bare soul is to be called man; and

thus on one interpretation the thing is the same as its essence, and

on another it is not.

"If we examine we find that the syllable does not consist of the letters
+ juxtaposition, nor is the house bricks + juxtaposition. And this

is right; for the juxtaposition or m xing does not consist of those
things of which it is the juxtaposition or mxing. And the sane is

true in all other cases; e.g. if the threshold is characterized by

its position, the position is not constituted by the threshold, but
rather the latter is constituted by the former. Nor is nman anim

+ bi ped, but there must be sonething besides these, if these are matter, -
somet hi ng

which is neither an elenent in the whole nor a conpound, but is the
substance; but this people elimnate, and state only the matter. If,
then, this is the cause of the thing's being, and if the cause of

its being is its substance, they will not be stating the substance
itself.

"(This, then, nmust either be eternal or it nust be destructible wthout
bei ng ever in course of being destroyed, and nust have cone to be

wi t hout ever being in course of comng to be. But it has been proved
and expl ai ned el sewhere that no one makes or begets the form but

it is the individual that is made, i.e. the conplex of formand matter
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that is generated. Wether the substances of destructible things can
exi st apart, is not yet at all clear; except that obviously this is
i npossi ble in some cases-in the case of things which cannot exi st
apart fromthe individual instances, e.g. house or utensil. Perhaps,
i ndeed, neither these things thenselves, nor any of the other things
which are not forned by nature, are substances at all; for one m ght
say that the nature in natural objects is the only substance to be
found in destructible things.)

"Therefore the difficulty which used to be raised by the school of
Anti sthenes and ot her such uneducated people has a certain tineliness.
They said that the 'what' cannot be defined (for the definition so
called is a '"long rigmarole') but of what sort a thing, e.g. silver,
is, they thought it possible actually to explain, not saying what

it is, but that it is like tin. Therefore one kind of substance can
be defined and fornmulated, i.e. the conposite kind, whether it be
perceptible or intelligible; but the primary parts of which this consists
cannot be defined, since a definitory fornmula predi cates sonething

of somet hing, and one part of the definition nust play the part of
matter and the other that of form

"It is also obvious that, if substances are in a sense nunbers, they
are so in this sense and not, as some say, as nunbers of units. For

a definitionis a sort of nunber; for (1) it is divisible, and into

i ndivisible parts (for definitory fornulae are not infinite), and
nunber also is of this nature. And (2) as, when one of the parts of

whi ch a nunmber consists has been taken from or added to the nunber,

it is no longer the same nunber, but a different one, even if it is
the very smallest part that has been taken away or added, so the definition
and the essence will no |onger remain when anything has been taken
away or added. And (3) the nunber nust be sonething in virtue of which
it is one, and this these thinkers cannot state, what nakes it one,

if it is one (for either it is not one but a sort of heap, or if it

is, we ought to say what it is that nakes one out of nmany); and the
definition is one, but simlarly they cannot say what nekes it one.
And this is a natural result; for the sane reason is applicable, and
substance is one in the sense which we have expl ai ned, and not, as
sonme say, by being a sort of unit or point; each is a conplete reality
and a definite nature. And (4) as nunber does not admit of the nore
and the |l ess, neither does substance, in the sense of form but if

any substance does, it is only the substance which involves matter.

Let this, then, suffice for an account of the generation and destruction
of so-called substances in what sense it is possible and in what sense
i mpossi bl e--and of the reduction of things to nunber

Part 4 "

"Regarding nmaterial substance we nust not forget that even if al
things cone fromthe sane first cause or have the same things for
their first causes, and if the sane nmatter serves as starting-point
for their generation, yet there is a matter proper to each, e.g. for
phl egm the sweet or the fat, and for bile the bitter, or sonething
el se; though perhaps these cone fromthe sane original nmatter. And
there cone to be several matters for the sane thing, when the one
matter is matter for the other; e.g. phlegmcones fromthe fat and
fromthe sweet, if the fat comes fromthe sweet; and it conmes from
bile by analysis of the bile into its ultinmate matter. For one thing
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cones from another in two senses, either because it will be found

at a later stage, or because it is produced if the other is analysed
into its original constituents. When the matter is one, different
things may be produced owing to difference in the noving cause; e.g.
fromwood may be nmade both a chest and a bed. But sone different things
nmust have their matter different; e.g. a saw could not be namde of
wood, nor is this in the power of the noving cause; for it could not
make a saw of wool or of wood. But if, as a matter of fact, the same
thing can be made of different material, clearly the art, i.e. the
nmoving principle, is the same; for if both the matter and the noving
cause were different, the product would be so too.

"When one inquires into the cause of sonething, one should, since
'causes' are spoken of in several senses, state all the possible causes.
what is the material cause of man? Shall we say 'the nmenstrual fluid ?
What is noving cause? Shall we say 'the seed'? The formal cause? Hi s
essence. The final cause? His end. But perhaps the latter two are

the sane.-It is the proxi mte causes we nust state. Wat is the nateria
cause? We nust nanme not fire or earth, but the matter peculiar to

t he thing.

"Regardi ng the substances that are natural and generable, if the causes
are really these and of this nunber and we have to | earn the causes,

we nmust inquire thus, if we are to inquire rightly. But in the case

of natural but eternal substances another account nust be given. For
per haps sonme have no nmatter, or not matter of this sort but only such
as can be nmoved in respect of place. Nor does nmatter belong to those

t hi ngs which exist by nature but are not substances; their substratum
is the substance. E.g what is the cause of eclipse? Wat is its matter?
There is none; the noon is that which suffers eclipse. What is the
nmovi ng cause which extinguished the Iight? The earth. The final cause
per haps does not exist. The formal principle is the definitory formula,
but this is obscure if it does not include the cause. E.g. what is
eclipse? Deprivation of light. But if we add 'by the earth's coming

in between', this is the formula which includes the cause. In the

case of sleep it is not clear what it is that proximately has this
affection. Shall we say that it is the animl? Yes, but the anim

in virtue of what, i.e. what is the proximte subject? The heart or
sonme other part. Next, by what is it produced? Next, what is the affection-
t hat

of the proximte subject, not of the whole aninmal? Shall we say that

it is immobility of such and such a kind? Yes, but to what process

in the proximate subject is this due?

Part 5 "

"Since sone things are and are not, w thout coming to be and ceasing
to be, e.g. points, if they can be said to be, and in general forns
(for it is not "white' cones to be, but the wood conmes to be white,
if everything that cones to be cones from sonething and cones to be
sonmething), not all contraries can cone fromone another, but it is
in different senses that a pale man cones froma dark nman, and pale
comes from dark. Nor has everything matter, but only those things
whi ch cone to be and change into one another. Those things which

wi t hout ever being in course of changing, are or are not, have no
matter.
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"There is difficulty in the question how the matter of each thing

is related to its contrary states. E.g. if the body is potentially

heal thy, and disease is contrary to health, is it potentially both
heal t hy and di seased? And is water potentially wi ne and vinegar? W
answer that it is the matter of one in virtue of its positive state

and its form and of the other in virtue of the privation of its positive
state and the corruption of it contrary to its nature. It is also

hard to say why wine is not said to be the matter of vinegar nor potentially
vi negar (though vinegar is produced fromit), and why a |living man

is not said to be potentially dead. In fact they are not, but the
corruptions in question are accidental, and it is the matter of the
animal that is itself in virtue of its corruption the potency and

matter of a corpse, and it is water that is the matter of vinegar

For the corpse cones fromthe animal, and vinegar fromw ne, as night
fromday. And all the things which change thus into one another nust

go back to their matter; e.g. if froma corpse is produced an ani mal,

the corpse first goes back to its matter, and only then becones an

ani mal; and vinegar first goes back to water, and only then becones

Wi ne.

Part 6 "

"To return to the difficulty which has been stated with respect both

to definitions and to nunbers, what is the cause of their unity? In

the case of all things which have several parts and in which the totality
is not, as it were, a nere heap, but the whole is sonmething beside

the parts, there is a cause; for even in bodies contact is the cause

of unity in some cases, and in others viscosity or some other such
quality. And a definition is a set of words which is one not by being
connected together, like the Iliad, but by dealing with one object.-Wat
then, is it that nakes man one; why is he one and not many, e.g. aninma
+ bi ped, especially if there are, as sone say, an aninmal-itself and

a biped-itself? Wiy are not those Forns thenselves the man, so that

men woul d exi st by participation not in nman, nor in-one Form but

in two, animal and biped, and in general man woul d be not one but

nore than one thing, animl and biped?

"Clearly, then, if people proceed thus in their usual manner of definition
and speech, they cannot explain and solve the difficulty. But if,

as we say, one elenment is matter and another is form and one is potentially
and the other actually, the question will no |onger be thought a difficulty.
For this difficulty is the same as would arise if 'round bronze' were

the definition of 'cloak'; for this word would be a sign of the definitory
formula, so that the question is, what is the cause of the unity of

"round’ and 'bronze'? The difficulty di sappears, because the one is

matter, the other form What, then, causes this-that which was potentially
to be actually-except, in the case of things which are generated,

t he agent? For there is no other cause of the potential sphere's becom ng
actually a sphere, but this was the essence of either. O matter sone

is intelligible, sone perceptible, and in a forrmula there is always

an elenent of matter as well as one of actuality; e.g. the circle

is '"a plane figure'. But of the things which have no matter, either
intelligible or perceptible, each is by its nature essentially a kind

of unity, as it is essentially a kind of being-individual substance,
quality, or quantity (and so neither 'existent' nor 'one' is present

in their definitions), and the essence of each of themis by its very
nature a kind of unity as it is a kind of being-and so none of these
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has any reason outside itself, for being one, nor for being a kind
of being; for each is by its nature a kind of being and a kind of
unity, not as being in the genus 'being’ or 'one' nor in the sense
that being and unity can exist apart from particul ars.

"OnMng to the difficulty about unity some speak of 'participation',
and raise the question, what is the cause of participation and what
is it to participate; and others speak of 'comrunion', as Lycophron
says knowl edge is a conmuni on of knowing with the soul; and others
say life is a 'conposition' or 'connexion' of soul with body. Yet

t he sane account applies to all cases; for being healthy, too, wll
on this showi ng be either a 'conmunion’ or a 'connexion' or a 'conposition'
of soul and health, and the fact that the bronze is a triangle wll
be a 'conposition' of bronze and triangle, and the fact that a thing
is white will be a 'conposition' of surface and whiteness. The reason
is that people ook for a unifying fornula, and a di fference, between
potency and conplete reality. But, as has been said, the proxinmte
matter and the formare one and the sane thing, the one potentially,
and the other actually. Therefore it is like asking what in genera

is the cause of unity and of a thing's being one; for each thing is

a unity, and the potential and the actual are sonehow one. Therefore
there is no other cause here unless there is sonething which caused
the novenent from potency into actuality. And all things which have
no matter are without qualification essentially unities.

BOX | X

Part 1

"WE have treated of that which is primarily and to which all the other
categories of being are referred-i.e. of substance. For it is in virtue
of the concept of substance that the others also are said to be-quantity
and quality and the like; for all will be found to involve the concept
of substance, as we said in the first part of our work. And since
"being’ is in one way divided into individual thing, quality, and
quantity, and is in another way distinguished in respect of potency

and conplete reality, and of function, |let us now add a discussion

of potency and conplete reality. And first |et us explain potency

in the strictest sense, which is, however, not the nost useful for

our present purpose. For potency and actuality extend beyond the cases
that involve a reference to notion. But when we have spoken of this
first kind, we shall in our discussions of actuality' explain the

ot her kinds of potency as well

"We have pointed out el sewhere that 'potency' and the word 'can' have
several senses. Of these we may neglect all the potencies that are

so called by an equivocation. For sone are called so by anal ogy, as
in geonmetry we say one thing is or is not a 'power' of another by
virtue of the presence or absence of some relation between them But
all potencies that conformto the sanme type are originative sources
of sone kind, and are called potencies in reference to one primary

ki nd of potency, which is an originative source of change in another
thing or in the thing itself qua other. For one kind is a potency
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of being acted on, i.e. the originative source, in the very thing
acted on, of its being passively changed by another thing or by itself
qua other; and another kind is a state of insusceptibility to change
for the worse and to destruction by another thing or by the thing
itself qua other by virtue of an originative source of change. In

all these definitions is inplied the fornmula if potency in the primary
sense. - And again these so-call ed potencies are potencies either of
merely acting or being acted on, or of acting or being acted on well,
so that even in the formulae of the latter the fornulae of the prior

ki nds of potency are sonmehow i nplied.

"Cbviously, then, in a sense the potency of acting and of being acted
on is one (for a thing my be 'capable' either because it can itself
be acted on or because sonmething el se can be acted on by it), but

in a sense the potencies are different. For the one is in the thing
acted on; it is because it contains a certain originative source,

and because even the matter is an originative source, that the thing
acted on is acted on, and one thing by one, another by another; for
that which is oily can be burnt, and that which yields in a particul ar
way can be crushed; and simlarly in all other cases. But the other
potency is in the agent, e.g. heat and the art of building are present,
one in that which can produce heat and the other in the man who can
build. And so, in so far as a thing is an organic unity, it cannot

be acted on by itself; for it is one and not two different things.

And 'inpotence' and 'inpotent' stand for the privation which is contrary
to potency of this sort, so that every potency belongs to the sane
subject and refers to the same process as a correspondi ng i npotence.
Privation has several senses; for it nmeans (1) that which has not

a certain quality and (2) that which mght naturally have it but has
not it, either (a) in general or (b) when it mght naturally have

it, and either (a) in some particular way, e.g. when it has not it
conpletely, or (b) when it has not it at all. And in certain cases

if things which naturally have a quality lose it by violence, we say

t hey have suffered privation.

Part 2 "

"Since sone such originative sources are present in soulless things,
and others in things possessed of soul, and in soul, and in the rationa

part of the soul, clearly sone potencies will, be non-rational and
some will be non-rational and sone will be acconpanied by a rationa
formula. This is why all arts, i.e. all productive forns of know edge,

are potencies; they are originative sources of change in another thing
or in the artist hinmself considered as other

"And each of those which are acconpanied by a rational formula is

al i ke capable of contrary effects, but one non-rational power produces
one effect; e.g. the hot is capable only of heating, but the nedica

art can produce both disease and health. The reason is that science

is arational fornula, and the sanme rational fornula explains a thing

and its privation, only not in the sane way; and in a sense it applies

to both, but in a sense it applies rather to the positive fact. Therefore
such sciences nust deal with contraries, but with one in virtue of

their own nature and with the other not in virtue of their nature;

for the rational fornula applies to one object in virtue of that object's
nature, and to the other, in a sense, accidentally. For it is by denia
and renoval that it exhibits the contrary; for the contrary is the
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primary privation, and this is the renmoval of the positive term Now
since contraries do not occur in the sane thing, but science is a

pot ency which depends on the possession of a rational fornula, and

the soul possesses an originative source of novenent; therefore, while
t he whol esone produces only health and the calorific only heat and

the frigorific only cold, the scientific man produces both the contrary
effects. For the rational fornmula is one which applies to both, though
not in the sane way, and it is in a soul which possesses an originative
source of novenent; so that the soul will start both processes from
the sane originative source, having linked themup with the same thing.
And so the things whose potency is according to a rational formula

act contrariwi se to the things whose potency is non-rational; for

the products of the fornmer are included under one originative source,
the rational formula.

"It is obvious also that the potency of nmerely doing a thing or having
it done to one is inplied in that of doing it or having it done well
but the latter is not always inplied in the former: for he who does

a thing well mnmust also do it, but he who does it nerely need not also
do it well.

Part 3 "

"There are some who say, as the Megaric school does, that a thing
'can' act only when it is acting, and when it is not acting it 'cannot
act, e.g. that he who is not building cannot build, but only he who
is building, when he is building; and so in all other cases. It is

not hard to see the absurdities that attend this view

"For it is clear that on this viewa man will not be a builder unless
he is building (for to be a builder is to be able to build), and so
with the other arts. If, then, it is inpossible to have such arts

if one has not at sone tine |learnt and acquired them and it is then
i mpossi ble not to have themif one has not sonetine |ost them (either
by forgetful ness or by sonme accident or by tinme; for it cannot be

by the destruction of the object, for that lasts for ever), a man
will not have the art when he has ceased to use it, and yet he may

i medi ately build again; how then will he have got the art? And sinmlarly
with regard to lifeless things; nothing will be either cold or hot

or sweet or perceptible at all if people are not perceiving it; so
that the upholders of this vieww Il have to maintain the doctrine

of Protagoras. But, indeed, nothing will even have perception if it
is not perceiving, i.e. exercising its perception. If, then, that

is blind which has not sight though it would naturally have it, when
it would naturally have it and when it still exists, the sane people
will be blind many tines in the day-and deaf too.

"Again, if that which is deprived of potency is incapable, that which

is not happening will be incapable of happening; but he who says of
that which is incapable of happening either that it is or that it
will be will say what is untrue; for this is what incapacity neant.
Therefore these views do away with both novenent and becom ng. For
that which stands will always stand, and that which sits will always
sit, since if it is sitting it will not get up; for that which, as
we are told, cannot get up will be incapable of getting up. But we

cannot say this, so that evidently potency and actuality are different
(but these views make potency and actuality the same, and so it is
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no small thing they are seeking to annihilate), so that it is possible
that a thing may be capabl e of being and not he, and capabl e of not
being and yet he, and simlarly with the other kinds of predicate;

it may be capable of wal king and yet not wal k, or capabl e of not wal ki ng
and yet walk. And a thing is capable of doing sonething if there wll

be nothing inpossible inits having the actuality of that of which

it is said to have the capacity. | nean, for instance, if a thing

is capable of sitting and it is open to it to sit, there will be nothing
impossible in its actually sitting; and sinmilarly if it is capable

of being noved or noving, or of standing or meking to stand, or of

being or com ng to be, or of not being or not coming to be.

"The word "actuality', which we connect with 'conplete reality', has,

in the main, been extended from novenents to other things; for actuality
in the strict sense is thought to be identical with novenent. And

so peopl e do not assign novement to non-existent things, though they

do assign some other predicates. E.g. they say that non-existent things
are objects of thought and desire, but not that they are noved; and

this because, while ex hypothesi they do not actually exist, they

woul d have to exist actually if they were noved. For of non-existent

thi ngs some exist potentially; but they do not exist, because they

do not exist in conplete reality.

Part 4 "

"I f what we have described is identical with the capable or convertible
with it, evidently it cannot be true to say 'this is capable of being
but will not be', which would inply that the things incapable of being
woul d on this showi ng vani sh. Suppose, for instance, that a man-one

who did not take account of that which is incapable of being-were

to say that the diagonal of the square is capable of being neasured

but will not be neasured, because a thing may well be capable of being
or conmng to be, and yet not be or be about to be. But fromthe preni sses
this necessarily follows, that if we actually supposed that which

is not, but is capable of being, to be or to have cone to be, there
will be nothing inpossible in this; but the result will be inpossible
for the neasuring of the diagonal is inpossible. For the false and

the inmpossible are not the sane; that you are standing now is false,

but that you should be standing is not inpossible.

"At the sane tine it is clear that if, when Ais real, B nust be real
then, when A is possible, B also nust be possible. For if B need not
be possible, there is nothing to prevent its not being possible. Now
I et A be supposed possible. Then, when A was possible, we agreed that
not hi ng i npossible followed if A were supposed to be real; and then

B must of course be real. But we supposed B to be inpossible. Let

it be inpossible then. If, then, B is inpossible, A also nust be so.
But the first was supposed inpossible; therefore the second also is

i npossible. If, then, Ais possible, B also will be possible, if they
were so related that if Ais real, B nust be real. If, then, A and

B being thus related, B is not possible on this condition, and B will
not be related as was supposed. And if when A is possible, B nust

be possible, then if Ais real, B also nust be real. For to say that
B must be possible, if Ais possible, neans this, that if Ais rea
both at the time when and in the way in which it was supposed capabl e
of being real, B also nust then and in that way be real
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pPart 5 "
"As all potencies are either innate, |like the senses, or cone by practice,
li ke the power of playing the flute, or by learning, like artistic

power, those which cone by practice or by rational formula we nust
acquire by previous exercise but this is not necessary with those
which are not of this nature and which inply passivity.

"Since that which is 'capable' is capable of sonething and at sone

time in some way (with all the other qualifications which nust be
present in the definition), and since some things can produce change
according to a rational forrmula and their potencies involve such a
formula, while other things are nonrational and their potencies are
non-rational, and the fornmer potencies nust be in a living thing,

while the latter can be both in the living and in the lifeless; as
regards potencies of the latter kind, when the agent and the patient
meet in the way appropriate to the potency in question, the one nust

act and the other be acted on, but with the forner kind of potency

this is not necessary. For the nonrational potencies are all productive
of one effect each, but the rational produce contrary effects, so

that if they produced their effects necessarily they would produce
contrary effects at the sane tine; but this is inpossible. There nust,
then, be sonething else that decides; | nean by this, desire or will.
For whi chever of two things the animal desires decisively, it wll

do, when it is present, and neets the passive object, in the way appropriate
to the potency in question. Therefore everything which has a rationa
potency, when it desires that for which it has a potency and in the
circunstances in which it has the potency, nust do this. And it has

the potency in question when the passive object is present and is

in a certain state; if not it will not be able to act. (To add the
qualification "if nothing external prevents it' is not further necessary;
for it has the potency on the terns on which this is a potency of
acting, and it is this not in all circunmstances but on certain conditions,
anong which will be the exclusion of external hindrances; for these

are barred by sonme of the positive qualifications.) And so even if

one has a rational w sh, or an appetite, to do two things or contrary
things at the same tinme, one will not do them for it is not on these
terms that one has the potency for them nor is it a potency of doing
both at the same tine, since one will do the things which it is a
potency of doing, on the terns on which one has the potency.

Part 6 "

"Since we have treated of the kind of potency which is related to
nmovenment, |et us discuss actuality-what, and what kind of thing, actuality
is. For in the course of our analysis it will also becone clear, with
regard to the potential, that we not only ascribe potency to that

whose nature it is to nove sonething else, or to be noved by sonething
el se, either without qualification or in some particular way, but

al so use the word in another sense, which is the reason of the inquiry
in the course of which we have di scussed these previous senses al so.
Actuality, then, is the existence of a thing not in the way which

we express by 'potentially'; we say that potentially, for instance,

a statue of Hernes is in the block of wood and the half-line is in

t he whol e, because it m ght be separated out, and we call even the

man who is not studying a man of science, if he is capable of studying;
the thing that stands in contrast to each of these exists actually.

Get any book for freeon:  www.Abika.com



METAPHYSICS 108

Qur neani ng can be seen in the particul ar cases by induction, and

we nmust not seek a definition of everything but be content to grasp
the anal ogy, that it is as that which is building is to that which

is capable of building, and the waking to the sleeping, and that which
is seeing to that which has its eyes shut but has sight, and that

whi ch has been shaped out of the nmatter to the matter, and that which
has been wrought up to the unwought. Let actuality be defined by

one nenber of this antithesis, and the potential by the other. But

all things are not said in the same sense to exist actually, but only
by anal ogy-as Ais in Bor to B, CisinDor to D, for some are as
nmovenment to potency, and the others as substance to some sort of matter.

"But also the infinite and the void and all simlar things are said

to exist potentially and actually in a different sense fromthat which
applies to many other things, e.g. to that which sees or wal ks or

is seen. For of the latter class these predicates can at sone tine

be also truly asserted without qualification; for the seen is so called
sonmeti nes because it is being seen, sonetines because it is capable

of being seen. But the infinite does not exist potentially in the

sense that it will ever actually have separate existence; it exists
potentially only for know edge. For the fact that the process of dividing
never conmes to an end ensures that this activity exists potentially,

but not that the infinite exists separately.

"Since of the actions which have a limit none is an end but all are
relative to the end, e.g. the renoving of fat, or fat-renmoval, and

the bodily parts thensel ves when one is making themthin are in novenent
inthis way (i.e. wi thout being already that at which the novenent
ainms), this is not an action or at |east not a conplete one (for it

is not an end); but that novenment in which the end is present is an
action. E.g. at the sane tinme we are seeing and have seen, are understandi ng
and have understood, are thinking and have thought (while it is not

true that at the same tinme we are |learning and have | earnt, or are
bei ng cured and have been cured). At the sane tine we are |living wel

and have lived well, and are happy and have been happy. |If not, the
process woul d have had sonetinme to cease, as the process of meking

thin ceases: but, as things are, it does not cease; we are living

and have lived. O these processes, then, we nust call the one set
novenents, and the other actualities. For every novenent is inconplete-nmaking
thin, learning, walking, building; these are novenments, and inconplete
at that. For it is not true that at the same tine a thing is wal king
and has wal ked, or is building and has built, or is comng to be and
has come to be, or is being noved and has been noved, but what is

bei ng nmoved is different from what has been nopved, and what is noving
fromwhat has noved. But it is the sane thing that at the sane tine

has seen and is seeing, seeing, or is thinking and has thought. The
|atter sort of process, then, | call an actuality, and the former

a nmovenent.

Part 7 "

"What, and what kind of thing, the actual is, nmay be taken as expl ai ned
by these and sinilar considerations. But we nust distinguish when

a thing exists potentially and when it does not; for it is not at

any and every time. E.g. is earth potentially a man? No-but rather

when it has already beconme seed, and perhaps not even then. It is

just as it is with being heal ed; not everything can be heal ed by the
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nmedi cal art or by luck, but there is a certain kind of thing which

is capable of it, and only this is potentially healthy. And (1) the
delimting mark of that which as a result of thought comes to exi st

in conplete reality from having existed potentially is that if the

agent has willed it it cones to pass if nothing external hinders,

while the condition on the other side-viz. in that which is healed-is
that nothing in it hinders the result. It is on simlar terns that

we have what is potentially a house; if nothing in the thing acted
on-i.e. in the matter-prevents it from becom ng a house, and if there

i s nothing which nust be added or taken away or changed, this is potentially
a house; and the same is true of all other things the source of whose
becom ng is external. And (2) in the cases in which the source of

the becoming is in the very thing which cones to be, a thing is potentially
all those things which it will be of itself if nothing external hinders
it. E.g. the seed is not yet potentially a man; for it nust be deposited
in sonething other than itself and undergo a change. But when through
its own notive principle it has already got such and such attributes,
inthis state it is already potentially a man; while in the forner

state it needs another notive principle, just as earth is not yet
potentially a statue (for it must first change in order to becone
brass.)

"It seens that when we call a thing not something else but '"thaten'-e.qg.

a casket is not 'wood' but 'wooden', and wood is not 'earth' but 'earthen',
and again earth will illustrate our point if it is simlarly not sonething
el se but 'thaten'-that other thing is always potentially (in the ful

sense of that word) the thing which conmes after it in this series.

E.g. a casket is not 'earthen' nor 'earth', but 'wooden'; for this

is potentially a casket and this is the matter of a casket, wood in

general of a casket in general, and this particular wood of this particular
casket. And if there is a first thing, which is no longer, in reference

to something else, called '"thaten', this is prine matter; e.g. if

earth is "airy' and air is not '"fire' but 'fiery', fire is prime matter,
which is not a '"this'. For the subject or substratumis differentiated

by being a 'this' or not being one; i.e. the substratum of nodifications
is, e.g. a man, i.e. a body and a soul, while the nodification is
"musical' or 'pale'. (The subject is called, when music conmes to be
present in it, not 'nmusic’' but 'nusical', and the man is not ' pal eness

but 'pale', and not 'anbul ation' or 'novenent' but 'wal king' or 'noving',-
whi ch

is akin to the '"thaten'.) \Werever this is so, then, the ultimte

subject is a substance; but when this is not so but the predicate

is aformand a "this', the ultimte subject is matter and nateria
substance. And it is only right that 'thaten' should be used with
reference both to the matter and to the accidents; for both are

i ndet er mi nat es.

"We have stated, then, when a thing is to be said to exist potentially
and when it is not.

Part 8 "

"From our discussion of the various senses of 'prior', it is clear

that actuality is prior to potency. And | nmean by potency not only

that definite kind which is said to be a principle of change in another
thing or in the thing itself regarded as other, but in general every
principle of novenent or of rest. For nature also is in the sane genus
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as potency; for it is a principle of nmovenent-not, however, in sonething
el se but in the thing itself qua itself. To all such potency, then
actuality is prior both in fornmula and in substantiality; and in tine

it is prior in one sense, and in another not.

"(1) Clearly it is prior in forrmula; for that which is in the prinmary
sense potential is potential because it is possible for it to becone
active; e.g. | nmean by 'capable of building' that which can build,
and by 'capabl e of seeing' that which can see, and by 'visible' that
whi ch can be seen. And the sane account applies to all other cases,
so that the formula and the know edge of the one nust precede the
know edge of the other

"(2) Intime it is prior in this sense: the actual which is identica
in species though not in nunber with a potentially existing thing

is toit. | nmean that to this particular man who now exi sts actually
and to the corn and to the seeing subject the matter and the seed

and that which is capable of seeing, which are potentially a man and
corn and seeing, but not yet actually so, are prior in time; but prior
intime to these are other actually existing things, fromwhich they
were produced. For fromthe potentially existing the actually existing
is al ways produced by an actually existing thing, e.g. man from man
nmusi ci an by nusician; there is always a first nover, and the nover

al ready exists actually. W have said in our account of substance

that everything that is produced is sonething produced from sonething
and by sonething, and that the same in species as it.

"This is why it is thought inpossible to be a builder if one has built
not hing or a harper if one has never played the harp; for he who | earns
to play the harp learns to play it by playing it, and all other |earners
do simlarly. And thence arose the sophistical quibble, that one who
does not possess a science will be doing that which is the object

of the science; for he who is learning it does not possess it. But
since, of that which is comng to be, sone part nmust have cone to

be, and, of that which, in general, is changing, some part nust have
changed (this is shown in the treatise on nmovenent), he who is |earning
must, it would seem possess some part of the science. But here too,
then, it is clear that actuality is in this sense also, viz. in order
of generation and of tinme, prior to potency.

"But (3) it is also prior in substantiality; firstly, (a) because

the things that are posterior in beconming are prior in formand in
substantiality (e.g. man is prior to boy and human being to seed;

for the one already has its form and the other has not), and because
everything that cones to be noves towards a principle, i.e. an end

(for that for the sake of which a thing is, is its principle, and

the becoming is for the sake of the end), and the actuality is the

end, and it is for the sake of this that the potency is acquired.

For animals do not see in order that they may have sight, but they

have sight that they may see. And simlarly nmen have the art of building
that they may build, and theoretical science that they nmay theorize;

but they do not theorize that they nmay have theoretical science, except
those who are | earning by practice; and these do not theorize except

in alimted sense, or because they have no need to theorize. Further
matter exists in a potential state, just because it may come to its
form and when it exists actually, then it is inits form And the

same hol ds good in all cases, even those in which the end is a novenent.
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And so, as teachers think they have achieved their end when they have
exhibited the pupil at work, nature does |ikewise. For if this is

not the case, we shall have Pauson's Hernmes over again, since it wll
be hard to say about the know edge, as about the figure in the picture,
whether it is within or without. For the action is the end, and the
actuality is the action. And so even the word 'actuality' is derived
from'action', and points to the conplete reality.

"And while in sone cases the exercise is the ultimte thing (e.qg.

in sight the ultinate thing is seeing, and no other product besides
this results fromsight), but fromsone things a product follows (e.g.
fromthe art of building there results a house as well as the act

of building), yet none the less the act is in the forner case the

end and in the latter nore of an end than the potency is. For the

act of building is realized in the thing that is being built, and
cones to be, and is, at the sanme time as the house.

"Where, then, the result is sonething apart fromthe exercise, the
actuality is in the thing that is being nmade, e.g. the act of building
isinthe thing that is being built and that of weaving in the thing
that is being woven, and simlarly in all other cases, and in genera
the nmovenent is in the thing that is being noved; but where there

is no product apart fromthe actuality, the actuality is present in
the agents, e.g. the act of seeing is in the seeing subject and that
of theorizing in the theorizing subject and the life is in the soul
(and therefore well-being also; for it is a certain kind of life).

"Cbviously, therefore, the substance or formis actuality. According

to this argunent, then, it is obvious that actuality is prior in substantia

being to potency; and as we have said, one actuality always precedes
another in time right back to the actuality of the eternal prine nover.

"But (b) actuality is prior in a stricter sense also; for eterna
things are prior in substance to perishable things, and no eterna
thing exists potentially. The reason is this. Every potency is at
one and the sanme tinme a potency of the opposite; for, while that which

is not capable of being present in a subject cannot be present, everything

that is capable of being may possibly not be actual. That, then, which
is capabl e of being may either be or not be; the sane thing, then

is capable both of being and of not being. And that which is capable

of not being may possibly not be; and that which may possibly not

be is perishable, either in the full sense, or in the precise sense

in which it is said that it possibly may not be, i.e. in respect either
of place or of quantity or quality; '"in the full sense' neans 'in
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respect of substance'. Nothing, then, which is in the full sense inperishable

isin the full sense potentially existent (though there is nothing

to prevent its being so in sone respect, e.g. potentially of a certain
quality or in a certain place); all inperishable things, then, exist
actual ly. Nor can anything which is of necessity exist potentially;
yet these things are primary; for if these did not exist, nothing

woul d exist. Nor does eternal novenment, if there be such, exist potentially;

and, if there is an eternal nobile, it is not in notion in virtue

of a potentiality, except in respect of 'whence' and 'whither' (there
is nothing to prevent its having matter which nmakes it capabl e of
nmovenent in various directions). And so the sun and the stars and

t he whol e heaven are ever active, and there is no fear that they may
sometine stand still, as the natural philosophers fear they may. Nor
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do they tire in this activity; for nmovenent is not for them as it

is for perishable things, connected with the potentiality for opposites,
so that the continuity of the movement should be | aborious; for it

is that kind of substance which is matter and potency, not actuality,

t hat causes this.

"I nmperishable things are inmtated by those that are involved i n change,
e.g. earth and fire. For these also are ever active; for they have
their novenent of thenmselves and in thenselves. But the other potencies,
according to our previous discussion, are all potencies for opposites;
for that which can nove another in this way can also nove it not in
this way, i.e. if it acts according to a rational fornula; and the

sanme non-rational potencies will produce opposite results by their
presence or absence.

"If, then, there are any entities or substances such as the dial ecticians
say the Ideas are, there nust be sonething nuch nore scientific than
science-itself and sonmething nore nmobile than novenment-itself; for

these will be nore of the nature of actualities, while science-itself

and novenent-itself are potencies for these.

"Qbviously, then, actuality is prior both to potency and to every
princi pl e of change.

Part 9 "
"That the actuality is also better and nore val uable than the good

potency is evident fromthe followi ng argunent. Everything of which
we say that it can do sonmething, is alike capable of contraries, e.g.

that of which we say that it can be well is the same as that which
can be ill, and has both potencies at once; for the same potency is
a potency of health and illness, of rest and notion, of building and

t hrowi ng down, of being built and being thrown down. The capacity

for contraries, then, is present at the same time; but contraries
cannot be present at the sanme tinme, and the actualities al so cannot

be present at the sanme tine, e.g. health and illness. Therefore, while
the good must be one of them the capacity is both alike, or neither
the actuality, then, is better. Also in the case of bad things the

end or actuality nust be worse than the potency; for that which 'can’
is both contraries alike. Clearly, then, the bad does not exist apart
frombad things; for the bad is inits nature posterior to the potency.
And therefore we may al so say that in the things which are fromthe
beginning, i.e. in eternal things, there is nothing bad, nothing defective,
not hi ng perverted (for perversion is sonething bad).

"It is an activity also that geonetrical constructions are di scovered;
for we find themby dividing. If the figures had been already divided,
the constructi ons woul d have been obvious; but as it is they are present
only potentially. Why are the angles of the triangle equal to two

ri ght angl es? Because the angl es about one point are equal to two

right angles. If, then, the line parallel to the side had been already
drawn upwards, the reason woul d have been evident to any one as soon
as he saw the figure. Wiy is the angle in a semicircle in all cases

a right angle? If three |lines are equal the two which formthe base,
and the perpendicular fromthe centre-the conclusion is evident at

a glance to one who knows the former proposition. Cbviously, therefore,
the potentially existing constructions are di scovered by being brought

Get any book for freeon:  www.Abika.com



METAPHYSICS 113

to actuality; the reason is that the geoneter's thinking is an actuality;
so that the potency proceeds froman actuality; and therefore it is

by maki ng constructions that people cone to know them (though the

single actuality is later in generation than the correspondi ng potency).
(See diagram)

Part 10 "

"The ternms 'being' and 'non-being' are enployed firstly with reference

to the categories, and secondly with reference to the potency or actuality
of these or their non-potency or nonactuality, and thirdly in the

sense of true and false. This depends, on the side of the objects,

on their being conbined or separated, so that he who thinks the separated
to be separated and the conbined to be conbined has the truth, while

he whose thought is in a state contrary to that of the objects is

in error. This being so, when is what is called truth or falsity present,
and when is it not? W nust consider what we nean by these ternmns.

It is not because we think truly that you are pale, that you are pale,

but because you are pale we who say this have the truth. If, then,

sonme things are al ways conbi ned and cannot be separated, and others

are al ways separated and cannot be conbi ned, while others are capable

ei ther of conbination or of separation, 'being" is being conbined

and one, and 'not being' is being not conbi ned but nore than one.
Regar di ng contingent facts, then, the sane opinion or the sane statenent
cones to be false and true, and it is possible for it to be at one

time correct and at another erroneous; but regarding things that cannot
be otherw se opinions are not at one tinme true and at another false,

but the same opinions are always true or always fal se.

"But with regard to inconposites, what is being or not being, and
truth or falsity? Athing of this sort is not conposite, so as to

"be' when it is conpounded, and not to 'be'" if it is separated, |ike
"that the wood is white' or 'that the diagonal is i ncormensurable';
nor will truth and falsity be still present in the sane way as in

the previous cases. In fact, as truth is not the sanme in these cases,

so al so being is not the sane; but (a) truth or falsity is as foll ows--contact
and assertion are truth (assertion not being the sane as affirmtion),
and ignorance is non-contact. For it is not possible to be in error
regardi ng the question what a thing is, save in an accidental sense;

and the sanme hol ds good regardi ng non-conposite substances (for it

is not possible to be in error about them). And they all exist actually,
not potentially; for otherw se they would have cone to be and ceased

to be; but, as it is, being itself does not come to be (nor cease

to be); for if it had done so it would have had to conme out of sonething.
About the things, then, which are essences and actualities, it is

not possible to be in error, but only to know them or not to know

them But we do inquire what they are, viz. whether they are of such

and such a nature or not.

"(b) As regards the 'being' that answers to truth and the 'non-being'
that answers to falsity, in one case there is truth if the subject

and the attribute are really conbined, and falsity if they are not
conmbined; in the other case, if the object is existent it exists in

a particular way, and if it does not exist in this way does not exist
at all. And truth neans knowi ng these objects, and falsity does not

exi st, nor error, but only ignorance-and not an ignorance which is

i ke blindness; for blindness is akin to a total absence of the faculty
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of thi nki ng.

"It is evident also that about unchangeabl e things there can be no
error in respect of tinme, if we assunme themto be unchangeable. E.g.
if we suppose that the triangle does not change, we shall not suppose
that at one tine its angles are equal to two right angles while at
another tinme they are not (for that would inply change). It is possible,
however, to suppose that one menber of such a class has a certain
attri bute and another has not; e.g. while we may suppose that no even
nunber is prine, we may suppose that some are and some are not. But
regarding a numerically single number not even this form of error

is possible; for we cannot in this case suppose that one instance

has an attribute and anot her has not, but whether our judgenent be
true or false, it is inplied that the fact is eternal

BOOK X

Part 1

"WE have said previously, in our distinction of the various neani ngs

of words, that 'one' has several nmeanings; the things that are directly
and of their own nature and not accidentally called one may be sumari zed
under four heads, though the word is used in nore senses. (1) There

is the continuous, either in general, or especially that which is

conti nuous by nature and not by contact nor by being together; and

of these, that has nore unity and is prior, whose novenent is nore

i ndivisible and sinpler. (2) That which is a whole and has a certain

shape and formis one in a still higher degree; and especially if
athing is of this sort by nature, and not by force like the things
which are unified by glue or nails or by being tied together, i.e.

if it has initself the cause of its continuity. Athing is of this

sort because its novenent is one and indivisible in place and tineg;

so that evidently if a thing has by nature a principle of novenent

that is of the first kind (i.e. local novenent) and the first in that
kind (i.e. circular nmovenment), this is in the primary sense one extended
thing. Sone things, then, are one in this way, qua continuous or whol e,
and the other things that are one are those whose definition is one.

Of this sort are the things the thought of which is one, i.e. those

the thought of which is indivisible; and it is indivisible if the

thing is indivisible in kind or in nunber. (3) In nunber, then, the

i ndividual is indivisible, and (4) in kind, that which in intelligibility
and in know edge is indivisible, so that that which causes substances

to be one nust be one in the primary sense. 'One', then, has all these
meani ngs-the naturally continuous and the whole, and the individua

and the universal. And all these are one because in sone cases the
novenment, in others the thought or the definition is indivisible.

"But it nust be observed that the questions, what sort of things are

said to be one, and what it is to be one and what is the definition

of it, should not be assunmed to be the sane. 'One' has all these neanings,
and each of the things to which one of these kinds of unity bel ongs

will be one; but 'to be one' will sonetines nean being one of these

t hi ngs, and sonetinmes being sonething else which is even nearer to
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the neaning of the word 'one' while these other things approxi nate

to its application. This is also true of 'elenent’ or 'cause', if

one had both to specify the things of which it is predicable and to
render the definition of the word. For in a sense fire is an el ement
(and doubtless also '"the indefinite' or something else of the sort

is by its own nature the elenent), but in a sense it is not; for it

is not the sane thing to be fire and to be an el enent, but while as

a particular thing with a nature of its own fire is an elenent, the
nanme 'el enent' neans that it has this attribute, that there is sonething
which is made of it as a primary constituent. And so with 'cause

and 'one' and all such terms. For this reason, too, 'to be one' neans
"to be indivisible, being essentially one means a "this" and capabl e
of being isolated either in place, or in formor thought'; or perhaps
'"to be whole and indivisible'; but it nmeans especially 'to be the
first neasure of a kind', and nost strictly of quantity; for it is
fromthis that it has been extended to the other categories. For neasure
is that by which quantity is known; and quantity qua quantity is known
either by a 'one' or by a nunber, and all number is known by a 'one'
Therefore all quantity qua quantity is known by the one, and that

by which quantities are primarily known is the one itself; and so

the one is the starting-point of nunber qua nunmber. And hence in the
ot her classes too 'neasure' neans that by which each is first known,
and the neasure of each is a unit-in length, in breadth, in depth,

in weight, in speed. (The words 'weight' and 'speed' are common to
both contraries; for each of them has two neani ngs-'wei ght' neans

both that which has any anmount of gravity and that which has an excess
of gravity, and 'speed' both that which has any anobunt of novenent

and that which has an excess of novenent; for even the slow has a
certain speed and the conparatively light a certain weight.)

"In all these, then, the nmeasure and starting-point is sonmething one
and indivisible, since even in lines we treat as indivisible the Iine
a foot long. For everywhere we seek as the neasure sonething one and
indivisible; and this is that which is sinple either in quality or

in quantity. Now where it is thought inpossible to take away or to
add, there the nmeasure is exact (hence that of nunber is npst exact;
for we posit the unit as indivisible in every respect); but in al

other cases we imitate this sort of neasure. For in the case of a
furlong or a talent or of anything conparatively large any addition

or subtraction mght nore easily escape our notice than in the case

of sonething smaller; so that the first thing fromwhich, as far as
our perception goes, nothing can be subtracted, all nmen make the neasure,
whet her of liquids or of solids, whether of weight or of size; and
they think they know the quantity when they know it by means of this
nmeasure. And indeed they know novenent too by the sinple novenent

and the quickest; for this occupies least tinme. And so in astronony

a 'one' of this sort is the starting-point and neasure (for they assune
the novenent of the heavens to be uniform and the qui ckest, and judge
the others by reference to it), and in nmusic the quarter-tone (because
it is the least interval), and in speech the letter. And all these

are ones in this sense--not that 'one' is sonething predicable in

the sane sense of all of these, but in the sense we have mentioned.

"But the neasure is not always one in nunber--sonetinmes there are
several; e.g. the quarter-tones (not to the ear, but as determ ned
by the ratios) are two, and the articul ate sounds by which we neasure
are nore than one, and the diagonal of the square and its side are
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nmeasured by two quantities, and all spatial magnitudes reveal simlar
varieties of unit. Thus, then, the one is the neasure of all things,
because we cone to know the elenents in the substance by dividing

the things either in respect of quantity or in respect of kind. And

the one is indivisible just because the first of each class of things

is indivisible. But it is not in the sane way that every 'one' is
indivisible e.g. a foot and a unit; the latter is indivisible in every
respect, while the former nmust be placed anong things which are undivided
to perception, as has been said already-only to perception, for doubtless
every continuous thing is divisible.

"The neasure is al ways honogeneous with the thing neasured; the neasure
of spatial magnitudes is a spatial magnitude, and in particular that

of length is a length, that of breadth a breadth, that of articul ate
sound an articul ate sound, that of weight a weight, that of units

a unit. (For we nust state the matter so, and not say that the neasure
of nunbers is a nunber; we ought indeed to say this if we were to

use the correspondi ng formof words, but the claimdoes not really
correspond-it is as if one clainmed that the nmeasure of units is units
and not a unit; nunmber is a plurality of units.)

"Know edge, al so, and perception, we call the neasure of things for
the sane reason, because we cone to know sonething by themwhile as

a matter of fact they are neasured rather than neasure other things.
But it is with us as if sone one el se neasured us and we canme to know
how big we are by seeing that he applied the cubit-measure to such
and such a fraction of us. But Protagoras says 'nman is the neasure

of all things', as if he had said 'the man who knows' or 'the nman

who perceives'; and these because they have respectively know edge
and perception, which we say are the neasures of objects. Such thinkers
are saying nothing, then, while they appear to be saying sonething
remar kabl e.

"Evidently, then, unity in the strictest sense, if we define it according

to the meaning of the word, is a neasure, and nost properly of quantity,

and secondly of quality. And some things will be one if they are indivisible
in quantity, and others if they are indivisible in quality; and so

that which is one is indivisible, either absolutely or qua one.

Part 2 "

"Wth regard to the substance and nature of the one we nust ask in

which of two ways it exists. This is the very question that we revi ewed
in our discussion of problens, viz. what the one is and how we nust
conceive of it, whether we nust take the one itself as being a substance
(as both the Pythagoreans say in earlier and Plato in later tinmes),

or there is, rather, an underlying nature and the one should be descri bed
nore intelligibly and nore in the manner of the physical philosophers,

of whom one says the one is |ove, another says it is air, and another

the indefinite.

“I'f, then, no universal can be a substance, as has been said our discussion
of substance and being, and if being itself cannot be a substance

in the sense of a one apart fromthe many (for it is common to the

many), but is only a predicate, clearly unity also cannot be a substance;
for being and unity are the nost universal of all predicates. Therefore,

on the one hand, genera are not certain entities and substances separable
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from other things; and on the other hand the one cannot be a genus,
for the same reasons for which being and substance cannot be genera.

"Further, the position nust be simlar in all the kinds of unity.

Now 'unity' has just as many neanings as 'being' ; so that since in

the sphere of qualities the one is sonething definite-sone particular
kind of thing-and simlarly in the sphere of quantities, clearly we
must in every category ask what the one is, as we must ask what the
existent is, since it is not enough to say that its nature is just

to be one or existent. But in colours the one is a colour, e.g. white,
and then the other colours are observed to be produced out of this

and bl ack, and black is the privation of white, as darkness of |ight.
Therefore if all existent things were colours, existent things would
have been a nunber, indeed, but of what? Clearly of colours; and the
"one' would have been a particular 'one', i.e. white. And simlarly

if all existing things were tunes, they would have been a nunber,

but a number of quarter-tones, and their essence woul d not have been
nunber; and the one woul d have been sonet hi ng whose substance was

not to be one but to be the quarter-tone. And similarly if all existent
t hi ngs had been articulate sounds, they would have been a nunber of
letters, and the one woul d have been a vowel. And if all existent
things were rectilinear figures, they would have been a number of
figures, and the one would have been the triangle. And the sane argunent
applies to all other classes. Since, therefore, while there are nunbers
and a one both in affections and in qualities and in quantities and

in movenent, in all cases the nunber is a nunber of particular things
and the one is one something, and its substance is not just to be

one, the sanme nmust be true of substances also; for it is true of al
cases alike.

"That the one, then, in every class is a definite thing, and in no
case is its nature just this, unity, is evident; but as in colours
the one-itself which we nmust seek is one colour, so too in substance
the one-itself is one substance. That in a sense unity nmeans the sane
as being is clear fromthe facts that its meani ngs correspond to the
categories one to one, and it is not conprised within any category
(e.g. it is conprised neither in '"what a thing is' nor in quality,

but is related to themjust as being is); that in 'one man' nothing
nore is predicated than in '"man' (just as being is nothing apart from
substance or quality or quantity); and that to be one is just to be

a particular thing.

Part 3 "

"The one and the many are opposed in several ways, of which one is

t he opposition of the one and plurality as indivisible and divisible;
for that which is either divided or divisible is called a plurality,

and that which is indivisible or not divided is called one. Now since
opposition is of four kinds, and one of these two terns is privative

in meani ng, they nust be contraries, and neither contradictory nor
correlative in nmeaning. And the one derives its nanme and its explanation
fromits contrary, the indivisible fromthe divisible, because plurality
and the divisible is nore perceptible than the indivisible, so that

in definition plurality is prior to the indivisible, because of the
conditions of perception.

"To the one belong, as we indicated graphically in our distinction
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of the contraries, the same and the |ike and the equal, and to plurality
bel ong the other and the unlike and the unequal. 'The sanme' has severa
meani ngs; (1) we sonetines nmean 'the same nunerically'; again, (2)

we call a thing the sanme if it is one both in definition and in nunber,
e.g. you are one with yourself both in formand in matter; and again,

(3) if the definition of its prinmary essence is one; e.g. equal straight
lines are the sane, and so are equal and equal -angl ed quadril aterals;
there are many such, but in these equality constitutes unity.

"Things are like if, not being absolutely the sane, nor w thout difference
in respect of their concrete substance, they are the sane in form

e.g. the larger square is like the smaller, and unequal straight Iines
are like; they are |like, but not absolutely the same. O her things

are like, if, having the sane form and being things in which difference
of degree is possible, they have no difference of degree. O her things,
if they have a quality that is in formone and sanme-e.g. whiteness-in

a greater or |less degree, are called |like because their formis one.

O her things are called like if the qualities they have in comon

are nore nunerous than those in which they differ-either the qualities
in general or the prominent qualities; e.g. tinis like silver, qua
white, and gold is like fire, qua yell ow and red.

"Evidently, then, 'other' and 'unlike' also have several neanings.

And the other in one sense is the opposite of the sane (so that everything
is either the sane as or other than everything else). In another sense
things are other unless both their nmatter and their definition are

one (so that you are other than your neighbour). The other in the

third sense is exenplified in the objects of mathematics. 'O her or

the sanme' can therefore be predicated of everything with regard to
everything else-but only if the things are one and existent, for 'other’
is not the contradictory of 'the same'; which is why it is not predicated
of non-existent things (while 'not the sane' is so predicated). It

is predicated of all existing things; for everything that is existent

and one is by its very nature either one or not one with anything

el se.

"The other, then, and the sane are thus opposed. But difference is
not the sane as otherness. For the other and that which it is other

t han need not be other in some definite respect (for everything that
is existent is either other or the sane), but that which is different
is different fromsone particular thing in sone particul ar respect,
so that there nust be sonmething identical whereby they differ. And
this identical thing is genus or species; for everything that differs
differs either in genus or in species, in genus if the things have
not their matter in comon and are not generated out of each other
(i.e. if they belong to different figures of predication), and in
species if they have the sanme genus ('genus' neaning that identica
thing which is essentially predicated of both the different things).

"Contraries are different, and contrariety is a kind of difference.

That we are right in this supposition is shown by induction. For al

of these too are seen to be different; they are not nerely other

but some are other in genus, and others are in the sanme |line of predication
and therefore in the same genus, and the sane in genus. W have distingui shed
el sewhere what sort of things are the same or other in genus.

Part 4 "
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"Since things which differ may differ from one another nore or |ess,
there is also a greatest difference, and this | call contrariety.

That contrariety is the greatest difference is nmade clear by induction.
For things which differ in genus have no way to one another, but are

too far distant and are not conparable; and for things that differ

in species the extremes from which generation takes place are the
contraries, and the di stance between extremes-and therefore that between
the contraries-is the greatest.

"But surely that which is greatest in each class is conplete. For

that is greatest which cannot be exceeded, and that is conplete beyond
whi ch nothing can be found. For the conplete difference marks the

end of a series (just as the other things which are called conplete
are so called because they have attained an end), and beyond the end
there is nothing; for in everything it is the extreme and incl udes

all else, and therefore there is nothing beyond the end, and the conplete
needs nothing further. Fromthis, then, it is clear that contrariety
is conplete difference; and as contraries are so called in severa
senses, their nodes of conpleteness will answer to the various nodes
of contrariety which attach to the contraries.

"This being so, it is clear that one thing have nore than one contrary
(for neither can there be anything nore extrene than the extrene,

nor can there be nore than two extrenes for the one interval), and,

to put the matter generally, this is clear if contrariety is a difference,
and if difference, and therefore also the conplete difference, mnust

be between two things.

"And the other conmonly accepted definitions of contraries are also
necessarily true. For not only is (1) the conplete difference the
greatest difference (for we can get no difference beyond it of things
differing either in genus or in species; for it has been shown that
there is no 'difference' between anything and the things outside its
genus, and anmong the things which differ in species the conplete difference
is the greatest); but also (2) the things in the sane genus which
differ nost are contrary (for the conplete difference is the greatest
di fference between species of the same genus); and (3) the things

in the sane receptive material which differ nost are contrary (for
the matter is the sane for contraries); and (4) of the things which
fall under the sane faculty the nost different are contrary (for one
science deals with one class of things, and in these the conplete
difference is the greatest).

"The primary contrariety is that between positive state and privation-not
every privation, however (for 'privation' has several meanings), but

that which is conplete. And the other contraries nmust be called so

with reference to these, sone because they possess these, others because

t hey produce or tend to produce them others because they are acquisitions
or | osses of these or of other contraries. Now if the kinds of opposition
are contradiction and privation and contrariety and rel ation, and

of these the first is contradiction, and contradiction adnmts of no
internediate, while contraries adnmit of one, clearly contradiction

and contrariety are not the sane. But privation is a kind of contradiction;
for what suffers privation, either in general or in sone deterninate

way, either that which is quite incapable of having sone attribute

or that which, being of such a nature as to have it, has it not; here
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we have already a variety of neanings, which have been distingui shed

el sewhere. Privation, therefore, is a contradiction or incapacity

which is determ nate or taken along with the receptive material. This

is the reason why, while contradiction does not admt of an internediate,
privation sonetines does; for everything is equal or not equal, but

not everything is equal or unequal, or if it is, it is only within

the sphere of that which is receptive of equality. If, then, the com ngs-to-be
whi ch happen to the matter start fromthe contraries, and proceed

either fromthe formand the possession of the formor froma privation

of the formor shape, clearly all contrariety must be privation, but
presumably not all privation is contrariety (the reason being that

that has suffered privation may have suffered it in several ways);

for it is only the extrenes from which changes proceed that are contraries.

"And this is obvious also by induction. For every contrariety involves,
as one of its ternms, a privation, but not all cases are alike; inequality
is the privation of equality and unlikeness of |ikeness, and on the
other hand vice is the privation of virtue. But the cases differ in

a way al ready described; in one case we nmean sinply that the thing

has suffered privation, in another case that it has done so either

at a certain tine or in a certain part (e.g. at a certain age or in
the dom nant part), or throughout. This is why in some cases there

is a nean (there are nen who are neither good nor bad), and in others
there is not (a nunber nmust be either odd or even). Further, sone
contraries have their subject defined, others have not. Therefore

it is evident that one of the contraries is always privative; but

it is enough if this is true of the first-i.e. the generic-contraries,
e.g. the one and the many; for the others can be reduced to these.

Part 5 "

"Since one thing has one contrary, we mght raise the question how

the one is opposed to the many, and the equal to the great and the
small. For if we used the word 'whether' only in an antithesis such

as 'whether it is white or black', or 'whether it is white or not

white' (we do not ask 'whether it is a man or white'), unless we are
proceedi ng on a prior assunption and aski ng sonething such as 'whether
it was Cleon or Socrates that cane' as this is not a necessary disjunction
in any class of things; yet even this is an extension fromthe case

of opposites; for opposites al one cannot be present together; and

we assune this inconpatibility here too in asking which of the two

canme; for if they m ght both have cone, the question would have been
absurd; but if they mght, even so this falls just as nmuch into an
antithesis, that of the 'one or many', i.e. 'whether both canme or

one of the two':-if, then, the question 'whether' is always concerned
with opposites, and we can ask "whether it is greater or |less or equal',
what is the opposition of the equal to the other two? It is not contrary
either to one alone or to both; for why should it be contrary to the
greater rather than to the less? Further, the equal is contrary to

the unequal. Therefore if it is contrary to the greater and the |ess,

it will be contrary to nore things than one. But if the unequal neans
the sane as both the greater and the | ess together, the equal wll

be opposite to both (and the difficulty supports those who say the
unequal is a '"twd'), but it follows that one thing is contrary to

two others, which is inpossible. Again, the equal is evidently internedi ate
between the great and the small, but no contrariety is either observed
to be internmediate, or, fromits definition, can be so; for it would
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not be conplete if it were internedi ate between any two things, but
rather it always has sonething internedi ate between its own terns.

"It remains, then, that it is opposed either as negation or as privation
It cannot be the negation or privation of one of the two; for why

of the great rather than of the small? It is, then, the privative
negation of both. This is why 'whether' is said with reference to

both, not to one of the two (e.g. '"whether it is greater or equal'

or 'whether it is equal or less'); there are always three cases. But

it is not a necessary privation; for not everything which is not greater
or less is equal, but only the things which are of such a nature as

to have these attributes.

"The equal, then, is that which is neither great nor small but is
naturally fitted to be either great or snmall; and it is opposed to
both as a privative negation (and therefore is also internediate).

And that which is neither good nor bad is opposed to both, but has

no nane; for each of these has several meanings and the recipient

subj ect is not one; but that which is neither white nor black has
nmore claimto unity. Yet even this has not one nane, though the colours
of which this negation is privatively predicated are in a way |imted;
for they nust be either grey or yellow or sonething else of the kind.
Therefore it is an incorrect criticismthat is passed by those who
think that all such phrases are used in the same way, so that that
which is neither a shoe nor a hand woul d be internedi ate between a

shoe and a hand, since that which is neither good nor bad is internedi ate

bet ween the good and the bad-as if there nust be an internediate in
all cases. But this does not necessarily follow. For the one phrase
is a joint denial of opposites between which there is an internediate
and a certain natural interval; but between the other two there is

no "difference'; for the things, the denials of which are conbi ned,
belong to different classes, so that the substratumis not one.

Part 6 "

"We might raise simlar questions about the one and the many. For

if the many are absol utely opposed to the one, certain inpossible
results follow One will then be few, whether few be treated here

as singular or plural; for the many are opposed also to the few Further
two will be many, since the double is nultiple and 'double' derives

its meaning from'two'; therefore one will be few, for what is that

in conparison with which two are nmany, except one, which nust therefore
be few? For there is nothing fewer. Further, if the much and the little
are in plurality what the long and the short are in length, and whatever
is much is also many, and the many are nmuch (unl ess, indeed, there

is a difference in the case of an easily-bounded continuunm), the little

(or few) will be a plurality. Therefore one is a plurality if it is
few, and this it nust be, if two are many. But perhaps, while the
"many' are in a sense said to be also "nmuch', it is with a difference

e.g. water is much but not nmany. But 'many' is applied to the things
that are divisible; in the one sense it neans a plurality which is
excessive either absolutely or relatively (while 'few is simlarly
a plurality which is deficient), and in another sense it neans nunber
in which sense alone it is opposed to the one. For we say 'one or
many', just as if one were to say 'one and ones' or 'white thing and
white things', or to conpare the things that have been nmeasured with
the nmeasure. It is in this sense also that nultiples are so called.
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For each nunber is said to be many because it consists of ones and
because each nunber is neasurable by one; and it is 'many' as that

which is opposed to one, not to the few. In this sense, then, even

two i s many-not, however, in the sense of a plurality which is excessive
either relatively or absolutely; it is the first plurality. But without
qualification two is few, for it is first plurality which is deficient
(for this reason Anaxagoras was not right in |eaving the subject with
the statenment that 'all things were together, boundless both in plurality
and in smallness' -where for "and in smallness' he should have said

"and in fewness'; for they could not have been boundl ess in fewness),
since it is not one, as sone say, but two, that make a few.

"The one is opposed then to the many in nunbers as neasure to thing
nmeasur abl e; and these are opposed as are the relatives which are not
fromtheir very nature relatives. W have distingui shed el sewhere

the two senses in which relatives are so called:-(1) as contraries;

(2) as know edge to thing known, a termbeing called relative because
another is relative to it. There is nothing to prevent one from being
fewer than sonmething, e.g. than two; for if one is fewer, it is not
therefore few Plurality is as it were the class to which nunber bel ongs;
for nunber is plurality nmeasurabl e by one, and one and number are

in a sense opposed, not as contrary, but as we have said sone relative
terns are opposed; for inasnuch as one is nmeasure and the other neasurabl e,
they are opposed. This is why not everything that is one is a nunber;
i.e. if the thing is indivisible it is not a number. But though know edge
is simlarly spoken of as relative to the knowable, the relation does

not work out simlarly; for while know edge night be thought to be

the neasure, and the knowabl e the thing nmeasured, the fact that al

know edge i s knowabl e, but not all that is knowable is know edge,

because in a sense know edge is nmeasured by the knowable.-Plurality

is contrary neither to the few (the many being contrary to this as
excessive plurality to plurality exceeded), nor to the one in every
sense; but in the one sense these are contrary, as has been said,

because the former is divisible and the latter indivisible, while

in another sense they are relative as know edge is to knowable, if
plurality is nunber and the one is a neasure.

Part 7 "

"Since contraries admt of an internediate and in sonme cases have

it, internedi ates nust be conposed of the contraries. For (1) al
internmediates are in the sanme genus as the things between which they
stand. For we call those things internediates, into which that which
changes nmust change first; e.g. if we were to pass fromthe hi ghest
string to the |owest by the smallest intervals, we should cone sooner
to the internedi ate notes, and in colours if we were to pass from
white to black, we should come sooner to crinson and grey than to

bl ack; and simlarly in all other cases. But to change from one genus
to another genus is not possible except in an incidental way, as from
colour to figure. Internediates, then, nust be in the same genus both
as one another and as the things they stand between.

"But (2) all internediates stand between opposites of some kind; for
only between these can change take place in virtue of their own nature
(so that an intermediate is inpossible between things which are not
opposite; for then there would be change which was not from one opposite
towards the other). O opposites, contradictories admt of no mddle
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term for this is what contradiction is-an opposition, one or other
side of which nust attach to anything whatever, i.e. which has no
intermedi ate. OfF other opposites, sone are relative, others privative,
others contrary. O relative terns, those which are not contrary have
no intermedi ate; the reason is that they are not in the same genus.
For what internediate could there be between know edge and knowabl e?
But between great and small there is one.

"(3) If internmediates are in the same genus, as has been shown, and
stand between contraries, they nust be conposed of these contraries.

For either there will be a genus including the contraries or there

will be none. And if (a) there is to be a genus in such a way that

it is something prior to the contraries, the differentiae which constituted
the contrary species-of-a-genus will be contraries prior to the species;

for species are conposed of the genus and the differentiae. (E. g.

if white and black are contraries, and one is a piercing colour and

the other a conpressing colour, these differentiae-'piercing" and
'conpressing -are prior; so that these are prior contraries of one

anot her.) But, again, the species which differ contrariw se are the

nmore truly contrary species. And the other.species, i.e. the internediates,
nmust be conposed of their genus and their differentiae. (E g. al

col ours which are between white and bl ack nust be said to be conposed

of the genus, i.e. colour, and certain differentiae. But these differentiae
will not be the primary contraries; otherw se every col our woul d be

either white or black. They are different, then, fromthe prinmary
contraries; and therefore they will be between the primary contraries;

the primary differentiae are 'piercing’ and 'conpressing'.)

"Therefore it is (b) with regard to these contraries which do not

fall within a genus that we nmust first ask of what their intermediates

are conposed. (For things which are in the same genus nust be conposed

of ternms in which the genus is not an elenent, or else be thensel ves

i nconposite.) Now contraries do not involve one another in their conposition
and are therefore first principles; but the internediates are either

all inconposite, or none of them But there is sonething conmpounded
out of the contraries, so that there can be a change froma contrary
to it sooner than to the other contrary; for it will have | ess of

the quality in question than the one contrary and nore than the other

This also, then, will come between the contraries. Al the other internmedi ates
al so, therefore, are conposite; for that which has nore of a quality

than one thing and | ess than another is conpounded sonmehow out of

the things than which it is said to have nore and | ess respectively

of the quality. And since there are no other things prior to the contraries
and honogeneous with the internediates, all internedi ates nust be
conmpounded out of the contraries. Therefore also all the inferior

cl asses, both the contraries and their internmediates, will be conmpounded
out of the primary contraries. Clearly, then, internediates are (1)

all in the same genus and (2) internediate between contraries, and

(3) all conpounded out of the contraries.

Part 8 "

"That which is other in species is other than sonmething in sonething,
and this nust belong to both; e.g. if it is an animal other in species,
both are aninmals. The things, then, which are other in species nust

be in the same genus. For by genus | mean that one identical thing

which is predicated of both and is differentiated in no nmerely accidenta

Get any book for freeon:  www.Abika.com



METAPHYSICS 124

way, whether conceived as matter or otherw se. For not only nust the
conmon nature attach to the different things, e.g. not only nmust both
be animals, but this very animality nust also be different for each
(e.g. in the one case equinity, in the other humanity), and so this
common nature is specifically different for each fromwhat it is for
the other. One, then, will be in virtue of its own nature one sort

of aninmal, and the other another, e.g. one a horse and the other a
man. This difference, then, nust be an otherness of the genus. For

| give the name of 'difference in the genus' an otherness which nakes
the genus itself other

"This, then, will be a contrariety (as can be shown al so by induction).

For all things are divided by opposites, and it has been proved that
contraries are in the sane genus. For contrariety was seen to be conplete
difference; and all difference in species is a difference from sonething
in sonething; so that this is the sane for both and is their genus.

(Hence also all contraries which are different in species and not

in genus are in the sanme line of predication, and other than one another

in the highest degree-for the difference is conplete-, and cannot

be present along with one another.) The difference, then, is a contrariety.

"This, then, is what it is to be "other in species'-to have a contrariety,
being in the sane genus and being indivisible (and those things are

the sane in species which have no contrariety, being indivisible);

we say 'being indivisible', for in the process of division contrarieties
arise in the internedi ate stages before we cone to the indivisibles.

Evi dently, therefore, with reference to that which is called the genus,
none of the species-of-a-genus is either the sane as it or other than

it in species (and this is fitting; for the matter is indicated by
negation, and the genus is the matter of that of which it is called

the genus, not in the sense in which we speak of the genus or famly

of the Heraclidae, but in that in which the genus is an elenent in

a thing's nature), nor is it so with reference to things which are

not in the sane genus, but it will differ in genus fromthem and

in species fromthings in the sane genus. For a thing's difference
fromthat fromwhich it differs in species nust be a contrariety;

and this belongs only to things in the sane genus.

Part 9 "

"One might raise the question, why wonan does not differ from man

in species, when fenale and male are contrary and their difference

is a contrariety; and why a female and a male aninmal are not different
in species, though this difference belongs to animal in virtue of

its own nature, and not as pal eness or darkness does; both 'fenale’

and 'male' belong to it qua animal. This question is al nost the sane

as the other, why one contrariety makes things different in species

and anot her does not, e.g. '"with feet' and 'with wings' do, but pal eness
and darkness do not. Perhaps it is because the former are nodifications
peculiar to the genus, and the latter are |l ess so. And since one el enent
is definition and one is matter, contrarieties which are in the definition
make a difference in species, but those which are in the thing taken

as including its matter do not make one. And so pal eness in a nan,

or darkness, does not nmake one, nor is there a difference in species
between the pale nan and the dark man, not even if each of them be
denoted by one word. For man is here being considered on his materia
side, and matter does not create a difference; for it does not make
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i ndi vi dual men species of man, though the flesh and the bones of which
this man and that nman consi st are other. The concrete thing is other
but not other in species, because in the definition there is no contrariety.
This is the ultimte indivisible kind. Callias is definition + matter,
the pale man, then, is so also, because it is the individual Callias
that is pale; man, then, is pale only incidentally. Neither do a brazen
and a wooden circle, then, differ in species; and if a brazen triangle
and a wooden circle differ in species, it is not because of the matter
but because there is a contrariety in the definition. But does the
matter not make things other in species, when it is other in a certain
way, or is there a sense in which it does? For why is this horse other
than this man in species, although their matter is included with their
definitions? Doubtless because there is a contrariety in the definition
For while there is a contrariety also between pale man and dark horse,
and it is a contrariety in species, it does not depend on the pal eness
of the one and the darkness of the other, since even if both had been
pal e, yet they would have been other in species. But nmale and femal e,
while they are nodifications peculiar to "aninmal', are so not in virtue
of its essence but in the matter, ie. the body. This is why the sane
seed beconmes fermale or male by being acted on in a certain way. W

have stated, then, what it is to be other in species, and why sone
things differ in species and others do not.

Part 10 "

"Since contraries are other in form and the perishable and the inperishable
are contraries (for privation is a determ nate incapacity), the perishable
and the inperishable must be different in kind.

"Now so far we have spoken of the general terns thenselves, so that

it mght be thought not to be necessary that every inperishable thing
shoul d be different fromevery perishable thing in form just as not
every pale thing is different in formfromevery dark thing. For the
same thing can be both, and even at the sanme tinme if it is a universa
(e.g. man can be both pale and dark), and if it is an individual it
can still be both; for the same nman can be, though not at the sane
time, pale and dark. Yet pale is contrary to dark

"But while some contraries belong to certain things by accident (e.g.
both those now nentioned and many others), others cannot, and anopng
these are 'perishable' and 'inperishable'. For nothing is by accident
peri shabl e. For what is accidental is capable of not being present,

but perishabl eness is one of the attributes that belong of necessity
to the things to which they belong; or else one and the sane thing

may be perishable and inperishable, if perishableness is capable of

not belonging to it. Perishabl eness then nust either be the essence

or be present in the essence of each perishable thing. The same account
hol ds good for inperishabl eness also; for both are attributes which
are present of necessity. The characteristics, then, in respect of
which and in direct consequence of which one thing is perishable and
anot her inperishable, are opposite, so that the things nust be different
in kind.

"Evidently, then, there cannot be Forns such as sonme nmaintain, for
t hen one man woul d be perishabl e and another inperishable. Yet the
Forms are said to be the same in formwi th the individuals and not
nmerely to have the sane nane; but things which differ in kind are
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farther apart than those which differ in form

BOOK Xi

Part 1

"THAT Wsdomis a science of first principles is evident fromthe

i ntroductory chapters, in which we have raised objections to the statenents
of others about the first principles; but one m ght ask the question

whet her Wsdomis to be conceived as one science or as several. If

as one, it may be objected that one science always deals with contraries,
but the first principles are not contrary. If it is not one, what

sort of sciences are those with which it is to be identified?

"Further, is it the business of one science, or of nore than one,

to exam ne the first principles of denonstration? If of one, why of
this rather than of any other? If of nore, what sort of sciences nust
t hese be said to be?

"Further, does Wsdominvestigate all substances or not? If not all
it is hard to say which; but if, being one, it investigates themall,
it is doubtful how the sanme science can enbrace several subject-matters.

"Further, does it deal with substances only or also with their attributes?
If in the case of attributes denonstration is possible, in that of
substances it is not. But if the two sciences are different, what

is each of them and which is Wsdon? If we think of it as denonstrative,
the science of the attributes is Wsdom but if as dealing wth what

is primary, the science of substances clains the tide.

"But again the science we are | ooking for nmust not be supposed to
deal with the causes which have been nentioned in the Physics. For
(A) it does not deal with the final cause (for that is the nature

of the good, and this is found in the field of action and novenment;
and it is the first nover-for that is the nature of the end-but in
the case of things unnovable there is nothing that noved themfirst),
and (B) in general it is hard to say whether perchance the science
we are now | ooking for deals with perceptible substances or not with
them but with certain others. If with others, it nmust deal either
with the Forms or with the objects of mathenmatics. Now (a) evidently
the Forms do not exist. (But it is hard to say, even if one suppose
themto exist, why in the world the sane is not true of the other

t hi ngs of which there are Fornms, as of the objects of mathematics.

I nmean that these thinkers place the objects of mathematics between
the Forms and perceptible things, as a kind of third set of things
apart both fromthe Forns and fromthe things in this world; but there
is not a third man or horse besides the ideal and the individuals.

If on the other hand it is not as they say, with what sort of things
nmust the mat hematici an be supposed to deal? Certainly not with the
things in this world; for none of these is the sort of thing which
the mat hemati cal sciences demand.) Nor (b) does the science which

we are now seeking treat of the objects of mathematics; for none of

t hem can exi st separately. But again it does not deal with perceptible
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subst ances; for they are perishable.

"I'n general one might raise the question, to what kind of science

it belongs to discuss the difficulties about the matter of the objects

of mathematics. Neither to physics (because the whole inquiry of the

physicist is about the things that have in thenselves a principle.

of novenent and rest), nor yet to the science which inquires into
denonstration and science; for this is just the subject which it investigates.
It remains then that it is the philosophy which we have set before

ourselves that treats of those subjects.

"One mght discuss the question whether the science we are seeking
shoul d be said to deal with the principles which are by sonme called

el ements; all nmen suppose these to be present in conposite things.

But it m ght be thought that the science we seek should treat rather

of universals; for every definition and every science is of universals
and not of infinmae species, so that as far as this goes it would dea
with the highest genera. These would turn out to be being and unity;
for these m ght nost of all be supposed to contain all things that

are, and to be nost |ike principles because they are by nature; for

if they perish all other things are destroyed with theny for everything
is and is one. But inasnmuch as, if one is to suppose themto be genera,
they must be predicable of their differentiae, and no genus is predicable
of any of its differentiae, in this way it would seemthat we should
not make them genera nor principles. Further, if the sinpler is nore

of a principle than the |less sinple, and the ultinmate nmenbers of the
genus are sinpler than the genera (for they are indivisible, but the
genera are divided into many and differing species), the species m ght
seemto be the principles, rather than the genera. But inasmuch as

the species are involved in the destruction of the genera, the genera
are nore like principles; for that which involves another in its destruction
is a principle of it. These and others of the kind are the subjects
that involve difficulties.

Part 2 "

"Further, nmust we suppose sonething apart fromindividual things,

or is it these that the science we are seeking treats of ? But these

are infinite in nunber. Yet the things that are apart fromthe individuals
are genera or species; but the science we now seek treats of neither

of these. The reason why this is inpossible has been stated. |ndeed,

it is in general hard to say whether one nust assunme that there is

a separabl e substance besi des the sensible substances (i.e. the substances
inthis world), or that these are the real things and Wsdomis concerned
with them For we seemto seek another kind of substance, and this

is our problem i.e. to see if there is sonmething which can exi st

apart by itself and belongs to no sensible thing.-Further, if there

i s anot her substance apart from and corresponding to sensibl e substances,
whi ch kinds of sensible substance nmust be supposed to have this correspondi ng
to then? Why shoul d one suppose men or horses to have it, nore than

either the other animals or even all lifeless things? On the other

hand to set up other and eternal substances equal in nunber to the
sensi bl e and perishabl e substances would seemto fall beyond the bounds

of probability.-But if the principle we now seek is not separable
fromcorporeal things, what has a better claimto the nane matter?

Thi s, however, does not exist in actuality, but exists in potency.

And it would seemrather that the formor shape is a nore inportant
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principle than this; but the formis perishable, so that there is
no eternal substance at all which can exist apart and independent.
But this is paradoxical; for such a principle and substance seens
to exist and is sought by nearly all the nost refined thinkers as
sonmet hing that exists; for howis there to be order unless there is
sonmet hing eternal and i ndependent and pernmanent?

"Further, if there is a substance or principle of such a nature as

that which we are now seeking, and if this is one for all things,

and the sanme for eternal and for perishable things, it is hard to

say why in the world, if there is the same principle, sone of the
things that fall under the principle are eternal, and others are not
eternal; this is paradoxical. But if there is one principle of perishable
and anot her of eternal things, we shall be in a like difficulty if

the principle of perishable things, as well as that of eternal, is
eternal; for why, if the principle is eternal, are not the things

that fall under the principle also eternal? But if it is perishable
another principle is involved to account for it, and another to account
for that, and this will go on to infinity.

"If on the other hand we are to set up what are thought to be the
nost unchangeabl e principles, being and unity, firstly, if each of
these does not indicate a 'this' or substance, how will they be separable
and i ndependent? Yet we expect the eternal and primary principles

to be so. But if each of them does signify a '"this' or substance,

all things that are are substances; for being is predicated of al
things (and unity also of some); but that all things that are are
substance is false. Further, how can they be right who say that the
first principle is unity and this is substance, and generate nunber
as the first product fromunity and frommatter, assert that nunber

i s substance? How are we to think of '"two', and each of the other
nunbers conposed of units, as one? On this point neither do they say
anything nor is it easy to say anything. But if we are to suppose
lines or what cones after these (I nean the primary surfaces) to be
principles, these at | east are not separabl e substances, but sections
and divisions-the former of surfaces, the latter of bodies (while

poi nts are sections and divisions of lines); and further they are
l[imts of these same things; and all these are in other things and
none i s separable. Further, how are we to suppose that there is a
substance of unity and the point? Every substance conmes into being

by a gradual process, but a point does not; for the point is a division

"A further difficulty is raised by the fact that all know edge is

of universals and of the 'such', but substance is not a universal

but is rather a "this'-a separable thing, so that if there is know edge
about the first principles, the question arises, how are we to suppose
the first principle to be substance?

"Further, is there anything apart fromthe concrete thing (by which

| nmean the matter and that which is joined with it), or not? If not,

we are nmet by the objection that all things that are in natter are
perishable. But if there is sonething, it nust be the form or shape.

Now it is hard to deternmne in which cases this exists apart and in
which it does not; for in sonme cases the formis evidently not separable,
e.g. in the case of a house.

"Further, are the principles the same in kind or in nunber? If they
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are one in nunber, all things will be the same.
Part 3 "

"Since the science of the philosopher treats of being qua being universally
and not in respect of a part of it, and 'being" has many senses and

is not used in one only, it follows that if the word is used equivocally
and in virtue of nothing commopn to its various uses, being does not

fall under one science (for the meani ngs of an equivocal term do not

form one genus); but if the word is used in virtue of sonething conmon,
being will fall under one science. The term seens to be used in the

way we have mentioned, |ike 'nedical' and 'healthy'. For each of these

al so we use in many senses. Terns are used in this way by virtue of

some kind of reference, in the one case to nedical science, in the

other to health, in others to sonething else, but in each case to

one identical concept. For a discussion and a knife are called nedica
because the forner proceeds from nedical science, and the latter is

useful to it. And a thing is called healthy in a simlar way; one

thing because it is indicative of health, another because it is productive
of it. And the same is true in the other cases. Everything that is,

then, is said to "be' in this same way; each thing that is is said

to 'be' because it is a nodification of being qua being or a permanent

or a transient state or a novenent of it, or sonething else of the

sort. And since everything that is nmay be referred to sonething single

and common, each of the contrarieties also may be referred to the

first differences and contrarieties of being, whether the first differences
of being are plurality and unity, or |ikeness and unlikeness, or sone
other differences; let these be taken as already discussed. It nmkes

no difference whether that which is be referred to being or to unity.

For even if they are not the same but different, at |east they are
convertible; for that which is one is also sonehow bei ng, and that

which is being is one.

"But since every pair of contraries falls to be exani ned by one and
the sane science, and in each pair one termis the privative of the

ot her though one might regarding some contraries raise the question
how t hey can be privately related, viz. those which have an internediate,
e.g. unjust and just-in all such cases one nust nmaintain that the
privation is not of the whole definition, but of the infinma species.
if the just man is "by virtue of sonme permanent di sposition obedient
to the laws', the unjust man will not in every case have the whole
definition denied of him but nay be nmerely 'in sonme respect deficient
in obedience to the laws', and in this respect the privation wll
attach to him and simlarly in all other cases.

"As the mathematician investigates abstractions (for before begi nning
his investigation he strips off all the sensible qualities, e.g. weight
and |ightness, hardness and its contrary, and also heat and cold and
the other sensible contrarieties, and | eaves only the quantitative

and continuous, sonmetimes in one, sonetimes in two, sonetinmes in three
di rensions, and the attributes of these qua quantitative and conti nuous,
and does not consider themin any other respect, and exam nes the
relative positions of some and the attri butes of these, and the
conmensurabilities

and i ncommensurabilities of others, and the ratios of others; but

yet we posit one and the same science of all these things--geonetry)--the
same is true with regard to being. For the attributes of this in so
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far as it is being, and the contrarieties in it qua being, it is the
busi ness of no other science than philosophy to investigate; for to
physi cs one woul d assign the study of things not qua being, but rather
qua sharing in novenent; while dialectic and sophistic deal with the
attributes of things that are, but not of things qua being, and not
with being itself in so far as it is being; therefore it remains that
it is the phil osopher who studies the things we have naned, in so

far as they are being. Since all that is is to 'be' in virtue of sonething
singl e and common, though the term has nmany neani ngs, and contraries
are in the same case (for they are referred to the first contrarieties
and differences of being), and things of this sort can fall under

one science, the difficulty we stated at the begi nning appears to

be solved, -1 nean the question how there can be a single science of
things which are many and different in genus.

Part 4 "
"Since even the mathematici an uses the commn axions only in a specia

application, it must be the business of first philosophy to exani ne
the principles of mathematics al so. That when equals are taken from

equal s the remni nders are equal, is common to all quantities, but
mat hemat i cs studies a part of its proper matter which it has detached,
e.g. lines or angles or nunbers or sonme other kind of quantity-not,

however, qua being but in so far as each of themis continuous in

one or two or three dinensions; but philosophy does not inquire about
particul ar subjects in so far as each of them has sonme attribute or

ot her, but specul ates about being, in so far as each particular thing
is.-Physics is in the same position as mathematics; for physics studies
the attributes and the principles of the things that are, qua noving
and not qua being (whereas the primary science, we have said, deals
with these, only in so far as the underlying subjects are existent,

and not in virtue of any other character); and so both physics and

mat hemati cs nust be classed as parts of W sdom

Part 5 "

"There is a principle in things, about which we cannot be deceived,

but must al ways, on the contrary recognize the truth,-viz. that the

same thing cannot at one and the sane tinme be and not be, or admt

any other simlar pair of opposites. About such matters there is no

proof in the full sense, though there is proof ad hom nem For it

is not possible to infer this truth itself froma nore certain principle,
yet this is necessary if there is to be conpleted proof of it in the

full sense. But he who wants to prove to the asserter of opposites

that he is wong nust get from himan adm ssion which shall be identica
with the principle that the same thing cannot be and not be at one

and the same tine, but shall not seemto be identical; for thus al one
can his thesis be denpbnstrated to the man who asserts that opposite
statenments can be truly made about the sanme subject. Those, then

who are to join in argunent with one another nust to some extent understand
one another; for if this does not happen how are they to join in argunent
with one another? Therefore every word nmust be intelligible and indicate
sonmet hi ng, and not many things but only one; and if it signifies nore
than one thing, it nmust be nade plain to which of these the word is
bei ng applied. He, then, who says 'this is and is not' denies what

he affirms, so that what the word signifies, he says it does not signify;
and this is inpossible. Therefore if "this is' signifies sonething,
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one cannot truly assert its contradictory.

"Further, if the word signifies something and this is asserted truly,
this connexi on nust be necessary; and it is not possible that that

whi ch necessarily is should ever not be; it is not possible therefore
to make the opposed affirmati ons and negations truly of the sane subject.
Further, if the affirmation is no nore true than the negation, he

who says 'man' will be no nore right than he who says 'not-man'. It
woul d seem al so that in saying the man is not a horse one would be
either nore or not less right than in saying he is not a man, so that
one will also be right in saying that the same person is a horse;

for it was assunmed to be possible to nake opposite statenents equally
truly. It follows then that the sanme person is a man and a horse,

or any other aninmal.

"While, then, there is no proof of these things in the full sense,

there is a proof which may suffice against one who will nake these
suppositions. And perhaps if one had questioned Heraclitus hinself

in this way one night have forced himto confess that opposite statenents
can never be true of the same subjects. But, as it is, he adopted

thi s opinion w thout understanding what his statenment involves. But

in any case if what is said by himis true, not even this itself wll

be true-viz. that the same thing can at one and the same tine both

be and not be. For as, when the statenents are separated, the affirnation
is no nore true than the negation, in the sane way-the conbi ned and
conpl ex statement being |like a single affirmation-the whol e taken

as an affirmation will be no nore true than the negation. Further,

if it is not possible to affirmanything truly, this itself will be

fal se-the assertion that there is no true affirmation. But if a true
affirmati on exists, this appears to refute what is said by those who

rai se such objections and utterly destroy rational discourse.

Part 6 "

"The saying of Protagoras is like the views we have nentioned; he

said that man is the nmeasure of all things, nmeaning sinply that that

whi ch seenms to each man also assuredly is. If this is so, it follows

that the sanme thing both is and is not, and is bad and good, and that

the contents of all other opposite statenments are true, because often

a particular thing appears beautiful to some and the contrary of beautifu
to others, and that which appears to each man is the measure. This
difficulty may be sol ved by considering the source of this opinion.

It seens to have arisen in sone cases fromthe doctrine of the natura

phi |l osophers, and in others fromthe fact that all nen have not the

same views about the same things, but a particular thing appears pl easant
to some and the contrary of pleasant to others.

"That nothing conmes to be out of that which is not, but everything
out of that which is, is a dogma comon to nearly all the natura

phi | osophers. Since, then, white cannot cone to be if the perfectly
white and in no respect not-white exi sted before, that which becones
white nust cone fromthat which is not white; so that it rmust come

to be out of that which is not (so they argue), unless the sanme thing
was at the beginning white and not-white. But it is not hard to solve
this difficulty, for we have said in our works on physics in what
sense things that cone to be cone to be fromthat which is not, and
in what sense fromthat which is.
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"But to attend equally to the opinions and the fancies of disputing
parties is childish; for clearly one of them nust be m staken. And
this is evident from what happens in respect of sensation; for the
same thing never appears sweet to sone and the contrary of sweet to
others, unless in the one case the sense-organ which discrin nates

the aforesaid flavours has been perverted and injured. And if this

is so the one party nust be taken to be the neasure, and the other
nmust not. And say the same of good and bad, and beautiful and ugly,
and all other such qualities. For to maintain the view we are opposing
is just like maintaining that the things that appear to people who

put their finger under their eye and make the object appear two instead
of one nust be two (because they appear to be of that nunber) and
again one (for to those who do not interfere with their eye the one
obj ect appears one).

“I'n general, it is absurd to nmake the fact that the things of this
earth are observed to change and never to remain in the sanme state,

t he basis of our judgenent about the truth. For in pursuing the truth
one nust start fromthe things that are always in the same state and
suffer no change. Such are the heavenly bodies; for these do not appear
to be now of one nature and again of another, but are manifestly al ways
the sane and share in no change.

"Further, if there is novenent, there is al so sonething noved, and
everything is nmoved out of sonmething and into sonething; it foll ows
that that that which is noved nmust first be in that out of which it
is to be noved, and then not be in it, and nove into the other and
come to be init, and that the contradictory statenments are not true
at the sane tinme, as these thinkers assert they are.

"And if the things of this earth continuously flow and nove in respect
of quantity-if one were to suppose this, although it is not true-why
shoul d they not endure in respect of quality? For the assertion of
contradictory statements about the same thing seens to have arisen
largely fromthe belief that the quantity of bodi es does not endure,
whi ch, our opponents hold, justifies themin saying that the sane
thing both is and is not four cubits |ong. But essence depends on
quality, and this is of determ nate nature, though quantity is of

i ndet erm nat e.

"Further, when the doctor orders people to take sone particular food,
why do they take it? In what respect is '"this is bread' truer than
"this is not bread'? And so it would nmake no difference whet her one

ate or not. But as a matter of fact they take the food which is ordered,
assum ng that they know the truth about it and that it is bread. Yet
they should not, if there were no fixed constant nature in sensible

t hi ngs, but all natures noved and flowed for ever.

"Again, if we are always changi ng and never remai n the sane, what
wonder is it if to us, as to the sick, things never appear the sane?
(For to them al so, because they are not in the sane condition as when
they were well, sensible qualities do not appear alike; yet, for al
that, the sensible things thensel ves need not share in any change,

t hough they produce different, and not identical, sensations in the
sick. And the sane nust surely happen to the healthy if the afore-said
change takes place.) But if we do not change but remain the sane,
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there will be sonething that endures.

"As for those to whomthe difficulties nentioned are suggested by
reasoning, it is not easy to solve the difficulties to their satisfaction,
unl ess they will posit something and no | onger demand a reason for

it; for it is only thus that all reasoning and all proof is acconplished;
if they posit nothing, they destroy discussion and all reasoning.
Therefore with such nen there is no reasoning. But as for those who

are perplexed by the traditional difficulties, it is easy to neet

them and to dissipate the causes of their perplexity. This is evident
from what has been said.

"It is manifest, therefore, fromthese argunents that contradictory
statements cannot be truly nmade about the same subject at one tine,
nor can contrary statements, because every contrariety depends on
privation. This is evident if we reduce the definitions of contraries
to their principle.

"Simlarly, no internedi ate between contraries can be predicated of

one and the sane subject, of which one of the contraries is predicated.
If the subject is white we shall be wong in saying it is neither

bl ack nor white, for then it follows that it is and is not white;

for the second of the two terns we have put together is true of it,

and this is the contradictory of white.

"We could not be right, then, in accepting the views either of Heraclitus
or of Anaxagoras. If we were, it would follow that contraries would

be predicated of the sanme subject; for when Anaxagoras says that in
everything there is a part of everything, he says nothing is sweet

any nore than it is bitter, and so with any other pair of contraries,
since in everything everything is present not potentially only, but
actually and separately. And simlarly all statenents cannot be false
nor all true, both because of many other difficulties which m ght

be adduced as arising fromthis position, and because if all are false
it will not be true to say even this, and if all are true it wll

not be false to say all are false.

Part 7 "

"Every science seeks certain principles and causes for each of its
obj ects-e.g. nedicine and gymmastics and each of the other sciences,
whet her productive or mathematical. For each of these marks off a
certain class of things for itself and busies itself about this as
about sonething existing and real,-not however qua real; the science
that does this is another distinct fromthese. OF the sciences nmentioned
each gets sonmehow the '"what' in sone class of things and tries to
prove the other truths, with nmore or |ess precision. Sone get the
"what' through perception, others by hypothesis; so that it is clear
froman induction of this sort that there is no denonstration. of

t he substance or 'what'.

"There is a science of nature, and evidently it nust be different
both from practical and from productive science. For in the case of
productive science the principle of novenent is in the producer and
not in the product, and is either an art or some other faculty. And
simlarly in practical science the novenent is not in the thing done,
but rather in the doers. But the science of the natural phil osopher
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deals with the things that have in thenselves a principle of nmovenment.
It is clear fromthese facts, then, that natural science nust be neither
practical nor productive, but theoretical (for it must fall into sonme
one of these classes). And since each of the sciences nust sonmehow

know the 'what' and use this as a principle, we nust not fall to observe
how t he natural philosopher should define things and how he shoul d
state the definition of the essence-whether as akin to 'snub' or rather
to 'concave'. For of these the definition of 'snub' includes the matter
of the thing, but that of 'concave' is independent of the matter

for snubness is found in a nose, so that we |look for its definition

wi t hout elimnating the nose, for what is snub is a concave nose.
Evidently then the definition of flesh also and of the eye and of

the other parts nust always be stated without elimnating the matter.

"Since there is a science of being qua being and capabl e of existing
apart, we nust consider whether this is to be regarded as the sane

as physics or rather as different. Physics deals with the things that
have a principle of nmovenent in thenselves; mathematics is theoretical
and is a science that deals with things that are at rest, but its

subj ects cannot exist apart. Therefore about that which can exi st

apart and is unmovable there is a science different fromboth of these,
if there is a substance of this nature (I nean separabl e and unnovabl e),
as we shall try to prove there is. And if there is such a kind of

thing in the world, here nmust surely be the divine, and this nust

be the first and nost dom nant principle. Evidently, then, there are
three kinds of theoretical sciences-physics, mathematics, theol ogy.

The class of theoretical sciences is the best, and of these thensel ves
the last nanmed is best; for it deals with the highest of existing

t hi ngs, and each science is called better or worse in virtue of its
proper object.

"One might raise the question whether the science of being qua being

is to be regarded as universal or not. Each of the mathemmtical sciences
deals with some one determ nate class of things, but universal mathematics
applies alike to all. Now if natural substances are the first of existing
t hi ngs, physics nust be the first of sciences; but if there is another
entity and substance, separable and unnovabl e, the know edge of it

must be different and prior to physics and universal because it is

prior.

Part 8 "

"Since 'being' in general has several senses, of which one is 'being
by accident', we nust consider first that which 'is' in this sense.
Evi dently none of the traditional sciences busies itself about the
accidental. For neither does architecture consider what will happen
to those who are to use the house (e.g. whether they have a painfu
l[ife in it or not), nor does weaving, or shoemaking, or the confectioner's
art, do the like; but each of these sciences considers only what is
peculiar to it, i.e. its proper end. And as for the argunent that
"when he who is nusical becones lettered he'll be both at once, not
havi ng been both before; and that which is, not always having been,
nmust have come to be; therefore he nust have at once becone nusica
and lettered' ,-this none of the recognized sciences considers, but
only sophistic; for this alone busies itself about the accidental

so that Plato is not far wong when he says that the sophist spends
his time on non-being.
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"That a science of the accidental is not even possible will be evident
if we try to see what the accidental really is. W say that everything
either is always and of necessity (necessity not in the sense of violence,
but that which we appeal to in denonstrations), or is for the nost

part, or is neither for the nost part, nor always and of necessity,

but nmerely as it chances; e.g. there might be cold in the dogdays,

but this occurs neither always and of necessity, nor for the npst

part, though it m ght happen sometinmes. The accidental, then, is what
occurs, but not always nor of necessity, nor for the npst part. Now

we have said what the accidental is, and it is obvious why there is

no science of such a thing; for all science is of that which is always
or for the nost part, but the accidental is in neither of these classes.

"Evidently there are not causes and principles of the accidental

of the same kind as there are of the essential; for if there were,
everyt hing woul d be of necessity. If Ais when Bis, and B is when
Cis, and if C exists not by chance but of necessity, that also of

which C was cause will exist of necessity, down to the |ast causatum
as it is called (but this was supposed to be accidental). Therefore
all things will be of necessity, and chance and the possibility of

a thing's either occurring or not occurring are renoved entirely from
the range of events. And if the cause be supposed not to exist but

to be comng to be, the same results will follow, everything wl

occur of necessity. For to-norrow s eclipse will occur if A occurs,

and Aif B occurs, and Bif C occurs; and in this way if we subtract
time fromthe limted time between now and to-norrow we shall cone
sonmetinme to the already existing condition. Therefore since this exists,
everything after this will occur of necessity, so that all things

occur of necessity.

"As to that which '"is' in the sense of being true or of being by accident,
the former depends on a conbination in thought and is an affection

of thought (which is the reason why it is the principles, not of that
which "is' in this sense, but of that which is outside and can exi st

apart, that are sought); and the latter is not necessary but indeterm nate
(I nean the accidental); and of such a thing the causes are unordered

and indefinite.

"Adaptation to an end is found in events that happen by nature or

as the result of thought. It is 'luck' when one of these events happens
by accident. For as a thing may exist, so it nmay be a cause, either

by its own nature or by accident. Luck is an accidental cause at work
in such events adapted to an end as are usually effected in accordance
with purpose. And so |uck and thought are concerned with the sane
sphere; for purpose cannot exist wthout thought. The causes from

whi ch lucky results might happen are indetermnate; and so luck is
obscure to human cal culation and is a cause by accident, but in the
unqual i fied sense a cause of nothing. It is good or bad |uck when

the result is good or evil; and prosperity or msfortune when the
scale of the results is large.

"Since nothing accidental is prior to the essential, neither are accidenta
causes prior. If, then, luck or spontaneity is a cause of the materia
uni verse, reason and nature are causes before it.

Part 9 "
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"Sone things are only actually, sonme potentially, some potentially

and actually, what they are, viz. in one case a particular reality,

in another, characterized by a particular quantity, or the like. There
is no nmovenent apart fromthings; for change is always according to
the categories of being, and there is nothing comopn to these and

in no one category. But each of the categories belongs to all its
subjects in either of two ways (e.g. 'this-ness'-for one kind of it

is 'positive form, and the other is 'privation'; and as regards quality
one kind is '"white' and the other 'black', and as regards quantity

one kind is 'conmplete' and the other 'inconplete', and as regards
spati al novenent one is 'upwards' and the other 'downwards', or one

thing is '"light' and another 'heavy'); so that there are as many ki nds
of novenent and change as of being. There being a distinction in each
class of things between the potential and the conpletely real, | cal

the actuality of the potential as such, novenment. That what we say

is true, is plain fromthe followi ng facts. Wen the 'buil dable',

in so far as it is what we nmean by 'buildable', exists actually, it

is being built, and this is the process of building. Sinmilarly with

| ear ning, healing, walking, |eaping, ageing, ripening. Mvenent takes
when the conplete reality itself exists, and neither earlier nor later
The conplete reality, then, of that which exists potentially, when

it is conpletely real and actual, not qua itself, but qua novabl e,

is movenent. By qua | nmean this: bronze is potentially a statue; but
yet it is not the conplete reality of bronze qua bronze that is novenent.
For it is not the sanme thing to be bronze and to be a certain potency.
If it were absolutely the same in its definition, the conplete reality
of bronze woul d have been a novenent. But it is not the sanme. (This

is evident in the case of contraries; for to be capable of being wel
and to be capable of being ill are not the sanme-for if they were,
being well and being ill would have been the sanme-it is that which
underlies and is healthy or diseased, whether it is npisture or blood,
that is one and the sane.) And since it is not. the sane, as col our
and the visible are not the sane, it is the conplete reality of the
potential, and as potential, that is novenent. That it is this, and
that nmovenment takes place when the conplete reality itself exists,

and neither earlier nor later, is evident. For each thing is capable
of being sonetinmes actual, sonetinmes not, e.g. the buil dable qua buil dabl e;
and the actuality of the buil dable qua buildable is building. For

the actuality is either this-the act of building-or the house. But
when the house exists, it is no |longer buildable; the buildable is
what is being built. The actuality, then, nust be the act of building,
and this is a novenent. And the sane account applies to all other
novenent s.

"That what we have said is right is evident fromwhat all others say
about novenment, and fromthe fact that it is not easy to define it

ot herwi se. For firstly one cannot put it in any class. This is evident
fromwhat people say. Sone call it otherness and inequality and the
unreal ; none of these, however, is necessarily nmoved, and further
change is not either to these or fromthese any nore than fromtheir
opposites. The reason why people put novenent in these classes is

that it is thought to be sonething indefinite, and the principles

in one of the two 'columms of contraries' are indefinite because they
are privative, for none of themis either a '"this' or a 'such' or

in any of the other categories. And the reason why novenent is thought
to be indefinite is that it cannot be classed either with the potency
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of things or with their actuality; for neither that which is capable

of being of a certain quantity, nor that which is actually of a certain
quantity, is of necessity noved, and novenent is thought to be an
actuality, but inconplete; the reason is that the potential, whose
actuality it is, is inconplete. And therefore it is hard to grasp

what novenent is; for it nust be classed either under privation or

under potency or under absolute actuality, but evidently none of these
is possible. Therefore what remains is that it nust be what we said-both
actuality and the actuality we have described-which is hard to detect
but capabl e of existing.

"And evidently novenent is in the novable; for it is the conplete
realization of this by that which is capable of causing novenent.

And the actuality of that which is capable of causing novenent is

no other than that of the novable. For it nust be the conplete reality
of both. For while a thing is capable of causing novenent because

it can do this, it is a nover because it is active; but it is on the
novabl e that it is capable of acting, so that the actuality of both
is one, just as there is the same interval fromone to two as from
two to one, and as the steep ascent and the steep descent are one,

but the being of themis not one; the case of the nover and the noved
is simlar.

Part 10 "

"The infinite is either that which is incapable of being traversed
because it is not its nature to be traversed (this corresponds to

the sense in which the voice is "invisible'), or that which adnits

only of inconplete traverse or scarcely admits of traverse, or that

whi ch, though it naturally admts of traverse, is not traversed or
limted; further, a thing may be infinite in respect of addition or

of subtraction, or both. The infinite cannot be a separate, independent
thing. For if it is neither a spatial magnitude nor a plurality, but
infinity itself is its substance and not an accident of it, it wll

be indivisible; for the divisible is either nagnitude or plurality.

But if indivisible, it is not infinite, except as the voice is invisible;
but people do not nmean this, nor are we examning this sort of infinite,
but the infinite as untraversable. Further, how can an infinite exist

by itself, unless nunber and magni tude al so exist by themsel vess-since
infinity is an attribute of these? Further, if the infinite is an

acci dent of sonething else, it cannot be qua infinite an elenent in
things, as the invisible is not an elenent in speech, though the voice
is invisible. And evidently the infinite cannot exist actually. For

then any part of it that m ght be taken would be infinite (for '"to

be infinite' and "the infinite' are the same, if the infinite is substance
and not predicated of a subject). Therefore it is either indivisible,

or if it is partible, it is divisible into infinites; but the sane

thi ng cannot be many infinites (as a part of air is air, so a part

of the infinite would be infinite, if the infinite is substance and

a principle). Therefore it nust be inpartible and indivisible. But

the actually infinite cannot be indivisible; for it nust be of a certain
quantity. Therefore infinity belongs to its subject incidentally.

But if so, then (as we have said) it cannot be it that is a principle,
but that of which it is an accident-the air or the even nunber.

"This inquiry is universal; but that the infinite is not anong sensible
things, is evident fromthe follow ng argunment. If the definition
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of a body is "that which is bounded by planes', there cannot be an
infinite body either sensible or intelligible; nor a separate and
infinite nunber, for nunber or that which has a nunmber is nunerable.
Concretely, the truth is evident fromthe follow ng argunent. The
infinite can neither be conposite nor sinple. For (a) it cannot be

a conposite body, since the elenents are limted in nmultitude. For
the contraries nust be equal and no one of themnust be infinite;

for if one of the two bodies falls at all short of the other in potency,
the finite will be destroyed by the infinite. And that each should
be infinite is inpossible. For body is that which has extension in
all directions, and the infinite is the boundl essly extended, so that
if the infinite is a body it will be infinite in every direction

Nor (b) can the infinite body be one and sinple-neither, as sonme say,
sonet hing apart fromthe el ements, fromwhich they generate these
(for there is no such body apart fromthe el enents; for everything
can be resolved into that of which it consists, but no such product
of analysis is observed except the sinple bodies), nor fire nor any
ot her of the elenents. For apart fromthe question how any of them
could be infinite, the All, even if it is finite, cannot either be

or becone any one of them as Heraclitus says all things sonetine
become fire. The sane argunent applies to this as to the One which
the natural philosophers posit besides the el enments. For everything
changes fromcontrary to contrary, e.g. fromhot to cold.

"Further, a sensible body is sonewhere, and whol e and part have the

same proper place, e.g. the whole earth and part of the earth. Therefore
if (a) the infinite body is honpbgeneous, it will be unnovable or it

will be always noving. But this is inmpossible; for why should it rather
rest, or nove, down, up, or anywhere, rather than anywhere else? E. g.

if there were a clod which were part of an infinite body, where wll
this nove or rest? The proper place of the body which is honbgeneous
with it is infinite. WIIl the clod occupy the whole place, then? And
how? (This is inpossible.) What then is its rest or its novenent?

It will either rest everywhere, and then it cannot nove; or it wll

nove everywhere, and then it cannot be still. But (b) if the Al has

unli ke parts, the proper places of the parts are unlike al so, and,
firstly, the body of the Al is not one except by contact, and, secondly,
the parts will be either finite or infinite in variety of kind. Finite

t hey cannot be; for then those of one kind will be infinite in quantity
and those of another will not (if the Al is infinite), e.g. fire

or water would be infinite, but such an infinite el ement woul d be
destruction to the contrary elenents. But if the parts are infinite

and sinple, their places also are infinite and there will be an infinite
nunber of elenents; and if this is inpossible, and the places are
finite, the All also rmust be linited.

"In general, there cannot be an infinite body and al so a proper place
for bodies, if every sensible body has either weight or |ightness.

For it nust nove either towards the m ddle or upwards, and the infinite
either the whole or the half of it-cannot do either; for how will

you divide it? O howw Il part of the infinite be down and part up

or part extrenme and part mddle? Further, every sensible body is in

a place, and there are six kinds of place, but these cannot exi st

in an infinite body. In general, if there cannot be an infinite place,
there cannot be an infinite body; (and there cannot be an infinite
place,) for that which is in a place is somewhere, and this neans
either up or down or in one of the other directions, and each of these
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isalimt.

"The infinite is not the same in the sense that it is a single thing

whet her exhibited in distance or in novenent or in time, but the posterior
anong these is called infinite in virtue of its relation to the prior

i.e. a movement is called infinite in virtue of the di stance covered

by the spatial novenent or alteration or growh, and a tine is called
infinite because of the novenent which occupies it.

Part 11 "

"Of things which change, some change in an accidental sense, I|ike

that in which "the nusical' may be said to wal k, and others are said,

wi t hout qualification, to change, because sonething in them changes,

i.e. the things that change in parts; the body becones healthy, because
the eye does. But there is sonething which is by its own nature noved
directly, and this is the essentially novable. The sane distinction

is found in the case of the nover; for it causes novement either in

an accidental sense or in respect of a part of itself or essentially.
There is something that directly causes novenent; and there is sonething
that is noved, also the time in which it is noved, and that from which
and that into which it is noved. But the fornms and the affections

and the place, which are the terninals of the novenent of noving things,
are unnovabl e, e.g. know edge or heat; it is not heat that is a novenent,
but heating. Change which is not accidental is found not in all things,
but between contraries, and their internediates, and between contradictories.
We may convince ourselves of this by induction

"That whi ch changes changes either frompositive into positive, or

from negative into negative, or frompositive into negative, or from
negative into positive. (By positive |I nmean that which is expressed

by an affirmative term) Therefore there nust be three changes; that
fromnegative into negative is not change, because (since the terms

are neither contraries nor contradictories) there is no opposition.

The change fromthe negative into the positive which is its contradictory
i s generation-absol ute change absol ute generation, and partial change
partial generation; and the change from positive to negative is destruction-
absol ute

change absol ute destruction, and partial change partial destruction

If, then, "that which is not' has several senses, and novement can

attach neither to that which inplies putting together or separating,

nor to that which inplies potency and is opposed to that which is

in the full sense (true, the not-white or not-good can be noved incidentally,
for the not-white nmight be a man; but that which is not a particular
thing at all can in no wi se be noved), that which is not cannot be

nmoved (and if this is so, generation cannot be novenent; for that

which is not is generated; for even if we admit to the full that its
generation is accidental, yet it is true to say that 'not-being is

predi cabl e of that which is generated absolutely). Simlarly rest

cannot be long to that which is not. These consequences, then, turn

out to be awkward, and also this, that everything that is noved is

in a place, but that which is not is not in a place; for then it would

be sonmewhere. Nor is destruction novenent; for the contrary of nobvenent
is rest, but the contrary of destruction is generation. Since every
novenent is a change, and the kinds of change are the three naned

above, and of these those in the way of generation and destruction
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are not novenents, and these are the changes froma thing to its
contradictory,

it follows that only the change from positive into positive is novenent.
And the positives are either contrary or internediate (for even privation
nust be regarded as contrary), and are expressed by an affirmative

term e.g. 'naked' or 'toothless' or 'black'.

Part 12 "

"If the categories are classified as substance, quality, place, acting
or being acted on, relation, quantity, there nust be three kinds of
movement - of quality, of quantity, of place. There is no nmovenent in
respect of substance (because there is nothing contrary to substance),
nor of relation (for it is possible that if one of two things in relation
changes, the relative termwhich was true of the other thing ceases

to be true, though this other does not change at all,-so that their
novenment is accidental), nor of agent and patient, or nover and noved,
because there is no novenent of nobvenent nor generation of generation
nor, in general, change of change. For there mi ght be novement of
movenment in two senses; (1) novenent m ght be the subject noved, as

a man is noved because he changes frompale to dark,-so that on this
showi ng novenent, too, may be either heated or cooled or change its

pl ace or increase. But this is inpossible; for change is not a subject.
O (2) sone other subject might change from change into sone ot her
form of existence (e.g. a man from di sease into health). But this

al so is not possible except incidentally. For every novenent is change
fromsomething into sonething. (And so are generation and destruction
only, these are changes into things opposed in certain ways while

t he other, novement, is into things opposed in another way.) A thing
changes, then, at the sane tinme fromhealth into illness, and from
this change itself into another. Clearly, then, if it has becone ill,
it will have changed into whatever may be the other change concerned
(though it may be at rest), and, further, into a determ nate change
each tine; and that new change will be from something definite into
some other definite thing; therefore it will be the opposite change
that of growing well. W answer that this happens only incidentally;
e.g. there is a change fromthe process of recollection to that of
forgetting, only because that to which the process attaches is changing,
now into a state of know edge, now i nto one of ignorance.

"Further, the process will go on to infinity, if there is to be change
of change and coming to be of coning to be. What is true of the later
then, nust be true of the earlier; e.g. if the sinple conming to be
was once comng to be, that which comes to be sonething was al so once
comng to be; therefore that which sinply cones to be sonething was
not yet in existence, but sonething which was conming to be coning

to be sonething was already in existence. And this was once coni ng

to be, so that at that tine it was not yet comi ng to be somnething

el se. Now since of an infinite nunber of ternms there is not a first,
the first in this series will not exist, and therefore no follow ng
termexist. Nothing, then, can either cone termw to be or nove or
change. Further, that which is capable of a novenent is al so capable
of the contrary novenent and rest, and that which cones to be al so
ceases to be. Therefore that which is conmng to be is ceasing to be
when it has conme to be conming to be; for it cannot cease to be as
soon as it is conmng to be comng to be, nor after it has cone to

be; for that which is ceasing to be nust be. Further, there nust be
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a matter underlying that which comes to be and changes. Wat will

this be, then,-what is it that becones novenent or becomi ng, as body

or soul is that which suffers alteration? And; again, what is it that

they nove into? For it nust be the novenment or becom ng of sonething
fromsomething into sonething. How, then, can this condition be fulfilled?
There can be no learning of |earning, and therefore no becom ng of

becom ng. Since there is not novenent either of substance or of relation
or of activity and passivity, it remains that novenent is in respect

of quality and quantity and place; for each of these adnits of contrariety.
By quality | nean not that which is in the substance (for even the
differentia is a quality), but the passive quality, in virtue of which
athing is said to be acted on or to be incapable of being acted on

The immobile is either that which is wholly incapabl e of being noved,

or that which is nmoved with difficulty in a long tine or begins slowy,

or that which is of a nature to be noved and can be noved but is not

noved when and where and as it would naturally be noved. This al one

anong i nmobiles | describe as being at rest; for rest is contrary

to nmovenment, so that it must be a privation in that which is receptive

of movenent.

"Things which are in one proximte place are together in place, and
things which are in different places are apart: things whose extrenes
are together touch: that at which a changing thing, if it changes
continuously according to its nature, naturally arrives before it
arrives at the extrene into which it is changing, is between. That

which is nost distant in a straight line is contrary in place. That

is successive which is after the beginning (the order being determ ned
by position or formor in sone other way) and has nothing of the sane
class between it and that which it succeeds, e.g. lines in the case

of aline, units in that of a unit, or a house in that of a house.
(There is nothing to prevent a thing of some other class from bei ng
between.) For the successive succeeds sonething and is sonething |ater
'one' does not succeed 'two', nor the first day of the nonth the second.
That whi ch, being successive, touches, is contiguous. (Since all change
is between opposites, and these are either contraries or contradictories,
and there is no mddle termfor contradictories, clearly that which

is between is between contraries.) The continuous is a species of

the contiguous. | call two things continuous when the linmts of each
with which they touch and by which they are kept together, becone

one and the sanme, so that plainly the continuous is found in the things
out of which a unity naturally arises in virtue of their contact.

And plainly the successive is the first of these concepts (for the
successi ve does not necessarily touch, but that which touches is successive;
and if a thing is continuous, it touches, but if it touches, it is

not necessarily continuous; and in things in which there is no touching,
there is no organic unity); therefore a point is not the sanme as a

unit; for contact belongs to points, but not to units, which have

only succession; and there is sonething between two of the forner,

but not between two of the latter

BOOK Xl |

Part 1
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"The subject of our inquiry is substance; for the principles and the
causes we are seeking are those of substances. For if the universe

is of the nature of a whole, substance is its first part; and if it
coheres nerely by virtue of serial succession, on this view al so substance
is first, and is succeeded by quality, and then by quantity. At the
same time these latter are not even being in the full sense, but are
qualities and nmovenents of it,-or else even the not-white and the

not - strai ght woul d be being; at |east we say even these are, e.g.
"there is a not-white'. Further, none of the categories other than
substance can exist apart. And the early philosophers also in practice
testify to the primacy of substance; for it was of substance that

t hey sought the principles and el ements and causes. The thinkers of
the present day tend to rank universals as substances (for genera

are universals, and these they tend to describe as principles and
substances, owing to the abstract nature of their inquiry); but the

t hi nkers of old ranked particular things as substances, e.g. fire

and earth, not what is common to both, body.

"There are three kinds of substance-one that is sensible (of which

one subdivision is eternal and another is perishable; the latter is
recogni zed by all nmen, and includes e.g. plants and animls), of which
we nust grasp the el enents, whether one or many; and another that

is imobvable, and this certain thinkers assert to be capable of existing
apart, sone dividing it into two, others identifying the Forms and

the objects of mathenmatics, and others positing, of these two, only
the objects of mathematics. The forner two kinds of substance are

t he subject of physics (for they inply novenent); but the third kind
bel ongs to another science, if there is no principle common to it

and to the other kinds.

Part 2 "

"Sensi bl e substance is changeable. Now i f change proceeds from opposites
or frominternedi ates, and not fromall opposites (for the voice is
not-white, (but it does not therefore change to white)), but from

the contrary, there nmust be sonething underlying which changes into

the contrary state; for the contraries do not change. Further, sonething
persists, but the contrary does not persist; there is, then, sone

third thing besides the contraries, viz. the matter. Now since changes
are of four kinds-either in respect of the 'what' or of the quality

or of the quantity or of the place, and change in respect of 'thisness
is sinple generation and destruction, and change in quantity is increase
and di mi nution, and change in respect of an affection is alteration,

and change of place is notion, changes will be fromgiven states into
those contrary to themin these several respects. The matter, then

whi ch changes nust be capable of both states. And since that which

"is' has two senses, we nust say that everything changes fromthat

which is potentially to that which is actually, e.g. frompotentially
white to actually white, and simlarly in the case of increase and

di mi nution. Therefore not only can a thing cone to be, incidentally,

out of that which is not, but also all things cone to be out of that
which is, but is potentially, and is not actually. And this is the

'One' of Anaxagoras; for instead of "all things were together'-and

the "M xture' of Enpedocl es and Anaxi mander and the account given

by Denocritus-it is better to say '"all things were together potentially
but not actually'. Therefore these thinkers seemto have had sone
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notion of matter. Now all things that change have matter, but different
matter; and of eternal things those which are not generable but are
novabl e in space have matter-not matter for generation, however, but
for notion fromone place to another

"One might raise the question fromwhat sort of non-being generation
proceeds; for 'non-being' has three senses. If, then, one form of

non- bei ng exists potentially, still it is not by virtue of a potentiality
for any and every thing, but different things come fromdifferent
things; nor is it satisfactory to say that "all things were together';
for they differ in their matter, since otherwise why did an infinity
of things conme to be, and not one thing? For 'reason' is one, so that
if matter also were one, that nmust have conme to be in actuality which
the matter was in potency. The causes and the principles, then, are
three, two being the pair of contraries of which one is definition
and formand the other is privation, and the third being the matter.

Part 3 "

"Note, next, that neither the matter nor the form cones to be-and

I nmean the last matter and form For everything that changes is sonething
and is changed by sonething and into something. That by which it is
changed is the i mmredi ate nover; that which is changed, the matter;

that into which it is changed, the form The process, then, will go

on to infinity, if not only the bronze cones to be round but also

the round or the bronze cones to be; therefore there nust be a stop

"Note, next, that each substance conmes into being out of sonething
that shares its nane. (Natural objects and other things both rank

as substances.) For things conme into being either by art or by nature
or by luck or by spontaneity. Now art is a principle of novenent in
sonet hing other than the thing noved, nature is a principle in the
thing itself (for nan begets man), and the other causes are privations
of these two.

"There are three kinds of substance-the matter, which is a "this

i n appearance (for all things that are characterized by contact and
not, by organic unity are matter and substratum e.g. fire, flesh,
head; for these are all matter, and the |last matter is the matter

of that which is in the full sense substance); the nature, which is

a '"this' or positive state towards which novenent takes place; and
again, thirdly, the particular substance which is conposed of these
two, e.g. Socrates or Callias. Now in sone cases the 'this' does not
exi st apart fromthe conposite substance, e.g. the form of house does
not so exist, unless the art of building exists apart (nor is there
generation and destruction of these forms, but it is in another way
that the house apart fromits matter, and health, and all ideals of
art, exist and do not exist); but if the "this' exists apart from
the concrete thing, it is only in the case of natural objects. And

so Plato was not far wong when he said that there are as many Forns
as there are kinds of natural object (if there are Forns distinct
fromthe things of this earth). The noving causes exist as things
preceding the effects, but causes in the sense of definitions are
simul taneous with their effects. For when a man is healthy, then health
al so exists; and the shape of a bronze sphere exists at the sane tine
as the bronze sphere. (But we nust exam ne whether any form al so survives
afterwards. For in some cases there is nothing to prevent this; e.g.
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the soul may be of this sort-not all soul but the reason; for presumably
it is inpossible that all soul should survive.) Evidently then there

is no necessity, on this ground at |east, for the existence of the

| deas. For man is begotten by man, a given man by an individual father
and simlarly in the arts; for the nmedical art is the formal cause

of heal th.

Part 4 "

"The causes and the principles of different things are in a sense

different, but in a sense, if one speaks universally and anal ogically,

they are the same for all. For one mght raise the question whether

the principles and elenments are different or the sanme for substances

and for relative terns, and simlarly in the case of each of the categories.

But it would be paradoxical if they were the same for all. For then
fromthe sane elenents will proceed relative ternms and substances.
What then will this common el ement be? For (1, a) there is nothing

common to and distinct from substance and the ot her categories, viz.
those which are predicated; but an elenment is prior to the things

of which it is an element. But again (b) substance is not an el enent
inrelative ternms, nor is any of these an element in substance. Further
(2) how can all things have the sane el enents? For none of the elenments
can be the sanme as that which is conposed of elenments, e.g. b or a
cannot be the sane as ba. (None, therefore, of the intelligibles,

e.g. being or unity, is an elenent; for these are predicable of each

of the conpounds as well.) None of the elenments, then, will be either

a substance or a relative term but it nmust be one or other. All things,
t hen, have not the sane el enents.

"Or, as we are wont to put it, in a sense they have and in a sense

they have not; e.g. perhaps the elenents of perceptible bodies are,

as form the hot, and in another sense the cold, which is the privation;
and, as matter, that which directly and of itself potentially has

these attributes; and substances conprise both these and the things
conposed of these, of which these are the principles, or any unity
which is produced out of the hot and the cold, e.g. flesh or bone;

for the product nmust be different fromthe el enents. These things

then have the sane el ements and principles (though specifically different
t hi ngs have specifically different elenents); but all things have

not the sane elenents in this sense, but only analogically; i.e. one

m ght say that there are three principles-the form the privation,

and the matter. But each of these is different for each class; e.g.

in colour they are white, black, and surface, and in day and ni ght

they are light, darkness, and air

"Since not only the elenments present in a thing are causes, but also
somet hing external, i.e. the noving cause, clearly while 'principle'
and 'elenment' are different both are causes, and 'principle is divided
into these two kinds; and that which acts as produci ng novenment or
rest is a principle and a substance. Therefore analogically there

are three elenents, and four causes and principles; but the elenents
are different in different things, and the proxi mate novi ng cause

is different for different things. Health, disease, body; the noving
cause is the nmedical art. Form disorder of a particular kind, bricks;
the noving cause is the building art. And since the noving cause in
the case of natural things is-for man, for instance, man, and in the
products of thought the formor its contrary, there will be in a sense
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three causes, while in a sense there are four. For the nedical art

is in some sense health, and the building art is the formof the house,
and man begets man; further, besides these there is that which as

first of all things noves all things.

Part 5 "

"Sonme things can exist apart and sone cannot, and it is the forner
that are substances. And therefore all things have the sanme causes,
because, wi thout substances, nodifications and novenents do not exist.
Further, these causes will probably be soul and body, or reason and
desire and body.

"And in yet another way, analogically identical things are princinples,
i.e. actuality and potency; but these also are not only different

for different things but also apply in different ways to them For

in sone cases the same thing exists at one tinme actually and at anot her
potentially, e.g. wine or flesh or man does so. (And these too fal
under the above-naned causes. For the formexists actually, if it

can exist apart, and so does the conplex of formand nmatter, and the
privation, e.g. darkness or disease; but the matter exists potentially;
for this is that which can beconme qualified either by the form or

by the privation.) But the distinction of actuality and potentiality
applies in another way to cases where the matter of cause and of effect
is not the sane, in some of which cases the formis not the same but
different; e.g. the cause of man is (1) the elenents in man (viz.

fire and earth as nmatter, and the peculiar form, and further (2)
sonmething el se outside, i.e. the father, and (3) besides these the

sun and its oblique course, which are neither matter nor form nor
privation of man nor of the sane species with him but noving causes.

"Further, one nust observe that some causes can be expressed in universa
ternms, and sone cannot. The proximate principles of all things are

the "this' which is proximate in actuality, and another which is proxi mate
in potentiality. The universal causes, then, of which we spoke do

not exist. For it is the individual that is the originative principle

of the individuals. For while man is the originative principle of

man universally, there is no universal man, but Peleus is the originative
principle of Achilles, and your father of you, and this particular

b of this particular ba, though b in general is the originative principle
of ba taken without qualification.

"Further, if the causes of substances are the causes of all things,

yet different things have different causes and el enents, as was said;

the causes of things that are not in the sane class, e.g. of colours

and sounds, of substances and quantities, are different except in

an anal ogi cal sense; and those of things in the same species are different,
not in species, but in the sense that the causes of different individuals
are different, your matter and form and novi ng cause being different
frommnmne, while in their universal definition they are the sane.

And if we inquire what are the principles or elenents of substances

and relations and qualities-whether they are the sane or different-clearly
when the nanes of the causes are used in several senses the causes

of each are the sane, but when the senses are distinguished the causes

are not the sanme but different, except that in the follow ng senses

the causes of all are the same. They are (1) the same or anal ogous

in this sense, that matter, form privation, and the noving cause
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are common to all things; and (2) the causes of substances nmay be
treated as causes of all things in this sense, that when substances

are renoved all things are renoved; further, (3) that which is first

in respect of conplete reality is the cause of all things. But in

anot her sense there are different first causes, viz. all the contraries
whi ch are neither generic nor anbiguous ternms; and, further, the matters
of different things are different. W have stated, then, what are

the principles of sensible things and how many they are, and in what
sense they are the sanme and in what sense different.

Part 6 "

"Since there were three kinds of substance, two of them physical and
one unnovabl e, regarding the latter we nust assert that it is necessary
that there should be an eternal unnovabl e substance. For substances

are the first of existing things, and if they are all destructible,

all things are destructible. But it is inpossible that novenent should
ei ther have conme into being or cease to be (for it nust always have

exi sted), or that tine should. For there could not be a before and

an after if time did not exist. Mwvenent also is continuous, then

in the sense in which tinme is; for time is either the same thing as
nmovement or an attribute of novenent. And there is no continuous novenent
except novenent in place, and of this only that which is circular

is continuous.

"But if there is something which is capable of noving things or acting
on them but is not actually doing so, there will not necessarily

be movenent; for that which has a potency need not exercise it. Nothing,
then, is gained even if we suppose eternal substances, as the believers
in the Forms do, unless there is to be in them sonme principle which

can cause change; nay, even this is not enough, nor is another substance

besi des the Forns enough; for if it is not to act, there will be no
novenment. Further even if it acts, this will not be enough, if its
essence is potency; for there will not be eternal novenent, since

that which is potentially may possibly not be. There nust, then, be
such a principle, whose very essence is actuality. Further, then,

t hese substances nust be without matter; for they nust be eternal

if anything is eternal. Therefore they nust be actuality.

"Yet there is a difficulty; for it is thought that everything that
acts is able to act, but that not everything that is able to act acts,
so that the potency is prior. But if this is so, nothing that is need
be; for it is possible for all things to be capable of existing but
not yet to exist.

"Yet if we follow the theol ogi ans who generate the world from ni ght,
or the natural philosophers who say that '"all things were together',
the sanme inpossible result ensues. For how will there be nmovement,
if there is no actually existing cause? Whod will surely not nove
itself-the carpenter's art nmust act on it; nor will the nenstrua

bl ood nor the earth set thenmselves in notion, but the seeds nust act
on the earth and the senen on the menstrual bl ood.

"This is why sonme suppose eternal actuality-e.g. Leucippus and Pl ato;
for they say there is always nmovement. But why and what this novenent
is they do say, nor, if the world noves in this way or that, do they
tell us the cause of its doing so. Now nothing is noved at random
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but there must always be something present to nove it; e.g. as a matter
of fact a thing noves in one way by nature, and in another by force

or through the influence of reason or sonething else. (Further, what
sort of novenent is primary? This makes a vast difference.) But again
for Plato, at least, it is not permissible to nane here that which

he sonetines supposes to be the source of nobvenent-that which noves
itself; for the soul is later, and coeval with the heavens, according
to his account. To suppose potency prior to actuality, then, is in

a sense right, and in a sense not; and we have specified these senses.
That actuality is prior is testified by Anaxagoras (for his 'reason’

is actuality) and by Enpedocles in his doctrine of love and strife,

and by those who say that there is always novenent, e.g. Leucippus.
Theref ore chaos or night did not exist for an infinite tinme, but the
same things have always existed (either passing through a cycle of
changes or obeying sonme other law), since actuality is prior to potency.
If, then, there is a constant cycle, sonething nust always remain,
acting in the sane way. And if there is to be generation and destruction,
there nust be sonething el se which is always acting in different ways.
This nust, then, act in one way in virtue of itself, and in another

in virtue of sonething else-either of a third agent, therefore, or

of the first. Nowit must be in virtue of the first. For otherw se

this again causes the notion both of the second agent and of the third.
Therefore it is better to say '"the first'. For it was the cause of
eternal uniformty; and sonething else is the cause of variety, and
evidently both together are the cause of eternal variety. This, accordingly,
is the character which the notions actually exhibit. Wat need then

is there to seek for other principles?

Part 7 "

"Since (1) this is a possible account of the matter, and (2) if it
were not true, the world would have proceeded out of night and 'al
things together' and out of non-being, these difficulties may be taken
as solved. There is, then, sonething which is always noved with an
unceasi ng motion, which is notion in a circle; and this is plain not
in theory only but in fact. Therefore the first heaven nust be eternal
There is therefore also sonething which noves it. And since that which
noves and is noved is internmediate, there is sonething which noves

wi t hout being noved, being eternal, substance, and actuality. And

the object of desire and the object of thought nove in this way; they
nove without being noved. The prinmary objects of desire and of thought
are the sanme. For the apparent good is the object of appetite, and

the real good is the primary object of rational wi sh. But desire is
consequent on opinion rather than opinion on desire; for the thinking
is the starting-point. And thought is noved by the object of thought,
and one of the two colums of opposites is in itself the object of

t hought; and in this, substance is first, and in substance, that which
is sinple and exists actually. (The one and the sinple are not the
sane; for 'one' means a neasure, but 'sinple" means that the thing
itself has a certain nature.) But the beautiful, also, and that which
isin itself desirable are in the sanme colum; and the first in any
class is always best, or anal ogous to the best.

"That a final cause may exist anmobng unchangeable entities is shown
by the distinction of its neanings. For the final cause is (a) sone
bei ng for whose good an action is done, and (b) sonething at which
the action ains; and of these the latter exists ampng unchangeabl e
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entities though the forner does not. The final cause, then, produces
noti on as being |oved, but all other things nove by being noved. Now

if sonething is noved it is capable of being otherwise than as it

is. Therefore if its actuality is the primary form of spatial notion,
then in so far as it is subject to change, in this respect it is capable
of being otherwi se,-in place, even if not in substance. But since

there is sonmething which nmoves while itself unnmoved, existing actually,
this can in no way be otherwise than as it is. For notion in space

is the first of the kinds of change, and notion in a circle the first

ki nd of spatial notion; and this the first nover produces. The first
nmover, then, exists of necessity; and in so far as it exists by necessity,
its node of being is good, and it is in this sense a first principle.

For the necessary has all these senses-that which is necessary perforce
because it is contrary to the natural inpulse, that w thout which

the good is inpossible, and that which cannot be otherw se but can

exist only in a single way.

"On such a principle, then, depend the heavens and the world of nature.
And it is alife such as the best which we enjoy, and enjoy for but

a short time (for it is ever in this state, which we cannot be), since
its actuality is also pleasure. (And for this reason are waki ng, perception
and thi nking nost pleasant, and hopes and nenories are so on account

of these.) And thinking in itself deals with that which is best in
itself, and that which is thinking in the fullest sense with that

which is best in the fullest sense. And thought thinks on itself because
it shares the nature of the object of thought; for it becones an object
of thought in coming into contact with and thinking its objects, so

t hat thought and object of thought are the sane. For that which is
capabl e of receiving the object of thought, i.e. the essence, is thought.
But it is active when it possesses this object. Therefore the possession
rather than the receptivity is the divine el enment which thought seens

to contain, and the act of contenplation is what is nobst pleasant

and best. If, then, God is always in that good state in which we sonetines
are, this conmpels our wonder; and if in a better this conpels it yet
nore. And God is in a better state. And |ife also belongs to God;

for the actuality of thought is life, and God is that actuality; and
God' s sel f-dependent actuality is |ife npst good and eternal. W say
therefore that God is a living being, eternal, npost good, so that

life and duration continuous and eternal belong to God; for this is

God.

"Those who suppose, as the Pythagoreans and Speusi ppus do, that suprene
beauty and goodness are not present in the beginning, because the
begi nni ngs both of plants and of aninals are causes, but beauty and
conpl eteness are in the effects of these, are wong in their opinion
For the seed cones from other individuals which are prior and conplete,
and the first thing is not seed but the conplete being; e.g. we nust
say that before the seed there is a man,-not the man produced from

the seed, but another from whom the seed cones.

“I't is clear then from what has been said that there is a substance
which is eternal and unnovable and separate from sensi bl e things.

It has been shown al so that this substance cannot have any magnitude,
but is without parts and indivisible (for it produces novenent through
infinite tinme, but nothing finite has infinite power; and, while every
magnitude is either infinite or finite, it cannot, for the above reason
have finite magnitude, and it cannot have infinite magnitude because
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there is no infinite magnitude at all). But it has al so been shown
that it is inpassive and unalterable; for all the other changes are
posterior to change of place.

Part 8 "

"It is clear, then, why these things are as they are. But we nust

not ignore the question whether we have to suppose one such substance

or nore than one, and if the latter, how many; we nust al so nention
regardi ng the opinions expressed by others, that they have said nothing
about the nunber of the substances that can even be clearly stated.

For the theory of |Ideas has no special discussion of the subject;

for those who speak of |deas say the |Ideas are nunbers, and they speak
of nunbers now as unlimted, now as limted by the nunber 10; but

as for the reason why there should be just so many nunbers, nothing

is said with any denonstrative exactness. W however nust discuss

the subject, starting fromthe presuppositions and distinctions we

have nentioned. The first principle or primary being is not novable
either in itself or accidentally, but produces the primary eterna

and single novenent. But since that which is noved nust be noved by
sonmet hing, and the first nmover nust be in itself unnovable, and eterna
movenment must be produced by sonething eternal and a single novenent

by a single thing, and since we see that besides the sinple spatia
novenment of the universe, which we say the first and unnovabl e substance
produces, there are other spatial novenents-those of the planets-which
are eternal (for a body which noves in a circle is eternal and unresting;
we have proved these points in the physical treatises), each of these
nmovenent s al so nust be caused by a substance both unmovable in itself
and eternal. For the nature of the stars is eternal just because it

is a certain kind of substance, and the nover is eternal and prior

to the noved, and that which is prior to a substance nust be a substance.
Evi dently, then, there nust be substances which are of the sanme nunber
as the novenents of the stars, and in their nature eternal, and in

t hensel ves unnovabl e, and w thout nmagnitude, for the reason before
mentioned. That the nmovers are substances, then, and that one of these
is first and another second according to the same order as the novenents
of the stars, is evident. But in the nunmber of the novements we reach

a problem which nust be treated fromthe standpoint of that one of

t he mat hemati cal sciences which is nost akin to philosophy-viz. of
astronony; for this science specul ates about substance which is perceptible
but eternal, but the other mathematical sciences, i.e. arithnetic

and geonetry, treat of no substance. That the novenents are nore numerous
than the bodies that are noved is evident to those who have given

even noderate attention to the matter; for each of the planets has

nore than one novenent. But as to the actual nunber of these nmovenents,
we nowto give sone notion of the subject-quote what sonme of the

mat hemat i ci ans

say, that our thought may have sone definite nunber to grasp; but,

for the rest, we nust partly investigate for ourselves, Partly |earn
fromother investigators, and if those who study this subject form

an opinion contrary to what we have now stated, we nust esteem both
parties indeed, but follow the nore accurate.

"Eudoxus supposed that the notion of the sun or of the noon involves,
in either case, three spheres, of which the first is the sphere of

the fixed stars, and the second noves in the circle which runs al ong
the m ddl e of the zodiac, and the third in the circle which is inclined
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across the breadth of the zodiac; but the circle in which the noon
noves is inclined at a greater angle than that in which the sun noves.
And the notion of the planets involves, in each case, four spheres,
and of these also the first and second are the sane as the first two
nmenti oned above (for the sphere of the fixed stars is that which noves
all the other spheres, and that which is placed beneath this and has
its nmovenment in the circle which bisects the zodiac is comon to all),
but the poles of the third sphere of each planet are in the circle

whi ch bisects the zodiac, and the notion of the fourth sphere is in
the circle which is inclined at an angle to the equator of the third
sphere; and the poles of the third sphere are different for each of

t he other planets, but those of Venus and Mercury are the sane.

"Cal i ppus made the position of the spheres the sane as Eudoxus did,
but while he assigned the sane nunber as Eudoxus did to Jupiter and
to Saturn, he thought two nore spheres should be added to the sun
and two to the nmoon, if one is to explain the observed facts; and
one nore to each of the other planets.

"But it is necessary, if all the spheres conbined are to explain the
observed facts, that for each of the planets there should be other
spheres (one fewer than those hitherto assigned) which counteract

those already nentioned and bring back to the sane position the outernost
sphere of the star which in each case is situated below the star in
question; for only thus can all the forces at work produce the observed
notion of the planets. Since, then, the spheres involved in the novenent
of the planets thenselves are--eight for Saturn and Jupiter and twenty-five
for the others, and of these only those involved in the novenent of

the | owest-situated planet need not be counteracted the spheres which
counteract those of the outernost two planets will be six in number,

and the spheres which counteract those of the next four planets wll

be sixteen; therefore the nunber of all the spheres--both those which

nove the planets and those which counteract these--will be fifty-five.
And if one were not to add to the noon and to the sun the novenents
we nentioned, the whole set of spheres will be forty-seven in nunber.

"Let this, then, be taken as the nunmber of the spheres, so that the
unnovabl e substances and principles also may probably be taken as

just so many; the assertion of necessity nust be left to nore powerfu
thinkers. But if there can be no spatial novenent which does not conduce
to the moving of a star, and if further every being and every substance
which is inmune from change and in virtue of itself has attained to

the best nmust be considered an end, there can be no other being apart
fromthese we have named, but this nust be the number of the substances.
For if there are others, they will cause change as being a final cause
of nmovenent; but there cannot he other novenents besides those mentioned.
And it is reasonable to infer this froma consideration of the bodies
that are nmoved; for if everything that noves is for the sake of that
which is noved, and every novenent belongs to sonething that is noved,
no noverment can be for the sake of itself or of another novenent,

but all the nmovements nust be for the sake of the stars. For if there

is to be a movenent for the sake of a movement, this latter also wll
have to be for the sake of something else; so that since there cannot

be an infinite regress, the end of every novenent will be one of the

di vi ne bodi es whi ch nove through the heaven.

"(Evidently there is but one heaven. For if there are many heavens
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as there are many men, the nmoving principles, of which each heaven
wi |l have one, will be one in formbut in nunber many. But all things
that are many in nunber have matter; for one and the same definition
e.g. that of man, applies to many things, while Socrates is one. But
the primary essence has not matter; for it is conplete reality. So

t he unnovable first nmover is one both in definition and in nunber;

so too, therefore, is that which is noved al ways and conti nuously;
therefore there is one heaven alone.) OQur forefathers in the nost
renote ages have handed down to their posterity a tradition, in the
formof a myth, that these bodies are gods, and that the divine encloses
t he whol e of nature. The rest of the tradition has been added | ater
in mythical formwith a viewto the persuasion of the nultitude and
toits legal and utilitarian expedi ency; they say these gods are in
the formof nmen or like some of the other animals, and they say other
t hi ngs consequent on and simlar to these which we have nenti oned.

But if one were to separate the first point fromthese additions and
take it alone-that they thought the first substances to be gods, one
must regard this as an inspired utterance, and reflect that, while
probably each art and each science has often been devel oped as far

as possi ble and has again perished, these opinions, with others, have
been preserved until the present like relics of the ancient treasure.
Only thus far, then, is the opinion of our ancestors and of our earliest
predecessors clear to us.

Part 9 "

"The nature of the divine thought involves certain problens; for while
t hought is held to be the nost divine of things observed by us, the
question how it nmust be situated in order to have that character involves
difficulties. For if it thinks of nothing, what is there here of dignity?
It is just like one who sleeps. And if it thinks, but this depends

on sonething else, then (since that which is its substance is not

the act of thinking, but a potency) it cannot be the best substance;
for it is through thinking that its value belongs to it. Further

whet her its substance is the faculty of thought or the act of thinking,
what does it think of? Either of itself or of sonething else; and

if of something else, either of the sane thing always or of sonething
different. Does it matter, then, or not, whether it thinks of the

good or of any chance thing? Are there not sone things about which

it is incredible that it should think? Evidently, then, it thinks

of that which is nost divine and precious, and it does not change;

for change woul d be change for the worse, and this would be already

a novenent. First, then, if 'thought' is not the act of thinking but

a potency, it would be reasonable to suppose that the continuity of

its thinking is wearisonme to it. Secondly, there would evidently be
sonmet hing el se nore precious than thought, viz. that which is thought
of . For both thinking and the act of thought will belong even to one
who thinks of the worst thing in the world, so that if this ought

to be avoided (and it ought, for there are even sone things which

it is better not to see than to see), the act of thinking cannot be
the best of things. Therefore it nust be of itself that the divine

t hought thinks (since it is the nost excellent of things), and its
thinking is a thinking on thinking.

"But evidently know edge and perception and opi nion and understandi ng

have al ways sonmething el se as their object, and thenselves only by
the way. Further, if thinking and being thought of are different,
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in respect of which does goodness belong to thought? For to he an

act of thinking and to he an object of thought are not the same thing.

We answer that in some cases the know edge is the object. In the productive
sciences it is the substance or essence of the object, matter omtted,

and in the theoretical sciences the definition or the act of thinking

is the object. Since, then, thought and the object of thought are

not different in the case of things that have not matter, the divine

t hought and its object will be the sane, i.e. the thinking will be

one with the object of its thought.

"A further question is |left-whether the object of the divine thought

is conposite; for if it were, thought would change in passing from

part to part of the whole. W answer that everything which has not

matter is indivisible-as human thought, or rather the thought of conposite
beings, is in a certain period of tine (for it does not possess the

good at this nmonment or at that, but its best, being sonmething different
fromit, is attained only in a whole period of tine), so throughout
eternity is the thought which has itself for its object.

Part 10 "

"We nust consider also in which of two ways the nature of the universe
contains the good, and the highest good, whether as sonething separate
and by itself, or as the order of the parts. Probably in both ways,

as an arny does; for its good is found both in its order and inits

| eader, and nore in the latter; for he does not depend on the order
but it depends on him And all things are ordered together sonehow,

but not all alike,-both fishes and fows and plants; and the world

is not such that one thing has nothing to do with another, but they
are connected. For all are ordered together to one end, but it is

as in a house, where the freenen are least at liberty to act at random
but all things or npbst things are already ordained for them while

the slaves and the animals do little for the commopn good, and for

the nost part live at randomi for this is the sort of principle that
constitutes the nature of each. | mean, for instance, that all nust

at least conme to be dissolved into their elements, and there are other
functions simlarly in which all share for the good of the whole.

"We nust not fail to observe how many inpossible or paradoxical results
confront those who hold different views fromour own, and what are

the views of the subtler thinkers, and which views are attended by
fewest difficulties. Al make all things out of contraries. But neither
"all things' nor 'out of contraries' is right; nor do these thinkers
tell us how all the things in which the contraries are present can

be made out of the contraries; for contraries are not affected by

one another. Now for us this difficulty is solved naturally by the

fact that there is a third el enent. These thinkers however nake one

of the two contraries matter; this is done for instance by those who
meke the unequal matter for the equal, or the many matter for the

one. But this also is refuted in the sane way; for the one matter

whi ch underlies any pair of contraries is contrary to nothing. Further
all things, except the one, will, on the view we are criticizing,
partake of evil; for the bad itself is one of the two el enents. But

the other school does not treat the good and the bad even as principles;
yet in all things the good is in the highest degree a principle. The
school we first nmentioned is right in saying that it is a principle,

but how the good is a principle they do not say-whether as end or
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as nover or as form

"Enpedocl es al so has a paradoxical view, for he identifies the good
with love, but this is a principle both as nover (for it brings things
together) and as matter (for it is part of the m xture). Now even

if it happens that the same thing is a principle both as matter and

as nover, still the being, at least, of the two is not the sanme. In
which respect then is love a principle? It is paradoxical also that
strife should be inperishable; the nature of his "evil' is just strife.

" Anaxagor as nakes the good a nmotive principle; for his 'reason' noves
things. But it nmoves themfor an end, which nust be something ot her
than it, except according to our way of stating the case; for, on

our view, the nmedical art is in a sense health. It is paradoxica

al so not to suppose a contrary to the good, i.e. to reason. But al
who speak of the contraries nmake no use of the contraries, unless

we bring their views into shape. And why sone things are perishable
and others inperishable, no one tells us; for they nake all existing
things out of the sanme principles. Further, some make existing things
out of the nonexistent; and others to avoid the necessity of this
make all things one.

"Further, why should there always be becom ng, and what is the cause

of beconing?-this no one tells us. And those who suppose two principles
nmust suppose another, a superior principle, and so nust those who
believe in the Forns; for why did things cone to participate, or why

do they participate, in the Forns? And all other thinkers are confronted
by the necessary consequence that there is sonmething contrary to Wsdom
i.e. to the highest know edge; but we are not. For there is nothing
contrary to that which is primary; for all contraries have matter,

and things that have matter exist only potentially; and the ignorance
which is contrary to any know edge | eads to an object contrary to

the object of the know edge; but what is primary has no contrary.

"Again, if besides sensible things no others exist, there will be

no first principle, no order, no becomnming, no heavenly bodies, but
each principle will have a principle before it, as in the accounts

of the theol ogians and all the natural philosophers. But if the Forns
or the nunbers are to exist, they will be causes of nothing; or if

not that, at |east not of novenent. Further, how is extension, i.e.

a continuum to be produced out of unextended parts? For nunber will
not, either as nover or as form produce a continuum But again there
cannot be any contrary that is also essentially a productive or noving
principle; for it would be possible for it not to be. O at |east

its action would be posterior to its potency. The world, then, would
not be eternal. But it is; one of these prem sses, then, nust be denied.
And we have said how this nust be done. Further, in virtue of what
the nunbers, or the soul and the body, or in general the form and

the thing, are one-of this no one tells us anything; nor can any one
tell, unless he says, as we do, that the nover nmakes them one. And
those who say mat hematical nunber is first and go on to generate one
ki nd of substance after another and give different principles for
each, make the substance of the universe a nere series of episodes
(for one substance has no influence on another by its existence or
nonexi stence), and they give us many governing principles; but the
worl d refuses to be governed badly. "
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"' The rule of many is not good; one ruler let there be.’

BOOK XI I

Part 1

"WE have stated what is the substance of sensible things, dealing

in the treatise on physics with matter, and |ater with the substance

whi ch has actual existence. Now since our inquiry is whether there

is or is not besides the sensible substances any which is inmpvabl e

and eternal, and, if there is, what it is, we nust first consider

what is said by others, so that, if there is anything which they say
wrongly, we may not be liable to the same objections, while, if there

is any opinion conmon to them and us, we shall have no private grievance
agai nst ourselves on that account; for one nust be content to state

some points better than one's predecessors, and others no worse.

"Two opinions are held on this subject; it is said that the objects

of mathematics-i.e. numbers and lines and the |ike-are substances,

and again that the |Ideas are substances. And (1) since sonme recognize
these as two different classes-the Ideas and the mat hematical nunbers,
and (2) sonme recogni ze both as having one nature, while (3) sonme others
say that the mathematical substances are the only substances, we nust
consider first the objects of mathematics, not qualifying them by

any ot her characteristic-not asking, for instance, whether they are

in fact ldeas or not, or whether they are the principles and substances
of existing things or not, but only whether as objects of mathematics
they exist or not, and if they exist, how they exist. Then after this
we nust separately consider the |deas thensel ves in a general way,

and only as far as the accepted node of treatnent demands; for npst

of the points have been repeatedly made even by the discussions outside
our school, and, further, the greater part of our account nust finish
by throwing light on that inquiry, viz. when we exam ne whet her the
substances and the principles of existing things are numbers and | deas;
for after the discussion of the Ideas this remans as a third inquiry.

"If the objects of mathematics exist, they nust exist either in sensible
obj ects, as sone say, or separate from sensible objects (and this

also is said by sone); or if they exist in neither of these ways,

either they do not exist, or they exist only in sone special sense.

So that the subject of our discussion will be not whether they exist

but how t hey exist.

Part 2 "

"That it is inpossible for mathematical objects to exist in sensible
things, and at the same tinme that the doctrine in question is an artificia
one, has been said already in our discussion of difficulties we have
pointed out that it is inpossible for two solids to be in the sane

pl ace, and also that according to the sane argunent the other powers

and characteristics also should exist in sensible things and none

of them separately. This we have said already. But, further, it is

obvious that on this theory it is inpossible for any body whatever
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to be divided; for it would have to be divided at a plane, and the
plane at a line, and the line at a point, so that if the point cannot

be divided, neither can the line, and if the line cannot, neither

can the plane nor the solid. What difference, then, does it make whet her
sensi ble things are such indivisible entities, or, w thout being so

t hensel ves, have indivisible entities in then? The result will be

the sane; if the sensible entities are divided the others will be

di vided too, or else not even the sensible entities can be divided.

"But, again, it is not possible that such entities should exist separately.
For if besides the sensible solids there are to be other solids which

are separate fromthem and prior to the sensible solids, it is plain

t hat besides the planes also there nust be other and separate pl anes

and points and lines; for consistency requires this. But if these

exi st, again besides the planes and |ines and points of the mathematica
solid there nust be others which are separate. (For inconposites are

prior to conpounds; and if there are, prior to the sensible bodies,

bodi es which are not sensible, by the sane argunent the planes which

exi st by thenselves nust be prior to those which are in the notionless
solids. Therefore these will be planes and |ines other than those

that exist along with the nmathematical solids to which these thinkers
assign separate existence; for the latter exist along with the mathematica
solids, while the others are prior to the mathemati cal solids.) Again,

therefore, there will be, belonging to these planes, |lines, and prior
to themthere will have to be, by the sanme argunment, other |ines and
points; and prior to these points in the prior lines there will have
to be other points, though there will be no others prior to these.

Now (1) the accunul ati on becones absurd; for we find ourselves with
one set of solids apart fromthe sensible solids; three sets of planes
apart fromthe sensible planes-those which exist apart fromthe sensible
pl anes, and those in the mathematical solids, and those which exi st
apart fromthose in the mathenmatical solids; four sets of lines, and
five sets of points. Wth which of these, then, will the mathematica
sci ences deal ? Certainly not with the planes and |ines and points

in the notionless solid; for science always deals with what is prior
And (the same account will apply also to nunbers; for there will be

a different set of units apart from each set of points, and al so apart
fromeach set of realities, fromthe objects of sense and again from

t hose of thought; so that there will be various classes of mathematica
nunbers.

"Again, howis it possible to solve the questions which we have al ready
enunerated in our discussion of difficulties? For the objects of astronony

wi |l exist apart from sensible things just as the objects of geonetry
will; but howis it possible that a heaven and its parts-or anything
el se whi ch has nmovenent-shoul d exist apart? Simlarly also the objects
of optics and of harnonics will exist apart; for there will be both
voi ce and sight besides the sensible or individual voices and sights.
Therefore it is plain that the other senses as well, and the other

obj ects of sense, will exist apart; for why should one set of them

do so and another not? And if this is so, there will also be animals
exi sting apart, since there will be senses.

"Again, there are certain nmathematical theorens that are universal
ext endi ng beyond these substances. Here then we shall have anot her
i nternmedi ate substance separate both fromthe |Ideas and fromthe

i nternedi ates, -a
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substance which is neither nunber nor points nor spatial magnitude
nor time. And if this is inpossible, plainly it is also inpossible
that the former entities should exist separate from sensible things.

"And, in general, conclusion contrary alike to the truth and to the
usual views follow, if one is to suppose the objects of mathematics
to exist thus as separate entities. For because they exist thus they
nmust be prior to sensible spatial magnitudes, but in truth they nust
be posterior; for the inconplete spatial magnitude is in the order
of generation prior, but in the order of substance posterior, as the
lifeless is to the living.

"Again, by virtue of what, and when, w Il mathematical nagnitudes

be one? For things in our perceptible world are one in virtue of soul
or of a part of soul, or of sonething else that is reasonabl e enough
when these are not present, the thing is a plurality, and splits up
into parts. But in the case of the subjects of mathematics, which
are divisible and are quantities, what is the cause of their being
one and hol di ng together?

"Again, the nodes of generation of the objects of mathematics show
that we are right. For the dinension first generated is |ength, then
cones breadth, lastly depth, and the process is conplete. If, then

that which is posterior in the order of generation is prior in the
order of substantiality, the solid will be prior to the plane and

the line. And in this way also it is both nore conplete and nore whol e,
because it can become animate. How, on the other hand, could a |line

or a plane be ani mate? The supposition passes the power of our senses.

"Again, the solid is a sort of substance; for it already has in a

sense conpl eteness. But how can |ines be substances? Neither as a
formor shape, as the soul perhaps is, nor as matter, |like the solid;
for we have no experience of anything that can be put together out

of lines or planes or points, while if these had been a sort of materia
subst ance, we shoul d have observed things which could be put together
out of them

"Grant, then, that they are prior in definition. Still not all things
that are prior in definition are also prior in substantiality. For

those things are prior in substantiality which when separated from

ot her things surpass themin the power of independent existence, but
things are prior in definition to those whose definitions are conpounded
out of their definitions; and these two properties are not coextensive.
For if attributes do not exist apart fromthe substances (e.g. a 'nobile
or a pale'), pale is prior to the pale man in definition, but not

in substantiality. For it cannot exist separately, but is always al ong
with the concrete thing; and by the concrete thing | nmean the pale

man. Therefore it is plain that neither is the result of abstraction
prior nor that which is produced by addi ng determ nants posterior

for it is by adding a determinant to pale that we speak of the pale

man.

"It has, then, been sufficiently pointed out that the objects of mathenmatics
are not substances in a higher degree than bodies are, and that they

are not prior to sensibles in being, but only in definition, and that

t hey cannot exist sonmewhere apart. But since it was not possible for

themto exist in sensibles either, it is plain that they either do
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not exist at all or exist in a special sense and therefore do not
"exist' without qualification. For 'exist' has many senses.

Part 3 "

"For just as the universal propositions of mathematics deal not with

obj ects which exi st separately, apart from extended nagnitudes and

from nunbers, but with magni tudes and nunbers, not however qua such

as to have magnitude or to be divisible, clearly it is possible that
there should al so be both propositions and denonstrati ons about sensible
magni t udes, not however qua sensible but qua possessed of certain
definite qualities. For as there are many propositions about things
nmerely considered as in notion, apart from what each such thing is

and fromtheir accidents, and as it is not therefore necessary that
there should be either a nobile separate from sensibles, or a distinct
nobile entity in the sensibles, so too in the case of nohbiles there

wi |l be propositions and sciences, which treat them however not qua
nmobi | e but only qua bodies, or again only qua planes, or only qua

lines, or qua divisibles, or qua indivisibles having position, or

only qua indivisibles. Thus since it is true to say wi thout qualification
that not only things which are separable but also things which are

i nseparabl e exist (for instance, that nobiles exist), it is true also

to say without qualification that the objects of mathematics exist,

and with the character ascribed to them by mat hematici ans. And as

it is true to say of the other sciences too, wi thout qualification,

that they deal with such and such a subject-not with what is accidenta
toit (e.g. not with the pale, if the healthy thing is pale, and the
science has the healthy as its subject), but with that which is the

subj ect of each science-with the healthy if it treats its object qua
healthy, with man if qua man:-so too is it with geonetry; if its subjects
happen to be sensible, though it does not treat them qua sensibl e,

t he mat hematical sciences will not for that reason be sciences of
sensi bl es-nor, on the other hand, of other things separate from sensi bl es.
Many properties attach to things in virtue of their own nature as
possessed of each such character; e.g. there are attributes peculiar

to the animal qua fenale or qua male (yet there is no 'female' nor

"mal e' separate fromanimals); so that there are also attributes which
belong to things nerely as I engths or as planes. And in proportion

as we are dealing with things which are prior in definition and sinpler,
our know edge has nore accuracy, i.e. sinplicity. Therefore a science
whi ch abstracts from spatial nagnitude is nore precise than one which
takes it into account; and a science is nobst precise if it abstracts
fromnmvenent, but if it takes account of novenent, it is nbst precise
if it deals with the primary novenment, for this is the sinplest; and

of this again uniformnovenent is the sinplest form

"The sane account may be given of harnonics and optics; for neither
considers its objects qua sight or qua voice, but qua |lines and nunbers;
but the latter are attributes proper to the former. And mechanics

too proceeds in the sane way. Therefore if we suppose attributes separated
fromtheir fellow attributes and nake any inquiry concerning them

as such, we shall not for this reason be in error, any nore than when

one draws a line on the ground and calls it a foot |long when it is

not; for the error is not included in the prem sses.

"Each question will be best investigated in this way-by setting up
by an act of separation what is not separate, as the arithmetician
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and the geoneter do. For a man qua man is one indivisible thing;, and

the arithnetician supposed one indivisible thing, and then consi dered
whet her any attribute belongs to a man qua indivisible. But the geoneter
treats himneither qua man nor qua indivisible, but as a solid. For
evidently the properties which woul d have bel onged to himeven if

per chance he had not been indivisible, can belong to himeven apart
fromthese attributes. Thus, then, geoneters speak correctly; they

tal k about existing things, and their subjects do exist; for being

has two forns-it exists not only in conplete reality but also materially.

"Now since the good and the beautiful are different (for the former

al ways inplies conduct as its subject, while the beautiful is found
also in notionless things), those who assert that the mathematica

sci ences say nothing of the beautiful or the good are in error. For
these sciences say and prove a great deal about them if they do not
expressly mention them but prove attributes which are their results
or their definitions, it is not true to say that they tell us nothing
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about them The chief fornms of beauty are order and symetry and definiteness,

whi ch the mat hemati cal sciences denonstrate in a special degree. And
since these (e.g. order and definiteness) are obviously causes of

many things, evidently these sciences nust treat this sort of causative
principle also (i.e. the beautiful) as in sonme sense a cause. But

we shall speak nore plainly el sewhere about these matters.

Part 4 "

"So much then for the objects of mathematics; we have said that they
exi st and in what sense they exist, and in what sense they are prior
and in what sense not prior. Now, regarding the |Ideas, we nust first
exam ne the ideal theory itself, not connecting it in any way with

the nature of nunbers, but treating it in the formin which it was
originally understood by those who first maintained the existence

of the ldeas. The supporters of the ideal theory were led to it because
on the question about the truth of things they accepted the Heraclitean
sayi ngs which describe all sensible things as ever passing away, SO
that if know edge or thought is to have an object, there must be sone
ot her and permanent entities, apart fromthose which are sensible;

for there could be no know edge of things which were in a state of

flux. But when Socrates was occupying hinself with the excell ences

of character, and in connexion with them becane the first to raise

the probl em of universal definition (for of the physicists Denpcritus
only touched on the subject to a small extent, and defined, after

a fashion, the hot and the cold; while the Pythagoreans had before

this treated of a few things, whose definitions-e.g. those of opportunity,
justice, or marriage-they connected with nunmbers; but it was natura

t hat Socrates should be seeking the essence, for he was seeking to
syl l ogi ze, and '"what a thing is' is the starting-point of syllogisns;
for there was as yet none of the dialectical power which enabl es people
even wi thout know edge of the essence to specul ate about contraries

and i nquire whether the sane science deals with contraries; for two
things may be fairly ascribed to Socrates-inductive argunents and

uni versal definition, both of which are concerned with the starting-point
of science):-but Socrates did not make the universals or the definitions
exi st apart: they, however, gave them separate existence, and this

was the kind of thing they called Ideas. Therefore it followed for

them al nost by the sane argunent, that there nust be |deas of al
things that are spoken of universally, and it was alnost as if a man
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wi shed to count certain things, and while they were few thought he
woul d not be able to count them but nade nore of them and then counted
them for the Forns are, one may say, nore nunerous than the particul ar
sensi ble things, yet it was in seeking the causes of these that they
proceeded fromthemto the Forns. For to each thing there answers

an entity which has the sane name and exists apart fromthe substances,
and so also in the case of all other groups there is a one over many,
whet her these be of this world or eternal.

"Again, of the ways in which it is proved that the Forns exist, none
is convincing; for fromsone no inference necessarily follows, and
fromsome arise Forns even of things of which they think there are
no Forms. For according to the argunents fromthe sciences there wll
be Forms of all things of which there are sciences, and according

to the argunent of the 'one over many' there will be Forns even of
negati ons, and according to the argunent that thought has an object
when the individual object has perished, there will be Forns of perishable

things; for we have an inmage of these. Again, of the npbst accurate
argunments, sone lead to Ideas of relations, of which they say there
is no independent class, and others introduce the "third man'.

"And in general the argunents for the Forns destroy things for whose

exi stence the believers in Forns are nore zeal ous than for the existence
of the ldeas; for it follows that not the dyad but nunber is first,

and that prior to nunber is the relative, and that this is prior to

t he absol ute-besides all the other points on which certain people,

by foll owi ng out the opinions held about the Forms, canme into conflict
with the principles of the theory.

"Again, according to the assunption on the belief in the Ideas rests,

there will be Fornms not only of substances but al so of many ot her

things; for the concept is single not only in the case of substances,

but also in that of non-substances, and there are sciences of other

thi ngs than substance; and a thousand ot her such difficulties confront
them But according to the necessities of the case and the opinions

about the Fornms, if they can be shared in there nmust be |deas of substances
only. For they are not shared in incidentally, but each Form nust

be shared in as sonething not predicated of a subject. (By 'being

shared in incidentally' | nmean that if a thing shares in 'double itself"',
it shares also in "eternal', but incidentally; for 'the double' happens
to be eternal.) Therefore the Forns will be substance. But the sane

nanmes indicate substance in this and in the ideal world (or what will
be the neaning of saying that there is sonmething apart fromthe particul ars-
t he

one over many?). And if the Ideas and the things that share in them
have the sane form there will be sonething conmon: for why should
'2'" be one and the same in the perishable 2's, or in the 2's which
are many but eternal, and not the same in the '2 itself' as in the

i ndi vidual 2? But if they have not the sanme form they will have only
the nane in common, and it is as if one were to call both Callias

and a piece of wood a 'nman', without observing any conmunity between
t hem

"But if we are to suppose that in other respects the conmon definitions
apply to the Forns, e.g. that 'plane figure' and the other parts of
the definition apply to the circle itself, but '"what really is' has
to be added, we nust inquire whether this is not absolutely neaningl ess.
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For to what is this to be added? To 'centre' or to 'plane' or to al
the parts of the definition? For all the elements in the essence are
| deas, e.g. '"animal' and 'two-footed' . Further, there nust be some

| deal answering to 'plane' above, sone nature which will be present
in all the Forns as their genus.

Part 5 "

"Above all one mght discuss the question what in the world the Forns
contribute to sensible things, either to those that are eternal or

to those that cone into being and cease to be; for they cause neither
novenment nor any change in them But again they help in no wise either
towards the know edge of other things (for they are not even the substance
of these, else they would have been in them, or towards their being,

if they are not in the individuals which share in them though if

they were, they mght be thought to be causes, as white causes whiteness
in a white object by entering into its conposition. But this argunent,

whi ch was used first by Anaxagoras, and | ater by Eudoxus in his discussion
of difficulties and by certain others, is very easily upset; for it

is easy to collect many and insuperabl e objections to such a view.

"But, further, all other things cannot cone fromthe Forns in any

of the usual senses of '"froml. And to say that they are patterns and

the other things share in themis to use enpty words and poetica

met aphors. For what is it that works, looking to the Ideas? And any

thing can both be and conme into being w thout being copied from sonething
el se, so that, whether Socrates exists or not, a man |ike Socrates

m ght come to be. And evidently this might be so even if Socrates

were eternal. And there will be several patterns of the sane thing,
and therefore several Forns; e.g. "animal' and 'two-footed', and al so
"man-hinself', will be Fornms of man. Again, the Fornms are patterns
not only of sensible things, but of Forns thenselves also; i.e. the
genus is the pattern of the various forms-of-a-genus; therefore the
same thing will be pattern and copy.

"Again, it would seeminpossible that substance and that whose substance
it is should exist apart; how, therefore, could the |Ideas, being the
subst ances of things, exist apart?

"In the Phaedo the case is stated in this way-that the Forns are causes
both of being and of becom ng. Yet though the Forms exist, still things
do not cone into being, unless there is something to originate novenent;
and many other things cone into being (e.g. a house or a ring) of

which they say there are no Forns. Clearly therefore even the things

of which they say there are |Ideas can both be and conme into being

owi hg to such causes as produce the things just nmentioned, and not

owing to the Fornms. But regarding the ldeas it is possible, both in
this way and by nore abstract and accurate argunments, to collect nmany
obj ections |ike those we have consi dered.

Part 6 "

"Since we have di scussed these points, it is well to consider again

the results regardi ng nunbers which confront those who say that nunbers
are separabl e substances and first causes of things. If nunber is

an entity and its substance is nothing other than just nunmber, as

some say, it follows that either (1) there is a first init and a
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second, each being different in species,-and either (a) this is true

of the units w thout exception, and any unit is inassociable with

any unit, or (b) they are all w thout exception successive, and any

of them are associable with any, as they say is the case with mat hematica
nunber; for in mathematical nunber no one unit is in any way different
fromanother. O (c) some units nmust be associ able and sonme not; e.g.
suppose that 2 is first after 1, and then cones 3 and then the rest

of the number series, and the units in each nunber are associ abl e,

e.g. those in the first 2 are associable with one another, and those
inthe first 3 with one another, and so with the other nunbers; but

the units in the '2-itself' are inassociable with those in the '3-itself';
and simlarly in the case of the other successive nunbers. And so

whi | e mat hemati cal nunber is counted thus-after 1, 2 (which consists

of another 1 besides the forner 1), and 3 which consists of another

1 besides these two), and the other nunbers sinilarly, ideal nunber

is counted thus-after 1, a distinct 2 which does not include the first

1, and a 3 which does not include the 2 and the rest of the number

series simlarly. O (2) one kind of nunber nmust be |like the first

t hat was naned, one |ike that which the mat hematici ans speak of, and

t hat whi ch we have nanmed | ast nust be a third kind.

"Agai n, these kinds of nunbers nust either be separable fromthings,
or not separable but in objects of perception (not however in the

way which we first considered, in the sense that objects of perception
consi sts of nunmbers which are present in them-either one kind and

not another, or all of them

"These are of necessity the only ways in which the nunbers can exist.
And of those who say that the 1 is the begi nning and substance and

el ement of all things, and that nunber is formed fromthe 1 and sonething
el se, al nost every one has descri bed nunber in one of these ways;

only no one has said all the units are inassociable. And this has
happened reasonably enough; for there can be no way besi des those

menti oned. Sone say both kinds of nunber exist, that which has a before
and after being identical with the |Ideas, and nmathenmatical nunber

being different fromthe Ideas and from sensi bl e things, and both

bei ng separable from sensi ble things; and others say mathematica

nunber al one exists, as the first of realities, separate from sensible
things. And the Pythagoreans, also, believe in one kind of nunber-the
mat hematical; only they say it is not separate but sensible substances
are forned out of it. For they construct the whole universe out of
nunber s-only not nunbers consisting of abstract units; they suppose

the units to have spatial magnitude. But how the first 1 was constructed
so as to have nagnitude, they seem unable to say.

"Anot her thinker says the first kind of number, that of the Fornms,
al one exists, and sone say mathematical number is identical with this.

"The case of lines, planes, and solids is simlar. For sone think

that those which are the objects of mathematics are different from

those which cone after the Ideas; and of those who express thensel ves

ot herwi se sonme speak of the objects of mathematics and in a mathematica
way-viz. those who do not nmeke the |Ideas nunmbers nor say that |deas

exi st; and others speak of the objects of mathematics, but not mathematically;
for they say that neither is every spatial nagnitude divisible into

magni tudes, nor do any two units taken at random make 2. Al who say

the 1 is an elenment and principle of things suppose nunbers to consi st

Get any book for freeon:  www.Abika.com



METAPHYSICS 162

of abstract units, except the Pythagoreans; but they suppose the nunbers
to have magni tude, as has been said before. It is clear fromthis
statement, then, in how many ways nunbers may be described, and that

all the ways have been nentioned; and all these views are inpossible,

but some perhaps nore than others.

Part 7 "

"First, then, let us inquire if the units are associ able or inassociable,
and if inassociable, in which of the two ways we di stingui shed. For

it is possible that any unity is inassociable with any, and it is
possible that those in the "itself' are inassociable with those in

the "itself', and, generally, that those in each ideal nunber are

i nassoci able with those in other ideal nunbers. Now (1) all units

are associ able and without difference, we get mathematical nunber-only
one kind of number, and the |Ideas cannot be the nunmbers. For what

sort of nunber will nman-hinself or aninmal-itself or any other Form

be? There is one |Idea of each thing e.g. one of man-hinself and anot her
one of animal-itself; but the simlar and undifferentiated nunbers

are infinitely many, so that any particular 3 is no nore man-hi nsel f
than any other 3. But if the Ideas are not nunbers, neither can they
exist at all. For fromwhat principles will the Ideas cone? It is

nunber that cones fromthe 1 and the indefinite dyad, and the principles
or elenents are said to be principles and el enents of nunber, and

the I deas cannot be ranked as either prior or posterior to the nunbers.

"But (2) if the units are inassociable, and inassociable in the sense

that any is inassociable with any other, nunmber of this sort cannot

be mat hemati cal nunber; for mathematical nunber consists of undifferentiated
units, and the truths proved of it suit this character. Nor can it

be ideal nunber. For 2 will not proceed i mediately from1l and the

i ndefinite dyad, and be foll owed by the successive nunbers, as they

say '2,3,4'" for the units in the ideal are generated at the sane tine,

whet her, as the first holder of the theory said, fromunequals (com ng

i nto being when these were equalized) or in sone other way-since,

if one unit is to be prior to the other, it will be prior also to
2 the conposed of these; for when there is one thing prior and anot her
posterior, the resultant of these will be prior to one and posterior

to the other. Again, since the 1-itself is first, and then there is

a particular 1 which is first anong the others and next after the
l-itself, and again a third which is next after the second and next

but one after the first 1,-so the units nust be prior to the nunbers
after which they are nanmed when we count them e.g. there will be
athird unit in 2 before 3 exists, and a fourth and a fifth in 3 before
the nunbers 4 and 5 exist.-Now none of these thinkers has said the
units are inassociable in this way, but according to their principles
it is reasonable that they should be so even in this way, though in
truth it is inpossible. For it is reasonable both that the units should
have priority and posteriority if there is a first unit or first 1

and also that the 2's should if there is a first 2; for after the

first it is reasonable and necessary that there should be a second,

and if a second, a third, and so with the others successively. (And

to say both things at the same tine, that a unit is first and another
unit is second after the ideal 1, and that a 2 is first after it,

is inmpossible.) But they make a first unit or 1, but not also a second
and a third, and a first 2, but not also a second and a third. Clearly,
also, it is not possible, if all the units are inassociable, that
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there should be a 2-itself and a 3-itself; and so with the other nunbers.
For whether the units are undifferentiated or different each from

each, nunber nust be counted by addition, e.g. 2 by adding anot her

1 to the one, 3 by adding another 1 to the two, and sinmlarly. This

bei ng so, nunbers cannot be generated as they generate them from

the 2 and the 1; for 2 becones part of 3 and 3 of 4 and the sane happens
in the case of the succeedi ng nunbers, but they say 4 cane fromthe

first 2 and the indefinite which makes it two 2's other than the 2-itself;
if not, the 2-itself will be a part of 4 and one other 2 will be added.
And similarly 2 will consist of the 1-itself and another 1; but if

this is so, the other elenment cannot be an indefinite 2; for it generates
one unit, not, as the indefinite 2 does, a definite 2.

"Again, besides the 3-itself and the 2-itself how can there be other
3's and 2's? And how do they consist of prior and posterior units?
Al this is absurd and fictitious, and there cannot be a first 2 and
then a 3-itself. Yet there nust, if the 1 and the indefinite dyad

are to be the elements. But if the results are inpossible, it is also
i mpossi bl e that these are the generating principles.

"If the units, then, are differentiated, each fromeach, these results
and others simlar to these follow of necessity. But (3) if those

in different nunbers are differentiated, but those in the sanme nunber
are alone undifferentiated fromone another, even so the difficulties
that follow are no less. E.g. in the 10-itself their are ten units,
and the 10 is conposed both of themand of two 5's. But since the
10-itself is not any chance nunber nor conposed of any chance 5's--or
for that matter, units--the units in this 10 nust differ. For if they
do not differ, neither will the 5 s of which the 10 consists differ
but since these differ, the units also will differ. But if they differ

will there be no other 5 s in the 10 but only these two, or will there
be others? If there are not, this is paradoxical; and if there are,
what sort of 10 will consist of then? For there is no other in the

10 but the 10 itself. But it is actually necessary on their viewthat
the 4 should not consist of any chance 2's; for the indefinite as
they say, received the definite 2 and made two 2's; for its nature
was to double what it received.

"Again, as to the 2 being an entity apart fromits two units, and

the 3 an entity apart fromits three units, howis this possible?
Either by one's sharing in the other, as 'pale man' is different from
"pale' and 'man' (for it shares in these), or when one is a differentia
of the other, as 'man' is different from'aninmal' and 'two-footed'

"Agai n, some things are one by contact, some by interni xture, sone
by position; none of which can belong to the units of which the 2

or the 3 consists; but as two nmen are not a unity apart from both,

so nmust it be with the units. And their being indivisible will make
no difference to them for points too are indivisible, but yet a pair
of themis nothing apart fromthe two.

"But this consequence also we nust not forget, that it follows that
there are prior and posterior 2 and simlarly with the other nunbers.
For let the 2's in the 4 be sinmultaneous; yet these are prior to those
in the 8 and as the 2 generated them they generated the 4's in the
8-itself. Therefore if the first 2 is an ldea, these 2's also wll

be I deas of some kind. And the same account applies to the units;
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for the units in the first 2 generate the four in 4, so that all the

units cone to be Ideas and an ldea will be conposed of Ideas. Clearly
therefore those things also of which these happen to be the |deas
will be conposite, e.g. one mght say that animls are conposed of

animals, if there are |Ideas of them

“I'n general, to differentiate the units in any way is an absurdity

and a fiction; and by a fiction | nean a forced statenent made to

suit a hypothesis. For neither in quantity nor in quality do we see
unit differing fromunit, and number mnust be either equal or unequal - al
nunber but especially that which consists of abstract units-so that

if one nunber is neither greater nor |ess than another, it is equa

to it; but things that are equal and in no wise differentiated we

take to be the sanme when we are speaking of nunbers. |If not, not even
the 2 in the 10-itself will be undifferentiated, though they are equal
for what reason will the man who alleges that they are not differentiated
be able to give?

"Again, if every unit + another unit nmakes two, a unit fromthe 2-itself
and one fromthe 3-itself will make a 2. Now (a) this will consi st

of differentiated units; and will it be prior to the 3 or posterior?

It rather seens that it nust be prior; for one of the units is sinultaneous
with the 3 and the other is simultaneous with the 2. And we, for our

part, suppose that in general 1 and 1, whether the things are equa

or unequal, is 2, e.g. the good and the bad, or a man and a horse;

but those who hold these views say that not even two units are 2.

"If the nunmber of the 3-itself is not greater than that of the 2,
this is surprising; and if it is greater, clearly there is also a
nunber in it equal to the 2, so that this is not different fromthe
2-itself. But this is not possible, if there is a first and a second
nunber .

"Nor will the Ideas be nunbers. For in this particular point they

are right who claimthat the units nmust be different, if there are

to be Ideas; as has been said before. For the Formis unique; but

if the units are not different, the 2's and the 3's also will not

be different. This is also the reason why they nust say that when

we count thus-'1,2'-we do not proceed by adding to the given nunber;
for if we do, neither will the nunbers be generated fromthe indefinite
dyad, nor can a nunber be an ldea; for then one Idea will be in another
and all Forns will be parts of one Form And so with a viewto their
hypothesis their statements are right, but as a whole they are wong;
for their viewis very destructive, since they will admit that this
question itself affords sone difficulty-whether, when we count and

say -1,2,3-we count by addition or by separate portions. But we do
both; and so it is absurd to reason back fromthis problemto so great
a difference of essence.

Part 8 "

"First of all it is well to determine what is the differentia of a
nunber-and of a unit, if it has a differentia. Units mnmust differ either
in quantity or in quality; and neither of these seens to be possible.
But number qua nunber differs in quantity. And if the units also did
differ in quantity, nunber would differ from nunber, though equa

in nunber of units. Again, are the first units greater or smaller,
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and do the later ones increase or dininish? All these are irrationa
suppositions. But neither can they differ in quality. For no attribute
can attach to them for even to nunmbers quality is said to bel ong

after quantity. Again, quality could not cone to themeither from

the 1 or the dyad; for the former has no quality, and the latter gives
quantity; for this entity is what nakes things to be many. If the

facts are really otherwi se, they should state this quite at the beginning
and deternine if possible, regarding the differentia of the unit,

why it nust exist, and, failing this, what differentia they nean.

"Evidently then, if the |ldeas are nunbers, the units cannot all be
associ abl e, nor can they be inassociable in either of the two ways.

But neither is the way in which sonme others speak about nunbers correct.
These are those who do not think there are Ideas, either without qualification
or as identified with certain nunbers, but think the objects of mathematics
exi st and the nunbers are the first of existing things, and the 1-itself

is the starting-point of them It is paradoxical that there should

be a 1 which is first of 1's, as they say, but not a 2 which is first

of 2's, nor a 3 of 3's; for the same reasoning applies to all. If,

then, the facts with regard to nunber are so, and one supposes mathematica
nunber alone to exist, the 1 is not the starting-point (for this sort

of 1 nust differ fromthe-other units; and if this is so, there nust

also be a 2 which is first of 2's, and simlarly with the other successive
nunbers). But if the 1 is the starting-point, the truth about the

nunbers must rather be what Plato used to say, and there nust be a

first 2 and 3 and numbers nust not be associable with one another

But if on the other hand one supposes this, nmany inpossible results,

as we have said, follow But either this or the other nust be the

case, so that if neither is, number cannot exist separately.

"It is evident, also, fromthis that the third version is the worst, -the
vi ew i deal and mathenatical nunber is the same. For two mi stakes nust
then nmeet in the one opinion. (1) Mathenmatical nunmber cannot be of

this sort, but the holder of this view has to spin it out by neking
suppositions peculiar to hinself. And (2) he nmust also admit all the
consequences that confront those who speak of number in the sense

of 'Forns'.

"The Pyt hagorean version in one way affords fewer difficulties than

t hose before naned, but in another way has others peculiar to itself.
For not thinking of number as capable of existing separately renpves
many of the inpossible consequences; but that bodi es should be conposed
of nunbers, and that this should be mathematical nunber, is inpossible.
For it is not true to speak of indivisible spatial magnitudes; and
however much there night be magnitudes of this sort, units at |east
have not magni tude; and how can a magni tude be conposed of indivisibles?
But arithnetical nunber, at |east, consists of units, while these

t hi nkers identify nunber with real things; at any rate they apply

their propositions to bodies as if they consisted of those nunbers.

"If, then, it is necessary, if nunber is a self-subsistent real thing,
that it should exist in one of these ways which have been nentioned,
and if it cannot exist in any of these, evidently nunber has no such
nature as those who nmake it separable set up for it.

"Agai n, does each unit come fromthe great and the small, equalized,
or one fromthe small, another fromthe great? (a) If the latter
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neither does each thing contain all the elenments, nor are the units

wi t hout difference; for in one there is the great and in another the
small, which is contrary in its nature to the great. Again, howis

it with the units in the 3-itself? One of themis an odd unit. But
perhaps it is for this reason that they give 1-itself the mddle place
in odd nunbers. (b) But if each of the two units consists of both

the great and the small, equalized, howw Il the 2 which is a single
thing, consist of the great and the snmall? O howwll it differ from
the unit? Again, the unit is prior to the 2; for when it is destroyed
the 2 is destroyed. It must, then, be the lIdea of an Idea since it

is prior to an Idea, and it nust have come into being before it. From
what, then? Not fromthe indefinite dyad, for its function was to
doubl e.

"Agai n, number nust be either infinite or finite; for these thinkers
thi nk of nunber as capabl e of existing separately, so that it is not
possi bl e that neither of those alternatives should be true. Clearly

it cannot be infinite; for infinite number is neither odd nor even,

but the generation of nunbers is always the generation either of an

odd or of an even nunber; in one way, when 1 operates on an even number,
an odd nunber is produced; in another way, when 2 operates, the nunbers
got from 1 by doubling are produced; in another way, when the odd
nunbers operate, the other even nunbers are produced. Again, if every
Idea is an I dea of sonething, and the nunbers are ldeas, infinite
nunber itself will be an Idea of sonething, either of sone sensible
thing or of sonething else. Yet this is not possible in view of their
thesis any nore than it is reasonable in itself, at least if they
arrange the Ideas as they do.

"But if nunmber is finite, how far does it go? Wth regard to this

not only the fact but the reason should be stated. But if nunber goes
only up to 10 as some say, firstly the Forms will soon run short;

e.g. if 3 is man-hinself, what nunber will be the horse-itself? The
series of the nunbers which are the several things-thensel ves goes

up to 10. It nust, then, be one of the nunbers within these lints;

for it is these that are substances and |deas. Yet they will run short;
for the various forns of animal will outnunmber them At the same tinme
it is clear that if inthis way the 3 is man-hinmself, the other 3's
are so also (for those in identical nunbers are simlar), so that

there will be an infinite nunmber of men; if each 3 is an ldea, each

of the nunbers will be man-hinself, and if not, they will at |east

be men. And if the smaller nunber is part of the greater (being nunber
of such a sort that the units in the same nunber are associable),

then if the 4-itself is an Idea of sonething, e.g. of 'horse' or of
"white', man will be a part of horse, if man is It is paradoxica

al so that there should be an Idea of 10 but not of 11, nor of the
succeedi ng nunmbers. Again, there both are and cone to be certain things
of which there are no Forns; why, then, are there not Forms of them

al so? W infer that the Fornms are not causes. Again, it is paradoxical-if
the nunber series up to 10 is nore of a real thing and a Formthan

10 itself. There is no generation of the fornmer as one thing, and
there is of the latter. But they try to work on the assunption that

the series of nunbers up to 10 is a conplete series. At |east they
generate the derivatives-e.g. the void, proportion, the odd, and the
others of this kind-within the decade. For sone things, e.g. novenent
and rest, good and bad, they assign to the originative principles,

and the others to the nunbers. This is why they identify the odd with
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1; for if the odd inplied 3 how would 5 be odd? Again, spatial magnitudes
and all such things are explained w thout going beyond a definite

nunber; e.g. the first, the indivisible, line, then the 2 &c.; these
entities also extend only up to 10.

"Again, if nunber can exist separately, one m ght ask which is prior-
1, or 3 or 2? Inasnmuch as the nunber is conposite, 1 is prior, but

i nasmuch as the universal and the formis prior, the nunber is prior
for each of the units is part of the nunber as its matter, and the
nunber acts as form And in a sense the right angle is prior to the
acute, because it is determnate and in virtue of its definition

but in a sense the acute is prior, because it is a part and the right
angle is divided into acute angles. As matter, then, the acute angle
and the element and the unit are prior, but in respect of the form
and of the substance as expressed in the definition, the right angle,
and the whol e consisting of the nmatter and the form are prior; for
the concrete thing is nearer to the formand to what is expressed

in the definition, though in generation it is later. How then is 1
the starting-point? Because it is not divisiable, they say; but both
the universal, and the particular or the elenment, are indivisible.
But they are starting-points in different ways, one in definition
and the other in time. In which way, then, is 1 the starting-point?
As has been said, the right angle is thought to be prior to the acute,
and the acute to the right, and each is one. Accordingly they nmake

1 the starting-point in both ways. But this is inpossible. For the
uni versal is one as formor substance, while the elenent is one as

a part or as matter. For each of the two is in a sense one-in truth
each of the two units exists potentially (at least if the nunber is

a unity and not like a heap, i.e. if different nunbers consist of
differentiated units, as they say), but not in conplete reality; and
the cause of the error they fell into is that they were conducting

their inquiry at the sane time fromthe standpoint of mathematics
and fromthat of universal definitions, so that (1) fromthe forner
standpoint they treated unity, their first principle, as a point;

for the unit is a point without position. They put things together
out of the smallest parts, as sone others al so have done. Therefore
the unit beconmes the matter of nunbers and at the sane tinme prior

to 2; and again posterior, 2 being treated as a whole, a unity, and
a form But (2) because they were seeking the universal they treated
the unity which can be predicated of a nunber, as in this sense al so
a part of the nunber. But these characteristics cannot belong at the
same time to the sane thing.

"If the 1-itself must be unitary (for it differs in nothing from other
1's except that it is the starting-point), and the 2 is divisible

but the unit is not, the unit nust be liker the 1-itself than the

2 is. But if the unit is liker it, it nust be liker to the unit than
to the 2; therefore each of the units in 2 nust be prior to the 2.

But they deny this; at |least they generate the 2 first. Again, if

the 2-itself is a unity and the 3-itself is one also, both forma

2. Fromwhat, then, is this 2 produced?

Part 9
"Since there is not contact in nunbers, but succession, viz. between

the units between which there is nothing, e.g. between those in 2
or in 3 one m ght ask whether these succeed the 1-itself or not, and
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whet her, of the terns that succeed it, 2 or either of the units in
2 is prior.

"Simlar difficulties occur with regard to the classes of things posterior
to nunber,-the line, the plane, and the solid. For some construct

these out of the species of the 'great and small'; e.g. lines from

the 'l ong and short', planes fromthe 'broad and narrow , nasses from

the 'deep and shallow ; which are species of the 'great and small'.

And the originative principle of such things which answers to the

1 different thinkers describe in different ways, And in these al so

the inmpossibilities, the fictions, and the contradictions of all probability
are seen to be innumerable. For (i) geonetrical classes are severed

from one another, unless the principles of these are inplied in one

anot her in such a way that the 'broad and narrow is also 'long and

short' (but if this is so, the plane will be line and the solid a

pl ane; again, how will angles and figures and such things be explained?).
And (ii) the sane happens as in regard to nunber; for 'long and short',
&c., are attributes of magnitude, but nmagnitude does not consist of

t hese, any nore than the line consists of 'straight and curved', or

solids of 'smooth and rough'.

"(Al'l these views share a difficulty which occurs with regard to speci es-of-a-
genus,

when one posits the universals, viz. whether it is animal-itself or

sonmet hing other than animal-itself that is in the particular animal.

True, if the universal is not separable from sensible things, this

will present no difficulty; but if the 1 and the nunbers are separable

as those who express these views say, it is not easy to solve the

difficulty, if one may apply the words 'not easy' to the inpossible.

For when we apprehend the unity in 2, or in general in a nunber, do

we apprehend a thing-itself or sonething el se?).

"Sonme, then, generate spatial nagnitudes frommatter of this sort,

others fromthe point -and the point is thought by themto be not

1 but something like 1-and fromother matter like plurality, but not

identical with it; about which principles none the less the sanme difficulties
occur. For if the matter is one, line and plane-and soli will be the

same; for fromthe sanme elenents will cone one and the same thing

But if the matters are nore than one, and there is one for the line

and a second for the plane and another for the solid, they either

are inplied in one another or not, so that the sane results will follow
even so; for either the plane will not contain a line or it will he
a line.

"Agai n, how nunmber can consist of the one and plurality, they nmake

no attenpt to explain; but however they express thenselves, the sane

obj ections arise as confront those who construct nunber out of the

one and the indefinite dyad. For the one view generates nunber from

the universally predicated plurality, and not froma particular plurality;
and the other generates it froma particular plurality, but the first;
for 2 is said to be a '"first plurality'. Therefore there is practically
no di fference, but the same difficulties will follow -is it intermxture
or position or blending or generation? and so on. Above all one m ght
press the question 'if each unit is one, what does it conme fron®'
Certainly each is not the one-itself. It nust, then, cone fromthe

one itself and plurality, or a part of plurality. To say that the

unit is a plurality is inpossible, for it is indivisible; and to generate
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it froma part of plurality involves many other objections; for (a)
each of the parts nmust be indivisible (or it will be a plurality and
the unit will be divisible) and the elenents will not be the one and
plurality; for the single units do not conme fromplurality and the

one. Again, (,the holder of this view does nothing but presuppose

anot her nunber; for his plurality of indivisibles is a nunber. Again,
we nmust inquire, in view of this theory al so, whether the nunber is
infinite or finite. For there was at first, as it seems, a plurality
that was itself finite, fromwhich and fromthe one cones the finite
nunber of units. And there is another plurality that is plurality-itself
and infinite plurality; which sort of plurality, then, is the el enent
whi ch co-operates with the one? One mght inquire simlarly about

the point, i.e. the elenment out of which they make spatial nagnitudes.
For surely this is not the one and only point; at any rate, then

| et them say out of what each of the points is fornmed. Certainly not

of sone distance + the point-itself. Nor again can there be indivisible
parts of a distance, as the elenments out of which the units are said

to be made are indivisible parts of plurality; for number consists

of indivisibles, but spatial magnitudes do not.

"Al'l these objections, then, and others of the sort make it evident

t hat number and spatial magnitudes cannot exist apart fromthings.
Agai n, the discord about nunbers between the various versions is a

sign that it is the incorrectness of the alleged facts thensel ves

that brings confusion into the theories. For those who neke the objects
of mat hermatics al one exi st apart from sensible things, seeing the
difficulty about the Forns and their fictitiousness, abandoned idea
nunber and posited mathematical. But those who wi shed to make the

Forms at the sane tinme also nunbers, but did not see, if one assuned
these principles, how mat hemati cal nunber was to exist apart from

i deal , made ideal and mathematical number the same-in words, since

in fact mathemati cal nunber has been destroyed; for they state hypot heses
peculiar to thenselves and not those of nathematics. And he who first
supposed that the Forms exist and that the Forns are nunbers and that
the objects of mathematics exist, naturally separated the two. Therefore
it turns out that all of themare right in some respect, but on the
whol e not right. And they thenselves confirmthis, for their statenents
do not agree but conflict. The cause is that their hypotheses and

their principles are false. And it is hard to nmake a good case out

of bad materials, according to Epicharnus: 'as soon as 'tis said,

'"tis seen to be wong.'

"But regarding nunbers the questions we have raised and the concl usi ons
we have reached are sufficient (for while he who is already convinced

m ght be further convinced by a | onger discussion, one not yet convinced
woul d not conme any nearer to conviction); regarding the first principles
and the first causes and el enents, the views expressed by those who

di scuss only sensi bl e substance have been partly stated in our works

on nature, and partly do not belong to the present inquiry; but the

vi ews of those who assert that there are other substances besides

the sensi bl e nmust be considered next after those we have been nentioning.
Since, then, some say that the lIdeas and the nunbers are such substances,
and that the elenents of these are elements and principles of rea

thi ngs, we must inquire regarding these what they say and in what

sense they say it.

"Those who posit nunbers only, and these mathematical, nust be considered
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| ater; but as regards those who believe in the |deas one m ght survey
at the sanme tinme their way of thinking and the difficulty into which
they fall. For they at the sanme tinme make the |deas universal and

again treat them as separable and as individuals. That this is not
possi bl e has been argued before. The reason why those who descri bed
their substances as universal conbined these two characteristics in

one thing, is that they did not nmake substances identical with sensible
things. They thought that the particulars in the sensible world were

a state of flux and none of themremained, but that the universa

was apart fromthese and sonething different. And Socrates gave the

i mpul se to this theory, as we said in our earlier discussion, by reason
of his definitions, but he did not separate universals fromindividuals;
and in this he thought rightly, in not separating them This is plain
fromthe results; for without the universal it is not possible to

get know edge, but the separation is the cause of the objections that
arise with regard to the Ideas. H's successors, however, treating

it as necessary, if there are to be any substances besides the sensible
and transi ent substances, that they nust be separable, had no others,
but gave separate existence to these universally predicated substances,
so that it followed that universals and individuals were al nost the
same sort of thing. This in itself, then, would be one difficulty

in the view we have nenti oned.

Part 10 "

"Let us now nmention a point which presents a certain difficulty both

to those who believe in the Ideas and to those who do not, and which

was stated before, at the beginning, anong the problenms. If we do

not suppose substances to be separate, and in the way in which individua
things are said to be separate, we shall destroy substance in the

sense in which we understand 'substance'; but if we conceive substances

to be separable, how are we to conceive their elenments and their principles?

"If they are individual and not universal, (a) real things will be
just of the same nunber as the el enents, and (b) the elements will

not be knowable. For (a) let the syllables in speech be substances,
and their elements elenents of substances; then there nust be only
one 'ba' and one of each of the syllables, since they are not universa
and the same in formbut each is one in nunber and a 'this' and not

a kind possessed of a common nane (and again they suppose that the
"just what a thing is' is in each case one). And if the syllables

are unique, so too are the parts of which they consist; there wll

not, then, be nore a's than one, nor nore than one of any of the other
el enents, on the sanme principle on which an identical syllable cannot
exist in the plural nunber. But if this is so, there will not be other
t hi ngs existing besides the elements, but only the el enents.

"(b) Again, the elenents will not be even knowable; for they are not

uni versal, and know edge is of universals. This is clear from denonstrations
and fromdefinitions; for we do not conclude that this triangle has

its angles equal to two right angles, unless every triangle has its

angl es equal to two right angles, nor that this nman is an ani mal,

unl ess every nman is an ani nal.

"But if the principles are universal, either the substances conposed

of them are al so universal, or non-substance will be prior to substance
for the universal is not a substance, but the element or principle
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is universal, and the elenment or principle is prior to the things
of which it is the principle or elenent.

"All these difficulties follow naturally, when they nake the |deas

out of elenments and at the sane tine claimthat apart fromthe substances
whi ch have the sane formthere are lIdeas, a single separate entity.

But if, e.g. in the case of the elenents of speech, the a's and the

b's may quite well be many and there need be no a-itself and b-itself
besi des the nmany, there may be, so far as this goes, an infinite nunber
of simlar syllables. The statement that an know edge is universal

so that the principles of things nust also be universal and not separate
subst ances, presents indeed, of all the points we have mentioned,

the greatest difficulty, but yet the statenent is in a sense true,
although in a sense it is not. For know edge, like the verb '"to know ,
means two things, of which one is potential and one actual. The potency,
being, as matter, universal and indefinite, deals with the universa

and indefinite; but the actuality, being definite, deals with a definite
object, being a '"this', it deals with a "this'. But per accidens sight
sees uni versal colour, because this individual colour which it sees

is colour; and this individual a which the grammrian investigates

is an a. For if the principles nust be universal, what is derived
fromthem nust al so be universal, as in denonstrations; and if this

is so, there will be nothing capable of separate existence-i.e. no
substance. But evidently in a sense know edge is universal, and in

a sense it is not.

BOOK XI'V

Part 1

"REGARDI NG t hi s kind of substance, what we have said nust be taken

as sufficient. Al philosophers nake the first principles contraries:

as in natural things, so also in the case of unchangeabl e substances.

But since there cannot be anything prior to the first principle of

all things, the principle cannot be the principle and yet be an attribute
of sonething else. To suggest this is |ike saying that the white is

a first principle, not qua anything el se but qua white, but yet that

it is predicable of a subject, i.e. that its being white presupposes

its being sonmething else; this is absurd, for then that subject will

be prior. But all things which are generated fromtheir contraries

i nvol ve an underlying subject; a subject, then, nust be present in

the case of contraries, if anywhere. Al contraries, then, are always
predi cabl e of a subject, and none can exist apart, but just as appearances
suggest that there is nothing contrary to substance, argument confirns
this. No contrary, then, is the first principle of all things in the

full sense; the first principle is sonething different.

"But these thinkers nmake one of the contraries matter, sone making

t he unequal which they take to be the essence of plurality-matter
for the One, and others making plurality natter for the One. (The
former generate nunbers out of the dyad of the unequal, i.e. of the
great and small, and the other thinker we have referred to generates
them out of plurality, while according to both it is generated by
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t he essence of the One.) For even the phil osopher who says the unequa

and the One are the elenments, and the unequal is a dyad conposed of

the great and small, treats the unequal, or the great and the small,

as being one, and does not draw the distinction that they are one

in definition, but not in nunber. But they do not describe rightly

even the principles which they call elenents, for some nanme the great

and the small with the One and treat these three as el ements of nunbers,
two being matter, one the formi while others nanme the many and few,
because the great and the small are nore appropriate in their nature

to magni tude than to nunber; and others name rather the universa
character conmmon to these-'that which exceeds and that which is exceeded
None of these varieties of opinion makes any difference to speak of,

in view of sone of the consequences; they affect only the abstract

obj ections, which these thinkers take care to avoid because the denobnstrations
they thensel ves offer are abstract,-with this exception, that if the
exceedi ng and the exceeded are the principles, and not the great and

the small, consistency requires that nunber should come fromthe el enents
before does; for nunber is nore universal than as the exceedi ng and

t he exceeded are nore universal than the great and the small. But

as it is, they say one of these things but do not say the other. OQhers
oppose the different and the other to the One, and others oppose plurality
to the One. But if, as they claim things consist of contraries, and

to the One either there is nothing contrary, or if there is to be
anything it is plurality, and the unequal is contrary to the equal

and the different to the sane, and the other to the thing itself,

t hose who oppose the One to plurality have nost claimto plausibility,

but even their view is inadequate, for the One would on their view

be a few, for plurality is opposed to fewness, and the many to the

few.

"' The one' evidently nmeans a neasure. And in every case there is sone
underlying thing with a distinct nature of its own, e.g. in the scale
a quarter-tone, in spatial magnitude a finger or a foot or sonething
of the sort, in rhythns a beat or a syllable; and simlarly in gravity
it is a definite weight; and in the sane way in all cases, in qualities
a quality, in quantities a quantity (and the neasure is indivisible,
in the former case in kind, and in the latter to the sense); which
implies that the one is not in itself the substance of anything. And
this is reasonable; for '"the one' means the neasure of sone plurality,
and 'nunber' neans a measured plurality and a plurality of neasures.
(Thus it is natural that one is not a nunber; for the neasure is not
measures, but both the neasure and the one are starting-points.) The
measure must always be sonme identical thing predicable of all the
things it neasures, e.g. if the things are horses, the neasure is

"horse', and if they are nmen, 'man'. |f they are a nan, a horse, and
a god, the neasure is perhaps 'living being', and the nunmber of them
will be a number of living beings. If the things are 'man' and ' pal e’

and 'wal king', these will scarcely have a number, because all bel ong
to a subject which is one and the sanme in nunber, yet the nunber of
these will be a number of 'kinds' or of some such term

"Those who treat the unequal as one thing, and the dyad as an indefinite
conmpound of great and small, say what is very far from bei ng probable

or possible. For (a) these are nodifications and accidents, rather

t han substrata, of nunbers and magnitudes-the many and few of nunber,
and the great and snmall of magnitude-like even and odd, smooth and
rough, straight and curved. Again, (b) apart fromthis nistake, the
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great and the small, and so on, nust be relative to sonething; but

what is relative is least of all things a kind of entity or substance,
and is posterior to quality and quantity; and the relative is an accident
of quantity, as was said, not its matter, since sonething with a distinct
nature of its own nust serve as matter both to the relative in genera
and to its parts and kinds. For there is nothing either great or snall,
many or few, or, in general, relative to sonmething else, which wthout
having a nature of its own is many or few, great or small, or relative
to something else. A sign that the relative is least of all a substance
and a real thing is the fact that it alone has no proper generation

or destruction or novenent, as in respect of quantity there is increase
and dimnution, in respect of quality alteration, in respect of place

| oconotion, in respect of substance sinple generation and destruction
In respect of relation there is no proper change; for, w thout changing,
athing will be now greater and now | ess or equal, if that with which
it is conmpared has changed in quantity. And (c) the matter of each
thing, and therefore of substance, nust be that which is potentially

of the nature in question; but the relative is neither potentially

nor actually substance. It is strange, then, or rather inpossible,

to make not-substance an element in, and prior to, substance; for

all the categories are posterior to substance. Again, (d) elenents

are not predicated of the things of which they are el enments, but many
and few are predicated both apart and together of nunber, and | ong

and short of the line, and both broad and narrow apply to the plane.

If there is a plurality, then, of which the one term viz. few, is

al ways predicated, e.g. 2 (which cannot be many, for if it were many,

1 would be few), there nust be al so one which is absolutely many,

e.g. 10 is many (if there is no nunmber which is greater than 10),

or 10, 000. How then, in view of this, can number consist of few and
many? Either both ought to be predicated of it, or neither; but in

fact only the one or the other is predicated.

Part 2 "

"We nust inquire generally, whether eternal things can consist of

el enments. |If they do, they will have matter; for everything that consists
of elenments is conposite. Since, then, even if a thing exists for

ever, out of that of which it consists it would necessarily al so,

if it had come into being, have cone into being, and since everything
cones to be what it cones to be out of that which is it potentially

(for it could not have cone to be out of that which had not this capacity,
nor could it consist of such elenents), and since the potential can

be either actual or not,-this being so, however everl asting nunber

or anything else that has matter is, it nmust be capable of not existing,
just as that which is any nunber of years old is as capable of not
existing as that which is a day old; if this is capable of not existing,
so is that which has lasted for a time so long that it has no limt.

They cannot, then, be eternal, since that which is capable of not
existing is not eternal, as we had occasion to show in anot her context.

If that which we are now saying is true universally-that no substance

is eternal unless it is actuality-and if the elenments are natter that
underl i es substance, no eternal substance can have el enents present

init, of which it consists.

"There are sone who describe the el enent which acts with the One as

an indefinite dyad, and object to 'the unequal', reasonably enough
because of the ensuing difficulties; but they have got rid only of
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t hose objections which inevitably arise fromthe treatnent of the
unequal, i.e. the relative, as an element; those which arise apart
fromthis opinion nust confront even these thinkers, whether it is

i deal nunber, or mathematical, that they construct out of those el enents.

"There are many causes which led themoff into these expl anations,

and especially the fact that they framed the difficulty in an obsol ete
form For they thought that all things that are woul d be one (viz.
Being itself), if one did not join issue with and refute the saying

of Parneni des: "

"'For never will this he proved, that things that are not are.’

"They thought it necessary to prove that that which is not is; for
only thus-of that which is and sonmething el se-could the things that
are be conposed, if they are many.

"But, first, if 'being' has nany senses (for it means sonetines substance
sonetinmes that it is of a certain quality, sometimes that it is of

a certain quantity, and at other tinmes the other categories), what

sort of 'one', then, are all the things that are, if non-being is

to be supposed not to be? Is it the substances that are one, or the

affections and simlarly the other categories as well, or all together-so
that the '"this' and the 'such' and the 'so nuch' and the other categories
that indicate each sone one class of being will all be one? But it

is strange, or rather inpossible, that the comng into play of a single
thing should bring it about that part of that which is is a "this',
part a 'such', part a 'so nmuch', part a 'here’

"Secondly, of what sort of non-being and being do the things that

are consist? For 'nonbeing' also has many senses, since 'being' has;

and 'not being a man' neans not being a certain substance, 'not being
straight' not being of a certain quality, 'not being three cubits

I ong' not being of a certain quantity. What sort of being and non-being,
then, by their union pluralize the things that are? This thinker neans
by the non-being the union of which with being pluralizes the things
that are, the false and the character of falsity. This is also why

it used to be said that we must assune sonething that is false, as
geoneters assune the line which is not a foot long to be a foot |ong.
But this cannot be so. For neither do geoneters assume anything fal se
(for the enunciation is extraneous to the inference), nor is it non-being
in this sense that the things that are are generated fromor resol ved
into. But since 'non-being' taken in its various cases has as nmany
senses as there are categories, and besides this the false is said

not to be, and so is the potential, it is fromthis that generation
proceeds, man from that which is not man but potentially man, and

white fromthat which is not white but potentially white, and this

whet her it is sonme one thing that is generated or many.

"The question evidently is, how being, in the sense of 'the substances',
is many; for the things that are generated are nunbers and |ines and
bodies. Now it is strange to inquire how being in the sense of the
"what' is many, and not how either qualities or quantities are many.

For surely the indefinite dyad or 'the great and the small' is not

a reason why there should be two kinds of white or many col ours or
flavours or shapes; for then these al so woul d be nunmbers and units.
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But if they had attacked these other categories, they would have seen
the cause of the plurality in substances also; for the same thing

or sonet hing anal ogous is the cause. This aberration is the reason

al so why in seeking the opposite of being and the one, from which
with being and the one the things that are proceed, they posited the
relative term (i.e. the unequal), which is neither the contrary nor
the contradictory of these, and is one kind of being as 'what' and
quality also are

"They shoul d have asked this question also, howrelative terns are
many and not one. But as it is, they inquire how there are many units
besides the first 1, but do not go on to inquire how there are many
unequal s besides the unequal. Yet they use them and speak of great
and small, many and few (from whi ch proceed nunbers), |ong and short
(fromwhich proceeds the line), broad and narrow (from whi ch proceeds
the plane), deep and shallow (from which proceed solids); and they
speak of yet nore kinds of relative term What is the reason, then
why there is a plurality of these?

"It is necessary, then, as we say, to presuppose for each thing that
which is it potentially; and the hol der of these views further declared
what that is which is potentially a "this' and a substance but is

not in itself being-viz. that it is the relative (as if he had said
"the qualitative'), which is neither potentially the one or being,

nor the negation of the one nor of being, but one anpbng bei ngs. And

it was nmuch nore necessary, as we said, if he was inquiring how beings
are many, not to inquire about those in the same category-how there
are many substances or many qualities-but how beings as a whole are
many; for some are substances, sonme nodifications, some relations.

In the categories other than substance there is yet another problem

i nvol ved in the existence of plurality. Since they are not separable
from substances, qualities and quantities are many just because their
substratum becones and is many; yet there ought to be a matter for
each category; only it cannot be separable from substances. But in

the case of 'thises', it is possible to explain howthe '"this' is

many things, unless a thing is to be treated as both a 'this' and

a general character. The difficulty arising fromthe facts about substances

is rather this, how there are actually many substances and not one.

"But further, if the "this' and the quantitative are not the sane,

we are not told how and why the things that are are nany, but how
gquantities are many. For all 'nunber' means a quantity, and so does

the "unit', unless it neans a measure or the quantitatively indivisible.
If, then, the quantitative and the 'what' are different, we are not

told whence or how the "what' is many; but if any one says they are

the sane, he has to face many inconsistencies.

"One mght fix one's attention also on the question, regarding the
nunmbers, what justifies the belief that they exist. To the believer
in Ideas they provide sone sort of cause for existing things, since
each nunber is an Idea, and the Idea is to other things sonehow or

ot her the cause of their being; for let this supposition be granted
them But as for himwho does not hold this view because he sees the
i nherent objections to the lIdeas (so that it is not for this reason
that he posits nunbers), but who posits mathematical nunber, why nust
we believe his statenent that such nunber exists, and of what use

i s such nunber to other things? Neither does he who says it exists
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maintain that it is the cause of anything (he rather says it is a

thing existing by itself), nor is it observed to be the cause of anything;
for the theorens of arithmeticians will all be found true even of

sensi bl e things, as was said before.

Part 3 "

"As for those, then, who suppose the Ideas to exist and to be nunbers,
by their assunption in virtue of the nmethod of setting out each term
apart fromits instances-of the unity of each general termthey try

at |l east to explain sonehow why number nust exist. Since their reasons,
however, are neither conclusive nor in thenselves possible, one must
not, for these reasons at |east, assert the existence of nunmber. Again,
t he Pythagoreans, because they saw many attributes of nunbers bel ongi ng
te sensible bodies, supposed real things to be nunbers-not separable
nunbers, however, but nunmbers of which real things consist. But why?
Because the attributes of nunbers are present in a nusical scale and

in the heavens and in many other things. Those, however, who say that
mat hemat i cal nunber al one exi sts cannot according to their hypot heses
say anything of this sort, but it used to be urged that these sensible
t hi ngs could not be the subject of the sciences. But we maintain that
they are, as we said before. And it is evident that the objects of

mat hemati cs do not exist apart; for if they existed apart their attributes
woul d not have been present in bodies. Now the Pythagoreans in this
poi nt are open to no objection; but in that they construct natura
bodi es out of nunbers, things that have |ightness and wei ght out of
things that have not weight or |ightness, they seemto speak of another
heaven and ot her bodi es, not of the sensible. But those who nake nunber
separabl e assune that it both exists and is separabl e because the

axi ons woul d not be true of sensible things, while the statenments

of mathematics are true and 'greet the soul'; and simlarly with the
spati al magnitudes of mathematics. It is evident, then, both that
the rival theory will say the contrary of this, and that the difficulty

we raised just now, why if nunbers are in no way present in sensible
things their attributes are present in sensible things, has to be
sol ved by those who hold these views.

"There are sonme who, because the point is the limt and extrenme of

the Iine, the line of the plane, and the plane of the solid, think
there nmust be real things of this sort. W must therefore exam ne

this argunent too, and see whether it is not remarkably weak. For

(i) extrenes are not substances, but rather all these things are linmts.
For even wal ki ng, and novenent in general, has a limt, so that on
their theory this will be a "this' and a substance. But that is absurd.
Not but what (ii) even if they are substances, they will all be the
substances of the sensible things in this world; for it is to these
that the argunment applied. Way then should they be capabl e of existing
apart?

"Again, if we are not too easily satisfied, we may, regarding al

nunber and the objects of mathematics, press this difficulty, that

they contribute nothing to one another, the prior to the posterior

for if nunmber did not exist, none the |less spatial nmagnitudes would
exi st for those who maintain the exi stence of the objects of mathematics
only, and if spatial magnitudes did not exist, soul and sensible bodies
woul d exist. But the observed facts show that nature is not a series

of episodes, like a bad tragedy. As for the believers in the |deas,
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this difficulty misses them for they construct spatial magnitudes

out of matter and nunber, |ines out of the nunber planes doubtless

out of solids out of or they use other nunbers, which nmakes no difference.
But will these magni tudes be |deas, or what is their manner of existence,
and what do they contribute to things? These contribute nothing, as

the objects of mathematics contri bute nothing. But not even is any
theoremtrue of them unless we want to change the objects of nmathematics
and i nvent doctrines of our own. But it is not hard to assume any

random hypot heses and spin out a |long string of conclusions. These

t hi nkers, then, are wwong in this way, in wanting to unite the objects

of mathematics with the Ideas. And those who first posited two kinds

of nunber, that of the Forns and that which is mathematical, neither

have said nor can say how mat hemati cal nunber is to exist and of what

it is to consist. For they place it between ideal and sensible nunber.

If (i) it consists of the great and small, it will be the sane as

the ot her-ideal -nunber (he nmakes spatial nagnitudes out of sone other
small and great). And if (ii) he nanes sone other elenment, he wll

be making his elenents rather many. And if the principle of each of

the two kinds of nunmber is a 1, unity will be sonmething common to

t hese, and we nust inquire how the one is these many things, while

at the sane tinme number, according to him cannot be generated except
fromone and an i ndefinite dyad.

“"Al'l this is absurd, and conflicts both with itself and with the
probabilities,

and we seemto see in it Sinonides 'long rigmarole' for the long rigmarole
conmes into play, |like those of slaves, when nmen have nothing sound

to say. And the very elenents-the great and the small-seemto cry

out against the violence that is done to them for they cannot in

any way generate nunbers other than those got from1 by doubling.

"It is strange also to attribute generation to things that are eternal
or rather this is one of the things that are inpossible. There need
be no doubt whet her the Pythagoreans attribute generation to them

or not; for they say plainly that when the one had been constructed,
whet her out of planes or of surface or of seed or of elenents which

t hey cannot express, imrediately the nearest part of the unlimted
began to be constrained and limted by the limt. But since they are
constructing a world and wi sh to speak the | anguage of natural science,
it is fair to make sonme examni nation of their physical theorics, but
to let themoff fromthe present inquiry; for we are investigating
the principles at work in unchangeable things, so that it is nunbers
of this kind whose genesis we nust study.

Part 4

"These thinkers say there is no generation of the odd nunber, which
evidently inplies that there is generation of the even; and some present
the even as produced first from unequal s-the great and the small -when
these are equalized. The inequality, then, nust belong to them before
they are equalized. If they had al ways been equalized, they would

not have been unequal before; for there is nothing before that which

is always. Therefore evidently they are not giving their account of

the generation of nunbers nmerely to assist contenplation of their
nat ur e.

"Adifficulty, and a reproach to any one who finds it no difficulty,
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are contained in the question how the el enents and the principles

are related to the good and the beautiful; the difficulty is this,

whet her any of the elenments is such a thing as we nean by the good
itself and the best, or this is not so, but these are later in origin
than the el enments. The theol ogi ans seemto agree with sone thinkers

of the present day, who answer the question in the negative, and say
that both the good and the beautiful appear in the nature of things
only when that nature has nade sonme progress. (This they do to avoid

a real objection which confronts those who say, as sone do, that the
one is a first principle. The objection arises not fromtheir ascribing
goodness to the first principle as an attribute, but fromtheir making
the one a principle-and a principle in the sense of an el enment-and
generating nunber fromthe one.) The old poets agree with this inasmuch
as they say that not those who are first in tinme, e.g. N ght and Heaven
or Chaos or Ccean, reign and rule, but Zeus. These poets, however,

are led to speak thus only because they think of the rulers of the
worl d as changi ng; for those of them who conmbi ne the two characters

in that they do not use nythical |anguage throughout, e.g. Pherecydes
and sonme ot hers, make the original generating agent the Best, and

so do the Magi, and sone of the |later sages also, e.g. both Enmpedocles
and Anaxagoras, of whom one nade |ove an el ement, and the other nade
reason a principle. O those who maintain the existence of the unchangeabl e
subst ances sone say the One itself is the good itself; but they thought
its substance lay mainly in its unity.

"This, then, is the problem-which of the two ways of speaking is

right. It would be strange if to that which is primary and eterna

and nost self-sufficient this very quality--self-sufficiency and self-
mai nt enance- - bel ongs

primarily in sone other way than as a good. But indeed it can be for

no ot her reason indestructible or self-sufficient than because its
nature is good. Therefore to say that the first principle is good

is probably correct; but that this principle should be the One or

if not that, at least an elenent, and an el enent of nunbers, is inpossible.
Power ful objections arise, to avoid which sone have given up the theory
(viz. those who agree that the One is a first principle and el ement,

but only of mathenmatical nunmber). For on this view all the units becone
i dentical with species of good, and there is a great profusion of

goods. Again, if the Forns are nunbers, all the Forns are identica

with species of good. But |let a man assune |deas of anything he pleases.

If these are Ideas only of goods, the Ideas will not be substances;
but if the Ideas are also |deas of substances, all animals and plants
and all individuals that share in Ideas will be good.

"These absurdities follow, and it also follows that the contrary el enent,
whether it is plurality or the unequal, i.e. the great and small

is the bad-itself. (Hence one thinker avoided attaching the good to

the One, because it would necessarily follow, since generation is
fromcontraries, that badness is the fundanental nature of plurality;
while others say inequality is the nature of the bad.) It foll ows,

then, that all things partake of the bad except one--the One itself,

and that nunbers partake of it in a nore undiluted formthan spatia

magni tudes, and that the bad is the space in which the good is realized,
and that it partakes in and desires that which tends to destroy it;

for contrary tends to destroy contrary. And if, as we were saying,

the matter is that which is potentially each thing, e.g. that of actua
fire is that which is potentially fire, the bad will be just the potentially
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good.

"All these objections, then, follow, partly because they make every
principle an elenent, partly because they nmake contraries principles,
partly because they make the One a principle, partly because they
treat the nunbers as the first substances, and as capable of existing
apart, and as Forns.

Part 5 "

"If, then, it is equally inpossible not to put the good anong the

first principles and to put it ampng themin this way, evidently the
principles are not being correctly described, nor are the first substances.
Nor does any one conceive the matter correctly if he conpares the
principles of the universe to that of aninmals and plants, on the ground
that the nore conplete always cones fromthe indefinite and i nconpl ete-which
is what leads this thinker to say that this is also true of the first
principles of reality, so that the One itself is not even an existing
thing. This is incorrect, for even in this world of aninmals and plants

the principles fromwhich these cone are conplete; for it is a man

that produces a man, and the seed is not first.

"It is out of place, also, to generate place sinultaneously with the
mat hemati cal solids (for place is peculiar to the individual things,
and hence they are separate in place; but mathematical objects are
nowhere), and to say that they nmust be sonmewhere, but not say what
kind of thing their place is.

"Those who say that existing things cone fromelenents and that the

first of existing things are the nunbers, should have first distinguished
the senses in which one thing cones from another, and then said in

whi ch sense nunber cones fromits first principles.

"By interm xture? But (1) not everything is capable of interm xture,
and (2) that which is produced by it is different fromits el enents,
and on this viewthe one will not remain separate or a distinct entity;
but they want it to be so.

"By juxtaposition, like a syllable? But then (1) the el enents nust
have position; and (2) he who thinks of nunmber will be able to think
of the unity and the plurality apart; nunber then will be this-a unit

and plurality, or the one and the unequal

"Again, coming fromcertain things means in one sense that these are
still to be found in the product, and in another that they are not;
whi ch sense does nunber conme fromthese elenments? Only things that
are generated can cone fromelenments which are present in them Does
nunber cone, then, fromits elenents as from seed? But nothing can

be excreted fromthat which is indivisible. Does it come fromits
contrary, its contrary not persisting? But all things that come in
this way cone also from sonething el se which does persist. Since,
then, one thinker places the 1 as contrary to plurality, and another
places it as contrary to the unequal, treating the 1 as equal, nunber
nmust be being treated as coming fromcontraries. There is, then, sonething
el se that persists, fromwhich and fromone contrary the compound

is or has come to be. Again, why in the world do the other things
that come fromcontraries, or that have contraries, perish (even when
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all of the contrary is used to produce them, while nunber does not?
Not hing is said about this. Yet whether present or not present in

the conpound the contrary destroys it, e.g. 'strife' destroys the

"m xture' (yet it should not; for it is not to that that is contrary).

"Once nore, it has not been determined at all in which way nunbers

are the causes of substances and of bei ng-whether (1) as boundaries
(as points are of spatial nagnitudes). This is how Eurytus deci ded
what was the nunber of what (e.g. one of man and anot her of horse),
viz. by imtating the figures of living things with pebbles, as sone
peopl e bring nunbers into the forms of triangle and square. O (2)

is it because harnony is a ratio of nunbers, and so is man and everything
el se? But how are the attributes-white and sweet and hot - nunbers?
Evidently it is not the nunbers that are the essence or the causes

of the form for the ratio is the essence, while the nunber the causes
of the form for the ratio is the essence, while the nunber is the
matter. E.g. the essence of flesh or bone is nunber only in this way,
"three parts of fire and two of earth'. And a nunber, whatever nunber
it is, is always a nunber of certain things, either of parts of fire
or earth or of units; but the essence is that there is so nmuch of

one thing to so nuch of another in the mixture; and this is no |onger
a nunber but a ratio of m xture of nunbers, whether these are corporea
or of any other Kkind.

“Nunber, then, whether it be nunber in general or the nunmber which

consi sts of abstract units, is neither the cause as agent, nor the

matter, nor the ratio and form of things. Nor, of course, is it the
final cause

Part 6 "

"One nmight also raise the question what the good is that things get

from nunbers because their conposition is expressible by a nunber,

either by one which is easily calculable or by an odd nunber. For

in fact honey-water is no nore wholesone if it is mxed in the proportion
of three tinmes three, but it would do nmore good if it were in no particular
ratio but well diluted than if it were numerically expressible but

strong. Again, the ratios of m xtures are expressed by the adding

of numbers, not by nmere nunmbers; e.g. it is "three parts to two',

not 'three tines two'. For in any nultiplication the genus of the

things multiplied nust be the sanme; therefore the product 1X2X3 nust

be nmeasurable by 1, and 4X5X6 by 4 and therefore all products into

which the same factor enters nust be neasurable by that factor. The
nunber of fire, then, cannot be 2X5X3X6 and at the same tinme that

of water 2X3.

“If all things must share in nunmber, it must follow that nmany things
are the same, and the sanme nunber nust belong to one thing and to
another. |Is nunber the cause, then, and does the thing exist because
of its nunber, or is this not certain? E.g. the notions of the sun
have a nunber, and again those of the noon,-yes, and the |ife and
prime of each aninmal. Wy, then, should not sone of these nunbers

be squares, sone cubes, and sone equal, others double? There is no
reason why they should not, and indeed they nust nmove within these
limts, since all things were assuned to share in nunmber. And it was
assunmed that things that differed might fall under the sane nunber.
Therefore if the same nunmber had bel onged to certain things, these
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woul d have been the same as one another, since they would have had

the same form of nunber; e.g. sun and noon woul d have been the sane.

But why need these nunbers be causes? There are seven vowels, the

scal e consi sts of seven strings, the Pleiades are seven, at seven
animals lose their teeth (at |east some do, though sone do not), and

t he chanmpi ons who fought agai nst Thebes were seven. Is it then because
the nunber is the kind of nunber it is, that the chanpions were seven
or the Pleiad consists of seven stars? Surely the chanpi ons were seven
because there were seven gates or for sone other reason, and the Pleiad
we count as seven, as we count the Bear as twelve, while other peoples
count nore stars in both. Nay they even say that X, Ps and Z are concords
and that because there are three concords, the double consonants al so
are three. They quite neglect the fact that there m ght be a thousand
such letters; for one synbol mght be assigned to GP. But if they

say that each of these three is equal to two of the other letters,

and no other is so, and if the cause is that there are three parts

of the nouth and one letter is in each applied to sigma, it is for

this reason that there are only three, not because the concords are
three; since as a matter of fact the concords are nore than three,

but of doubl e consonants there cannot be nore.

"These people are like the ol d-fashioned Honmeric schol ars, who see
smal | resenbl ances but negl ect great ones. Sonme say that there are
many such cases, e.g. that the mddle strings are represented by nine
and eight, and that the epic verse has seventeen syllables, which

is equal in nunmber to the two strings, and that the scansion is, in
the right half of the Iine nine syllables, and in the |left eight.

And they say that the distance in the letters from al pha to onega

is equal to that fromthe [ owest note of the flute to the highest,
and that the nunber of this note is equal to that of the whole choir
of heaven. It may be suspected that no one could find difficulty either
in stating such analogies or in finding themin eternal things, since
they can be found even in perishable things.

"But the | auded characteristics of nunbers, and the contraries of

these, and generally the mathematical relations, as sone describe

them nmaking them causes of nature, seem when we inspect themin

this way, to vanish; for none of themis a cause in any of the senses
that have been distinguished in reference to the first principles.

In a sense, however, they make it plain that goodness bel ongs to nunbers,
and that the odd, the straight, the square, the potencies of certain
nunbers, are in the colum of the beautiful. For the seasons and a
particul ar ki nd of nunber go together; and the other agreenments that

they collect fromthe theorens of mathematics all have this neaning.
Hence they are |ike coincidences. For they are accidents, but the

things that agree are all appropriate to one another, and one by anal ogy.
For in each category of being an anal ogous termis found-as the straight
isin length, sois the level in surface, perhaps the odd in nunber,

and the white in col our.

"Again, it is not the ideal nunbers that are the causes of nusica
phenonena and the like (for equal ideal nunbers differ from one another
in form for even the units do); so that we need not assune |deas

for this reason at |east.

"These, then, are the results of the theory, and yet nore m ght be
brought together. The fact that our opponnts have nmuch trouble with
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t he generation of numbers and can in no way nmake a system of them
seens to indicate that the objects of mathematics are not separable
from sensi bl e things, as sone say, and that they are not the first
principles. "

THE END
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