Ile: Metaphysics Z17-H: How to give the Adyog th¢ ovoiog of a composite thing
Ilel: Z17 and the new approach to ovoia: apyatl, causes, and ctolyela

717 announces an investigation of ovcto from a new starting-point (1041a6-7), the previous
approaches having led to frustration. Aristotle offers his readers the hope that this will also help
make clear to us the ovcta that exists separately from sensible ovotiot (a7-9), but in the first
instance he is proposing a new procedure for discovering the ovcta of the manifest ovoiat, and
we know by now that this will not lead in any direct way to ovclol beyond the sensible. (An
indirect benefit, in the form of methodological advice for finding the apyai, will emerge at the
end of H6). Thus the investigation of Z17-H does not belong directly to first philosophy. But it
belonged to the first philosopher to raise the aporia of Z13 against giving a Adyog th¢ oveiog,
because, if the Platonists or the physicists of B#6 were right, the study of the dpyai would be the
study of the otolx€la in the Adyot of sensible things, and so it would belong to the first
philosopher to give the Adyog of a sensible thing; and it belongs to the first philosopher to raise
an aporia against claims which, if they were true, would belong to first philosophy. Aristotle
thinks the aporia is fatal against both parties to B#6, who claim that their otouyeila are apyol
prior in ovola to the things defined. However, the aporia must somehow be resolved, if there is
to be any kind of Adyog thg ovotag, and thus if there is to be science; and so it belongs to the
first philosopher, having raised the aporia, also to resolve it. Z17, on the basis of its new starting-
point, offers the key distinction which allows the aporia to be resolved; H works out the
implications, addressing the aporia directly and outlining a procedure for giving a Adyog thg
ovotag of a given thing. Thus while the division of the investigation of ovcta in the first
sentence of Z3 seems to cover only Z3-16, in one important sense Z17-H do not constitute a new
investigation beyond that announced in Z3, but rather a positive continuation of the branch Z10-
16; in another sense, precisely by giving a positive account of the ovoia of a thing, and by not
even trying to discover separate eternal ovoiot, they step outside the framework of Z3-16."

The new starting-point is the maxim that "the ovcia is an apyn and a cause" (1041a9-10).
That the ovolo of a thing is in some sense an apy™n is not new; what will be new is the particular
way that the ovoto is an apyn of the thing, starting from the formulation that it is a cause, and
more specifically a cause of being to the thing. Aristotle develops this line of thought through the
first half of the chapter, Z17 1041a6-b9, with a transitional comment 1041b9-11; then in the
second half of the chapter, 1041b11-33, he derives the consequences for the relation between the
special kind of apyn that the ovcia is and the ctoryela of the thing. These consequences will
make it possible in H to resolve the dilemmas of Z10-16, and ultimately B#6.%

That the ovolo of a thing, in the sense of the essence, is "whatever is a cause of being, present

'here compare and contrast Burnyeat in particular. also comments on ZH as a unity, and cases to be made for putting
an internal book-division before or after Z17 (noting comments of Jaeger 1912, Furth, FP, Burnyeat, and versions of
scepticism about the unity of ZH, in moderate versions, notably Gill [following Kosman?], and some weird
extremist versions that have been circulating lately [Yu]; also St. Thomas on H as positive and systematic by
contrast with Z; perhaps this is also in Averroes or earlier commentators, d check). d think about where to put all
this: some of this should go either in IIa3 or in the introduction to I18: the current version of the introduction to 118
was written on the assumption that it was introducing just Z10-16, with a separate Ile on Z17-H; if these are being
combined into a single chapter, the introduction to II will need to address the issues of Z17 and H. currently there's
a very brief comment in ITa3, somewhat more in the introduction to 113, d cross-refs

“note issue with Burnyeat (from review) about the internal articulation of Z17 (his attempt to find two levels here
too)
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[évumdpyov] in such things as are not said of a Umokeipevov, as the soul [is the cause of being]
to an animal" was said in A8 (1017b15-16), and most immediately Aristotle at this new turning
point of the investigation of ovctia is returning to A8's list of senses of ovoio. But beyond this,
and most importantly, he is relying on the account of how the sciences investigate 1t €67t in
Posterior Analytics II.> (Turning to the Posterior Analytics here allows him to make a point: it is
no surprise if definitions as they are constructed and understood in dialectic, or in pre-scientific
pre-Socratic-style physics, do not succeed in giving the ovcta; only scientific definition properly
says Tl €071, and the Posterior Analytics analyzes the methods of science.) Posterior Analytics |
had analyzed demonstrations, but left it unclear how we acquire the first premisses of
demonstrations, including definitions (alongside hypotheses and axioms, Posterior Analytics
1,10); Posterior Analytics II tries to explicate definition by starting with the classification of the
four types of scientific question or investigation, and specifically with the thesis that the
investigation Tl €07t is to the investigation €1 €o1t as the investigation 6141t is to the
investigation 6tt. Thus what X is is to that X is as why S is P is to that S is P; or, in short, what X
is is the cause of the fact that X is. Aristotle now draws on this to propose that the right way to
discover the ovoia of X, i.e. the answer to 1t €61t X, is to follow the procedure of the Posterior
Analytics and investigate the cause. (Astonishingly, Bonitz and Ross and Frede-Patzig miss this;
they think that Z17 is beginning from the premiss that an ovotla is a cause--not specifically that
the ovota of X is the cause of the existence of X--and inferring that an ovola is an essence or
form [they do not really distinguish these two concepts]. But it is clear that Z17 begins from the
assumption that the ovotla of X is the essence of X, i.e. the content of a definition of X, turns to
the Posterior Analytics for advice on how to define and takes from it the thesis that the essence
of X is the cause of the existence of X, and then draws consequences for what sort of apyn the
ovota of X will be: the chief consequence is that the ovota of X is an apyn of X which is
neither a ototyglov of X nor composed out of [one or some or all of] the otoryeta of X. If this
conclusion were equivalent to saying that the ovclo of X is the form rather than the matter or
something including the matter, then there might be a danger of circularity in beginning from the
premiss that the ovolo is the definable essence; but this is not what the conclusion means, and
there is no circularity, see discussion below.)"

Z17 takes up two favorite examples of definienda from the Posterior Analytics, thunder {ref =
ref} and (lunar) eclipse {ref = ref}, which can serve as models for investigating the ovcia of X
in general, including in the cases (most interesting from Z's point of view) where X is itself an
ovota.”’ In each case, in order to investigate why X is, we must first know that X is, and in order
to know or even meaningfully assert that X is, we must first have a nominal definition of X. In
the case of thunder, that might be "noise in the clouds"; we first recognize that there is noise in
the clouds, and then investigate why there is noise in the clouds, or (as Aristotle puts it {ref?}),
why noise belongs [Undpyet] to clouds; the answer "because fire is extinguished in the clouds"

3] think I have some discussion of this, at a rather more sophisticated level, in Iy2c; what to do about the conflict?
*Burnyeat is a bit better. maybe add notes on the wanderings of the commentators; note at least some (Bonitz?) seem
to think that the second half of Z17 is a parallel argument to the first half, rather than an application of it

°Ross on 1041b1 (AM I1,224) says that the Posterior Analytics identifies what X is with why X is only in the case of
accidents. but Aristotle, as often, is starting with accidents and passing to the parallel but case of ovsiot, which is
less knowable to us because it is less easy to break X down into the appropriate Umoxeipevov and what must be
received in that bnokeipevov, see discussion below. the Posterior Analytics draws the i €otiv:el £€otLv::d10T1:0T1
analogy without restriction, and it is not true that it gives only accident-examples: Posterior Analytics 11,8 93a21-4
gives the examples of what man is and what soul is in parallel with what thunder is and what eclipse is, and the
procedure is clearly supposed to be analogous in all cases




gives us the scientific definition of fire as "noise produced by extinction of fire in the clouds."
Likewise the nominal definition of (lunar) eclipse might be "darkening of the moon" or more
precisely "darkening of the moon at opposition"; if we ask why darkness belongs to the moon, or
why the moon is darkened, and discover that it is because the earth when directly interposed
between moon and sun blocks the sun's light from the moon, this gives us the scientific definition
of eclipse as "darkening of the moon due to interposition of the earth between moon and sun." In
both of these cases, we need to rewrite a 1-place assertion of being, "X is," as a 2-place assertion
of being, "S is P," in order to investigate its cause (as Aristotle puts it a bit further down, det
SrapBpdoavtac {ntelv, 1041b2-3).% Instead of seeking the cause, to X, of the fact that it is, or
the cause, to X, of the fact that it is X--formulations that seem to lead to dead ends--we seek the
cause, to S, of the fact that it is P. As Aristotle puts it here, "the why [10 10 11] is always
investigated/sought in this way, why something belongs [Vndpyet] to something else" (Z17
1041a10-11), whereas to ask why something is itself leads to tautology.

The problem, however, is to find the appropriate 2-place reformulation for "X is": this may be
obvious enough where X is lunar eclipse, or musical man ("musical man is" = "a man is
musical," "musical belongs to man"), but is less obvious when X is itself an ovcio. The main
task will be to identify the appropriate subject-term S; but this will be whatever the per se
vrokeipevov is of which X is predicated. Aristotle considers different kinds of examples. If X is
house, then its per se vrokeipevov might be (for purposes of the argument) bricks and stones;
then to say that a house is is to say that some bricks and stones are a house, and to investigate
why a house is is to investigate why these bricks and stones are a house (so Z17 1041a26-7, with
an explicit analogy to thunder). However, he also gives another kind of example: where X is
man, {ntoete § av T d1a Tt AvOpmndg £otl Ldov Torovdt (1041a20-21, AbM). That must
mean "why thus-and-such an animal is a man," analogous to d1a ti 1081, olov TAivBor kot
AlBot, oixia €otiv (a26-7), and not, as EJ (and most modern editors) have it, d1a Tt 0 AvOpOTOG
¢ott {@ov totovdi, "why man is thus-and-and-such an animal."” As we have seen, Aristotle
treats the genus as the appropriate matter or matter-of-the-form of the species, and treats
"animal" and "bricks and stones" as analogous. Thus at 1041b5-8 he picks up the examples of
house and man again, and says that we seek or investigate "why the matter is something [tnv
ANV {nrel i 1l ti éotv].® For instance, why are these things [ta81] a house? Because there
belongs/is present [Undpyet] what-it-is-to-be-a-house.” And [why is] this [these things?],'* or

SAb SropBpdoaviac is certainly right over the vague lectio facilior dtopBocovtog EJ

"note as in OSAP paper {perhaps note on Ab and EJ in general and in Z17}. Jaeger and Frede-Patzig print 6
avOpwmnog; Ross prints GvOpwmog, which means that in Ross' judgment Aristotle wrote ANOPQITOC; why then
interpret it as 0 dvOpwmog, which makes less sense?

Sthe second Tt is not in the manuscripts, but is Christ's supplement, accepted by Ross and Jaeger (d check FP), with a
trivial disagreement on whether to print ti €otiv or Tt €oTiv. a supplement is pretty clearly needed (the question isn't
why the matter exists), b8 where we're seeking the cause of the matter @ ti £€otiv (or 1t £61iv according to your
preference) makes clear what is needed, and the corruption from i i €otiv to Tl €oTLv is extremely easy. the
alternative supplement 1081 mentioned in Jaeger's apparatus is wrong, as is clear from the immediately following
phrase, olov oixia tadl 810 ti; {if, as is less likely because lectio facilior, AbM olov oikio tadi 811t ... instead of
EJ olov oixio 108t d1d ti; 81t ..., the point will be the same; see next note on the reading of Ab}, where tadi is not
the predicate but the underlying matter; the predicate is the indefinite oikia, generalized by Christ's tt in 1041b5

%as noted in the previous footnote, I am following (with Jaeger and Ross, check other editors) EJ olov oikia tadt
510 ti; 611 ... rather than AbM otov oikio todi 810 1i; 61t ...; the difference will not be much. {if I understand the
manuscript situation correctly, Jaeger's apparatus is misleading in suggesting that Ab omits tadi here; in fact--if I've
got this right--the tadt which Ab omits is the t0.61 which Jaeger does not print, immediately before vrapyet}. also
where EJ have ta8i Umdpyel 6 Aiv oixiq elvol against AbM Ondpyet oixig elvol, and Ross and Jaeger
compromise on Vrdpyetl & Av oixia elvor, I am provisionally assuming the text of Ross and Jaeger, but I wonder
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[this?] body when it is disposed in this way, a man?'' So we are seeking the cause of the matter
(that is, the form) by which it is something; and this is the ovoto."'? Despite all the textual
uncertainties of this passage, it is clear that "body" or "this body" is proposed as the
vrokeipevov of man in the same way that bricks and stones are the Vnoxeipevov of house;
"body" can be taken indifferently as the genus of man (more general than "animal") or as his
matter, and the differentia or the form which is responsible for a body's being determined as
human will be the ovota of man; T0 cdpa T0dl €xov or ®d1 £xov here corresponds to {Pov
tolovdi at 1041a21. Once, for a given X, we have found such an appropriate vrokeipevov S, we
will look for the cause why S is X, which might be in some cases a final cause (as in the case of a
house, where what makes these bricks and stones a house is that they are assembled in order to
shelter persons and chattel), in other cases an efficient cause (the cases reviewed 1041a27-32),
but which will nonetheless be entailed by the form of X and will be present in its definition, as
the interposition of the earth between sun and moon is present in the definition of lunar eclipse."
As Aristotle says, "it is therefore clear that there is no investigation or teaching in the case of
simples, but rather a different mode of investigating such things" (1041b9-11), where
presumably the "different mode of investigating" is not properly speaking investigating the
simple thing X, i.e. starting from X and determining its essence, but starting from something else
and reaching the simple thing X, or starting from a vaguer description of X and reaching the
conclusion that X is simple and cannot be further determined. (Thus we might start from the
daily motion of the heavens and reach its mover, or start from the i{dtov "the mover of the daily
motion of the heavens," trying to determine the essence of this thing, and conclude that it is a
simple, best described by the negation of any composition.) If X is a simple, then we will not be
able to find a per se vrokeipevov and then a form or differentia added to this Vmoxeipevov to
constitute X, and so we will not be able to rewrite "X is" as a two-place assertion of being, and
thus Aristotle's technique for finding a Adyog ¢ ovotlog will not work. But this is not Aristotle's

whether the text of EJ is defensible. that would depend on taking Undpyet as indicating predication, "because these
things are what-it-is-to-be-house" {is that also what Ondpyelv means at 1041b4-5? or is Undpyetv there 1-place,
with its subject 10 elvo? and what does éxe1v mean in b4? Ross ad locum "8e1 €xev, 'one must know,'. Cf. Bz.
Index 305b46", followed by FP--1 would be surprised, but d follow through Bonitz' texts, which do not at first seem
overwhelming}. Bonitz following some recentiores prints tadi after Urdpyetv, apparently with the sense "these
things, sc. whatever it is to be a house, are present/obtain" {note throughout this passage that while Ross' and
Jaeger's texts are similar, Bonitz' is significantly different--perhaps Bonitz is more willing to follow recentiores?
Christ was probably the innovator here, largely followed by Ross and Jaeger, except that they add J, which doesn't
make too much difference in practice since it rarely differs in any significant way from E}

°EJ 681, Ab 1081, M 108{. M's reading would make sense, but stemmatically it seems more likely that the original
divergence was between 081 and t0di, and that 1ot is a corruption of 1081; tadi is I suppose also lectio facilior in
context

"3 10 odpa 10010 1081 Exov EJ, 1} 10 odpo 108t €xov AbM; whether we keep 10010 or not, Bonitz' emendation of
7001 to 41 (accepted by FP) is probably necessary. if we keep the transmitted text, then "this body, when it has
[=when there is present in it] this [form or essence]" (so Ross). it seems reasonable to print a question-mark with FP
210 aittov {nreitan the YAng (1010 & €01t 10 €180¢) @ Tt £0TLv: 10010 & 1 ovoia. I think Christ and Jaeger are
probably right in deleting "t00t0 & €011 10 £180¢" as a gloss or (as Jaeger would have it) a varia lectio of "t00t0 &
7 oVoia"; treating it as merely parenthetical means too long a gap before " 11 €ot1v" and too close a duplication of
"toVt0 & 1 ovola". Burnyeat cites Laks as proposing to construe the sentence instead as "10 aitiov {nreltal tiig
DANG, 10010 § €071 10 £180¢ @ 11 £oTLv: T0VTO & 1 0Voia," "we are seeking the cause of the matter, i.e. the form by
which it is something, and this is the ovcia"; but it seems to me to be dubious to speak simply of "the cause of the
matter," rather than the cause by which the matter is something (the form is properly the cause of the composite, not
of the matter)

Bthere is no reason to bracket at 1041a28. maybe say something about Aoytidc. on torodtov/Bdtepov at a31-2,
probably efficient vs. final



fault: simple things do not have Adyot, and both physicists and dialecticians agree that it is
complexes that have Adyot spelling them out in terms of their simple constituents, whether these
are maximally universal genera, or earth, water, air, and fire, or Democritean atoms. Thus "since
the so-called genera are universal and indivisible (for there is no Adyog of them), some people
say that the genera are otolyeila" (Metaphysics A3 1014b9-11). And thus Socrates in the third
part of the Theaetetus, in recounting his Dream, says that the ctoiyeto can only be named, and
that since a Adyo¢ is an interweaving of different names and there is no €miotun without Adyoc,
"the otolyelo are dAoyo and unknowable [dyvoota], but only graspable by sensation
[aleOnTa]" (202b5-6); the Adyog of the first syllable of "Socrates" is "that it is sigma and
omega," but sigma itself has no Aéyoc (203a3-b7)."* Aristotle seems to be echoing this part of the
Theaetetus when he says in Posterior Analytics 11,19 that "all érietun is together with Adyog"
and therefore that since the dpyai have no Adyog, there is no €miotun of the apyot, but rather
voug (100b10-12): Aristotle seems to be interpreting Socrates' insistence that the ototxeia can
be grasped only by "sensation" as meaning that they can be grasped only by an immediate act of
intellection superior to émitotun, and he is very likely to be right. What Aristotle means by
saying in Z17 (in agreement with the Socrates of the Theaetetus and perhaps with a consensus of
physicists and dialecticians) that there is properly speaking no investigation of simples becomes
clearer in ®10, where "it is impossible to be deceived about incomposite ovciat, and they are all
in actuality, not in potentiality ... so things which are just a being [6nep €ivor ti--as opposed to
being composed out of an essence and a subject that underlies it] and [in?] actuality,'® about such
things there is no being deceived, but rather either thinking [voeiv] them or not; but the ti €01t is
investigated about them,'® whether they are such or not" (1051b26-33), i.e. the only way to
investigate 1t €6t about such an incomposite ovcia is to investigate whether it is such an
incomposite oboia, and, if the answer is yes, the investigation ceases.'’

Thus for the remaining half of Z17 (1041b11-33) Aristotle is investigating only the Adyog tng
ovcta of a composite thing, of which the paradigm case is a syllable. The main thesis of the
second half of Z17, drawing on the application of the Posterior Analytics in the first half, is that
the ovolo of a composite thing is an apyn of the thing (an apymn prior in a broad sense, not
implying capacity for separate existence) which is neither a ototxelov nor itself composed of
otolyela. This thesis, and more importantly the thinking-through of the apyn/ctoryetov
distinction (clear from the juxtaposition of Al on apyn and A3 on Gtoiy€ilov, but not yet
explicitly applied in the Metaphysics) which necessarily accompanies the proof of the thesis, are
supposed to make possible, in H, the solution of the aporia against the possibility of definition
raised in Z13, and thus a final solution to B#6 and a positive program of formulating the Adyog
¢ ovotog of a given composite object. Although Aristotle is explicit enough about his thesis in
717, there has been considerable confusion in the scholarly literature about its meaning, with
most commentators thinking that the main conclusion of Z17 is that the ovoia of a sensible thing
is its form (as opposed to its matter or to something including its matter). Aristotle does, of
course, believe that the ovctia of a composite thing is its form, and he has said so, indeed taken it
for granted, earlier in Z (e.g. Z7 1032b1-2, Z11 1037a5-7), but he does not seem to be saying

"see discussion in II8 above; I will return to this below

Bevepyeion (i.e. évepyeiq) codices, évépyetat Ross. if Aristotle wrote ENERGEIAL the scribes' choice of
accentuation has no particular authority. however, at b28 (quoted above), évepyeiol seems guaranteed (although Ab
has €vépyeron) by the contrasting duvduet

"°EJ 10 11 o1t {mreltat; Ab has 10 €ott {mteitad.

check whether I've got discussion/translation of this text elsewhere, and d incorporate the notes on ©10 in the
"revisions" document
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that here: Z17 uses the word £18o¢ only once, in a phrase (1041b8) which many editors delete as
an interpolated gloss, and which, even if authentic, seems to be parenthetical; in this chapter
Aristotle is either not saying at all the ovota is the form, or not saying it with any emphasis.
Rather, the conclusion is a commentator's gloss on Aristotle's saying that the ovctia is an apyn
which is neither a ototyetlov nor composed of ototyeta (and that, at least in the case of the
syllable, it is the cause of unity to the many otoiyeia): if we gloss "ototryetov" as "material
constituent,"” we can translate this into saying that the ovcta is neither a material constituent nor
composed of material constituents, and therefore by process of exclusion must be the form. And
Aristotle does indeed say that "a ototyeiov is that into which a thing is divided, being present in
the thing [€vundpyov] as matter,'® as the o and the P are otolyela of the syllable [sc. Ba]" (Z17
1041b31-3). And Aristotle does indeed believe that the ovcia of a composite thing is its form,
and it can indeed be inferred from what he says here, but in the argumentative economy of Z
there would be no point in his arguing for it again here.'® To say that the ovoia of a thing is
neither a ototyetlov nor composed of otoryela implies that the ovcla is a form (or anyway that
it has no matter), but it is strictly stronger than saying that the ovctia is a form: someone who
thinks that the ovcta is a form might very well still hold that it is a 6toly€lov or composed of
otolyela, and Aristotle is concerned to refute this position just as much as narrowly materialist
views. N4 lists as one of the reasons the Academics go wrong about the apyot that "they make
every apyn a otoiyxelov" (1092a6-7), and so in saying that the ovclio is an apyn which is not a
ototyelov Aristotle will be contradicting the Academics as much as the physicists.”’ And, as we
have seen, both the physical and the dialectical sides of the aporia raised in B#6 and taken up in
Z10-16 think that the Adyog thg 0Octag of a thing consists in spelling it out into its ctolyeLq,
whether these ototyelo are (as the physicists say) the material constituents in the ordinary sense,
or (as the dialecticians say) the genera as otoryelo of the form or species. Aristotle thinks that
Plato and other Academics have here borrowed from the physicists a dangerously materialistic
metaphor for the dpyai, and that they get into all kinds of difficulties as a result, which we have
seen worked out in detail notably in Z14 (there is more in H and MN). Indeed, in H3 he goes so
far as to accuse the dialecticians of citing exclusively material dpyai: "nor is man animal and
biped, but there must be something beside these, if these are matter, something which is neither a

"petter "that into which a thing is divided as matter, being present [within the thing; or a constituent, £vurdpyov]"?
the commentators are in some embarrassment as to why the "fresh start" of Z17 should be needed, since Aristotle
has certainly treated form and essence before, and said that they are ovola. Ross says that Aristotle "has discussed
essence from many points of view, but without reaching any very definite conclusion as to whether it is substance
(chs. 4-12)" as well as giving negative judgments on other characterizations of substance (matter, universals, parts)
(AM 11,222, basically following Bonitz, see at the beginnings of Z17 and Z15); as far as Z4-12 goes, this is complete
nonsense. Frede-Patzig try, in their note on Z17 1041a6-7 (I1,308), to diminish the claim of novelty, but they have
no real explanation for why Aristotle thinks the fresh start is needed. for Burnyeat, of course, Z17 is just part of a
larger pattern, of Aristotle following several independent paths from different starting-points, all leading to the
conclusion that the ovsia of a thing is its form (not that he has any very satisfying explanation for this larger
pattern). I agree with Frede-Patzig and Burnyeat, against more "aporetic" readers, that Aristotle is not saying that his
project in Z3-16 has failed,; it is other people's projects, of finding an ovotla-apyn, prior to the thing and so on, in the
vrokeipevoy or the essence or the parts of the Adyog, which have failed; more particularly, those who assume that
the otolyela are prior kot ovoiav to the thing and are actual ovsiat present in the thing, and so on, have no way to
resolve the aporia of Z13, and this is why a fresh start is needed, critically examining the shared assumptions of the
physical and dialectical sides to B#6. this does not explain why Aristotle would need to give a fresh argument that
ovota is form, and indeed he does not

Yindeed, Aristotle himself says in A that the form and matter are otoyeia although the efficient cause is an dpyn
which is not a ototxglov. why he should draw the apyn/octotyxelov distinction in different places in Z and A {and
cp. N} is an interesting question to which I return in III1--perhaps here give a quick preview of my conclusions



otolyelov nor [composed] out of a cTotyelov, but the ovsia; but they leave this out, and state
[only] the matter" (1043b10-13).?' Since this passage is obviously drawing on Z17, whose
language it closely echoes, it is clear that when Z17 likewise says that the syllable is not the
same as its otolxela but also something beside these which is the ovolo, neither a Gtoryetlov
nor [composed] out of Gtolyela, it too intends to exclude the view that man is just animal and
biped, a view on which the ovcio would be a form composed out of the genera and differentiae
as otolxeta. So when Z17 "a otoryelov is that into which a thing is divided, being present in the
thing [€vundpyov] as matter,” as the o and the B are otoryeia of the syllable [sc. Bo],"
"otolrxetov" here has to include not only sensible matter but also the "matter of the form."
Indeed, we have seen that a and B are not sensible matter, but rather matter of the form of Bo,
having the same status as the genera ("the form is out of the matter of the form ... the way man is
out of biped and the syllable is out of the gtotryelov", A24 1023a35-b2, cited Ila3 and II5 above,
rearranged), so that the conclusions of Z17 should apply equally to both cases.”

Aristotle thus argues that, if we apply the methodology of Posterior Analytics Il to defining a
composite thing, like a syllable, the ovolo will be another apyn beside the otolyeia:

Since what is composed out of something [is composed] in such a way that the
whole [0 mav] is one, if it is not like a heap but like a syllable,* the syllable will
not be the otoiyela, nor P and o the same as Bo,> nor the flesh fire and earth (for
when they have been dissolved, these things, e.g. the flesh and the syllable, no
longer exist, but the otoiyeia and the fire and earth [still] exist): so the syllable is
something, not only the vowel and consonant ototyeta but also something else,
and flesh is not only fire and earth or hot and cold but also something else; so if it
were necessary that this too be either a ototyetov or out of otoryelo, then if it is
a otolyelov the same argument would hold (for the flesh would be out of this and
fire and earth and something else again,?® so that it will proceed to infinity); and if
it is out of otoL)€lQ, clearly it must be not out of one but out of several, or it will
be that [single otoiyelov out of which it is]; so that in this case too [if the ovcia
of the syllable is out of several ctoiyetia] we will again give the same argument

*lthere is an important textual issue here; I will discuss the passage in detail in the next section

“better "that into which a thing is divided as matter, being present [within the thing; or a constituent, évurdpyov]"?
“Burnyeat p.61 says that the syllable here, since it can perish, "is clearly a token, not the type, so there is no
inconsistency with the doctrine of Z10.1-35 that the letters are parts of the form." but Aristotle's concern with how to
define something, of which the syllable Bo is an example, and tokens cannot be defined. (nothing can be inferred
from Aristotle's saying that Bo perishes into B and a; "man perishes" can be a statement about the species.) Aristotle
describes the otoiyeio here as matter, but that is consistent with their being parts of the form, since they are matter-
of-the-form, and Aristotle is interested in distinguishing the ovcio of something, not just from its sensible matter,
but also from its matter-of-the-form or appropriate matter; as we saw in Z12, where the ovcia of the thing is its
ultimate differentia rather than its genera. more on the relation with Z12 below

*reading Gv un with Ab and Ross (EJ Bonitz have AL un, Jaeger prints pi); then reading # te cuALaf? 0vK
£otal with Ab, against 1 8¢ culdafn ovk €ott EJ Bonitz Ross Jaeger; this allows us to read the sentence without
anacoluthon. I am not sure this is right (Ab could be smoothing) but it seems worth trying {from Crubellier's
negative apparatus it seems that M agrees with EJ against Ab on the 1e/6¢ and €oti/€oton issues, which if so means
Ab's readings are unlikely to be right; M would agree with Ab on 6v un}

“reading with M 1a010 16 Bo 10 B kai a, the only manuscript reading that stands a chance of being right, although
Ross and Jaeger might be right too. nothing much hangs on it

*reading #1 dAAov EJ Ross against €1 1t 6ALo Ab Jaeger. M has €11 GALo, which seems unconstruable; this
suggests that the archetype had £t dAAov, the hyparchetype of the B tradition corrupts to €1t dALo, Ab corrects to €1
TL GAAO.



as in the case of the flesh or the syllable. So it would seem that this is something
which is not a otolyelov, but is a cause of this's being flesh and that's being a
syllable, and likewise in other cases; and this is the ovoio of each thing (for this is
the first cause of being). (Z17 1041b11-28)

Here Aristotle is responding to the Theaetetus, and denies the Theaetetus' (apparent)”’
identification of the syllable with "all the otoiyetlo." The argument that Aristotle uses, that B and
o can continue to exist when o no longer exists, seems in a sense too broad, since it would
apply also to purely accidental unities such as B-two-feet-above-a. However, Aristotle can reply
that even B-two-feet-above-a is something beside B and o, but that in this case what is beside 3
and a is only an accident, here a relation, whereas if the syllable is an ovcio, what is beside the
otolxela will be an ovcta. (Recall from Z13 that if Ba is actually one ovoia, the B and o in Bo
cannot be actually many ovctat; they must be, of themselves, potentially one, becoming actually
one when united in the syllable, and actually many when the syllable is dissolved. The presence
of an accident would not be enough to make them actually one ovoio; a heap, as opposed to a
syllable, would be actually many ovotiol with a merely accidental unity.) The last sentence of the
quoted passage makes clear that Aristotle is applying the methodology for investigating ovcio
that the first half of Z17 has extracted from the Posterior Analytics: "the ovcio of each thing (for
this is the first cause of being)" is "a cause of this's being flesh and that's being a syllable, and
likewise in other cases." The ovoio of Ba will be "the cause of that's being a syllable,"” where
that is the appropriate vVroxeipevov of the syllable Ba, namely B and o: the ovcta of Bo will be
whatever cause makes 3 and o Bo, rather than aff or two separate ototyeia. So much follows
automatically from the first half of Z17, applied to the case of the syllable; where Aristotle seeks
to make further progress is by arguing that this cause is neither itself a ctoiyelov of Ba, nor
composed of ototryeto. He takes it for granted that this cause is neither  nor a, so that if it is a
otolxelov of Po it is a third otoryelov added to B and a; but if it is a third, as it were invisible
otolyetlov contained in fo beside B and o, then again there will be a need of a further cause
which makes B and o and the third otoiyetlov into a syllable, and there will be an infinite regress
of otolxela within the syllable. Again, if we posit that this cause is itself composed of ctoiyelo,
it will be composed of more than one (Aristotle assumes that the concept of otoryetov, and of
dividing a thing into its ctolyela, implies that there is more than one of them, otherwise there is
not division), and these will require a further cause to make them into a single thing, and again
there will be an infinite regress of causes of unity and ctoixeia within them. The claim seems to
be not just that these regresses must be broken at some stage, but that only the eventual cause
which is not itself a otoiyetlov and does not need a further cause to unite it to the other ctoiyeta,
and which is not itself composed of otoryelo and does not need a further cause to unite its
otolyetlo to each other, will be the genuine cause of unity to the initial syllable; and so we
should have jumped immediately to it as the cause of unity, and skipped the intermediaries. In
any case, we have seen that not everything is either a syllable or a ctoiyetlov; there must be a
third option, however it is to be characterized, and it is here that we must look for the cause of
being of a syllable. Thus "since some things are not ovciot, but those which are ovolot are
constituted according to nature and by nature, this nature would seem to be an ovcio, which is
not a otoly€loV but an apymn; a otoryelov is that into which a thing is divided, being present in
the thing [€vundpyov] as matter, as the o and the B are otoiyeto of the syllable [sc. Ba]"

Tsame footnote as in OSAP if I haven't already included it; reference to discussion in II8.



(1041b28-33).%® Aristotle is here certainly not concluding the chapter and the book with an
emphatic declaration that, among sensible things, only the natural ones and not artifacts are
genuine ovolot: that would come out of the blue, with no argument at all, and without much
indication that the issue had ever been of interest. Rather, his tone here is concessive: admittedly,
many sensible composites (such as heaps, or indeed syllables) are not ovctat, and so seeking the
cause of being of such things will not get us to the ovolat of sensible ovciat; nonetheless, the
examples we have given, which are easier to analyze, are analogical models for seeking the
causes of being of the more interesting natural bodies (the things to which ovola most obviously
belongs according to Z2, presumably because prior to all other bodies); in such cases, the cause
of being will be the nature, and this nature will be, like the cause of unity to the g and o in Ba, an
apyxn which is not a ctoryetlov. The emphatic final position is given, not to considerations about
nature, but to the apyn/otoiyetov distinction, here made explicit for the first time and offered as
the key to solving the problem about ovcia, and to the notion of otoly€la as evundpyovta into
which things are divided as matter, taken from A3.

But what are we supposed to have learned in concluding that the cause of being of a composite
is not a otoryetov? In the case of the syllable Ba, we have learned that the letters B and o are not
enough to be its cause of being, and whatever else must be added to  and o to turn them into Bo.
cannot literally be a third letter in the syllable; we are also not to think of it as analogous to a
letter, although it must still be some kind of apyn. But how exactly will it be different from a
letter, and how will that solve the problem of a regress of otoixeia? It is not enough simply to
say that it is formal rather than material: as we have seen, Aristotle thinks that people who think
of the form as a oto1y€lov, or as being composed out of the genera as otolyela, are in the same
difficulty as those who posit more straightforwardly material otoiyeio. But what are these
people doing wrong, and how should their way of thinking of the apyot be modified to solve the
problem? The crucial assumption that generated the regress was that neither B nor a can be the
cause of the unity of § with a and thus of the being of Ba; whatever third thing X we introduce as
a cause must also be the cause of its own unity with the ctoiyeta in the syllable. But for this
solution to be possible, X must not be capable of existing ka8 o016 apart from the otolyeia: its
existence must entail that they exist and are united to it. (Thus X cannot be a ctoiyetov in the
sense that the composite is "divided" into it and the other otolyela: if the composite is
"divided," in such a way that X ceases to be united to the otoiyeto, X must cease to exist.) This
will be the case if the otoiyeta are the per se vrokeipevov for X, not in the sense in which they
are the per se vnokeipuevov for the syllable, not in the sense in which the matter is the per se
vnokeipevov for the matter-form composite, but in the sense in which the matter is the per se
vrokeipevov for the form, if the form is something like the form of snubness, which is said
neither according to nose nor without nose. Just saying that the cause X is united to the ctoiyeia
as form to matter is not in itself a solution: if X is a form which can exist separate from matter, or
even if X depends on a more general matter but not on the particular matter of the otoiyeia (say

*note textual issues (i) oot ovotan is right, (ii) katd ¢voLv Kol dpvoet is one of Jaeger's more plausible cases for a
varia lectio in the hyparchetype of E and J, but it remains possible that J preserves the original reading, and that E
ane Ab independently simplify {as FP note, Asclepius has it, so much older than e.g. a marginal note in the
exemplar of J}; if we keep J's text, maybe "naturally, and thus by some nature,”" making a transition to thematizing
that nature {FP's idea of a xota pvorv/dvoet distinction less likely, where such a distinction does appear the ¢pvoet
things aren't ovoiot}; (iii) the more interesting issue is 1041b30 ¢avein dv o, if this is right, which it might be, it
weakens all the more the point about nature; but more likely it's like 86&eie & dv in b25 (who reads the kot
mentioned by Ross but not Jaeger? it seems the archetype must have had something there, presumably something
ending in iota). M agrees with Ab throughout here.
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X is the form of sphere, which depends on three-dimensional extension but not on bronze), a
further cause of unity of X and the otoiyeia will be required. What is needed is that X should
depend in its A0yog on the otoly€la, in the way that "with the B before the o, as the cause that
makes B and o into the syllable o, depends on B and o.

This line of thought helps to show how Aristotle would avoid the argument which Plato uses
in the Theaetetus to show that the syllable must be the same as all its toiy€la together.
Working on the hypothesis that nothing can be scientifically known without a Adyog, that
otolyxela are unknowable because they are simples and so have no Adyot, and that we can know
syllables only by going through their ototyelo and thus giving their Adyog, Plato argues that if
the syllable is something other than all its ctoiyeta, but is rather "some one form that comes-to-
be out of each of the otolyelo when they are fitted together" (204al-2), then the syllable too will
be simple and will not have a Adyog, and so will be unknowable like the otoiyeia (205¢c1-e4,
cited II5 above). Aristotle will say that while the syllable contains something else, the ovota,
beside the otoiyeta, and while this ovoto itself cannot have otoiyeila on pain of an infinite
regress, this ovcto is not itself a further simple in the same sense that the ototyela are, as if it
could exist apart from them. Rather, it presupposes the otoiy€la as its appropriate matter, and is
neither them nor without them, as snubness is neither nose nor without nose, and so a Adyog can
be given of it, in the same qualified sense that a A0yog can be given of snubness: we explain what
snubness is by explaining what it is for a nose to be snub, and we explain what the ovota of Bo is
by explaining what it is for  and o to be fo (namely, for them to be joined with the 3 before the
o). As we saw, this is how Aristotle explains the relation between genus and differentia, with the
differentia presupposing the genus as snub presupposes nose, rather than being added to it as a
further otoiyetov: this was the key to his resolving an aporia against genus-differentia
definitions in Z12, and he takes the idea up again in Z17 and in its subsequent development in H.

This is not a coincidence: the genus-differentia definitions discussed in Z12 are among the
kinds of Adyor ¢ ovolog that will result from the procedure described in Z17: this is clear from
the example of man, where we start from the appropriate Uroxeipevov, animal, and then
investigate the cause why thus-and-such an animal is human, which will be a differentia. Indeed,
the example of Bo can be put in this way too: the genus of Ba is B and o, and the differentia of Bo
is with-the-B-before-the-a. And it would be very surprising if Z17, in describing the ovcio of a
thing, contradicted the conclusion of Z12 that the oUcla of a thing is its ultimate differentia. Z17
is, rather, going beyond Z12, asking further questions about the status of the ovcia of a thing and
its relation to the otoiyeto and the procedure for finding it, and doing so in a broader context,
rather than simply assuming the genus-differentia structure of definitions.

The scholarship usually has not connected Z17 with Z12 on differentiae, in part because of the
false view that Z12 is not an intended part of Z, but also because Z17 is usually taken to say that
in every case the ovcta of a thing is the cause of unity to its many otoiyeta (and this is taken to
mean the cause that unifies and arranges the material constituents--which is just to say, the
form). But actually Z17 seems not to say this. Z17 says that in every case the ovcia of X is the
cause which explains why the Onokeipevov of X is X; this will be a cause of unity to many
otolyela in the case of house (where the vmokeipevov is bricks and stones), but apparently not
in the case of man as Aristotle describes it in Z17. Aristotle thinks that in every case the ovoia is
an apym which is neither a ctotyelov nor composed of 6toryela, and he devises a clever infinite
regress argument to prove this in the cases where the ovoia is a cause of unity to many
otoiyela. This proof also clarifies the concept of an dpyn which is not a ctotyelov, and allows
us at least to recognize the possibility that the ovcia is in every case not a Gtotx€ilov; perhaps it
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even allows us to prove this, since if the ovota of X were a otoryeilov of X, there would have to
be at least one other otoiy€lov, and if no otory€lov can be the cause of its own unity with other
otolyeto, there would have to be a further cause of the (at least two) ctoiyeia in X, and this,
rather than any of the ototyela, would be the ovcio of X. But none of this implies that in every
case the ovola of X is the cause of unity to many otoiyela, or that every X has many otoiyeia
that must be mentioned in its definition. Beyond the example of man in Z17 itself, this point
becomes clear in H, which (as we will see in the next section) is systematically applying Z17's
procedure for formulating the ovcio of a thing: first find the appropriate vnokeipevov of X, then
find the cause which makes this X (this procedure is made especially explicit in H4, but governs
the whole of the book). H2 puts this by saying that having discussed the "ovcio as underlying
[Umoxewuévn] and as matter, and this is what is potentially [oUcta]," we must proceed "to say
what the ovoia as €évépyeto of the sensibles is" (1042b9-11), where this is the differentia. But
"there are clearly many [kind of] differentiae: some things are said through the composition of
the matter, as whatever are said through blending, like honey-water; other things are said through
tying, like a bundle; others by gluing, like a book [i.e. a scroll]; others by nailing, like a box;
others by several of these; others by position, like a threshold and a lintel [at the bottom and top
of a doorway respectively], for these differ by being placed [kelc001] in a certain way; others by
time, like dinner and breakfast; others by place, like the winds; others by affections of the
sensibles like hardness and softness, denseness and rareness, dryness and wetness, and some by
some of these and some by all of these, and, in general, some by excess and some by deficiency"
(1042b15-25). Here the differentiae which are the ovstat of the box, book, bundle and
honeywater are causes of unity to many ctotyelo, but it seems very hard to maintain this for the
threshold, the winds, and breakfast, or for hardness and softness and so on; and yet Aristotle
treats all of these as cases of the same procedure of definition, surely the procedure introduced in
Z17.In H, as in Z17, Aristotle is concerned to show the insufficiency of definitions that merely
list otoiyelo, including the genera and differentiae when these are conceived as material
constituents in the intelligible world, which is how he thinks the Platonists conceive them ("nor
is man animal and biped, but there must be something beside these, if these are matter,
something which is neither a 6totyelov nor [composed] out of a Totyelov, but the ovolia; but
they leave this out, and state [only] the matter," H3 1043b10-13, cited above); but he does not
claim that in every case the ovolo is the cause of unity to many ototyela, and his positive view
is surely not that the ovota of man is a third thing which is the cause of unity to the ctoiyeia
animal and biped, but rather that it is biped (or whatever the ultimate differentia of man turns out
to be), which when rightly conceived is not a 6totyelov but some other kind of dpyn, and which,
because it essentially presupposes the genera and higher differentiae, needs no further cause to
unite it to them.

The reason why Aristotle is drawing this dpyn/ctotyelov distinction in Z17, and arguing
(using the Posterior Analytics account of the ovcta as the cause of being and the infinite regress
argument) that the ovola of a thing is an dpyn which is neither a 6totyelov nor composed of
otolyElo, 1S to resolve the aporia from the end of Z13, which argued that we cannot give any
Adyog ThG ovelog, because an ovola cannot be composed either out of non-ovota (since then
non-oveia would be prior to ovcia) or out of ovGlot present in it in actuality (since then it
would be many ovotlat and not one ovoia). That argument depended on the assumptions, taken
for granted by the Theaetetus and by both sides of the dispute in B#6, that the Adyoc of a thing
consists in spelling it out into its constituent ctoty€io, that the ovsio of the thing is all of these
otolyela collectively (in a different way, each otoiyeiov individually can be called the ovcio of
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the thing), and that these otoiy€la are prior to the thing, drawing no distinction between priority
in Adyog and priority in ovcio. The aporia was neutral to whether the otolyeio were physical or
dialectical otolyela, and Z15 does not resolve the aporia by saying that the definable ovctia is a
form, and if this were what Z17 were saying it would not resolve the aporia either. But given
what Z17 has in fact done in challenging the assumptions about the relation of the ovoia to the
oTolyela, we can go back to the aporia of Z13 and see if there is now a way out. An ovoila X
has no Adyog if it is simple, and so it is legitimate to ask what X is composed out of. If it is
composed out of non-ovciot, in the sense of being composed out of things in the other
categories, then it is indeed impossible to explain how an ovcta could arise out of them;
however, if the objection is rather that a non-ovcio would be prior to an ovcio, we can answer
by saying that the constituent ototyela which are mentioned in the Adyog of a thing must be
prior to it in Adyog, but not necessarily in ovcta. If the otolyela cannot be things in accidental
categories, and cannot be actual ovciot, the obvious alternative is to say that they are potential
ovotatl, and indeed this is what Aristotle has said both about physical material constituents in
716 and about genera in Z12. Now if the otoly€io are each merely potential ovotia, the totality
of the otolyela would not be an actual ovotlo. But X is not simply the totality of its ctoiyelo,
but also something else, and this something else is the €évépyela of the otoiyetio, as Z12 of the
differentia as the evépyetro of the genus, and as is also true of the soul as the €vépyeia of the
parts of the animal. It should therefore be possible to give a Aoyog of X without falling into the
aporia of Z13, if we start by finding the appropriate vrokeipevov of X (whether this is a single
genus or a single matter or a plurality of 6tolyeia), where this Unoxeipevov is potentially X,
and then add the cause which makes this actually X. Because the vrokeipevov is only
potentially ovoto, it or its parts will not be prior to X in ovcia but only in Adyoc, and there will
not be actual ovctat present in X; because the actuality essentially presupposes the
vrokeipevov, there will be no regress to a further cause to unite it with the vroxeipevov; and
because this actuality can no more exist without the composite than the composite can exist
without it, it will not properly be prior in ovcio, but rather simultaneous. And indeed,
Metaphysics H, starting from Z17, will develop all of these thoughts, and not simply as an
answer to an aporia, but as a program for actually stating the Adyog thg ovolog of a given X.

This does not mean that B#6 has now been solved. We have seen how Aristotle resolves an
objection that Z13 raises equally against both sides of B#6. We have also seen some advice
about how to give either a dialectical or a physical definition. A good genus-differentia definition
of X should start from the appropriate genus of X, a genus which must be potentially X, and
therefore cannot be a separate unchangeable ovoio, and must proceed to differentiac which are
appropriate to that genus. A good physical definition should start from the appropriate matter of
X, which cannot be an individual matter, and it must give not merely the material constituents,
but also the form which is essentially inseparable from those material constituents, and which
actualizes them. But the problem remains which was stated in B#6: there is good reason to think
that to know X we must give its physical definition, and good reason to think that we must grasp
its form through a genus-differentia definition; "but it is not possible to speak in both ways of the
apyot. For there is one Adyog thg ovolag [of a given thing]; but the definition through genera
and the one that says out of what constituents [the thing] is are different" (998b11-14). Here too
H will take up the issue on the basis of the conclusions of Z.

IIe2: H: the path to the Adyog Thg ovolag
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I will not discuss H in nearly as much detail as Z, because it is not a crucial link in the overall
argument of the Metaphysics. As I have noted, there is a sense in which it does not belong to
metaphysics at all. H shows how to give a A0yo¢ th¢ ovolog in a way that escapes the aporiai
first raised in B#6 and then developed in Z, especially Z13. These aporiai were raised in order to
block the physicists' and dialecticians' projects of reaching the dpyati as the otolyelo into which
things are spelled out by their definitions, and in Aristotle's view the aporiai, as aporiai against
those projects, are decisive and unsolvable. But because the aporiai also challenge the possibility
of giving any Adyog t1g ovolag, and thus the possibility of science, it is also important for
Aristotle to solve the aporiai, in a way that makes clear that neither the otoiyelo, nor the cause
additional to the otoly€la, is an apymn in the strict sense (prior to the thing in ovotla and thus
separable from the thing). This solution belongs to metaphysics in the weak sense that it belongs
to the first philosopher to raise aporiai about the apyai, and, once he has raised these aporiai, it
also belongs to him to solve them. Certainly something would be seriously missing from the
Metaphysics if we did not have H, if Z simply ended with the aporiai, especially from Z13, at a
loose end. Now indeed, as I have been stressing, Z17 gives the crucial starting-point for solving
the aporiai. But only the starting-point: it does not explicitly address the aporiai, and, in
particular, does not mention the actuality-potentiality distinction, even if, in the light of Z12 on
the genus as matter, Z16 on the parts of animals and earth-water-air-fire as dvvduetic, and Z13 on
the parts of an ovcia as only potentially present, it is obvious that the otolyeia of X collectively
are only potentially X, and that otoiyelo are only potentially ovota. Z17, in reflecting on the
Posterior Analytics program of finding the ovcio of X as the cause of the existence of X, and
more precisely as the cause, to the per se Umokeipevov of X, of its being X, and in thus reaching
the conception of an cpyn which is not a ototryelov, reaches the end of an upward way; H gives
the downward way from this starting-point back down to the Adyog thg oveiag.

In describing briefly how H does this, my main concern will be with the internal argument-
structure of H, and with its relations to threads of argument left over from Z. In particular, I want
to show that H has an argument-structure. This does not go without saying: it seems to be fairly
widely believed that H is just a pile of scraps left over after Z. This is certainly a priori possible--
something like this seems to be true notably of o, and H as a much shorter book after Z bears
some resemblances to o coming after A--but I think it is not true of H.*> On the other hand, it
also seems to be fairly widely believed that H in some important way goes beyond Z. Certainly
H applies the concepts of évépyeta and dvvouirg much more often that Z, and this fact needs to
be explained one way or another; some writers have thought that by so doing H constructs a
bridge from Z to © or even to A (needed perhaps because, while separate unchanging ovoiot are
not the focal meaning of form, they might still be the focal meaning of €évépyeira), but I think
this is true only in a weak and disappointing sense.’® Beyond this, there has been the thought,
going back at least to Thomas Aquinas, that Z is in some sense provisional or dialectical, and
that only H gives a positive scientific exposition of ovcia; this view is held nowadays by those
followers of the criteria-and-candidates reading of Z who think that Z does not argue decisively
for any one candidate, and in a different way by Burnyeat, who thinks that the argument-
structure he discerns in Z, of repeated investigations beginning from different logical starting-

*cf. Burnyeat in his map of Z for the best account I have read of the shape and functions of H. but even though
Burnyeat explicitly sets himself against the pile-of-scraps view, he is only able on his own terms to save some parts
of H, while leaving others as piles of scraps (though sorted piles, i.e. a pile of scraps on matter here, a pile of scraps
on form there). given a different reading of Z and of the overall agenda of ZH, I think we can do better

¥some references, and note on the idea of two distinct potentiality-actuality models, the second replacing the first
(Gill building on Kosman)
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points and then drawing on physics, each supporting the conclusion that the ovcio of a thing is
its form, is given up in H and replaced by systematic positive exposition.”’ Given the
interpretation of Z that I have offered, it should be possible to give an overall account of H which
explains these different appearances. It is true that H resolves aporiai left over from Z, not the
alleged aporia about whether matter or form or the composite is more properly oveia (Z makes
perfectly clear that the form of a natural thing is its ovcia, and Aristotle has no interest in
ranking candidates for ovcla), but aporiai about how to state a Adoyog tg ovoiog. It is also true
that H gives a systematic positive account of ovcio and that Z does not: not because Z aims at a
metaphysical theory of ovcta and is unable to get beyond the preliminary dialectical phase, but
because Z is a successful demolition of the physicists' and dialecticians' attempts to reach the
apyal as ovotot of the manifest things, and because, in refuting the physicists' and dialecticians'
strategies for giving a Adyog thg ovoiag, Aristotle creates for himself a problem about whether
we can give a Adyog t¢g ovolog at all. H's positive account of ovcta--that is, of definition--is not
a step beyond Z into positive metaphysics (which might be carried further by © or A), but a
consolation prize after Z has shown that there is no way from being-as-ovoio to a positive
account of the apyot; and ® abandons the investigation of the dpyoal as causes of ovoio and
tries a different approach instead, one that will lead to the positive conclusions of A. While H's
mode of exposition is positive, it contains no really new ideas, just a working out of
consequences from Z, especially from Z17; it is understandable that the result looks like a pile of
outtakes from Z, but if we keep in mind the goal of resolving the aporiai about definition we can
see what they are all in aid of. And even the "positive" H (like the "positive" ® and A) contains
much that is negative: Aristotle wants to show that his account of ovcio can resolve the aporiai
about definition, and that other accounts, especially Platonist accounts, cannot, and thus H winds
up including what have been seen as gratuitous and digressive polemics against Platonist
positions.

One way in which a contrast between an "aporetic" Z and a "positive" H is misleading is that it
is really only Z3-16 which are aporetic: Z17 offers positive results (for the investigation of the
ovota of sensible things, not for the attempt to get from the ovoio of sensible things to prior
eternal ovciat, which has received its decisive negative conclusion at the end of Z16), and H
picks up on Z17 continuously enough that we might well want to challenge the traditional book-
division between Z and H, and put the break at the end of Z16 instead. (Even the Jaeger of 1912,
who thought that almost every book of the Metaphysics was a quasi-independent Adyog or
uébodog, treated ZH together as a single pébodog, and it would be very hard to deny that ZH
form a unit within the larger Metaphysics. Both Furth and Burnyeat, in outlining ZH, treat Z17-H
as a single unit within ZH. ** The case is similar to that of MN, where Syrianus says that some
manuscripts put the book-break in the middle of M9, at 1086a21, and where this division indeed
makes as much sense as the transmitted one.) > However, there is certainly an objective

3¢ is, however, also sometimes thought that H, particularly in the "summary" of Z in H1, misstates, or states too
crudely, the structure or conclusions of Z. This is most often used to show that H presupposes an earlier version of
Z, and that Z7-9 or Z12 are later insertions; this idea is groundless, and I have dealt with it above {refs}. Sometimes
the same premiss is used for wilder conclusions, e.g. that H is not in fact a sequel to Z, or that H1 is spurious--as e.g.
the Londinenses suggest to avoid admitting that Z is about the "causes and dpyat and otorxeio of ovoior". There is
no point in discussing this kind of thing, but it is worth thinking about how H presents the results of Z, with what
emphases and omissions, and why.

*2although there is tension in Burnyeat between treating Z17-H together and saying that Z17 (like Z3-16) follows the
two-level method and that H does not; see my review

3refs in Syrianus and in discussion of MN above
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articulation in the text where the manuscripts mark the beginning of H: "so we must reason
[cvAAoyileoBor] from the things that have been said, and, after collecting the main point
[cuvayoyovec 10 keddratov],” add a conclusion [téhoc]. Now it has been said that we are
investigating the causes and apyot and ototxeilo of ovotlaot [rather than of something else] ..."
(1042a3-6). So here we are in some way pausing to take stock of the results achieved in Z, and
assessing their implications for the question of the causes and apyot and ototyela of ovoiat.
When Aristotle says that we must now cuALoyilecsOat, Bonitz and Ross suggest that this should
be taken in the etymological sense of "reckoning up the sum" of the results of Z; this is attractive
and I think at least partly right, but misleading if it suggests that all of the real work has already
been done in Z. It is more accurate to say that Z has completed the upward way to the principles
of this investigation, and that H then reasons downward from these principles, and in particular
applies them to solving questions left over from Z; a good parallel is in M4, where Socrates
"reasonably, was seeking the 11 €ott: for he was seeking to cuALoyilecsBat, and the starting-
point [apyn] of cuAAoyiopotl is the ti €ot" (1078b23-5). Here the point is not simply that
Socrates was seeking to construct formally valid arguments, since these can have any kind of
premisses, and do not require knowledge of essences; rather, he was seeking the demonstrative
syllogisms that constitute scientific knowledge, and since these must begin from definitions that
grasp the 1l €011, he was on the upward way seeking these definitions through induction and
dialectical refutations. If the aorist cuvayoyovtec 10 kedpdrarov is correct (and it appears to be),
Aristotle would be distinguishing two stages: first, in the retrospective H1 1042a6-24 we
summarize the results of Z, and then in the main body of H we add the "conclusion," showing
how on the basis of these results to give the Adyog thg ovolag of a given X in a way that avoids
the aporiai.’> However, the summary does not seem to give us the results of Z which we will
actually need in order to draw the conclusion. The summary (following Z2-3, see discussion in
Ila)) emphasizes the distinction between the "agreed-on ovctlot" (earth, water, air, fire, the
heavenly bodies, plants and animals and their parts) and further contested ovctat, which might
be entirely independent from the sensible ovotlat (as mathematicals are often supposed to be,
and as Platonic forms might also be), but which might also be connected with the agreed-on
ovoio, if it can be argued that they are the ovciot of the agreed-on ovsiot (in any of the four
ways listed in the first sentence of Z3), and are therefore ovctat in an even higher degree than

*note with both verbs the manuscript divergence present/aorist, d discuss. the interpretive issue is much more
important with the second verb, where (according to Jaeger) we have cuvoyoydvtag J, cuvdyovtag E (but with the ¢
then erased), cuvayaydvto Ab; I don't know what M and C have. if there is no contamination, the archetype must
have had cuvayayovta or cuvayoyoviag; and from this to cuvdyovia or cuvdyovtag is a far easier corruption (by
saut du meme au meme, as well as producing a more common form) than the reverse

¥see Burnyeat for the idea of two stages, first a summary and then a conclusion. Burnyeat does not, however, seem
to think of the main body of H as solving an aporia left over from Z, or as a "downward way" from the crucial
distinction, needed for the solution and drawn in Z17 (although he does see it as starting from Z17, and as giving a
systematic positive exposition in a way that Z does not), and he does not take it as syllogizing in any strong sense
from results of Z. Burnyeat also says enough to dispose of the silly idea that H1 1042a6-24 is summarizing not Z but
something else (except that he is willing for it to be summarizing a version of Z prior to the insertions of Z7-9 and
Z12; there is no good reason to accept this, see discussions above). he makes the interesting suggestion that the text
is summarizing not the results of Z but rather the main heads of discussion, and there is something to be said for this:
it does mention some conclusions, but very selectively and schematically. however, it does not seem easy to get
KedaAoLov to mean this before the imperial period. see the quite interesting article in LSJ s.v. keodAorog: the
relevant sense seems to be 11,2 (something like a UmotOT®oic--1 think I've discussed that, probably in discussing Z3-
-except after rather than before the full discussion), with perhaps also a metaphorical use of the financial sense 11,5
(the sense "head of discussion," cited from writers of the first century AD, is I1,4; but there seems no explanation of
why it would be singular in this sense)
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the agreed-on ovUcton are (so 1042a6-16). Aristotle does record that the investigation of the
essence led us to consider definitions, and thus the parts of the Adyoc, and the question which
parts of the thing are parts of its ovcia or of its definition (1042a17-21--presumably the parts of
the definition, if not themselves already agreed-on ovciot, would be among the further ovcion
that we could argue to as ovctot of the agreed-on ovstat), but he does not recall the aporiai
about definition, or any of the results, except that the universal and the genus are not ovota
(1042a21-2). Most strikingly, he has no recapitulation of Z17, which has made the decisive
contribution to solving the aporia of Z13, and which is the part of Z that H will in fact draw on
most heavily. Burnyeat has proposed what must be the right explanation of this absence: H1 is
directly continuous with Z17 and so has no need to summarize it; rather, H1 is looking back on
earlier parts of the investigation of Z from the perspective of the new starting-point of Z17. H
will not make inferences from the summary of Z2-16 in H1 1042a6-24, but rather will make
inferences from Z17 on the topics of Z2-16 as presented in the summary, topics concerning "the
causes and apyal and otoryelo of ovolot," with the exception of those topics which the
summary reports as having already been settled (negatively) in Z, that is, the genus and the
universal as ways to further ovctot. The remaining topics, as H1 reports them, are the
vmokelpevov, the essence, and the definition and its parts; and since it is clear from Z17 that the
appropriate Urokeipevov of X will be included in the definition of X, this reduces to saying that
we must investigate the definition and its parts as expressing the essence of the thing, in the light
of the application of Posterior Analytics Il in Z17 and of the resulting distinctions.

H1-2: vrokeipevov and differentia

H3 begins something new in the argument of H, and something clearly going beyond Z, and it
is here that the controversies about the structure (or lack of structure) of H become acute;’® but it
is clear that the second half of H1 (1042a24-b8), and then H2, are deliberately designed as a pair
of discussions, first of the "ovotla as underlying [Orokeluévn] and as matter, and this is what is
potentially [i.e. potentially ovcia, or potentially each given ovoia]" (thus summarized H2
1042b9-10), and then of "the ovolo as evépyela of the sensibles" (b10-11; all summarized at the
end of H2, 1043a26-8). To investigate either of these, as in Z, we begin with the form-matter
compound ovoio, and keep on analyzing 1t €ott. The underlying matter is said to be "agreed on"
(1042b9-10) and does not need an extended treatment, while there is more to be said about the
form or évépyera. Aristotle's accounts here can seem disappointing, as if they are merely a
survey (summarizing from Z, or adding a few bits that he forgot to include in Z) of the different
things within the sensible domain that are called ovota, the composite and the matter and the
form (each of which is with different qualifications, e.g. "actually" or "potentially," said to be
ovola and t0de 11 or separate, H1 1042a26-31), giving a brief description of each. But in fact
these paired discussions (with the heavy emphasis on the second, H2) are parts of an ongoing
argument, developed throughout H, about how to give a Adyog thg ovolag of a given X. First
you must find the vmoxeipevov of X. The point Aristotle now wants to make about this
VTOKEIUEVOV is not (as in Z3) that it is not without serious qualifications an ovcio or an dpyn
(although that is recalled 1042a27-8, "I call matter what, not being a this in actuality, is a this in
potentiality"), but that different things have different appropriate vroxeipeva, as is revealed by
physical analysis of what must underlie the change from not-X to X. (The claim "that matter too
is ovola", 1042a32, is apparently meant to be justified by the argument that, like the more

3¢ite Burnyeat p.71 if not cited already
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obvious kinds of change, generation and corruption too have a persisting vrokeipevov: this will
be the appropriate Urokeipevov of X if X is an ovcio, and it will be--in potentiality--an ovcio
rather than some other category.)37

We might now expect H2 (following the model of Z4-9) to turn from the vVroxeiyuevov to the
essence, but now Aristotle speaks instead of turning from the Umoxeipevov to the differentia, and
(also) from the potential to the actual ovctla. And this is following out the program of definition
begun in Z17. We are not turning from the Umoxeipevov to the essence as if the vmokeipevov
were extrinsic to the essence: rather, to determine the essence of X, we begin by determining the
appropriate vrmoxeipevov of X, and then proceed to determine the cause, to this vrokeipevov, of
its being X, which will be the differentia of X.*® This differentia is the cause of there being an X
(&pyai Tob eival, 1042b32-3), and since, as Aristotle now recalls from Z17, the ovoto is the
aitiov 100 lvor €xooctov (1043a2-3), the differentia can be called the (whole) ovoto of X: not,
however, as excluding the vroxeipevov of X, but rather because it presupposes this
VTOKELUEVOV, as snub presupposes nose or as the evépyero of some dVvaLLg presupposes that
dvvoypg. Aristotle will say (with reference back to the two types of definition from B#6) that
"the Adyog by way of the differentiae is [the Adyoc] of the form and the eévépyera, while the
Adyog out of the constituents [€vurdpyovta] is rather [the Adyoc] of the matter" (1043a19-21),
and if he had said "the Adyo¢ by way of the genera and differentiae is [the Adyog] of the form" it
might have been plausible to think that he meant this kind of Adyog to exclude rather than to
presuppose the matter; but since he says "the Adyog by way of the differentiae," it is clear that he
means that the differentiae presuppose and implicitly contain what they are per se predicated of,
what they are differentiae of; and since H2 regularly speaks of the differentia (or equivalently the
€vepyero) as being the differentia (or the €évépyera) of a Vmoxeipevov or a matter rather than of
a genus, he means this Adyog to presuppose and implicitly include the appropriate underlying
matter. (This kind of Adyog of X will not include the matter of X under every description--
certainly not this individual matter, or any other matter which is not required by the differentiae
of X, so if X is house, perhaps not bricks or stones but only housebuildable material in general.)
It is contrastive with most of Z, both that Aristotle now speaks of searching for the differentia
(and not simply for the essence), and that he speaks of it as signifying the €évépyeia (and not
simply the form). The concepts of €évépyera and dvvapig will be crucial in applying the program
of Z17 to solve the aporia from Z13: if X is an ovotia, the things in the Adyog of X cannot be
mere qualities, but neither can they be actual ovctat, or rather, no more than one of them can be
actual ovciot; all but one of them must be potential ovotlot, indeed must be (collectively if they
are more than one) potentially a single ovcta; these will be (collectively if they are more than
one) the Urokeipevov of X, and the remaining thing in the Adyog of X, the differentia, will be
what actualizes them, and actualizes them in the particular way that makes them X rather than
something else. But this solution works only if both the vmoxeipevov and the differentia are
appropriately chosen, in such a way that the vnokeipevov is in potentiality to the differentia and

*Tnote on the three texts that talk about HAn tomikm or some equivalent; think about whether this is a substance or an
accident, etc.--it is just possible that H1 is arguing that the persisting subject of any of these kinds of change must be
ovola, because it satisfies the 181ov from the Categories of being able, numerically single, to underlie contrary
attributes; but that's not what the rhetoric in H1 suggests, which is all building up to "so too for generation and
corruption"”

*see the discussion of Z17 in the previous section, making the point about H2 (and H3 and H4) carrying out the
program of Z17; and making the point (by quoting much of H2) that Aristotle is saying that this cause of being will
in all cases be a differentia not requiring a further cause to unite it to its bnokeipevov/genus, but not that it will be in
all cases itself a cause of unity to many otoiyeio.
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the differentia presupposes the vrokeipevov, so that they do not require any third thing to unite
them. Much of H will be about the rules and presuppositions for finding such appropriate
vnokelpeva and differentiae. In particular H2, in turning from the vmoxeipevov to the
differentia, is concerned with finding a differentia of X that will be appropriate, appropriate to X
and appropriate to the vrokeipevov that we are supposed to have already chosen for X.
Somewhat surprisingly, H2 starts by citing Democritus on the types of differentia (Democritus
thinks that there is only a single Urmoxeiuevov, universal unqualified body dispersed through the
void, and that all the phenomenal differences arise from the appropriate differentiae of such
body, shape and orientation and order, 1042b1 1-15).* Democritus is as usual being cited as a
reproach to the Platonists: he was at least commendably serious in thinking through the
problems, but of course his answer is too simplistic; if the only vmokeipevov were the one he
posits, then he would be right about what its appropriate differentiae are, but in fact different
things have different vrokeipeva and different appropriate differentiae ("so it is clear from these
things that there is a different evépyeia and Adyog for each different matter," 1043a12-13), and
Aristotle enjoys going through the different examples and showing just how many kinds of
differentiae things can be constituted by. As we saw in the previous section, "there are clearly
many [kind of] differentiae: some things are said through the composition of the matter, as
whatever are said through blending, like honey-water; other things are said through tying, like a
bundle; others by gluing, like a book [i.e. a scroll]; others by nailing, like a box; others by several
of these; others by position, like a threshold and a lintel [at the bottom and top of a doorway
respectively], for these differ by being placed [ke1c001] in a certain way; others by time, like
dinner and breakfast; others by place, like the winds; others by affections of the sensibles like
hardness and softness, denseness and rareness, dryness and wetness, and some by some of these
and some by all of these, and, in general, some by excess and some by deficiency" (H2 1042b15-
25, cited above). These differentiae are all reached by Z17's method--that is, the Posterior
Analytics' method--of beginning with the appropriate Urokeipevov of X and then finding the
cause that makes this X rather than something else. In each case this cause is the cause of X's
existing, which will be the ovcia of X; this cause might be a mode of composition, or it might be
something else, depending on what is appropriate to the vmokeipevov. Here Aristotle infers that
"is,' too, is said in as many ways [as there are differentiae]: for a threshold is [or it is a threshold,
or there is a threshold: 0030¢ Yop €otLv or 0080¢ Ydp €otiv] because it is placed in this way, and
being [t0 eivon] signifies that it is placed in this way, and that ice is [or that it is ice, or that there
is ice: 10 kpvoTaAlov €lvor] [signifies] that [it] has been condensed" (1042b25-8). As we saw
in discussing this passage in Iylc, Aristotle is saying not that ice exists because ice has been
solidified, but because water has been condensed ("if we have to define [a] threshold, we will say
[that it is] wood or stone situated thus ... if ice, water that has been solidified or condensed in
such a way," 1043a7-10, quoted in Iylc), as Bo exists because B and o have been combined in a

(i) cp. A4 985b10-19 on the importance of the differentiae as causes for Democritus; and cp. also Simplicius In de
Caelo 641 and parallels on Denocritus rejecting the 18totik®dg aitiologies through hot and cold, the soul longing for
an apyn oikerotépa to body (cp DK A120 but that hasn't got the most interesting bit). (ii) see other discussions of
Democritus and his Unokeipevov. I was slightly queasy about the text and was interested to see that Jaeger shares
my queasiness. if he is right in his suggestion that trv VAny in 1042b13 is a marginal gloss, then I would suggest
adding a comma, 10 ... Urokeipevov, copa {see other discussions}. but Jaeger is in general too quick to posit such
incorporation of marginal glosses

“rejecting various editors' insertion of 008¢ in 1042b27 and emendation of kpVGTAALOV to KPLGTEAA® in b27-8; d
discuss the textual issues, various editors' and commentators' views, the interpretive issues; I've discussed all this in
Iylc above, d cross-reference and harmonize (in particular, harmonize translations)
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particular way. These differentiae, different for different Vmokeiuevao, will be the causes of
existence for the different kinds of ovcio; Aristotle cautions that the examples he has given,
boxes and thresholds and breakfast and so on, are not genuinely ovctot (presumably because the
differentiae that constitute them are merely accidental and not genuinely species-constituting),
but they offer easy models of definition which we should try to follow analogically in the harder
cases of genuine ovotat (so 1043a4-7)."!

The last paragraph of H2 (1043a14-28), as well as the first paragraph of H3 (1043a29-b4),
which forms a kind of appendix to that paragraph, begin to apply these considerations about
definition to the problem left over from B#6 (and made more acute by Z10-16), about the
definition of a thing through its constituent parts and the definition through genera and
differentiae: as B#6 had put it, "there is one Adyog thg ovciag [of a given thing]; but the
definition through genera and the one that says out of what constituents [the thing] is are
different" (998b12-14, quoted above). The main point of Aristotle's present comments is that the
definition of X through its constituent parts is only defining the potentially X; the constituents,
such as the bricks and stones or B and o, will be collectively the vrokeipevov of X, and their
arrangement (and more generally their actualization as an X) will be the differentia of X. On
Aristotle's first formulation here (as on his first formulation in Z10), he speaks as if there were a
simple peaceful solution to B#6, with one kind of definition defining the matter of X, another
defining the form of X, and a third (presumably the best or anyway the most complete) resulting
from their combination and defining X as a matter-form composite. While the matter of X should
never be called X (so Z10 1035a7-9), and so the definition of the matter of X should never be
called a definition of X, it may be semantically unclear whether "X" means the form or the
composite (e.g. whether the animal, or Socrates, is more properly the soul or the soul-body
compound--with H3 1043a29-b4 cp. Z10 1036a16-25, Z11 1037a5-8), and so which definition is
more properly a definition of X. But we can go ahead and give both definitions anyway; and,
Aristotle says, for the present investigation it makes no difference whether "X" more properly
signifies the form or the form-matter composite, since in either case "the essence belongs to the
form and the actuality" (H3 1043b1-2). However, such a peaceful solution to the B#6 question
about definition is too simple. There is no definition which is purely a definition of matter: there
can be a definition of the matter of X, but only because the matter of X already has some form
(e.g. bricks and B and o each have forms, although not the forms of house or Ba). Nor can a
definition be purely of a form, but only of some form-matter composite (so emphatically H3
1043b28-32, discussed below). However, for a given form-matter composite, there can be a
definition of its matter (including some form), of its form (including some matter), or of both
together: a definition of the form of X cannot abstract from all matter, but it can abstract from
matter included in X which is not the appropriate matter of the form of X (e.g. if X is a bronze
sphere, i.e. a sphere which happens to be bronze, a definition of sphere can abstract from bronze
although not from three-dimensional extension). The remainder of H will be investigating how,
and under what conditions, a definition of X can be given according to the method prescribed in
717 and developed in H1-2, and what kind of matter it should include.

H3-5: loose notes on form and matter, or a contribution to finding the Adyog th¢ ovciog?

*I¢p. Z17 and H3 only natural things/¢0o1g as genuine ovoio within sensible things. in no case is an argument
given, and unclear what the criteria would be (and in A3, of course, Aristotle says the opposite) ... he doesn't care,
and why he doesn't care, and what he does care about here, sc. a methodical procedure for definition
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Recall that, against the widespread view that H is just a pile of notes left over from Z,
Burnyeat tries to show that H does indeed mark a further stage of the argument, the promised
"completion" of Z; and he tries to show the particular stages of the argument marked (beyond the
"summary" of Z in H1) by the account of ovcia as matter at the end of H1, by the account of
ovota as form in H2, and by H6's account of the unity of definition and the unity of matter and
form. It is only H3-5 that he feels compelled to admit are piles of notes, describing H3 and H4-5
as "like two separate folders, labelled 'form' and 'matter' respectively, where Aristotle can keep
reminders, corollaries, and other bits and pieces he has not, or not yet, worked into the grand
design" (Map p.71).** These folders might have been left for the end of ZH, but Aristotle puts
them where they are so as to lead up to the "climax" H6; and the material in H3-5 belongs at
least roughly where it is, because H6 refers back to it (to H3 on the analogy between definitions
and numbers), and because H3-5 (like the rest of H) draw on Z17. Burnyeat is certainly right that
H6 is the intended climax of the new investigation of ovcia begun in Z17; and he is also right
that it would be hard to defend the absolute necessity for everything in H3-5 to be there, and to
be exactly where it is. Still, we can do a bit better at seeing how these chapters are supposed to
contribute to the progress of the argument, if we do not try to make them answer the supposed
questions of Z, whether matter or form or composite is most ovcia (Frede-Patzig), or whether
form or something else is the ovsio of sensible things (Burnyeat). Rather, Z17-H6 are trying to
show how and under what conditions it is possible to give a Adyo¢ t1¢ ovoiog of X according to
the method prescribed in Z17, in such a way that it will avoid (especially) the aporia raised at the
end of Z13. We must first give the vmokeiuevov, as described in the latter part of H1, and then
give the differentia (or, if you like, the form), as described in H2. But it is a mistake to think of
H3 as simply continuing H2's discussion of the form. H3 is about definitions, and the things that
must be mentioned in the definition of X, and how these relate to the definable X; but it is too
simple to say that what is definable is the essence and the essence is the form. Quite to the
contrary, H3 says that only matter-form composites are definable, and that the definition must
mention both the form and the matter (1043b28-32). But, apart from the first paragraph H3
1043a29-b4 (which, as I have said, is best taken as an appendix to H2 1043a14-28), H3 does not
seem to start from the concepts of matter and form. Rather, basing itself on Z17, it seems to start
from the concept of otoryetov, although it then introduces the concepts of matter and form in
formulating its conclusions.

H3 can be broken down as follows:

1043a29-b4 ambiguities between the form and the composite, following up H2 1043a14-28
1043b4-14 the ovoio of a thing is neither a ototyetov nor composed of Grolyelo

1043b14-23 this ovota is either eternal, or is and is-not without coming-to-be or passing-away
1043b23-32 aporiai against definition; only matter-form composites can be defined, not simples
1043b32-1044al1 definitions resemble numbers; the Platonists can't explain the unity of either
1044a11-14 we have examined how far ovotlot can come-to-be, and their reduction to numbers.

The whole chapter (from 1043b4 onward) is closely dependent on Z17, and reexamines in the
light of Z17 issues raised earlier in Z, with polemical consequences against the Platonists. The
main conclusions are that only complexes can be defined, that they cannot be defined without

*¢p. Ross on H3, AM 11,231 "This chapter is a collection of ill-connected remarks on various topics relating to
essence and definition." actually, as we will see, it is more accurate to say "definition" with Ross than "form" with
Burnyeat
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mentioning something over and above their otolyeta, and that this cannot be done if the whole
and its constituents are Platonic forms. Everything that is said here leads up to the account of the
conditions of the unity of a definition in H6. The emphasis falls heavily on 1043b23-1044al1,
especially 1043b32-1044al1, but the earlier sections too are not simply repeating from Z, and
what is new in them should be briefly mentioned.

The short initial paragraph 1043b4-14 recalls in very compressed form the reasoning of the
second half of Z17 (1041b11-33), but then adds an important polemical corollary which will
support the argument of 1043b32-1044a11.* The passage has some textual issues, one of which
would very seriously affect the sense (but fortunately Ross has given what is clearly the right
solution); it also creates confusion (due to compression and perhaps overhasty composition) by
using the preposition €k in different senses as though they were the same. But the main sequence
of thoughts is as follows. The syllable is not €k the ctotx€ilo and the composition, or the house
€x the bricks and the composition, as if the composition were itself among the components.
Further, this point can be generalized from the case of composition to any other differentia by
which a thing is constituted: Aristotle takes up the example of the threshold from H2, and says
that the position by which the threshold is constituted is not €x the threshold (presumably
meaning not a part of the threshold, A24 1023a31-3); in a different sense it can be said that the
threshold is €x the position (presumably as animal is €k biped, A24 1023a35-6--in this sense we
should be able to say that the syllable is €x the composition, but not that it is €k the ctoiyelo
and the composition, as if it were related to the composition in the same way as to the ctotyeia).
So far this is just making the point that the conclusion of Z17, that the ovcio of X is neither a
otolxelov (of X) nor €k otoryeiov, applies not only when the ovcio of X is some mode of
composition, but also when it is any of the other kinds of differentiac mentioned in H2 (and all
reached by the method from the Posterior Analytics recommended in Z1 7).* But now Aristotle
adds a polemical conclusion: "nor is man animal and biped, but there must be something beside
these, if these are matter, something which is neither a ctotyglov nor €k ctotyeiov, but the
ovoio; but they leave this out, and state [only] the matter. So if this is the cause of being, and
this [sc. the cause of being] is the ovotia, they would not be stating the oveta itself" (1043b10-
14, partly cited above).* We might rather have expected Aristotle to say that since biped is the

“cross-ref to some discussion in the previous section, d avoid duplication

*and this is a conclusion we had already drawn on in talking about Z17--even if it seems to have escaped most
commentators. cross-reference with the previous section. I think I mentioned the H2 passage (where composition is
only one of a series of differentiae that can be the ovsia of a thing) but not the present passage; perhaps this should
be mentioned there, or at least given a cross-reference

®reading with Ross 008€ 81 6 dvOpandg £ott 10 {Pov kai dimovv, GALG TL 8€1 elvat O mapd 1adtd £otLy, £l 100
VAN, olte 8¢ oTo1yElOoV OUT €K GToLXEiov, AN 1 ovoiar O €Eatpodviec Thy VANV Aéyovoty. €1 oOv 1007 oitiov
100 £lvot, kol ovcio 10010, ATV dv Ty ovciov 00 Aéyoteyv. there are a number of minor differences among the
manuscripts, which do not seriously affect the sense; the major difference is in the next-to-last word, o0, which was
in E but has been erased (and added again in the margins?), and is missing in Ab (it is also missing in the text
presupposed by the pseudo-Alexander; it is present in J and in the texts presupposed by Averroes and Thomas; d
check the Aristoteles Latinus). Ross prints what is in a sense a very conservative text, agreeing with J throughout the
passage (except that J has UAng for UAn in clear error), and with E everywhere except that it agrees with the original
rather than the final state of E on the final o0 Aéyotev, and agrees with the final rather than the original state of E
oUte 8¢ otoryelov rather than 6 oUte 8¢ otoLyelov; although it may be that Ross' punctuation is not what the
scribes of E and J would have intended (but the scribes have no authority on such questions). this all seems simple
enough, and it yields perfectly good sense, whereas I think there is ultimately no way to make sense of the reading
with o0 Aéyotev. nonetheless, many modern editors have printed something quite different from what Ross prints.
Bekker (who did not have J, nor did Brandis or Bonitz or Schwegler or Christ) prints exactly Ross' text (except for
the comma after aitiov 10D eivar) but without the 0¥ before Aéyorev. however, it makes no sense to say that they
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differentia and thus the ovola of man, it is not a otoly€lov of man (or that it is not €k man, in
the sense of being one or more constituents or composed of one or more constituents of man, but
man is in a different way €x it). Instead he says that since biped is a otoiyetov of man, it is not
the ovcia of man (either by itself or together with the other Gtolyeiov, animal), and that the
ovcta of man is some third thing, beside animal and biped and the cause of their unity, as the
ovola of the syllable is some other thing beside the ototx€la and the cause of their unity. Now it
is obvious, notably from Z12, that Aristotle does not in fact believe this conclusion: the ovcta of
an animal species is its ultimate differentia, and this essentially entails the genera and does not
need any further cause to unite it with them.*® So when he says that the ovoto of man is some

left out the ovota, stated the matter instead, and would thus be stating the oVoio itself. so it is very likely that
Bekker, with almost the same text as Ross until the final negative, interpreted "0 €€opotvteg v VANV A&yovov"”
as "which, leaving out the matter, they state"; this is how the text is explained by the pseudo-Alexander, Averroes,
Thomas, and Bonitz, and is also implied in Jaeger's apparatus. this superficially makes sense, but since in context the
"matter" is animal and biped, it is hard to imagine who would have left these out in stating the essence of man, and
how. the last sentence "if this is the cause of being, and this is the ovcio, they would be stating the ovola itself" also
has the air of tautologous repetition, and given how tautologous and repetitive it seems, it is difficult to justify the
final optative Aéyotev. so Bonitz printed instead £1 0Ov 1007 aitiov 100 £lvar xai 0voiog, T0VTo oVTHY AV THY
ovolav Aéyotev, "so if this is the cause of being and of ovoio, they would be saying that this is the ovosia itself,"
keeping Bekker's text for the rest. Christ and Jaeger accept Bonitz' text except that Christ brackets [GAX 1 oVola]
and Jaeger brackers only [1] ovsia] {Jaeger in justifying Bonitz' "ovciag, tobto" says that otherwise there would be
a pointless rhetorical repetition of "tobt0", and a pointless tautology, presumably "if this is ovcio they would be
saying the ovotla itself" [on the reading Aéyotev]; but this is solved by taking the second "tov10" to be anaphoric for
"aitiov 100 eivol" with Ross. beyond Jaeger's apparatus, see if there's anything in one of his three publications on
emendations in the Metaphysics. Jaeger also makes the trivial change of adding <t6> before dinovv}. but none of
this helps on the fundamental problem of this whole family of readings: that while it makes sense to try to give the
ovolo of man abstracting from matter if that matter is flesh and bone or earth water air fire, or to say that the ovota
of man is something else beside his elements if these are flesh etc. or bone etc., it makes no sense to give the ovola
of man abstracting from animal and biped. it is surprising that Jaeger, publishing his edition 33 years after Ross', and
knowing J with its reading o0 A€yoirev, would continue to interpret the text in Bonitz' sense. see note below for some
difficulties in Ross' reading--but they are easily enough resolvable. {I do not at the moment have access to Brandis
or Schwegler}. the translation printed with Thomas has non dicent = o0 Aéyolev. Thomas' commentary is slightly
peculiar in taking {ntovouv in b5 to refer specifically to the Platonists (this may be in part because his Latin
translation doesn't allow you to guess that it's a non-articular participle); although he thinks that Aristotle is
endorsing their view as he reports it. but when he gets to b10-12 he paraphrases correctly, the matter in question is
animal and biped (but governed by if, and Thomas seems to treat this as if it were simply a random example, like "if
the matter of man is green cheese"). however, at b12-13 6 €€atpovvieg v VANV Aéyovoly = quod auferentes
materiam dicunt (preserving the ambiguity of the Greek), he blows it, writing "Platonici, qui auferunt materiam a
definitionibus." this seems to lead up naturally to Bekker's or Bonitz' text of b13-14, but what Thomas has in front of
him, unfortunately for him, is (the correct) o0 Aéyorev. what he does with this is quite peculiar: given that the
Platonists leave the matter out of the definition and thus out of the essence, "non poterunt dicere quod hoc
particulare sit illa substantia separata, scilicet quod homo sensibilis sit compositus ex materia et forma, homo autem
sit forma tantum"--in other words he understands "ovoia, 10010" (not unlike Bonitz' "ovoiog, T0Vt0") and takes the
last clause to mean "they could not say that this [the sensible particular] is the substance itself [which is on their
account without matter]" (but why would they want to?)

*and this may be why some editors and commentators, and some scribes before them, have refused to accept the
reading o0 Aéyotlev--surely neither Aristotle nor the Platonists believed that the ovoio of man was something other
than animal, biped, or the two together (curiously, the pseudo-Alexander takes Aristotle to endorse this conclusion,
ignoring the "if" in his paraphrase--he says that the ovcio of man is the effect of animal and biped together, which is
maybe a dodgy sense of "napd"). and so they have taken "UAn" here to mean earth, water, air and fire, or flesh and
bones, in which case it would be credible that Aristotle would endorse, and/or attribute to someone else, the view
that the ovoia of man is without these. but the text simply cannot be read to mean this: the UAn is explicitly animal
and biped. in any case, the solution is that the view is neither Aristotle's nor the Platonists', but something that he
thinks follows from their premisses. cite here Ross' note in extenso (almost everything he says is right--except that,
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third thing beside animal and biped, and that some philosophers who say that man is animal and
biped are failing to give this superadded ovolia, he must mean that this result would follow from
these other philosophers' commitments (although of course contrary to their intention). Instead of
saying "if the differentia of X is the ovolo of X, it is not a ototyelov of X," he says,
contrapositively, "if the differentia of X is a ototyelov of X, then it is not the ovoio of X, either
by itself or together with the other otoiyelov, the genus; for if it is, there will be a regress to a
further ovota by the arguments of Z17." Clearly the point is polemical against the Platonists,
setting up H3 1043b32-1044al1 and then H6, arguing that the Platonists are unable to give the
ovota of anything, because they cannot account for its unity. We have seen something like this
already in Z (in Z12 and Z14), but there it was part of a purely negative critique of a failed
project of finding the apyoi as total or partial ovctiat of the manifest things; here in H it is the
negative side of the positive project of giving the Aoyog t1ig ovolag, showing not only that
Aristotle can solve the aporiai about definition but also that philosophers with different
commitments cannot. But why exactly are the Platonists supposed to be committed to the
conclusion that the differentia, alone or with the genus, cannot be the ovotia of X? Is it simply
because they use the metaphorical term otoiyetlov for the genus and the differentia? Presumably
the reason is, rather, that the Platonists are committed to the differentiae and genera being each
166 11 (like a series of separated points or units, as Aristotle will say in H3 1043b32-1044all),
so that each of them could exist without the others, and so that another explanation, beyond the
essence of the genera and differentiae themselves, will be needed for why they are combined;
and then, by the argument of Z17 and H2, that explanation will be the real ovcio of the
composite. Undoubtedly Aristotle could strengthen his argument with further considerations,
arguing that no further cause could succeed in uniting the genera and differentiae, because (on
the Platonist assumption) these are already actual ovciat, and no ovoio can be out of ovciot
present in it in actuality; or because, if the genera and differentiae are of themselves only
potentially united to each other, no further cause can actually unite them, because there are no
unactualized potentialities and no efficient causes within the realm of essentially unmoved
things. However, Aristotle does not need these considerations here, and he seems to deliberately
refrain in H3* from introducing considerations about actuality and potentiality--the notion of
actuality will be mentioned once, in the last section of H3 (1044a7-9), but as a positive hint in
the middle of a critical passage, to be developed in Aristotle's positive solution in H6. Here the
concentration is on the difficulties that the Platonists get into on their own terms.

At this point, after arguing that (on Platonist assumptions) the genera and differentiae cannot
give the ovolo (1043b4-14), it would be natural for Aristotle to proceed to discuss the aporiai of
definition, as he does in 1043b23-32 and especially 1043b32-1044al11. Why does he first give a
discussion of coming-to-be and passing away, 1043b14-23? These lines seem to interrupt what
would otherwise be a reasonably clear flow of argument, and it is understandable that Ross and
Jaeger (unlike earlier editors) put them in parentheses. But Aristotle refers back to their
conclusions in the summary (1044al1-14), and he must have thought that they contributed
something. Now at one level these lines are simply recalling a conclusion reached in Z8, that
"this [sc. the ovotio of a thing] must either be eternal or be corruptible without [process of]

curiously, he denies that the opponents are the Platonists). Thomas, who has the right text, seems unable to grasp
that Aristotle could be accusing the Platonists of missing the essence through excessive materialism (he correctly
takes the UAn as animal and biped but seems to treat this as merely a random example), and perhaps some more
recent readers have had this problem too; but Aristotle routinely accuses the Platonists of excessive materialism, esp.
when it comes to the genera, or genera and differentiae, as ototxeila of a form

*'I mean, beyond the introductory-transitional paragraph 1043a29-b4
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passing away and have come-to-be without [process of] coming-to-be" (H3 1043b14-16;
Aristotle makes the back-reference explicit, "it has been shown and made clear elsewhere [€v
dAloic] that no one makes or generates the form, but rather he makes this [to be] something, and
the composite [t0 €k T0UToV] is generated/comes-to-be," 1043b16-18--Aristotle had also referred
back to the same conclusion of Z8 at Z15 1039b22-7).* But he must have thought he had
reasons for recalling this conclusion here. One reason might be the analogy between definability
and generability: as only composites can be defined, so only composites can come-to-be, and
composites are resolved (into the parts of their Adyoc, or into the Umoxeipevov and predicate of
coming-to-be) into simples which cannot themselves either be defined or come-to-be. But there
is a more particular point coming from the case Aristotle has just been considering, where the
ovcta of a thing, like a syllable or a house, is the mode of composition [the 6OvOes1¢] of its
many constituents. Such a composition clearly does not come-to-be in the same way that the
composite comes-to-be (it has no constituents, no underlying matter which takes on a new form,
and if it did there would be a regress), but equally clearly there is no need for it to be eternal: it is
now, whereas previously it was not, because of a motion that takes place in something else, the
constituent letters or bricks, when they come into contact in the right way. (The boundary of a
body, or the join between two contiguous bodies, is paradigmatic for things that are and are-not
without coming-to-be.) If the Platonists insist that the ovcia of Ba, even if it must be something
other than the otolyxelo and a cause of unity to the otolyela, is still another eternal thing, then,
since this eternal thing is not always united to the ototyela in such a way as to cause them to
combine into the syllable, there will be a regress to yet a further cause of unity, which will be the
real ovoio of Pa;*’ assuming that Ba is itself corruptible, we must ultimately posit an ovoia of
Bo which sometimes is and sometimes is not without process of coming-to-be. "Whether the
ovotot of corruptible things are separate [and therefore presumably eternal] is not yet clear,
except that it is clear that in some cases they cannot be, those things which are not capable of
existing beside the particulars [rapa td tiva], like house or furniture [oxevog]. Perhaps [iong]
these are not even ovctat, neither these nor any of the other things that are not constituted by
nature: for one would posit that nature alone of what is in corruptible things is an ovcia"
(1043b18-23).”° This is just repeating the warning from H2 (and Z17) that the examples whose
differentiae we have given are not genuine example of ovctia, but only analogical models for
thinking about ovcio, that among material things only natural things and their natures are
genuine ovolat; but the present context gives a clearer reason for Aristotle's repeated assertion
that the form of the house cannot exist separately and thus eternally, and perhaps also for the
assertion that it is not an ovota, if it consists merely in the mode of composition of the bricks
and if this is too obviously merely relational and thus accidental. And such forms, which the
Platonists (Aristotle thinks) will be forced to admit, give us a model for conceiving the non-

*accepting Bostock's motel 1 108¢ for motelton 168 (Bonitz lucidly points out what is implausible about the
transmitted text--perhaps cite him--and proposes notel €ig 16d¢, but that seems less good; I'm not sure why neither
Ross nor Jaeger are worried about the text). note less important issue about yiyvetot/yevvatat. note to discussions
of the controversy about €v dALoig. Jaeger was wrong to think that this phrase implies reference to a different
"work" {d recheck Entstechungsgeschichte--does he mention this passage in that connection, and conclude that Z7-9
are a later insert? I hadn't been sure he thought that, although Ross does}. also: be sure the present passage is noted
in discussions of Aristotle's varying terminology on whether forms of corruptible things are themselves ¢0aptd.
®the Platonists might object that this will be merely an efficient cause, and need not be mentioned in the ovoio of
Ba. answer: wait till H4!

*Ytentatively keeping the manuscripts' pévny [or uévov] ... 1@v v 1oic ¢8aptoic ovoiav rather than Bonitz' thy év
t01g pBoprolc ovoiav (following Bessarion's translation and the Aldine; followed by Christ, Ross, and Jaeger). also
note the issue about 00SE Tt.
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eternity and thus non-separability of the forms of natural ovciot as well.

Aristotle then returns to the question of definition, and more specifically of the conditions
under which definition is or is not possible, in the face of prima facie objections to its possibility.
"So the aporia which was raised by the Antistheneans and similarly uneducated people
[aroidevtor] has a certain relevance [or point: kopdg], that it is not possible to define the what-
it-is (for a definition is a 'long story' [Adyog pnaxpog]), but that it is possible even to teach
[EvdéxeTor kol 818(1&011]5 ! what it is like [rolov ti €otLv], e.g., silver, not what it is, but that it is
like tin. So there is one kind of ovoia which can have a definition and a Adyog, namely the
composite, whether it is sensible or intelligible; but not™” the [oUoiat] out of which as primary
[constituents] this is, if indeed a definitory Adyog signifies something-[predicated]-of-something
[Tl xata Tivog], and the former must be as form, the latter as matter" (1043b23-32). Here what is
attributed to the Antistheneans is that it is impossible to define anything at all (but only to say
what things are like); Aristotle himself says in response that composite ovciat can be defined
and simple ones cannot, and of course he does not attribute this view to Antisthenes.
(Antisthenes "thought that nothing could be said except by its oiketlog Adyoc, one [Adyoc]
applied to one thing," A29 1024b32-4, thus denying that any definition, or any true sentence, can
be Tt kotd TLvog; the theory of definition given here is distinctively Aristotle's own from Z12.)*
When Aristotle attributes aroidevoio to someone in this kind of context, he means that they
have not learned or refuse to abide by the rules of philosophical discussion, that they present as
objections to particular philosophical claims or arguments what in fact come from their general
refusal to accept the ground-rules (e.g. if you propose the astronomical thesis that the earth
moves around the sun, and they say that this is impossible because of Zeno's paradoxes of
motion).>* Nonetheless, they may still present aporiai which demand solutions, perhaps even
revisionist solutions, although not as radically revisionist as these people claim. Unfortunately,

3'T suspect that an infinitive ending in -o1, with the sense of "grasp" or possibly "say" (¢dvor?) has dropped out
before xol. we might also delete kai with Jaeger, but it is not obvious why a scribe would have inserted it. Ab has
the infinitive evdéxecbon (governed by the previous €otiv taken as potential??), which is certainly wrong. I do not
see the need to supplement with a 8¢ clause as Jaeger does, and the supplement he offers seems particularly unlikely
2Ab ovkétt (adopted by Ross and Jaeger) seems better than EJ 0Ok €o1tt. the sense comes out pretty much the same
this might seem not to need saying, but Ross in his commentary actually takes the whole passage to be stating
Antisthenes' view (except that he thinks that Antisthenes thought of the simples through which complexes could be
defined as sensible material constituents, and that Aristotle reinterpreted all this through his own theory of as
intelligible matter). this comes from a long and deeply perverse 19"-century tradition of reconstructing Antisthenes,
which (i) makes him the author of the theory described in Socrates' Dream in the Theaetetus (based in part on the
supposed parallel with the present passage), and (ii) makes him, in Ross' words here, "an out-and-out sensationalist"
and materialist (based on perhaps nothing except the silly apocryphal story on which he tells Plato "I see [a] horse
but I don't see horseness," and I suppose the fact that in the Dream the otoiyeia [but only the otoiyeia] are said to
be grasped by oloOnoig alone). but Antisthenes' thesis was not that simples cannot be defined (which Plato and
Aristotle believe too) but that nothing can be defined; and not that nothing non-tautological can be truly predicated
of the simples, but that nothing non-tautological can be truly (or even non-nonsensically) predicated of anything at
all. he denied the Forms, as did everyone except Plato and his students, and some of Plato's students did too; but
there is no basis for attributing to him either a sense-based epistemology or a theory of simples and complexes. I
have not yet seen Aldo Brancacci, Oikeios logos: la filosofia del linguaggio di Antistene, which I hope will cut
through the old nonsense. {Bonitz seems undecided, if I'm reading him right here, between the correct reading and
the one Ross will follow}

*for tandeia and dmardevotio in the relevant sense see Metaphysics o and T, also the beginning of the De Partibus
Animalium (other texts?)
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Aristotle does not make explicit here what the Antistheneans' aporiai are.”” But given the initial
"so [®ote]," he must think they arise from what he has just said (that is, just before the
digression on coming-to-be, 1043b14-23), that man is not animal and biped. The thought seems
to be: if you define X as Y, where "Y" is a simple term, then, if the statement is true, you have
merely substituted another term with the same meaning and so are stating a tautology, without
making the object any clearer. If, however, you define X as YZ (say man as biped animal), you
are in effect saying that X is Y and Z, and thus you are saying that the one thing is many things,
which is absurd. It is almost always, and probably rightly, thought that Antisthenes is among the
"late-learning old men" that Plato has in mind in Sophist 251b6-c6, who have learned "that it is
impossible for the many to be one and for the one to be many," and who therefore "will not allow
man to be called good, but rather the good good and man man." So Antisthenes' objection to
definition is a version of one-many problem. Since Antisthenes presumably also objects to
calling Socrates white (and musical), he is one of the people who think that the "easy one-many
problem" is a serious aporia, and who, when Plato solves it by introducing the Forms and saying
that one thing can participate in many Forms, responds by proposing "hard one-many problems"
purporting to show on Platonic assumptions that a Form is itself both one and many. The aporia
about definition would be one such "hard one-many problem."*® As we have seen already in
discussing Z12, Aristotle thinks that the aporia can be solved, but only under certain conditions,
and that the Platonists, given their commitment that the genera and differentiae are separate
eternal thises, are not in a position to solve it. When Aristotle says that an ovcia is definable
only if it is composite, and that its definition resolves it into indefinable simples, that sounds like
the position of Socrates' Dream in the Theaetetus, which (as I have argued above)®’ Aristotle
attributed to Plato himself, and interpreted in such a way that the otoiyelo are the genera. But
Aristotle promptly diverges from Plato when he adds that the definable composite must be a
form-matter composite, and that the definition must contain a term signifying the form and a
term signifying the matter, the former predicated of the latter. He would surely not deny that the
definable composite could be something like Bo, where neither B nor o is more form or matter
than the other and neither is predicated of the other, but in such a case "there must be something
beside these, if these are matter, something which is neither a otolyetov nor €k otoryeiov, but
the ovota" (H3 1043b11-12, cited above); that further thing, as we know from H2, will be the
differentia of o, and will be predicated of § and a collectively. And even in a genus-differentia
definition, unless the differentia is related to the genus as form to matter, with the implications
that the differentia is the ovolo of the genus-differentia composite and that the genus is not a
separate this, then there will be a regress to a further ovota that is said of both of them
collectively.

Given this background, the concluding comparison of definitions (or definable essences) to
numbers (1043b32-1044al1, with retrospect 1044al1-4) is entirely natural. This is not another of
Ross' "ill-connected remarks on various topics relating to essence and definition," Burnyeat's
"bits and pieces [which Aristotle] has not, or not yet, worked into the grand design," but the
culmination of Aristotle's argument against the Platonists in H3, leading into his own positive
solution in H6. Its aim is not, as Burnyeat proposes, to impose cautionary "limits on the analogy

the phrase "noxpog Aéyoc"--clearly contemptuous, apparently standard for a slave's excuses for misbehavior or
incompetence or negligence, see N 1091a7 and Ross' note thereon and references therein {have I discussed this
somewhere else? }--does not really help on what the argument is supposed to be

*Sreferences to earlier discussions

*Treference--where?
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between substantial beings and numbers in the Platonist reduction of things to numbers" (p.70).
Rather, as so often, Aristotle's strategy is to concede everything possible to the opponents and
then to show that they cannot succeed on their own terms, that he can accomplish their goals
better than they can. He offers them ingenious assistance in the "reduction to numbers"
(1044b13), showing none of his usual scepticism about such undertakings, and, instead of
criticizing the analogy, says that the case is the same with definitions and with numbers, and that
the Platonists are in equal aporia with regard to each of them, which they can resolve only by
radically revising their accounts of both. Indeed his point is familiar enough by now that there is
no need to dwell on it. Metaphysics B had raised various problems about the unity of ctoiyeio:
there is a problem about how o can be the same in Ba and in yo. (or, if there are many a's, how
they arise and are distinguished), but there is also at least implicitly a problem about how o can
be united to B in Po, since it is the fact that o is united to B in Bo and to y in ya that makes it
problematic for it to be the same «; and these problems arose both in the case of the genera and
differentiae as otorxela of the species-form, and in the case of the units as ctotyelo of numbers.
(The question about how the units within a number are united into a single whole is made
explicit in the K parallel, raising difficulties for "those who say that the first principle is the one
and that this is an ovolo, and who generate number first out of the one and matter and say that it
is an ovota": "how should we conceive that the dyad and each of the other composite numbers is
one? About this neither do they say anything, nor is it easy to say anything," K2 1060b6-12).”* Z
had discussed both problems, mainly with application to the genera and differentiae as (on the
Platonist view) otoly€la in a dialectical Adyoc, but the problem of the unity of the many
otolyelo in a single thing arises also for a physical Adyog, and Z13 phrases the problem quite
generally, mentioning also the case of numbers: "it is impossible for an ovoio to be out of
ovctal present in it in actuality: for things that are two in actuality are never one in actuality, but
if they are [only] potentially two they will be one (as the double [line] is out of two halves, in
potentiality; for actuality separates). Thus if the ovclo is one thing, it will not be out of ovciat
that are present in it and [composed out of them], in the way that Democritus correctly describes:
for he says that it is impossible for one thing to come-to-be out of two or two out of one: for he
makes the indivisible magnitudes the ovotlat. So it is clear that it will be likewise with number,
if number is a combination of units, as some people say: for either the dyad is not one thing, or
no unit is present in it in actuality" (1039a3-14, cited in 118). While Z17 had said that the ovola
of a thing composed of many ctolyeta is the cause of unity to the many ototyeta, it said
nothing about potentiality and actuality (it did not, for instance, say that the many ctotxela
could be present in the composite only in potentiality, or that they could be only potentially
ovciot), or about what kind of cause (formal? efficient?) this cause of unity would be. Now, in
working out the consequences of Z17 for the aporiai against giving a Adyog¢ Thg ovGlag, it is
natural that Aristotle should return to what he had said against the Platonists in Z13, both about
species as composed of genera and differentiae, and about numbers as composed of units. As we
have seen, one-many problems, even those raised by rude Antistheneans, have a certain
relevance, and are effective against attempts to define by simply enumerating many ctotyetio
without a cause of unity; as we then saw, the only way to solve the problem is to define in the
way Aristotle has been describing in H, through a differentia or form said of a Vmokeiuevov or
matter, needing no further cause of unity because the differentia is said per se of, and implicitly
contains, the vrokeipevov. But presumably Aristotle's point is not merely that the Platonists

Balso A9 992al-2, "why is the number, taken together, one thing?". cross-reference to discussion in IIIy3 of A10
1075b34-7 (which echoes the "they say nothing"); there I also note texts in M, now discussed in Iy2d above
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forget to name the cause of unity to the many otoiyetio, but that they cannot. And this is the
claim that he is making in the final section of the chapter (1043b32-1044al1), both in the case of
definitions and in the parallel case of numbers. There are some obvious analogies between
definitions and numbers (both are discrete quanta, i.e. divisible into indivisible units rather than
ad infinitum;’ neither admits more or less, or remains itself when anything is added or
subtracted),’’ and "both a number must be something through which it is one,’' which now they
are not able to state, by what is it one, if indeed it is one® (for either it isn't, but is like a heap, or
if it 1s, it should be said what makes it one out of many), and the definition [too] is one, and
likewise they are not able to state this either.” And this is reasonable: for the case is the same,
and the ovotla is one in this way--not, as some people say, like a unit or a point, but each [ovola]
being an actuality and a nature" (1044a2-9). The reason the Platonists cannot state such a cause
of unity is that they cannot say that it is the actuality through which the many ctotyela are
actually one, and the reason they cannot say this is that they think that numbers and species-
forms and their constituents belong to a separate intelligible domain where there are no
potentialities and no causes of actualization; and so, for the reason given in Z13, here many
things can never be combined into a unity, and the only genuine ones are indivisibles with no
multiple constituents, "like a unit or a point," and not wholes of parts. (Aristotle will use this
reasoning to conclude in N2 that eternal things can never be composed of ctoiyeto.) This is the
only time in H3 (beyond the first transitional paragraph) where Aristotle has mentioned actuality
or potentiality, and it is important. The ovola of a thing is "an actuality and a nature," namely
the differentia as the actuality of its Umoxeipuevov, or the cause of unity as the actuality of the
many constituents; the paradigm is the "nature" of a corruptible thing, especially of a plant or
animal, which is the cause of unity to the earth, water, air and fire and homoeomerous and
anhomoeomerous parts that it contains. In saying that a definition or a number is not a heap, and
asking for the cause why not, Aristotle is recalling both Z16 (of earth, air, etc., and the parts of
animals, "none of them is one, rather they are like a heap, before they are concocted and some

*compare the funny inclusion in Categories c6 of A6yog as a species of quantity alongside number and magnitude:
although there Adyog clearly means "speech," composed of long and short syllables

%compare the Plato texts on a number not persisting when a unit is added or subtracted, and Plato's question whether
that also holds for other things (NB a text in the Cratylus, cited in my Phaedo paper)

%1if we keep the manuscripts' kai tov aptOpov del elvar Tt ¢ €ic. this sounds a bit peculiar, and Bonitz suggests
reading t® ap1Oud (his alternative suggestion, following ps-Alexander's paraphrase, doesn't sound like a good idea
to me); and Christ adopts this suggestion. however, since Aristotle thinks that that through which the many ctoixeia
are one is the ovcia of the composite, the manuscript reading might be possible; so Ross. another issue: the sentence
as it stands as asyndetic, unless we read the first kal as connective with the previous sentence, which is not what it
looks like (there doesn't seem to be an especially close connection of thought). so maybe a connective particle
should be supplied, as Jaeger thinks; but if so, his ydp is certainly the wrong connective. (a curiosity in the
apparatus: Bekker and Bonitz and Christ and Ross say that Ab has aitie for Tt @--"the number must be one through
a cause," which could just possibly be right--the other manuscripts would have eliminated one of the Al's from
EINAIAITIQEIC by saut du méme au méme--but is more likely to be another instance of Ab's misplaced
cleverness. but Jaeger omits this from his apparatus--why? better check Ab yourself). EJ are then missing the
following clause

52Ab omits einep €otiv €1, Jaeger deletes it as a varia lectio to einep £oti in the next line (the usual Jaeger story)
{actually, that may not be the right description of what Ab does, the situation is a bit more complicated, d describe--
does Ab have £i¢ once or twice in a row?}

$why is todtov masculine? (or can the neuter take this form, say before a vowel? the dictionary is not encouraging
on this idea, although it can happen with a016.) I suppose the sense must be what Christ's suggested supplement
would spell out, "they cannot state this [sc. the definition], by what it is one", with lilies-of-the-field construction =
"they cannot state by what this [sc. the definition] is one"
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one thing comes to be out of them," 1040b8-10) and Z17 ("what is composed out of something
[is composed] in such a way that the whole is one, if it is not like a heap but like a syllable,"
1041b11-12).** Now, in developing the line of thought of Z16 and Z17 into an answer to the
aporia of Z13, he is saying that this can be explained only if the constituents are of themselves
potentially one, and the cause of unity is the actuality of that potentiality; and that this
explanation is not available if the constituents are the sort of things, like Platonic Forms or
Platonic units, in which there is no potentiality.

This last paragraph of H3 seems to lead immediately into H6, which begins "about the aporia
which has been mentioned about definitions and numbers, what is the cause of their being one?"
(1045a7-8), and which gives the conclusion of the whole investigation of the Adyog thg ovolag
and its parts begun in Z10. This raises the question what H4-5 are there for; and there may be
some truth in Burnyeat's judgment that H4-5 are simply a loose folder of "reminders, corollaries,
and other bits and pieces" about matter, stuck in before H6 not because they are needed for the
argument but only because they would spoil the climactic position of H6 if they were added after
it. A shorter version of H without H4-5 (but not without H3) might be possible. But it is not hard
to see what Aristotle thought at least H4 would contribute; and the chapter is not simply about
matter, but about how matter, and other causes, should be cited in giving the Adyog thg ovotag of
a thing. H4 starts by saying (in the first half of the chapter, 1044a15-32) that even if all generable
things share a single first matter, nonetheless there is also an otxeto VAN of each thing (1044al5-
20); and, as Aristotle goes on to say (in the second half of the chapter, 1044a32-b20), it is this
proximate and proper matter which we must cite (1044b1-3). The immediate context of this last
comment is that "when someone is investigating the cause, since causes are said in several ways,
one must state all of the possible causes [i.e. those causes which apply to the given object]"
(1044a32-4), and, furthermore, "must cite the nearest causes" (1044b1-2), the proximate matter
and so on. But it is clear that the reason why we are investigating causes is that we are seeking to
define, following the precepts of Posterior Analytics Il and of Z17: thus in the case of lunar
eclipse, the formal cause is "the Adyog; but this is unclear unless the Adyog is [given] with the
cause; e.g. what is eclipse? privation of light, but if 'by the earth having come in between' is
added, this is the Adyog with the cause" (1044b12-5). That is: to give the definition of X, it is not
enough to "state the cause" of X's existence; we must state all the available causes. Thus in
defining lunar eclipse, the moon as quasi-material cause (eclipse does not have a matter strictly
speaking but the moon is the subject that undergoes it, 1044b8-11), and the deprivation of light
as an incompletely specified formal cause, must be supplemented by the earth as an efficient or
"moving" cause (1044b11-12; in this case there is no final cause, ibid.). And in each case we
must specify the proximate and proper cause, rather than a more remote cause which the effect
will share with other things. This is important for Aristotle's solution to the problem of the unity
of the definition. To explain the unity of the definition on the ground that the Vmoxeiuevov is the
potentiality of the differentia and the differentia is the actuality of the vroxeipevoy, it is not
enough to have the correct view of the ontological status of the constituents in the Adyog
(denying that they are separate eternal ovciot and so on); we must also specify the Vrokeipevov
and differentia correctly, so that one is in fact the potentiality of the other. H2 spoke at some
length about how to find the appropriate differentia, but H1 spoke only briefly about how to find
the right Umoxeipevov or matter, and there the concern was with the matter for changes in
different categories, generable vs. merely local matter, and so on. H4 adds that, even for

%the only previous uses of odpog in the Metaphysics--and the only remaining ones will be a closely connected one
in H6 and a parallel in M8
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generable ovclat, which all share the same ultimate matter, the definition must cite the
proximate matter; and this will be crucial for the unity of the definition, since it is only the
proximate matter of X which is in fact potentially X.> And H4 is also important for H6's
conclusion that "the potentially [ X] and the actually [X] are in a way one, so that there is no
other cause [of their unity], unless something that moved [the potentially X] from potentiality
into actuality" (1045b21-2):% Aristotle's point is not just that the Onokeipevov and the
differentia of X, in an individual sensible instance of X, are united by some extrinsic cause, but
that the Umoxeipevov and the differentia are united in the definition of X by the moving cause
which according to H4 must be mentioned in the scientific definition.®” (H5 adds further
considerations on stating the appropriate matter. If X is €k Y in the sense of succeeding it in
time, that is not sufficient for Y to be the matter of X% If X and Y are forms which are and are
not without coming-to-be, then they have no matter at all; even if X and Y come-to-be, they
might be appropriately described as coming-to-be not out of each other, but out of some common
matter, which might be per se in potentiality to one contrary and incidentally in potentiality to
the other contrary, in that the per se potentiality can be frustrated. The most important
application will be to a living animal, which is not potentially the dead animal, nor vice versa.
H4 1044a34-5 suggests that the appropriate matter will be the katounvio, or more generally the
blood of that kind of animal, which can be acted on, embryologically and also in subsequent
nutrition and growth, to become the organs and a whole animal of that kind; a dead animal is the
result if the process of actualization fails. Specifying the vroxeipevov of the animal correctly, as
the body which potentially has life, the kotaunvia or the embryo developed out of them, not
earth and water and air and fire and not a dead animal body, is crucial to the De Anima II,1
definition of soul, which is supposed to guide Aristotle's psychology and biology; in particular,
the unity of soul and body, as a unity of the potential with its actuality, rests on describing the
body correctly in the definition.)*

H6: solving the aporia of the unity of the parts in the Adyog

There remains H6, drawing the long-prepared and long-delayed conclusion, and picking up on
the statement of the problem about the unity of definitions (or ovctot) and numbers from H3
1043b32-1044al1. The argument of H6 is fundamentally straightforward, laying out the obvious
explanation of unity that the Platonists (according to H3) were debarred from giving, although
there are uncertainties of text and construal in some passages, and although one might doubt
whether Aristotle's formulas fully succeed in solving for himself the problems that he has been
so concerned to raise for others. Disputes have arisen about the relations between H6 and other
parts of Aristotle's argument, and about the relations, in H6, between the unity of genus and
differentia in the definition of a species and the unity of matter and form in a sensible individual;

note H4 on the three domains of natural definables, generable ovoiat and non-generable ovoia and accidents;
also note the importance of locating the np®tov ndoyov e.g. in defining sleep (perhaps also worth noting that the
appropriate matter of man is the katounvia, confirming an "embryological" reading of the definition of the soul in
DA 11,1 and more specifically Freeland's response to Ackrill [in Gotthelf and Lennox?], against the view that the
appropriate matter of the animal is only conceptually distinguished from the animal. cite her? does she cite this
passage?)

%I've probably cited this in translation elsewhere, d find and harmonize

571 think I've relied on this in presenting some of the regress arguments in H3

%note dependence on A24 on €k.

%some references; perhaps citations in DA II,1; for discussion, my OSAP paper and Freeland?
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but at least the latter issues are easy enough once H3 has been read correctly.
Aristotle says:

About the aporia which has been mentioned about definitions and numbers, what
is the cause of their being one? For all things which have several parts, and the
whole [rav] is not like a heap but rather the whole [6Aov] is something beside the
parts, have some cause, since in bodies too contact is the cause of being one for
some of them, and for others stickiness or some other affection of this kind. But
the definition is one Adyog, not by conjunction like the Iliad, but by being of one
thing. So what is it that makes man one, and why is he one and not many [things],
e.g. both animal and biped, especially if there are, as some people say, an animal-
itself and biped-itself? For why isn't man those things [sc. animal-itself and biped-
itself], so that men will exist by participation, not in man, not in one thing, but in
two, animal and biped, and in general man will not be one thing but several,
animal and biped? So it is clear that for those who pursue defining and speaking
[i.e. saying what a thing is] in the way that they are accustomed, it is not possible
to give [an account] and to solve the aporia; but if, as we say, the one [e.g.
animal] is matter and the other [e.g. biped] is form, and the one is in potentiality
and the other in actuality, then what we are seeking would no longer appear to be
an aporia. For this aporia is the same as if the definition of "cloak" were "round
bronze": for this name would be a sign for the Adyog, so that what we are seeking
would be: what is the cause of the round and the bronze being one. But there
would no longer appear to be an aporia, because the one is matter and the other is
form. So what is the cause of this, of what is potentially [ X] being actually [X],
beside the maker, in things which have coming-to-be? For there is no other cause
of what is potentially a sphere being actually a sphere, rather this was the essence
of each. Now some matter is intelligible and some is sensible, and in a Adyog
always one [constituent] is matter and the other is actuality’’ (e.g. circle is plane
figure ...).”" But whatever things do not have matter either intelligible or sensible,
each are immediately just some one [e00Vg émep €v 11],” as "this" and quantum
and quale are immediately just being [domep ka1 Onep dv TL 10 TOSE, TO TOLOV, TO
noo6v]” (and for this reason neither "being" nor "one" is present in definitions),
and the essence is immediately some one, as it is some being, and for this reason
there is no other cause of any of these things' being one or of its being some
being, for each of them is immediately some being and some one, not as if they
are in being or one as their genus, and not as if [being and one] were separate
beside the individuals. On account of this aporia some people talk about
participation, and raise the aporia what is the cause of participation, and what it is
to participate; and other speak of communion [cuvovsio],” as Lycophron says

JAb évépyera, E evepyeia

"Jaeger brackets the phrase in parentheses ... d discuss

"deleting elvor with Bonitz and Jaeger (d check others)

Pnot printing a comma after tu. if we print the comma, then "whatever things do not have matter either intelligible
or sensible, "this" and quantum and quale, each are immediately just some one, as they are immediately just being."
Michel Crubellier tells me that he too had independently decided to omit the comma

74deleting yuync in b10 with Bonitz and Jaeger (d check others)
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that knowing is a communion of knowledge and the soul,” and others that living
is a composition or conjunction of soul with body. But the case is the same with
them all: for being-healthy too will be a communion or conjunction or
composition of soul and health, and the-bronze-being-triangular will be a
composition of bronze and triangle, and being-white will be a composition of
surface and whiteness. The reason is that they are seeking a unifying Adyog and
differentia of potentiality and actuality. But, as has been said, the ultimate [i.e.
proximate] matter and the form are one and the same thing,’® one of them
potentially and the other actually, so that investigating what is the cause of one,
i.e. of being one, is similar [®@ote Opotov 10 {NTELY 10V £VOG Tt 01TLOV KO1 TOD €V
eiva]; for each thing is some one, and what is potentially and what is actually
[sc. a given thing] are in a way one, so that there is no other cause [sc. of their
unity], unless something that moved [the thing] from potentiality into actuality.
And whatever things do not have matter are all [sc. each of them] just one thing

without qualification [amA®g Omep €v 11, as opposed to being "in a way one"].
(1045a7-b23)"’

There is nothing new here either in the statement of the problem, or in the argument (made more
fully elsewhere) that it cannot be solved if the genus and differentia are separate eternal thises.
The solution is said to be possible only if the genus is matter and the differentia is its form; this
description of the relation between genus and differentia was given in Z12, but also, in the more
immediate background, in H3 ("a definitory Adyog signifies something-[predicated]-of-
something, and the former must be as form, the latter as matter," 1043b30-32, given there as the
key to solving the Antistheneans' objections to the possibility of definition).”® More generally,
the program of Z17, made more explicit in H, dictates that in defining X, whether by a genus-
differentia definition or by a "physical" definition like that of fa, we must first give the
appropriate vrnoxeipevov of X, and then the cause which makes this Umoxeipevov into X; in the
case of a genus-differentia definition, that means that the genus is the appropriate Vrokeipevov
of the differentia, and H's elaboration of the Z17 program explicitly calls the vrokeiuevov the
"matter" if the definiendum is an ovola. So none of this is new. Aristotle has not previously said
that the Umoxeipevov/genus/matter is in potentiality and that the differentia/form is its actuality,
and indeed he seems to have deliberately delayed saying it, but of course it is what we would
expect, and H3 did say that the explanation of the unity of a definition depends on the ovoia
being "an actuality and a nature" (1044a9), presumably of a potentiality also stated in the
definition.

There has been some confusion over Aristotle's saying that "this aporia is the same as if the
definition of 'cloak' were 'round bronze"': many writers assume that Aristotle is somehow
comparing the problem of the unity of genus and differentia in the definition of a species ("biped
animal") with the problem of the unity of matter and form in a sensible individual ("round

Pthe manuscripts have Gonep Avkédpov dnoty elvar Ty éntotiuny 10 énictacdar kai yuyfc. but in all the
parallel examples it's the thing signified by an infinitive or infinitive phrase that's explained as a cuvovcio--it makes
sense to say that the soul is one thing, knowledge or science another, to know is for them to be conjoined; I can't see
how to make any such sense out of the transmitted text. the easiest cure is to write donep Avkédpov dnciv elvar
ThG Emotung 10 £niotacBal kol yuyic.

"Snote text trouble; Bonitz' emendation seems right but d survey alternatives

"I've probably translated parts of this elsewhere, d compare and harmonize

"note (probably given elsewhere) all the texts on genus as matter, e. g.in A and Jota
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bronze").” But Aristotle says "as if the definition of 'cloak' were 'round bronze': for this name

[sc. 'cloak'] would be a sign for the Adyog [sc. 'round bronze']," so this is, like "biped animal," an
example of definition, and there is no more reason to assume that the round bronze is an
individual than that the biped animal is; Aristotle is just making his usual move (as in Z8, H2,
etc.) of substituting the easier case of an artifact, where matter and form can be more clearly
distinguished, as an analogous model for understanding the harder and more interesting case of
natural ovotor.*® Whether biped animal or round bronze, the definition follows the program of
beginning from the appropriate vrokeipevov and proceeding to the differentia, and in either case
"a definitory Adyog signifies something-[predicated]-of-something, and the former must be as
form, the latter as matter" (H3 1043b30-32, cited just above). It is not precisely because the one
is matter and the other is form that there is no aporia about the cause of their unity, but rather
because the one is potentiality and the other is the corresponding actuality. Aristotle thinks that
the essence of matter in general is potentiality, and that the matter of X has been correctly given
only when it is evident that it is of its essence potentially X, but he knows that many other
philosophers, notably Plato and other Academics, do not state the matter according to this rule,
and so they will have a serious problem about how the matter is united to the form; indeed, in the
case of the matter of separate intelligible ovoiot, such as numbers, the Academics will have an
unsolvable problem, since the matter they assign (being essentially unchangeable) will have no
potentiality. But once the matter has been stated correctly, "there is no other cause of what is
potentially a sphere being actually a sphere, rather this was the essence of each"--the essences of
the potential X and of the actual X are given in relation to each other, it belongs to the essence of
each to be united to the other, there is no need for what Aristotle says other philosophers were
vainly seeking, "a unifying Adyoc and differentia of potentiality and actuality."®' Of course, since
the potential X is of its essence only potentially united to the actuality of X, we can still ask, not
for some further "unifying Adyoc and differentia," leading to the usual infinite regress (the
composition that unites o with B, the further composition that unites this composition with a and
B, and so on), but for the actualizing efficient cause; not simply the efficient cause of an
individual instance, but also the efficient cause included in the Adyog according to the
prescription of H4.

Aristotle has caused some further confusion in saying right after this, "now some matter is
intelligible and some is sensible." In the example of round bronze that he has just given, it seems
that the bronze is sensible matter, whereas the per se vroxeipevov of roundness, namely
extension (three-dimensional extension if "round" means "spherical"), would be intelligible

Pthus Gill "Metafisica H.6 afirma que a dificuldade em relagdo aos compostos de matéria e forma [i.e. the problem
of the unity of individuals] ¢ a mesma concernente as formas substanciais [i.e. the problem of the unity of
definables] (1045a25)", as if 1045a25 were explicitly comparing these two things ("A Unidade das Substancias em
Metafisica H.6," in Substancia e Predicacdo na Metafisica de Aristoteles, Cadernos de Histdria e Filosofia da
Ciéncia, Série 3, v.13, n.2, jul.-dez. 2003, p.191). the same assumption, equally without argument, in Verity Harte,
" Aristotle Metaphysics H6: a dialectic with Platonism," Phronesis v.41 (1996), pp.276-304, esp. p.287. Gill and
Harte disagree on which of these two problems Aristotle is reducing to the other for solution, and how

%recall examples from H2, and the disclaimer, none of these are ovoiar, but they are analogous

$1this passage has been weirdly construed, by Gill and Harte in the articles above cited, and by David Charles, in
"Matter and Form: Unity, Persistence, and Identity," in Unity, Identity and Explanation in Aristotle's Metaphysics,
ed. Scaltas, Charles, and Gill, Oxford 1994, pp.87-90, as saying that both the potentially X (say, bronze) and the
actually X (the round), share the same essence, namely the actuality of X. obviously what it is to be potentially X
and what it is to be actually X are different, although each essentially refers to the other. the misreading seems to
come from automatically glossing "essence" as "form" {try to trace where this nonsense comes from--apparently it's
in the Londinenses?}
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matter. When he says "circle is plane figure" he must be intending to illustrate intelligible matter,
more precisely intelligible matter as stated in a definition; "plane figure" [oynuo €ninedov]
cannot be the full definition of "circle," and if it is something like "plane surface [just one word,
eninedov] equal from the middle" (Rhetoric I11,1 1407b27-8),%* then it is the genus/VTOKELLEVOV
"plane figure" or "plane surface" that would signify this intelligible matter, and the rest of the
definition would signify the form.*® It has been disputed whether "intelligible matter" here, and
in Aristotle generally, means simply the matter of mathematical objects, i.e. geometrical
extension (and perhaps analogues in other mathematical disciplines), or whether it is something
that is stated in physical definitions as well. Aristotle speaks explicitly of "intelligible matter" in
only two other places, both in Z10-11 ("some matter is sensible, some intelligible, sensible like
bronze and wood and whatever matter is movable, intelligible what is present in sensibles not
qua sensibles, like the mathematicals," Z10 1036a9-12; "some things have matter even though
they are not sensibles. For everything which is not an essence and a form itself-by-itself, but a
this, has some matter. So the universal circle will not [have matter], but to the particular [circles]
these parts will belong, as has been said before: for some matter is sensible and some is
intelligible," Z11 1036b35-1037a5),* and in these texts he is thinking at least in the first instance
of the matter of mathematical things, and in the first instance of individual mathematical things.
So it has been argued (most recently by Verity Harte) that in H6 too, when Aristotle speaks of
intelligible matter, he is thinking only of geometrical extension (as witnessed by the case of the
circle) and not of the genus as matter of the species-form. However, Aristotle has just said that
"in a Adyog always one [constituent] is matter and the other is actuality," building on H3
1043b30-32 ("a definitory Adyog signifies something-[predicated]-of-something, and the former
must be as form, the latter as matter") and rephrasing in terms of actuality and potentiality; so the
genus is certainly some kind of matter, even if it is not explicitly called "intelligible" matter.*

82¢f. Posterior Analytics I1,7 92b22, and compare the Euclidean definition, "plane figure contained by one line
[which is called the circumference] toward which all the straight lines which fall from a single point of those lying
inside the figure [upon the circumference of the circle] are equal to each other" (Elements Idef15, putting in brackets
the passages marked by Heiberg as interpolated glosses)

Bthere are no grounds for deleting olov 6 KOk og oxfina éninedov with Jaeger; at most, a mention of the differentia
might have fallen out, but more likely Aristotle just skipped it, left it for the reader to fill in, since he is supposed to
be calling our attention to intelligible matter, which is what is signified by the part of the definition he does quote
¥however, see the note in Iy3 about the textual problems in these passages, serious in the case of the Z11 passage; d
incorporate here your results there

$other texts on genus as matter, all of which have been discussed before (give references; probably all in discussing
Z12) are Z12, A28 on yévog, and Iota 8. Harte claims that the unity of (the genus and the differentia in) the form and
the unity of (the form and matter in) the composite are "neither equivalent, nor analogous" (p.294); she thinks that
the unity of a form is simple and primitive, and that it is only the unity of the composite that has an explanation,
being caused by the primitive unity of the form. I have no idea how she would deal with these texts, which describe
the genus as matter, and which she seems never to mention. she does try (p.297) to deal with the text of H6 saying
that "in a Adyog always one [constituent] is matter and the other is actuality"; she says "the term Adyog has a number
of senses of which 'definition’ is only one. Nothing in what I have said need preclude there being different kinds of
definitions to which Aristotle refers on different occasions. In context, Adyog clearly refers to the kind of definition
or quasi-definition of which 'round bronze' is an example. 'Round bronze' is taken, for the sake of the argument, to
be a definition, at 45a26, and referred to as a Adyog at 45a27. 'Round bronze' is thus a definition of a composite, or a
description of a composite treated as a definition for the sake of the argument .... It is true of this kind of Adyog that
one part is matter, the other actuality. But this characterization of the definition of a composite need have no bearing
on the interpretation of the definition of form with which Aristotle began." But Aristotle says always; and H3,
responding to the Antistheneans, says "there is one kind of ovctio which can have a definition and a Adyog, namely
the composite, whether it is sensible or intelligible; but not the [oVciot] out of which as primary [constituents] this
is, if indeed a definitory Adyog signifies something-[predicated]-of-something, and the former must be as form, the
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And since H3 in the same context says that "there is one kind of ovcio which can have a
definition and a Adyoc, namely the composite, whether it is sensible or intelligible, but not the
[ovotiot] out of which as primary [constituents] this is" (1043b28-30), where one of these
constituents is "as form" and the other "as matter," it seems clear that the definable ovota is
either a sensible or an intelligible composite ovcta, and that the former will contain sensible
matter and the latter intelligible matter: so the genus, as the part of the Adyog of which the
differentia is predicated, must be either "sensible matter" or "intelligible matter." And surely the
latter: when A24 says that some things are "out of" [€k] others "as the form is out of the part, the
way man is out of biped and the syllable is out of the ototyelov: this is different from the way
the statue is out of bronze, for the composite ovcia is out of sensible matter, but the form is also
out of the matter of the form" (1023a35-b2, cited in Ila3 and I15), the kind of matter which the
part of the Adyoc is, which is being contrasted with "sensible matter," must surely be intelligible
matter. It remains true that in many of the occurrences where Aristotle uses "intelligible matter"
or some similar way of speaking, he is thinking of a mathematical matter: the octolxelo as matter
of the syllable in A24 are not mathematical, but the angles of the cube in the closely connected
passage of A25 are (these passages discussed in 116 on Z10). In part this is because intelligible
matter is the matter of intelligible objects, and (in the Academic context in which the question of
the matter of intelligible objects arose) mathematically described things are the paradigmatic
intelligible objects. More generally, we can say that the intelligible matter of X is the matter
genuinely presupposed by the form of X, rather than the matter in which that form merely
happens to be instantiated; and a paradigm case of this distinction is the round bronze, where the
roundness genuinely presupposes geometrical extension, but merely happens to be instantiated in
the bronze.* It is in any case true that the genus in a genus-differentia definition of a natural
ovcta will be analogous to bronze in the definition of "cloak"; and it seems that Aristotle intends
to describe this analogy as an analogy between intelligible and sensible matter.

In part because of an ambiguity of punctuation, it is not entirely clear what Aristotle intends to
illustrate by the example of the categories. But when he speaks of "whatever things do not have
matter either intelligible or sensible," he means things that have no definitory Adyog; their unity
is not explained by one thing being potentiality and another being actuality, but rather "each are
immediately just some one." It is possible that he cites the categories, ovcia and quantity and
quality and so on, as examples of such unanalyzable unities. This is perhaps surprising: we might
expect, rather, individual immaterial ovctot such as the movers of the heavens. But Aristotle has
not established their existence yet, and has no good examples of immaterial ovctot to point to,
and the categories would make a certain amount of sense as an example, since they are summa
genera, with no higher genus to serve as their matter, and with no definitory Adyog. It would
make sense to say that the categories are each immediately just one, as they are each
immediately just being, and for this reason we define "man" or "white" by citing "ovotla" or
"quality" together with its differentiae, without also adding "being" or "one" to the Adyog as if
these were further genera. This is possible. However, while it is an Aristotelian commonplace

latter as matter," 1043b28-32, a text which is intimately connected with H6, and whose existence Harte seems
nowhere to acknowledge. also note that, despite the impression you might get from Harte's approving citation of
Detel (his 1,211-14), Detel does think that the genus is matter, although he thinks that the phrase "intelligible matter"
refers only to mathematical extension as the genus of mathematical figures of a given dimension

%6but another good case is the syllable, which presupposes the otoryeio but merely happens to be instantiated in the
wax. but, going back to the texts cited from Z10-11, and generally taken to imply a purely mathematical conception
of intelligible matter, they would seem to fit this case too, even though the examples Aristotle gives are
mathematical
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that the categories are kinds of being, each of which is in its own way, without having being as a
higher genus above them, it seems less natural to say that the categories are likewise kinds of
unity; Aristotle does not seem to say this elsewhere, and he may well not be saying it here either.
His point may be rather that, just as the categories are each immediately being, so too anything
which has neither sensible nor intelligible matter is immediately one (and immediately being);
and just as we do not need to add "being" to a definition beside the appropriate category, so too
we do not need to add "one" (or "being") to any unanalyzable simple. Nor, presumably, do we
add "one" to a definable complex: this would be seeking a "unifying Adyog and differentia,"
leading to regress. Rather, the unity emerges from the simples into which the complex is
analyzed, if they are related to each other as potentiality to actuality.

For those who can define by giving what is potentially X as the vmoxeipevov of X, and the
corresponding actuality as its differentia, then, as Aristotle has said, "what we are seeking would
no longer appear to be an aporia." For those who cannot define in this way, there is an aporia,
and, Aristotle says, "on account of this aporia some people talk about participation, and raise the
aporia what is the cause of participation, and what it is to participate." The talk of participation
suggests especially the Platonists, and looking back in A10 to describe the aporiai that he has
solved and that the others, especially the Platonists, cannot, Aristotle will say that "for those who
[posit] the Forms [there must be] another even higher apyn: for why did [something] come to
participate, or why does it participate?" (1075b18-20), and again "why the numbers are [each, as
a whole] one, or soul and body, or generally the form and the object, no one says anything--nor
is it possible to say, except as we say, that the mover makes" (b34-7)."” However, here in H6
Aristotle assimilates the Platonists to others such as Lycophron (who, as we know from Physics
L,2, tried to avoid one-many problems by saying not that the man is white but that the man white;
or, as here, that there is communion between man and whiteness); the Platonists would not
appreciate the comparison, but they are stuck in the same situation. The reason that solutions like
Lycophron's are absurd is that, by parity of reasoning, "being-white will be a composition of
surface and whiteness," even though surface is the per se Umoxeipevov of whiteness; likewise 3
and o are the per se vnoxeipevov of the differentia of fa, namely the particular mode of
composition of § and o with the 8 before the o, and there will be a further composition between 3
and o and the composition of  and o, and so ad infinitum. To stop the regress, we must analyze
the definiendum into a form and the per se vrokeipevov of that form, in such a way that the
VTOKELUEVOV 18 in potentiality what the form is in actuality;88 in some cases the form will be
itself a composition, with no further composition to unite the composition with the components,
and in other cases the form will not be a composition, but some other sort of differentia that is
immediately united with the vmokeipevov. "The case is the same with them all," and
"investigating what is the cause of one, i.e. of being one, is similar," solved not by positing a
unifying Adyoc or differentia, or a form of unity, but reducing in every case to seeking the
efficient cause which actualizes the potentiality, if there is a potentiality to be actualized.®

H6 is an important stage in the development of Aristotle's argument, in relation to what has
preceded it in ZH, and, at least in a motivating role, in relation to what will follow in © and A.

¥7see discussion of these passages in I1Iy3; I also cited the second of them briefly above. but note that at least in the
first passage, Aristotle's concern is not with giving a Adyog thg oVolog or solving a one-many problem, but with
explaining coming-to-be and especially the perpetuity of the cycle of coming-to-be, problems which he is not
concerned with in ZH, but rather in On Generation and Corruption, Physics VIII, and Metaphysics ® and A.

% Aristotle is not, of course, saying that the matter is the form, but that the matter is potentially X and the form is
actually X (more properly, that the form is the actuality of X, and that the composite is actually X)

¥note against taking "Ouotov" as connecting "cause of one" with "cause of being one"
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Much confusion has come from reading H6 simply as the solution to an isolated aporia about the
unity of definition, raised parenthetically in Z11 (1037a18-20) and then apparently given
overlapping but not identical answers in Z12 and H6 (leading to speculation about the relation
between these chapters, and whether Z12, or even, as Jaeger thought, both chapters, are
extraneous additions to the text). As we have seen, H6 completes the solution that Aristotle has
been developing, since Z17, of an aporia set out in Z13 against the possibility of giving any
Adyog g ovetag. That aporia had at least implicitly hung over the whole investigation of the
parts of the Adyog of a thing, begun in Z10, and Aristotle had developed it in Z12, in a limited
way, for a limited local purpose of argument, namely to deal with the Platonist horn of B#6 (the
genera as apyal) by showing that the Platonist answer to B#7 (the higher genera are prior to the
species) is untenable, that the genus exists not separately but only as matter, that the differentiae
are prior in ovclo to the genera, and that the ovoio of a thing defined by a genus-differentia
definition is its ultimate differentia (although this is not properly speaking an apyn of the thing,
being simultaneous rather than prior to it). This is sufficient for disposing of a particular Platonist
program for finding the dpyol as partial ovciot of things, but the problem of the unity of
definition is also something that Aristotle needs to solve for himself, if he is not going to have
refuted the possibility of science in the course of refuting the Platonists; and it is a problem that
arises for "physical" definitions though parts, as well as for the "dialectical" definitions through
genera and differentia discussed in Z12. (The last sentence of Z12, 1038a34-5, had both said that
the chapter's treatment of "definitions by divisions" was only a first stab, and referred by
implication to other kinds of definition, see 118 above.) The solution in the case of "physical"
definitions will presumably say that the parts mentioned in the definition of X are collectively
the vmoketiuevov of X, and are in potentiality to the differentia of X, which will be the mode of
composition of the parts. Incorrectly given physical definitions, which just list the parts without
describing the mode of composition, or which do not treat the parts as duvdueig, cannot solve
the problem, as neither can incorrectly given dialectical definitions, which do not treat the genera
as dvvauetg or do not divide them by their appropriate differentiae, but correctly given physical
definitions, like correctly given dialectical definitions, can solve the problem. However, in
solving B#6 for himself, Aristotle must also answer the challenge that "it is not possible to speak
in both ways of the dpyai. For there is one Adyog thg ovolog [of a given thing]; but the
definition through genera and the one that says out of what constituents [the thing] is are
different" (B#6 998b11-14, cited above). If there is to be any scientific knowledge of X, it seems
that it must have a definition mentioning its genus; if X has essential parts, it seems that its full
scientific definition must mention these parts. But these definitions can coincide, if the genus of
the syllable Ba is its per se vmokeipevov, namely B and o, and its differentia is its mode of
composition, namely with-the-B-before-the-0.”® And when Aristotle says that the genus is the
matter, and that every definition states some form of some matter, then this is a reasonable way
of filling in his meaning for a definiendum like the syllable Bo.

H6 and the complexities of biological definition

However, we might doubt whether this kind of solution will work for the really interesting
definienda, such as animal species. Indeed, we may doubt whether it makes sense to say that the
genus is the matter in such cases: the appropriate matter of man seems to be, not animal, but
rather something like flesh and bones, or the "natural body potentially having life" or

Pthis cited above
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"organic natural body" (the embryo?), or specifically human versions of these parts or this
organic body. However, in these cases too it is clear that Aristotle does not intend to omit either
the definition by divisions or the physical definition through the parts, and neither will he allow
these to be two different definitions of the same thing. Rather, the divisions used to define a
given animal species must somehow mention its essential parts, that is, its organs: "the genera [of
animals] have been defined by the shapes of the parts and [thus] of the whole body" (PA 1,4
644b7-8). However, if according to the program of the De Partibus Animalium an animal species
is defined through its particular configuration of organic parts, we might object that this is the
reverse of what H6 requires, since the essential material constituents seem now to be the
differentiae, rather than the genera, of the animal species. We might also wonder whether the
Z12-H6 attempt to identify the definable ovolo with the ultimate differentia, and to solve the
problem of its unity in this way, can survive the rules for defining animals in De Partibus
Animalium I, which prescribe multiple differentiae at each stage (so PA 1,3).

It is certainly true that the kinds of definitions required by real-world science, as described in
De Partibus Animalium I, are more complicated than we might have expected from ZH.
Nonetheless, Aristotle approaches the study of animal species with the same methodological
principles sketched (in however simplified a form) in ZH, and the solution to the problem of the
unity of definition sketched in ZH does not seem seriously threatened by his biological practice.
To start with, on the question whether the De Partibus Animalium reverses the roles of genus and
differentia that we would expect from ZH, it is not quite right to say that organic parts of an
animal, such as feet and wings, are its differentiae. The left foot and the right foot are not
differentiae of man; rather, the differentia "biped" arises from the two feet together, and from the
absence of any further feet. The feet are parts of the Adyog of man, but they are neither genera
nor differentiae; rather, they are parts of a Adyog which, when fully explicated, is more
complicated than a simple series of genera and differentiae. However, such complication is not
unique to biological definitions. The three sides of a triangle are also parts of the Adyog of
triangle, mentioned in the definition "plane figure bounded by three straight lines,"”" but none of
the three sides is a genus or differentia of triangle; rather, the differentia of triangle results from
the three sides together, and from the absence of any further sides. Aristotle identifies the genus
of plane figures with their matter, and he seems to think that the distinctive boundary of each
type of figure (three straight lines, three equal straight lines, etc.) is its form, or what it has
analogous to a form.”” Presumably he will try a similar approach with animal species. The parts
of a plane figure from which its differentiae are taken are not material but formal parts; a foot
undeniably involves some matter, but it is not simply a material part, and the differentiae of
animals are taken from the forms of the organic parts (e.g. "cloven-hooved"), not from their
matter.

However, as noted above, it does not seem that animal is the matter of its species, as two-
dimensional extension is the matter of the different types of plane figure. On the other hand, it is
also not quite correct to say that two-dimensional extension is the genus of plane figures: while
Aristotle does sometimes give "plane" [eéninedov] as the genus, this must be taken in the sense of
"plane figure" [oxnua €ninedov, a formula Aristotle also uses for the genus], and not simply for
the matter, two-dimensional extension. "Plane figure" is a count-noun. Thus the genus, plane
figure, is not simply the matter, but the matter together with an indeterminately described form,

roughly Euclid Idef19, formulation slightly complicated in context; standardize with other times I've used this
example? (does Aristotle give his own official definition, e.g. in the PostAn?)
92refs, A28, A8, etc.
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and the differentiae are successive determinations of this form: every plane figure is bounded by
some sort of line, but a rectilinear plane figure is bounded by straight lines, a triangle by three
straight lines, an equilateral triangle by three equal straight lines.”> Presumably something similar
will hold of animals. The generic matter of animal is something like organic natural body, but the
genus, animal, is not simply organic natural body, but organic natural body together with an
indeterminately described form ("animal" is a count noun, and each animal has a soul), and the
differentiae are successive determinations of this form, or at any rate successive formal
determinations of the organic parts.

We might try to give a genus-differentia definition of Ba, following the prescriptions of ZH,
by starting with its per se vrokeipuevov, B and o, and then adding as differentia the cause on
account of which B and o are Bo; "B and o" would thus be a genus, of which one species might
be Bo, another af}, and another a mere heap rather than a syllable. Clearly it will not work to say
that the genus of man is two feet and two hands and so on, of which one species would be these
parts arranged in the human order, another species would be these same parts arranged in some
other order, and another species would be these parts in a heap: this is impossible, since feet in a
heap, serving no function in an animal and unconnected to a source of blood that would keep
them alive, are not feet. We must start not simply from a heap of organic parts, but from a heap
of organic parts with at least an indeterminately described form to unite them, and then add
further determinations of the arrangement of the parts, the number of each type, their shape and
mode of functioning, and so on.”* The differentia would at each stage be the cause of the
interconnected organs being arranged in this way; to be adequate to defining a living thing, it
should include a final cause, explaining the function that the organs arranged this way serve.
Animals are differentiated by their different ways of carrying out the indeterminately described
function of animals in general, namely the preservation of the individual and the species;
different strategies for making use of material necessities for accomplishing this function, and in
particular different arrangements of organs, constitute different animal species and thus also
different determinations of the indeterminate common function (preservation of this sort of thing
carrying out these activities). We need to divide animals by many differentiae at once, since we
cannot fully determine the species just by dividing successively according to the organs of
locomotion (footed, quadruped, etc.): we need to determine the whole system of organs. But
Aristotle is just as insistent in De Partibus Animalium I as in ZH that we must divide by
differentiae of the differentiae (PA 1,3 643b17-19; this is why we must divide simultaneously by
differentiae arising from different organs, rather than dividing first by egg-laying or live-bearing,
then by flying or walking and so on), so that the ultimate differentiae will implicitly include the
higher differentiae and genera. Or, instead of speaking of many simultaneous ultimate
differentiae, we can think of it as a single ultimate differentia, but one determining the whole
system of organs at once (even "biped" refers to more than one organ, the two feet). It signifies a
single ovolo and not many, because the many organs are duvdpeig which can only be exercised
together: Aristotle is willing to describe the whole animal body as a single organ for a single
grand function (PA 1,1 642a9-13), and the soul is a single €vteAéyero of the whole thing,
constituting a single animal.”> Thus De Partibus Animalium I is developing, under the

“ref to Euclid Idef19-21

*we could do it this way for Ba too, taking the genus to be syllable, and then differentiating by number of
phonemes, arrangements of vowels and consonants, features of the first and second phonemes, etc. ... this might be
right; Aristotle never explicitly says what the genus of Po is

%on all this see my OSAP De Anima paper
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complicated conditions of real-world science, a program of definition broadly along the lines of
what we have seen in ZH, and it should not threaten the ZH account of the unity of the
definition: the definition will be a Adyog not of many things, whether the many parts of an
animal, or the successive genera and differentiae, or the many simultaneous differentiae, but of a
single actuality of many potentialities.

From H6 to ® and A

It is of course often noted that H says much more about actuality than Z, and it is often said
that this in some way prepare the way for ® and perhaps for A. We have seen why it is important
for H, in answering the aporia of Z13 and showing how to give a Adyo¢ t1ig ovctiag, to talk about
actuality and potentiality. "Whatever things do not have matter are all [sc. each of them] just one
thing without qualification" (the last line of H6, 1045b23), and are pure €vépyeia; this
description will be taken up in the account of separate immaterial ovctot in A, and in the
account of "incomposites" in ©®10. Things that have some matter, including all definable things,
will be compounds of a §Ovauig and its €vépyeta, and, once these have been correctly
formulated, the only further cause of unity is the actualizing efficient cause, which will be
mentioned in the scientific definition of the thing. Aristotle does not think that there is any
remaining problem about the unity of definition, or about the unity of an ovcia, and he does not
take up these problems in ® or A; H6 marks the end of a self-contained inquiry into ovcio, and
0, taking up the discussion of dvvopic and €viedéyero or €vépyera, refers back to the
discussion of ovcila as something already completed (@1 1045b27-1046a4, ©8 1049b27-9, see
discussion in Illo1 below). Still, the juxtaposition of the end of H, solving problems by dvOvoputg
and €vépyetra and saying that there is no further cause of unity except the mover, with the
beginning of ©, is not a coincidence; H serves at least to motivate ©. © takes up from A7 the
senses of being as being duvdpel and evtedeyeiq, and investigates these senses of being with a
view to their causes, namely dvvopelg (or potential causes, the bearers of dvvdpueic) and
evépyelan (or actual causes, the bearers of evepysian). If we want to find causes of being to a
thing that are prior to the thing, then this is where we will have to look for them; and specifically,
Aristotle will argue, in the cause of evépyelo to what is duvauet, the actual moving cause. For
an eclipse, this cause will be the motions of moon and sun, and we can ask further what makes
these motions eternally actual, until we reach a simple €évépyeira of the kind described in H6. Or,
beginning with sublunar plant and animal species, we can investigate until we find the causes of
the cycle of generation, the eternally moving heavenly bodies, and then the causes of their
eternal motion. This is the only causal route to something separately existing and eternal and
unmoved, and it is a different route than the investigation of causes of ovctia, the total or partial
ovola of a thing, described in ZH. If you want to say that these eternally unmoved things are
causes of ovcta of natural things, contained in their Adyog thg ovoiag, the only way to maintain
this is to say that as a scientific definition must mention the moving cause, a fully elaborated
scientific definition would have to trace the definiendum back to the first moving cause of all
things, which would appear implicitly in the definitions of everything else. Aristotle never says
this, and I see no need to say it on his behalf; but if you want the pursuit of the ovcio of a thing
to lead to the apyot which are the objects of first philosophy, this is the only way it can work.



