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Now for those who wish to get rid of perplemtles it
is a good plan to go into them thoroughly; for the
subsequent tainty is a release from the prevlbus
perplexities, and reld®se is impossible when we do
not know the knot. : : '

Aristotle, Metapﬁy sics’ I.II, 1.

o

iv .



ABSTRACT

It is Anstotle‘g View, and the view of- several modern _
philosoﬁhers, that individuals are neces sarlly of certain sorts or kmds.
whtch sqrts or‘kinds are Armtotle 8 '"secorid substances:'"" everythmg is
somethmg "The u'nplxcatlons of this- behef are -speIled out partlcularly
as they concern reference to 1nd1v1duals and problems about 1dent1ty‘and
individuation: A dlstmctlon is drawn between, on the one hand, dlsclos-
mg or makmg clear wha‘t one is speakmg about and, on the other, saymg, -
. of -the thing about which one is speaking, what it i' Arxstotle 8 notions
of form and essence are exammed with respect to the questlon, "What is
1t? .as well as hxs account of what it is to say .something.

Agamst this background Aristotle's- exammat'lohaof change .
'13 spelled out and shown to be grossly defectlve A detalled exammatxon .
of Armtotle 8 crxthue, in hxs thsxcs, of Elﬁtub Momsm is put forth,
and it is argued that he adopts certain cruclal presuppo.s1t1ons made by
Parmemdes regardmg change Included also isa critical account of the
: _notxon of opposn:lon in Aristotle 8 wrxtmgs with respect to the claim that

’
~opposites are among the pnnmples of change

P



g PREFACE '

In reading a philosopher's work one typically fi'nds a
. 5 : .

statement of a problem and a solution to it, or, at"léé.st, "afly in a
M . ) ‘ N ) L \ .

fly bottle' and some suggestions about how it might be led to escape.

Too often, hbwevér, the fly is not told how it got trapped, so one

fears that its escape will be temporary and that it will soon be'

o

_imprisoned again. Sometimes it seems that the escape is r'eally o
just an illusion, like letting a cdged animal out of his cell into a

‘large paddock: there he is not surrounded by bars, but he is im-

W
1Y

prisone‘d all the same. Aristotle, it seéms«td me, is often in just
this predicament. - In tackling a problem he inherits from another:
philosopher, he "solves" it only at the expense of constructing a ..

- : ] ) F s
theory which then acts as a barrier between his good intentions, on -
_the one side, 'an'dkgood' sense, on the other.
. . .A » . ) : . ~ ; .
This is not to say that all of Aristotle's work is flawed *
» . ¢ l‘ e

in just this wéy. - Sométimes he accepts his predecessor's aséu:ﬁlﬁ-
tions just to show that'evén they lead to aporia. But when he is doing’

what I think he would have called his most serious critical wark,

nLY

attackin’é’ problems in a dialectical way and trying to replace incor

rect views with:new ones, he falls victim to the error-that #host u.

,Seri'ouslf'mah's his work. He accepts too much of the theories he g :
Yas ' T !

hopes to replv.ace:' he‘accepts their Api'es,uppos.itions, ‘and '.sdthe-théo_’-‘

1 kS . -s

retical edifices he constructs are on shaky foundations; ~ '

Y
[

: - : . ; -
il . . - ) . .‘ : . . : B . . ,
- . '. w1 : g'."" y‘:' ’ Co . ﬁ



.. L)
y ' ~* The main point of this essay, however', _.i's not'to prove .
\\\ that théories have no place in philosophy. I do hope, however,j to-
show that Aristotle's work suffers from a systematic defect and that
by examining Aristotle's theory of change I can gwe support to‘my
"~ view that philosgphy is not a place for theories_a.t all. .
| . The bulk of this essay, then, will consist of a diag-
nosis of the difficulties ihto whioh he is led by adobting a certain g
\ view" of change. I will show that his theory"c_anr.xot exploin what it is - -
‘i':tended to explaih, and that this is so largely because he takeb on
some assumptions from Plato and Parmenides which are alive to

this day. The fxrst and most unportant of these, I elevate to the

status of a thesis, and name "It is obviously Platonic in herita e,
‘ y A g
. - T

and my examination of it will be, to a large extent, concerned .with

its place in modern philosophy.' The other is Eleatlc and comes to

11ght in Arlstotle 8 criticism of Parmemdes It is not so important .
‘and ubiquitous but, as Aristotle says, it offers sco'ge for philosophy.
| The first section of this 'es.s'a.'y will be‘cor;'ce}'ned with

_ -Athe‘ thesie ju\'\st rnent_io_ried; in _this section 1 lﬁay out the -foundation for

what is to follow. ‘This section is largely concerned with Aristotle's

‘hotion of substance. In the next' section I am concerned with univer-

sals. Fmally, there will be an account of Anstotle s theory of change, 'f
R
cr1t1c1zed m terms of the framework spelled out in the precedmg : -

sections.

One can see from Ar1stot1e s Phxsms I that there was

5%

a st0ck problem about the phenomenon of change in the realm ofcthmgs
~N

mvestlgated by the natural phllosopher. - This problem must have been

the sort of issue a student in the Lyceurn would have been expected to

vii



discourse ehou't at great length, and aleo, in spite of its _common¥

place nature, must have m;de or hrollen budding philosophers in the
way that certain'biblical passages provided grist for the intellectual
miils of medieval theologians. .I am thinking, of couree. of the
so-calledsParmenidean principle ‘that "nothing comes from nothing." | .
”a'nd its corollary that "what is cannot come t;rom what is. " _’fogether
they were thought to entail the startling conclusion that there ean. be

no change, that nothing cen come to be or be destrayed. In the fece

o.f these views, as Aristotle says, there is no.ro,om for naturai

-

philesophy at all. So it is not odd that the phusikos should have some-
thing to say about them, even if they lay outside th'ef'prpvince of :{s
specula’tion. Ar.i'stot'le's 'concern\with moni.srn in the Physics is hy no
means pex’lpheral to h\s\mam task; it is s1mp1y mistaken, in —splte of
what he says, to think that Arlstotle just assumes that there is change
A word is in order here about why I have chosen the
problems in Aristotle's work,that I have, though a perfectly candtd
explanatlon would be that they are the ones that are of interest to me.
I hope that this essay will show that my-intere'st is neither gratuitous
nor eccentric. The problems are. all concerned with the rnatter/form'
dlstlnctlon, with Arlstotle s Categorles doctrine about what can be
sa1d ‘to be, and all have somethmg to do with modern concerns aboilt
prob\Iems of ref@rence andrpredxcatlon There may be a’great deal
more in the curre,nt 11terature than is dreamed of in Aristotle's philos- g
: ophy, but anyone who has not’ been stirred by some of the issues dealt

2
with here is a sot?d sleeper indeed.

4 viii
‘0
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I
SUBSTANCES

The M-thesis

| in‘re'cent years there; has been put forth a view, not
always on Aristotle_:('s behalf, but always recognizably A(ristotélian,
which ultimately has to do with what can be said to-be. While it con-
cerns rr;any impOrtant issues, I shall be exploring here its beafing
upon Aristotle's effort to solve what historians. of‘philosopﬁy have

called '"the problem of change. " Ari-étotle's 'at.tempt to solve this'
problem, whose roots are embedded i;x Eleatic monism, consistedéin
_ large ‘part in sayi.ng_wbghtAthere m\*st bé in order for there to be
change. But he was c;ons'tr,ained iﬁ “doing léo not merely.by_ the need
to "sax;e the éppea:ah.ce" of chal_;ge; he also-had to erect his theory on
a platform I call the M-the sis: *. There are many_plar:nks in this plat-
form, some of whic~h are as ancie.rl as Piatq and others of which are
as-nove‘l asa récegt jourr_1a1 article. In spite.of its age, though,—.the )
piatfor_m is not as roughly hewn as one rﬁight expect. I will show that
it is, at least, continuous. o ‘

Inftially, I waat to give a gener.al characterization of
the M-thesis by contrasting it wit'hlother views, notably those of |

Strawson, Russell, Peirce, and Hume. While this sketch will be

4

. #*After Michael Durrant, Senior Lecturer in Philosophy, ’
University College, Cardiff, Wales, from whom I learned,of' it.

1 —



largely picturesque, I think it will not be mxsleadmg and will gwe me
an op‘ortumty to shake free from details and problems which ate not
of interest to me here. I want at- fxrst to paint a phtlosophxcal still
life; later on, I will fill in eome details, oahd the thesis Will take on a

. more fluid appearance. I the ‘end, I hope it will be stated clearly
enough to be understood, but not so clearly as to be seen through .
easily. Ltke much of what is foundatlonal in philosophy, ‘the M- thesw‘
consists both of clatms whlch its proponents qu:te conscmusly make,
‘and assumptmns whxch are only dimly thought out. In nutlally stating
the thesxs which l have promised will be a sketch "I do mot intend to
work in black and whlte ' .

‘In his book, Individuals, P F.. Strawson asks’ what

. '. ma.kea it possible for us to 1dent1fy the particular thmgs m the. world

in the way that we do. * Specifically, he wants to know how it 1s that

we can succeed in 1dent1fymg part1culars ina speaker-hearer situa-
[

tion. He is thus led to speak of a "common conceptual framevork"

o>

LY

‘ whxch mcludes a "umﬁed framework of knowledge of particulars, in.

" which we ourselves and usually, our 1mmed1ate 'surroundings have
their place, and of which each element is. umquely rélated to ‘every
other and her{ce to ourselve,s and our surroundmgs "*;l‘ About this
_framework_étrayvson makes two claims:

(a) . . thxs frameWOrk of knowledge supplies a

uniquely efficient means of adding 1dent1ﬁed partxculars to our st‘ock "

*P. F StrawSon. Individuals: An Essay in Descrlp-
txve Metaphysxcs (London: Methuen and Co., 1959), ch. 1.

s

*%Ibid., p. 24.
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(b):"Thia framework we use fof this purpose: not_jdat

occasionally and adventitiously, but always and e'saehtia}ly. " The"

upshot of these clain:m‘is that things are identifiable and, there’fore.' .
‘‘capable of beihg the’subjecy matter of diéco;xrse in a- eommon la¢g‘- .

uage, ' because we have at-our disposal this spatio-temporal frame-

work.,
Proponents of the M-thesis argue, to the con'trary,

that Strawson overlooks the importanqe of what Aristotle éal‘léd

\ v

"second substance," for Strawson ixﬂpl’iéa that one can identify some-
thing (a 'particular') without iden_tifyiﬂg it a.s\kn individual of a certain

. . . \ . " . ., ,'/.
sort, i.e., as a member of a Species or genus, but simply as an -

s ’

individual with certain (spatio-temporal) properties. . Stuart Hamp-

A -

shire, for example, has argued that it is crucial to distinguish

(1) 'That'is Socrates' (2) 'That is a dagger' (3) 'It is
yellow'. In (1) and (2) I am not describing; I am
_ identifying; I am answering the question 'What, or _ = .
‘Who, is that?'. In (3) I am.déscribing, not identify-" o
ing, whatever is referred to by 'that'. Aristotelian . {/_
&ogic stressed tie analogy between (1) and (2); con- |
“temporary enap} ricists, following Russéll's logic, . \
have so closely assimilated (2) and (3) as scarcely to
mark any differerice in function between them. The
blanket term 'descriptive expwession' is now often
. applied without distinction to '. . .. is a daggér* and -
'. . . is yellow', as if Aristotle had no good reason
for distinguishing Primary and Secondary Substance .
oh the one hand from' Quality and Relation on the other. **
Something of this sort of disagreement comes. out by

-

: ’ ’.‘5‘;' .. \ " N .
contrasting the roles ostensive definitions (and-ostension, generally) " .

~ 2

s % ~

A4 ~ '~._':M" _‘- : 4 o

T *Ibid. p. 24. R

AT D .
} . *%Stuart Hampshire, "Identification and Existence, "

Tosgrmporary British Philosgphy (Néw York: The MacMillan Co. ,
1956).> p. '19!’9? S P .

Sl , . 'y, PO
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are thought to play in accountmg for the sub_lect matter of ordmary

- p [

dtscourse The M-theormt argues that it is no accxdent ‘that derhon-

stratives take a completxon in the, £orm of a noun or npun phrase: 8 e

Th]s, if someone &hould say. "Get me that " pomtmg to a book, hlB e

rema(k must be understood as elltpttcal for "Get me that bo*ok MNMor

~some such remarlq in which the demonstratwe is completed by a notln

.

to the hearer what he wants - This isg d1ametrically opposed to Pezrce s

’

Qr noun p‘hrase, m order for the speaker successfully to commumcate .

bellef that mdexlcal shgns are not used in place of noqns, but rather

‘ s,

that it is the other way around . for an mdex;cal sign 1nd1cates

1ts obJect m the most dlrect way poss1b1e a.nd does not rely on any.

. P
.

descrlptwe element as does a moun, '’ ' . ' o~

Y ‘e

. ‘1_" _;: * The M theonst is here also oppOSed to the Russelhan

. vtew‘ that demonstratwe pronouna are loglcally proper names, and to
logxcal atom1sm generally For the more or less exp11c1t pomt of Buch

theses is. that reference to thmgs and ultrﬁ{ately, an answer to the

'n‘,

s is held to be a contmgent matter Qfsconventlon that items mdexed are

clasmﬁed in the. way that they are, and often the Eubhcxty of such

¥
ltems is a tenuous matter. ®or Ahstotle, too, itisa matter of con—f;'
ventton that we use the "names" that we do, —"bllt wﬁat these arp'u’! the

IS . s

first place signs of--affectlons 1h the soul--are the same for aIl and

what these affectxons are l1kenesses of—-actual thmgs--are also the
- | } - ) -’\!,

' *Richard Gale, "Inde:mcal S:gns- Egocentric Particu-
lars, and Token-Reflexive Words, ' ' Encyclopedia of Philosophy, IV, -
~ed. Paul Ed,wards (New York: The Macmlﬁan Co R and The Free,
Press, 19672 pp 151-55. o

s

y C

questxon, ”What is there ? " depends upon mdéxtcals and ostenslon It ;

i .

‘, B o
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. sarr? "% For Aristotle, there was no questlon of the world's pub11c1ty

Whﬁe, for Strawson, "it ista necessary truth that any new Eartlcular

©
of whlch"vve learn is somehow identifyingly connected wlth the frame-

work ""#%% the M -thesis urges that the identity of a partlcular is depen-
dent upon 1ts sort or classification:. : ‘

A comdition of successful reference is that we be
able to indicate in some manner what that to which
we are referrmg is. . . . a condition of 'successful-
reference is that we have at our command some
form of the expression '"that such-and-such" by
means of which We may identify a referent, '"%%¥%

'P'

For example, on Strawson's v1ew;, the 1ddnt1f1cat10n of a partlcular

24
o

and, hence, its identity, ultlmately depends on the truth of a claim df

the fo~110wing sort: "It is the partlcular located at place P at time: T "

-

According to the M- thesu, as one of its advocates claxms, '"it ig no
"merely contmgent matter that individuals are of certain _kinds or sorts,

viz., are individyals under some classification. ""*%*%%" To identify a
‘ : y

‘ *Arlstotle De Interpretatlone, 16a5-8. .All references
to Aristotle's works are to The Works of Aristotle,. translated under
‘the editorship of W. D. Ross (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1928)
with the exception of the following volumes with translator notes and
commentaries from the Clarendon Arlstotle Series: Aristotle's Cate-
‘gories and De Interpretatione, trans: J. L. Ackrill (Oxford: The
Clarendon Press, 1963); -Aristotle's De Animas: Books II-and III,
trans. D.. W. Hamlyn (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1968); K‘;IS-

'« totle's Metaphyslcs BooksI', A, and E, trans. Christopher Kirwan
(Oxford: The Clarendon Press 1971) _Arlstotle s Physics: Books I
and II, trans. W. Charlton (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1970).

v .

**Strawson, p. 24.

L ¥%%A, Kosman, "Arlstotle s First Predlcament "
Rev1ew of Metaphysics, 20 (March 1967), pp. 493:494.

*#*%%Michael Durrant, "Numerxcal Identity, " Mind,
LXXXII No. 325, (1973), pp. 95-1Q3. See also G. 'E. M. Anscombe
and Peter T Geach, Three Phlloso rs (Oxford:. Basﬂ Blackwell,
1961) :

S
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particular it is neceffhfy to identify it as a particular b’. ‘where " g "
is replacable by éox:)ne'suitable classificatory\expression. A suitable
expression is onevwh_ose %tterance would serve to answer the Aris-
totelian "Wh;.t is it?" question, viz., one which gives the ousia of the
thing. lAnd since,_ according to Aristotle, thefe i8_ no such claeq as
the élass of things that exist, such expressions as "existent thing, "

- "particular, " "object, " and the like are pseudo-classiﬁcatory express-
. o .
ions. Hence, an attempt to identify an individual by means of a des-

- cription of the sort Strawson prescribes, "individual at place P at

»
.

. time '_1‘,"' is unsatisfactory,
On this issu;,. the doctrine whose laundry the M-thesis
takes in to make a living is set fofth quite clearly in a recent book by
Anthony duinton. * In the séctio}n entitled "Individuation, " he says that

Another kind of necessarily individuating property is
position in space and tirmé. If we are conironted by
two djstinct things between which we can find no
strictly qualitative difference of length or weight or
color we can always distinguish them by reference to
their respective positions. What proves this is the
familiar but highly important metaphysical truth tﬁgit
no two things can.be in the same place at the same

- time. . .". A complete, that is to say spatial and
¥ . temporal, position is either.monegamous or virginal,

- ontologically speaking. So to state the position of a
thing is to predicate a conjunction of Properties of it
' and is necessarily to individuate it (p. 17).
The clear impli}:éfion of these remarks is that a con-
junction of the spatial and tefnporal properties of a thing is sufficient

to individuate it, to account for its being the ‘individual that itis. A

less clear implication is_that it is a contingent matter that it is the

-

ot *Anthony Quinton, The Nature of Things (London: Rdut-
ledge & Kegan Paul, 1973), :

A

Q o



sort or kind of individual that it is, e.g. a horse or a ring. The back-
bone of these implications is the time-honored philosoﬁhical maxim
"that no two, things/can&occupy the same place at the same time. *

Against this, the M-theo;ist can object that the maxim
to wh‘ich Quinton appeals is a simple falsehood under one interp.reta-
tion, and that it concedes the bone of conténtion on a.nother. That is,
on the interpretation which saves it from scores of counte‘l';examples,
the notion of.''kinds" oz; "'sorts' (second sxlx'bstance) has to be intro-~
duced into the statement of the maxlm

The myxim is obviously false if by "i)lace" one meAns,
e. g Berlin; foMmft is then a matter of histo.ry that two things can .

[

occupy Berlin at the same time. But this, of course, is not how

"place' is to be understood. The maxim will have to be reformulated
to spare it from such a sophistical refutation.

P}k If we let '"A'" represent the proper name of an individual,
then we can state the maxim as follows: no two things can occupy the
place which A occupies at a given time. But now the maxim runs afoul
of the objection Anscombe has raised against Locke's idea that there

! "'.r,} . i ] ‘
are no '"nominal’essences' of individuals: _ oo \,
This presupposes that,-having grasped the assignment
of the proper name 'A’, you can know when to use it
again, without its already being det_ermined__whether
'A' is the proper name of, say, a man, or a casso-
wary: as if there were such a thing as being the same

without being the same such-and-such. ~This is clearly
false. ¥x* - . '

In any case, it is easy to find counter-examples to the

.

*See Aristotle's De Anima II, 7, 418bl5.

**Anscombe, p- 8.
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" maxim when it\ie-state—ci in this v;/ay. Suppose, e.g., that a golden

wedding ring (call it "A") occupies place P at time T. Then it will be
true to say that two things occupy the same place at the same t:me,
viz. the place occupied by A, at the tlme, T. A wedding ring occup‘ies
that plaee as well as a piece of gold. Likewise, the ‘road to Athens
occupies the same place as the road to Thebes, and the President of -
the United States occupies the sarhe place as the. Commander-in-Chief
of the U.S. Armed Forcés. Hence, the m:axim requires a further

emendation: no two things of the same kind can occupy the same place

at. the same time. Bu‘t,('v{xl'efOrmulated'in t_his-way, the maxim contains
:n ineliminable reference to the idea of kinds or sorts, and so it is
granted to the M- the[arlst that there can be no individuation of partxcus
lars except as particulars of a certain sort, i.e. that spatio-temporal
propeftiee :arev not sufficient for individuation'; *

So {far, the M-thesis has been concerhed with refer-
ence, _identificatioh, and the individuation of things--all to some
e:'ctent ‘technical notions. St111 a plcture emerges which is not too
dxfﬁcult to conceive; it'is a plcture of a person look‘/g at thmgs The
thmgs change, but the observer is able to pick out some of the things
and discuss them with other observers. The ”observer_is mainly con- -
cerned with diséovering, about the .things he sees, what the are.

The Arlstotellan seems malnly mterested in that ques-
tton, the "What is it?'" question. His interest in the que gtion, however

seems not to depend on a prior interest in the common .activities that

P

*After workmg this argument out, I found one like it in
" David Wiggins book, Identity and Spatio- Temporal Continuity (Oxford: '
Basxl Blackwell 1971), P 72, n. 44, _

- -
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ordinarily give rise to such a quiestion. He seems not to be interested

in, say, someone's repalrmg somethmg and then being asked what the

tool is that is being used. It is rather as if our own activities apart /
froru saymg or asking what it is are set aside; we view the worl& as ' // |
though it were full of cusios already conveniently classified into ’/
species and genera. Given so much, we then ask ourselves, "And

what is that?"

I have ‘spelled out the M-thesis in com;ection with the

plain man uestion, "What is that?, " and have su"ggestedjthat, where

it is not elliptical forQa'nother question, the M -.theorist must rule it out
of order as lacking both sense and reference. He will then try to cap-

-

ture in“peneral what eludes him in thé part1;ular, askmg not\"What is

that?, ' but '""What is man?" ' . B : "\\-\\

~

Thete is an interestiny example of this sort of pronoun

displacement in Aristotle's Metaphysics VII, 4, 1029bl4 £f. There

Ar1stotle is argumg for he rule that the what-it-is- to-be ('ro TL 'qv

_ SL\’OH-) of a thmg is that h1ch is sa1d of it per se, w1th a certam
exception;. Elsewhere he says that an account of the 'ro T nv c[vou.
is a definition (Met. VII, 4, 1017b23 1043a22 1029b22). but in VII 4

he says that ""to be you is not\be musmal" where "to be you" surely

3 ! 4 . . »

‘means "to be a man."
As Durrant has noted,

From the gact that the phrases TO ’tl. 'nv elvat and \
T0 oot elval occur in consecutive sentences and '
Aristotle moves straight from one to the other with-"

out any. apology or cornment, one can conclude that,
although in other places he keeps the two notions dis-
tinct, here at least he equates them or at least regards
them as alternatives . . . . .On this account 'the-to-
be-you' is the spec1f1catxon of a second substance;

hence as Aristotle makes no clear distinction here



: N s ¥ R : .
betweenTO Tl nNu e[vatand TO SI\JQI, nor conslders
it  ngcesgary to explain the move, on this account T9o

TL ‘v elvat will be a second substance too; *

Here the pronoun "you' is displaced by a noun "man, "

the latter being a "second substance' word, which {us then displaced

by that cumbersome phrase typically translated as ""essence." This

passage shows how quickly Aristotle can move from .the particular to

the general, in spite of the fact that he is sometlmes thought of, in.

'contrast to Plato, as having emp1r1c1st tendencies! -

What ig important about this passage is that it shows ‘

_ how a question about a partxcular person "What is it to be you" "

can become a question ‘about a species,‘".What is it to be a man?,"

such that what at f1rst seemed to be a request for a descr1pt1on turns

out to be a request for a definition. And a deﬁnltton, i.e. an account

of the essence (Met. 1017b23, 1043a22, 1029b22), as Durrant notes, ok

. cannot state the qualities or charactertstlcs of a thmg And this fits

in well with the M- thesxs because it forblds one from under standmg

the quest1on, "What is it’ to be you" '""in its own r1ght as a questlon

about the bearer of a proper name; the M thes1s takes thls questmn °

as elliptical for "What is it to be you, v1z a man? " and not th1s rhan
: The M thesxs pulls one away from the ordmary situation in which one

pomts and asks "What's that?," as if we can ask only "What is a man?"

or "What is that piece of furmture?" Thus it is odd to find’ Arxstotle

clalmmg in the Postenor Analytxcs that "when We have ascertamed the

.

*chhael Durrant Theology‘ and Intelligibility (London:
Routledge and Kegan Paul 1973), p. 54. ‘

“**Ibid. , p. 54.

C~—
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thmgs existence, we enquire as to xts nature‘ askmg. for“inst'an.ce,»
'what, then, is God?' or what is man?! " It is x;ot odd that the exam- '
!

pPles are as they are, for they are of the sort Jjust mdxcated but rather
that one is fxrst supposed to determme whether a thing exists, and
‘then to ask what it is. How can ope show that something exlsts if one
.does not know what it is? ) - .

In askmg whether something exlsts one is not in the-~

-position of havmg to fmd somethmg of a'certain sort and then havmg

to look to see whether it has the property, ex1s,tence One rather finds
out whether there is somethmg of a certain sort So-if to be a tiger .
shark were to. be a cross between a tiger and a shark and someone
' wanted to know whether there exists a tiger shark, he could dlscover
whether anythlng is a cross between a tlger and a shark Th1s would

~ be an Aglstotehan dxscovery procedure, because he does not take

anything is; rather, for him, to be is

emstence to be whv'

always to be someth’ing J Gther Thus in the Metaphys1cs Arlstotle

says that "the sc1ences the questzon whether the genus with which

they deal ex1sts or does no ~beeﬂse tt«belongs to the same line

-

of thought to show what it i that it 18 "*

. In tl’ﬁphzslc 8,”

changing thin‘gs, but assumes or takes it forsgranted that there are.

A-mstotle &es nﬁp‘rove that there are

And there, the "'What is it?"" questl*u not ﬁmsed’ about some indi-.

v1dua_1 case of change, but is rather asked about change in general
"i

When one knows fully what it is, one w111 ttn know what it 1s that is

<,

-said to exx%t In this way are the two questmns related.

*Metaphysics (hereafter "Met. ") VI, 1, 1025b15-19.
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Identity and'Resemblance

Now there is a further point to be considered. Since

the things in the world are things which chahge. not only is it iinpor--

/

tant to say how one can, as Plato said, '""separate" them, i.e. .
identify them; it is also important to say how they can be reidentified.

The modern empiricist 'basis for identificq.tic’m and réidentification

consists in resemblancéa:

When we have found a resemblance among sewveral
objects, that often occur to us, we apply the same
name to all of them, whatever differences we may
-observe in the degrees of their qQuantity and quality,
and whatever other differences may appear among |
.them. * : ' '

. Here, the fpundation for what is often called "sp’ecifjc identity" is

mmere resemblance, 'a support for those who abhor telveblo_gy in nature, /”

'repl'acing it with natural selection and fortuitous .s'-imilarqities. Accord
ing to the M.Tthésis specific identity is made possible not by resem-
blance, but by natural kinds. It is no accident, then, that a modern

defender of this view- should ‘also agree that we do not need to reject
® J . B
- the apparent teleology in the world, particularly in
the world of living things, ‘as a delusion; I think it is
extreme folly to do that, and onlyfashion can make
people account for the ostensible teleology by the idea -
that. of many kinds of things just those survived which -

- chancgd to be viable. 'There can be no. origin of : :
 Species, as opposed to an Empedoclean chaos of varied -
monstrosities, unless. Creatures pretty much reproduce
after their own kind; the elaborate and ostensibly tele-
ological mechanism of this reproduction logically can-

~ not be explained as a product of evolution by natural
‘selection from among chance variations, for unless the
mechagism is presupposed there cannot be any evolution. %%

i

1

. - l I .
_*David Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature, edited by
L. A, Selby-Bigge (Oxford, 1 » Ireprinte 46, p. .

_ C#¥P, T, G__eafch, "An Irrelevance of Omhipotence, "
Philosoghx, 48, No. 186 (1973), p. 330. :



The doctrine of natural kindsg équare sA wéll:lwith fhe rre‘jection of the
idea that one can‘know what there is without knowing what kinds of
things there are, and also with fhe view that, if two things are ‘said to
be the same, then, for this to be an intelligible claim, there must Be
an answer to the question, "The same’ what?', %

V. C. Chappell uses a version of D to disarm an afgu-
ment about identity and change, harking back to Aristotle fqr suppoff
from a distinction" between numerical ?ﬁd specific'id'entity. The 'arguv- .
ment is as follo;ws: . | |

To change is to bécorﬁe different. After it has been

. heated, a piece of wax is different from what it was
before. And if the wax is different it follows that it
is not'the same: !different' means ‘not the same’'. _ b

Hence, to say that the wax is the same is self-
contradictory; to change and yet remain the same
thing is, as Parmenides expressed it, 'both to be and''
,not be the same and not the same'. % '

This conundrhrn, and others like it, are meant to be solved by the
application of D. Its connection with the M-thesis proper may be seen

from the following parallel: ' . ,
A. If someone refers to something, saying "this" or
some other demonstrative pronoun (''d"), then, for
the remark to be intelligible, there must be an answer -
to the question, ''"d what?" ' .

B. If someone says that two things are the same, -
 then, for the remark to be intelligible, there must

2

*Following David Wiggins, Identity and Spatio-Temgoral

Continﬁitx, P. 1, I shall call this thesis "D'"; hereafter, I will consider .

it part of what I am calling the M-thesis. See also P. T. Geach, - .

Reference and Generality: ‘An Examination of Some Medieval and"Mod- e
ern Theories, emended ed.’ (Ilthaca, New York: Cornell niversity - . -

Press, 1962), pp. 39-40.

. *%V. C, Chappell, "Sameness and Change, " Philosoph-
ital Review, LXIX (Jan. '1960), p. 352. e T
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be an‘ans‘wer to the question, "The sa‘me what""*

Both thesis D and thems M have ancient roots, yet they continue to
thrive, as in thle following remark from A. J. Ayer: "My words must
do more than m\érely point at my experiences: if a word apphes to
something, it must apply to it not merely as being this but as being
something of a certain sort, ""#% The idea that words apply to things
is:no part of the M -thesis; but the remark is made in the appropriate
spirit all the same, because Ayer is ¢concerned with the publicity of
Ianguage There must be some way to tell what it is a person 153talk-
ing about, and pomtmg alone will not do. In tfis way, there is a
‘streak of skepticism in the wake of the M-thesis. Just as Aristotle
seldom asks why it.is that questlons about change arise in ordmary
.affalrs, 8o he and more recent phllosophers seldom ask what gwes
rise to "What"" questions. It is as if men were born thmkmg[ no
entity wzthout 1dent1ty . h . T

From a certam perspective, then, the Mihesis will
appear rnystermus and ahen From another, it appears vague. But
“ the sketch glven above was meant to be rough, so I will now go on to
f111 in some- detaxls b | -

Returmng to the argument about sameness and change

whlch Chappell consxders, it will be useful to see how he thmks that

D can lead the way out from under a bad though ancient, argument

s

w

. *In "Stuff and Thmgs " Proceedlngs of the" Arlstotehan
'Socu:tx, Vol. 71 (1970), pp. 61- 76, Chappell suggests yet another
parallel: "We may grant that the question 'One what?.! needs answer-
ing for anything said tobeone-. . . ." See Kosman, "Aristotle's First
)Predxcament " p. 496 .on "the same.“ ‘

ol » **The Problem of Knowledgé (London: Macmillan and




This exarninatiqn will lead to a more detailed look at the M-thesis "’ *

itself,  and in turn to some foundation for a crit(i\cism of Aristotle's " .
accountJ

f change.

The argument which Chappell stated contains two essen-
tial steps. He notes that

it is claimed (1) that 'x has changed' entails 'x is not
the same’', and (2) that the 'x i8 not the same'’ which "
is entailed by 'x has changed' is the denial of the 'x is
the same' which is used to express self—identity, such
that the compound statement 'x is not the same (has
‘changed) and is the same. (sel‘ﬁ'id_ent_ic:al)' is a contra- \
diction. * - ) _ . \\ '
He thinks that this argument is shown to be unsound by distinguishing
senses of ""'same'":
for statements of the form 'x is @ and is not @#' are i
‘.contradictions only in case the two '@'s" (d)'are being
used in the-same sense, or, failing this, (b) are used
such that 'x is @' in one of the two senses of '@’ entails
'x is @' in the othér of the two senses of '@' *x

Aristotle himself was well aware of the .dangers of deception in argu-

ments t'hat?';dep_end upon ambiguity of words and of phrases, " claiming - ‘

that the deception re sults fr_om'our ""being unable to divide the ambigu-

ous term (for some ﬁermq it is not easy to divide, e.g., 'unity',

'being', and 'samenéss') C Lk In the Topics he says that there

are three kinds of sameness, or that the same is said in three ways:
We generally apply the term humerically or specif-

ically or g'ener‘ically-.-numerically in cases-where

there is more than one name but only one thing, e.g.,.

'doublet! and 'cloak’; specifically, where there is -

more than one thing, but they present no differences

in respect of their species, as one man and another:

15 -

!

*Chappell,  ""Sameness and Cha'nge, " p. 352. .
*#Ibid. , p. 352,
***Aristotle, de Sophistici Elenchi, VII, 169223-25.




for things like thxs that fall under the same species
are said to be ! specifically the same'. Similarly,

" too, ‘those things are called generically the same
which fall under the same genus, such as a horse' and
a man. ¥ . .

There seems to be a lacuna }:ere, because nothmg is said of things.
being the same in quahty or quantlty. etc. So one way of dxsarmmé
the above argument about change seems closed to Arxstotle. viz, ‘,~the ~
way taken by Chappell Indeed one rnlght have Wwished Aristotle to |
say that "x has changed" entails ""x is not the same, " ‘the formula
invoked in the a_rgum_ent, is at best rmsleading For a thmg could
change in quaiity, say, yet remain the same in spec1es Or, it could

l’\
chan'"g‘e in quantity, yet remain the same in qualtty But Ar:stotle does

not here mentxon qualxta'twe or quantttatwe sameness.

There is a passage in the Metaphyslcs whxch bears upon

this point and whlch may explam why Anstotle says "Of 'sameness'

~.

) then, as has been sa1d three senses are to be dlstmgulshed "% In
- ~

his dlscussxon of relatxves in hls lexlcon, he say'Stthat
. the equal and similar and sam—e C are all
80 called in respect of the one; for things are the same
. whose substance is one, sinfilar whose quallty is one, -
’b‘  ‘equal 'whose quantxty is one. %k
While thlB passage provides a way to explam why Anstotle thinks there
are only three kinds of sameness (numerlcal, spec1f1c, and genertc),

1t is odd in several respects While it is true that thmgs Whlch are the .

same in quantlty can be said to be of equal quantxty, it is not true that

*Ar;stotle, ToEms, I, 7* 103a6 14,
**de Sophisticus Elenchus, 103bl-2.

o _.***Aris,totl_e, Metaphysics"V., 1‘5, '1021a10"-12.

- i “
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things Wthh are the same in qualxty are sa{d to be of sxmllar qualxty "» \
- Iftwo things are red, for example, theY are not of a similar color

\

but of the same color. Smce this 1s an obvious tr [th, Ithmk there
must be another way to understand Arxstotle 8 pou‘I

t here. Instead of
covering cases in whxch we go from saying that two thmgs are, e.g.,
red, to saying that they are the sa/rne color, perhaps his point is
‘meant to.cover a case like the follong 1 catch two fish, different
in species but ot‘_ the same color and size, and say that they are simi-

lar in appearance, and equal in size, but (in'spite of their similarity)

"w

" are not the same. Consxder, for example, the dlfference between
saying that two studer}ns turned» in slmxlar: papers and saymg th‘a,t they
turned in the same paper If the1r papers werF su'mlar, then they |
) mlght Well be equally good, on the same topxc, andpf the same length.
We would not say that the students turned in the same paper. or that

" (really) only one paper had been submztted They ar not T take lt
Artstotle%uld say, the same. For if they were.t t en’they would be
elther the same 1%1 number, in specxes, or in genus But as he puts '

it in the Metaphysms passage, they are none of these and so are not
' o . :

"one in substance w ’ : o DAV S S

3
i

Be£ore going on to consider what it frught be for thmgs _
to be one in substance or "the same, ' there are two prellmmary ﬁomts
to be made Flrst to say that two thmgs are the sarne is ﬂ'bay that e
they are the same in number, spec1es, or genus Second thmgs ‘:an-

A
. not be called the.same because they are of one quahty or quantxty,

thls is mere s1m1lar1ty, not ‘sameness. It follows from these pomts

that to say somethmg of the -form, "~&and yare the same, ; is always

! .
_‘1‘._’ YA

to make a claim whzch is elllptncal and thls m two sense 8
p , . ,




or'species or ‘genus; -
(b) one is clalmmg that x and y are the same q antlty or '
- quallty and hence, that x and y are not unrese vedly
the same but either sim1lar or equal o ‘ N
I take these pomts to be tantamount to saymg that Arlstotle is com-
rmtted to what I have called "D".
Klrwan,however, clalms that "whose substance is one"
in "thmg§ are the same whose substance is one" is ambxguous' :
(1) Smce the quahty of x and y 1s one when both are
" e.g. pale, it ought to be that their substance is one : )
- when both are e. g. ‘men, even if not the same man. -
(2) But if x and y may count.as the same even when :
they are not'the same in number, it is nog clear why o
their being e. g.. the same in color is not allowed to . : .
count as a case of sameness, but only sii similarity.
This suggests that 'one in substance' here. ‘means 'one-
in number'. *. A 4
Tlus suggestlon squares with Arlstotle s c1a1m at TOEICS I, 7 ld3a23
‘tbat Mit 1s generally supposed that the term ""the same" is most used -
_‘ xn a sense agreed on by everyone when' apphed“to what 1s numencally
one. ! A paradigm of thls use of "the" same" occurs in the claun that
. the rnornmg star is. the same as the evenmg star. But, as I have :
noted, Arlstotle allows that thmgs may be called "the same" when they L ‘,'
are of one spec:es or genus as Well So "substance, " in "thmgs are * s
the same whose substance is one, " should not be restrlcted to mean .
prlmary substance" alone, but rather :should be taken in its w1der o d
sense: prlmary and secbndary substance "o P o
. v ’ N ; .
LA In this way,-,Ar}stotle.‘s remark is not so much I
3 e, oo ‘ - e
*Kirwan,,''Notes, ' Aristotle's Metaphysics, p..165. -, - W

o
v i
h . o kY e . T -

s
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-
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ambiguous, as Kirwan suggests, but general or broad in scope.

I-Iavmg said that there are three prmcxpal types of same-_ ,

.

ness, or .t.b..‘ee ways in which thmgs are said to be the same, Aristotle -
notes that "it\might appear that the sense in which water.from the same
spring'is called 'the same water' is Asomehow different and unlike the
senses merntioned above. "'* He seems to have a case like t}/xe following
in mind: ‘yesterday I fetched some water from Stony Sprmé for us to
drink, and you thought it had a pleasant taste. Today I gave you some.
' water'that wasn't so goo;d, and you ask mhether it is water frorh the

same spring or not. I say that it is the same water. Aristotle -sa_,ys

that ""such a case as this ought to be ranked in the same class with the
. ? b 1 P . R

3

things that in one way or,‘ano_ther'are* called ‘the same' in view of-funity

i

-

of spec1es” (103a16- 18). He then says:

For all such things seem to be of one famlly and to
resemble one another. For theé reason why all water
is.said to be specifically the same as all other water
is because of a certain likeness it bears to it,  and the
only difference in tpe ase of water drawn from the
same spring is this, th#t the likeness is the more
emphatic: that is why we do not distinguish it from
the things that in one way or another are called 'the
same’ in viey of unity of species. ¥*

#hese are stnkmg remarks! For one thmg they lay it dowu that things
- are called the same in spec1es because they resemble one another

For another ‘they show that Anstotle 8 commitment to the claim that
‘there are three kmds of sameness is not a piece of»shorthand meant to
. summanze the result& of a.n],exammatxon of cases in wh1ch thmgs are

sa1d to be the same. He seems to-have made the case fit the doctrine

*Topics I, 7, 103al4-16. - - :
#*Topics I, 7, 103a18- zl "

(
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A

o rather than to have made the doctrine fit the case. And it would be )

wrong, on the strength of his remark here, to replace the doctrine of

natural kinds with an Empiricist notion of. resemblance: things

-

resemble one a'nother because they are the same in form, not the
. .

' other Way’ro‘und.
. [ - . i N
Now if I am asked why 1 say that this water is the same
' as the water we had yesterday, I can say.that it is from the same

. . . _
- spring. . This would show that the answer to the '"'same what{?" ques-

‘tion, which is edrnfttedly unnatural here, isn"the saf'ne water.'" But
then th.e question.becomes, "How is one to under stand"the same
water' ?".4 One answer involves referenee to Ia certain spf'ing, another
to a ¢ertain species.- That is, I c.ould‘ say that the water is 'said to be

the same water bécause it came from the same spring as the water we
had before Since the answer to the questlon "Which water is thxs?

) would be, "From that spring, " its 1dent1ty m the first place is depen—
dent on its source. So, since to speak of the same water is to
reidentify it, .it is no wonder that I again make reference to its source.
Yet again, it may be that by "the same water" I mean "the same sort
of stuff " The questlon here is, "What sort of stuff is it?'". Since I
1dent1fy it by saying that it is water, I;efc:lentlfy it by agam maklng
reference to the sort of stuff it is. ~The difficulty with this latter
account, though, is one that Arxstotﬁe- would be keen to point out. It
presupposes that I can identify sornethmg in the first place by saying
that it is "some sort of stuff. "' But "some sort of stuff' is not an

ty
appropriate class1f1catory expressmn; it does not provide one with an
answer to the que‘stion, "What is it?" To pht the point schetnatieally, ‘ )
the'M-thesis holds that (a=b) - (f) (:a_f_l_)_),' where "3" and "b'" are |

@



ihdividuals,” "f'" is a second substance word, and '"='" means "is the

BT .

'same as." As Wiggins has argued, representing what I call the
" M-thesis,

If a=b, then there must be such a thing as a. In that
case there must be something or other which a is,
Now, since existence is not a predicate, 'an existent'
does not answer the question, 'what is a?' Yet since
- . everything is something, this is a question to which ,
there must be some answer, known or unknown, if ' >
indeed there is such-a thing as a." But since a sub-
stantial or sortal predicate is by definition no more
than the sort of predicate which answers this kind of
question, there must automatically exist a sortal
predicate f which a satisfies and some sortal predi-
cate g which b satisfies, if a and b exist. % o

By p.ér_ity of reasoning, s‘inced"sort of;stuff" is,not a substantiai predi-
B cate, I do nét say what a and b are by siaying that they 'a.i_-e ‘son@ﬂe sort
of stuff. Itherefore_ cann;)t say (a) "this gort of Astu'ff is the same
water as that sort of stuff'" unless this. is eHipi;ical_ for (b) "this water {
is the same water as ‘thaf watéf, " or some such remark cbntainix;g
 sortal expressions. In A;istbtle's case of water from tﬁe spring;
sinc e I cannot use ''the samrE*™~§in ?.clvaim like (a), am‘I then ieft witha
cl.aim like (b)? It seems so from the text ;and, indeed, it appears that
’ L ) . ' S
I say, in general, that 2 7 b because a resembles b, and in t_ljie".:g;se at
hand, because the resemblaﬁce between a-and b is le‘mp'hatic.-'*"; But
since Arist.otle néwhere f’educes the notion é‘f species to.tha‘t of i;esem- /
' blance between iﬁdividuals, it is -s‘afe‘to conc_Iud; 'tha‘.t_;.he is just not = '
facing up to a difficult case. Starting fron? ;.'.all ;Jg;atér is specifically
the same, ' he is fox;ced 'to‘ say tl;xét all use:ev oi" "fbe ”sameIWater"v signify

e

Pl

*Wiggins, Identity and Spatio-Temporal Continuity,.
‘pp. 27-28. - o . ' | = .
o ~ #%This implies that 'the same" admits of a more and a
less, as Aristotle says about opposites. I T
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either specific, generic, or numerical identity. Now it does not follow

from the fact that all men are the same in species that all uses of "the .

same man" indicate specific identity: the teacher of Aristotle: and the
student of Socrates are (numerically) the same man. Why, then, can't
Aristotle say that"'the water we are now drinking is (numerically) the
same as the water we drank yesterday" when the. water we are drinking
‘now came from the same- spring' as thelwater we drank ‘)resterday?

Consider: all water is in something, Just as all color

is in something. Two. thmgs can be the same color but two thmgs

cannot be the same water. :While the color that is in somethmg can be

4

numertcall’y one and md1v1dua1, the water in this spring cannot.

If _these'cl,aims'are all true, then there is an important

- v

difference between:
(2) This is the same water as that.
" (b) This is the same coler as that,

‘Since color is a paradtgm of. somethmg that plays a part in qualitative
:change while water is paradxgmatlc of somethmg Whlch plays a part
in substantial change, we are left w1th a difference, both in what we
can say and in what there is, which squares with the different kmds of
change Ar1stot1e takes to be fundamental Asg we_ _shall see, however,

°

there are difficulties w1th both..

A Cr1t1que of the M- thesw

What I have been calling the M- thesxs is Janus faced

lookmg, on the one side, toward nature and the separation there of

thmgs into kmds and on the other side, toward speakers and their

)

' language whose clasmﬁcatory expressions play a pre eminent role in

22
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saying what there is. For all of that, it is narrow in perspectwe it

~ "leaves out of the: picture all of those features of the world which make

possible just what it is intended to explmn.
. 'Onvthe side of nature, Aristotle tells u; that sorne of
‘the things which exist are suhstance’e.‘ We are thus provided ;vith
,things about which we can aek, "What is it?l'** Since substanc‘e makes
_'pos'sible the existencejlof other thing,s,(however inde‘l/icate it is to speak'
of ".things_" here), we are also put in a position to ask what they are, %
: Nature further makes it possxble for phdosophers to ask what.makes a.
thing the 'thing that it isg, where this is not properly understood as a
‘que stion in theology nor as mvolvmg an assumptlon that ‘nature is an
_ anthropomorphlzed force It is  rather to ask about the umﬁcatxon of
fo“x (or spec1f1c natures) and matter 1nto unities which there are in
nature ok | .

On the side »of‘speakers‘and their -language, Aristotle
~.assumes that 1t is p0581ble to confront nature with the ”What is 1t?"
‘questlon, quite apart from contextual consrderatlons whlch gwe rtse to .

such a questton and give 1t sense Further, he holds that speakmg of
?‘the bemg of somethmg comes to speakmg of what the thmg is; such

that the meaning of "bemg" sh1fts from category to category, though

always, as in nature, with spec1al reference to s&bstance, Thus,m

.’_
<

-*Even in hls discussion of thmgs generated does Arls- S
“totle make. it quite clear that cases of saying what something is are =
grounded in nature. See Met. viL, 7, 1032a12 16. . . ’
: vt.-;; . .
 %*%And in quite thé same way that we can ask what a sub-
stance 1s. See Topics I, 9, and Kosman, "Aristotle's First Pred:ca-
ment, " p. 501 ff , _ : o

sitSee Met. VII, 7, .103ga22-26.
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ask what somethmg 18, rather, he assumes that bemg in a posltxon to

place of the act1v1ty of makmg clear or dlsclosmg what one js speakmg

about, we find in Arlstotle the . saymg or thmkmg what a- thmg is. In

language. the correlate of the matter/forrn umf1cat1on is essent1a1

pred1cat1on and deftmtxon, while acczdental unities are captured by .

pred‘lc atmg kata s _ymbebekos
|

Aristotle nowhere explams how we get in a p081t10n to

say what thmgs are, We are this in a posxtzon to make further claims

about them. In the Categones 1t is clear that the prlmary substances

are. also the pr1mary sub_]ects of dtscourse Wxthout them, nothmg

could trulyvbe said to exist. In M

etaphystcs VII, where Arxstotle -

o

“a

.'returns to'a cons:.deratmn of what is to count as sub&ance, he sh1fts

to saymg that the primary subJectaofdlscourse (kath hauto legomenon)

are specxes, * and that if We say what one of these 18, we defme the

L =

' subJe'ct In the earlier account saymg what a substance is d1d not

‘ result 1n a deflmtmn Neverthele

T

- talkmg about and saymg what it is

88, since: makmg clear what one is

come to the sarne thmg, ok the upshot

of saymg what a pru'nary substance isisa necessary truth. From

another pomt of vxew, this is to say that Arlstotle 8 phﬂosophy makes ;

: umntelhg1ble the idea that people

came to be'in a position to say. and

to ask what thmgs are And wh1le it 1s not 1ncumbent upon a phﬂoso-

-

pher to explam how we came to be in such a position, any posnxon

o e *Cf. G. E. L. Owen’ 8:comments on this point in "The

PIatomsm of Aristotle, " Proceedm s
ress,v

(London Oxford:Umvermty_

*%In the sense m.w

,cf Toetc I -9, 103a32 ff

. -\

of the British Academ , Vol LI
), PP- 0131,

.
hlch I have argued that they do; but

|

"J

. z 4,1_

—
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con51ders is well put by Attfxeld

which makes this task impossible'fs"' misguided.
Iwﬂl f1rst cr1t1c1ze the M-thesis from the 81de of nature,

so to speak takmg off from Owen's groundbreakmg distinction between

vthree kmds of cases in whlch somethmg is sald to exist, and his. defense

of an Arlstotehan ana1y31s whlch apphes to one ‘of them. * For though
it has been portrayed as an account of how things exist, o Owen's dis-

cnsston is properly seen as backmg for_ the questzon,' "Wha‘t‘makes a

thmg the thmg that it is? . -

~

Owen dlstmguxshes the "ig" of. "Arrowby is no more"

from the "is'" whose'use '"is rendered by 'ily a' and 'es gibt' and

vrendered in predlcate loglc by the formula (3 x) Fx' ek He is not

mtere sted in assertions of ex1stence exemphﬁed by the assertxon that

time. ex1sts For clar1ty s sake he marks the first "is" W1th a smgle

‘asterisk and the second w1th two asterlsks The crux of the»'.iss'ue he '

On the Ar1stotehan analys1s dlscussed by Owen to be
is always. to be something or other. For Socrates, to
- be is to be a living man. A large number of different
_paraphrases will therefore be called for dependmg on .
\_wh;:t kind of thmg is said to -exist: 'exists' will be™ | -
analysed as a predicate whose sense varies with th/e
nature of the subJect concerned. Owen wisely” restricts
the application of this’ analysis to 'exists*', as opposed
to 'exists**', and also to singular propositions. Only’
".'thus does the analysis turn out.to be defenmble Thus
for the ice on a partlcular pond still to exist* is for 1t

\

-

l ' | *G E L. Owen,, "Ar1stotle on the Snares of Ontology, "

. New \Essays on Plato and Aristotle, -edited by Renford Bambrough

(London: Routled@e and Kegan Paul -1965), PP- 69- 96

s t

' **By Robin Attfleld in*""How Thmgs EXISt A Difficulty, " .

Analzsm, 33, No. 4 (1973), PP. 141 143

i

***OWen "Snares, 'f pp. 84- 85

25



still to be frozen water, %
Even on the narrow Path scratched out by Owen there

' .
- are pitfalls, though, for Attfield shows that, on this analysis .

. J
(a) The ice is still in existence

.becomescby paraphrésing ‘ o | -
(B) The frozen water is still 'frozen water.
 The oddity of the analysis therefore lies in

its purporting to translate what is not tautologous
into a tautology. 'The ice is -8till in existence' will
mean 'The ice is still frozen water', But if to be -
ice is.to be frozen water, then any ice.is (still, ‘now,
or at any time)-frozen water. The analysis, then,
e'xp_;ggw, a proposition which is necessarily true,

’, whereas the analysandum in this case does not. It is oo
(N not as if the ice might not have been frozen water. If
ice is ice, it'is frozen water, and-where there is no
frozen water there is no ice. 'Owen, at'pp. 80, f.,
denies that there is any such problem over a particu-
lar patch of ice, as opposed to ice in general; but the
* distinction fails to rescue his analysis for the reason

already indicated. %% . : T

There are two possibilities which Attfield does not mention here,
LT e Co . . .

: ‘,:"”v. . . . .
either of which might be used in trying to rescue Aristotle from this

difficulty. One of therﬁ ‘vis'suégested by a passage in the Metaphysics:

We must not fail to notice that sometimes it is not
clear whether a name means the}éom’pos_ite substance,
or the actuality or form, e. g. wWhether 'house' is a
sign for the composite thing, 'a covering consisting

- of bricks and stones laid thus and thus', or for the
actuality or form, 'a covering' . . . . %

\

s : *Attfield, p..141. The analogue, in the M-thesis, to
the idea here that to be is to be something or other can be found in -
Durrant's ¢laim that it is no contingent matter that individuals are of o
certain’' sorts and in Wiggins' claim that everything is something.

- #%Attfield, p. 142.
**kMet. VIII, 3, 1043a29-33;
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One might try to rescue "The ice is still in existence" from being
transformable into a neeessary truth by ca'nsti'uing it to mean that the
water and being frozeh are still combined, i.e. that the form end mat-
ter still"constitute a unity. ‘Then to say, e.g. that Arrowby is no more

Wlll be to say "that" Arrowby s soul and Arrowby & matter are no longer
-]

combined. But Aristotle rules this out:
4 . 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 mixing does not consist of those things of which it
is the Juxtaposn:lon or mixing. ¥

But having ruled thlS out another posslb111ty remams, viz. that Aris- -

'totle cannot speak of thig ice at all. Recall that Owen thinks tl\uat hls ’

/
defense of the Ar1stotehan analys1s applies only to singular prop031-

t1ons, e. g toa propos1t10n about thlS patch of 1ce but not to. a propo-
sition about ice in general But how can Ar1stot1e (and, more = ' f..

generally, proponents of the M- thesm) account for this d1st1nct1on?**,

a

_ A,s a speaker, I cannot pick out this tnan, aay, by uttering the word

. ¢ :
- "this, "‘bec_:ause an mdex1cal expressmn, like pomtmg, is msufflcxent

to the task. ek Nor can I reveal that I am talking about thls partlcular

*Met VIII, 3, 1043b5 10. cf. W1gg1ns, loc. cit.,
sectlon 4.2, for a dlscussron of thxs in Ar1stot1e v

 %%If the di stmctlon cannot be made, then Attfxeld'
ob_]ectlon is avmded but thxs would be a parad1gm of_ the hollow victory!

. ***¥According to the M-thesis, utterxng a demonstrative ‘
- ,pronoun will suffice only if an appropriate classificatory expression is ST
- understood as its completion. Wittgenstein (Philosophical Investiga 4 ’
.tions, 2nd ed., trans. G. E. M. An8combe, 1958; rpt. London: %asll

Blackwell & Mott, Ltd. 1963, para. 38) flies in the face of this doc-
‘trine when he says, 'But it is precisely characterlstlc of a name that

it is defined by means of the demonstrative expression. . . ." See

also para. 45, - 5 - : . L

. . o - ,
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~ man by uttermg the expressmn, 'man, " because uttermg "man" indi-

cates what sort of thing I am- talkxng about, but not whxch thing of that
sort I am talkmg about * Or, in other words, it is not form alone
which accounts for mdwiduation.

There is an Ar1stote11an rejoinder to this ob_]ectlon. but
I will postpone its conSIderatxon unt11 the roots of th1s dlfﬁculty are

traced out in the Categorles and Metaphysics.

In the Categortes, prlmary substances are sald to
"belong in'" secondary substances; secondary substances are ''said of"
pr1mary substances. So for Socrates to exist is for him to be a man,
and ultlmately a substance Since bemg is not one of the kinds that

thmgs are said to be, ¥* that he exists comes to his bemg of the ki

wh1ch he is. And so it is for anythmg that can be said to be ‘ Smce

the Categorles doctrme is that the kmds (categorles) are mutually

excluswe of one another and exhaustxve of the kinds of thmgs there ¢

are, there seems to be no room left for asklng whether a thmg is the
1

same as what it is, For to say that there are kinds of thmgs 1s just to
say that thmgs are of certam kinds; thxs is why it is true to say that
i the. primary substances did not exist, ~nothing else could. IThls a1t
least seems to be a plauslble Way of construmg the clazm that prlmary

2
f
sul;stances belong in secondary substances. On this account, being is

" o ¥In thls connectxon, note that in Met. VII, 2, ""being you"
is understood to mean "being a man'; "For being you is not being °
musgical, since you are not by your very nature mus1cal What then,
you are by your very nature is your essence "

**Posterior Ana.lytxcs 92bl4.  The sense of Aristotle's

" *remark here is well put by. Anscombe (Three Philosophers, p. 21):

"There is no such kind of thing as the thmgs that there are; that there
is such.a thin ng as it is not what anythmg is.

&

v,
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horhdnymous, though not wildly so. “)For, as Owen points out, there is
a limit to the number of accounts one can give of the ousia of things,

corresponding to the number of categories there are:

So it seems that the verb 'to be' in its existe‘ntial role
enjoys a number of irreducibly different senses. - ‘
Indeed, even in one category the sense of the verb will
vary from one sert of subject to another, as Aristotle's
examples show; but within the category the §en_ses will
have something in common which a full paraphrase will
bring out. For a shark, to be is to be a substance of
some kind;  and so it is for a shamrock. “What Aristotle
wants to.dispel is the myth that there is equally some-~
thing in common to sharks and shyness on the plea that
each of them is a being or existent or thing of some
kind. There is no such genus as being (and 'thing', as
Berkeley confided to his notebook, is 'an homonymous
word'), ¥ : '

In the terms of the M-thesié; this iAs to say that, while

everything.must be some'thing', _being_'of existent or thing is not what_
-anything is’,: for these are not among the kinds of thing there are. It .
is not yét'to say, hbwe\}er, that being is not- someth_i;ig gaid at all or.'
that the being of a thing ‘is Jjust what it ié. For tgis we must turn to

: . : ‘

_the Metaphysics.

‘The opening remarks of Book VII tell us that the being
of a thing is just what that thing is: = - '

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'
meant is 'what a thing is' or the indiyidual thing and in
another sense it means a quality or quantity or one of
the other things that are predicated as these are. :
While 'being' has all these senses, obviously that which
'is' primarily is the 'what', which indicates the sub-

_ stance of the thing. %% * . D

#Owen, "Snarés‘,"'pp._ 77-78. .v
#xMet. VII, 1, 1028a10-15.

o .
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The paas'age in the philosdphicaf lexi'con'_t;o which Aris-

totle here refers is as follows:

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, some predicates indicate what the sub-

ject is, others its quality, others quantity, others

relation, others activity or passivity, others its

"'where', others its 'when'; 'being™has a meaning

answering to each of these. For there is no difference
between 'the man is recovering' and 'the man récovers’,

nor between 'the man is'walking', or 'cutting' and 'the -
‘man walks' or 'cuts'; and similarly in all other.dases. % '

~

The upshot of these remarks is that the. meaning of "to be, " ar what

"being'' signifies, is not single, _but'sh/ifts from cafegory to. category.

In the prirﬁary sense, ''being'' signifies what a thing is.

the verb, "to be," is altogether eliminable; in others, it plays a role

auxiliary to the task of saying what‘ a thing is, or how it is, and so on.

Parmenidean,

On the one hand, then, ‘Arist.otle is°radically anti-

P

one could disclose what the First Way is by:s:.a_.yingv that‘it is.| On the

other hand, since to speak

is to say what it is, the two ideas are not, after all, entir‘eiy

. ’ .

-

~

"As Owen 'noté 8,

,,._.Phiios'opher_-s who remark thét'existence is not a predi-

.cate sometimes find support in Aristotle's argument

~--that being is not a.genus. But what Aristotle says is

that 'to be' means 'to be so-and-so', and that the values.

" of 'so-and-so' vary with the sort of subject we assign

the verb. So it seems that if Aristotle does not treat
. existence as a predicate this is only because he treats
. ) . . '4._.1 PN .

-~

_a.s """being' has a meaning answering to each of these' is rendered more
exactly by Kirwan: '""'to be' signifies the

*Met. V, 7, 1017a22-30. The phrase Ross translates

Aristotle is making a‘'very strong claim here; Ross weakens it.

In some cases, .

for he here seémq aliogether distant from the idea that 

of the being of a thing, in the primary s'_ense,

isparate.

same thing as each of these. "

«
~

.

\\
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it as a disjunctive set of predicates.*" o

The notion that the ''values of 'so-and-s0" vary with the sort uf subject

we assign the verb" gets spelled out in Book VIII of the Metaphysics,
where Aristotle claims that Democritus was too simple in assigning
only three k’ihds_ of difference between things regarding what thez'ﬁre: c

But evidently there are many differences; for instance,
some things are characterized by the mode of composi- -
tion of their matter, e.g. the things formed by blending,
such as honey-water; and others by being bound together, -
e.g. abundle; and others by being glued together, e.g.

a book; and others by being nailed together, e.g. a -
casket; and others in moré than one of these ways; and
others by position, e.g. threshold and lintel (for these,

-differ by being placed in a certain way); and others by
time, e.g. dinnef and breakfast; and others by place,

. €.g. the winds; and others by the affections proper to .
sensible things, e.g. hardness and softness, density '
and rarity, dryness and wétness; and some things by
some of these qualities, others by them all, and in gen-
eral some by excess a.r;g some by defect. Clearly, then, |
the word 'is' has just as many meanings; a thing is a .
threshold because it lies'in such and such a position, and -
its being means’its ly'ing in that position, while being ice =
means having been solidified in such and such a Zvay.,#*

S Nature, \,'thgn, provides -us.V}ith unities, some of which. . .
" can change, because they atre composite, and otheérs of which cannot,
# because they are éimple. " The unity is a unity of form and matter, e. g.

. 'wood and such and such position. #%#* The form of a thing is what

U, answers, in natpre. »to_ »'tbefquest':ion, "'What is‘ it?," a‘,nd op‘e'.can now - .
also ask whether the thizié is the same as what it is. But thig i;_a_ .
question I do not pretend to'understand. _indeed, iﬁgofar as th;a Meta- e
physics acﬁcdufxt just considéied is meant to answer 'the'(tluest‘i.dxia,‘ "What

.. *Owen, "Snares?' p. 78. |
- *¥Met. VII, 2, 1042b14-28. = . -]

~***‘.1:4_§£- VIIL, 2, 1043a5-10. .



. makes a thmg the thmg that it 1s? W oor "What makes thls one thmg?
I am at sea W1thout a compass. It is. clear enough what it means to say

. that a table is composxte when this means that the table is assembled ’

\
"from parts _ But ~among its parts one will not fmd its shape or color or

the arrangement of its parts, let alone what it is. Nor is it clear how
i

its being what it is W111 account for the difference between 1ts bemg

, “n ‘

changed (merely) and its bemg destroyed or created where ”1ts bemg

’

'what it is" is under‘stood to have no reference to anyone' s interest or :

v

mtentmns But this will be more persplcuous 1f we turn to a con31der-

“ation of the M- the81s vig-a-vis language and speakmg L
Smce nature prov1des us w1th thmgs that\have essences,

v

we, knowmg what they are, w111 be. m~a posxtton to say. what th¢y are. ¥ .

~ ~

. More 1mportant1y, knowzng what things. are, we will, be able to talk

. ‘about them. For if we do not kfiow what a thing is, then we cannot

© “

know that it ex1sts. for 1t to qnst is Just for it to be so\and-so, i. e.,

“what itis. Hence. to know that it exists is to know that 1t is. so-»and-
B

. . ° .

" so. Kosman has put this ifi terms of a condltlon necessary for sucCess-‘ ’

»

to 1nd1cate in some mannet what that to which we are.
4 referrmg ig %k , , o
_The point is that if we‘z.ar?é 'to_.'_tndke:a'claim about so\m‘ething,'We ‘must
“have a way of discIosTﬁg\hat it is about which. we are makmg the claxm
RS ) v, A I N . > '. , Lo ‘ -' a ‘ . - a .
. . . .

*An account of how we come to know what thmgs are, -
accordmg to Xrlstotle, will not be covered here. He has not much to
say about this, dand what he does say, e.g. at Posterlor Analytxcs II

22, 1s most obscure.
A -

. **Kosmwredtcarnent "p 493 o

PR _ NN

o
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~

: A cond1t1on of successful teference is that we be- able SR
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q
Smce that thmg is somethmg (what it 1s), a fact which nature ensures

a

by provxdlng things with essences, we are in a position to say what it

is we are speakmg about Aristotle, having given the expression "What

Py

it is"' the spec1a1 sense he has, can now make the transition from

(a) disclosing what it is about which one is speaking

¢ . u
Lot

to”

A

(b) saying, of.the thing about whxch one is speaking,
what it is. '

Althgugh it is not /z pomt whlch occupies Aristotle, Kosman (who cer-

'tamly takes himself to be exphcatmg Arlstotle 5 ideas) contrasts hls
own claim that being able to say what a thing is is necessary for refer-
ence with the denial that pointing is a sufficient condition for reference:

IfI pomt in the general direction of Socrates and say
'Phat is such-and-such (has such-and-such character-,\
1st1c), ' there is a multitude of thmgs to which I might
,ggn “be referrmg ‘the man, his color, size, .shape, cloak,
‘ the coldr.of his cloak, etc. There must be available
some further means of specifying what it is I am point-

ﬂ,g to. * : QQM.“

The further means, of couwrse, is the Arlstotehan what it is, and in two
B

senses. ~‘On the one hand, the form and essence, which is given in

nature;,on the other hand, the"’names" of thesg we can utter in saying

what a thing isy. :_ ' : ' : .

) Kosman's statement about pomtmg is skeptical: since

kS
. ¢
~ L% o

pomtmg mlght be mlsunderstood, it is never sufflcxent ** Aristotle is
1

not a skeptic, but He is guilty of two other sins, equally cardmal

(l) he assumes that knowing and saymg ‘what a thmg is has a sense

ML

bl

, *Ibid., p. 494. . o .

< : **Thls is like the Cartesian and vPIatonic-a‘ssumptions
' that, 1f We mlght be ‘Wrong, we don't know - '
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independent of particular contexts and (2) he confuses saying what a
thing is with dis;:l‘osing what one is talking about. Put in other terms,
Aristotle is guilty of thinking that, if there were no essential predica-

tion, there eﬁld be no predication at all. %

I suggested above that there is a' pecullar image of the
world reflected by the M- thesxs a world in which'man is pxctured as

an observer of the passing scene. To this extent, the image is not -

! ¢
unlike the quaint scene portrayed in Platq'%y\of the cave; what

Plato finds 'objectipnable about the men in the cave is that th%e

ob*rvmg the wrong sort of thing, but not tlsat they are mere observerk ‘
In Arlstotle '8 view, man is not a creature whose words chase after

~shadows. Rather words are signs of affections in the soul and what

these affectlons are l'rkenesses of are the same for all men. ** So men,
whatever words they happe’n, by convention, to utter, nevertheless can

speak about what there is, i.e., what there-really is and not just
images. = o S AN

- -

Accordmg to Plato, what makes an xmage of this an

1mage of this is the form in wh1ch it part1c1pates According to Arxs- _

totle, there is only one world," “and it is the same for all men. *** So ;o
there is no need to appeal to something separate to account for some-

-

‘thing's bemg what 1t is. What makes a thmg the thing that it 1s, . 5

—

1

' : Eee Met. IV 4, 1007a33 ff.: "If all statements were
acc1deqtal there would be no first thing whlch-they were about; . .
but thls is 1mp0531b1e "o . ‘ '

**Aristotle, de Interpretatlonel 1, 16a3-9 .

***I do not mean to suggest that Arxstotle thought that «
there is only one planet inhabited by men, or anythmg of that sort.

o /'
~ . . /

p
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Arist.otle (.:o.nte-nds”,- is its form. But this is Jjust a way of saying that‘
certa.in'éf itvs broperties are .essenti‘al, i. e., such that Without therﬁ it
could not be the thing that it is,.. The "makes"'of "What make‘s. a thing
- the thing that it is?" can thus give w'ay to the ''on account pf'what\" of
""On account of what is this thing wﬁat it is?"". Neither of these ques-
tions is élrequ'est for a mbdern causal exPlapation, but only for an‘

\

answer that could appropriately co;nplete a remark-beginning with the

~word ''because. "'* Still, it i;s not clear what more précise #ense tl'ue :
. que‘stio'n and answer are to be given, i.e., without alfeady having
adoptgd Aristgt’le's doctrine of the 'fo.ur kinds o‘f'cau'se_.
: Ans.combe notes, regafding this point, that Aristotie

"rai\se‘s the question, 'Is each individual man, say, the same as what

'h_e is?' and gives a (qualified) affirmative answer to it. "k Lam not as

concerned as she is with fhe answer as I am with tﬁ'e étiesti_bn. .Acqord-‘
ing to D, which'I identified above as a part of tﬁeAM-the'sis, if two
things are gaid to be the same, then ili ils always api)ropriate to ask, -
""The same what?". The context shows, ﬁs Ansc;)fhbe notes, that the
answer in this case is "the saﬁqe ’substanc'é, " and-that,fuffhér

it looks as if one should ask 'the same first substance, D
or the same second substance?' on the grounds that ‘ -
since both have.been introduced, the term 'substance’, .
without qualification, is ambiguous. %%*

7

<

This is surely right, but is, at the same time, highly theoretical. For

-

. © %See Gregéry Vlastos' helpful remarks.on the meaning
of aitia in '""Reasons and Causes in the Phaedo, "' Plato I: Metaphysics
and Epistemology (New York: Anchor Books, 1970), pp./’l34-137;

**Anscombe, pp. 32-33. ' ) ' ' d
saklbid. , p. 33. o

-
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one cannot understand the claim that Socrates is the same first sub-

stance as what he is w1thout havmg grasped the sense of ''first sub-
stance" in the Categorles, and the techmical sense of "what he is"

developed elsewhere in Arlstotle '8 wr1t1ngs So we are back to the
questlon. "On account of what is thls thing what it 1s?" Lft us sup-

'_pose, then, that this is a questzon raised about a man.

°
» N

. But why should such a questlon arise? It might arise

in the ﬁrst person, takmg the form, say, "Why am Iaman?", But
this is hardly a phllosophxcal question. Perhaps it is the angu1shed
-expressmn of transsexuahsm, -one would have to fill'in some deta1ls.'
"On account of what is thts a man?" or "What makes this thmg a man?"'
sound hke elliptical versmns of "Why is this thmg called a man"' |

' Agam, one m1ght ask such a questlon about a character like the pro-

tagonist of Joherny Got Hls Gun * or about a eunuch Then again, a

4 m111tary drill 1nstructor might raise suchla questlon about an 1nept

recru1t But if it is meant to be a question in phllosophy, it may turn
» out that the answer will be ”Thls is Just what we call a man. " Agam,
it will depend at least m part on what gave rise to the questlon.

Anscombe remmds us that th1s sort of questxon arose,
‘for Arlstotle, aggmst the background of Platomsm Arxstotle did not
ask "Why does this quest1on arxse"" or "Does thlS questxon arlse""
but rather saw that Plato s answer to it gave rise to new and 1ntract— |
able problems, 8o ‘he set about to answer it differently. This was his
error. | ' » |

.
"

- *Dalton Trumbo, Johnny Got His Gun (Philadelphia:
J. B LlpplnCOtt 1939). : T ‘ - @ :



According to Anéc.ombe., “however {and this w11{ be a

»

: R :
central point in the discussion of Aristotle's theory of changf), Plato's
student, Having' rejected the view that predicative expressions stand
for separately exi.s;t'irig universals, took the view that

certain preédicates (i.e. the ones that fall under one
or another of his 'categories'), when truly applied to
a 'first substance', indicate an existence or an exis- .
tent; I do not know which expression is the apter. *
When the predicate is_jp-the category of substance
(e.g., 'man’'), the existence indicated is the very same-
as the existenge indicated by the proper name (e.g. -
!Socrates') of that first substance which is the subject
‘of the predication. When the predicate is in some .
other category (e.g. 'white'), we get a distinction
which does not exist for the category of substance: a -
per accidens being (e.g. a white man) is indicated,
whigh would be indicated also by the combination of
the predicate as an adjective with the proper name
(e.g. "White Socrates'); but also a per se existence,
- which is other than the existence indicated by the
proper name, %% , C e

e

»

The distiné'tit;xi,‘ between Eer,_sﬁ and per _acc}idéné beings ivé one which I _

shalll call upon later in _explicé;fing and criticivAzing A'x"ilsAtotlie's théory, J‘of'q
chgnge. For the m“omhe__nt, 'l-ét me iea\}e fhe M'-thlés.i‘s as it a.pﬁli'es to

' _na‘ture to consider its*im_plicatioﬁs. fér thé philosbphy of la;ng‘uag,e.

| ) Here, tléxe'zq'u‘e's:tio‘n\is..not 'fWha't‘ makg‘é this sort of thiﬁg

tl';is sort of thing? " nor "Is each indiyid;ial’ the -Asa.‘r‘ng as what it 'is?"'.-'
But there a;re p.arallel- cboﬁsideratipr'.ls: ‘the M.;tilie»ofist pur"p'o.rts to
explain both what is neceésa;-y qu; a feferer@e to 1‘:his' to be a 'r'ef'e‘r.enc.:'g
}co_@_&, and what iS'hecessary for t\&o things to be the same '(qr for ;‘.\&6 '
ﬂﬁngs to.be: prépe_rly said to be .t‘he same). I Will."také these points vﬁp s

°

: éepg.raf:'ely. '

*The férme: is adopted by O,v:r"en in ""Snares. "

**An#éombé,' pp. 30-31,. -
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If. Iam successfully to refer to somethmg, then Imust - =

N

'be able, in pr1nc1p1e. to say. what it is to which I am referrmg Ifu_I
simply pomt'or sa}; "that, ' 1t 1s always possible that I will be mis-

understood. Worse, 1f I cannot say what it is to Whlch I am referrmg,

L]

then it is not clear that Iam referrmg to anythmg at all. For ifI -
- cannot 1dent1fy what it is to which I refer (this is where nature helps :
by ensurmg that everything is somethmg, i.e. of some sort or kmd),

then there is no sense to be made of the idea that I am referring to - . |

A

some'.parti_cular thing. = .
Now th1s is not to say that one needs actually to employ<

some form of the expression "that such and such" to identify the thmg

to which one ig referrmg P A .

often, perhaps usually, ‘the context and shared lives
of the conversants will make clear what even a bald -
gesture or '"that' refers to. But for this to be the .
case, it must be possible- for us to perform an explicit
act of identification; we must have at our command.the

.,capac1ty to make clear what we are referrmg to. *

.

e
. - -

These remarks show tharmakmg clear what one is o
' referrmg to’ ultlmately comes to saymg, or being able to say, of the
: .-'thmg to»whlch one is referrmg, what it is. And "saymg what it is ‘

Mis to be glven an Arlstotehan 1n’terpretat10n, viz, sa.ymg what

1

subs.tance or quahty or quantlty, etc y it is. In general terms, the
N ]

possﬂnhty of makmg clear or. dlsclosmg what it is to whlch one is
referrmg rests upon the p0351b111ty o.f engagmg in a certam sort. of
speech act: saymg of a thmg what 1t is.

_'Fu_rth_er, Kosman builds’ into the’ notion of ""Thaving ~

#

| . . ’ |

| / - *,KQ@'%. .\”ZPre'd_icament,"'P- 494




shar'ed lives".the possession, on the part of those who 8o share m a
form of l1fe, common linguistic resources, at least to'the extent that
the '"shared lives of the conversants w1ll make clear what even a bald -
gesture or a 'that' 'refers to "* Thus. the sha.red lives'an‘d context
' fcan make clear only to which sorta_l or classlﬁcatory expresslons one
would (preal in order, by means of "an exphc1t act of 1dent1ficat10n "
to 1dent1fy the referent, i e. say what it 18 |
Th1s has a further consequence if a person asks what
vsomethmg 1s, then he must be construed (l) as havmg made clear what
it is he is asking about and (2) Aas havmg asked of that thlng, what it

. is. But for (1) to be the case, it must already have been made clear

what the thmg 1s So it | is both being ma.de clear what the thmg is and

- bemg asked what it is.

Of course we sometn‘nes do ask what somethmg is when

-

. we already know, in some sense, what the thmg is. We m1ght know,
say, that somethmg is an mstrumerrt yet ask someone, ”What is
'that?" One m1ght then under stand the questmn as elhpt:ca.l for "What
Asort of mstrument is that?", i.e. as a request for some. more spectflc

mformatmnh The M thes1s 1rnp11es that all "What is 1t°" questio'ns are

o

e1ther 1nte111g1ble in thls way or not mtelhgxble at all And thw is so

’

because m (1) above, : "makmg clear what one 1s askmg the questron

‘about" must as I have argued be taken by the M-theonst to be the

Py

same as S°ay1ng, of the thmg in questlon, ‘what it is.

.Wh1le some will take thxs to be a’ reductm ad absurdum

w . 0 ."\S"

' . *One is here reminded qulte approprlately of the para- :
dox in the Cratylus that the name- nger must know the ‘right names of B 3
‘ thmgs before he can g1ve the B : .



-
~of the M-the sis, others will want to find out if there are counter—
examples to it. | I would hke now Just to spell out one. further conse-
quence of it, then move on to a d1scussmn of Arlstotle and the Problem
of Umversals For l1t ts with respect to his account of umversals, m \
partrcular hxs theory of opposrtes, that the M the51s w111 he seen to
have a du‘ect bearing on h1s account of change.
The further consaguence c0ncerns the relatlon between
the two sldes of the M- thes1s .Imagme, for‘ a moment -a group of e
prrmltwe ople among whom a language is developmg In some |
sense they have a shared form of life. They are a trlbe of people,
for example, not _)ust a random assortment and there are rituals and
communal act1v1t1es in whlch they part1c1pate * In one suchpactlvny,
'. a wooden ball 1s thrown around Everyone tr1es to keep 1t in his .V
'posses‘sxon as long as posmble throwmg it down only when he 1stmade
to do so. When the ball is not in use, it is kept in a pouch under the

chlef's throne At some,pomt in the hlstory of thxs tr1be, 1t is clear

»that there is no w0rd for th1s obJect later, it comes to be called a

“ball ", Now the M theortst would hold that later, the tribesmen know .

'What the obJect 1s, earher they d1d not.  And th1s is surely r1ght But
it is also apparent thao.t earher, a trlbesman could pomt to the ball

. thus makmg clear, say, what 1t is that he wanted. Yet this is what the
M- theory denles, the very. feature of the communal act1v1t1es and

_shared form of 11fe that makes it 1nte111g1ble that a word like "ball" :

: could come to have a use in a commumty This sort of account also :

. o *] hope thls is not taken to be armichair anthropology
 Iintend only something like Wittgenstein's notion of a - -simple language
game, or what some phllosophers call a "thought experiment, "

: : e

40

: i—.‘j’aﬁ"’ég R

e




Lo R T - . . P - )
x - S

leaves open saymg that the tr1besmen m1ght know what SOmeone wants,
without knowmg what that thmg is, in Ar1stot1e s sen;e . Just Bo, a -
.Chlld mlght k_now what a torque wrench is, in the sense that :he can
 fetch it for hls father on demand He knOWS what it is that his father

© wants when hls father says, "Get me the torque wrench from the tool-

‘box. " But this is not to say the he knows what 1ts spec1es is, or that

‘it 1s a token of a certam type, or that it is of a certain form or essence.

That 1s, he need not know what it is °to ’be a torque wrench

e . o It 1s, therefore, worse than odd to thlnk that if the
' o
c1a1m, "everything is somethmg, " raeans anythmg at all, it should-

mean that everything is an item in a category or that everythmg is

-

c1a351f1ed in a certain way. ForOthis makes it sound as if nature is"

‘respons1ble for the. clas51f1cat10n of\sthmgs, and that language is a kmd
!

of stand-in for the thmgs and the1r \élass1f1cat10ns (perhaps this is why
| e 2
Ar1stot1e thinks that words are s1gns) In any event, he does thmk that

everything wh1ch changes is somethmg, and changes into somethmg, -
.and that thig is not a ”grammatlcal remark. ', . By ”somethmg" he |

'-means ”w_h_a_t_- it is. " We are now in a. poeltwn to see what a narrow and
'techmcal sense he- attaches to th1s, and 50 in a pomtlon to evaluate hls

account of universals and’ opp081tes.

41
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UNLVERSALS AND OPPOSITES

- kEd. .

Opposition
Aristotle says that contrariety is a kind of opposition, ‘_
and he dlstmgulshes it from the opposition of relatwes, of privations

and possessmns, and of afflrmatlons and denials.. Contrarles, unhk‘e

al'fxrmatmns and negatlons, are among those thmgs which can be "said

- .
c(vtthout combination' (de Interpretatlone, 13b10) and unlike pr1vat1ons

and possessmns, change mto one another (13a17) So characterized,

contraries -appear to have a double nature; for it vmuld seem to be .

2
R,

univérsals which are said without combination (health and sickness
are Aristotle's examples), on the one hand, while, ‘on the other,“uni- -

versals seem to be- eminehtly’un‘quali‘fied to be the kinds of thing which

. . ) ’ N )
',chang'e’into one another. That is to’ say, itis a healthy man who ®
bECOmes a man who is ill, while it is health and not a healthy man,.

[N

: whlch is said w1thout combmatmn From- his examples of contrarxes

i

 said w1th combination (Socrates is well Socrates is stck) one can see

‘ that by ! contrar1es said without cotnbmatmn" Arlstotle means: to be
speakmg- of things in categones other than the category of substance: :
it is not éocrates who accounts for the contrar1ety Furthermore, :
Arlstotle speaks of contrarles belongmg to the same thing (14a15) and‘

contends (14a19) that they rnay be genera,, e. g good and bad

There are places in the text which suggest the followmg:

42 . '- I. | | )‘_



'Arlstotle is not talking nonsense when he says that contraries change
into one another but is merely speakmg elltptlcally Where he says
that they change into one another, what he. means is t.hat somethmg

. which has a certain property comes to have a contrary property. * For
example, when he contrasts contraries with prwatlons and possessions,
'his( point is‘t_hat,‘ thoulgh.the sick man can become well ag'ai‘n, the bald
man cannot regain his hair On thlS readmg, “while contra’rles are sald

o

to be forms, and are sald to change into oné another, strxctly speakmg

it is thmgs having forms which che)qge mto one another. It is just this

-

vxew, ‘after all, which led commentators to 1nvoke the notion of prlme
matter in accounting for Arlstotle s behef that there is substant1a1

change. Let us suppose, for the present, that thlsw,;lnterpretatton is

correct, o ' _ .

What is involved, then, in saying that contraries are

forms which are opposed?

<

A prehmmarx question. must be dealt with here: what
"

s it to say that contrar1es are forms? It is-little help: to say that they.

are unlversals or that in talkmg about forms Arlstotle was makmg a
_contnbutxon to the problem .of universals. It is Aristotle who says
that changev‘in\;ol-\z-es the pr'es‘ence and absence of forni (th‘ sics I, 7),.
but so far I have been using the expression, umversal " %o trade upon

some traditional ideas in speakmcr about his contentlon that change ot

involves contraries. ' S

I *The dxstmctlon is drawn in the Phaedo, Collected Dxa-
logues of Plato: Including the Letters, -eds. Edith Hamilton and Hunt-
ington Cairns (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press,
1963); see 70e ff. and 102b5 ff. ~ ’ .

LI
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The feature of the tradxtlonal account I have in mmd is -
a dlstmctlon between 1nd1v1duals and the characteristics they have, for

4

instance, consider the distinction between Fido and his shape, deo

-

has a shape, a shape which other dogs mlght hav&e too, if they look like

7‘
hxm, g0 in saymg how deo looks we mention those thmgs which our

tradition has called universals. Hence, Arlstotle s "form"'. and '"shape."
Of course, there are comphcatwns here: Plato s forms were, in some
sense, 1ndw1duals as well as characterlshcs But both Plato and Arls-_
‘totle thought that just as a number of thmgs can have the same color or.
shape, so they can have somethmg elge 5rn common too-‘ that which
accounts for thelr being what they ar Xa.nd not somethmg else l&’his
has been called ”essence " Accordmg to Plato, for any such charac- |
.vterls‘tle a number of thmgs have in common, there is a form in relatlon
to whlch all those thmgs stané'a The form is separate from them. .
Accordmg to Aristotle, the form is not somethmg separate.
Nevertheless Ar1stotle Speaks of the presence and /

absence of a form And he says that some. forms are "oppos_ed. " Cer~

tain of these opposed forms are contrartes, when their 'opposition is of

a sort he calls "contrarlety " Forms are always the forms of some— o

.thing, and the general notion Whlch Anstotle used to’ express thls R
| dependence of form is matter: matter underhes form, the relat1on of
A‘part1c1pat10n in Plato is replaced in Arlstotle by the relatlon, under- "
(lles. Change is thus understood in terms of the presence and absence

: of form, together thh an underlymg thmg In the case of non—ﬂ

: substantlal change, th1s means that "alteratmn, "as it is called can

be expressed in terms of the tradxtxon by saying that an 1nd1v1dual loses

»
one unlversal and galns another o
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.' five of Aristotle's' Categories. Havmg dlstmguxshed primary sub-

. o - . P
. . H . Y
.

Agam, this would be to say, in Platomc terms, that an
1nd1v1dua1 ceases to partlcxpate in one form and begms to partlcxpate in

anoth_er. Except that we are to say that the mdlvxdual now underhes 4

‘one form, now another This mterp.retatmn ma}ces Arlstotle out to be

‘a pect&,&r kind of Platomst an’ upstde down Platomst ' ' o
/ S
There. is some defense for this in a remark in chapter -

~

stances, which are the. ultlmate sub_]ects (ultrrnate underlymg every-
thmg) for all else that exlsts he says {contra Plato)

All the other thm.gs are either sa1d of the primary L
_substances as. shbJects or in them as subjects . . . . .
So if the primary substances did not exist-it would be
impossible for any of the other-things to exist. -~

(2a34-2b6).
N

But since the prunary subJects are not characterless 1nd1v1duals, or .
bare part1cu1ars, they c%uld not exist w1thout the other thmgs, the
forms or umversals Desplte his" mtentlons, ‘he manages to replace

the dependence of 1nd1v1duals on forms w1th the mutual dependence of

" the two sorts of thmgs on each other _- - .

i

Th1s is part1cu1ar1y clear in’ the case of the relatmn . ,

between fn'st and second subbtance, ‘and bears upon his’ account of

. § change in the category of substance, or genems Wh11e it is -a'connn-'

$

- it is not a contmgency that it is the sort of thmg it 1s, where ”sort of

s

thmg it 1s\ means "the substance 1t is, RG say, a man. Wha '

>

bemg wh1te, say, is a man, an indwxdual in the category of substance." '

Thls man- couId turn\dark and be what he is. Obv1ously, the

- expres'sion, what a thmg is, f' bears a great deal of welght here. *

‘- .. -

[N

* *Because Aristotie:co‘,uld not me_aﬁn_","pa'le man" or'., e. gy

~gency that a fu- st substance has certam propernes, say, be1ng whlte, .;\

e



Arlstotle means by "substance" both what a thmg is 'and mdtvxdual . e

thmgs that exlst This is ‘his distinction between pr\mary and secon- e

g dary substance Secondary substances are specles and genera, accord-

}
8 mg to the Categones, thmgs whlch make it possrble for ‘'us to know what I
athmgls ' N ' A v }
. Of the secondary substances the specxes is more a 1
substance than' the genus, since it is.nearer to the
° - pPrimary substance. ' For if one is to say of the pri-- 3
mary.substance what it is, it will-be more informa- -
tive and apt to give the specxes than the genus. BT P
(2b7-10). . , S - L
4

Another Platomc stram in Arxstotle, then, is the role forms play in
\ma&ng the umverse 1nte111g1b1e Indeed, 1t is better te say that thzs

is, Soc:ratlc For Just as Socrates seemed to thmk that a questton of

.

the form, "What is it?", takes an answer of a smgle sort Artstotle
o . -
supposed that saymg what a thmg is comes to engagmg in an- actw1ty

. wuth a certain single ex\d namely, spec1fy1ng its form and substance. .
,And for both of them, that 1t is poss:ble to say, in th1s* Sense, what o

—_—

somethmg is was thought to. make ratlonal dlscour se p0331ble

—

: One of the constderatloqs which led Plato. to the behef _;‘V:' !:

in separate forrps was this: when I say that a number of dxfferent‘ )
. >
thmgs are red I can. be taken to have said that there is somethmg : : -

.whlchloall of those thlngs are or have. namely, the color red None of -
the ,thmgs is the color red so each of the thmgs must be. in some rela— . A

tlonto it. Anstotle calls be1ng red a quaﬁhflcatlon, not a relat1ve, but
- still speaks of things p ossessmg quahtles- o s

A thzrd kind of quality. con31sts of affectlve quahtles

- . . . PR

» Ma. man who is less dark than sgaw, " but’ only "the substance man "o
. ,*"What x ls" does duty for "subs ance' in contexts l1ke this one. '

,—-‘__ £ . . - 62
. . . .
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- . and affecti'ons . Examples of sucho are sweetness, .
‘bitterness, sourness, and all their kin, and also hot-
* . ness and coldness and paleness and darkness. That
’ ‘these are.qualities is obvious, for things that possess
them are $aid to be quahfled in-virtue of them. THhus
honey becaube it possesses sweetness if called sweet,
and a body pale because it possesses ‘paleness, %nd
similarly with the others. (9a28 ff. )

A's these remarké};show,"Aristotl'e is certainly not a nominalist, believ-

ing that even. ‘the simplest thmgs ‘'we say must be underwritten by facts

e 4 -

What certlfles one in saymg that ‘snow 1s white is the whlteness in the
snow, the correspondence between what we say and what there is. It
'is as 1f every remark we make stands m need of the same kind of

explanatmn: Cif it is true, it is true_bec_ausé PR if it is false, it is
> s . ~ o
fagse hecause e e As it W111 ‘be shown in a later section, such an

explanatmn is made necessary because Arlsgotle understands saymg

o somethmg as a combmmg of things: when things are combined in

speéaking as they are. u‘ct then somethmg true is sald What is
crucial here is the nature of the cornbmed objects. In the remarks Yy

'

quoted above, sweetness is said to be in honey, which-is why honey is
said to be sweet. About.such circumstances, Aristotle is ready,to
mal.ce)two clatms (1) sweetness is not said of the honey, (2) sweetness
is in the honey These clalms are controver51a1 because, with the - _

' pub11cat1on of Acknll's translatlon of the- Categorles and Owen s paper,

"Inherence, g the have iven rise to a. dlS ute over what Arlstotle
Yy g P

y -
x -~

means by an 1nd1v1dual in categorles pther than substance. In one "' -

sense thxs anaik/\s1s is comlc, for what sort of an explanatlon would it
B X

be to say that I.calAl something what it is because it is that way.ﬂ;("Why

t
\ ° . o

.-

(1965), pp 97- 105

*G. E L. Owen, "Inhei‘gnce," Phronesxs, X, No. 1 .
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" do you- say the Earth is round?'" '"'Because it is. ') In another sensae,

we rmust sometimes say (to a philosopher) that something is called

sweet just because it is 'sweet explanatlons havmg to end somewhere
Suppoae" th.en, we take Aristotle to be saymg that

(a) there are thmgs called quallhes

(b)‘thmgs have qualities.

(c) the dlstmctlon betVeen a thmg which has a quahty

-~ . and the quahty wh1ch it has is an instance of the

relatlon between a form and an underlymg thmg

- In subscrxbmg to (a), Ar1stotle is not sub8cr1b1ng to the Platonic tenet

.the othex‘and, the "'said of" relatlon looks as 1f it.might be speaker-

‘dependent But it is npot. Fr:rn his examples! it is clear that Aris--

that there are klnds of being;

To say that (a) is truens _]ust to ay atXb) is true, so to c1a1m that

’

there are forms 1s\Just to claim that things have forms In our pass-

‘ age, Aristotle is c1a1mmg that _some ex1st1ng things are sald of others,

and that some are in others Regardmg be1ng in & subject, there is no

X v o -

reason to suppose that. thlS relation is dependent upon a speaker: some-

thlng can be Jn something else whether anyone has sa1d so or not. On
¢ : -

totle does not mean that soun.ething is sa1d ol’ a s.ub_)ect only if somethmg

has, in fact. beert sald to be suxnethma else. It is not the name "man "

L

- though th1s is also predlcated which stands related to the sub_]ect in the

‘man. When a‘nan d1es, he ceases to be a man .and becomes a corpse.

sald of"! 'relatxon, but'man. The grounds for saymg that- man is sald

| 2

of the 1nd1v1dual man may be that individual men are called "men " but’

Y AR
this is not what is’ megxt by saymg that man 1s sa1d of the individual -
b

- o

It is no longer correct to call the thmg a man becadse it is.no longer a’
v

- -
W

@ T ek
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rnan, and not the other way aronn‘d. One n1ight be-tegpted to-say,' then,

.
4

that man is not part of this thing which can come and go like the heat in
an iron. There is nothmg (like the-iron) whlch is f1rst a man and then

a corpse (first hot and then cold). Perhaps it is wrong to speak of belng
'

“said of a sub_]ect as a-relation at all; for so speakmg suggests the poas-
1b111ty of d1sconnect10n, when there is none. And thus it w111 be mcor-
rect to Speak of Socrates and man as comblned and connected if that is

taken to imply that two -thmgs become one man. Man is not something y
AR

separate, and there is no 1nd1v1dua1 wh1ch comes to be a man.
If this gives a sense to saying that forms are not separ-
_ate, and what it is for somethmg to be said of sub_]ect bp.t not in 1t how

- 18 oné then to understand what 1t is for somethmg to be m a sub_)ect but

: 'not sa1d of it? I say that some partlcular hght color (-ro Tt ?\EUHOV)
. L S
is in a body, then, accordmg to\ArlstQtle Iam saymg that thls hght LT *

» ™~

color is in the body ''not as a. part" and that this 11ght color "cannot

’ ex1st separately from what it is in. "

Smce these 1deas are obscure and their mterpretatlon is..

.’J?

controver51a1 I quote in full the pﬁsage from whlch they were taken.
. Of thmgs there are:  (a) some are said of a

subJect but are not in any subject, For example, man .
1s said of a subject, the individual man, but is not in
any subject. (b) Some are in a’ subject but are not said

. 'of any subject. (By 'in a~ subject' I mean what is in

- something, not as a part, and cannot exist separately

ﬂrom what it is in.) For, example, the individual know-
ledge -of- -grammar is in a subject, the soul, but is not
'said of any subject: and the individual white is in a
subject, the body (for all colour is in,a body), but is ;
not said of any subject. (c) Some are both said ofa - LT CTp e
subject and in a subject. For example; knowledge.is . .. - N
in a_subject, the soul, and is also said of a snb_]ect . 1‘1& '

' knowIedge of-grammar. (d) Some are neither in a - g
subject nor said of a subject, for example, the individ-
ual man or individual horse-=-for nothing of this sort is
elther in a sub_;ect or said of a subject. ’I‘hmgs that

) -
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®
are individual and numerically one are, without excep- ' :
tion, not said of any subject, but there is nothing to

prevent some of them from being in a subject--the .

individual knowledge of- grammar is one of the thmgs s

in a subject. * :

'
. - °

As Ackrill has noted the use of "m" in the deflmtmn of
'""being in a sub_]ect” must be non technlcal because Arlstotle ‘uses it

in explammg his techmcal use of "ln" in the defimendum Not- all

things that can ordmanly be sald to be in somethmg are in another -
th’: the technical sense, so 1t is only a necessary cond1t10n that it

_be sald to be .in another thmg Acknll proposes that smce o _ 0
Not all non- substances are naturally descrtbed in
ordmary language as in substandes, . . . we. cgn
.perhaps help Aristotle out by exploiting further’
sordinary locutions: A is "in'"-B (in the technical
sense) if and only if (a) one could natuz;plly say in
o - ordinary language ®ither that A is in B or that Alids
T of B or that A belon\gs to B or'that B has A (or that
- - . .), and (b) A is notapart of B, and (c)A is
S ' 1nseparable from B.

-

[

A

3 Ackrlll coucludes that "the ,mseparabﬂxty requu‘ement has the donse-

~

quence that only 1nd1v1duals in nonsubstanée categories can be 'in'
. ————— K

: 1nd1v1%ual. substances C Thus the mherence of a propertyiex’n a kind

of substance is to be analyzed 1n terms of the 1nherence of 1nd1v1dual . R ‘-

_‘ 1nstances of the property in 1nd1v1dual substances of that kmd " (p. 74). -
G E L Owenf.grees with Ackr1ll agamst Anscombe,

that Ar1stotle does speak of mdwxduals in noh substance categorles,

. A. but draws a d1st1nct10n between an expre}smn for leukon t1 in its use as_

a color adJectwe and as a name for a "wholly deterrmnate Speclmen of

v .

its class "3 In its former use, a color is predicated of a colored

N o RN —

*Categories II, 1a20- lb9 A - N .

| #%Owen, 'V'Inher'e_n’ce,g'f p. 98.



be found in more than one subj

thing.

But in the latter use (wzth which Owen takes Aristotle to be con--

cerned in our passage) it functions as a name to 1dent1fy an 1nd1v1dua1

If "vmk" is such an expressmn,

~

then there is an analogy between "vink'

‘and the name of an individual in the category of substance' '

The analogy is Just that vmk or 1ts name,. is
not predicable of any less general shade of color. To
say, 'That shade is vink' is to name the shade, ‘notho

bring it under a wider class of colors:

vink is a

wholly- determmate spec1rnen 'of its: class

To say this, Owen thlnks, ‘is not to say that vmk cannot

. mentators have attrlbuted to Anstotle *

. vink,

what Ackr111 calls. "the inse

a

‘ wihth. Owen 8 example ‘vink is sa1d to be unable to exist apart fro

1t 1s

vmk" is short for "Socrates vmk "

a v1ew, wh1ch Arlstotle does not draw

ject, though this is the v1ew several com-

Commentators have been led to thlS mterpretatlo by “°

parablhty requlrement " Smce, to stick.

m, vink is taken to be the name of-the color in Socrates such hat

Only Socrates can have Socrat
so it cannot be found in anythmg else The consequence of such

is-that no two thmgs could be

«‘

said to have the same color or anythmg else that 1s "m a subJect "

Ar1stotle s account of <:ont'rar1es

Thls has 1mportant consequences,' if it is true,; for =

L

’,

-says'that - * o "1,';

~

In chapter ten’ of the Categortes, ‘he

with contraries it'is not necessary~4f one exlsts for
the other to exist too. For if everyone were well
health would exist but not sickness, and if everything.
Wwere white whiteness would exxst but not blackness.

o

*W D. Ross Arxstotle, 5th ed

.

(Londox‘i‘i Methuen and

C'o", 1949),. p- 24,.n I; J. R Jones, "Are the Qualitiés of Partlcular

-Things Universal or Part;cular" :

PP.

Philosophical Review, LVII (1949)._

152~ 170 Anscombe, Three Phllosophers,

PP. 710
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Socrates bexng slck would not (l4a6 14al4)

Now to say that A and B are contranes is to say, among other thmgs, |
that they are opposed But if we are to speak of Socrates health, 1ts

_ contrary must be Socrates 1llness, where speakmg about“"Socrates' '
ﬂlness" is‘not a way of speakmg about cholera but, at best Socrates'

cholera It would then follow that if one such contrary exlsted the

: other could not.. But somethmg is then said to be opposed to somethmg :

wh1ch cannot ex1st Arlstotle demes, of course, that if one exists then -

the other must exist, thmkmg of a case in whlch everyone were well
Even’ 1n that case it 1s d1ff1cult to make sense of - an oppos1t10n between
two th1ngs, one of which does not" exlst . But in the other case, there

-is a more serious _d1ff1cu1ty ~For if Socrates' health is opposed not to
&

‘ illness but to Socrates' 1llness the questlon arlses "What is Socrates' B

l’llness?" It cannot be any lllness which he has, because ,1t WOuld then

be false to say he 1s Well ‘But it cannot be an 111ness which he does

| not have, for then it would not be an 1llness of Socrates. Thls 1s a
‘general dlfflculty and one which arises full bIOWn from the mterpreta-
‘tion which Owen attacks,, For if there are 1nd1v1duals in non- substance
‘categones in Acknll's sense, then, for any such 1nd1v1dual, it can‘-
exist only 1£ 1ts contrary does not It is then impossible for them to be

"opposed hence, 1t is not poss1b1e for them to be contrarles

. Owen's at&ck largely takes the form of Spellmg out the

absurd1t1es that would follow were such an mterpretatlon as Ackrlll’

correct. The strongestof thgse concerns the pou’tt 3ust made about :

52
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contrariee To speak of Socrates‘ illness on Acknll's mterpretatlon ‘
is not to speak of say, cholera but Socrates cholera .Owen'clairns .'

~ that thls leads to a. "paradox of 1mpl1catxon" : - . ")
' If X is an 1nd1v1dua1 the statement that a part1cular
Y (say a particular color) is in X will not entail but

, actually preclude saying that Y without qualification

is in X. You ask me. what color there is in Socrates' ' . . ' .~
| body:. I reply meticulously 'Socrates’ pink'. .You may SRR
find this to some extentgininformative; but when I try_- K IR

to isolate the informative element for. you I founder.

If I say 'The color in: Socrates' body is pink, ' the L .

dogma rules out what I say as ill-formed. Alterna-

‘tively, 'pink' may be supposed to stand for & different

color with each different individual subject; but Aris-

totle never suggests'this.. . ., and he knew an argu-

ment_that could be turned agamst it, * >
But this obJectlon rests upon the assumptlon that Arlstotle knew that a
-consequence of speakmg of ‘e, g colors whxch are- 1nd1v1dua1 and num-
‘erlcally one was that they could then be 1dent1f1ed only in- the way that
Owen proposes. . No evxdence is gwen, however that Arlstotle saw

this consequence. So one who trles to get a gr1p on the truth of thls

matter by takmg these passages in hand is left W1th a st1ng1ng palm ; .

-Saying» Something

One way out of the d1ff1cu1t1es mvolved in havmg to say
: : ok

that thlngs are opposed or contrary to. one another is to regard opp081-
t1on or contrar1ety as somethmg whxch ar1~ses in dlscourSe That is to ’

say, for. example, that in place of supposmg th’at heat i is opposed to '

"cold one w1ll 1nstead contend that it cannot“‘beotrue to" say of somethmg S

"both that 1t 13 hot and that it is cold It is the‘n in place to speak of-

claiins bemg.opposed, and unnece‘s%ary‘:to consider things themselves 9 .

#"lnherence, " pp l’Ol-lOZ. R -

\d . ' :‘ )



:as_‘opposed', unless on'e is speakfng‘ of armies‘ or dlsputants and the
-like. This v1ew would have the further advantage that it Would no

' longer be necessary to speak of the exlstence of contrartes, as 1f
thmgs are somehow composed of theln, . Instead contrary clalms will -
fmd a place in _arguments and reasonmg, playmg a role in the constltu- _
tion. of dlscourse, but not of thmgs themselves l

Unfortunately, Arlstotle s notlon of what 1t is to say

: somethmg W1ll not pe rmit this meek ad_]ustment to be rnade Indeed

“ he would regard 1t as a maJor dlsplacement of respon81b111ty, for 1t is -

. the opposition of thmgs whlch is meant to’ account for the opp031t1on of

clauns . He further thmks that expressmns for opp031tes (I shall call.

. them "o expressmns, " followmg R1éhard Bosley*) are uttered in

' anSWermg "what"" questions, thus- helpmg to make palatable the idea -
g that oppos1tes are forms wh1ch in turn gwes aid and cornfort to the -
view that all change involves oppos1tes ** Before launchmg an assault
‘agaxnst this doctrme, 1t w1ll be helpful to set out, ‘m a mare general |
i way, Arlstotle 8 account of saymg somethmg R - ' "“

e -

. In the C ategorles, Ar1stotle remarks that "of thlngs that

UL

are said, some mvolve‘tombmatmn whlle others are said W1thout

-combmatmn "*** Readers of the SOEhISt may notice a resemblance

o

S ' : ."A *"Umversals, M unpubhshed MS . edited by Rlchard Bos-
ley (Un1ver31ty of Alberta) S . .

< *%[t would be more accurate to- say that o- expressmns

'gstand in for things in a d1s&ss1on, as evident from Sophistical Refuta-

tions I, 1, 165a5-10: "It is impossible in a discussion o bring in the

. actual thmgs discussed: we use their names- as symbols instead of

- them; and therefore we suppose that what follows in the names, follows _
in the things as well . . ‘Not all expressions are like this; see
Poetics, 20, l456b38 ff. : I :

e *** tegones, lal6
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o

between thls cla.lm and the tomc Plato used to remedy some def1c1'::n-

-

c1es in his Theory of Forms, but there the notion of combmmg or

’blendmg was as unhelpful as a patent med1c1ne Arxstotle is not con'-

cerned with the blendmg of Platpmc forms, but mstead W1th the com-

b1natxon of thmgs sa1d * But not all thmgs' sald mvolve cornbmatlon,
Arlstotle glves a 11st of thmgs said W1thout combination, ' remarkmg
that each of them s1gn1f1es somethmg in one of the categorle‘s And it

8 ""by the combination of these with one another (that) an afflrmation :

T is produced For every afﬁrmatlon, it seems, is elther true or false'

but of thmgs said without any comblnatlon none is exther true or false
-
A Wh11e it is not clear whether Arlstotle means by a thmg

said an expressmn or sentence, on the one hand or:a sort: of ob_]ect

on the other three points do emerge here. . The ftrst is that each

rd

unco_mbmed 1tem s1gnifies something, while the second is that no

uncombined‘ltem ig a bearer of truth The th1rd is more obscure

a

afflrmatlon is combmatlon, Jommg together lnterweavmg On a meta-

phor1ca1 level one is remmded of Plato s image of the warp and the

v

: woof to. speak is to do somethmg rather like mampulatmg a dev1ce,

'a

bmdmg stmnds together w1th a shuttle cock e
@ In the- SOEhlS the Stranger makes the much dlscussed

claim that *'it isron account of the combination of forms withone

R ’ ’ .
ot ) ,

- ) D . ).0

. ¥In Plato there is no suggestion that the blending of
forms.results in something which is one. Artstotle, however, is at
pains to distinguish -a combination of thmgs from a mere. sequence of
things: '""How we come to conceive.things together or separately is
another question--by- together and separately I mean not in succession -
but so as to make up some one thmg " (Met E, 4, 1017b23 -25).

o

-

. **Cate ories 4 2a4; cf. de Interpretatione 16a9 ff. ; _
'Met }012a2 ff. 1027%17 IOSlbl ff , o : . »‘L. .

\ . ) |



: another that dlscourse is. pOSSlble for us. "% Thls is the echo of an 1dea

" found in the Parmemdes and one.which,’ by the tn‘ne of the Categorles.

& °

was Surely well - embedded m the groves of the Academy m some fdrm

' or another. Arlstotle ‘we know renounced part of th1s theory, for him .

: the?e was no need - to speak of the combmatlon of (Platomc) forms But

Just as certamly we can see in Arlstotle s Work that the tlme had not

7

passed for the idea that d1scourse gets its: hfe from- a kind of combma- »

t1on For even though Arlstotle would not- grant currency to Plato's

°

talk about the separate exlstence of forms, ‘he would also not re_)ect as
- a counterfelt truth the Stranger 8 claim that "'walks runs sleeps,' and
80 on with all the other verbs s1gmfy1ng act1ons--you may utter them

all one after another, but that does not make a statement” ( ph1st

262 b))’ Indeed, 1t appears that this well-worn coin. felt the rub of many_

. fmgers, even some of the examples are repeated by Arlstotle But
' before con31der1ng his ag¢count, 1t w111 "be helpful to do a bit’ more
groundbreaklng in Plato s terrain.’ e ‘.

| oo " For Plato, then, combmatlon is .a notlon necessary to
account for the possxblllty of falsehood and, hence (though this was not
."so clear an 1mp11cat10n) the poss1b111ty of truth, Moravc51k has argued

that Plato was here trymg to refute semant1cal and loglcal atomism or,

s

in hls words, argumg that '—statements and the reallty that underlies -

them, are complexes and that what. d1st1ngulshes falSehood is not the

lack of reference but the mzsrepresentatlon of the 'connectlon between '

i parts of rea.llty k¥ thmk it'is easy to sell Plato short here, for in .

,r o *Plat.o, the Sophist, Collected Dialogues, 259e

6 ) ' ’»"»J M. E. Moravesik, "Being and Meanmg in the Soph«
-ist, ! Acta thlosophlca Fenmca F%msc XIv (1962), p 41. .

‘y )
. BTN
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' Aappear that havmg a- sub_]ect is qu1te a d1fferent sort. of requxrement

Pl

becausec w.e speak of thmgs tl&‘t aze hot as 1f they are, and thmga that

are other as 1f they are the same, Plato goes on to say that a ogos"‘-
which is not about somethmg is not a ogo s at all. Moravcstk's mter-
pretation ‘contains the suggestlon that all tl‘hs means is. that in.order

for something to be a Sentence, there must be a sub_]ect So it would

~

M

P

from the demand that there be- cornhmatmn, and not Just giving names

or llstmg verbs ~But here there does not seem to be a nammg-

RN

descr1b1ng confusmn (as there is in the view of the Crat-;:lus whlch we

' f
will consider in a moment), so -even if Moravcs1k is. nght in character—

izing the general argument of the- SOEhIS as an attack on semantlcal

= atom1§m that seems 1rre1evant in this context. But more 1mpor—

tantly, Moravc 51k suggests that the theory of combmatmn comes down

eminent role 1n this account of truth and falsehood * - Now he is correct

in c1a1m1ng that, m thlS part of the Sogh1s by a verb (rhema) Plato

_means not only What we call verbs, but adJectlves as well or anythmg

> S . i"' '_ .

that could be said to characterwe a.f Ject Plato is not constructmg

a grammar. Byt this is why it is’ wrong to thmk that Plato is descrxb-

ing a condition necessary for somethxng S bemg a sentence For Just

as he denies that a noun by 1tself can be e1ther true or false, he deni_es

“  *Moravcsik, p76 L C m, .

.,

1

S

to a theory of pred1catlon, i.e. that the verb or pred1cate plays a pre-' '

57



these v1ews But knowmg that we are not, .to bor{ow ah Image, in

that a verb by 1tselt‘an be elther true or .false, ‘and in Greek a verb '

‘by itself can count as-a sentence. So in spite of the apparently gram-

matical dlscussmn of nouns and verbs, 1t is not the mere concatenatlon
of nouns and verbs that produces a’ _gggg. _ that makes it posslble for
somethmg (as Plato say s) to be accomphshed (ne,pa.wel. 1:1. ) And it
is not odd that Plato surnmarlzes this sectzon of the SOEhlSt by saymg

that a ogos must both be about somethmg and mxsrepresent the connec-

txon between thmgs, in order for there to be false dlscourse But

’

whereas for Plato thé flrst .of these cond1txons is necessary. Anstotle

seems to take it as su£f1c1ent In hlS dlscussmn of things sazd w1th

; t 5
com'bmatxon 1t is c1a1med that, in some cases when the sub_]ect does

not exist, the statement is false

In the Cratxlus we fmd the v1ew wh1ch occasmned Arls-

totle 's remarks on conventlon ‘and the 1dea th&t onée can make a claun

merely by' uttermg a name. The theme of the Cratzlus is antt-

conventtonahst AL we alread see one thing we: d1d not know before. .
. 5 'y 8.

that names do possess a certam natural correctnes s, and that not ever?

man knows how to glv*e a name well to anythmg whatsoever" (39la -b).

o1

. Names are saxd to be mstruments (388c), a vxew Whlch Aj ‘{stotle

ol r

reJects in de Interpretatlone But what 1s relevant toﬁgur [}urpose is

P ; 'q»\ -
,the emergence in the Cratzlus of the. v1ew that ?’names are\\true and

false, (2) names.are 1m1tatlons or lzkenesses an\i (3) the smallest

4umt of meamng is the letter (431 433) Artstotlez :o.f course, re_]ects

. .

the pos:tlon of the gambler who looks,,\for a steady oser- so that he ca

3

bet on red when the loser bets on black There 1s more than otie w. v

to win or lose, so to speak, and smce Anstotle 8 reply to Plato makes,, L

» .
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- at be.st, for. a stalernate. the better analogy WOuld be thh chess I S

shall now proceed to cons1der {\nstotle 8 view, hopmg that tlus bnef

account wxll make it easler to see the pomt of hzs remarks that to say

v aomethmg true or false is to combme things.

On rzt readmg c?hapters two and four of the- Categor:es

w may appear that "thmgs sald" (ta egomena) Arlstotle means -

words phrases, ami sentences He is often taken to mean Just thxs, . . R
H. 'P. Cook translateﬂhe fert sentence of chaptv tWO as follows
’ "We may or ma)r not combme what we call words, expresmbns and

phrases Mk Acerll uses 1nv7rtbd, commas around the examples Ans- _.

totle nges of thlngs sa1d But a, fsw lmes further on in this chapter we -

find the fo&lowmg“ 'rwb ov‘twv ™ psv HaB’ unone Lue:vov nvog )
KSYE‘raL rill renders this qu&;e l1terally "Of thmgs there are

D
. some are gaid of ‘a SlTbJth\, P There 13 then a contrast

between things said and thmgs the'l'e are. But by "sqmethmg -8aid of a

-

v -‘subJect" Ar:,stotle does not-mean a%&expresslon, for thmgs sa:d of a

subJect are coupled w1th thmgs preéent in a subJect and theSe are :

-

clearly not expressmns In fact; some thxngs are both sa1d of and pre- .

w o
‘A d1ff1cult tex;t 1n th1s connectlon is De. Amma I, 6

sent in a subJect

430b26 z9¢ é'cr‘rt 6’ n uev (pocou; TI. ua‘ra ‘rwoc;, wcm:ep ﬁ na‘tai

cpoccn.e;, mu. axnang ﬁ ¢l-:v6n<; naoa j."‘ .Harnlyn translates thxs

h ib_ - R
as follows- o . . ‘ 9
- . v».n'. "“’ - N ) .

. Every assertlon says somethmg of something, as too
e does. demal and is true” or false (P. 62) ' A

4

a

o *Arxstotle, The Categorie's, On Inter retatlon, trans. |, .
- Harold P. Cook, Prior Analytics, trans.. Hugh ’T'reddemck (Cambndge,-' e
M_ass Harvarc?Umverszty Rress, 1938) R K Y RN
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- In his notes on this bassage" he says that

Lot T e
. ‘ \ . e ‘o o ...‘_ ’ T ' . . '
~ S : R

I ' "‘ ‘ v.‘
I have accepted the substxtutlon of 'demal' tinoq)cxo' l.c; ‘ T o
‘ ,<=-apo apophasis) for the: 'affirmation' (Kon‘roecpoco‘l.c; N T .
T kata hasis) of the MSS. The: orlglnal reading. mxght . EER
. be accepted if we could interpret pacic (phasis-= . ,* S _
here translated as- assertlon't) as ageneric notion L N
like tha.t of 'proposit“lon' (P: 145) ‘ o T
N . . i Vo,
- One text where R_asm and kajaphasls are. dlstmgulshed is Metaphyslcs
' IX 10, 1Q51b22 26 Anstotkﬁ"

i.s there dlscussmg truth and“falsxty ,
PR '.‘f\.' - : ‘ . B
w1th respect to mcomposztes and says that LI S ' ‘

.

‘as trhthus not the sarie. in these cases, so also 'bemg
is ot the-same; but . .-

fruth or faISItY is as follows O
--contact ahd assertion [

cpa.vocl.] are truth (assertlon
[(paO“I.d " not being the same

_ e
as affirmation uoc'raq:ap'tg ), LT
“and 1gnorance w non-contact : . ;
o £y r_‘ﬂ

_ Here one must understand @ams s0

<

‘e

as not to mvolve saymg somethmg
of somethmg,

that is Just the pomt ‘of dlstmgmshmg plaasxs an& kata- k o
E a51s For kataEhasm is approprxate only W1th respect to’ what 1s

compound' Ehasm to what is not compot!nd If the De Amma text 1s to. ’
@

ce &hasls, not katapha- \& .
F RN

~ be change,d' therefore, anBhas1s should repla
The pom‘fwof the passa%e would then be that whmle affzrmatlon and

sis.
eepye—

E 1
Ty

demal mvolve combmatxon, and hence, truth or falsehood?mot.e‘rery‘
thought 1s such For 1t is p0831b1e to think of what a thing is,

goncern- '
r1n.g T.'O TL T]\) SI\ICX.L

R
and this does not say somethmg of somethmg *

; "}5:‘.' 5

Whlle I do not hope to re solve a11 the. d1ff1cu1t1es com-’

‘ | 4

' mentﬁ;\orsfhave ralsed about the passages dlscussed above, I do thmk ’
T

it is c‘tear that the dlstmctlon between thmgs> said with and W1thout R 1

)

. AU : ' 4
’ *The essence of a thmg is an und1v1ded ob_)ect aboqt D
: °wh1ch there can be no falsity (430026); cf. Poetics, 20, 1457a24-30, L
where Aristotle notes that a lo 0s may' be without a verb,q—as in the Py
- case of the definition of man, that 1 are said to[be one m two -
ways' elther as slgmfymg one thtng‘o'r by conJunctmn
: i n
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combmatlon serves not to remedy a problem about meanmg or refer-* '

W
ence, but rather to correct. a rmstaken theory about truth and falsehood

It 1s not names alone nor verbs alone that are the bearers of truth and

falsehood, ‘as the Cra?ylus argues Truth and falsehood are not the

products of every casw saying something, but only of those cases 'o‘f

saymg Arxstotle cally.w‘.a,lﬁrmatmn" and’ "demal "OIf it js true as "'
Moravcmk and others sug%est that what. 1s combmed in an afﬁrmatlon

,'are expresslons, then Arlstotle is left thh the resulual problem of

accountmg for the dlfference between mere l:sts of words an,:genume ‘

clalms One cannot haédp but agree with the Kneales, who say in thexr

~ book, The Development of Logrc, that Ar1stotle, "like others who havO ‘,' 5{

" 5

made logical discoverzeig of .the f1rst importance . . is somewhat I
N ‘1“}"-

1mpat1ent of the ph1losophy of log1c, it is J;’Qo troublesome to be- reaﬂy - o

) clear about the p'rehmmarzes M -But they too, w1th some rese rvatlon.

c1a1m that, for Arlstotle, ‘'sentences are the bearers of trutlfi«and false-
R4 >

.hood dx -"ﬁ.,~' - ‘a f.fv - T
i s ‘ L aEL -
o ‘ oI he31tate ,;p adopt this view bacause it sﬁ'gggsts that
istotle asked" hllmself »whe‘ther sentences are tr : or some-

i ";\,*_,] ) .'. . ‘,-':' Py N
N o h ng;;’.,'lse, e. g. 3 Judgements and proposltmns
%zj"chapfter of de Interpretatlone, he does say tl'%t thoughts are: p&rue and o g
b . ’ £y ot

' ) falée, ':‘and 1mp11es that what one ¥-3 words signlfy-f-not the w‘orgs' )

-

wy

£ g, 7. . . . ‘ . ~ "
. ‘9;' *W1111am Kneale apd Martha Kneale, The Developmenu .
of ogu: (Oxford The Clarendon Pressy. 1962), p. 46. T . ; o
S, / s . B ‘64‘?
SRR R **Geach Referenceﬂnd Generahty, P. 23 also criti- . | I3
cizes Anstotle for .carelessness about the Tundamentals: "Aristotle - ’
..;a% Russell have fallen dnto almdst inextricable confusmn so that cg s,
l_,;.f—yo just canhot ted W’hether a predicate ig something. W1th1n language. = . )
o omethmg represented by means of lapguage Uy L P ¥
“ S - T ‘ ey L a, EETIEI 4 ‘
- Lo - R L3 el g v E) ; ] o



R : vy } _
-y ‘vt -l
gselves--are true ‘an\déalse ’:VSG’ ather than say1§ that when

rﬂs. are Combmed e combfhed thoughts. and the words

)

yﬂ;l cI”meckto say that,.r according to Arlstotle,
W3 .

‘ %_s—aré'@gmbmed somethmg which is sald is elther

/

—:#ﬂ'n »‘because of the tradition reﬂected in: the SOEhlS

'

p true or fa

. e (and C;atylhs Arxgéotle wants to deny that one can say somethmg J{;rue

Lo !‘
or fafse Just lay ut.t'érmg a name or a’ verg He‘ is so opposed to thls

/ v1ew in fact that he sétys in chapte five of De Interpretatlone that
y N

one does not make a statement or reveal anythmg (say somethmg in

A

the full sense of "say " as Austln m/xght put*xt) by uttermg a name Y \
e1the‘r in anSWermg a queghpn or speakmg spontaneously He does not

consxder the’ poss1b111ty that a single- word answer mlght be’ ell1pt1cal "

% M

fora somethmg saxd w1th comb1nat1 n. Secondly, 'what a person sald"

3 . .

N

i
v can sometlmés mean the words a erson uttered as 1n a request forfa \
: e :

quotatlon, antI"’sometlmes not a p rson s words’tt“'ﬁll but his statement
<
e
3

“or’ c1a1m It is. commonplag% th se days to hear these senses of "what o

- 2

L someone said" confused but tl%"e days ph1losophers dlstmgulsh qulte
sharply sentences frorn Proposifions: (eve&though this d1st1nc\10n 1s not

e

.,/ wzthout 1ts owry problems) Arxstot{?s "logos" ‘ts extremely vague by
com_parls_on, and certamly does not typ;tcally mean ''sentence'' as in
- . . g .

o sentences are the bearers of tr!th ”' T ,
t L - % - ’ 'V _‘ )
d d‘ In" t e emn reaharks on falsehood in hxs Iexxco‘n Al'lS- .. o
. &) s
totle ,says ndthmg to suggest thatﬁwhat is f‘alse (or a- Ialsehood) is'a sen-

tence Rather she says that

Tl we call a falsehood in one sense, what is a- falsehood
" as an actual thing: and this sometqmes from the thmg ]

| ~ -

i R ‘( . . ' : ; | . : . ‘-'v -fr X A". H_“;‘. ‘,. ‘ .;:;(' : '_. 'v o |
Y- : ﬁé Interpretatiore I, ﬁ%gléal-&;_f cf. ‘Met. VI, 4
A : - - - -




not being compounded, or incapable of being com-
pounded, as we say of a diagonal's being commensur -

able or of your sitting down--for one of these is a -
falsehood always, the other sometimes (for in‘'this way
these things are not things«that-are).. . . .. % . -
" In saying that "one of these is a falsehood always, " Aristotle doesnot . .
‘mean the sentence, '"The-diagonal of a squaré.és commer;sgrtabl‘e,." but
rather the thing: the diagonal's being commensurate. Now' the thing, e
' . . o : s ' ’ L ‘ '
the diagonal's beinﬁom‘mensu‘rgte, is not compound and, ,heri‘ce,\_iS"-"Q;..
not a thing-whic-h-is’; This suggests that, at least in some cases, gy
"thing-which-is" is shorthand for "thing-which-is-compound, "or, S
’ . s . N B . L g L . . - .
"thing which is united.' In.the present case the compound thing is com- .
posed of djégénal and ‘commensurate.  To combine or compound things,
then, is to predicate one :‘.hing of another. **--gﬂ.\s', Aristotle sr;ays that
- R . L - ot B
'to be' dnd 'is' signify that a thing-is true, ‘a‘n\%__v'nbf'tav\"
) wbe' that it is not true but a falsehqbd,\_ equally“in the
case of affirmation and of.der_xial_.o-..n.f.ﬂ-.\***_ S Cy
This péssagé has ‘been téken’ﬂfﬁ‘*f to mean thit Aristotle til_inks'that;"is'_' A
Lo Nl . - . ) ..v.”,_ AL .‘;‘ . : » Ea ' . T ) ..
and "is true'' have the same meaning, and'that hig examples faﬁ*‘to' ‘ B
e ) A o \ O i f ‘:L",‘r C o . : Kl . R
* .~ make a case.for this. In his commentary on this passage, Ross holds -
that . . E -A | L | - ;t L
the case’s in vi'/.hi'e-h';béiﬁg’ means truth and not-being R
- falsity are distinguished both from the accidental and
LT from the gssential sense of being. Evidently theq an -
ordinary sentence of the type 'A is:B' can hardly be- .
used tq illustrate this third sense, &igpce it must be an’
. - ,,“"‘ ' 4‘ . A 2 ‘.v i- ’ o
oy e e - . s '
o s .| ¥Met. 'V, 29, 1024b17-22. The othe? senses will be.
co g Vet v, a9 : er sens :
‘ 1scus§ed below. .- " .- , - S : L : .
.. ) - . . . ' . v e » "f
- ! T '~’ l. . * . oL v o '
A v f*mte,_t’hat Aristotle says in Prior An cs I, 27, - ‘;
~ 43a25-43, ‘thét;gxfg‘e}i;q“_a‘bles.'are thingfs-ibnta), not expressions,
P |oweMet. v, 7, 1017a3L-34° . SR
‘ V*#f;#Kir.,wan, Ari_stotle'g.Metagbysics., p-i'146. e
. :.;\ S ) T X . e g | . . y . . ]

' - W
Tyt - . e
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o~

' mstance of either thef essentlal or the acc1dental sense.
‘What we want is a préposition in which the trifth or
falsity of another proposition is stated, and such.propo-
.81t10ns we find in these of the form_'A is B,' *tA° is not
B, ' where the ordma;y proposition “A Is'B' is- pro-
nounced true or falde; T téthls is-what Aristotle has
1n ‘mind is indicated by the emphat1c p081t1on of E’SOTL
obu Eotu in II, 3335, %

An obv1ous objectmn to thlS argument is that there are no- subordmate

clauses in the examples As erwan notes, ”where we should ex"pect

1t is (the case) that Socrates is artistic, etc , We have merely 'Soc-

rates is artlstlc,' etc s With the 4is’ (or is not') gmphatIcally placed

at the begmmng Mk Another 1nterpretat10n, one which squares te

with. the remarks on ''falsehood" in the Iexicon, 1s sugge sted by the

fOIIOng: - . .-

‘The terms 'being' and 'not being are. employed flrstly
with reference to the categoried; and secondly with
reference to the potency or actuality of these or their,
non- potency or non-actuality, while bemg and non-.
being in their strictest sense are favuth and falsity.. .
The conditjon of this in the objects is their being com-ﬂ’
bined or separated, so that.he who thinks the. separated -
to be separated and the combined to be combined has"
_the truth, while he whose thought is in a state contrar
to that.of the - ObJeCtS is' in error. *¥¥(rhy emphas1s)

K ‘ -

r

In this passage, truth is palred Gjlth be1ng and falsehgad wx,un non - bemg

' 'Bemg 1s then spelled out as 'be1ng combmed' and 'non- hemg as not

L-<
be1ng combmed' or’ separated - false obbéct then, is one whlch is -

- separated, not combined, and therefore not a thing- wh1ch -is., Now if

¢

o~ things are sa1d to be true and false_,_ and a'»-fals'e thing is one which is

‘.L
W
ﬂ

"

’

’

- *W D g&rlstotle 'S. Metaphys1cs, I (Oxford

Oxford Un1vers1ty Press ' P 308..
**Klrwan, 146 He notes that "rt is (not) tha( -
regularly meant "it 1s (not) poss1ble that P »

**-*Me_t- 1X, 10, 1051a34-b5, ' -

2 ~
’,

>



not, it would follow that a false sentence is a sentence which is nat v ;o

-

. : 41& . .
- (combined), and so not a sentence at all. Those;,then, who lay this
thesis at Aristotle's doorstep have" ced there a dogma which, like =~ .

3

-

o diber

an unwanted chlld will surely die from exposure

Notlce that in our passage Arlstotle says that truth .

—-—-,..:"‘,

i-
arises J;n thought (and presumably in speech) when what 1s thought to

~

be d1v1ded is divided and what is thought to be umted is un1ted Asg can

- ’
-«

be seen from the remarks whlch follow, he th1nks that truth and false-

ot

hood res1de ‘pPrimarily in obJects ‘He’ asks "when is what is called

A
"truth or fa131ty present and when is it not?" He must thmk that thls

questlon is in place because, holdmg that a false ob_]ect is one that ),s*

"
not, there would be nothmg of which one could say, "Th1s is false " EA

P

That 1s there would bé no ocqasmn to speak of what is false. On the '/:” |
_ . (o
other hand smce he has explamed that thoughts are true or false ‘
de;?xcl-fng on whether or not they correspond ‘with. respect to separa-
t1on snd. combmatmn, Iw1th obJects, he next wants to forestalI the con-f

‘,‘ -

cluiﬁa‘ th,a.#* truth an;i{alsehood arlsé only when somethmg 1s thought
‘¢,_ 3 4",'. ] ‘e | .
or sa1d to be the ca#g‘ e goes on to say, .
;’,:;;Sf?ls bt be'cau se %thmk"trul\é’that you are whtte, ' : . ‘
that'you are white, "buf_becausé you are white, we who :
"7 ;say this have the: trpth Y b7 -10) ;. '

Truth is present,(somethmgsis true when) somethmg is combmed not -,

‘_ig'

7 me‘rely when somethmg is thOught o,{ said to bermbmed thmkmg

L'E'

does not make it so. *- Another way of puttmg thls would be to say that

the thouoht or cla1m that S is P is t;}le when S is P Not" S is P when

~‘~¢

it is true to say or thmk that Sis. R ™~ zt.hxs is a generous 1nterpretat10n,

- -
El

.

- ® . %Cf. De Anima 431b10-12..

5



- The .quest1on,' "When isftruth pres@nt'? M if taken to be a que stlon about .
, :

vis 1t (what is that one thmg) that is false'? Ar1stotle ‘has” retrogressed

66

however, for Arlstotle s questlon ig muddled in. the first place Singe -

L3

both thmgs, on the one hand, ‘and ‘thoughts and claxms, on the other, .

are called true -and false, there can be no s1mple answer to the ques-’

tlon "When 13 what is called truth and fal!uty prese&t “and when i is 1t

not?" Furthermore, it is odd to ask wien somethmg is true in the . C .

first'place. Aristotle takes this question to mean, "When is the

K

opxnron of claxm that S a true one” R and says that it is true when S

‘regardmg contmgent facts, then, the same statement
comes to be false and true, and jt is Rossible at one
time to have the truth and at another to be in rror;
‘but regarding things that caflnot be otherwis e 1n1ons }

., are riot at one time true and at angther false, 4 fut’ the - S wf

i ‘same opinions are always true of always faISel o N
(1051b13 1. ' e g TR

3 .
thmgs, may be understood as the questlon, ”When are thmgs com-
. :l

) bmed"” Anda now the anSWer w111 be "somvfnmes kL "always, or '

""never.'" Recall that the pr1gma1 equatxon was between bemg and truth‘
1t is now eXpanded N
'belng -is bemg c-ombmed and\one, and not- bemg is
being not combined but more than one. '

(1051b13-14). ... . . AP

a

o f i - R 1 o ot % . . .
The claim thaft Socrates is pale is truea 1f Socrates and pal¥or are com-

-9’
' bmed ie. 1ﬁSocrates bemg pale‘ tsalmty But if the cla1m that

Socrates is pale is false, then Socrates and pallor are not combmed

o i.e. Socrates' bemg pa.le 1s not-a umty, not a fhmg which is, but a

-

‘ plurahty However if Socrates be1ng pale is not a _unity, then what o |

to the p031t10n wh1ch troubled Plato: there can be nothmg Whlch i
B >

-S;Qfalse. One thing is clear, however Whether we take "what someone

s&xd" to mean a sentence or-a claun to say that what was sayd is true_‘f‘



w
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is not just to sa% thaf somethmg was sa1d W1th combmatxon, that is
sufficient only for the production of an afflrmatxon or a denial. Ar1s-

:

totle demes that aomethmg is true (combrned) because it is truly sald

to be combmed That he speaks of "the false'" as a plurahty 9r a thmg .
P . T

whi£ is not combmed showa that it is not only. thmgs sa1d and- thought

Whlch are false - In the same Sp1r1t Arlstotle s not?on 'of oppos:.tlon

o, M

'cannot befq‘re%cued from the d1f _"}es I Flave ra1sed by aﬁappeal tp

b

thoughts and claxms For c1a1ms w111 be contrg‘}y (not p0951bly both

true) only if certam thmgs cannot be combmed ‘ S “' LI oL
£ This comes out very clearly in-chapter' ten of the Cate-

i b Lo . o, - P

- - |

: Nor is what' underhes an afﬁrmatlon or negationf”

*. -, an affirmation or negation: Far an.affirmatioh is an ' ')

- .~ affirmative statement and a negation a negative state-

- ment; whereas noné of the things underlying an. - '

Ce aff1rmat1on or negat1on is a statement:” These are,

?owever‘ said.to be- opposed to one another as affirma-- / L
.tion and'negation are, for in these cases, too, the mah- - .
“ner of. opposition is ‘the same. - For in the way an | o

. & : o
affirmation is opposed-to a negation, for example’ he ‘ -

sitting' %-'he is not s1tt1ng,' 80 are opposed:also the - : v g

actual things underlylng each, his s1tt1ng--hls ‘not sitting. e :

(10 "12b6- 16) . ' L

./_‘,

- e

’ Contrarles and o Ex ssmn - - : .
| ——- Eﬁe ﬂ v S

s

There is another place in the Categorles where one xs
made to grasp thxs nettle, and 1t too, concerns contrarles In the
fifth chapter Ar1s~'gt:1e, cla1m1ng that substance is the only thmg which,

%

bemg numer1ca11y one, is able to recewe contranes “considers two

exampl_es to rnake his pomt:

For example, a color which is numerlcally one- and ‘ T -',‘Zv," : ey
the same will not be'black and wh1te, nor will numer- : e S R
1ca11y one and the same act1on be bad and good and ¢ R



‘4

. R 'L‘hr)
: slm11ar1y with everythmg eTse that is not substance *

S »

These remarks may help to prov1de clues for what is to count as an

‘ mstance t somethmg whu:h is numencally one, but not.in the catego"ry ~

« "

stance A cg'lor which is nUmerlcally one w111 not be leukon Kk ko

.’ melan: "black and wh1te” in Ackrill's. translatmn but preferably "hght

Ead

‘and dark" smce this is an acceptable rend1t1on but does not make the .

B

.’rs

o case t_rlvllal. If numerlcé,lly one color cannot be llght and‘_dark ther

One "might say, the color red wnll not count as numerxcally one. thmg

slnce red,ls sald to be both 11ght and dark. For example, we can say

@ .

' ~thab ‘both of two houses are red, though one is l1ght and the other dark. ;

B SR \\
A%amy if’ Itell you that somethmg is red it is an open questxon whether

“it is light or dark So by "numerlcally one color" Ar1stot1e must mean

-~

somethm 11ke an individual 1nstance of the color red or what mlght now

A,

be called a token occurrence o£ he color red.

But these remarks amiss an. u'nportant pomt. the color

-
”

‘red :is-ne1ther 11g\t nor dark in the sense that a house is hght or dark

: To say that red is a dark ‘color is to, say that it has a certam place on a

color chart or to compare it w1th the other colors w1th respect to 11ght-

- ness and darkness It cannot change m this respect and remam the

-~ - -

color-it is for, »the‘n, such a companson would be 1mpossxble In this '

-

sense it is e‘1ther llght or. dark relatn’@lo the other colors,‘and cannot

change, On the other hand ‘one who is asked whether the color red is

~

v_llght or dark mlght want to say that it is neither, ~pay1ng a”ttentlon to thev _

v .many shades of red there are and not1c1ng that some are 11ght and some

-~ ”
.are dark He ‘may aIso say that red is a- color, but does no’t have a

/*_Categories V, 4al0. -

w .. . . . . P

68

L
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color, so that it is not dark but, rather, is a dark color. And thls

sebtms to be the-result to which one is led by Arlstotle

«

s remarks in

‘the Posterlor Analyt:cs : ' _ e, .

When I say that somethmg is dark I may be saymg that

a

C o

- Pr‘edicates not signifying substance which are predi-
cated of a subject not identical with themselves or

with a species of themselves are accidental or coin- -
cidental; e.g., white is a coincident of man, seeing -
that man is not identical with white or with a species
of white, but rather with animal, since man is identi-
cal with a species of animal, Those predicates which .
do not signify substance must be predicates of - ‘'some ; -
other s#bject, and nothing can be Wh1te which is not - - .
also other than whlte #* \ : : '

(a) it is of a dark color or darkly colored or

\

(b) it is a dark color,

: In the flrSt case(’}nce what 1s darkly colored cannot 1tse1f be a color

. the predlcate is accrdental In the second case, the predlcate is essen-

’

69

csb;?

tial and the subject of wh1ch it 1s predmated cannot receive the contrary '

pred1cate

c ontrary pr ed1c ate,

‘9

case like‘(a) is not-

If the pred1cate is acc1denta1 the sub_]ect ma.y recelve a

but then the subJect would not be a color - So a

a ‘proper 1astance of Arlstotle s example Only

-

cases hke (b) w111 do, but there the pred1cate is essent1a1 and the . sub-

t
'

' Ject c&nnot recew.e a contrary pred1cate So, since in no'case can a

- color be bot& hght ‘anHl dark, the example is not helpful toWards setthng

a controversy over what Ar1stot1e means by "numerlcaliy one color "

.

v

For my pufposes, the larger questlon concerns what LS

to (':oﬁnt__a_s a contrary, the element mvolved in change.. Arlstotle s

.-” : F,

a >-<18.3a24 32. Cf alsb J. Engmann s discussion of Pos-
_terior Analytics I, 22, 83al-18, in "Aristptle's Distinction Between. ,

Substance and Unwersal " Phrone31s XVIII, No. 2 (1973), pp. 139-

_1s5. -

+

-
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paradigm is the case of a man changmg from dark to 11ght a case :

involving som?thmg in, but not said of a sub_]ect "The light color in

Socrates rs said to be 1nd1v1dual ana one in number but the Categorles

does not prov1de a means of estabhshlng what it is to say this. - .',"',
o i N

In a passage m the Togxcs, where 'Ar'istotle introduces
" the c'ategories, he draws a parallel between the Categories of substance

and quahty whlch is thought to support Ackrill's view:#*
"\
ihe man who signifies spmethmg 5 essence signi- ,
~f1es sometxmes a substance, sometimes a quality, T
sometiines some ohe of the other types of predicate. ' g
\ : .
For when a man is set before h1m and he says that _ . .
/. what is set there is 'a man' or 'an animal, ! he states - ;

- its essence and signifies & substance; but when a white P

- _color’is set beqore him and he says that what is set - ' -
there is 'white' orﬂs a color ' he gtates its essence
and signifies a quality. leeW1se- 50, .if a magnitude

of a cubit be set before him and-he says that what is :
set there is a magnitude of a cubit, he will be describ--
d ing its essence and signifying a quantity. L1kew1ae,
A also, in the other cases . . Rk

Just as a man can be set before one and have sald’ of it —
«.what 1tlls, so Ar1stot1e says-that a whlte {or 11ght) colo‘r can be set
— be,fore one and haave satd of it what it is, Th1s ﬁrallel is taken to show
that by to t1 leukon he means "th1s whlte" or "'the whtte in this sub-"
stance, " 51nce only an individual could ‘be set before someone in the way

P
- spemﬁed  To this it may be

w

ied that the individual whitene ss cdn no'

more be set before someone-than. the color wh1te, a- umversafer Smce,

on Ackrill's view,” the whltene ss mherent ﬁ1 a substance 1s 1dént1f%b1e

: only as the whltemess of that substance, there is no way to d1st1ngulsh

. .

- setting the whxteness of the thlng before someone and settmg the

- . ‘..' . . 2 ) o . - :)‘ 9-0_5 -

°

, i‘Mary Rlchardson, Um\?ersny of Alberta pomtq& thls
- out to me. . -

;':__‘ \ **TOEICSI 9 103b27 35,



substance which is whlte before someone. And pomtmg out that

\

accordmg to Arlstotle, colors are among the per se ob_]ecgs of vision

-

will lend comfort to neither Acerll's nor Owen's view, Fmally, though

. Aristotle does show in the Toplcs passage that it is not a substance,

but a ch

esti questxon is. "a quahty, 3 thlS does not 1tsel? show how,the sub

’

‘a color, is to be \*derstood

ial;

r, which 1s saxd to be wh1te, such that the answer to the ti

R

For the present ‘these passages w111 remam controvers-

it was not, however, frultless to conszder them: stan‘gmg before a

-

smorgasbord,ngone is at’ least in a posltlon to try thmgs out. What is

~

i

-U

worrie’s in ar stra;ghtforward way .} Indeec{ the whole of'the Categorles

is obscure-concermng its a1m Though there is falrly w1despread

agreement that it can pro.p’erly be called a dlscourse on’ what“there 'Ls,

¥

at the same tlme there 1s no agreement about what it is to d1$course on

what there 1s

that

For example, there 1s d‘kspute about whether entltles or

»predlcates are’ cla551f1ed mto categorles, and one author rightly notes

v . . -
. kY " - R .
v, ol . L .
- .

1f we are to learn anythmg from recent (and ancxent)
phi osophy, it is the extraordinary evanescence and
lubricity of the dlstmctlonq have so cavalierly invoked
between what - we say and what is. . .But that lesson,
well rehearsed, should lead us to Tecognize as miscon-

ceived the questlon with w_tneh we. Pn.  For to ask

R

whether the categorlqs clasa{y“!éahtrbr classify dis- "
course is just to ignore the fact that distinctions of this -
- 8ort vanish at fundafental levels of philosophical
/ inquiry.
ilosophérs may,be: bhat such a queshon would have*
séemed odd to him aSi"Well suggestmg as’it does that

me’!‘,aphysicsﬁis aur‘adr(;@lly differe -enterprise from .
. that'of enquiring (phll&sophleally) Into what we say- |

(A gifeat part of Arlstotle s appeal to curreht

« . N

“about* he world iy u1r1n » as Arxstotle g redeceSsors ;
q g P ‘

71

- unfortunate, perhaps, is Arlstotle"s app‘é}rent faglure to dlsarm Platomc .

”{‘;-.

Y




might have said, after its (-our)~-log os. ¥
It is clear that Ar1stotle”be11eved there was a dlstmctton
in wﬂat we say and what there is Wthh could be captured W1th refer-

ence to change, by hlS d1st1nct1on between genesm and quahtatwe

~
.

change ThlS dlstxnctxon, in turn, is dependent upon the difference |
vb:.t;een substance ‘and the other categories. 'I'hese d1st1nction.s then | :,'
-come 1nto play w1th regard to the thems that ] m general change is to

‘be accounted for by- opposxtes and an underlymg thmg For the nature

I of these: elements will, presumably, dlffer dependmg 9n whlch sort of .,

change is in qu\estlon So, while the 1mmed1ate focus of the present

o
o .

&

5

d1scus sion has been ‘on a few passages from “the. Organon, I v‘vish'now to -

#
Nh

"*-'expand its scope -in order to get a broader view of Arlstotle 8 1de
° ,
about "'what there is" m order ‘to render mor'e 1nte111g1ble partlcular
quest’lons about h1s theory of changé.”

- N ]
- . £

“ o, Contrarles, then, are not thought by Arlstotle to ‘be

"clalms Wﬁlc’hﬁre opppsed but are rather thmgs wh1ch underlie claims
&

- and’ wh1ch are themselvés oppoSed They do not therefore, get their

'the from the fact that people make clauns Whlch are contrary to one

-

. . -another,J but rather make that sor-t of act1v1ty poss1ble Thelr impor- .-
L, e

tance in Ar1stot1e s (perhaps premature) estlmatlon i&s no‘ble, AN par-—

s t1cularly in the followmg remarks from Book Iv of the’ Metaphysms' "
ST B i ‘nearly a11 th1nkers agree that bemg and substance
' " are c0mposed of contraries; at least all name con-
‘.4 traries asitheir first prmc1ples—-some name odd and |
- even, some’ hot and cold, some limit and the un11m1ted
. Some love and strife. (1004b29 34)\ o

-~Aryeh Kosman, "Arlstotle s Flrst Predlcamen

\ | *#See, e.g. Met IV 1004b1; 111 995b21 o S

Lo~ . . o . . . /—’—\



73

It is anachromst1c of Anstotle to speak of substance here, because the
doctrine that everythmg is cqmposed of contrarles is 1ncons1stent w1th

»
_ the categoi'lal d1st1nct1ons he draws betWeen. subw;:e and ‘the rest

i

x Even if the presocratlcs had a notion of substance, it would more than
11ke1y have been Lockean 'rather than Ar1stote11an, for 1t is only the _

.'contrarles (m Locke, the ideas) whxch really ex1st

- .@ a .
! ' There can be no doubt that Arlstotle hlmself dlstmgulshed

%

between somethmg 5. be:,ngtt> compo sed of contrar1es and somethmg B hav-

ing a propert wh1ch 1s the contrar of another % For thlS Feason, .
g P g 24 y

Elders takes the Metaphys1cs text Just quoted to be early %k Wh1le he

makes out a compelhng case for thxs clalm, 1t W1ll do for my purpose

to show that there is a development in. Arlstotle ] account of contrarx-

ety. The text in. the Metaphysms goes on as follows L . -‘:
: And everythmg else.is ev1dently reduc1ble to umty e
~and plurality (this reductlon must be taken for granted), -
and the principles stated by other thinkers fall entirely -
~under these as.their genera (1004b34 1005a2) aE .

. The sp1r1t of th1s reductlomsm is certamly Ioman, and whlle there are .
,dxfferent llstfofﬁﬂ?: contrames (see, e. g TOEICS'I 14), Arzstotle,

\ _ / *
in another place (Metaphys1cs XIV l 1088b4 ff.) argues that*'the one"

v

A

'and "the many" cannot be elements because no element is predmable

*See Ar1stotle, Fragments, p- 111 (Slmp in Cat 388

***Joseph Owens, in The Doctrme of Bemg in the. Arls- .

totehan Métaph);sms A Study ih the Greek Background of Medieval S i

'“Thought énd ed. (Toronto: P.I.M.S., 1951; rev., 1963), p. 278, says -

.+~ that "the Stagxnte shows how the contraraes arecreduced ... : to the S
' fundamentalqpau the One an lurahty """ But Arxstotlé does not even ¥

,argue for th1s, much less "show' it, - _ o . ) //




'F-J

_ dent ex1stence\(e g. S‘bcondary quaht1es) **** Presocratlc re@cta,on-

_ There are at least two Kinds of reductlomsm In the one .4v.
’ - L

(e. g mental events) in favor of talkmg about another sort of thmg (e. g
> £

s -

5
some other sort(s)fbf thmg does not }exxst at all or has a kmd of dépen- CYN

2y

" really ex‘ists or is ontologlcally bas1c (e. 8- prlmary quahtles) whlle Lo

| Y e
: and, th@se are,,. and argues that ”1t is strange, then, or ragther 1mposs- .
1b1e to make substance an element m, and prior to, substance . . .' . "».A\\ ;
The v1ew that c'ontrar.1es are constx_tuents of thmgs is crltléxzed m.‘ ,
‘ several piaces * but there are also several passages in Whlch contrar- ' ,
‘ies are. held to be reducible to a smgle pau' *% ' o . p .
. zb"f

 case 1t 1s sa1d that one can dxspense with talkmg about o‘ﬁe sort of thmg K ;‘

CaE

. ‘, o _7-1-4 ‘..-\-,‘ . '|
"What really ex1sts'?" Arlstotle is less clearly of the secon
. . 2 ‘ﬁ"&,‘l‘ o

does hold in. some places that substannahty has to do Wlth mdapendence,
5

though sometlmes thzs is not so clearly ontolog1ca1 depe.na’ence ****T‘

\
v

L . ) . -

— e g
*Met. XII, 10, 1075a28-34, 75b2Q ££. ; De Anima m 6.

-

: -

ism is of the second t);’f)e, it is helpful to see them askmg the"(iuest}’onk,f" "?

**Met.'l_'v, 2; 1004b28 x 4, 1055b26 XIV 1 1087b4

[

***Stuart‘ Hampshtre,‘ "Idennﬁcatmn and Exlstence, 'f ; S

- claims that "m the familiar terminology of emp1r1c1sm, we require that

“'subject terms, or substantival expressions, which cannot themselves be‘ ’
. said to, stand for somethmg plainly identifiable, should be reducible to -
substantival expressions which dostand for. somethmg plainly identifi- -

able'' (p. 198)." In this essay he defends a version of the M thes1s (see o

-

‘above, p. 39, . ‘ .

Kl

o B v " N - ~
fi' o ****See Arlstot‘ie s claim about sunple bodles at Met ' "x“_

V71017b1014‘v‘ | ;/; B -

-

Shelows! - - .-

v

*****See €. g.; Categones 6, 6alO ff ‘on. "above" and SR

G R L
bram procg'sses) *** In the other case it 1%ﬁa1d that one sort df thing " .,



v ,“t.v' y ';' '
- ‘o *
Y . t _ E\
\f L4
B e _ . e o - s ' ' : . ' - ¢ .
. - I P . ' : . .la Y _' - .
b F‘br ngen the categorlal dlstmctions employed 1n tha work it no
L3 . . e , -,‘h" &
.“"

; s‘e‘d' ‘.o‘f.-‘»c o“'ntraf - o

ies. Contrarxety ts made genus relative, and contrarles are there satd‘

P

to bel'ng to a sub_;ect At Categones 4a;0 ’ substance is sa1d to be th
Y ° \y o ..

whlch wh11e numencally one, LS ‘able to recelve contrarles A sharp

g ! . .
" line is there drawn between substance and those tlings wh1ch are'elther‘ C
- . ‘( ) - . !
L sald of ‘r 1nhere in- t-hem But this is not pneant to 1mﬁy ﬁhat it is only o
.o . "tc:." . .‘,‘.
of substances that one can ask "What is 1t'?" A/S‘ AnSCO}%be has noted,_i e ‘

&, ,

If ‘we start’ by dlstmgmshmg between what thlngs aj
and (the warious 'kinds.ofy how they ate; aeg find th
q‘we yvant .to speak of what. (such’and such a-case of)* a5 S
how, they areds. E.g what., .Socrates is, ‘is aman; ' . .
, . how he is,' is in good htﬂﬂ_h but may we ot Wwantte ¥ 7
b s say what health rs" '(cf Metx pA .1031a8y-l4) SN : '

- -k . "

.Ipst as we can. say what Soc.rat rs Saymg he 1s a man,, Arlstotle

/.,

] D .

color as, saym@Y 1t is wh,1t€ or-a Color. %

: .
o The purvqew of ‘the "What‘?" quest1on is ,thus expanad and the dlstlnc—

T thmks we can say what a w’te

n
A\

1 .

. .
xtéent the d1stmctxon is blurred and to R

[ Y

tion between substance and co(tranes 1s blurred "-,,-

- To see to%what
help to brmg mto focus Just what is at stakeahere, it w111 be useful to
hturn to.a passage 1n Plato 'S Phllebus in wh1ch Soc,rates is di‘scussmg :
. a0 DRI ~ I TN
'opp051tes, e \ - \ .
Socrates: . The matter wh1ch f request you Yo attend to -
is difficult afd’ controverSIalo but I request yau none-
thelegs.. Take 'hotteg' and !solder' to Dbegin with, and
.. ask yourself whéther you can ever observe ‘any sort of
TN limit attachmg to‘fhefm o®whether these kinds of - .
. -things have 'more' and 'less! actually: ‘resident in.them,

so.that for the period: of that residence there can be no o .
' vquestzon of su‘ffermg any bounds to be set.. LU And ' . b
e T =t - - . Rt B = .-,~ . > . ) . ' \'i‘ o

‘ "Anscornbe, Three Ph1losophers, p 34 .t o
o *-.Toglcs 1,9, 1033b3Q 35, ?‘. PR ﬁ S

. . o -»‘7";
A L



".' ’ ’w:,'s" “.."1 v ' " h'v.'.~ N "r—.- v Coeme s e coT ,#: . ‘v-i‘—.“
o WA T i e
e "_‘x.n iht of” fact ore® and 'less ‘are aIways, we may
T as [ ‘t, fou d.in 'hotter' and ‘colder' . . .. this - ~™

A 'étrong’y you have just mentioned, end- ‘ehghtly ‘, e,

too, have saine property as. moregalid 'less e o
. When they are present in a thm‘g ey never permlt 1t ,' S e \(’
'to bé of a defmrte qualitx * o e -

Here 1s the po;nt that op&'s‘xtes’ adrnit of e more !
’ ‘ \ '

i g'u, IR
shghtly gnd strongly tand that thez "never pern;,}t a.t [t ® ;a't?gmg Q‘hig% Sy
recewed thef%] to. be of a deflmte quan.t.ﬁy pomt cag‘ﬂ#.ﬂter |

Y B

)-r- ¥

311ghtly sb that 1t can be used tg 1solate ”o expressionsﬂ"L (‘ex‘%&e-ﬁg{on‘s
‘fdxo&pomtes) ** If we t:an say th’at for somé e@ressxon "0 il that
somet ng is moi'e or less ¢ theh "¢" is aﬁ o-%xp'rgss;on Stock

A ) 4

L examgles ‘of °o-express1ons are« hot"/”cold '\ g!_

-

e .
_"/"dark 1" Hroughﬂﬁ

B l L.

- + l' evv' v 9 ’, o '-
A ”sg;ootj) ”. Norw~ I want to show that.an “0 e b1 pon'’ (s neyer uttered
N \' 0 Rk : Rl W v
in the serv1ce of saymg what somet i lls, but ra.t‘her, e. g , t 1s.‘,
p .

Th1s wﬂﬁen be related to Plato § contentlon that When opp.ps‘tes are

» Sy 0

present in, a thmg they never perfxut 1t to be of a defmlte quantxty' " ., '

-
. When we, say/for example, that somethmg is. hot it 1§- =

hen in place to ask or to say)whether 1t 1.s miore or less .hot than some- ',
- ,‘ .

3 ‘g else‘ It 1s not to~say, however, that somethmg is of a\certam l

O . R
tEmperature It may,‘o’f course, “be 1nferred that it is of a, cs:rtaln o
& S \ . 1) ) . “u ) '

temperature, bu't that is qu1te dlfferent from havmg salfl'gh,at it is of a
\ P I e T

g Wsr

a N PR

C 0. L
A\ certam temperaturg - f\ o e ¥ 4
. o T eR

S .

“When somethmg is said to be hot, then, 1t is not (to alter '

PIato s phrase sl1ght1y) sa1d to -be oi a deﬁ{.nte quantlty? i. e. ‘some
-wy, :
\ partmular temperature Tl@ indeﬁmtepess may be Qaptured by saying

Ny

le e
~

. **Thlsxxs due to Rxchard Bosley'.s work N



g

. ’m . - - o \ ' s . , ‘ S » , ., ‘{{! -, ‘.-7 .5 .
. A s v . L _-__..’f ho
RS ;— o : % E
‘that what counts asa hot ?y in Edm.ohbon w111 not, count as-a hot day in
'x-' g .
M'exu:o Ctty But thls is'not t% say "hot" 1s a Vague or amblguous i;' _

B N
L word It wouid onﬁ;%ear to! ‘be. sO f.w‘eh thmk that by saylng some-

thm'gzls het, we ansﬁer‘(vaguely) uest;,on,,eg "What - 'v\‘l."

v

‘ is, 1ts témperatuge"# To say tha S *}lnd that is hot/is’ not to *,

L % CE T ¥ g‘* .
N sa.y that they vage the sa,)m*e in apy, x:espect ebecause h say hat;,hey ar - »

Sme?game r&;uxres bemg able to'a%w& "the sarhe wh'at?" que‘&t?on, S

,% g f ® & ! e

: and t{;ﬁ 1s x’bn:e in thls casge’ it 1s mlstak@"then, to thmk Qiat one I
,‘1: .’ o ) . LI
. says what somethmg A B }n uttermg an o- expresslon"'h Fﬁato s o '-" S
) ' k] o

. ’ ¢ é A

: langu‘ﬁé to say that égmeth&ng 1s;, g5, hot is mot to say tha:t it is of )
' ‘9 L &
» .'.,SOme deflmte quantlty For that We need some system of measuremen '

J i -x" R e“!{' .

'Whlch then enables us, for examp}e, t hat a thmg s te‘t:npgraturé

e .;_;'1 gl ¢ o~

s, "But s.uchaievelopn{em W111 be. ba;ed upon, and not a replacement
t"- 'y e , .
- ~“for, oug use ofvo expreésmns Tt is only when the forme1" 13 thought to L

A

» do duty for the latter that. the charge of vagueness is pla&xblé Sow-”"'* R

Plato ] pomt about 1ndef1n1tene§'s is mlsleadmg 1f it is taken generally - ‘.

.

| o= expressmns are. 1ridefm1te For they appear mdefuute only when

-

their us’e is confused wlth the- use é(f expre ssions 11ke "temperaturé" R
kN . R c . Ty
and "red S . SN '.a.’l_ N :

T : 4 ) . ) Q'.

It is odd therefore, to thmk ‘that all change is "between

3
PN

contrarles, " for in uttermg the appropmate o expressmns we: w0u1d e

"never be able to say from what and into what a thlng changed Odder -

) st111 is that reduction of contranes whose locus is the thsms a‘d

about which Blders has not:ed that - R . "_'" . .
it is aff1rmed that all becommg must of necess1ty take o

place between two contraries (188b21}..- ‘we:do. | .~ ¢,
" not see the contraries to be the substance' nything,” - -~
" we muss look for.a subject in.which they are herent E
o ~(188a20 ff ), Since one of the contraries can account I A

f\_‘
PR 4

Y



- . B . ( - . N
> . . . . . . -
Y . R = .
. . s . .

for change by th'e mete fact of its presence or absence, :
_ contrarlety no longsr, appears to have, the same impor-

\ tance in the pnocess of becoming’ (l9la5) * , e,
P §-, . ’ f .
Q - v"-"t."' * . - The ge;xerahty of, the early be11ef that contrarles CDl’lStl-_

tute everytl‘u.ng is replac,ed by the three "pr1nc1p1eé" of the Phxsms N

_«;(two contrarles and something whzch rece1ve°s them), an& later by two :
N . g , M -

prmmples (forfn and rﬁatter) Fko Lt wou],d then appeaf"

ablé thmgs cons1st of &rm and matter But. if'it 1s {.rue, a8 Ar1st°ot1e

L8 .. ,.

‘ mar‘ked out by Anscomb'e Yet of the generatmn of thmgs, he holds

; that "m general both that from which and that in accordance' w1th whlch.

\ they are gener‘ated, is nature, for the thl:ig generated e. g plant lor
ammal has a nature’“ (Met VI, 6 22 25) - And’ by "nature"! he’ here '
me;ns "form" and ”what a thmg ts. ! But that from which: a thmg comes
to be, ;olt IS contrar);, cannot!be »what an;"th,mg 1s,. a's. I haVe ;hown

A )
-

Sb m holchng thlS v1ew, Arxstotle bre A

dQWn\the d1 stmctlon between

what’I am calhng “o expressmns" and Wh a're for‘ h1rn ':second'_sub_- ‘

. stance words

S [ It amll then appear (l) that everythmg (about wh‘lch we’
' can ask "What is rt?“) W111 have a contrary "‘""J(Z) that if one of a(pam

»

_ . . ‘ - . . “q:h"/ "“ /
- *_Eid'erf&:; Ar_,_istotl‘/s Theory of the One, P 43

, .-‘*=:¥See‘a1§oi\4et v, 10I3b15 yn 7 1032b4 thSICS '
195ai1. : r

oA 1\0““3

' "all change- o

.

> 8 that contiarles aré not the substance ofmnythmg how ‘can th@re.
" b ubstantxal change"o S . o : co
".i ' N c F Yo, N ' : e
P Itﬁught well be said, that Arlstotle should dlspenSe alto-
) . - Z 4 3 % “. .
. gether w1th the?ndfﬁgn that contr5T1es are, the pr1nc1p1es @*ch:inge: ’~For T
by "fornr" he meangn"w‘hat a thmg 1s, ’! even in the expanded sense " .
< R H .

:"f",’: .' ’ . ***thsms II 2 193b20 ff is revealn}g m thls respect A
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- of. contrarles eXIStS, so must thg other (De Caelo 286a22), and (3) that _'
) —— TR
' eVe‘ryth{ vill have but one contrary (De Gelo 269a10 Met 1055a19) f"’g
: The ub1qu1tous character of the "V‘zat is it?!" questlon thus gtves rlse o Q}{
3 "0" . W‘ ! ‘ ' ‘ N
; “ to the problem of substant1a1 change and as 1t will be shown, to_ seri-

ous d1f£1cu1t1es in Arlsﬁ>tle s account of change generally

sg, -

h ‘ . o - . L . "
IRt : ’ ro S : L v L . So&?
4 kb, e : - - — A
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‘ ’ - S"q . .
" 2 B ) ,:’
, sacs is to dflsgéwer thsie prm- o
: e ..b T I B :
c1p1e$‘ Whlch make 1;,'[8531b1e to haxe»-aystematm < e‘ige of nature
. R LN ’ L - -
‘ He does riot say that th1s is h1s a1m, however\. but” only 1mp11es th#t at T
. o ':"'.
<t The text of the P'hzsms opens w1th the followmg remarkS' ‘ .
. Ve In all d1sc1pl1nes in Whh there is systeQatlc know- T . o
B T ledge ofi things with principles; causes,.or elements, . A
o ‘it arises from*a grasp of those: we think we have ‘ E -
¢ Aknowledge of a thing when we have found its primary . \
b causes and principleés, and followed it back to its ele- - .~ t—
ments. Clearly, then, systematic kﬂowledge of : T ‘Y
. nature must start with an attempt to Settle questions - . ?
. about'prmmples (184a10~l 5) e .
) The‘se remarks put An!totle s Phxsu:s squarely mto the trad1tzon 'of. p
R natural phllosophx,," wh1ch is: usually sa1d to have omgmafed w1th e

-

Thales M Just as one«xs rlghtly war}r of say:;xg “that natural phllOSO-- :

. l
v .
-w . try

' phy Was or1gm‘ated b? any 3ne man 'so. 1t ds mca gous to Sl‘.lppose that

one’ cou.ld easﬂy label what Artstptle is do1ng in a work so.complex as.

: 'h1s Phxsms HIS o(:vn words guggest:that he 1s wr1tmg with a sc1ent1f1c
"+ interest at stake, but even‘so ope must remember that the lover of
. . l s . \ M L0
: Attruth was th;._n 11tt1e concernedgw;th marerrg out »,terr1tor1es on t%

R

"mtellectual landscape Iniany. even\ Anstotle qulckly n‘iéves on to /a

- d}scussion of\ﬁgr‘memdes and Me‘hssus, a dxscu,ss\ton wh;ph,_ as he
o ’ f . . EE ° : )
o says. offei:s sco>e for phllosophy i \.\\ P P ? f

t L ‘;‘ «; '

oL T Thos.e thmkersﬁ according to‘Arlstotle -w‘ere notv

S oy L
A B . o o : N
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' S P-?‘,;,_‘ "?‘i" e, . ‘.A .
hlmself wr1t1ng about n::tt'ure“’i %mce th,,e;,s;ud?‘ o&nature is the study of

thlﬂa Whlch change, and tbe mom,sts argue that thé’re are no such

% - thmgs, uthey can no qlore en.gage l;li theo‘study.of natu?e n.hgn‘can thJe man e

'.s; kI '5 ’

who doers:aﬂﬂy with the prmc1p1es bf g@omet‘f"y study geometry 3 Thxs‘ P
C G ) ’ o L T
olecours"é, 1mphes’that Parme}nde.s and Mehssus weﬁe engaged“‘m a A

y ;’ '4 N

&

:‘
omethmg else but ngat thaft waé‘Arlstotle does"notssaty ‘ NOW-'

‘ys 1‘t ~is callqﬂxphﬂosc*)hy ‘amd s hgr_dlyo s’een'acs somet'hmg qutte ‘ Q
N ) _,.. . Lo %’ : . ) R e
: dlfferent *’from the sortz ofthfng A:‘stotale hﬁnself\ﬁﬁ% about in the th ”
- . . . ,H ‘1’. < . . ,‘.W
h s1cs Indeed, 1rt'§of‘a: as She was ..mterested in the concept of change,' or

1.»,.:.

. e *v:‘\..'\.u . . <.
mote a scientist than Parrhemdes What make

hd e, . “"
what we can and cannot say about"t,hg phenomenon oﬂchange, he 1,s_.n'o, R '

S 1:9

stand‘\‘h;ds t of what Arlstotle says about changg, a [x
o VM ' » L
,Wwhat is contakned 1n hlS Physxcs and De Gen et Corr ; 1's the fact hat \~

" RN "3 - .
he ig wrttmg in response to a problem he takes to hLave been fathered ¥
s by Par?nemdes hlmself So if one wants to know the hneage of Arls-
. totle s work one pays close attentlon to h1s remarks about the .momsts, Ty
Lt A

m” . and does no,t, \as Ar1stot‘le hlmself does, see them as a mere d1ver lon
. N < N, < o
| | " 7 For what ‘prbblem 1s’there about change" Arlstotle hm"r- !
self says that "we (Ehumkm) may take as. a basw assumptlon, clear ‘
from a survey of partlcular cases, that natural thlngs are so'rne or’ 531

, of them subJect to. change" (l85a13 14) Whatever it may be to E

\assume that there are th1ngs whlch change, Arlstotle s problem is-
éparently not whe'ther there are such thmgs * Ra‘bher lh is askmg f"

= the tlme honored ’L'l. SOTL questlon In lts most general form in thls K

B . .
- - - B

N T ) . *Cf G’ . K1rk 'Sense and Common Sense in Ph1lo$o- ‘
> phy, 22 Journal of Hellemcﬂ&dies, LXXXI (1961), PP 105 117 o R
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"1

context 1t 18 the questlon,'_ "TL 6 8v “" ‘but he ga, in particular con-.
B LI ™ « ,

cerned wtth those "thmgs which Ane' &grare things which change

, _"

menides,' as well as all the students of nature (187a33) belleved that

Just what is hlS concern’5 Accordlng to Arlstotle, Par-

it is 1mp0331ble for what is to come to be from what 1Sanot Th1s led . &

r -ﬁme to be frqm what 1s The "“. :

|

% some of thern te ho!’d that what is

o atom1sts for example are plcture 5 ing that there is what Aris- .

totle calls change in the category of. subs.t{hge "'e?_erythfmg comes to be " ’ ,"
\ o .5_"". g

2 out of thmgs whlch Qready&xlst and are pr!"Sent but cannpt be per-— R S .

-x ‘-

ceived. by us" because they are extremely tmy" (187a35) Parmehides - .

is, at least a partlal v1ctor in thlS ca"l . Since it is agreed that what A ( .
E B : .o ‘ '3. ) - .u : ’ s R ’v - ) i ‘ . .
" .is cgnnot come from what is not.¢ = ' . o '

2 -

The crux of t‘hls ma:tter is thg"ppnc%#?e that ev\erything“

Y

. Y

whlch‘bomes to be must doiso elther out of whAE hat is™ » o \
. ~ Y . + ’i
, not " Accordmg to Arls%”%, thls was the stumZhn block Parmemdes
E e A ﬁ

left in the Bath of natural phllﬁsophy,, and it so tr1p,ped up. thmkers after
Parrﬁemdes that they wereé alI dr1ven off course (19fa30) It is fa1r1y" .

easy tG see why this was so. If somethmg comes to be,” it must come
1] . .
N . .
. to be from somethmg or {rom nothmg .Or; 1f we mayf/ borroW £fom e

©

Plato it must come from somethmg which- xs or from somethmg wh}ch.

is not If the latter alternattve is tned out the result 1s that what is;
e
ss sa1d to come from nothmg But’ this is. tantamount to sgymg that it

) LR x

J

does’ not come from anythmg at all So it is not a thm which came to’

. .‘be.," On the other hand' if 1t came fr.orrr what is tuef v hén

: sqmethmg from Which rt came Bit- smce,_ _eéxp_gz_hem 'ats or1g1n is 4

IR X -
Mo . ~ . te Y L ; -

. ‘-'l' . . . cov ~ ‘A “
o .. *Cf: Plato, ‘The Repubhc, \V Collected Dlalogues 476
i ff, R o " T ;

.
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-

. said to be a thing yvhich is,, it dld not stand in need of ,,commg to*be ity

A .
- L ¥ , .
L a‘ready was a thing which is. " So 1gthere was commg to be, 1t coulad" ﬁ '

)
not- have been a case of commg to be a thlng Wthh is. On th1s account
M

rParmemdes prmcxple makes commg to be exth;r an’ 1mpossnb111ty or i‘
% an ontologlcal stutter E o o ' 3 :
e Arlstotle would ha[ been well adv1sed to reJect this

o , ;
& @ .
‘. & @rmmple altogether Instead he qhah.fles 1t in the hop’\s that ‘it w111
- .
‘;-c. bb; rendered harmless He must have thought that it h? the ring of

trut‘h to 1t but that it LS dancrerous a11 the sa.me because 1t leaves the

door open to soph1st;cal\a1‘gument At lea’st, he treats Mehssus and
)
Parmenzdes asAf they were merely bad th1nkers ”both reason 1nva1- .

A idly fr'orn false rem1sse " (185a7) But they obvxously succeeded in \ W
T 7“'-.”’-7' o ™ - ’
makmg the weaker. argume.nt appeaxﬁ the st(i‘onger In an unquahﬁed !
‘o ~
f.orrn, even the Law of Excluded Mlddle is open to sophlst1cal trtckeﬁry

(Y » . o

~. .And 1n both cases, Arlstotle accepts the prmc1p1e in questmn, but w1th
. . r _ . -
certain addenda.' T f“ SURE L e o

°

ThlS is extr'emely 4mportant, \I thmk because it shows
(or'an be made to show) that .Ar1stotle\s soiutlon tOrthe Parmemdean

-

paradox will not mark a radical departure from ther t;adﬂuon he ;nha‘,—
. e

- its It i nov&; commonplace to see Plato s footprmts 1n the shxftlrrg " -

.
‘e

sands of Argstotle s metaphysms, but I mamtaln thagt anyone who combs

the beaches \b'here Parmemdes theory is supposed to have wrecked w111 ‘. _

i T y
g0 ¢ find that a lot of the goods were left mtact LR .

. . \ [
. The bulk of Arlstotle 'S cr1t1c1sm of Parmemdes in the .

'.'\
-

Physms concerns the. clan:n that all thmgs are one To cr1t1c12e thls

.

cent’ral momst tenet 1s not to come face- to face W1th the Parmemdean o

argument that du‘ectly affects ,ArxstotIe_ ‘slaccount of change,_ but it _is

a- 3 S S - - voowo . N ER '
- . . . N . N

- ~ " D : g LN

. . . . .

. - L . N :

- - i B . - . S . . oo . PR
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Momsm, Ar1stotle s attack upon-it does much in the way of helplng us g

‘ way of all to begin’ is to pomt out that’thmgs ‘to | an’manY

’(185a29L T‘h1s gets spelled out in terms of't

B - L “, . . . s}
14 , , b 3
o

‘ 1mportant to Qamme it carefully all the same it is the crux of Eleatlc

- \ . ‘1
- M a . . .

to see how Ar&stotle understood the Eleatic view. It w111 also affo(id ‘an
;ns1ght mto ‘he tact1cs Ar1stotle uses agamst P)armenldes A
Ea 1] *

\ Arlstotle begms by saymg that "the most approprlate

¢

ol

.
P .o~
Ny

N 4
ways, and then ask in what wayvthey mean

_Kéteggmes doctrm.e ‘ ,.: ‘ ‘

’ TP 1 "
Atlrat f'o say that somethmg 15,/3 to say that it is'a substance, a quallty,

YE

I:a Quantlty, or an 1tem in one of the other categorles Seen in thls

, l;ght the remark that _something is- 1nv1tes the’ que st1on "What is 1t’?"

A

: So to say, as Arlstotle takes Parmemdes to. have said, that bemg is” '

One, is to 1nv1te e questlon "Bem 1s one what"‘” ‘Jﬁs& l&otlet '
: g

asks (185a23) Whether the Eleatlcs mea) "that everythmg is. one smgle
" .

A - o u

'.ﬂdallty, as it ‘rrnght be one sutgle man, or one smgle horse, or one - hd

-

' _smgle soﬂl or,) if all is quahty, . then o\ne smgle quahty, 11ke pale, or

C\\qt, Or the 11.ke"" Thls shows tha%rlstotle takes: a cla1m of the form,

. ,can be seen from h1s cr1t1c1sm of these "'suggestmn v Whlch he takes to

'-b “all very d1fferent and untenable" (ha25) If what is mclude’
" .

N

. : \ '
?'S is one, ' to be an 1ncomp1ete c1a1m, standmg in’ need of an- ansWer to-,

" J

the questton,."One what”" That he takes this to’ be an esta‘bhshed truth

~

‘.thrngs from‘sever,al categor1es then there will obvtously be more than

- 4

one thlng ‘the categorxes\are categorles of 1rreduc1b1y dlfferent kmds o

Qf thmgs Tf on the ot‘her hand, everythmg is e1ther quahty or quan- |

- [

tity, then whether there is also reahtyro,r not we run into ab‘surdlty,

i -~
» .

- oif, 1ndeed 1mposs1b111ty can be so ealle;d '\* .The absurdlty m questxon

r

floWs from one of the central tenets o!'flgé%;ate sorie 'c‘)Ctrine:

)




. Qf Lo . . » ‘.‘ , . - E ...‘“. |
""Nothing can exist separately exvept a reality; éjiver(}"thing else’is said-

RPN s
a . s . - N s . LS
of a reality as underlying thing,"' Finally, {fthe Eleatic should claim.

. -~

T AN . . o : . ‘ ‘,‘:‘-‘_;’ o i‘
that -what' is is one substance, then Aristotle can k, ‘7‘Of'what ‘gbrt?."'
e . 0 a- e L opn- . ; N

That is, a substahce is necessarily a substarce ofé;so'rr'ie“s'ort':, where

o~

the sorts of s'u,bsta_nc‘efa're speci=fiéb1q in tez_'n'fr.s of ""‘
"+ So a unity of this kind would have to be one man, dm¥ne horse, etc. ,

.

! éu_]gﬂstarice.

] y -8 I A7 R
,,élnd_Aﬁisgotle rightly -talies th-}s\;g&. patent a_bsiu'
1 B ’ - A . 5

i B.efore‘ taking a 'nﬁté sﬁa?g‘ful,lo'ok‘- | b
-Eleatic Monism and the re st 8f Aristotle's arguments #hich accompany

R ' 'Uu' y - ' ., = ‘ .
" it in chap¥frs twp and three of Physics I, it is worth
' p.t . '8. ‘ LT - L

S N
noting severdl '~
"y .
L e o . T & g‘.’-‘- o e a
general points. Aristotle's remarks are extremely condse idpre~ - -
L . . Lo o R hd X Rt . ’ v .
. " e . . . . . ! & o ﬁl B , T .
suppose sorne acquaintance with h1s'metaphy51calzvle§us. e argues’
93T 8 juaint 5 metaf cahvieg L S

like & meﬁ}-v“ith a large g’ritifz_al ;,a‘m%\e%al at his dispo_sal and we may’take

4 o ‘ . o :
- . : A - s S [ M ) . o
this to lend credence to W.” Charlton's dating: . ..~ -~ . T
= : ) - - . R . PR &
» Ighy,si'c‘s I-II contaih the formal intfoductibn of a-num- "~ ,.
“’v  ber of the,basic concepts in Aristotle's philosophy:. . '
the matter~-form distinction, -the fourfold classification VR
of causes, :natlire,. and finality. For this reason, and S
4 ., because we are refered back to them by -Met. ? LA
Y (983a33f.7 986b30-1,- etc. ), Benerally held to be an' .

early work, an early date of composition has been' . |-

assigned to them.” Thus, acéording to Ross, 'we may - -

s5ay with some édn.ﬁid'er;cel‘that these two. books were. YIRS
.composed while Aristotle wa's still a’member of the .

N Academy' (p. 7). ' On the other hand,. precisely because
. % they seem to constitute the natural introduction to. his -
- other surviving works; we miay think that as they stand
- - -though- they may incorporate the fruits of early spec-

'~

ulation (M. Untersteiner suggests that Phys. I. 8-9 are b
taken from the early De Philosophia)~-they are the o
_ . . notes for lectures which . were being delivere 1 up to-the v
-~ . -end of Aristotle's career. * : T ’ ' o
o SN . oo . P “ J‘ ) ) - . < o 2 L]
‘I shall. follow Charlton in fregly u‘s%r;g passages from other works to
o, ". ’ I o a ._‘~' ) .J' .
“;‘_‘ . » | . . ..
- . L. : . . - DR
) *Charlton, '"Introduction,' Aristotle's Physics, pp. xii-"
.‘ ,\ - 2 v
’ . [
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elucxdate texts in the thsms, whenever thls i possxble ..

The tone of Ar1stot1e $ c1:1t1c13m of Parmenides and

Mehssus suggests that he has\ no reSpect 'for thelr v1ew§ Indeed he :
v LA

s’ . L

. says that the dull and obv1ous Mellssus need be granted _only qne < e

..‘.1_"'

¥~ . ,).i['_‘,
ﬁ*. absurdzty and the rest W111 follow All the same, Arlstotlegogs not, S
‘ - e 2 3 7 Ve
) and .

ey 1gnore them. - In fact he draws out»lus b1g guns, sofﬁo sp%k in, hi‘s e

4
Nl

: -fronta,l abtack agamst thern 'J;hls is, perhaps, becailse, m sp;te og hls e

N N DAY

’.‘6‘ ﬁ;f that the v1ews of hlS predecessors ought t,o be mcorporated ‘%to “tﬂ\‘
. h1s own when they can, th.ere is Just nothmg 1n rnomsm that he f1nds ’ _ ‘\;
) palatable So he must Justlfy his reaectlon of 1t,,,§ven though it 1s" . | ‘ T

. clearly wrong headed and mvolves an act1v1ty much lllte e!x/posmgi'a . S'
kqulbble“ - | '- R » L o o . oA 3_.; t \
T e A\The cr1t1c1sm .of Parrmemdes and Mehssus has been ‘Y: . .‘*".f‘
. d1v1d€d bi' D. E ershensdn and D 4\ ‘ Greenber‘g* mto twowargu-_ L \ | .
o \ : Mo IR

ments, the f*xrst of évhlch they argue, is undertaken on Ar1stotle s S
/ . s " Sy

' terms whlle thve second proceeds by argumg from an Eleatlc pomt of

v1ew They contend that the f1rst runs frorn 184b25 to 186a32 ‘but I
."~,.‘_{. » X .“;': ’(r“_ ,. .

B mli’foilow'Charlton in 1nc1ud1ng 1§6a22 32 w1th\what follows (186a32- .

187a1'1.) becau-se “1t explams why ‘the: monlstt es:,s has to be reformu—
, x4 \. .o . . K [ . ’ . - - * oL ’ . ' .
" lated; M- - " ' q‘." - co \ RIS ‘
) . . . R ] - [N ‘ ‘/' _,' ’ ¢ e R
The cr1t1c1sm beglns, then, Wlth the clalm tha*-ls 1t no?

R
'

the _]Ob of the phus1kos t.o f"reat the quest1on whether what is is bne and

. |

. -unchangeable Arlstotle here makes a m1slead1ng comparlson between

‘the Ehumkos and the geometer argumg that Just as aprnan who does : T

#

S *D. E. Gershenson andD A, Greenberg, ;'Aristotle'~ I
Confronts the Eleatics: Two Arcm the Orne, " Phronesis,« VII'
(1962) p. 137-151. - s . '
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-+ . said to have

~L ) N , »
, iy . X : \'\\ B ) “ .
‘ s R
o \\ ’ ‘ i
.4‘ L, J [3 ° ' . ~ ‘\.\\ v
DR away wzth the prmcfbles of geometry cannot be *addsress?-:d by the S

A

geometer ‘so the Rhusﬂcos cannotﬂdress hxmself to the claims of the -

Lok ;

m%nes‘tt

LK K
pr1nc1ples whxch he,assumes true:to conqluslons %avhlch they

L g ‘ . . . . N :
sense, weé can- ;%eak of a*”geometrlcal ! e"‘o’ﬁ.‘-'?}yﬁut";
R . . N

. th re is no paraHel "physmal' method" whloh Arlstotle follchvs 1n the
( '.‘;‘ e
. Phxsu':s, » ' the thmgs wtﬁch constltute the subgect-—matter of hi,s
Do ’inyevsti_rga ) are in no sense hypothétzcal ent1t1es If Ar1stot.1e can be "

e’

‘ method, it'is dxalectlfél and not sc1ent1f1c, as the anah~
, L\ '“ G .
dgy wfth geome’try\ Suggests A dﬁﬁkulty ar1ses here, however

3, ‘1(
0' .

T vbecause of the ecuharltles of the wOra "pr nc1p1e (& X ) ;*"Pr1n-'
) P J P ‘1

1

e OT law-ltke s;atemen.t, in mxvd But Arlstotle says that Pﬁrmenv

and. Mehssus held tha?there is. bne. unchangeable prmc1pl’5‘wh11e
e :

N

able . He a}so notes i‘hat DMOcrltus held that the pnnc1p1es w@re the

Lo

'.’

' \

Pl

\v same m kmd d1ffer1ng~on1y in shape.' ajl'ear reference to hxs "atoms ,, R

So ”element" r“nlght be less mrvsleadmg in thls conteag; or, better yet
T N Y o

the rather cumhgrsome phji‘a.se whlch OWen uses, v1z exxstent

. 2 .

thm.g 1 Aru‘otle is contrastmg the phus1ko1, who be,Lmved that there

iple' nowadays sd’ggests, 1'h a phllosophma.l coqtext that one has a o«

Thls st%gests that bhe phu‘.nkos, que themgeorneter, ig argu_t;— )

the physxc1sts that thefe Were rrrore than one and that"they Were cha{g;\- \

-are many e 1stent thmgs W1th the momsts who beh \Ped that what . /‘

r
. \ . . . .
! b L . C o - . ) ' - PN
\ex1sts IS o‘rre\ L e \’» .',\;- R . '

. ) B . y e

\ The dlfference ‘between the Ehusakos and the geometer

Y

eems greatest Just at what Arlstotle would éall the begmmng p1 mts of

thelr resp t1ve 1nqu1r1es It makes some s%nse to lmagme that the ‘@

.
-

".‘j gepmeters begm by aSSum'the exxstence of pomts, 11nes, and planes,,

s

though better perhhps, to. say that they assume that these thmgs have

N

TRy




c‘etta,iri-"propertiesi‘ Better yet what t’hey do 1s qot so mud:h to make ’

e . alh_as'su-mp,txon that somethmg exlsts br is
J Logd, )

¥ '

pdowxgpr postulate that these Qb%g‘ st orqhave certam propertIeSQOr :

o S D
gegmetncal purposes Gwen ert‘am basxc truths, or. gsven that lmes T

_ case,‘but rather tb lay it R

-.o ‘. y } ) , . _ '\"’J

o po1ﬂts, ‘and,, planes haVe cé,rtam propertles, other tly’hs follow > ’..., R
i . . ‘; # : "4“ ‘l'
Geometry is a deductwe sc1ence, and 1ts very progedures prr0v1de a .. RO

g ; IR
way for’sayang what counts as: bas::: or ele‘rnental But w‘ha;t Ar1stot1e I

Sl R
‘is domg 1’hls Plzzsms (1@111 follow the c%mmon practl,c’e of calhng 1t U
: o ’ 'hf,s
) ”p%lﬁ)sop'hy Cﬁ' nature” or. ”natural phllosophy!') 1s hot a d duct’we X ,,'-,' T &
. ) | w
smenc d"bnd does not proce&“fron\,_axmms and postulates } He starts S 2

. ; S R . Sl

from ”thmgs Whlch d@re Iess clear by n‘ature, but cléarer to us;e and U e

. move(.s) on to thmgs whlch are by nature clearer and rmorte knowabIe m Wl

T

F‘or exarpple, m Phy.sm I,.7 he beg.ms be‘h wha,t we Sa.y aboﬁt '_a 'iﬁap* af.
S 4 &V’b o . v, _A.‘
abow: -

‘3 becommg rn,usmal in order tb 'ﬁo on to estabhsh g‘egerafvtrgfths
" N - . .. “ h.' .,

; > Vth% role of for‘m and ma‘tté‘r m c,om‘mg-to~be

T

e Aare the elements!

R Furt’hermo,z*e, What klnd of "survey of partxcula _ case‘" .
. : L L a et
could make clear the ”basuf assumptlon ..‘h. ‘that rratﬁra—l.thmgs ara'

| ‘ o R
some or all ,of them subJecf to dh"‘nge " What w0uld be th!e pomt,bf such 1

f [any

‘(u 3 »’ LR 4
‘a survey, and what would the partmular cases surveyed be ca#s of” B -‘_”1 -

. Ifethey we te —“eases of thmgs changmg then a 'survey Wou'Id n/\make 1t / : _: ER

' reasonaple to assume that there are sug:h thmys Mktﬁ’g of the S Vo

i

. survey woul& pr‘uppose the extstence of s'\' ,'

1/ Lt e -

sor/t of pomt 'holds true if the items surveyed are partlcular cases of MO

" tallhpg abqut thmgs charxgmg - S o 2 -

R
" -
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In light of this, the most favorable reading of Arxstotle ]

A‘l

remark would be_to take him as saymg that natural philosophy. pre-
.supposes, but does not establlsh that there are many changing thmgs
in the world. Were his enterprlse less phllosophlcal than it is, he

. could then criticize the Eleatics as he does Since it is the business of
' s

phllosophers to challenge such .Presuppositions and refute errors about

them, Aristotle is not departing from his course when he replies to
Parmenides. He sii_nply makes it possible to g0 on with his task with-

out any fear of the accusation that it is a non-starter.

.

The first section, then, of his criticism of the Eleatics

is taken up with the point that things are said to be one in many ways,

Above, I began to spell this out a bit in terms of his own account in the

Categories. This may appear misguided, however, since he goes on,

a few lines later (185b6-10) to say that
‘l
“ Agam as things are said to be, so they-are said to
be one, in many ways; so let us see in what way the
"universe is supposed-to be one. A thing is called one
' if it is a- contmuum, or if it is indivisible, and we
also call things one if one and the same account is
given of what the being of each would be: so, for
* instance, wine and the grape

Here, twhe claim that there dre many ways of being one is not, appar -
ently, to be understood in terms of his Categories, but rather in one of
the following ways: (a) a thing is one if it is a continuum; (b) a thing

is one if it is indivisible; (c) a thtn§ is one i‘ it ius orte in form (see
190a16-17). , | e - ¢

Aristotle’s point is not that it is elliptical to say that

. the universe is one, but rather that there are different reasons why

somethmg mlght be called one. He is asking the Eleatlcs, "Do you say -

that the universe ?ﬁ because it is a continuum, or because it is

" 89’
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indivisible, or because only one account of the form of whatever exists

can be given?" This question grants too much to the monist, for it
presupposes that the monist's claxm that the universe is one makes
sense. \ C.harlto;x takes the initial pomt to be concerned with' w ways of
being, and the second with Ways of being one/ while [ take Aristotle to
be ir{voking two different senses 61’ M_O_I;IE. In fav,of of Charlton's
view is the fact that Aristotle initiates this line of criticism by saying

[

"that one first points out that things are said to be in many ways, and
then one asks 'in what way (the monists) mean that all thmgs are one."

s
On the other hand, I do not think that thlS claim and questxon can be so

.

neatly divided as Charlton thinks. '\\

'

For to-say that somethmg is, -in this Ar1stote11an for-
mula, is-to say -that it exxist's, or that it is one thing. And the ''ways of
’ being". are just as wéll constrged'as "ways of being one thing.'* On
this view, when Aristétle as_ks whether the monists ""mean that there -
is nothing but reality, or nothing but quanti.ty or quality, " his question
is made appropriate I')ec.ause the monist claim that '"'what is is one' is
\ ‘taken as elliptical for the claim that "Wﬁat is is one‘ substance" or "what
is is one quality, " etc. Then if, for 4exa.mp‘1e, the answer is that "what
is-is one subs}a‘ﬁte, " Ar_ist.ot‘le ‘can ask the next ciuestion:‘ ""And do t-_hey
.rnear; that everything is one sir{gle reality, as it might be one single
nﬁan, or one single horse, or one’single soul, or, if all is quality, then
one single quality, like p'alle,' or hot, or the like ?" Th‘exLe is no sugges-
tion in the text that Aristotle has in mind by his cla’imlthat "thir;g.s are

said to be in many. ways'' the four "typ&® of ground on which the same

T *Cf. Met. IV, 1003b26 ff. S | -

£ .

90
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expressmn may be applled to different thmgs" which Charlton lxsts " A .

~

r

Instead ‘he sbralghtaway mvokes the notion of the Categorzes to spell

L]

out his pomt in this part of the Phxsms ‘

Nevertheless_, therdlis a difficulty”;with the text. Why,
if Aristotle is right in the first place in holding that the monist tenet
that "what is is dhe"vis an incomplete claim, dees' he ’g‘q on to say that
"es things are said to be, so they are said to be one, 1n many ways. "
Here he is making the point that there are ndiffe.r‘ent grounds for saying
that a thing is one, and a‘sking‘the monist to spet:ify which of the

" - ' . ' -\
grouAds obtains in the case of the universe. This is a peculiar move

for ‘two reasons. In the first place, Parmenides makes it clear that .
P : {
‘he believes that the universe is indivisible. Secondly, and more

importantly, the monist is in ho position to say that what is is one

because it is mdwmlble, unless he can provxde an answer to the ques-

"tion, "Is if one substance or somethmg else'?" Knowmg whether some-

th1ng is indivisible or not presupposes knowmg Wwhat sort of thing it 18,

e

’ where the sort of thing it is is specified by saymg that it is a man, or
RS .
a color, or that it is an item in one of the other categories. So Aris-

totle's question about the grounds for saying that- the universe is one

.

presupposes that the monist has made clear what sort of thing the uni-

’
B

verse is. ) ‘ : » ‘
| In chapte'r‘three of the' thsiss, aft'exl- havi.r_xg.exposed
the "'patent fallactes" of Melissus, Ari_stot'le says that Par.rnenides'»
'"assumes what is not trué and.irifers what does not follow. His false
~ asshmption is t‘hat?things are said to be in one way only, Whenl the.y are:

said to be in many" (186a22-26). Aristotle surely does not thmk that

Parmenides made this "assurnptlon" in the sense that a geometer

.
N . .
’ . . . o

£ -



. proceeds from certain ‘assumptions. As it.'is--with lines 185a12-14 dis- .

- . »

cussed earlier, "it is a'presuppo,sition, not an assumption,- which is in

. 3
question In the present passage, Arlstotle repeats the point t'ha.t ¢

thmgs are sald to be in many ways, mvokmg it yet agam in his criti-

cism of Parmemdes. The passage wh1ch follows has vexed cOmmenta- .

Y]

tors, but is central to the argument agamst monism and must be glven ‘

~

a close reading. "
L

Parmen%es mistaken presupposxtlon that things are

-

said to be in one"way only gets spelled out here as follows: '"He must

make it a premiss, then, not only that 'is' means only one thing, what-'

ever is Sa1d to be, but that 1t means precisely what is, and precrsely

K

,' what is one" (186a32 34) * Arlstotle is here clan'nmg that Parmemdes,

. who clalms that what is is one, must mean not only that is' stands for

L 4

one thmg, but also that it stands for 'ro onsp 8v and 16 8nep Ev. *k
This is an 1mportant move on Arlstotle s part, beca.use

it shows that he takes Parmer?ides to have thought that. saylng that

.

s/\ethmg is, is. not only to say that it exlsts but also to say what it is.

L

On this view, T0 8v is understood as a "secondary substance word, b

‘so to speak ‘and it therefore 1q entirely p0381ble that just as there can

3

b& more than one man, there can be more than one thmg which is. So

the force of saymg that 10 ov must- not merely stand- for one thlng

a

comes out 1f we see that for Arlstotle a genus can be understood as one

e R
thing If 16 8v is said to stand for one thing in this sense, then it is

*Charlton translates 10 onep gv and 10 on:ep €v as
"precisely what is' and "prec1sely what is one. "I have sométhmg to
say ‘about this below. R .

o 7 *¥CL .Met. IV 1007a25 Posterlor AnalytxcsI 22
83a24~,32. ‘ s N

.
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' open to a pluralist to point out that.-many things can have being in just o

the way that many fivin‘g things can be animals For a momst T0 5\)
A ’ vr .
must not stand for "what 1t would be for a thmg to exist, ' since: many
\
‘thmgs could then exist,’ but rather it must name the one thing whxch

' emsts The problem is rather like that one faced by thetsts who deny Y

that 'God' is a proper name, yet c1a1m that }t is no mere contmgency :

that there is one god

An obv1ous anomaly here is Artstotle 8 failure to argue o

that bemg is not a genus. a pomt he mamtams elsewhere and one which
: BRY
would - certamly undermme any monist pOSItlo hlch stands on the

ground Parmemdes has staked out. For if bemg is not a genus, if

there is no class bf thmgs such as the class of thlngs that are, then
-the pre sent argument is otlose. I am £or this reason mclmed to agree
'bw1th those who think that Arlstotle is here attackmg the momst‘s on

‘thelr terrltory, he grants to'them their fundamental tenet only to show
that even 1t leads to absurdlty ‘ ) » \\

In addztton to grantmg that bemg is a genus, Arlstotle

also grants to Parmemdes the notion that what is other th& being does

‘ not exist, and l{ses both of these 1deas in h1s cr1t1c18m o! the Eleatlcs.

”

For havmg sa1d tha,t bemg must not merely stand for .one thmg whlch

is,. but rather for toajhogerohen and to h oEer on, he goes on as follows
~ . For that which supervenes is said of some underlymg
’ thmg, so if 'is' supervenes, that on which it super-
venes 'will not be, for it will be something different
from that which is; and therefore will be something
- which'is not. Precisely what is, then, will not be ~
. Something which belongs to somethmg else. It cannot
- be a particular sort of thing which is, unless 'is’ T
°  means more than one thing, such that each is a sort of
being, and it was laid down that is' ‘means only one -
thing - (186a.34 186b4) -

[N
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‘Charlton here translates 'ro onep Ovand 10 onep éVas "prectsely

‘l‘ o
what ig" 'and "preclsely what is one, " but I shall leave them untrans-

g -

lated for-the present. (Charlton s trauslation is by no means arbxtrary

He say's (p~ 60)' oger ti in Aristotle normally means, Ithmk (for

faxr selectlon of examples. see Bonitz 533b39 534a23), 'precisely what
is somethmgo in the sense in wh1ch a certam bodlly condltlon mlght be .

»”

said to be preclsely what is heaithy") Smce they are clearly techmcal

N

expresleons, I hope that an analysxs'of the -argument in which they

roccur will-reveal the1r sense. The argument here is that being cannot

_ 1f it 1s,a genus be a genus in any category but substance For 1f by

-

speakmg of "the one bemg" or "the one thing whlch is, " Parmemdes

takes bemg to be a predlcate in a category other than' substance he is

4

_then comn'utted by v1rtue of the Categorle doctrme, to holdmg that

: ]

there is somethmg to whlch being belongs, an underlymg thing. But

thxs underlymg thmg w’ould be somethmg other than being, 110be1ng

belongs to it "not in virtue of ltself" or kata.s _meebekos,‘and hence

»

would be nothing: whatever is other than bemg is nothmg (ex znothem)

Y

So 1t would seem that Parmemdes bexn& if it cannot

belong to somethmg kata _ymbebekos, can only belong to somethlng

kath hauto ,But since Anstotle us‘es "belongs to'! Just to mean "belongs

to kata gymbebekos, '"" he says that "to h to hoper on. - . .will not be’ s_'ome-
th1ng whxch belongs to somethmg else " A | ' :

‘ N What; then. is the force of saylng that the Parmemdean
to on rnust be to’ _m on‘? From the argument just con‘sldered, 1t

would ‘seem to be that the Parmemdean being cannot be said of anythmg

at. 'all where thls is understood to mean that 1t cannot be ‘said of

Yo

'
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anything else.- 'But canit'be said of its&lf?# '(Ar'xs't'otle doedlargue *

K . - N L : . - . - . ) . -
L 4 that nething elsé caé be said of if: 186b4-13). When Parmgni‘c,les; say's

.that being is and that being’is one, is he saying something such that the .
v LN ] . - : t :

Qéy.ingof it both r%v%als what sométhing is and that ’éémgthing is?. -

. * - . ! . L . \ - i .
~Aristotle here gives onIy’a short argument-that it is impossible to - * |

speak in this way. (We considéred this point ig.the fuller_dlscussroq o
of "Aristotle on'saying something'), According ¢o Aristotle, to say 4

° A

.something is to combihe thingd. So if thére is only one thing, then ',  :.
' . : : . R - '

‘nothing could be said. If Parmenides wants to say. 'f'ha,t.fbe‘ing is, and \

“'he must make it a’premiss . . .. not only that 'is' means’only°dne o

[ ] o S . Y . H

P

thing, whatever is ‘said to be, but that-it mean§ to hoper-on, ' tien. * -
. . .. - N . - - e - y — " —— .

4

- . M .

there can be no difference between 'being' and 'is' in the '{:lhrn' tha'f .

/- - Vbl

‘Con-

.A'

Mg

being is. Hence, to say '"Bein is'" is meérely to re eat oneself.
g 1 end Y. 4 Fety peat one "

_si'dgr _the account Aristotle gives of the inya}idify,of' Parmenides'v argu-

@ 4 " . S - :
ﬁ;ent:_ : . . ’ . . '\, . ) ’ ) . b
- . 'suppose we say that there are onty pale things, ,
* - and that 'pale' means only one thing . . .. the being of .
- pale will be different from that which has received it. °
By that I do not imply that anything can exist separ-
ately except the pale: it is not because they can exist
separately, but-because they differ in their being,*
that the pale and that to which it belongs are different. '
~ This, however, is something Parmenides’ did not get
- far enough to see (186a26-186a31). | 2]

W_h’af Parmenides did ho_t.get far'enough to see is that if»};c;.. wénts to .
say that béing is, ‘th_e‘re m'ust. be a difference between baing and that

- which is éaid} o;,it. And one'r;eed nqt. be a Platonist, Aristotle is say-
ing, in order for ’there to i)e a ”differ;nce in being"’ between that.abqut
which one is spééking and what ol:xe says 'ab(;ut.it‘. For "beidg is said |

v I

S *Aristotle does not pfrsue this option.
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atomism as an alternative to monism, in the content of tHe P& sics it.
. ° o . » *
' is better seen as just an‘other garden path &0 be avoided

. ‘.t

At this stage Ln the thslcs, Arxstotle has atcomplxdhed

-

two maln tasks. On the one h\an_, he- has clared away the rna_)or obsta-

cle in the path toward his account of cbange On the other, he has oL

shown the use'fuiness of his own settled views in the cours\e\ ofdomg

the former. Wha.t he has left undone., however, 1s’mox‘e xmportant

' .

,Havmg dxsposed of Eleatlc momsm,, he is not now faced with an 8bv10us :

problem about change, it is no longer refsonable to say, "There seems '

to be. change, but theré cannot. be any. Apd w1th6ut the framework of
"mo,nlsm to’ support 1t,,the idea that somethmg cannot come ffom nothmg
(nor from somethmg) ought to fall by virtue of 1ts own dead welght For.
. 'who éan understand th1s 1dea" ‘But Arxstotle‘ plunges on' - "Thefe are

two mam lmes taken by the physmxsts, " he says . Although Aristotle

‘has commlttediphllosophxcal patr1c1de. the panent has other offspn.ng, -

\

and what now develops is a- kind of s1b11ng rlvalry for Arxstotle s atten- '

EY
L4

tion. e
But his attention is still on father Parmenides. As -

F. ‘So’l'rnse.n has noted,

That the Parmenidean 'one' excludes genesis .
and vetoes 'not-being' becomes more dcute when
Aristotle moves.on fropm the examination of Parmen-"
ides' doctrine to those of his successors. . With some
exaggeration Aristotle refers to the caron 'nothing
. can come,to be out of not-being' as 'the common
opinion of the physicists' ,and remarks that théey turn-
genesis either into qualitative change or into associ-
ation and dissociation. * ‘
L - S
'.'5 . - '
*Fr1edr1ch Solmsen Aristotle's Systern of the Physmal
World A Comparison.with His Predecessors (Ithaca, New York: Cor-
nell University Press, 1960), p. 75.

Y
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The cruX® of this section is contained in the f(;llowingr

N -

remark about the phydicists: _’ ' 3 L

. .
] -
\

[N

<

. , { ) :
- .« if everything which comeg®o be must do s6 'dither
out of what is or what is not, ‘then, if the latter-i P
impossible (and about that there is unanimity ar:&ig\_a‘.ll
who discuss nature), the former, they thought, must be
true: everything comes to be out of things which already
exist and are présent, but cannot be perceived by us
because ‘they are extremely tiny. (187a33-187bl).

A

'Aristotle's disagreement with this' thesis does not prevent him from
‘fir{ding an imporf:ant truth in his predecessors' claims:

. . all in' some way agree that opposites are the prin-
~ciples. And that'is 'plausible. For the principles must
come meither from one another nor from anything e}l se,
and everything else must come from them. Primatry .
opposites fulfill these conditions: because they are pri-
mary they do not come from anything else, and because - -
they are opposite they do not tome from one another, ’
(188a25-31), o oo ’

-

Unl)i(e some of these earlier thinkers, however, Aristotle intends to
glve a reason &or ‘his belief that oppo?iteé’ are principles; the others
'écted "as théué_h the trufh‘ere fo_rciné thém on." |

It is importﬁnt to note that Aristoﬁé here-accepts a view
which, in one form or another, propelled his\v:pr_eq‘\ecessors straight
onto the horns of a dilemma: éither they say that what is c\?mes frérni
what"iSJ not or tl;e_y'say that what,is comes from what is. ~S'incé'they .
all agree, in Aristofle's opinion, that the former is impossible, ‘they‘
all:e landed on the latter. But it is no less comflortable, apparently, Ny

l N .
to be impaled on one horn rather than another, because they cannot

-

now account for the difference between genesis and alteration. Leav-

- ing aside those special pfoblems that arise from doctrines of "i’nixing"
and "separatién, " the belief in opposites gives rise to fundamental

‘problems. .
problems. &

.98
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. Cherniss thinks that Aristotle is anachroni‘;&tic thy )
AL

-
-

and through in trying to find the seeds of his own full-blosspmed theory.

0

in the Presocratics: "Genesis and alteration seemed to him obviously
different processes; and, forgetting that the distinction was his own

invention, he thought that it must have been clear in all its implica-

-
[

tions to the Presocratics also.' But this is an unfair accusation: Aris-

e

totle typically describes his predecessor's views in such a way as to.

show just that they failed to draw the distinction in question !I‘hat "all

of'the physicists' subscribed to the doctrine of opposxtes\fa an’ exagger-

L
atton, if we understand by "opposites' what Aristotle e1u’c1dates in \

thsms I. Thzs view is properly traced-back to the Phaedo (70e ff.

and -102b5 ff. ) where, as Solmsen has shown, * Plato is reSponmble for

?

the idea that '"if an object is not prop‘erly defined by the enumeration of
its parts, the association, i.e. &(the mechanical coming together, of its

parts cannot be a sat1sfactory e planatlon of its genesls " Arzstotle is
well aware of the difficulties faced by him who adopts the view that

oppos1tes are p‘mmples, in partmular. he is aware that (at least) some.

Id

of 'the earher thinkers adopted such a view because of Parmenides'
‘arguments against ''not being. " Ag well, he ‘s._aw that in so doing they

- were opting for-a version of the thesis that "wfhat is comes frorn what
‘ ' . . o . . e,
ts. " o : ot .

..

Ar1stotle s task, then, is to defend the doctrme of

)

opposites agamst the charge that it makes genesm tmposslble. for the

Pre socrattc opposites were 1nvoked at the expense of geneam. And
- Q ) B - .

while he may take his lead from Plato, he still has to plot an uncharted

[y

-*Solmsen. p. 62.



. |
"course. For, as Solmsen notes, "If it is true that Pleto restores’ the

concept of genesls whtch the later Presocratics had shunned like some-
. thing unclean. it is also true that he attach-es it in particular to those |
first a&d basic physxcal'reahttes which the Presocratics had, in his
opinion, taken for granted yet used to accou.nt for the orlgln' of all the

other entities in the physmal realm " In short, Aristotle must show
s

how the gene 818 of substances is possible when the elements are oppo-

- ) D e

s1tes
/

The way out of this d1ff1culty is to "posit.some additional»
nature to underlre the opposgites. " (189a28) Doing'so will enable him
to say that "what is comes from what is not, " and, hence, allow hlm to )
escape having to agree with the Presocratlcs that "what is cames from
what is. ' But before we examine the route Aristotle ig about to take, 1
it wxll be useful to rev1ew ‘the grotmd already covered Some 1mportant
. stones have been left unturned. 0 T

Aristotle has not yet crxt‘ictzed the cla1m that "what is

. cannot “-rne gom what is né¥, nor from what is, ‘.' even though its pre- e
sence is everywhere fe].t in thsics I Rather he has tr1ed to absorb
whatever truth there is in it by -osmosis from those 1deas he takes over

from the Presocratics. But their ideas are clearly reactlonary a.nd

~ still f1rm1y in the gr1p of father Parmemdes They claim that wha’t is
comes from what is and 80, at best cannot explain how what is came

to be in the firs't plaée. Plato, in his arguments for the extstence of

the soul, .takes it for granted that there is genesis, and gives an inde- )

pendent account of the genesxs of the cosmos. _As a physicist, Aristotle

-

B /. *Solmsen, p. 48.
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thinks he, too, tan assume that there is change. hut'will zje_'ject any

exp'lanation.whose l'ight evaporates the distinction between genesis and

TR ] —~ - , .
qualitdtive change. 4 : _ C ’

If it is tgxad of two opposlt!s and an underlymg thing .
to which Arxgtotle turns in order to preserve th:s dtfpfrence. then his

_ belief in the teleology of nature would seem to be the hlngepm of ‘his

theoryi T - R

Our first point must be that nothing: whatever is by. ‘
nature such as to do or undergo any chance thing = . -
through the agency of any chance thing, nor does any- ) o
thing come to.be out of just anything, unless you take .’

a case of concurrence. -{(188a32-35).

The examples he considers in this passage are not, 'hOWevevr, the.s"tuft o
out of Whlch a teleologlcal cpsmos is conftructed they are "loglcal "
- But here, as is typlcal heeconsiders cases of change in the category
- of quahty‘,. not substance. It ts when he con31ders substant1a1 change

o

that his potion of final cau'se is crucial, and especially in the case of
the chan'ée of one livingl thing into so‘rif/t/hing ’el;e.. Indeed, thou;h heb
seems not to notice it here, he later remmds himself that substances
do not have oppomte's, and then the sunxlanty bet/weeéx ""being -pa‘l‘e"A

and "being\a'man" undergoee a certain strain. ‘But he is like an e‘ngi-‘ _
Jxeer faced with the tavsk \of bdilding an engme out of the remams of
‘sonfeone else's failed effort the dé{nces\he has to’ Work w1th are
already a bit shopworn and he hasn't got the right ones anyway. There

19 always the danger that hxs product will have the look of Rube Gold-

berg s hands on it.

-

The "logical consideration' is this: something-which
comes to have a certain quality will come to have it only=if it di'aﬁhot S

have it alx.eagy This much Arxstcxle owes to Pax(\ erude3' What is



. cannot comev from what is- So‘if. a thi‘ng comes to be dark, ' it,muet-,
h&ave béer not dark, 'or"p‘ale (in the.f.elieitous case, ,each opp‘oé’ite‘ h.as

! : . . , B s : V4 o T .o
a name). The,a.irn here is, -in part; to show what-is ’wrong with saying
that: e. g .the pale comes to be 6&{ of:somethingl else or sornethirﬁ -

[}

other Bemg t{:\‘usxcal would count as somethmg other than being pale, .

but somet,h—g can be muencal and st111 be pale, " so there is not the

prOpe’”)_rt of difference between be\mg pale and bemg musmal; they
are not contraries. So just as I can be said to have gotten a suntan

only. if I did not have one, something can be éaid to have become pale;

only if it was not pale. o

¢ S

But there ar‘;e }ii'fficultie‘s here which take us beyond the

scope of a resume For the moment I will. 81mp1y mention, them, g1v‘\
',mg them a fuller treatment la-ter on in the chapter on universals.

The_ fitst and ~rno'st obvious problem c'o_ncerns the conten-
. . . .. ‘\ ) . '} . 0 : .
tion that substances-do not have contraries. 'If everything comes out of

. its c’ontr'ary, and substances do not 'haye_contrai'ie-s (Categories 5, 3b24),

* then, it would seem, substances do not come to be.' Yet it is gubstance

alone Whlch, m the, PhX,SICS, Ar1stotle claims can properly be said to
come to be (I90a33) Less obvious, but equa.lly 1mportant, is a method-
ologlcal defect whlch affhcts Arlstotle s th&kmg here he over slmph- |

fies. There is some irony in th1s because “as G E. L Owen pas

" noted, Aristotle's criticism of Plat showed that he shared with J L:

A . .. ’ . = h
Austin the gpnviction that it is an/occupational disease of ph_llosophe'rs
to over simplify--if it is indeed not their occupation.' Aristotle him-

.s/elf makes out a plausible case for saying that some"changes involve ™

~contraries, e.g., the change fromy a thing's being dark to its being

-iligllt. But then he goes on to say.that all chang.e' involves contraries, -’

\



- ‘ ' . . 103

- s
if only in the sense that all change involves the' presence and absence
l
e’of a form. This view reveals Aristotle's""'Platonism' both in method

s
-, d

~and content; as will be shown, Aristotle is harhstrung not only by his

concessions to Parmenides, but by his Platonism as well.

Aristotle's Account of Change
8]

There are many texts to which one can turn in order to

- »

see Aristotle at work on the problem he inhe'rited from Parmenides; it
was a tifne-honored_-issue even in his day. As G. E. R. leoyd has |
notegl, "The beginnings of an awareness of the problem .of change can
‘be t;{aeed back to Milesian speculation abeut ﬁhe primary substance

. 3 .', In the early fifth century this became the chief problem in the

]
inquiry concerning nature. ''* It i is Parmemdes, though, who was

G
responsible for the phllosophlcal problem, and Arlstotle who attacked

it.as such. The others were cosmologxsts, lookmt for "scientific"
solutvlons to a non-scientific problem Even f?r Arzstotle the prob-
lem called for an exammatxon of "pr1nc1ples, ¥(:auses, or elements, '"*%
but this does not mean that Arxstotle was pursuing questlons of a sc1en-
t1f1c or cosmologtcal nature. His mq\\ry is phllosophlcal and .
(espec1a11y in the case of Books I and IT) has little to do w1th cosmology
or what is now called physrcs. In this way, his reaction to Parmenides

*G. E. R. Lloyd Early Greek Sc1ence (New York:
W. W. No*ton and Co. 1970), p. 36

#%Eldérs (Arlstotle s Theory of the One, p- 16) says :
that ""elements and prmc1p1es" 1s an expression mainly used when
descrlbmg adversaries views. See, e.g. Physics I,- 5, 188b28. . But
this is not always so; see Met. VII, 10, 1035a30-bl. ' o

]
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is unique. And as Owen has pointed out, * Aristotle's appeal to whgt
the Oxfc;rd translétors render "'observed facts, " '"data, ' or "pheno-

- mena' is often an appen! to the accepted views on a subject, or what

is generally said about something. Finally, there is the doctrine often
mis-labelled "Afistotle'sx Four Causes.'" None of these four ‘k,incisk of
explanatio? which Aristotle masz.s out con;erns the Humean x'lotiori of
causation; the apparent'parallel with modern science is bogus here as

| well. ¥* It ghould come ag-fo surprise, then, to find that much pf what

Aristotle has to say about change occurs in the Metaphyéics as well as
in the %zsic 8.

l;nonism, says that

In the Physics; Aristotle, having dispensed with Eleatic ~

)

if there are causes and principles of things which are’
" due to nature, out of which they pri‘marily are and
have come to be not by virtue of concurrence, but
each 3s we say-when we give its reality, everything
comes to be Sut of the underlying thing and the .
form. %%* _ N ) . _

?ﬁs is a very general claim,” meant to cover botH substantial change
190bl -3) and alteration (190b20-21).; while it may be so general as to
threaten the distinction between substantial change and 'alterafion, this

is plainly not Aristotle's intention.

In_the earlier chapters of Physics I Aristotle was at

—

*G. .E. L. Owen, "Tith;anai ta Phainomena, ' Aristotle:
"A Collection of Critical Essays, ed. J. M. E. Moravcsik (Garden City,
New York: Anchor Books, 1967), pp- 167-190.

*%See R. K. Sprague, ;'The Four Causes: Aristotle's
Exposition and ©urs, ' The Monist, 52, No. 2 (1968), PP. 298-300.

***Physics I, 7, 190b16-21. See Charlton'é ""Notes'"
(Aristotle's Physics) ’Tor his comments on 11 18-19.
4 Y

-



work on the question of how many elements or principles are’involved -

in change. He argues that there are at most three, but wavers on the

question whether they are two or three in number (189b28-30). Since

"the single one is enough for being acted upon" (189b18-20), the que.s- .

tion remains how many act on it; and here is thf reduction of opposites
discussed above:

Moreover, it is impossible that there should be more
than one primary contrariety. For substance is a
single genus of being, so that the principles can differ
only as prior and posterior, naot in genus; ‘in a single
genus there is always a single contrariety, all the
other contrarieties in it being held to be reducible to
one (189b23-27). '

" Charlton thinks that the issue, whether ‘the principles are two or three,

¢

concerns the question whether there is an underlying thing or not.
Aristotle says, as Charlton notes, that "there is an argument for posit-
- ing an underlying thing, 189a21-3, bl7-18; people might feel difficult-

ies otherwise, a22,28; if anyone aécepts certain arguments, he' must
say so and so, a35-bl -+ . .'""¥ Aristotle's language _i_s_guar/‘iied here,
but not so, as Charlton claims, only with respect to whether or not

there is an underlying tHing. For at 189a33 Aristotle rémind's, us that

we do not say that one substance is the contrary of another, and then

immediately asks,''How, then, can alz"eali'ty busial be constituted by

1
'

things which are hqt realities?'" The shadow of doubt is cast upon the

contraries as well as upon the underlying thing. In fact, since Aris- -

totle goes on in.the next chapter to say that everything comes to be out .

*Charlton, ''Notes,' p. 67. Ross is less certain on
this, but thinks that 189b28-29 is "a reference to the tentative argu-
ments . . . in a2l-bé6 in favor of a third principle." W. D. Ross,
Aristotle's Physics: A Revised Text with Introduction and Commen-
tary (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1936), p. 491.
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of the underlying thing and the form, it is the contgaries whose status
as explanatory factors is in jeopardy, not that of the underlying thing.
And so hls summary (l9la15 ff.) can be read.

‘The reduction of opposites in thls chapter results in a
primary oppos1t10n (189b24) "Prxmary " presumably, because the
category of substance is ontologlcally pr1mafy, and because w1th1n 1t
there is one opposition from wh1ch any others can be derived (or, in |
terms of whlch explamed) This repeats a pomt made at the opening
of the chapter where Ar1stot1e argues that the pr1nc1p1es cannot be
.un11m1ted It isn't necessary that the'y ‘be unlimited ("Ernped les
claims to do everything Anaxagoras can do With his. unlimitec:z\lur-al- |
ity") and some principles "arise from others, whereas prmc1p1es ought
to bel'con‘stant" (1-89a15;20) The reference to the Presocratlcs may
explain the language here, makmg it appear as if Aristotle wonders

what the universe is made\of or. what really constitutes it, - He is
working to keep his pPredecessors on his side, though they would doubt-- /"
less be unsatisfied with the "’pr1nc1p1es" Aristotle finally settles upon. " '
Empedocles and Anaxagoras were,, to use somjf*Arlstotle s language,

concerned to know which natural substances were elemental, * though &%,

Aristotle may be gullty of exaggeratmg their interest in '""matter, "ok

. In any case, he pictures the Presocratics here as'trying to find out
which'princi constxtute the nature of things (189a27), yet his own
| . principles are-not, strictly ‘speaking_,‘ constitutive of anything in this

*See Lloyd, Early' Greek Science, pp. 44-45.

s ‘ **H Cherniss, Aristotle's Criticism of Presocratic
'Philosthx (Baltlmore Johns Hopkins Press, . ), P

-
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sense.* And : as Solmsen has argued wh1le Plato uses the notton of .
mlxxng" .m his account, of cosmology and hxs account of genesm,

For Arlstotle, on the other hand, the cosmologxcal : \J
theory of the elements and the study of their behavior
in genesis and mixture are two’ enttrely distinct sub-

« Jects, which find their treatment in different works, I
offering scanty evidence of mutusl acquaintance and
makmg l1tt1e effort at utilizing e\z others results. ek

Even in his remarks about the simple’ bodies (earth, . a1r,

_ f1re, and water), Aristotle says they are thought to. be substances, not

”because the have a certam h sical com osxtlon which renders them
y Y P

107

elementary, but because they can occur solely as the sub_)ects of propo- g

su:lons and never as predlcates "**3‘ It is a pomt of loglc,,not of phy-

N

sics, which leads him to call the s1mple bodles\"substances“ : "All )
these are called substa e because they are not said ol\a\spb_)ect but
the rest are a1d of them "** ¥ - - o .\'\'\\-a\‘

~.

It is ironic, in 11ght of all of this, that Aristotle should
~ imply
for/p/lnlosophy, as if the bulk of his re harks were not phllosophlcal at

hat it is' h1s (gmcussmn of the Eleatxc mon}/sts whlch offers scope

_all. In fact, it would be easy to fill -a la*‘ge ‘book Just by recordlng all ‘

of his ph1losophtca1 remarks about commg to be I shall here be con-- E

cerned w1th relatlvely few of them, most of wh1ch will come from

- . *It is only matter Whlch constitutes somethmg, not the
‘form, and even with respect to the matter we cannot say, e.g. "This
s wood, " but only "This is wooden ' See Met VII 10.

\

_ **Solmsen, Ar1stotle 5 System of the Phys1ca1 World
p. 12, ' : . 5.

]

. ***M Durrant Theology and ‘Intelhglblhty, p 47

S smaMet, v, 5, 1017b10- 13

v§
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'chapter seven of the f1rst book of hls thBICB *
. "Physxcs, " m Arxstotle § sense, isa theorettcal science,
: A

i.e. one which aims at knowledge for 1ts own sake that is concerned

'w1th thmgs havmg a separate exlstence and having within them a source.
&

of movement and rest - The opemng of his Meteorologxca summarlzes

what.he has con81dered and what he proposes to cons1der As Ross has-

noted *¥ the movement is from: general to partlcular, begmnmg with

I

"the f1rst causes of nature {i. e. the oonstltuent elements mvolved in all
change) . M But ”constltuent element" is here amb1guous between
.‘what we mlght call "physmally const1tuent” and "10g1ca11y constituent, ' .—

the former roughly speakmg, bemg the concern of'Ar-i'stotle's

predecessors and the latter hxs own I have already noted some a\spects

<

of thls dlfference*** and W111 now turn to Arxstotle § own account wzth a

v1ew to showmg why 1t should be dxstmgulshed from the sort of account

il

that was hls ph1losoph1ca1 1nher1tance
. /

In ths1cs L, 5, A,rlstotle rematks that it is plau31ble .
that, the prlnqples are opp051tes because o o

® the prmc1ples must come ne1ther from one another R /
" nor from anythmg else, and everythmg else must ‘

~ -+ .. *While this may seem arbltrary, I hope that it w111
become clear ‘why I have chosen to discuss certain texts rather than
others. 'I will not be concerned Wwith his definition of motion, for
example, in Book III of the Ph sics, because I think its analysxs must
wait: upon a d1scuss1on of the more basm 1ssues considered m Books I
and II. * :

, L EEW D. Ross, Arlstotle, Sth ed. (London:.Methuen and
Co. Ltd., 1923, rev., 1949), p7 63. , R , : | -

, ' ***One good example of the dxfference at issue is that
between Aristatle’ and Empedocles’ on the so-called: "simple bodies. "
~See above P. . See also De Generatmne et Corruptione I, 316al0
ff, ' . .
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" ‘come from them anary opposltes fulﬁl these cons N
ditions: because they are primary they.do not come
from anything else, and because they ar‘e opposxte
they do not come from onhe andther. *

“This remark ¢an be ~\':l'ndve.rstood in two ways. On the one
hand, it might mean that no physical element has anything physically
simpler as a constitu,eknt, and id not produced by anything. On the
other hand, it might mean that the existence of everything else is

- explained in terms of certain principles, which themselves cax(not be
explained by anything else and whlch dre not denvable from any others
' The former 1nterpretat10n fits the sort of account Aristotle tells us hls
predecessors gave. But, for h1s own part he needs to take into hand
certam "10g1cal conmderattons a He then goes on to develop some
pomts made in the Phaedo about oppos1tes (70C 72D) and the "logtcal
cons1deratxons" can be understood to concern, 1n1t1a11y, at least what

-

we do and don't say Krutotle c1a1ms that

B.as to do or undergo )
p of any chance ‘ T
%ﬂ: of just anything, ,

$ (188232-35). )

.nothm whatever is by nattﬂ'tj
“any chance thing through the agi
thing, nor.does anythirig cor
unless you take a case of conc

—0

We do not say, for. example, that John V2 e ,hnt now is cultured

“there is "no connection, "as we say, betwi i

tured. . It may be true that John w‘ pale, a -now culﬁsred &t what

| would be the. pomt of saymg so? Ar1stotle suggests that the 1mphcatlon ;
(gs.aymg that a was X-and is now Y is that Y came M of X But aot
just anythmg can come f'rom somethmg, a thmg aIWays comea from its .

opposxte, or from somethmg in between ) 1f Y is not tl‘ oppos;.te of ; 4

X, or somethmg between X and Lts opposﬂ:e, then it is Just 1nc1denta1

. *Physics I, 5, 188a27:31. -

s



" and not remarkable tha.t awas i X before it was Y Charlton says that

Ar1stot1e is not puttlng forth here

_an emplrical doctrine to the ef_fict that the universe
is regular; it is the purely logidal doctrine that
.change is within certain ranges . . . . This seems
to be a sound point, and one way of understanding an
Aristotelian 'kind of thing' or category (189al4,

b24-6) is as a range within which thmgs may change ¥

It is not odd to say, for example, that the water -in a lake changed :
from cold to warm. " One mlght make such a remark in the course of
1 RS
'tellmg someone how the water is. But one could say that the water

changed from cold to shallow, saying "The water was cold but is now

shallow.". There is a.connectlon betWeen how the water in a lake feels,

say, and its depsil , One who wnderstood this would then draw the infer-

ence that the lake wlas\colc\ll'and deep,. but/is now shallow and warm.
"Aristotle holds that the lake's havingvheen de'ep was not incldental to
its becommg shallow, but that its having been cold is merely coin-
cidencé. It came to be deep "out of'' or. "from” bemg shallow.- |
Construmg Arlstotehan categorles as "ranges‘w1thm

which thmgs change"\wxél not explaln Arxstotle s pomt here: For

= 'w1thm a category,. gay the category of quahty, there are as many

ranges" as there are palrs of o- expressxons "The central point is not
that thm‘gs change in one category or another, but that, within a g1ven
category, there are a number of ranges within whlch thmg_s change. .
For ecample, consider the ra_ng_e corresponding to,the”o-_.e_xpressions-'

o "hof'!/f'cold; " A thing can chagxg')e from being het to being cold, and in

between. But it cannot chatige from be,ing hot to being pale; heing pale

*Charlton, "No(tes, " p. 66.
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is in the range "pale/dark." Of course, something can be both hot and
pale, but this is incidental to its becoming cold, because it ¢an become
hot only if it is cold or,lukewarm. '

It was tempting to say just now, '"if it is cold or of some

temperature or other.!" That would be like saying, "It can become dark

if it is pale or some pale coior " "But the temperatnres and the colors
are not, so to speak. in the ranges hot/cold and pale/dark. This was. L
thipq1nt of dlstmgulshmg "o-expressions" fr‘om such%xpresalons as

"red" and 'sixty degrees Celeius. " Ido not disclose what anything is
" in ‘theutteri.ng of an 0';e)rpression *

| If we say that red (or redness) is a quahty, then it is

_ dlfferent from, e.g. pale (or pallor) When I say that something is

red I tell you what its color is. So W1th1n, say, the category of qual- ' .
iy, ‘there are ranges of oppos-ltxon \ithm whxch changes may occur, - but |

there are also ranges W1th1n which change may occur that are not ranges

of opposition, e. g. the range of temperatures Celsius. Let me develop

this point a bit before going on (it will be considered in more detail in

.the last section).
e '

k) ’ Let us call expressions uttered in answering a '""What is
it?'" question, "a-expressions." They will contrast with o-expressions.

Aristotle hlmself makes a d1st1nct1on something like thlS in the Cate-

gor1es}’ Where he says (3b24) that there is nothmg contrary to sub- o .

st_ances: "];-‘or example, there is nothmg contrary to an 1nd1v1dual man,
: L G , ,.

-“Arib'r'{"‘fe '"“is_ ;heré anythmg contrary to'man or arumal " It is not. only

: ‘)‘
substances, howeVer wh1ch have no contranes, but other things also,

Vo, S

N

' *Except, perhaps,.whatﬂ’th:emwerd‘is which I have uttered.
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e.g. quantities. . He then goes on to say,
.For there is nothing contrary to four foot or to ten or
to ‘anything of this kind--unless someone were to say
that many is contrary to few ar large to small; but
still there is nothing contrary to any definite quantity.
(3b27-33). =~ - © .

This is reminiscent of the Philebus passage where Plato distinguishes,

4

to put it in my tei'r'l'_;ip'ology, things whose names ar_é o-expressions and
things Whosé names are a-éxﬁressions. He ca;lls the forrﬁer "unlimited"
(c‘ine tpov) and the latter "liirnite'd";' the one group is-"indefi;ite-,w’q' we
might say, or 'without definition." The other is definite, as in_t_he

cas>e of a .d;efinite quantity, | to use Arist'otlg'é ow‘n example".* _T?s‘ fits
neatly with the clairn that‘ a-éxpre‘ssions are uttered in saying_;what
something is, and that o-e:@pressioh,s"ﬁe‘Ver ar;. L,l‘o say wha}-t some-
thing is is to say ‘something definite; even sometimes to giyé a defini-

tion. O-expressions have to do with what is said to be mote or less

such-and-such, unlike a-expressions: 57
« . . if this 'substance is'a man, it will not be more
. -a man or less a man either than itself or than .
°another man. For 6ne man is not more a man than
* " another, as one pale’ thing is more pale than another
and one beautiful thing more beautiful than another
- the body that is pale is called more pale now
than before, and the one that is hot is called more, .
or less, hot. Substance, however, is not spoken of
thus. For a man is not called more a man now than
before, nor is anything else that is a substance. Thus
substance does not admit of a more and .a less (3b37-4a9).

‘A-éxpressions, then, are either nar'nes‘ of substances or
ﬁames of deﬁnite quahtitiés a;nqugglit'ie,s, étc. They tell us what some -
.th'ing is; they do not go together with '“fmm:e” -or "Iéss; " as o-gxbréssions
do. 'Apart,frovr‘r:x the ﬁomencléture-, this is an Ar_isfqtelian distinction, -
~one fhat he develops in éhe' C‘ategofiés and elsewheAr>en, Qnd one that fifj; ’

' P . .
~well with the M-st/b-es.is.distinction"‘i)etween saying what something is and

©
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the ot}ier'k'ing;s of rémark one can ﬁx’ake about something. But there .‘is
‘almost irbny here, for Arist;)tle, in our thsics-texts; does nearly
everyfhing in his power to d}stroy this distinction. He wants all com-
ing-to-be accounted for in terms of opposites, as if it made no differ'-
ence whether the range in whicl a change takes iii‘la_cé is marked by

o-expressions or by a-expressions. We do speék of something's

" becoming hotter, vbut not of something's becoming 100 degreeé Celsius.
A thing is either 100 degrees Celsius, or it isn't. As Aristotl'e himself
would say, it is a definite quantlty o So 1n confla.tmg P-expression

ranges and a- expressmn ranges Arlstotle v1olates aymctlon l'}\e him-
self has made. The dis_tir;ction,preser,yed may have ruined the simpli-
city of his account of cor'ningv-to-be; bt‘{xt far v?orse is the consequence -
of its rﬁin: our talk gbéut changg will fall prey to sop‘h‘i.stical 'objections

——

and will, in the e'nd,—llead us ipto nonsense. .
- ‘ . ~ "Some of the dxifvficul-ty comes to light when, in the _Fjlxx_-/

sics, he comes to coﬁsidér the categorf of substaﬁce,' for no substance -

has an opposite. He 5_:—1ys that in the case of things 'which are compos- a

ite, i.e. corﬁ.})osed ,of 'matt"er and form, 'the _Yop.'poséd‘-disp09iti9:ns have

no name. '_';ﬂ‘* This is a very significant comment, and for two reasons.  r

First there is the contrast between things wh'ic'h. aré s.i'i:r“lple and the

- thipgs which are composite (188b9-11).  Having jusf diécus;ed the pale

- and the dark, the musical-an& the non-musical, Aﬁstqtle goes on to \' ’

consider a house and a statue. This helps to sg_ttlé the quevstion. o

¢

: o *There aré some examples which run counter to this
point, e. g. in the case of colors, but I will consider them later on. /

##Physics I, 5, 188b9-11.
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(‘Charlton, p.“ 67} whether Ather‘opposrites are entities t-h‘er correct
expression Ior which‘WOulAd.be abstract ‘("pallor") or concrete ("paie \'
thiné"). A pale thing is a composite thing, e. 8., a pale man. Pallor,

_ on the other hand, is not a compoaite of form and matter in the way

that Aristotle' s favorite examples (house, statue) are. Secondly,

since the opposed dispositions or conditions he goes on to dlscuss are

without names, his thesis about them is much less clearly dialectical. *

Since the names‘Ofisubstances tell us what things are, no names. of sub-

\stances are o-expressions. Hence, there are no "ranges of oppoaxtlon"
wlthm the category of substance, and Aristotle cannot appeal to our

1ntu1tblons about the uses of o-expressmns to‘rnake the point that change

- in the category'of substance involves opposite‘e.

" . Befor€ criticizing Aristotle'sﬁaccoun’t in any more detail, .

hoWever, I would first like to spell out what he takes to be the '"resolu-
‘tion of the difficulties felt by other thinkers, f' i.re'. hie own st;atement,o,f

-

‘ ‘\;rhat there must be in order for thereto be change. I will turn, then. :
-to thslcs I 7 for the exegesls Later, in my crxtlclsm of Aristotle's
posltaon, I will take into account other texts, and then go on to develop

. these a.nd ‘other critical commenta - “ -

Phﬁlcs 1,7, opens wnth a dtstmctzon between 81mp1e
Y (A

and compound commg ‘to-be thmgs,** He. 1s attemptmg to make the
“point that change is from or out of somethlng which can be thought’ of

" in two ways, viz. as a privation or as a Bubject which- changes. He

— v

*See De Amma II 7, 41 8a26 for a parallrel

. *%I.shall use the phrase "cormng to- be-thmgs" to mean
. both the terminus a a quo a.nd the terminus ad quem of change.

. . -
Y .

!
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then c]axme that, given this. distinction, "there muat wiways ?e”eofne‘- o
thing underlying which i is the cormng-to-be thmc and thls, even if it
is one in number. is not one in form" (190al3- 16). We can say §\ther
|
A N o
muncal (or "knowmg music''), In either case, something simple has

4 . v
been said to have changed' thié is not so when we* say that a not know. R

that a man becomea musical or that the not k\now‘mg music comes to be

3

mg music man comes to be a m{n knowmg music. Both that from whxch
and that to Whlcb. the change took place are compound He then says

' that . . o 0
in some of these cases we say, not just that this comes

. to be, but that ,this comes to be out of this--for instance,

- . knowing mujsm comes to be out of not knowing music. L\ :
But not in all knowing music does not come to be out -
of man, but the man comes to be knowwg music. *

Something comes to be from or out of 1ts prwatlon, not from what :

underlies. - Kosman makes an lnterestmg obsenvatlon about this dla-

\

tmctxon, -clalmlng that 1t is "clea.xly relatéd to that etween form and

'~ matter. “** Itake it he means that the prtvatlon is/the abaence o£ a cer-

~

-tain form, e.g. the lack of the form, mudtcal, .and that the man is the

: matter in: the sénse that it underhes the change, i.e. perswts through

-

the change (190a9) and is able to recewe the contrartes (Categones

et

4a10 shows thaf’an 1nd1v1dua,1 Mman 1s able to receIwe contrarles, itis
s .

"most dlstmctwe of substance that what is numef-lcally one and the

same is able to recelve contranes" Further, "numerxcall one''
Y

”
R often Just means "matenally one" (e g- 190a15) Kosman goeav on to

>

-

*Ph mcsI 7, 19035 8. Cf. Generatxon et Corrup—
tione I, 4: 319b "an Met VIL,- 7, 1033a5ff —

*E],, Aryeh Kosrnan "Arxstotle 8 De&iition‘.of Motion’,"_'
Phroneazs X1V, no. 1(1969), PP.. 40 62, R ' -

?

7 .
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say that ) _ . S .

. the different senses of "of" in '""the perfection or ¢
devefopment of X" when X is the- subject of that devel-
‘opment and when X is the privation from which the.
development proceeds, parallels what we might call
the formal and material "of'" as in "'a_gtatue of Penicles"
and "a statue of bronze. " Imagine a piece of wood'l1
sculpted to have molten flow, perhaps painted a bronze
color, entitled Alloy of;%p_peroand Tin, and exhibited;
that would be a statue ronzeé in a formal sense. ‘A "
statue of Pericles in the material sense is imaginable,
but too macabre to describe. * ‘ '

]

Part of what is at stake here is the Parmenidean point that something

c‘ahnot come from ’hc;thi‘ng,' as Aristotle notes at 'Metaﬁlhysics‘V'I‘I,:' 7,

1032b30. This mean"s that '"some part of the .pr,b'ce-ss [of change Jwill
- pre-e#ist' qf. neées_éity; for the matter is a part, " Ariétotle then says
- _that "'this is pr.e‘ser‘lt in. the "prbcess and it is this that becomes some-

thing." The man, then, is the madtter when a ma'n‘becomes musical;

° .

the mugical does not corne out of the man, but out of the'-ﬁon-musicil, :

its privation. The privation does not endure; it is no longer true that °

o -~

~the man is ixr;mu'sical. In the Metaphysics, Aristotle folldws this point

wi‘t'h a warning: “just because in some cases where atter: endures:

it is right to say that what has come to be i_s;owhat ndured, this.is not
always so. , 2
. as for the things whose privation is obscure and
nameless, e.g. in brass the privation of a particular \\
. .- shape or in brick& and timber the privation of arrange- '
. ment as 3 house, the thing is thought to he produced
E from these materials, as in'the' former case the healthy
~man is produced from an invalid. And so, as there
" also a thing is not said to be that from which it comes,
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 golden, and the house.is said to be not bricks.
. . . . Y

*Kosman, ibid., p. 48. N | | -
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but bricken . . . . *

In such case, i.’e. where the privation is unclear and nameless, we
say that what came to be came to be from the materials. But we dd

N . . : 3 . . I3 . ".
not say that it is that material, e.g. bronze, but rather that it is made
of that material, e.g. it is brazen. . This difference can be accounted

3 . 13 ° -

for in terms of the distinction between o-expressions and a-expressions.
Since the latter do not form a .subset of the former, the privation of
something named by an a-expression will always be "unclear and
~unnamed. "' Since something named by an o-expression will have an

v

. opposite, there wiil always be something in such a case the expressi;:m;
for Wh!_ich is an o-expression. In short, the privation of sc;mething the
.propel; expre%sién for which is an a-expression will not be something
the proper expression for which is an o-expression.

"Privation' is given a broad meaning in Aristotle's.
philosophical lexicon: privations é.re said to be ""'so called in the same

number of ways as denials containing 'un-' and the like' and "again,

I3

A

—frc;m not possessing r;'aLt allt et (M. VvV, 22). At Categor.ies 10,

| 12b26, vhé says thdt cases of prﬁrfation and poééession are notbppo»sed

as contraries. But iri.Metaph;rs‘ics IX, 1, 10.45a32-36, he saysAthaft
"privétion is applied to anything(v'/»hicAh doés not poss.-ess a certéin attri- .
bute, " and it fnust be tﬂi-s general sense which ig'f§md in the Phxsicé,
since none of the 'ofher senses square with the examples he gives there.
The abéence of a ‘certain shape in the bronze, then, will count as a .
privation. Since they are often u-nn'amed, we will speak of thex-ri gen-

erally as cases of '"something's not Being‘D, ' where "@" does dui:y for

-

[y

4 #Met. VII, 7, 1033a13-20.
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w
‘_some a-expression. This, of course, will give us expressions for
items in any category: '""What a thing is' in one sense means substagce
"and the 'this, ' in another one or other of the predlcates, quantlty, qual-
ity, and the like. "% V o ' . ' _ o
® To review, then, Aristotle is claiming that whenever
somethiné comes to be something, there is always something under-
lying.” In some cases, the underllvying thing persists through the change;
in other cases, it does not. Aristotle negt distinguishes between those
o, ‘ \

cases in which we do, and those in which we do not, say that something

comes to be out of or from something: x is said to be out ofy ”chiet"ly

in connection with that which does not remain." We do not say that the

unmusical comes out of man.

’
(1]
~

The point of these remarks about what is and is not said
is anti-Parmenidean: there always is something out of which a thing
comes to be. In the obv1ous case-it is the compound 9hmg, the unmusi-

T

cal man. In the most tendentlous case, '1t is a privation, something

unclear and unnamed The move here is like the parry to the objec-
tion in the Sophist thaC‘\f there is falsehood non-being will be said to
exist: some.-say, Aristotle remarks, ‘'that that'which is not is --not is

simply, but is non-existent. ""%%%

So far Aristotle has considered cases in which’ something -

K]

~*Met. Vii, 4, 1030a18-—22.

*%See Anscombe, Three Philosophers, p 23: "Terms
expressing privation . . . stand Yor things that exist . .. . (but not) for
what Aristotle calls 'a being'. ‘

*¥xxMet. VII, 4, 1030a25-27.

. . .



comes to. be, not simpl*, but comes to be soxhething. ¥ ‘In these cases
something changes in a certain respect, viz. in "quantity, quality, -
relation, . t\ime, .or place'" (190a33-35). Quantities, qualities, etc..
are q'uantities, qualities, etc. P_f substance. This is the familiar
Categofies doctrine. But substances, too, Aristotle here goes on to
' éay

and whatever things simply are, come to be out of

‘'something underlying . . ... There is always some-

thing which underlies, out of which the thing comes

‘to be, as plants and animals come to be out of seed. ¥*

The sense in wh1ch substance is said to underlie alter -
ation is familiar: suhstance is not said of anything else, but all other
things are said of it. "Underlies" in this use has reference to what
Geach would call a logical point: if all aifd only substances are (at
‘least 1n pr1nc1ple) the bearers of proper names, then the pom‘t is that

"a proper name is never used pred1cat1ve1y--unless it ceases to be a

proper name .+ . . J'EER Aristotle's point is by no means stralghtfor-

wardly "logical" or '"grammatical" in this sense, but I thinkit is not

unfair to say that there is a connection between being a primary sub--

stance and being a pi'irhary 'sub“ject. But ‘where the underlying thing’ is-
a .seed, say, there 'i_s not even a hint of the notion, "underlying as a
‘'subject. " Even if Geach's "being predica_t,eld" is not Aristotle's "heing '
said of," seeds are in no sense primafy suhjec_ts of diseour se in the

way that first substances are. So "uhde‘rlying t'hing”_ has, if not two

#*Following the traditional practlce, I shall call these o

cases of "'alteration, " the others ""genesis."
: e

*#thstcs I, 190bl-5. oo

***.Geach-pRefe_rence and ‘Gener‘ality,. p. 42,

119
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entirely distinct senses, at least not the\very same sens'e. *

Aristotle sugges.ts‘that something whichﬁ simply comes
to be always does eo by sc;rne‘thing: ''some of them by change of shape,
like a statue, some by addition, like things which grow, some by sub-
traction, as a Hermes comes to he out of the stone, some by ‘clornpoei-.
tion, like a house,' some by alteration, like things which change in

. respgcet of their rnatter; " Things which are altered are not said to be
altered l)_z'something, .' in this sens'e.‘ Alteration jnsti.ig change ih eome
respect. Genesis seem's ra'ther to he the upshot of something's (_sorne ‘
non-substance's) changing in some r'espect. This "éomethihg" is the
underlymg thing. ** So in all cases in which somethmg comes to be,
there is something from wh1ch it comes. The props are removed from
under one side of the Parmemdean dﬂemma
i | < The other side is mea.nt' to ‘cave in because (a) in the
case of alteratlon there is always some prwatlon from whlch the change

- proceeds, and (b) in the case of gene81s there is the underlymg thing,
which Aristotle speaks of generallyr as "matter" (l90b24) Thls is
somethmg which is not, in the sense that it is not a_ "this. "*** The -
Eleattc ed1f1ce thus tumbles from the cprroswe effects of thmgs which
ln some sense are and in some sense are not; ‘as in many cases of

: decay, such forces are unclear and unnamed

:  As Anscombe says, ''matter never exists except in one

form or another" (Three Philo'sophers, p.- 47), and sometimes the
- . ‘ - . \ : .

; - *Cf. Met VIII 4, 1044a32- b2 Met. V 8, 1017bl0-14.

*%*Only those things composed of matter and form admit
of gen et corr. (Met VIIL, 1, 1042a29 31) :

v e

***De. An II, 1, 412a7 8; Met VIITT“IO‘LZaZ? 29



underlying thing is a substance, some't‘:imes not. If Soératgs “gr’c;ws
taller, thén_the underlying thing is the man, Spcra‘lte‘s. This explains
why Ar,istétle says tﬁa1t "cle;rly matter is a;ls'vo‘S\.xbstanée_; for in all,‘
opposite changes _fhat occur there is. something which underl_ie's.the '
change s,‘ e.g. in resf:)ect o"f plaqé that which is now here-and again

Celsewhere . . . ." (Met. VII, 1, 1042233-35). In the case of sub--
stantial change or generéﬁi'on, ‘it would appear fhat .the'.re is a differ-

" ence. Since thé chanée is substantial, what undé‘-rlli-es it cannbf be a |
substance, else it svould not be a change of substance at éll; but rather'
a change in. 'anotAhe‘r cayegér}-r; | Tﬁ'is; sort gf reasoning has led some

. int.erp‘re'ters; to speak of ulfimétfa or prima'ryx inatte'#'; and to saf that )

in generation and destruction form is predicated of prin'ie"matter‘. *

- Joseph Owens, for ex"am?l‘e, points to Metaphyé-iés VII, 3, 1029a23-24,
where Aristotle says, '". . .“f'orlt.he predicates other.than substance '

are predicated of substance, while substance is predicated'of'matter. ok

 He then says (p. 85) that,
the doctrine clearly enough is that form in the category
~ of substance may be predicated of its matter as.of a.
subject. You may accordingly apply the form of man
.to matter, the form of iron to matter, . and so on, and
call it predication. But how can you ‘express. this in
ordinary language? It can hardly be done. Ordinary
language has not been developed to meet this contingency.
The best you can do," perhaps, ‘is to say that matter is .
humanized, equinized, lapidified, and so on, ‘as it takes
on forms like those of a man,.horse, and stone. # - -
The linguistic difficulty, however, is mild by comparison to another

: *I do not discuss Charltén's argument that Aristotle did
“not believe in prime matter because I have an independent argument to

put forth, and a dis'.cu'ssion, of his would be mere: polemics. -

N

Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1963), p. 82,

“Matter in Greek and Medieval Philosophy, ed. Ernan McMullin (Notre

*%'"Matter and Predication in Aristotle," The Concﬂept of

121



122
whtch Owens mterpretatxon involves: 'f_. .. w1th change in the cate-
gory of substance you cannot- observe the sub_)ect that changes, even
. in prmcxple. This means that you cannot observe the subject chang- -
ing. Change in the category of substance is accordingly not observ-

s

able, even m prmc1ple" (p 89) Nevertheless, ‘Owens thmks that

Ar1stot1e held thls v1evv and that the crux of the matter, ‘80 to speak,
emerges in the Physms where Ar1stot1e had estabhshed that there is

Min sens1ble thmgs a subJect still more fundamental than the concrete
1nd1v1dual A v1sxble, tanglble or mobile thmg . . was necessarxly
composite. - It was hterally a c_on_-cretum. It wasacomposed of more

. f\lndame_ntal elements. Thes’e 'hltirriate constitutents of sensible things,_ 7
acc”ordilrg to the Aristotelian reasoning, were form and matter. Mat-

ter played the role of ult”hrate subject, and a form was its. prlmary

charactenstlc; (p. 82).° :

Ross, howev%r, c1tes Metaphyslcs IX 7, 1049a24 27
! £

as the 'nearest approach m Artstotle to the use of Ttpw'rn U)\n in the

.

sense of ent1re1y formless matter " "But ' he. goes on to say, "even
' here it' does’ not mean that -but matter thh the mmlmum of form I N ;o
‘there is no mater1a1 x, out of Wthh fu-e is made, so that 1t can be . |
called x-en, then flre is f1r st matter but it w1ll Stlll have the deﬁmte '
'-character of fu-e. Cf A 1015a8n n’ Thls v1ew thes W1th the conten-
,"t1on whlch forms the backbone of the M~-thesis: .to be is to be some-‘
thmg o’r other Owens, 'of course does not subscrlbe to this vxew,
clatmmg that pru’ne matter "has nothmg to. d1st1ngulsh it as found in

one thrng from 1tse1f as found in another'"’ ("Matter ‘and Predication, "

s . [
e

- %Ross, Aristotle's Metaphysics, 6.?:‘25"6. T
_ . . — - - iy : o .
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‘--p 84 n, 6). The/ﬁ’assage Ross cttes follows upon the pomt that if

somethl‘ng is made of X, then 1t is called, not "x, " bt "x en"' '

v. And 1f there is a f1rst thing, which is no longer, in
reference to something else, called 'that en,' this .
is pr1me matter (1049a25- ) _ R

]

s

It is called "matter' because it is a const1tuent of somethmg else, and

t

prlme" because nothmg. in thls sense, constxtutes it. He ‘then goes on:

e. g if earth is a1ry and a1r is not fire but ’ftery ' T
f1re is prime matter whrch 1s not a 'thls ' ) :

Aristotle is claxmmg that fl,re is not an- 1nd1v1dua1 thmg, i.e., as

Socrates is an 1nd1v1dua1 man. Thls, however, is not enough to show

/ |

that prlme matter is formless for it is still said to be fire. The

v \

sense in wh1ch it is not.an 1nd1v1dua1 or a. "thxs" comes out by reflectmg

t

on the dlfference betWeen "mass" and "count" nouns * If "f1re" is -
u,nderstood asa countvnoun' (thmk of—"camp f1re"), then I can‘say,\ "Here"
,1s one f1re and there 18 another") Bu't’ taken as a mass term, "fire":'

‘does not prov1de fg:rrterxa for countmg, it is rather a kmd of stuff ‘In - -

th1s sense f1re is matter because it is that same’. stuff as Anscombe

Y

says, wh1ch pers1sts through change (Three Phllosophers, pp., 51-52'), ‘

Ar1stot1e gaes on in our text to draw a d1st1nct10n' i [
i {
For the. sub_}ect or substratum is dlfferentlaté‘ds.by
being a 'this' or not being one; i.e. the substratum
of modifications is, e.g., a man, ile. a body and
a soul, while the modification is:. 'musical’ or pale '
(The subJect is called, when music comes to be -
present in it, not 'music’ but 'musical,' and the man
is. not paleness but 'pale,! and not-'ambulation’' or
i - 'movement’ but 'walking' or movu‘ig -~which is akin -
: " to the 'that en.') Wherever this is so, then, the . = |
ultimate subject is a. substance; but when this is not
so but the pred1cate is a form and a 'thls,? the o

o

. - '*'Slee, for example, G.each'., Reference and Generality';vg :




. . - I )
ultimate subject is-/l;?s-tter‘_and m.a'terial'; substance.
(1049a28-1 049b2)." : .

. . . ] . 1'. ! '-I .
Ro?'s takes the same view as Owens of lines 28f35 here, saying that

/ : ‘ : 5 :
the "substratum is bare unqualified,»matter” When the predicate is a
form and a "this'" (Ross, P. 257). - But énbt_he'r'interpretation i8 poss-

_ible." _'i‘o ‘begin with, notice that, in the controversial sort of case,

- the predicate is said to be‘g,vform and a "this.' Aristotle makes tlief

same point at the conclusion of his remarks on the various. senses of

"substange" in his lexicon:

TIt follows, then, that-'substa_hce" has two sénses,
- (A) the ultimate substratum, which is no longer -
" predicated of anything else, and (B) that which,
wbeing a "this;" is also separable--and of this |
nature is the shape or form of each thing (Met. V,
'8, 1017b23-25). . - 7 7T -

a
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Durrant has written about this, " crediting me for }])art' of the -argumeht,-* v

’

as follows: '
. Aristotle says that the nopon 'é.n_d €.I50G of each

For these Purposes Aristotle seems to be equating
HOPYPN and™ €Ldog (form), which is unfortunate for ,
" - _ . there is a distinction to'be drawn. At Metaphysics,
""-"1029_@3-.8, ‘Aristotle says that the HOPPN of the statue
- is .TO Oxfjuoa g 566(1(;: the 'arrangement' of what -
is signified by,  to invoke a contemporary term;. :
: 'characterizing'universal,s"f* in their use as predi-
~cates of a statue. (That L&&a covers 'characterizing
‘universal, ' cf. Physics, 193b36; Metaphysics,

R '1036b13; 10734 9.) Here, Itake it, the arrangegent

S versals would be for example 'manly shape. ' ‘But not

- of the pProperties signified by such chara-cterizing uni-

every £ l-50$ term has reference to what is signified
- by characterizing universals in their use as predicates,
- nor is every such term of the form ' shape' writ- -
- able in such a form. Indeed: at Metaphysics, 1029a31
- Aristotle dismisses an account of substance in terms

*Theology and Intelligibility, p. 63. |
- %%See S.traws_.on; vIndividt;als; pP- .168\
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of a combination of ’matter and p.opcp'q, but this is
not to reject an account of substance in terms of
matter plus euéog An account of substance in terms
of 'matter' and uop(pn is rejected, T take it, since an
- account in terms of its matter plus the properties
signified by the char,acterlzmg universals which hold
.~ true of it is unsatisfactory in that such an account
""" cannot tell you what something’is. Indeed you have to
know the answer to this question/in order to- identify
the particular parcel of matter and the particular ',9
- . properties mgmﬁed by the characterlzmg universals i
* as the matter it is and the properties-they are. This
is why Aristotle spys. that an ‘account of substance in-
terms of a combination of matter and Hop®pf is to be
dismissed smce it is posterlor Y

As regards the mention of form in Metaph‘ysi‘cs VIII, Durraht qnotes g

‘Anscombe's remark that ""the form, then, is what makes what a thing
1s made of into that thing. It may be 11tera11y a shape e WY (Three

Ph’ilos‘ophers,? p. 49) -Durrant rephes that she does not d1st1ngu1sh

uop(pn ande Léoq R and contends, on the basis of hls argument quoted
above that it cannot 11tera11y. be qu(pT) Whlch makes, e.g., bronze
mto a' statue. He adds that since the p031t10n of a beam is what makes
it a lmtel and time what makes food,breakfast "'t becomes clear from e
-1043a6 ff. that wh1lst 'bemg in a certam pos1txon or 'eaten at. a cer- ,
‘tam txme might be forms in that they slgmfy the actuahty éVEPYE L) of
somethmg or other, in that they do not s1gn1fy the actuahty of sub- S
_'stances, they do not S1gmfy actuahty per se (ocv'cn ﬁ évsst ta ),

‘ namely such forms are def1c1ent (p 64) These, therefore, are defic- .
ient "forms" and it is "only in the case of 'substarglal' def1n1t10ns that
we get a reference to a non-deﬁment central cage of a form" (p- 64)

These dxstmctlons havmg been made, Durrant then goes

on to d1scuss the sense in whlch a substantial form .may have 1nd1v1dual

*Theology and Intelligibility, p. 63.
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and separate existence. (Owens, by the: way. does not; it is easy to

think, therefore, that for him a form is a Platonic ent1ty, or like a
v
cookie cutter in use on a sheet of dough See the mentlon of form being

predicated of matter in this Platonic context: Met. IV, 3, 999a32-

999b1). Durrant notes that at Metaphyslcs 1035al 1f., Aristotle allows

that the form and. the thmg of which 1t is the form. have individual BXIS-
tence. The matter, by contrast .nhever does. Durrant remarks that

'"an 61609 has mdlvxdual exlstence in that any term fallmg under thls
category can be senmbly preceded by one and can be sensxbly com-
bmed with a demonstratlve to make an 1dent1fy1ng reference to some
1nd1v1dua1" (pp- 64 65).. T!rhls 1.2 the M thesm view that was spelled out
. in some deta11 in the first chapter of thls essay Where Arlstotle is not
strugglmg w1th thé Parmenldean .objection to the c1a1m that things come
to be, his worked out thought is that forms make primary substances

the things they are, and makes each of them somethmg wh1ch is one. %

The forms make thmgs what they are and account for the1r umty because

each is by its very nature essent1a11y a kind of unity,
. as it is essentially a kind of be1ng~-1nd1v1dual sub- .
- stance, qgahty, or quantity , . - (1045b1-5).
Quality and quantlty are ment1oned here because, smce the "what,is
5 ite?" questlon can be asked in any category, somethmg kas to account
o for a quahty .8 bemg one and a quantlty s bemg one, too ~For such
'thmgs ax one in. number, accordmg to Ar1stotle and in the way

'descnbed above, page 50. (See also Met v, 9, 1034a35) But only -

' substant1a1 forms are. separate, not the ”shapes” or character1z1ng
! " B N ’ »

*Met. VIII, 6. Here I depart from Durrant's argument. -



universals of which particular qualities and quantities are instance_s. *
' A form is ''separate,' and here ‘é.gain I follow Dur}/ant. /in the way that
‘one of Strawson's ""sortal universals'' is: , o o

It supplies a principle for distinguishing and counting

the particulars it collects; it Presupposes no antece -

dent principle or method of individuating the particu-

lars it collects. In contrast, other types, other types

of universal which apply to and collect particulars--
Strawson's characterizing universals, Aristotle's

ucl)pcpn terms, where ’uop'(pf] is distinguished from

€L50G, and Aristotle's L6€0c, do not exhibit this _
feature of separation, for whilst they .can, as Straw- - '
son says, supply principles of grouping, even counting
particulars, they supply such principles for particulars
already distinguished or distinguishable in accordance
with some Sther principle or method (pp. 66-67).

" Given this as the Sense in which a form is separate and
a '"this, " we can now try to make seris_g.',of Aristotle's claim that form

is predicated of matter. Letting "@" do duty- for any second substance

[y

term, consider a claim of the form . .

(a) This is @. o

Aris‘totle. cannot allow that."th‘i's" ‘s‘igni_fies anything- in its own right, or
his ﬂorm and (sec;oﬂd) substance as tha.t which makes ‘t_h.ing»él the ‘thi_l_xg‘s
"the are \.would be ‘c’Jltio.‘se. (This, by the way, comes out;'clearly in_l\ie_t.

VII, -1035a7 ff. : ;'Eo-r each thing rhust be refe;re& to by naming its
, er, .and as i1avin'g. form, but nevvef by r;amirig its rpateri.ahl aépecut; ';.
'The Oxford translation is spmewhat‘noﬁ_-liter‘a:l- here, but doesﬁ éapture‘
the'.l.\d.-_-the sis. Sp;rit <I>f this text).. ‘According to‘ the M-thesis, (a) is

-~

.. . o <

- . *Aristotle sometimes seems to forget this; at 1049bl,

for example, he says that "both the matter and the accidents are a3
ihdeterl'g‘ﬁute. " Characterizing universals do not tell us what the
thing is 6f which they are accidents, and so are indeterminate; but

-saying "white'" can tell us what some color ig (cf. Topics I, 9 ; and,

~in this way, a pOpPYN makes something (the particular color, AEUXOV

© TV) what it is and one. ' S

!

1



elliptical for either = R S ]
 (b)"This ¥ is @, " K | '
or “ ' | “ L
(c) "This @ is 9, " g | . S
where "Y' ig also a second substance word. Second substance is S;Id |
of first substance (Categorles, laZO), not of some amorphous matter. B
The "sald of" relatlon is not to be confused w1th "pred1cated of 1
where this latter not1on is meant to cover cases in whlch some subJect
is characteriZed or descr1bed (recall Ha:nps}ure 8 msxstence on"the “
dxfference between ""That is a'dagger" and "That is yellow Wp. 3 |
above) So (a) has to be understood as (b) or (c) Accordlng to Ross .
and Owens, (a) ought to count as a stralghtforward case of predzcatlon,\ |
. where the subJect is cornpletely amorphous "matter" a.nd the predlcaté R
a kmd of formaI Procrustean bed. But it seems to me- that Arlstotle
speaks of form bemg pred1cated of matter m contexts where he 18 |

entertammg hypotheses whlch he does not accept.. For example there

'7 is the a.lr,eady mentioned passage in Metaphysms ITI, which reads very .

\x\nuch like the second- part of the Parmemdes Then there 8 the pass-

age in Metaﬂaysxcs VI, 3 where the often repeated claim that every- :

thmg is predlca.ted of Substance, but it of nothmg else, is denled But .

here the Suppomtlon that substance. i e form, is pred1cated of matter

~

» is sa1d to lead to an 1mposs1b1e result viz. that matter is substance . -

v

Earher on in that chapter he speaks of "strxppmg away" and of "takmg /

away" everythmg from sOmethmg except what underlies. What is left
1]

1s a Lockﬂn somethmg one! knows not what. Ar1stot1e says, .. L if

- we adopt this pomt of view 1t follow§ that matter 1s subst e't (1a27 29)

/
Anscombe remarks in Three Phllosophers that/”\t/wouId be almostJ

7

e . -

\\ - . B . \.
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incredible, if it had not happened, to suppose that anyone could‘ thi_n._l; 1{
an arg\ument to say: the ulti‘mate subje.ct of ptedica)tion' ntust be some -
thing w1thout predmates or that anyone who supposed this was Aris-
totle s view could do anythmg but reJect it with contempt (p. 11).: .This '
is the contempt of an}xbtheonst A dlfferent sort of ' case from these ,
'_)ust dwcusaed oqcurs in the Physics, wheére Aristotle labors over the
dzsthctton between alteration and genesis. S o
There Aristotle says that such thihgs'that come to be
‘simiply (as opposed to coming to be something) ""come to be out of under-
lying things" ~(l90b8-9)" To -8ay that a substance comes tp be out of its
_ oppos1te is to v1oiate the m_]unctlon of the Categorxes that no Bubstance o
has an oppos1te Yet agair, . a substance cannot come from or out of
| hothing, as Parmenides showed' "g’eneration would b_e .impossaibfe'tf ' N

.nothmg were aIready existent" (1033a1) 'Hence, Aristétle is left!

glven his three "prmc1p1es ' with the underlymg thing.-

>

,d«“‘

Now: *ere are said by Ar1stot1e in th(Metaphysxcs to be ; ’

-

two senses in which one thmg comes fr/m another ("apart from that in

- which one thmg is said to come after another") ** He says \that one
i J . S
thmg can come from another etther as a man comes from a chxld, as 1t N

- devélops, or a8 air comes from water In the one. case the becommg
: e

-‘1s a perfection. In the other case the cornmg-to-be of orie thing 1s the .

_ destructlon of anether The latter is said to be r.ev.ermble,»-the for- ¢ b.

mer not so. Anscombe notes that in the former c¢ase, Aristotle would

-
o

- *Malcolm™ Schofxeld has shewn t‘hat it is not Anstotle 8
view: 'Metagh Z 3; SomesSuggestlons, " Phronests XVII, No. 2,
_1972 PP’ 01'.‘ 4 _

o ¥¥Met. n, '2..- 994a23i~b15.<.

R I
~
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not say that "in every case ‘where a substance A changes into a sub-

stance B, it is correct to say that A is the matter of B or that A

o

. [where A:is a person] is potentlally a corpse" (Three Phllosophers,

P-. 51). If B is (or seems to Arlstotle to beo) a degeneratzon from A,

- then only the matter of A is potentxally B. Vmegar is thus wine cor-
oo -
rupted, ‘and Anscombe wonders whether Ar1stot1e is not "mfluenced by .

a feeling that wine is better than vinegar. "
(All the same for that, Aristotlé does not seem to exam-

.- . ;

ing the question, ""Out- of what did that eome?. " very carefully. He

umes that it is always a‘pprb'oriate to ask it, “-and'this is how he

ak of the "rxuaterial cause" of things. But that notion |
makes goodysense' only in the case of things which are made, as his

own examples ‘show. * 1If, as Charlton claxms followmg Wexland

-

* Aristotle's doctrme of the fqur caus’és "18, the 1mmed1ate result of a.
0

' survey of how we ordmartly speak" (Arastotle s Physma, p 99). then

BEY X

Armtgtle generahzed~ too hastﬂy from his survey. If I am asked what

' af‘cake is rnade of I could understand the question as. bemg about the
mgred1ents of the cake. Butkwould not know what to think 1f asked
what a Qteak was ‘fnade of or what a pérSOn is made of. A person has '
a.,body. ‘but it is odd to say that he 1s made of a Body on the model of a.

o ~ 1

5 statue 8 bemg made of or from a ptece of brorifze Odder stxll is the‘
=~

idea that a person is made from or out. of a part of his’ mother In the

s LR -
Ma/ayhysms Anstotle says that that from whrch natural thmgs are . .

‘generated is matter (VII, 6,, 1032al5). This-is then 1dent1f1ed w1th

~hature.-(1032a23'-24),‘ Which_' is said to be the possibility for ea‘gh thing -

T

1
3 0

_ *Physics IL, 3, 194b23-26; Met. .V, 2.

[
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]
to be and not to be (10V32a22-23). “ Since form is not created (1033b5)
| nor is the miatter (1033a29), everything that comes to be is composite
'(10033b12). |
., The claim that everything which comes to be‘is compos.-
ite is not a generalization based on observations and experiments, nor “
does it seem to be a claim whose denial is a contradiction.. It is rather
’based on argument;.y which, on the one hand, are meant to keep the
Eleatic wolves from the door and, on the other, considerations related
to the view that 1t is always poss1b1e to say what a thing is.
- ' _‘ Not only must it be possﬂ)le to say what a thing is, but
it must also be possible to say what it came from “To adm1t that it is
not poss1b1e to say what it came from would be tantamount to adm1ttmg
that 1t came from nothmg * So Ar1stot1e holds that '"the what is the
startmg point of qﬂ generatwn” (Met. VII, 9, 1034a33-34). Indeed he
holds that everythmg is gener;te‘d by somethmg, from somethmg, a.nd
becbmes somethmg So‘lt must always be poss1b1e to s&wwhat it is
produced by, and, in the case of genes1s, ‘some substance must actuall}"' -
pre-exist (Met. VII 9, 1034b18) 'In such a case the producer and the

e

produced have the same forrn but d1fferent matter (1037a7 10) Indeed

n

it is the matter which, in one sense, accounts for the posmbxhty of

coming-to- be For Whllé form never changes, matter can come to have

o

a certain form (1033b9) So, 11ke saymg something true, generation is |
a .k1nd of combmatlon If 1t is now true to say that this lump of bronze
is round that it because it is so in the obJects (Met 1X, lO) The .

Y

form has been brought into thls part1cu1ar matter, as Arlstotle says at

° J\

{

1

*Cf. '(‘.Wittgenstein, ‘Philosophical In\'}estis'ations, par. 52.
. L . . . —' P -




Met. VII, 8, 1033b9-10." Just as the ability to say something true pre-
supposes the existence of ob_]ects (of speakmg) which I combine in
speakmg, so coming-to-be Presupposes the ex1stence of somethmg,

viz. that out of which a thmg comes to be. And we have seen that thisg

i

means both the form and the matter.
-

Now a distinction must be drawn between natural and
art1f1c1a1 pPrqductions, e. g between the commg -to- be of a man and the
.commg -to-be of a bed. Ican make a bed by arranginfg some straw,
and there is nothmg pecuhar about saymg that a certain bed is made of .
straw "But a man is not made out of a body in this sense. That is,
Qhere is no body such that at first 1t is not ensouled and later comes to
be ensouled. ‘ This is not to deny that there is some sort of combmatlon
hecessary for the productlon of a person Tt is rather that a person s
body is not what he is made of in the way that a machine is made of
metal parts. The matter, in the case of the cornmg -to- be of a natural |
thmg, must be "grasped by a.nalogy, ' Aristotle says in the Physics

(I, 7, 191a7-8): ""As bronze stands to a statue, or wood to a bed, or

[the matter and] the formless before' it acquires a form to anythmg

else whlch has a defmlte form, so this stands to a reahty, to a thls

"7

thmg here, to what 1s" (191a9-11). But this is a controversial passage,

so before I set out my 1nterpretatlon of it, IW111 give some other views

an airing.

v

Charlton summarlzes what he takes to be the alterna-‘

tives as regards the readmg of th1s text

This may be understood in two ways. We might take
 bronze and wood and statues and beds respectively as
-examples of underlymg things ‘and realities: Arlstotle

will then be saymg that 'underlying thing' and- 'reahty
- are just the generlc names for thmgs whlch -stand in

P

.

13



this relatwn Or we mlght thmk that statues and beds
are not realities, and bronze and wood are not under-
lying things; but an underlying thing is what stands to
something which is a reality as wood stands to a bed.

- I favour the first interpretation, which seems to me
to be supported by the parallel passages (cited above,
pp. 71-2), 195al16-21 and 1048a35-b4 . . . . Those

- who think that Aristotle believed in prime matter
favour the second interpretation, and say that prime
matter stands to realities as wood to a bed, and that
its nature must be grasped by analogy because in
Aitgelf it is wholly mdetermmate * ,

Charlton argues qulte convmcmgly that "even 1f Arastotle
believed in prime. matter v it seems 1mp0351ble that‘éhe is mtroduc-,
: ing it here' (p. 78). He notes that the most sober of the "prime mat-
ter" advocates claim that it'is only to the szmple bodies that prune
matter is sa1d tostand as matter and that it is clear that pr1me matter

~ - - TN e —

\15 not the stuff of which men and ammals consxgt He says, ". . . that

is e1ther seed or flesh" (p. 79). Agam, there is Arlstotle 8 own admon- _

ition that the physicist should concentrate on prox1mate causes and
-prmctples And f1na11y, Charlton r1ghtly points out that "it i8 mcred-
ible that Aristotle should mtroduce 8o startling ‘a notion as that of a
wholly mdetermmate limversal .substratum in’ thas ambiguous manner,
‘when nothing in the preceding dlscussmn has prepared us. for it" (p. 79)
If the alternat1ves Charlton mentlons were tl;e only ones
to consider, it would be dlfflcult to dlsagree As it'is, however, there
#s another p051t1on 'so 1t 1s regrettable that he offers no argument for

J

" his own v1ew against wh1ch one could test the mer1ts of the pos1t10n I

. -
w111 advocate. e

It is my comtentmn, as I have already suggested, that

‘the matter of natural thmgs (i. e. plants and ammals the sunp?e bodies

*Charlton, Aristotle's Physics, p. 78.
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present sbecial‘prob_lelés) does not sta’nd to that of which it is the mat-

ter in exactly the samé way.as does the matter of artlfacts There is.
e .
an analogy, but it is only an analogy, as Anstotle says,
" Before considering the issue in'any detail, Iwant first

to say what pPrompts the claim that there is yet ] thlrd alternatlve to

‘take into account. In the 11nes preceding those in which Aristotle men-

tions the analogy (of course, that he says there is an analog}_r is not
irrelevant here), Arlstotle _says that he has shown "how many pr1nc1-
ples there are of natural thmgs" (191a3- 4) _There is spmethmg wh1ch
underhes, and then there ar:e two oppos1te/s though these can be spoken
of as one whlch is present and absent. Now in the . statement of the

analogy, he does not mentlon "natural th1ngs” he ment1ons a statue'.

and a bed, Presumably, 1t 1s clear ehough what 1t means to say that

' bronze is that out of which a statue comes to be, or that a bed is made

of wood. And this is clear enough We can see the craftsman at work

-on the - ‘materials, say, building a statue. But: 1t is different with the -

things that are due to nature, and Arlstotle recogmzed that such th\hgs :

have to be spoken of Separately At the .opening of Book II of the Ph}_r

-sms he says

Some: things are due 'to nature, for other's there are
other causes. - Of the. former sort are anpimals and
their parts, plants,. and simple bodies like earth,
fire, air,-and water--for we say that these and things
like them are due to nature. All these things plainly .
differ from things which are not constituted naturally:
each Has in itself a.source of change and staying
unchanged, whether in respect of place, or growth and
- decay, or alteratlon (192b9 15)

He then mentions- a bed as an example of something not due to nature,

3

somethmg '"made by human hands" (l91b30) whose "source is-in some-
! ~

thing else and. external' (b31). In such cases one can See materials

°

—

o %
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bemg manipulated, formed as it were, by human hands but one does

not see nature s hand in thmgs in th1s way. So it is not odd to suppose

that the matter of a natural object wxll stand to its form, . which Ar'is‘-

" totle call,s a psxche, in a somewhat dlfferent way than does, e. g ’ the

:bronze of a statue to its shape As well, in the thsms passage at

1ssue,' notlce how Ar1stotle contrasts (and thls is lost in Charlton 8

.'.translatmn) bemg shapeless (OLIJ.ODCPOV) and havmg a shape (éxovtwv .

 with substance, the th1s and what i5, It would be very d1ff1cu1t to |

uopcpnv), on the one hand, and bemg an underlymg thmg, on the.'other,

make a case for saying that the language is not special here.

Thus, ‘while I agree with Charlton that Anstotle is not

B contrastlng thib/mn'i; of a statue with the Prime matter that comes to

be a living thi g I think there is a contrast belng made here, and that

o

there is a genu‘me analogy to be grasped

3’\3 noted above Durrant pomts out that for Arlstotle,
there is a difference between "form" and "shape 1 He not1ces that at ‘,
“Metaphysics, 1029a3l Ar1stotle d1smlsses an account of substance in
terms of a combmatlon of 'matter!’ and u0p(pn but that th1s is not to ' ' '
reject an account of substance in terms of 'matter plus 8!.60(;. An
account of substance in- terms of 'matter and u.Op(pT] is re_)ected

smce an account in terms of lts matter plus the propertles 31gn1f1ed by

" the charactenzmg umversals which hold true of it [see above, p- 125]

is unsatlsfactory in that such an account cannot tell you what somethmg ‘

13" (Durrant Theology and Inte g 111ty, pP: 63). Thls l1ne of inter- .

retatlon is conswtent W1th our Ph sics assa e becaus’e, in 1t Arls- .
P _L_ P 24

totle compares, 1n the analogy, havmg a shape w1th substance, the thls,;

what is. Shapes are degenerate forms m  that the former.- do not carr-y‘

>




thh their presence the- pOWer of motion. A bed. moves, for exam‘ple.
only because its matter consists of (some of) the s1mple bod1es Havmg
shown that there is a th1rd alternatwe which Charlton does not mentmn,
I turn now to the much more dtfﬁcult task of 1nterpret1ng Ar1stot1e 8
. analogy _ _ E
G1v1ng anythmg l1ke a full treatment of thls passage in
_ the Physms would take a rather long essay in its own rlght, so I hope I
© will be excused if what follows is. sketchy * To get at the dlfference .
| between the matter of art1facts and the matter of natural thmgs, it is
* - useful to look at some- passages from De Amma,' espec1ally since
Anscombe has made some 111um1nat1ng remarks about one of them. o
: Iri\ the’ De Amma, Arlstotle is trymg to make (or to get) clear What‘{
is to say that somethlné is alive or has. life At 41 2al3 he says that
", —.‘~ . of natural bodles some have 11fe and some have not: - by l1fe we
mean the capac1ty for self sustenance, growth and decay " Later, at
. .De Anima 41 2b25 Ar1stot1e says that "that Wh1ch has the capac1ty to

=

11ve 1s not the body wh1ch has lost its soul but that ‘which possesses its
' soul . ."-’ In th1s remark Anstotle is not contendmg that there are *
.1ndependently 1dent1f1able bodies, those Wthh have the capac1ty to 11ve,
which then come to have souls and begm to live. A soul is necessarlly

the soul of some body, Just as a living body is the body of sorne hvmg

. thing. " The -goul| is the form of a natural body wh1ch potentlally has .

Lo« T
/

*] treat this 1ssue more fully in my MA thesis, '""Some
o Problems about 'Soul' and 'Sense Perception' in Aristotle's De Anima, "
Un1vers1ty of Nebraska, 1968, but there do-'not consider the Physics
text now at hand See, in part1cular, PpP. 7 37

B **See T} ree Phllosgphers, pp 56 59




‘life.* " As Harnmond h:as»arg‘ued A "Soul and body are not dzstmct thmgs:

that do or can exist apart. " Their separatton is only notional. They no

more exlst apart than do concave and convex "*’* Th1s is the pomt of -

Arlstotle 8 clan'n that "the soul is a kmd of actuahty or notlon [logos ]

- of that wh1ch ‘has the capac1ty of having a soul™ (414a28) There is no

. contmgency \hat somethmg which grows is ahve We m1ght therefore,

on the Principles of Life (New York The Machllan
© P xXidL S _

slngle class of b'odtes such that some of them are ahve and others are
not; he would have found. 1t odd and not Juft macabre, to say, "Some
of the bod1es in thisg c1ty are al1ve, wh11e others are dead " ,How then
is one to understand hls remark at 412a13 quoted above? He could be'
saymg that for some types of natural body, e. g plants, plants hve

But to say that plants live is not to make a cla1m 11ke, "Some plants

.bear fruxt " That 15 knong that something is a plant one is not

then in the posqtmn to wonder whether it is the sort of thmg that llves

If havmg life were somethmg on the order of havmg three leaves, how

‘c6u1d 11fe be analyzed as that on account of whlch self—sustenance,.

growth, and decay is posmble‘? S : _’

- Self su'stenance, growth and decay cannot be ‘said to be

e

effects of hfe because, if this were true then the connectxon between

havmg hfe and be1ng self sustammg would be, as Ar1stot1e‘ 1ght say,

L

merely acc1denta1 But it is clearly Arlstotle s view that it is no mere
. L4

¢

' understand the passage in que stzon (De Anima 412al3 15) not as
o, , , I —

¢

[

*EW, A, Hammond Ar1stot1e S. Ps rcholo; A Treatlse

.

S - *Th1s is Aristotle's own-‘ account of- Wwhat the soul is; see
De Antma 4‘12a20 - S , .
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- expressmg a causal connectlon betwveen havmg life and e.g., growmg,

but as expressmg the pomt that if we are to talk of a body's. growmg,
etc., such talk is approprrate only if it is granted that the body in /
.questlon be of a type havmg l1fe ﬁhm mterpretatmn makes sense of
the 1dea that to be ensouled is to be- allve, to have’a certam power,. as
Arrstotle says in.the Pth‘lCS
4 " When we say- that a body is alxve, has a soul, Ar1stot1e ‘
thinks that "one need no more ask whether body and soul are one than
whether the wax and the 7press1on 1t recewes are one, or 1n general ) ",
’ whether the matter of ¢ each thing is the ‘same as that of Wthh it is the .
- , matter - (412b6 8) It is thts pomt Whlch Aristotle hopes to
make clear by 1magm1ng that an artxfact has a soul, and here we can
. 8ee the pomt of the d1st1nct1on drawn in the thsms
' | The example of the axe goes as follows
' Suppose that an 1mplement e.g.-an axe, were a natl-,
- ural body; the substance of the axe would be that
which 'makes it an axe, and this-would be itsfsoul;
suppose this" removed, and it wq‘:ld no longer be an
axe, except equwocally As it'is, it remains an .
axe, because it is not of this kind of body that the v
- soul is the essence or formula, but only of a certain = .

" kind .of body which’ has 1ts own principle of movement
and rest. . v r

Fxrst of all it is 1mportant to note that the example is .hypothetmal we |
are to suppose that an axe be a body of the sort that is ensouled, wh@ch

1t is-not. "If we take away Jts "axelty " i e. the whatflt is-to- be a, body

of this spec1a1 sort, it would then be an axe in name only But since an
alxe is not ensouled destroymg its capac1ty to functlon as an axe does

not have th1s serxous consequence The.v"formal cause" of the axe is

not the same as its ”fmal cause." We can 1dent1fy it as an axe in virtue

of its appearance, the arrangement of its parts, its "shape._.’v" That is
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to. say, we can 1dent1fy the matter or '"body" of an axe m a way that is

v

not poss1b1e in the case of a plant or animal. The axe. that does not

. 4 . :
function as an axe remains the same pieces of steel and woad thatrgo 4

’ |

togetheir to eonstitute the functional axe. But the body that loses its

soul does not remain the same at all 'except equivocally. This point

is more clearly brought out in Aristotle's efi‘eﬁnple about an eye
Again, we are given a hypothet1ca1 case: '

If the eye were a living creature, its soul would ‘be its
-7 wvision. . . . Butthe eye is the matter of vision, and
' if vision fails;tbp[e is no eye, except in an equivocal
sense, as for instance a Stone or painted eye (412b18-22)

The relation between the eye and vision is not the same as the relation
between the soul and the body, unless we_ suppose that the soul is a
11v1ng ‘creature. For when we say that a\blmd mé&n has eyes, we are

-‘not speakmg equlvocally We can\sstlll 1dent1fy the man's eyes, even
/ .-

' though he is not s1ghted in v1rtue of the fact that they remam, for a.ll

'-&appearances, organs of a 11vmg creature, v1sua11y 1mpa1red though he

- 'ma){ﬁ e. If we pluck h1s eyes out, or. if the man is killed, then the eyes

iR Ma:’e To longer parts. of a man, acept equwocally, "as for mstance a . :
e aty ~ oy
~ stone or a painted eye." Miss Anscombe eluc1dates the pomt of the S

-

example as follows:

The reason why it is absurd, to imagine the final

determination which makes the eye an eye, nam y

its sight ‘as occurring in a separated eye, is t

seeing is part of the life’of the animal whose ey€ it

is. This, then, will be why, consciously supposing "

an absurdity, Anstotle says 'if the eye could exist
~ separately'. %

‘.
Ar1stot1e then goes on to say, after usmg these two 111ustrat1ons, that’

1t is qu1te clear, then, that ne1ther the soul nor certam parts of it, if

1

*Three Philosophers, pp 57-58.



" it has parts, can be separated from the body . . . (4l3a4 {)) *

’ worse -than unhelpful to say that life and‘ death are opposed.

1.4\

It is, therefore, clear that the matter of an axe and a
bed stands to the "shape" of such thmgs in a way only analogous to the
way the '"form" of a natural body stands to 1ts matter. But then, 1t is a
pity that Arlstotle speaks in practxcally the same breath of the form 8
presence and absence accountmg for substantial change, as if the soul
were a kind of subtle body or a ghost in a machlne . But it is even _
yvorse to speak of a form havmg a contrary .Though one m1ght say

that life is the opposite of death (say, 1n a children's game), it is

Criticism of Aristotle's Account

- i , .
v . .
(Earlier I argued that Aristotle conques a-expressions

’

and o- expresslons now 1t can be seen how serious a- charge that is.

For among a- expresslons, there are expressmns for 11v1ng things, e.g.
"man" and "horse " Men and horses would be paradlgms of thmgs hav-
ing forms. O expresslons, on the other hand, would not be expressmns

- for 11v1ng thmgS, nor, it would seem, for those 1nd1v1dua1 and numerlcally
one thmgs which are present in a subJect But they play a central role '
“in talk about chan'ge, e.g. | "This is much taller today " What is it,

then, by its- presence and absence, that could account for somethmg s

*For a criticism of Wiggins' view of these issues, whxch
Charlton follows, see J. L. Ackrill, "Aristotle's Definition of Psyche "

Proceedings of the Aristotelian Soc1ety, LXXIII (London: Methuen an
Co. ,'~1973), pp- 119-134. .

**] use thlB Jargon because it is Aristotle's. But I

-. agree with Anscombe (Three Philosophers, p. 46) that "numerically .

-one'! is a bad label, and with Durrant ("Numerical Identity"') that ""same
in number" is a useless and misleading phrase. :
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bemg taller today? Certamly not tallness; the Phxlebus shows that
that is not some deﬁmte quantlty But Arxstotle will have to say that
some definite helght say one inch, ‘accounts for this dlfference But
this is agam to confuse a-expressions and o- -expressions. * We would
say, perhaps, that the thmg s having grown accounts for the dlfference,
but that would not be the .sort of answer that is relevant here. Aris-
totle's questzon is rather like this: '"What is it, by its gxistence, by -
1ts having come to be, wh1ch accounts for this change?" It is not the
exlstence of the thmg wh1ch is taller that accounts\for its being taller.
Itis rather, we must say, its cor_nmg to be of a certain height whii:h
makes it taller. One helght the height that it was, has departed and
a new height has come to be mherent in the thmg

-~

Besides the objections that Owen raises against this way
i

of talkmg, by way of arguing that Aristotle could not hold a pos1tlon -
patently full of difficulties, %% th1s kind of account opens the door to an
objection to the claim that a thing has changed when it'becomes taller‘
'But before "nmdermg that ob_]ectmn, I fu'st want to close the door on
one am)roach to breakxng down the distinction- between a- and o-‘
expressmns, since that distinction is central here. -

It was argued earlier that the dxstmc on betwee’n a-

e E

and o- expressmns has its roots firmly planted in Anstotle 8 Categor-

ies, partlcularly in those places where he says that substances do not ™

adm1t of a'more and a less, while oppos1tes do The objection, then,

 %See De Anima III, 6, 430b20 wheré "every division" is
said to be made known as privation is. . ' S
’ &

*"Inherence, " passim.
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'i8 that there are exa ; les which run counter to the distinction, i.e.

that some a- expres pns take comparatlve and superlative forms.

' For example, condjder the names of colors. We do say that the grass
is greener o‘n the other side of the fence and that it is greenest in
Farmer Brown"s meadow. We also ‘say that we would like our t%ast to
he brOWner. It would seem, from such remarks, that there are some
things, the expressmns for which 2 are a- expressxons, that "admlt of a
more and a less. "// There is no denymg that we do make such remarks
as these; the dlstmctmn in question, however, is not 'so'much a gram-

:matlcal one as one that takes clues from grammar. What is important

’

18 what we mean when we make such vgmarks M

.

When we say that the grass is greener on the other ~side

of the fence we may mean elther that the grass there is of a darker
. shade of green or that more of the grass is green over there (as

'opposed to: bemg yellow, for example) than it is on thiks side. * The
Ssame -sort of account will cover the example about toast as well.

Exceptmg border.lme cases, grass is either green or it isn't. + And

regardmg borderline cases, we say that this is more clearly or nearly

a than. somethmg else, not that 1t is a- er than somethmg else. For
\

exarnple, we say that someone is more nearly six feet tall than

another‘, not that he is "31x feeter" than someone else. -So the counter-

examples 'are' onl} apparent. |
Suppose, ‘then, that someone is taller this year than he

: was last year It is certainly possible to understand saying tha_t some-

B3

one is taller than he was, without intr’oduclng a-expressions into the

%I am supposing that someone is speaking literally. 4 .
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“account of whét: it means to- say this. In this ‘sense, then, o-'expressions
are "proto'-wor.ds, " to be replaced in favor of aiexpressions when it
comes to saying by how much someone has grown in height. Saying how

Wuch someone has grOWn presupposes some conventional system of

: measurmg he1ght Tbﬁbn words like "exactly{' and "same" corr}e into

.play Th1s is not to say that a-e"xpressmns dlsplace or replace proto- o

-,

words (o- expressmns), nor is it to say that proto-words are mexact

a- expressmns, e.g., that saying somethmg is heavy is an inexact way

of saymg it is two tons in welght It is rather to say somethmg about

the way a language or "language game" mlght develop
. It is wrongheaded thereforé to try to explam all change :
in terms of the presence and absence of sornethmg the expressmn for
‘ Whlch is nrormally uttered in saymg what somethmg 1s, i: e, an
-~ a- expressmn For there are many cases of change in whlch what a
thing is 'does not change at all. That Anstotle makes thls confusmn 13
ev1d.ent not only from ‘hls havmg said that change 1nvolves the presence
and absence of a form (or that 1t: mvolves contrarles), but also from R
his havmg said that ". . .» everythmg that comes to be comes to be |
‘ . . from somethlng and comes to be somethmg ¥ thle thls is put
‘Am the ;ndxcatwe it is clear that "somethmg" (tmos, ti) is meant to
answer "What is 1t?" in the 1nterrogat1ve Here is where the mtersec-
't1on of Ar1stot1e 8 avccount of change and the M thesm is most essentlal.n
For, agam, there is the form anSWermg, on the slde of nature. to the
"What‘ is 1t?" questmn on the side of language Thus, the claun that
- change 1nvolves the presence and absence of a form is Just another way S

“‘

-

, *Met. VII, 7,71032al1-12, See alse Met. Vi1, '8, 1033a
24-25. S e SO , —
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of puttmg the pomt ‘that everythmg comes to be frorn somethmg and

@

comes to be somethmg. It is then apparent what is the correct dlag-

-nosis of the affhctmn whose symptom is the confusmn of two types of

expressmn This confusion results from the assumptxon that we can

'say, not only of a-man who is’ placed before us, what he isg, but also,

e. g , of a color that is put béfore us, what it'is. * And there is no

rwtlgatlon of thxs dxfﬁculty from the salve that the "What is it?'" ques-

'.tion arlses Primarily in the case. of substance the "What is it?" ques-.

tion is nevertheless thought to be appropnate in all cases, andq Arts-

totle s account of change is meant as an account of all cases of change %

I want to con51der now the obJectlon 1 promlsed ‘above.

J

This objection is meant to- show thaft Ar1stot1e s account makes both

9

. alteratlon and genesls 1mp0351ble, g1ven that whatever changes,

.o

.changes from somethmg into somethmg Suppose that some essent1a1

X, 9.‘ 1058235-55:

umty, e, is thought to ‘have changed By "an essent1a1 umty" is meant ‘

some one- thmg, e, whose what 1t-1s is spec1f1ed by what is sald of 1t

’

kath hautp. "'¥%x Let e be thought to undergo substant1a1 change The B

-

form of'e cannot change %4k go whate is cannot change But» if what

ot change, then e wild always be what 1t is. In other Words, 1f

" to be what -e is, is what it is. for e  to be (exxst), then it is necessary "for

< .
¢ . .'q N
i "'-‘A(~,
bA

*Toplcs I, 9 103b29 37 See the comparlson at Met

: **Physics I, 7, 191a5/7 II 3,195all- 14 Met v, ll,
1013b15 VII, 7, 15§254 This would also explam the reductlomsm of,

e. g » Met X, 4 1055b12 18.

- xkEMet. V, 6, 10'16a33-b7."
#HEiMet, VI 7, 1033h5 ff.

.ot R - 1
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q

"g“to be what it is. So e can'n.et change. * There can thus be no substan- -
tial change. Suppose, however, that soxl'nething is an accidental unity, ¥*% -
say, a board which is'long. Call it bl. Suppose, then, that it is short-

~ ened; such that it no'longer is as long as it was, and that this is thought

8

’

to accounf‘?for its having changed. Since everything that changes,

2

. changes from Aéorﬁething. let us.call what the change was from "bl."
That is to sa:y, a\‘board of a.certain length {specifiable by an a-expres-

siBn) becomes"sor’nething else, viz., a-board of anothér. l'engfh. Since <
. ‘j M 3 . P

! 3 . . .
the length of the board, specifiable by an a-expression, cannot change
(since what a thing is cannot change)r.,;‘_the change must be accounted for

in some other way. But bl, i.'e; , what the accidental unity is, cannot
’ A ’ . o K , .
ch%;rige{ei‘ther, si@{ce’ this is what the accidental unity is. - If this changed,
~then'there would be nothing, about which one could say, ''TRis changed. "

So tf;eﬁre can’be no accidental change.

2

.- Y This objection clearly ‘ the odor of sophistry about it,

Q'and it is not difficult to sniff out the source of the trouble. Aristotle,
howairer, is guilty of over.sirnplificationg so_the difféf'encg between the = |
» " T

_-Weaker ‘and stronger argument will not be so quickly discovered. I

have suggested that the oversimplication which mars his account of

change and blurs the distinction between a- and Oo-expressions is Aris-

- totle's Wholeséle acceptance of the M-thesis. This is not to say the

2

| *Robin Attfield, in "How Things Exist: A Difficulty, "
raises a similar problem regarding Owen's defense of Aristotle's -
‘account of the "is*" of existence: ""How then would Owen wish us to

construe the assel;_ti'ontliat a particular man is no longer in existence? T
/ For a man not still to be* would be for him not still to be what it is to e

be a living man. But which individual is here referred’to by the pro-
noun 'him'? Not; it would seem, a man; and no other sortal classifi-

cation has been supplied" (my 141). o g
: . **Met.'V, 6, 1015bl6-35. 3
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M-thesis, or some parts of it, is without value, and I would like to
bring it back into view for a final examination. I want to focus on its
concern with the "What is it?'" question.

There is no doubt that the M-thesis ought to be consid-
- - . i

ered as therapy for vviews which suppose that the identity‘lof an object
is “some}{ow due to its position in time and space, e. g. Strawson and
Quinton, but it is only a palliative, because the difficrulty is not in the
) solutien but in the question itself, There is something wrong with a
thesis wﬁose purpose it is to answer the questmn, "What makes a

thing the thing that it 'is?" In Aristotle, this question becomes, ''"What .

makes a thing one, or a unity?," and the inevitable answer is that its
form does, because that is one &gme'«purposeé‘fer which they were

invented. Of course, one is then in a position to be asked whether

o

and how the forms thernselves are unified, and this is not a task wh1ch

Aristotle 1gnore‘s. ' At Met. Vi, 6, 1045b1 1f., Arlstotle says that
. ©of the things which have no matter . . . each is

by its nature essentially a kind of unity, as. it is

essentially a kind of be1ng--1nd1v1dua1 subgtance, quan-
* tity, or quahty And so neither ‘existent' nor 'one' is
present in definitions, and an es$ence is by its very
"nature a kind.of @ity as it is a kirtd of ‘being. This.is

why none of thes@®has any reason outside itself for
-being one, nor for being a kind of besg; for each is by

its nature a kind of being and a kin~ of tnity .

The idea- that there is somethmt “h1ch everythmg is,

though, is not always erﬁployed for somethmg ] bemg one thing. It is

sometimes said that expressmns for what things are, general terms, .-
are distinguishable as substantival and adjectival. Geach, for example,~_

notes that ''Aquinas . . . mentions’ tHe grammatical fact that. in Latm,

'*Q _:\:' - a,
substantlves have (smgular@xd pluraI) nux‘hbers on their own account
-
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whereas adjectives have a number determmed by. the nouns they qualify
Ce e "* Grammar is but a rough guide, though and what is thought
to be central by Geach 1s whether or not a general term supphes a cri-

terion of identity or not:
I. maintain that it makes no sense-to Judge whether x
and y are 'the same, ' or whether x remains 'the
same, ' unless we add or understand some general
 term--"the same F." That in accordance with which
we thus judge as to the identity, I call.a criterion of
identity; this agrees with the etymology ot "criterion."
Frege sees clearly that "one' tannot 51gn1f1cantly '
stand as a predicate of objects unless it is (at least
understood as) attached to a general term; I am sur-
prised he did not see that the like holds for the closely
allied expression '"the same.'" '"The same F does -
not express a possible way of judging as to identity for
- -all interpretations of "F.'" I shall call '""substantival"
A a'general term for which ''the same' does give a _
B - critexnion of identity.  Countability is a sufficient con-
) d1t10n for cons1dermg a term as substantr(al c o ek

.

urfﬁnt makes a s1m11ar point when, in his cr1t1que of Locke' 8 notion

-4
. -

\ ha‘ bodie s are the proper sul-;_]ects of numer1ca1 identity, he says that

"there cannot p0531b1y be such entities prec1se1y because we have no

N

poss1b1e means’ of countlng them( Yet of any set of ent1t1es we c1a1m S

to exist there is always the quest1on of how many there are. Granted
. LR
then that numencal 1dent1ty has bod1es as its sub_)ect matter numerxcal

-~ 1

identity is 1mposs1b1e 3k
. Durrant is surely right against Locke, showing that

Locke\s idea of a body is such that one can never te11 what is to count

as bne of them, nor how rnany such thmgs there are. A s1m11ar objec--’

tlon might be ra1sed a amst the earl Wittgenstein's "objects. """ But
. g g y g J

' . . -

o

' . ; ¢ LK S
e *Reference and Generahty, p.- - 39. R T :‘%
CekIbid. ' "

_ #%%"'Numerical Identity," p. 99.
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Durrant, like Geach, i# doing more than giving an excellent criticism

of another philosopher. Each has a positive yiew to put forth. and it

is these to whlch my criticism will be addressed I will be concerned

w1th the view that "

partlculars must be part1cu1ars under some classi-

flcatmn"* and that claims of the form ''x is the same as y" are incom-

plete. '*’5

Whil

® H

3 ' .
/ < .

e I think thesa pomts are useful agamst phllosophers .

-

“who e1ther mamtax*r suppose that th_ere are '"bare partlcular's Mo

) I do not underwr1te
truths Taken in a

tions which do occu

tting forth such views as very general, a Erlor
broad sense, they make 1mpossxble certain situa-

r. They are sound as applied agamst certain posiw,

‘tions because, in such, contexts, where non- phllosophlcal activities and

4 1nterests play httle

-

-
or no role, one can make no appeal to such’ activi=

v

 ties and mterests to make sense of the utterance of an expressmn like

"red thing." The d

h1s critical apparatus into a’phllosophlcal theory "When we do philoso-"

phy we are lfke savages, pr1m1t1ve people who hear the expressions of

anger in cr1t1c1z1ng is Just that one will generahze

1"* i’.%ed mer, put a fa.lse mterpretathn on them, and then draw the

qqeere st conclusmns from it, "****

,Con31der the-following story, then, as an instance of

o

i 7 *Ibid,, p. 102, .

, %] ¢
about '"the same. "

'-Q
- 4k S

als and Particulars,

Pl

ake thlS to be a brief vyay of stating G_each's point
ee Edwin B— A11a1re ""Bare Part1¢ulars, " Unlvers-
» €d. Michael J. Loux (Gardeu Cxty. ‘New. Jersey

Doubleday and Co.,
| | - deodok

.

1970), pp. 235 244.

W1ttgenste1}n, Phllosophical Investigations, par. 194.

N
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~civilized men whose words are made- to- seerrt queer by the phllosophers'
theories. Suppose that I have somethlng in my hand. I\l attentlon to
- it by holding out ‘my hand toward you,‘ saying "Look at th1s!" We are ip
a small boat earnest fxshermen after our dmner, and I have several
tu'nes called your attention to things I have pulled out of the water. (I :
am 51mp1y earnest while you are both earnest and wise to the w-ays of
the sea). You tell me that Ihave a sculpin (”Ugly but good to eat”) or.

a sea cucumber ("Throw it back') or a starry flounder,("lnto the sack").
But now you say, "I've no idea what that 1s A ask you whether it'is a _
plant or an animal, for like nggms, I thmk that ”What is it?" rnust -
 have an answer: '_"'. " s1nce everythmg is, somethmg, this ig a ques- '

_ t1on to. Whlch t‘re must be some answer, known or unknown,&ﬁ there
is 1ndeed such ‘a thmg ol Wt But you cannot tell me what i is, 8o,
showmg great faith in your piscatorial W1sdom (thlnklng it is a flsh) ol

‘say that it must be very unusual to hook such a thing. We put it ’nto a

'separate sack. vv _‘ : E o -
” Durrant and I think Geach as well ~would agree that
everythxng must be’ somethmg " yet to be a- thmg in a sack is not to be
~something. To be somethmg, in Durrant's sense, is to be under some
classﬂlcatlon, ‘the expressmn for whlch is a substant1va1 term, e. g

| "flsh" or ”plant ' so he would take it to be necessary that everythmg

is under someé such class1f1cat1on e A ‘way, therefore, of

**”,Numencal Iden-tity, "p. 98.; 'Refer‘ence-’%.ndGeheral--

i_t_x. p- 153, : .
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understandmg my question ahout the thmg I hauled up out .of the sea. is 7/
this: "Under what classxflcatlon is th1s (AL

- Now is one to say that what I have pulled aboard must be

under some clasmﬁcatmn? Perhaps it is, but no -one knows under what

classification it is. nggms says that the "What is 1t"" duestlon must
have an answer known or unknown. ThlS suggests that we can speak
of the answer, as we can speak of the clas 81f1catlon, even'twhen we have
good reason to think that no one can dnswer the questlon Is a cIassifi-
cation, then, like a comet awa1t1ng its Kahoutek ? | | : {
»Suppose, when we arrlve at the dock W1th our mysterx-

ous fmd in the sack, ‘that the customs authorxtles are searchmg all

boats for smuggled narcot1cs They search our craft. One of them.

'plcks up the sack askmg "What is in th1s‘?” Should I say that I'don't

know? I could say it is somethmg we caught a much less pProvocative - -

answer under the c1rcumstances ‘and one that would no doubt satlsfy

~

. the- 'inspector. It 1s not likely. that he would ask " Under what clas51f1- '

. cat1on is th1s" " but one m1ght hear somethmg of that in the "what is".

' where its contents can be’ eScammeci by a zoologrst "You can surely

: tell us what 1t is, " I say, hopefully But he" cannot "No one can. No

~

t"” questmn as raised by a customs mspector

mSuppose, agam, that we take | our sack to the University \

rl

Mone knows what" 1t is.

\

Thxs is not an unfamlhar story., An eveh more familiar

~one gOes 11ke th1s " ”Is that a cup?,' he asked : "N‘o, it isn' t," was

the reply. The M- the51s d1salioWS the %st story, and 1s rev1s1omst

about the second. ‘It should go like thlS'- "Is that a cup? " he asked

»

"No that ashtray is not a cup " he rephed.- The M thesis makes"' ;

,_4{"

- e . .'.»» _: )»..
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clyllrz‘ed men who.se words are made to seem queer by the. ph1losophers' =

. theor1es\\Suppose that I have something in my hand. 1 call attentlon to.

it by holdmg out\my hand toward you, saymg "Look at thls"' We are in "~

a small boat, eardest flshqmen after our dmner, and I have several -
t1mes called your attention to thlngs I have pulled out of the water. (I

am 81mply earnest wh11e cyou are both earnest and wme to the ways of

the sea) You tell me that I havéra sculpm -‘"Ugly but good to eat") or

a sea cucumber ("Throw it back") or a starry flounder (”Into the sack").

But now you say "I've no 1dea what that is. " I ask you whether itis a’

‘plant or an animal, for like ngglns, I think that "What is 1t?" must

' "have an answer "'. * . since everythlng is somethmg, thxs is a ques- ‘

o

tion &0 which there must be some answer, ‘known or unknown, if there:

o is 1ndeed such a thmg co WM But you cannot tell me what it is,. so,’

showing great falth in your plscatorlal w1sdom (thmkmg 1t is a f1sh), I

say that it must be very unusual to hook such a thlng We put it mto a

.

e 'separate sack. N _ Q-" Lo

Durrant and I thmk Geach as well; would agree that
everythmg must be somethmg " yet to be a thlng in'a sack 1s not to be
somethmg To ke somethmg, in Durrant's sense, is to be under some -
class1f1cat10n the expre ssmn for whlch is a substantlval term, e. g

"fxsh" or "plant " 50 he ‘would take it to be necessary that: everythmg

‘is under some such c1a331f1cat1on Ak A way, therefore, of’

matter" (my” emphasis) v .
' **"Numencal Identlty, " bp 98; Reference and General-

ity, p. 153; . e | o

4 LT . -~




‘ S o Co 180

understandmg my quest1on about the thmg I hauled up out of the sea, is
thw' "Under what cla 1f1cat10n is th1s?"

. Now .{s one to say that what I have pulled aboard must be
under some c1asmf1cat10n"/__£_’;rhaps it is, but no one knows under what
classif-ieation it is W1ggms says that the "What is it?" questton must
“have an answer known or unknown ThlS suggests that we can speak
of the answer, as we can speak of the c1ass1f1catlon, even when we have
| good reason to thmk that no one can answer the question. Is a classifi-
cation, then, hke a comet awa1t1ng 1ts Kahoutek?

| Sup’pose, when we arrlve‘at the dock with our mysteri-
ous find rn the. sack that the customs authorltles are searchmg all
boats for smuggled narcot1cs They search our craft One of them
plcks up the sack askmg "What is in this | 2 Should I say that I don' t
know? I could say it is somethmg we caught 'a much less provocatlve. ;
‘an.swer under the c1rcumstances, and one that WOuld no dou,bt sat1sfy

"the mspectorf It 1s not likely that he would ask "Under what classifi-

" cation is this?, " but -one rmght hear somethmg of that in the ”what is

-

-

-it?" quest1on as ra1sed by a customs 1nspector
| Suppose, agam, that we take our sack to the Un1vers1ty

where 1ts contents can be exammed by a. zoologlst ""You can surely

_ tell us what it is, "' I say,‘hopefutly. But he cannot, No one’-can.‘ ,No

'oneknowswhatltls o R . o | o
F This is not an unfarnlhar story An even more fam111ar

one goes 11ke *t,hls "Is that a cup?,' he asked . "No, 1t isn' t "'was

the reply The M- thesw dzsallows the first story, and is,revision-tst '

' about the second It should go 11ke this: '-'Is that a cup?-, " he‘ asked.”

‘ "No, that ashtray is not acup " he.-reiplied. T.he’M-theeis m~akes a

v ooe . . ) L




. | /o o | _ 151

simple case of m151dent1f1cat10n 1nte somethmg 11ke the error Sogrates

thought was the greatest of all--thmkmg that one thmg is another. But

surely the flrst case is plausxble, and Socrates is r1ght about the sec-

‘ond one:

" Now search your memory and see if you have ((ever
said to yo'urself Certamly, what is beautiful is ugly, '
or 'What is unjust is just. ' To put it generally, con-: -
-8sider if you have ever set about convincing yourself ,
' that any .one thing is certainly. another thing,. or s _ .

g:ther on the contrary, you have never, even in a Ly
am, gone so far as to say to yourself that odd "

numbers are even, or anythmg of that sort *

*Plato, Théaetetus, Collected Dialogues, 190b-c:

‘
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