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l. Preliminary Remarks: .

Aristotle's Categories is by no means as magnificent an i
achievement as his Metaphysics or his Nicomachean Ethics. 1In S
fact, when compared to the latter, the Categorles looks very
small and primitive and yet, in recent years, the little trea-

tise has excited a levellof p3551on and controversy far out of
proportion* to its size and presumed un;mportance. This circum-
stance alone would be sufficient to justify a dissSertation.
It has, indeed, justified many dissertations, so I am faced
with the necessity of explaining why I think that the world
needs yet another dissertation on Aristotle's categories.

In brief, when I began reading the secondary literature
on this topic, I suddenly found myself in a battle between on-
tology and logic for possession of the categories. The oqto-
lo'gists explained that the categories are the highest modes of ’ .
'being' and so belong to ontology. WNot to be outdone, the ‘lo- :
gicians countered wiﬁh the claim that t#e cétegories are ‘the
highest classes of logiéal predicates and so belong to logic. 1
The_gquestion: What is the ultimate province of the categories, ;
ontology or logic? begame the starting point of my investiga- :
tion.l _ : '

. As I studied the secondary literature more closely, I be- i
gan-to realize that the majority of commentators were trying
to force the categories into one mould or the other. This did
not seem to me to be legitimate, moreover, I came to suspect
that the implicit question: Are the categories:'things' or
'predicates'? was a false one. However, neither side would

yield to the other and siﬁce both could, to some degree, aPpéaI

—
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to the authos}ty oﬁ Aristotle, there was no reason why they
should. 1In the controversy that raged, Aristotle seemed trap-
ped in an either/or situation. .Joseph Owens put the current
state of the quesﬁion with great exactitude when he said:

"...the categorles are preé%nted in the
Stagirite's Metaphysics as determina-
tions of being and as ways in which be-
ing is expressed. Is the doctrine of
categories for Aristotle, then, baszi- .
cally metaphy51cal with loglca& aftew- -
maths? " Or, vice versa, is it fundamen- ’
tally a logical growth that blossomed
into a metaphysics? Or is it a loose
combination of loglcal and metaphysical
doctrines? Or is there an historical
development and change in Aristotle from
‘ one viewpoint to ‘another? Or does the

. doctrine of categories .pertain to a twi- 5

light zone between logic and metaphy51cs°“

It seemed to me that what was needed was a perspective from
which to view the categories that would validate both of the
perceived functions. In other words, was there some middle
ground between ontology and logic, some particular perspective
that would grant to both ontology and logic the perfect rlght
to call themselves categorlal systems" The search for thlS
perspective was the domlnant motive behlnd the writing of this
thesis. ' '

Before I could take any steps towards a new look at the

) categories, my first move was to return to the source of the
controversy, i.e. the treatise Categories. This is an odd lit-
tle work that presents us with ten 'categories’, but doces not
tell us categories Of‘EEEE in a manner that is obvious and un-
questionable. In addition, it pPresents us with a theory of
'secondary substance' which is problematic in that it does not
reappea} in the rest of the Aristotelian corpus. This particu- ¢
lar c1rcumstance has glven rise to doubts concerning the trea-
tise's authenticity, and I believe that these problems are of

sufficient importance to warrant an appendix.
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2. The-Objective of the Present Work.

First, it is not my purpose to give a line by line exege-
sis of ﬁﬁe Categories. Such work is best left to those better
fitted to undertake it. PFurther, I do not propose to devote a
great deal of space to individual categories with the sole ex-
ception of subsﬁance. This categofy is bf such importance that
it will merit an entire chapter all tao itself .for reasons which
I. hope will be obvious. “So with ‘the excepwtion of substance, my
intention is to treat the categoriéé as a set. I jshall, more-
over, not confine myself exclusively to the treafise in ques-
tion, Arlstotle has many interesting things to Y aboutbcate—
gories 1n\other works, and representatives of the
will be duly noted.

Second, and most impeortant, I wish to make it
I shall be only proposing an interpretation of the caj

e oplnlons

and shall not,_for an instant, pretend that the resuldt
research will be in any way final or definitive. In general,
my objective will be to see whether the categories will lend
themselves to an interﬁreta%ion that may help to resolve cer-
tain existing problems. 'Basically, I think that if ﬁhere were
a definitive 1nterpretatlon of the categories, then it would
have surfaced long before now. My own interpretation w1ll
evolve as more and more texts come into play thus, my conclu—
sion will be based more on a cumulative 'weight of evidence'
than on one or two texts in particular. ‘

In summary, then, this thesis will have as its objective _
an answer to the question: What is the® primary function of the
theory of categories insofar as yt'may be said to have any pri-
mary function? My own interest will not lie with'ontology\or
logic exclusively, but with what I perceive to be the tie bet-
ween them,

’

e
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3. A Few Remarks on the Problem of Logic
and Ontology. in the Categories.

The debate over whether what are now called 'caﬁegories'
in the Categories are 'logical entities', ontoleogical entities,
or in some sense both, is a long—standing one. Proponents!of
what I shall call the 'logical! interpretation hold, in general,
that the categories, as presented in the treatise, are the high-
est classes of predicates that can be asserted or denied of a
subject in a proposition. 1In Chapter II, we shall see why this
view is questionable. The problem I wish to discuss now is the
general one concerning the 'perspective' of the Categofies. In
other words, whether Aristotle places his emphasis on a discus-
sion of ontological entities or whether he is more concerned
Qith the terms that signify such entities.

In chapter two of the treatise, Aristotle sketches a four-
fold ontological classification when he says: "Of things /Tav
8vtwg7 there are: (a) some are said of a subject but are not ;g
any subject...(g)\Some are in a subject but are not said of any
subject...{c} Some are both said of a subject and in a subject
...(d) Some are neither in a subject nor said of a subject."3
Basically, this list breaks down along the following lines:

The four types of 'things' (ovtwv) are: 1) primary substance
(oﬁcia); 2} the species and genera of primary/;;bstance; 3) éhe
individual non-substances; 4) the species and genera of these.
In short, these are the kinds of 'things' that are.

In chapter two again, we have a discussion of 'things that
are said' (Thv Keyouévmv),q and Aristotle tells us that of
these, "...some involve combination while others are said with-
out combination."5 In his examples, Aristotle gives us state-
ments of the barest subject-predicate kind, i.e. "...'man runs',

ub

"man wins',.. In chapter four, he‘'says that: "Of things

said without any combination, each dignifies either substance

s
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or quantity or qualification.._‘."7 However, the 'things éaid
without any combination' are not without referents, there are .-
things which are signified by these uncombined terms. In my
view, a correlation can be made between the ‘'signifiers' of
chapter four and the fourfold division of entities in chapter
two. In other words, that the entities in chapter two are pre-
cisely what the 'signifiers' of chapter four refer to. The
correlation may be seen as follows: -

Under the fourfold division of entities, we find primary
substance and secondary substance, both of these may be refer-
red to as oUola and 8eltepa obala . The nine other 'signifiers'
can be taken to refer to the things which are 'in' a subject
but are not 'predicable of' it, i.e. the non-substantial indi=-
viduals as well as their species and genera (quantity, quality
and so on.) '

The important definition of substance in chapter two as
an entity which is neither 'predicable of' a subject nog/fin'

a subject is the starting point for the discussion of substance
in chapter five in which Aristotle says that substance "...most
strictly, primarily, and most of all - is that which is neither
said of a subject n§£ in a subject."8 That the general tone

af the discussion is ontolegical is clear from the fact that
Aristotle ties the existence of all other entities to that of
primary substance. "Thus all the other things are either said
of the primary substances as subjects or in them as subjects.
So if the primary substances did not exist it woﬁ;d be impos-
sible for any of the other things to e;cist."9 To this brief
sketch, I shall only add that these and other related questions
will be discussed more fully in Chapter II. .

We may conclude generally that the Categories contains in
chapter two the ontological entities which are signified by

the list of signifiers in chapter four. On this basis, we may
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say that the Categories deals with both 'ontology' and ’logici,
but that ultimately the emphasis is on ontology because of the
utter dependence of all other‘types of entity upon primary sub-
stance. The same point would also hold for the 'signifié;s'
since, without a concrete referent to give rise, through induc-
tion, to the concept which gives the 'signifier' its meaning,
the-'signifier' would be empty of content and therefore meaning-
less,

4., The Structure of the Thesis.

If we adopt the view that Aristotle himself is rarely the
source of the major problems treated in his philosophy, then
it would appear to be prudent to begin a thesis on Aristotle
with a chapter on Plato. In this chapter, it will by no means
be my intention to write the history of Greek philosophy from
Thales to Aristotle inclusive. Still less will it be my in-
tention to do a comparative analysis of ilato and Aristotle.
It will, however, be my intention to take formal note of the
fact that Aristotle's early thought‘was shaped in a.very par-
ticular environment under very particular influences. The
basic reason for this chapter is inspired by Jaeger's asser-
tion to the effect that Aristotle spent his entire post-Academy
life trying to determine where he stood with respect to the
doctrines that he learned there.lO The most important of these
doctrines is the theory of Intelligible Forms, and we shall
examine it in the light of the problems that Plato thought it
would solve. With this theory, Plato éttempted’to ground the
'being' and 'intelligibility' of 'the real' in a supra-sensible
world of eternal Forms. His theory of knowledge was- in the
main, an attempt to show the relation of the Forms to the soul,

‘ -
that knowledge, properly so called, consisted of the recollec-
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tiQn by the soul of what it had previously known in the world
of the Forms. When Aristotle overturned the world of the Fornms,

he was forced to find another way to ground the 'being' and 'in-

telligibility' of 'the real'. and this he did in part through
the theory of categories in general, and substance in particu-
lar. . C ' >

Further, I shall, in Chapter I, give a sketch of the epis-
temological, semantic, and metaphysical uses to which Plato ap-
parently thought that the theory of Forms could be put. It is
my hope that the reader will bear these in mind because they
raise questions that Aristotie will have:to answexr when he de-
nies the legitimacy of the Intelligible Forms. 'In other words,
Aristofle will have to propose something that will ground not
only the objective reélity of the world but also the accuracy
of our knowledge of it and the validity of our discourse.

The discussion of the Platonic theory of predication in
Chapter I will lead us directly Fo Chap%ﬁr IT and a discussion
of Aristotle'’s distinction between 'predication' and 'inherence'
and of how these notidns are unintelligible without subsﬁance.
In Chapter III, we shall consider substance itself and the su-
preme importance it has in the Aristotelian system. But sub-
stance stands at the head of a categorial system, and Chapter
IV will deal with those other categories as they form a sét,

Of additional interest in this chapter, we shall take a look
at several major interpretations of the nature of the catego-
ries and attempt a provisional conclusion.

In Chapter V, I shall introduce the new perspective men-
tioned earlier, namely that the 'epistemological categories''
mediate between the categories of ontology and logic and, in

some sense, effect a 'translation' from the one to the other.

(PP TR
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it will be my contention thatzthe general theory of cate-
gories involves the identification of three commensurable cate-
gorial systems which provide the means for explaining how the
'being' and ‘'intelligibility' of 'the real' are grounded. In
many ways, this drama will be played against the backérop of
the Platonic philosophy. For this reason) among others, -I be~-
lieve that there is a necessary minimum that has to be said
about- Plato at the outset if my later discussion of Aristotle
is not to be based on a multitude of unstated presuppositions:

5. A Note on Methodology.

In general, this thesis will follow a technical methodo-
logy that appears to be fairly standard in work of this kind,
although a -few variations may be noted here. For example, most
of the quotations from Plato and Aristotle will be in English
translation. The primary reason for this is that I wish this
thesis fo be easily accessible to those readers who may have
no Greek at all, and who have neither the time nor the patience
to be referring constantly to translations. On several occa-
sions, however, when it is particularly desirable to have the
Greek original immediately at hand, it will be quoted directly,
accompanied by a translation. Elsewhere, according to percei-
ved interest, I shall include in a translated text the Greek
original of certain terms. 1In these cases, the aim will be a
greater clarity of compreheﬁsion of the intended meaning.

A further point on methocdology has to do with the use of
a particular term. In my discussion of Plato, I shall use the
word 'soul', whereas with Aristotle, I shall employ the term
¢uxn. The reason is simply that I think that in Plato's case,

the word 'soul' is an accurate rendition of what he appears to

. mean by'this term, one, moreover, which is tolerably close to
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our modern understanding. In other words, in Plato, the soul.
mpﬁ be seen as a type of spiritual being that brings iife to
the body it inhabits, that it is immortal, that it is of grea-
ter value than the body it operates through, and that the con-
duct of a man's life has a bearing on the soul's ultimate fate.

In Aristotle, these notions are much less present. It seems da e

true to say that what Aristotle understands by ¢uyH is not quite
what is understood by 'so&l'. In this instance, I believe that
consistent use of the Greek originql will help to prevent the
burdening of Aristotle's conception with-meanings that are not
truly appropriate to it. This point will be raised again later.
Again on the subject of methodology, I wish to indicate

that the main translation of Aristotle's Categories that will

be used in this thesis will be J. L. Ackrill's. This seems to

be the best one now available, and it is certainly the text of

choice for most recent commentators. For the other writings
of Aristotle, I shall rely on the book edited by Richard McKeon,

The Basic Works of Aristotle.ll The advantage here is that it

is based on the standard English translations found in the Ox-
ford edition. I shall, of course, turn to the latter for sour-
ces not contained in McKeon. The rulg is, then, that quotations
from Aristotle will be taken either from Ackrill or from the
standard Oxford translations. Any exceptions to this rule wiil
be properly documented.

One final point. 1In several chapters, the reader will

find footnotes integrated into the text which are designated
by lower case letters of the Greek alphabet rather than by

Arabic numerals. These additions représent later revisions
| tg\the text,

r——



NOTES TO INTRODUCTION

1. By 'ontology' I mean the science that is also called 'me-
taphysics' or what Aristotle called 'First Philosophy'
(cf. De Caelo, I, 8, 277bl0). This is a complex notion
involving a variety of different aspects, two of which are
of particular relevance here. One is that ontology, or
metaphysics is the science of 'being qua being' (cf. Meta.,
I, 1, 1003a21-32). 1In the first chapter of Metaphysics,l,
Aristotle distinguishes 'first philosophy' from the so-
called special sciences in that "...none of these others
treats universally of being as being. They cut off a part
of being and investigate the attribute of this part; this
is what the mathematical sciences for instance do." /Ibid.,
1003a24-26,/. 1In chapter two of the same book, Aristotle
says that just as everything called medical is related to
the medical art, so everything that is said to 'be' is re-
ferred to substance (ibid., 1003bl-8). . For Aristotle, the
highest manifestation of 'being' is substance. "For who
understands 'being itself' to be anything but a particular
substance?" /Phys., I, 3, 187a9/. 1In fact, "...the ques-
tion which was raised of old and is raised now and always
...viz. what being is, is just the guestion, what is sub-
stance?" /Meta., Z, 1, 1028b2-4/. The second aspect of
ontology or metaphysics is that it is generally considered
to study those concepts which are too general to fall un-
der the purview of any one of the 'special sciences' (e:g;.
matter and form, causality, act and potency, and so on).
I am fully prepared to concede that 'ontology' is not an
Aristotelian term, but then neither is 'metaphysics’'.

In contrast to 'ontology', I place 'logic'. If ontology
refers to the study of ‘'being' as it is manifested in the
independent existent and its attributes, then the ontolo-
gical domain covers those entities that, in the perspec-
tive of the Categories, are signified by uncombined terms.
Logic would refer, then, to the study of significant terms
whether combined or uncombined. As we shall see, whenever
I discuss the 'ontological function' of the categories,
what I mean is the role of the categories in the constitu-
tion of the primary substance which, as the basic ontolo-
gical unit, is the highest manifestation of 'being'. (In
this context, I prefer the term 'ontology' to 'metaphysics'
because ontology immediately implies the notion of ov).
When, however, I discuss the logical function of the cate-
gories, I mean the role of the categories as the signifiers
of what is signified. 1In this connection, see notea, p.
83.
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CHAPTER I

PLATONIC ANTECEDENTS TO THE ARISTOTELIAN
THEORY OF PREDICATION

1. The Background to the Theory of Intelligible Forms.

It is an old truism that nothing comes from nothing.
‘Tdeas, philosophical or otherwise, do not spring from a va-
cuum; and while one is always prepared to condemn the trivi-
ality of proverbial wisdom, one risks losing sight of the
basic truth of the statement that made it a proverb in the
first place. It is the stated aim of this dissertation to
investigate the Aristotglian categories, and one important
feature of that theory is the role of the notion of predica-
tion. Clearly, Aristotle was not the first to conceive of a
theory of predication, he had antecedents. The most notable
of these was Plato. But Plato had predecessors also, and
while I shall do all in my power to avoid an infinite regres-
sion, I shall take the view that what Aristotle says about
predication is highly coloured by his reaction against Plato.
It is in this context that some notice of Plato's predeces-
sors will be taken. In the course of this particular discus-
sion, it is to be hoped that the originality of Plato's solu-
tions to the problems raised by his philosophical forebears
will become apparent.

In the 170 years (approximately) between the birth of
Thales, commonly regarded -as the first Greek philosopher, and
that of Socrates who revolutionized not only the content and

the method, but alsa the dixection of Greek philosophy, many



important changes had taken place in the-Greek mind. ' The
early philosophers, Thales, Anaximander, Anaximenes, Empedo-
cles and Anaxagoras had each, in their several ways, attemp-
ted to expiain the nature of the physical world. For the most
part, they were materialists, whether monists or pluralists,
tying their explanations of coming-to-be, passing away and
change generally to one or more principles which could be
easily discovered in the world of sense experience. Their
attempts to reduce the world to a unit or plurality of matter
strikes us moderns as crude and unsophisticated, and we can
only speculate on how their explanations were received by
their contemporaries. But however primitive their efforts
now appear, the fact is that these men represent the begin-
nings of the philosophical enterprise in the West.

What followed the Ionian cosmologists was undoubtedly
more interesting if not more dangerous. There can be little
doubt that the leisured and learned circles of Greece viewed
with bemusement the struggle for the hearts and minds of phi-
losophers that took place between the disciples qf Parmenides
and those of Heraclitus; the cne side arguing that change is
an illusion, and the other asserting that nothing abides, that
éll is change. Any non-philosopher present at.such a debate
would have been treated to the unedifying spectacle of intel-
ligent men ably defending their own positions in diametrical
opposition to the others. The casual observer must have felt
that in the end it was impossible to know the truth about any-
thing. Given all of the various contradictory opinions that
were current at any one time, it is amazing, in retrospect,
that Scepticism made its appearance in Greek philosophy as
late as it did. The dilemma raised by the antagonistic nature
of philosophy at that time was one to which Aristotle was not



" insensitive:

...1if those who have been most keen in

the pursuit of whatever truth is possi-

ble for us, if they who seek and love it
most, hold such opinions -and make such
pronouncements about truth, how can e 1
beginner in philosophy fail to lose heart?"

Following Parmenides and Heraclitus, it seems clear that
natural philosophy had reached an impasse. The general faith
in the unity and stabilif& of the universe had been geverely
undermined, and if this is taken with mounting scepticism
about traditional religidus explanations, absence of.faith in
authority (whether human or divine} and a certain cynicism
with respect to received opinions, then the stage is set for
the growth of an intellectual and moral vacuum. However, the
conditions just enumerated may not have been entirely without
merit to the extent that they encouraged philosophers to turn
away from the world, which seemed to defy coherent explanation,
and towards man himself who offered new fields for exploration.
Enter the Sophists.

In its essence, the Sophistic movement seems to have been a
highly ingenious endeavor to hold two conflicting views: the
empiricism of Hippocrates, and the flux theory of Heraclitus.
In other words, our sole source of information about the world
is the senses, but the world revealed to the senses is changing,
confused and unknowable. The Sophiststappear generally to have
accepted the notion that man is the measure of all things,2 a
view which implies that truth is relative to the individual so

that there may be no way of determining that may be objectively

true about a thing or state of affairs. It may also be the case
that there are not even any facts to know the truth about.

“The Sophists were the children of their
age....All alike took their stand on the



complete absence of absolute values and
standards, whether based on theological
considerations or not. All human action

" was regarded by the Sophists as based on
experience afone and dictated by nothing
but expediency. Right and wrong, wisdom,
justice and goodness, were nothing but
names, even though it was sometimeg pru-
dent to act as if they were more."

We have, as our prime sources of information about the
Sophists, the accounts of Plato and Aristotle, which are hos-
tile in the extreme; and despite another recent attempt -by
G. B. Rerfera? to rehabilitate them, the prevailing view is
that, apart from fostering an interest in man, the general
Sophistic legacy is not Philosophy's finest hour. If the tes—
timony of the Platonic writings is to be accepted, then inter-
nal evidence points cbnsistently to the fact that Plato feound
the Sophistic teachings intolerable, and that his life-long
philosophical activity was directed towards a search for know-
ledge that was not prey to relativism and subjectivism but that
was, on the contrary, definite and reliable. Enter Socrates.

It is ironic that, at first glance, Socrates had much in
common with the Sophists he despised:

"...first a critical attitude towards any-
thing that seemed to be founded merely on
tradition; further the chief object of his
thought - man as a knowing, active, social
being; thirdly that in his philosophic' re-
flections he always started from experience.
But he could not remain content with the sub-
jectivity and relativity of the sophists.
Behind morals he sought morality, behind pre-
vailing law justice, in the history of exis-

ting states fixed principles for the communal
life of man and behind the gods divinity."5

According to W. K. Cy. Guthrie,

1

'...the action of Socrates was based on a pas-
sionate belief that knowledge was possible,
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but that the debris of half-thought-out
and misleading ideas which filled most

men's minds must be cleared away before
the search for it could begin. What he
'set before men, in strong opposition to
sophistic scepticism, was 'an ideal of

knowledge unattained’"®

Socrates' apparent conviction that there was something
permanent and kndwable behind the world of appearance which
a dialectical search for definitions could help uncover of-
fered Plato a way of escape from the relativism of the Hera-
cliteans and the Sophists. .But if there is something perma-
nent and knowable behind the fleeting appearances of the world
of sensation, then how is it to be grasped? The answer is
through inductive arquments leading to general definitions,
and Aristotle credits Socrates with both.7

"The first stage is to collect instances to
which it is agreed by both fellow-seekers
that the name 'justice' (if justice.is the
quarry) can be applied. Then the collected
examples of just actions are examined to dis-
cover in them some common gquality by virtue
0f which they bear that name. This common
quality, or more likely a group or nexus of
common qualities, constitutes their essence
as just acts. It is in fact, abstracted
from the accidental properties of time and
circumstance which belong to just acts indi-
vidually, the definition ofyjustice. Thus
the inductive argument is, as its Greek name
éfﬁaymyﬂ/ signifies, a 'leading on' of the
mind from individual instances, assembled
and regarded collectively, to a comprehen-
sion of their common definition."8

This 'Socratic' contribution had a profound influence on
Plato's theory of Intelligible Forms. It is, however, a matter
of some dispute among scholars as to where Socrates leaves off
and Plato begins. A commonly accepted dividing line is the

point at which Plato begins to argue for the separateness of
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the Intelligible Forms. According to Aristotle, "...Socrates
did not make the unlversals or the definitions exist apart "9

Aristotle goes on immediately to add that it was 'other philo-

sophers' who separated the definitions and gave them the name

'Ideas’. 10 " To give only one example, this notion of the se-

parateness of the Idea makes an appearance in an early dialogue,

the Euthyphro. Here the Socrates of the dialogue asks:

"Is not the holy a}ways one and the same
thing in every action,'and again, is not
the unholy always opposite to the holy

and like itself? ‘And as unholiness does -
it not always have its one essential form
1&5é¢7 whiclrwill-be found in everything
that is unholy?"ll

With respect to the theory of- Intelllglble Forms, there
lS at least one basic and major dlfference betwggﬁ Socrates
4nd Plato. We have the testimony of ArlStOtle *hat Socrates
arrived at-his partlcular conceptlon of Forms through induc-
tion; that he began Wlth sense experience and attempted : to
reason his way to unlversgl definitions, and that his ‘Primary
motivation was to uncover something fixed that could be treated
as an object of knowledge. Socrates was passionateiy concerned
with attacking the relativism and scept1c1sm that he found in
his contemporarles not only on what we would call the episte-
mological level, but especxal:}-on the moral level. Aristotle
ﬁas also told us that Socrates did not separate the definition
from that which it defined. : If seems that the chief character-
istic of Plato's departure from his master is that he did effect
such a separation. It isfthis crucial aspect of Platonjism that
I now wish to discuss under following heading.
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2. The Forms, the Soul, and 'Avépwndig

Plato was one of the least systematic of philosophers,
and I am well aware, as A. H. Armstrong says, that "To pre-
sent the doctrines contained in /the7 writings of Plato sys-
tematically is almost to do violence to his thought.":l'2 Un- -
fortunately, what I hope to establish in these few pages re- ‘*ﬁ\\
quires a systematic approach if we are to be able to extract i
those essential features of Platonism which will render our
later discussion of Aristotle more intelligible. _

Of importance in this regard is Plato's doctrine of dbuyd.
One of the earliest and most influential of Plato's accounts
of the soul occurs in the Phaedo. This dialogqe espouses a
sharply dualistic view of body and soul. These primprdial
aspects of man age seen to be alien to one another, to have
been forcég into an unwilling association which'works very
much to thg soul's disadvantage. The primary consideration
Seems to be epistemological:

1

"We are in fact convinced that if we are
ever to have pure knowledge of anything,

we must get rid of the body and contem-
plate things by themselves /I.e. the In-
telligible Forms/ with the soul by itself
--..If no pure knowledge is possible in -
the company of the body, then either it

is totally impossible to acquire knowledge,
or it is only possible aftér death, be-
cause it is only then that the soul will 13
be separate and independent of the body."

.
As.is clear from the above quotation, the only objects of
knowledge are the Intelligible Forms .which are not discernible
through the senses} and which can only be apprehended by the
soul insofar as it thinks independently of the body. IV/F

part of the intellectualist positicn argued for in the Phdedo

is
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that the soul is seen as the thinking rational self, while the

body contributes nothing to their unhappy union but the baser
passions, pleasures.and sensations. Thus, the dualism descri-

" bed in the Phaedo is of soul and body. ' The soul qua soul ap-
pears to be 2 unity. However, by the time Plato reaches Book

IV of the Regubllc,,he introduces a new element into the theory
of soul. 1In this section, he is concerned with a trlpartlte
soul divided into voug ('intellect'), $uudg ('passion’'), and
enLdupia ('appetite'). If we recall the basic concern of the
Republic, it is not difficult to suggest why Plato would want
to.rexpand his theory of soul. In this extended dialogue, ‘Plato’'s
quest for justice is prediéated on the assumption that the state
is man writ large, and that if the state is to be divided into
three classes (guardians, soldiers, and artisans), and that this
division flows from the powers and functions dlscerned in the
individual, then these powers (the rational, the splrlted and
the appetitive} must have their seat in the soul, and what‘could
be more logical, from Plato's point of view, than to try to make
the three classes of the state model themselves after the three
parts of the soul? But the tripartite conception of the soul
does not remain fixed, even in the Republic. By Book X, Plato
is once more preoscupied with the question of the soul's im-
mortality, and he returns to his earlier speculation about the
unity of the soul in which we discern doctrinal echoes of the
Phaedo. 1In any event, whether Plato thought of the soul as
simple or tripartite is.a question outside the ambit of thlS
dissertation and we shall abandon any further speculaticn. To
return to Book IV, as if further justification for the theory

of the tripartite soulﬁwere required, Plato points to the fact of
internal conflict.l4 In order not to ascribe conflicting de-
sires to the same faculty at the same time and with respect to

the same object, Plato posits a soul with different parts., For

I8



example, when a man is angry with himself for desiring some-
thing base, Plato reascns that the disagreement has its root
in two parts of the soul, the spirited in conflict with the
appetitive.

But to return once again to the Phaedo,'what is of inter-
est to us is not just the doctrine of the unity of the soul,
but also Plato's fundamental insistence that the soul is not
only immortal, but that it existed prior to its incarnation.

"Suppose that when you see something you
say to yourself, This thing which I can
see has a tendency to be like something
else, but it falls short and cannct be
really like it, only a poor imitation.
Don't you agree with me that anyone who -

. receives the impression must in fact
have previous knowledge of that thing
which he says that the other resembles,
but inadequately?"l5

Wha£ makes this theory so attractive to Plato is that it
permits him to assert that what we think of as the acquisition
of knowledge is nothing other than recollection of the 'True
Realities' which were once directly present to the soul in the
world of Intelligible Forms. This particular thesis casts an
interesting light on the word 'education', especially if we
see it as derived from the Latin ex ('out' or 'from'), and duco
("I lead'). Education then becomes a 'leading out' from what
is already 'there'.

We have already seen that the mind-body dualism in the
Phaedo is modified, however temporarily, in the Republic. How-
ever, this modification does not solve Plato's central problem
of the conflict between deéires.and reason. In the Phaedo, the
passionate and appetitive parts of man's nature are blamed on
the body, whereas the soul is simple in essence, rational and
immortal. 1In Republic IV, Plato seems to have forgotten the
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body altogether, and although the same conflict between desire
and reason remains, the venue has been internalized. 1In other
words, the conflict -is now between the rational parﬁ.of the soul
and the spirited and appetitive parts of the soul. Thus, the

' division is no longer strictly between body and soul, the divi-
sion which occurs following the soul's descent from the world

of Intelligible Forms and its incarnation in a body, is now lo-
cated within the soul itself. At the same time,‘Plato‘wés faced
with'the necessity of finding a way to reconcile these divisions.
He makes an attempt in Republic IX. - ) -

.k

t

'...may, we not confidently declare that in
both the gain-loving and contentious part
of our nature all the desires that wait
upon knowledge and reason, .and, pursuing,
their pleasures in conjunction with them,
take only those pleasures which reason ap-
proves..."1l6

The true philosopher is one in whom the rule of reason is es-
tablished, and in this desirable state, the two lower parts

of the soul recognize that their function, and indeed their
good, can only be procured by following the dictates oﬁ tha
rational element. This doctrine appears also in the Phaedrusl7

and in the Timaeus.18

Prior to its incarnation, the soul had direct acquaintance
with, and knowledge of, the Intelligible Forms. The Forms dis-—
close themselves not to the physical organs of sight, but to
the 'eye of the soﬁl', they are appfehended by reason only.

The knowledge lost when the soul enters the body can be at
least partially recovered by dialectic.

» "...what Plato is trying to do with his dia-
lectical method is to study the complex struc-
ture of a world of concrete spiritual reali-
ties, the world of Forms, and by so studying.
its structure to arrive at the exact defini-
tion of the Form he wants (e.g., the Form of
"geometrical figure" or "statesman") and its

L
\‘
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relationship to other Forms. This he does
by the method of Ceollection and Division.
By Collection the mind, by an upward move-
ment of intuitional leaps...gathers tegether
under one Form sufficiently universal to be
the starting point of the investigation in
hand the number of scattered and apparently
disconnected less universal Forms from which
. it starts. Then by dividing and subdividing
this more universal form /sic/, by finding,
so to speak, the joints in its structure, the
mind arrives at a clear conception of the or-
der and relationship of the less universal,.
Forms included under it, one of which is the

Form of which the exact definition is required_.“19

Learning, for Plato, is a process whereby the Intelligible
Forms, however imperfectly presented by the objects of sense,
cause in the soul stirrings of recollection. Once the soul is
launched on the trail of discovery of the Forms themselves, it
nc longer has need of empirical data. Plato'slsoul moves for-
ward with sufficient faith in the existence of the Forms, con-
fident that the dialectical method will make them known to the
extent that our impure natures can grasp them.

"It seemed quite clear to Plato that know-
ledge of the kind that Socrates sought,
knowledge cf the meaning of moral terms
such as 'goodness' or 'virtue'!, could ne-
ver be accounted for by the apparatus of
the empirical theory of knowledge. Good-
ness cannct be perceived by any sense, and
a definition of it cannot be distilled out
of colours, sounds, and so on, stored in
the record of our personal experience.

The Meno, moreover, contains evidence of a
newly awakened interest in mathematics, the
only abstract science then existing which
had developed a systematic logical proce-
dure for the discovery of new truths....
Plato came to recognize that mathematical
objects are not the concrete things arocund
us, but objects of thought known by the mind
when, as the Phaedo says, it withdraws from
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the se€nses to think 'by itself'. Arith-
metic and geometry consist of a system

of truths which do not ever hold good of
the visible.and tangible things of sense,
and which cannot be proved by reference
to such things. They belong to a super-
sensible world, accessible to our intel-
ligence, but not to the organs of sight
or touch or hearing."

In addition to all of the other influences operating on
his philosophy, Plato also has a strong Pythagorean streaﬁ\
and it emerges most clearly in his treatment of mathematics.
Mathematics, for Plato,' is knowable in the highest sense, un-
like the world of appearances. Mathematical objects

"...are perfect and exact, having neither
more nor less content than is expressed

in their definitions. They are exempt
from time and change: nothing that is true
about the sphere or the triangle can ever
cease to be true at some other time be-
cause the object has changed in the inter-
val. Finally, the knowledge we have of
their properties can 'give an account' of
itself; the properties are deduced by a
rigid chain of reasoning, such that anyone
who has understood the premisses must see
the certainty of the conclusicns. The name
of knowledge cannot be refused to such a
system of eternal objects and necessary
truths.

Further, if these objects can be known,
they must surely be real; for 'the perfectly
real' must be identical with 'the perfectly
knowable' /Republic V, 477A/. The power of
thought has broken through the surface of
fleeting appearances and disclosed beyond it
an objective 'nature of things' of a quite
different order from the material elements
or atoms of the physicists."2l

Plato believed that he had eétablished a world of eternal
and objective truths which do not disclose themselves to the

senses, confused by the panorama of the world's constant change,



but instead are revealed directi& to the eye of the soul. 1In
other words, the pure and eternal objects of thought can only
be uncovered by thought itself, withdrawing from the world and
from the senses, holding a silent dialogue with itself in iso-~
lation from the tangled and contradictory world of sensation.
The soul, as the seat of thought or of the power of intellec-
tion, is what allows Plato to bridge the gap between the world
of Intelligible Forms and the world of empirical illusions.

"It is...quite impossible for Plato to
believe that the soul acquires any sort
of knowledge of the Forms through its
bodily senses. There is nothing in this
world of transient individual appearances
which can tell us of the existence of
that other of unchanging universal truths.
Yet the soul appears to learn truths when
N it is in the body, and to learn them with
- the help of the senses. How does it do it?
Plato's solution is the famous doctrine of
Anamnesis or Recollection.

This is simply that the soul has known
the Forms in its divine existence before
incarnation in a body, and is "reminded" of
them by perceiving through the senses those
particular things in this world which "par-
ticipate" in them. So it comes, apparently
but only apparently through sense knowledge,
to know universal truths and their properties
and relationships which have nothing to do
with the world of the senses. The part played
by the body and the senses in true knowledge
is thus entirely subordinate and incidental.
Knowledge of reality is an encounter of the
Forms and the soul taking place in a world
transcending the material to which they both
belong. "22

Ultimately, Plato makes a distinction between sense oh-
jects and objects of intellectual cognition, the former give
rise to opinion and the latter to knowledge. He accepts the
Heraclitean position that the physical world is in continuous

flux and that in consequence, no stable objects are provided
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for sensory cognition. No doubt Plato had been prepared for

this somewhat depressing conclusion by the failure of the
Ionian cosmologists to account with sufficient clarity.for
the nature of the physical worldl But, however reluctant
Plato might have been to write—off the world of sense as a
source of knowledge,'he was unable to follow Heraclitus to
the awful extreme of declaring that because no knowledge of
the natural world was possible, then no knowledge at all was
possible. His problem was how to agree with Heraclitus and
yet hold out hope for the establishment of true and certain
knowledge.

In this context, Socrates emerges as Plato's saviour.
Socrates taught that we do know the objects of mathematics,
and we do know about moral ideals. And since we cannot claim
any sensory ground for these facts, we must therefore postu-
late that they have a non-sensory origin. By reflecting on
the work of his predecessors, Plato must have felt that he
had acquired an adequate theoretical framework to enable him
to overcome the contradictions inherent in their attempts to
explain the world. 1In the construction of his great synthesis
of pre-Socratic philosophy, Plato agreed with Heraclitus abaut
the world of sense, and so sought to ground knowledge in a
supra-sensible, eternal and changeless world, no doubt sug-
gested by Parmenides’ description of Being.

"Parmenides' influence on Plato's Forms is -
unmistakable. The Forms are a plurality

of Eleatic monads, and Plato takes a highly
original place among those philosophers who
both accept Parmenides' account of what it

1s to be, and yet try to save the visible
phenomena from non-existence. "23

At this point, Plato has grounds for believing that the
physical world discloses itself only to the senses, and that

the senses do not provide true knowledgeé. But, this is not to

/
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say that true knowledge is impossible, especially if one sub-
scribes to the position that there is a transcendent world of
Forms with the concomitant adjective 'Intelligible'’., 1If the
Forms are intelligible then they are, by definition, acces-
sible to reason. But, Plato must now explain how a man trap-
ped in a material body and surrounded by a material world which
he cannot know can, at the same time, have knowledge of a tran-
scendent world containing pure and stable objects in the highest
degree intelligible.24

If one postulates that the soul, in itself rational, simple
and immortal, had had an existence in the world of Intelligible
Forms prior to its incarnation, then one could argue that the
knowledge acquired by the soul from its direct acquéintance
with the supremely intelligible objects was lost in its con-
tact with the body. But the saving feature of the theory is
that the loss is not irrecoverable. Since the theory holds
that the soul had a direct contact with the Intelligible Forms,
and that the world of sense was modelled, however imperfectly,
after the eternal archetypes, then the world of sense can pro-
vide an opportunity for the soul to remember what it had pre-
viously known, to distinguish in the world of sense objects
however adulterated, the vague images of the Forms that were
their patterns.

Thus knowledge is not acquired'by sensation, but by a pro-
cess of ascending dialectic in the realm of pure thought wherein
the Intelligible Forms are uncovered by the inner eye of the re-
flective mind. This theory, of course, hangs on the belief that
the soul is immortal and once had a prior existence in the other
world. Knowledge then, is more properly called &véuvncbg.zs
Plato expressly defends this view in the EEEQ,ZG the Phaedo,27
and the Phaedrus.?® one of the aspects of this theory that
Aristotle would find problematic is the separation that Plato
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insists on maintaining between the world of flux and the world

of Forms?? with its attendant hypothesis that knowledge of the

Forms can only be suggested by the temporary approximations to

them that are manifested in the world of sense objects.
Through all of the theories and conceptual experiments

that comprise what we call the Platonic system, there was one

belief that Plato never abandoned, namely his faith in the pri-

macy of reason. And in addition to this, an unshakable con-

viction that, the world of sense aside, true knowledge was pos-
sible, "...not the knowledge that is neighbor to becoming and
varies with the various objects to which we commonly ascribe

being, but the veritable knowledge of being that veritably is.'"30

3. The Uses of the Formns.

Before undertaking a discussion of the major uses which

Plato found for his theory of Intelligible Forms, I wish to

introduce a word of caution. Each of the three headings to

be discussed is worthy of a dissertation in itself and not of

the cursory treatment it will perforce be accorded in the pre-

sent context. It is as obvious as it is unfortunate that I

cannot devote more space to a discussion of these matters, but
they, in themselves, are not the object of my study. I de not
intend, moreover, that this thesis should assume the dimensions
of a comparative study of Plato and Aristotle on the subjects

of epistemology, semantiés, and metaphysics, for such an under-

taking would be more appropriate to a life's work than to a doc-
toral disserxtation.

However, these considerations do not absolve me of the ne-

cessity of taking some notice, however minimal and question-
begging, of what Plato thought the uses of the theory of Forms
could be. In justification of my small efforts, I plead the

s e A



17

defense that the theory of Intelligible Forms is the corner-
stone of Plato's philosophy, and it is the most important
single factor in the intellectual break between Plato and his
great pupil. In Aristotle's system other constructs will re-
place the Forms, and other answers will be sought for problems
epistemological, semantic and metaphysical, and the point of
Aristotle's new theories in these areas will be severely mi-
tigated if no mentlon is made here of the role that Plato
thought that the Forms could play in his own explanation of
knowledge, language and the world.

"Philosophically, the most important
questions about the origin of the
theory of Forms. concern the philcso-
phical problems that gave rise to it,
and how it is supposed to help solve
them,

In the two preceding sections, I have discussed some of
the more important background elements which cauld pass as .
‘origins' of Plato's theory of Intelligible Forms. What now
remain to be seen are the major problem areas which serve as
venues for the operation of the theory. Generally, when phi-
losophers take the trouble to elaborate a conceptual frame-
work they have, in their own minds at least, compelling rea-
sons for doing so. Plato's predecessors had created problems
for him in three main areas which we would now call the epis-
temological, the semantic and the metaphys:.cal.32 Taking each
of these in turn, I shall indicate the ways in which Plato ap-
pears to have believed that the theory of Forms could be used
to resolve the more intractabile difficulties, which is not to

say, however, that his solutions were without their own prob-
lems.,



a) Epistemoldgy.

-

The particular formulation of the question: "Is knowledge
knowable? If not, how do we know this?"33 does not occur in
Plato's writings. What we do find there, however, are indica-
tions.thag from the early Ionian cosmologists in general, ajg
from Heraclitus in particular, Plato inherited the belief that
the world of sensory cognition is an unfit subject for know-
ledge. But Heraclitus did not confine his rejection of the
possibility of knowledge \o the physical world alone, rather
he denied that man could /have any stable cognition of anytﬁing.
Plato offers the followihg interpretation of the Heraclitean
problem along with a hint as to its solution:

".../we cannot reasonably say/...that
there is knowledge at all, if every-
thing is in a state of transition and
there is nothing abiding. For know-
ledge top cannot continue to be know-
ledge unless continuing always to abide
and exist. But if the very nature of
knowledge changes, at the time when
the change occurs there will be no know-
ledge, and, according to this view, there
will be no one to know and nothing to be
known. But if that which knows and that
which is known exist ever, and the beau-
tiful and the good and every other thing
also exist, then I do not think that they
can resemble a process or ;flux....Whether
there is this eternal nature in things,
or whether the truth is what Heraclitus
and his followers and many other§ say, is
a question hard to determine..."5%

By the time the views of Heraclitus had reached the So-
phists, they were warmly embraced, and became a partial justi-
fication for their belief that all that we call knowledge is
rglatiVe to the knowing subject. Whether this alleged know~

18



ledge be of the natural world or of moral ideals, it depends
for its veracity not upon any defensible objective standard,
but upon the transient physical and mental states of the know-
ing subject. For the Sophists, what is important is not ob-
jective knowiedge, since this is impossible, but bélief, spe-
cifically what one could induce others to believe. Plato, par-
ticularly in the Theaetetus, reserves much of his scorn for

the Protagorean view that man is the measure of all things,

and that truth or falsity depend upon a given person's percep-

tions at any given time.

“If what every man believes as a result

of perception is indeed to be true for

him; if, just as no one is to be a bet-~

ter judge of what another experiences,

SO no one is better entitled to consider
whether what another thinks is true or
false, and, as we have said more than

once, every man 1s to have his own be-
liefs for himself alone and they are all
right and true - then, my friend, where

is the wisdom of Protagoras, to justify

his setting up Ppo teach others and to be
handsomely pdid for it, and where is our
comparative E;norance or the need for us

to go and sit at his feet, when each of us
is himself the measure of his own wisdom?
...for to set about overhauling and tes-
ting one another’'s notions and opinions
when those of each and every one are right,
is a tedious and monstrous display of folly,
if the Truth of Protagoras is really truth-
ful and not amusing herself with oracles de-
livered from the unapproachable shrine of
his book. "33 .

We have already seen that, in principle, Plato accepts
Heraclitus' conclusion that information about the physical
world acquired through the organs of sensation has no claim
to be called knowledge. We have also seen, however, that
Plato is unprepared to admit that some other kind of knowledge

"
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is thereby rendered equaily_impossible. What Plato must do
is to find a way to make stable knowledge possible, all the
while genuflecting in the direction of Heraclitus. Enter the
theory of Intelligible Forms.

To take an ekample already citedBG and discussed at length
in that consummate dialogue, the Republic, namely that of jus-
tice, how can Plato's theory of Forms help us to determine which
acts are just, and which are unjust? In other words, how can
we know, or at least have good reasons for believing, that an
act is just? Plato's procedure would be to undertake a dialec-
tical inquiry into the nature of Justice itself. But, as the
Socrates of the Meno says: “...how can I know a property of some-
thing when I don't even know what it ig?n37 Or, to put the ques-
tion another way, how can we know if (or that) discretion is the
better part of valor->% if we don't know what valor isg? FPinding
out 'what it is' is a paramount consideration in any inquiry of
this kind. Part of the difficulty is to uncover which words (or
names) may be properly applied to which cases. And a useful pre-
liminary would be to establish what the words mean. It should
be remembered that Plato did agree with the Sophists on at least
one point, namely, he shared their distrust of hearsay, and he
refused to accept anything simply because it was generally be-
1ieved.39 Now, given this, how are we going to find out what
words mean? We are barred from enlightenment at the hands of
the mob. We are discouraged from consulting dictionaries since
these are primary sources of the mob's information, and it
wouldn't do much good to apply to the compiler of the diction-
ary since he, being a man (however learned), is prey to the same
conceits of false knowledge as la foule. All of this is very
discouraging, and our inquiry threatens to run off the rails '
before it even gets started.k There must be some other way.
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‘ways Ctlear-cut.
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- Plato believed that there was, and it is in this context

that his theory of judgment assumes importance. I shall dis-

cuss this theory later in connection with Plato! s views on

,predlcatlon, s¢ for the moment, I shall only observe that

Plato found that the dilemma posed by the relationship between
names and what they sxgnlfy involves the following considera-

“tions. If we acbept as Plato seems to have done,40 that there

1s a natural fltness between the name and what it names, and
secondly that names have correlates in the physical world, then
what remains is to establish, by means of a theory of judgment,
4 proper procedure for asserting something of something else,

To return to our original problem, that of knowing whether-
a thing or state of affairs ig rightly called so~and-so, the
dlfflculty~lles in knowing &hich words may ‘be properly applied
to which’ cases. The need for such a determination is obvious,
for when Plato addresses such questions as: 'can virtue be _ )
taught”‘41 or, 'what is a just act?', it seems clear that these
qué&tlons cannot be answered unless we know whaﬁwvirtue .and jus—.
tice are. Only when this has been determined will we be able
to say whether a certain act is just. It will certainly not Be
S0 51mply because someone says that it lS., We must, then, be
susp1c1ous of words “in their everyday uses, since the cases to
which the word (in this instance 'justice') refers’are not al-

L}

If we recall the passage from the Euthyphro cited above, 42

especially the part in which Plato speaks: of unholiness always
'haV1ng 1ts one essential form which will be found in everything

that is unholy, we have an indication that we should look. to
heﬁ oxrm- in order_ to test the rightness o%\a definition. By
the Initial use of a deflnltlon, we are directed to the Form,
and following due contemplation, we are led to see whether the

o




22

.

Form is really ‘the paradigm of this definition. If it is not,
we shall at least be able to see in what way ths definition
falls short of the ideal. .

I believe that Plato's fundamental intention in applying
the Intelligible Forms to epistemological problems is to es~
tablish reasonable grounds for knowing or beliéving what some
thing or state of affairs is. If we know wh%ﬁ Form is opera-
tive in. the thing to he known, then we can féirly claim to
know that the thing is an instantiation of that Form. To con-
tinue with the example of justice, if we know what Justice qua
Form lS then when asked about a partlcular case the justice
- of whlch 1§<;3\glspute, we can apply our knowledge of the Form
to the particular instance in order to determine if the parti-
cular case exhibits those features which w0uld be expected of
any instance in which the Form of Justice is operative,

]
b} Semantics. -~

) .
The question: 'is v¥irtue teachable?' has more dimensjions
to it than the ’mérely' epistemological. "Concepts and ideas
are not transmitted directly from one mind to another, so for
any kind of transferehce to be possible at all, there must-be
language. By contemporary standards, the Greek approéch to
language may seem unscientific, but they must at least be cre-
dited with perceiving its importance as the Vehrgge for the
disseminaticn of ideas and lnfdrmatlon, and for raising, in
their own cultural milieu, questions about ltS relationship
with the world it attempts to c1cumscr1be.4q \
Plato was not a grammarian by profession, and he no doubt
locked askance at the verbal gymnastics of the Sophists which
he satirizes in the Euthydemus, but it-is probably also true
that ‘the trickery of the Sophists awakened him to the need for

e St A i
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determining the role which language played in his own philo-
sophy. Plato was not a linguist, either, in any modern sense;
in fact he, as well as Aristotle, confined his investigations
into language to what we might call the philoscphical level i.e.
to the rapport Between thought andlreality

By Plato’s time, the language controversy had'reached a
Stage where three major theories were current and the question
was whether language was the product of $€oL¢ ('convention'),
véuog ('order'), or giotg ('nature’). Plato seems to think
that ;n the beginning, names had a natural fitness for what
they named: '

"Cratylus is right in saying that
things have names by nature, and
that not every man is an artifi-
cer of names, but he only who
looks to the name which each thing
by nature has, and is able to ex-
press the true forms of thlngs in
letters and syllables."44

This is possibly an echo of the view expressed in the Euthyphro
that one is to look to the Form to determine the 'whatness' of

a thing or state of affairs.*® j few lines further, the Socra-
tes of the Cratylus says'that “...names have by nature a truth. 46
Although, by the end of the dialogue, Plato might just as well
have said that names had by nature a truth because "...the ori-
ginal forms of words may have been lost in the lapse of ages;
names have been so twisted in all manner of ways that I should
not be surprised if the old language when compared with that

now in use would appear to be a barbarcus tongue-."47 In other
words, the original legislator, or giver of names, may have
named things directly from the Forms which gave them their being
and their intelligibility, but the intervening centuries or mil-
lenia had caused the names to be corrupted in daily usage so

that even if the names had a natural origin, there is little
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doubt that their present status is derived from convention. 48
There is, in fact, an interesting parallel between the doc-
trines- of the Cratylus and those of the Timaeus. 1In the-laE—
ter dialogue, the Demiurge makes the things of the world after
the eternal patterns (Forms) whereas in the former, the 'legis-
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lator' names things after the‘eternal“paradigms. As Plato says:

...it is all-important that the begin-
+ning of everything should be according
to nature. And in speaking of the copy -
and the original we may assume that words
are akin to the matter which they des-
cribe; when they relate to the lasting

and permanent and intelligible, they ought
to be lasting and unalterable, and, as far
as their nature allows, irrefutable and in-
vincible - nothing less. But when they ex-
press only the copy or likeness and not the
eternal things themselves, they need only
be likely and analogous to the former words.

w49

As noted above, Plato is guided in his investigation by
the belief that, at least in an ideal language, there is a fit-
ness connecting the name and the thing it stands for, and that
there is something inherently 'right' about the relationship.
Plato seems td think that the method of etymologizing to deter-
mine the fitness of the relationship between the linguistic
sign and’'the thing signified is the best method of achieving
resultS-SO In justification of his somewhat bizarre etymolo-
gical investigations, the Soérates of the dialogue says:
"...the ancients formed language, and what éhey put together
we must take to pieces in like manner, if we are to attain a
scientific view of fFhe whole subject."5l Now, if it is not
generally agreed, then it ought to be, that the methbd of ety-
mologizing, as udsed in the Cratylus, is not very séientific. ‘
In fact, had the mature Aristotle been present, he might have
cautioned his master that any confusion between the form and

the content of the linguistic sign must inevitably lead if not



to weak linguistics, then at leést to bad metaphysics.

By Plato's own standards, the basic idea that names, in
their original purity, were derived from the Forms they named
was a good one. As noted earlier, this thesis is consistent
‘with what Plato holds in the Timaeus, and further, it is to
be observed that the theory has a built-in explanation for
how words became corrupted over the centuries and passed from-
being 'natural' to being 'conventional'. The point appears to
be that as the Demiurge fashioned the physical world with his
eye fixed firmly on the unchanging and eternal paradigms, the
lapse of millenia saw an increasing attenuation of the rela-
tionship between the Fokms and the things copied from them,
until the Forms were barely discernihle in the things that were
alleged to be their likenesses. All of which goes to support
Plato's contention that stable knowledge based on the Forms
can no longer be found in the uncertain world of sense experi-
ence, if it ever could have been. The same view seems to be
present in the Cratylus, namely that words may once have had
an original and natural fitness vis-3-vis their objects, but
as the things of the world became increasingly materialized
and distanced from Ehe Forms, thern the names which corresponded
to them evolved also to the point where it is a disputed ques-
tion whether the name which any given thing has is even the
name it should have. '

The Socrates of the Cratylus attempts, by etymologizing,
to recover the original purity of the name 'by now so modified
and corrupted as to be almost unrecognizable from the original.
Unhappily, his use of the method is ad hoc and at times so fri-
volous that we may be forgiven for suspecting that Plato may
secretly have been sending up the whole procedure. On a more
serious note, whether he intended it or not, Plato lent his
pfeétige to a method of word analysis that gould not but have

j.
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serious consequences. Rather than pursuing a truly scienti-
fic method based on empirical observations, he opts instead

for a Procrustean technique which allows him to traffic with
his data, to add, delete, and generally alter sounds as it
takes his fancy, all of which lead in the end to a series of
sacrifices on the altax of expediency. By following this pro-
cedure, he surrendered in advance the likelihood of discovering
anythipg about word formation that would be of serious interest
to a professional linguist.

c) Metaphysics.

‘Plato never really elaborated a formal metaphysics per_se;
accordingly, scholars ake obliged to sift through his writings
extracting bits and pieces in the hope that once assembled
they will give an accurate picture of Plato's view of the struc-
ture of reality. The conclusion to which such an enterprise im-
pels us is that Plato saw reallty as a hierarchic structure
with three main levels: At the tab are the Faorms. The Forms
are being {Td Gv), they are that which entirely is.?2 Below

the Forms are pheno?ena, this stage is halfway betﬁeen being

53

and non=-being. The lowest point on the scale of the degrees

of reality is non-being (td uh &v),°? this is that which in no
way is. In Plato's own words:

"We are sufficiently assured of this, T
then, even if we should examine it
from every point of view, that that
whlch entirely is is entlrely know-
able, and that which in no way is is
in every way unknowable.... '
If a thing, then, is so conditioned
as both to be and not to be, would it
not lie between that which absolutely
: and unqualifiedly is and that which in
nb way is?...

A i
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Then since knowledge pertains to
that which is and ignorance of neces-
sity to that which is not, for that
which lies between we must seek for
something between nescience and sci-
ence, if such a thing there be."55

What Plato thinks there is between knowledge and ignorance he
reveals a few lines further on:

"Were we not saying a little while ago
that if anything should turn up such
that it both is and is not, that sort
of thing would lie between that which
purely and absolutely is and that which
h wholly is not, and that the faculty cor-
related with it would be neither science
nor nescience, but that which should ap-
pear to hold a place correspondingly bet-
_ ween nescience and science.., -
. And now there has turned up between 56
these two the thing that we call opinion."

What is immediately striking about the metaphysical de-
= grees of reality are the epistemological assumptions which ap-
pear to be inseparable from them.

- "(A) Being is completely knowable...the ob-

o ject of knowledge...(B) Phenomena are the
objects of opinion...opinion /unlike know-
ledge/ is not unerring...and opinion is : .
darker than knowledge but brighter than ig-
norance...sgnd (C) Nonbeing is entirely un-
knowable, " .

Plato here adds the crowning touch to the intellectualism
already present in the Phaedo. He asserts in the Republic that
what is entirely real is entirely knowable. Thus the soul's
dialéctical progress up through the degrees of reality lead it
in the end to the discovery of the Forms, and to the further
epistemological/metaphysical conclusion that if something can
be-known, it must exist ~ if it is knowable, then it is real.
The actual exigtence of the objective essences (Forms) is a

necessary postulate for both epistemology and metaphysics., In



the early 'Socratic' dialogues, the conception of the Forms
Seems to have been primarily moral and aesthetic, but as Plato
matured, the Forms assumed another dimension besides accoun—
ting for why things are beautiful; and why certain acts are
just or courageous. The role the Forms must now play is (to
use Aristotle's terminology) that of formal and final causes
of things. Since it would be overburdening an already shaky
metaphysigs by attributing'a diréct causal link between the

Forms and their likenesses, Plato introduces an efficient cause

in the 'person' of the Demiurge. The role of the Demiurge in
the metaphysical model is curiously analogous to that of the
soul in the epistemological model. 1In the latter case, as we
have seen, it is the soul which, thanks to its previous exis-
tence in the world of the Forms, and thanks again to ﬁhe doc~
trine of reminiscence, is able to bridge the gap between the
transcendent and the physical worlds; whereas in the former
case (the metaphysical model}, the Demiurge bridges the gap

28

between the world of the Forms and the world of sense by shaping

the latter according to the patterns provided by the eternal
archetypes, and thus accounting for whatever being and intel-
ligibility the world of sense may be said to have. On the re-

lationship between the Forms, the Demiurge and the world, Plato

says:

"First then...in my judgment, we must make

a distinction and ask, What is that which
always is and has no becoming, and what is
that which is always becoming and never is?
That which is apprehended by intelligence
and reascn 1is always +in the same state, but
that which is conceived by opinion with the
help of sensation and without reason is al-

. ways 1n the process Qf becoming and peri-

shing and never really is.  Now everything
that becomes or is created must of neces-
sity be created by some cause, for without

)



a cause nothing can be created. The
work of the creator, whenever he looks
t0o the unchangeable and fashions the
form and nature of his work after an
unchangeable pattern, must necessarily
be made fair and perfect, but when he
looks to the created only and uses a
created pattern, it is not fair or per-
fect.™"

And further,

"This question...we must ask about the
world. Which of the patterns had the
artificer in view when he made it - the

. pattern of the unchangeable or of that
which is created? If the world be in-
deed fair and the artificer good, it is
manifest that he must have looked to

that which is eternal, but if what can-
not-be-~said without blasphemy is true,
then to the created pattern. Everyone
will see that he must have locked to the
eternal, for the world is the fairest of
creations and he the best of causes. And
having been created in this way, the
world has been framed in the likeness of
what is apprenéended by reason and mind
and is unchangeable, and must therefore of
necessity, if this be admitted, be a copy
of something.">9 !

The notion that the world is an imitation or copy of the
world of the Forms leads us to the perplexing but important
questions raised by what is called Plato's theory of partici-
pation. This particular hypothesis makes its appearance as
early as the Phaedo:

...1lt was agreed that the various forms
exist, and that the reason why other things.
are called after the forms is that they
particibpate in the forms..,c{j60

Furthermore,

"It seems to me that whatever else 1s beau-
tiful apart from absolute heauty is beau-
tiful because it partakes of that absolute
beauty, and for no other reason."

29



30

But,

"/An/ overlooked question is why sen-
sible particulars participate in, copy,

or imitate the Forms. Very little at-
tention is given to this question either
by other commentators...or by Plato.

Since our evidence is very tentative,

our conclusions also must be. "Parti-
cipate," "resemble," "imitate," and "copv,"
are verbs that suggest agency on the part
of what participates, copies, etc. Now
while Plato frequently describes sensible
particulars as imitations or copies, he
also uses the verb forms and says that

the phenomena participate in, imitate or
copy (Phaeda 74e, 100c) the Forms. This
suggests that the phenomena are active in
the process of participation; they parti-
cipate in, imitate or copy. /Perhaps we
are to read Phaedo 74d ff./ as a general
account of why phenomena participate, imi-
tate or copy the Forms; they strive to be
like them but fall short and are deficient
in that they never obtain that pure, con-
text-free possession of a quality. n62

Whatever it is that Plato means by the notion of partici-
patién, one thing is certain: it is highly problematic. And
since this question is not the focus of the present study, I
shall not pursue it any further. However, it would be instruc-
tive to note the following:

""The existence and explanatory value of Pla-
tonic forms seem presupposed by the very pos-
sibility of discursive thought or .stable lan-
guage. But how we are to exElaln the rela-
tion of these forms to sensible objects re-
mains a vexing question. "Participation" is
the Platonic name for a relationship between
an ldeal, invariant form and a concrete chan-
geable fact; a relation which may be mediated
by a mathematical structure. It follows from
the very character of this relation that one
cannot "explain" it by any physical model: for
one element in that model will not represent
the form adequately, or if we assume it does,
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we beg the question. Neither is it an

: explanation, except verbally and trivi-

i ally, to point to a form of participa-
tion; for that tells us nothing about

the way in which particular participa- 63
tion relations participate in that form."

In the attempt to distinguish universals from instances

of universals, while at the same time preserving some causal
link between them, Plato seems to have thought that the theory
of participation would meet his requirements. But, as things
stand, scholars are deeply divided on the question of Plato's
meaning and intention, and since Plato offers so little in the
way of positive explanation, we must conclude that the doctrine
of participation ultimately fails to accomplish its cbjective,
namely to explain the ontological mechanics whereby things are
fashioned and named after the Forms.

4. Aristotle's Reaction.
a) Aristotle in the Academy.

“According to the evidence of his biogra-
pher, which is reliable, Aristotle wrote
to King Philip of Macedon that he had
spent twenty years with Plato. Since he
was a member of the Academy down to the
time of the latter's death (348/7), he
must have entered it during 368/7. At
that time he was a youth of about 17
years. When he left he was approaching
his forties."

One the basjis of the above widely-accepted testimony, we
are reasonably certain about the date of Aristotle's entry in-
tc the Academy; and since the traditional year given for the
birth of Plato is 428, then in phe year 368/7, he would have

been at or near six:y.65'.This 1s the age that A. E. Taylor

<
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saf; he was when he undertook the second Sicilian journey.66
It is a moot point whether Plato was personally on hand to
welcome the young Aristotle to the Academy or not; what is
important in this chronological sketch is that it is generally
accepted that the second Sicilian journey took place after

the composition of the Republic, but before he had undertaken
the late dialogues (Theaetetus, Parmenides, Scophist, Statesman,

Philebus, Timaeus and Critias). This sequence is accepted by
Hamilton and Cairns,67 Lutoslawski,68 Raeder,69 Taylor70 and
Ritter. %t There are alternatives, of coq;se,72 but by and
large, the chronology of the late dialogues is less controvef-
sial than of those which predate the Republic.

Given the many conjectures which might be offered about
the significance of the time when Aristotle joined the Academy,
there are several in particular which I feel are worthy of

note in the present context. If we are right in assuming that

the dialogues listed above represent a major part of Plato's
attempt to ground knowledge in the apprehension of the perma-
nent Forms, and rlght again in assuming that Aristotle's arri-
val in the Academy roughly coincided with the undertaking of
this enterprise, then we have the basis for some interesting
speculation. On the one hand, depending on-which dialagues

attributed tb Plato are genuine, it seems reasonable to think

that possibly half of Plato's total output, up to and including
the .Republic, antedate Aristotle's arrival, which leads us to
conclude that there was already a solid body of work in place
in the Academy upon his arrival. -On the other hand, in his
latest phase of productivity, Plato was beginning to crystal-—-
lize his ideas on knowledge theory, dialectic and definition,
so that Aristotle had a first-hand viéw of this whole period.
There can be little doubt that, in consequence, "...the cease-
less exercises in classificatory dialectic...formed a unique

[ S P



Preparation for the future ordergr and systematizer of the
whole material of‘knowledgem"73

~One can only guess at the nature of the personal relation-—
ship that existed between master and pupil at this time. One
thing that ought to be remembered, though, is the disparity in
their ages. At their first meeting, Plato was in his sixties
while Aristotle was only seventeen, and when one genius, how-—
ever old, sets out to teach another, however young, one.can~
not be indifferent to the consequences. In fact Jaeger speaks
of an Aristotle who "...did not approach Plato's views in a
cold and critical spirit, but was at first spellbound for many
years by the overwhelming personal impression that they made
on him as a whole."’?% Jaeger even goes so far as to say that
Aristotle "...had accepted Plato's doctrines with his whole
soul, and the effort to discover his own relation to them oc-
cupied all his life and is the clue to his development."’5
Jaeger goes on to provide a near-heroic defense of this highly
debatable statement. '

The paucity of clear-cut facts about the relationship bet-
ween Plato and Aristotle during the years of the latter's so-
journ at the Academy is extremely annoying, nevertheless, it
is likely that Aristotle was more a Platonist than anything
else, since there was not much else he could have been. The,
in some respects qrude, miterialism of the Ionian cosmologists
would hardly have been in vogue at that time, the flaws of ex~
treme Heracliteanism had been devastatingly exposed in the
Theaétetus,76 and the Eleatic position had fared no better in
‘the Soghist.j’7 As for the Pythagorean belief that things exist
by 'imitation' of 'numbers’, one has only to read Aristotle's

account of it and his criticism’® to determine the extent of
his sympathy. Thus, Aristotle is left with Platonism, a truly

magnificent achievement of the human mind. His early exposure

L
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2

to this great intellectual edifice and his personal relation-
ship with its architect could not have failed but to leave its
mark on his all-devouring mind. On the basis of his careful
reconstruction of Aristotle's early dialogueg, Jaeger asks:

"Did the disciple obstinately and pe-
dantically dog the master's footsteps
in order to reduce each one of his
works to shreds in turn? Before as-
cribing such a malady of taste and
tact, men should have given more seri-
ous attention to the other possibility
that the purpose of these dialogues was
simply and solely to follow Plato, in

philosoghy as well as in all other res-
pects."/9

This may very well be true, but there is little doubt, as
the Aristotelian corpus shows, that on certain very fundamental
questiongf,there was an imperfectlsympathy between the two ﬁen.
On the sibject of the theory of Intelligible Forms much has al-
ready been written. It would, however, be interesting to cast
an eye at how Aristotle saw the development of the theory.80
The following account appears.in Metaphysics A, 6, and follows
a brief sketch of Fhe opinions of his predecessors.

"Af ter the Systems we have named came the

philosophy Apayuatela/ of Plato, which

in most respects followed these thinkers /[//,

/i.e. the Italians/, but had peculiarities .

.that distinguished it from the philosophy ..

of the Italians. For having in his youth

first become familiar with Cratylus-and

with the Heraclitean doctrines (that all

sensible things are ever in a state of.

flux and there is no knowledge [ERiothRng /

about them), these views he held even in

his later years. Socrates, however, was

busying himself /mpaypatevopévou / about

- . ethical matters and neglecting the world
of nature as a whale but seeking the uni- .
versal in these ethical matters, and fixed
thought MSidvoitav/ for the first time on de—-
finitions; Plato accepted his teaching, but
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held that the, problem applied not to sen-
sible things but to entities of another
kind - far thls reason, that the commen
definition /Sptopog/ could not be a de-
finition of any sensible thing, as they
were always changing. Things /vta/ of
this other sort, then, he said, were all
named /Xéyeiwv/ after these,‘and in virtue
of a relationship to *these; for the many
exist by participation /é8eEi¢/ in the
Ideas LF%GOQ/ that have the same name
éguvmvuuog/ as they Only, the name 'par-
ticipation' was new; for the Pythagoreans
say that things exist by 'imitation' Ali-
pe;c&a_/ of numbers, and Plato says that
they exist by participatdion, changing the
name. But what the participation or the
imitation of the . Fgrms could be they left
an open guestion.

The above quotation tells us a good deal, leaving aside
the ambiguity of what ﬁristotle means when he says that Plato's
philosophy 'followed’ the Italians. On the one hand,: he could
be speaking chronologically, on the other, he could be inferring
a cause-effect relationship betwegen the doctrines of Qhe Pytha—

goreans and those of Plato. 82

What Aristotle does alert us-to,
however, -is the influence of the Heraclitean position that all
things are in flux and therefore unknowable, and as a counter-
point to this, th@. Socratic passion for universals and defini-
tions, which Plato also accepted. It is in this conflict bet-
ween two seéhi#gly irreconcilable '‘positions that Plato borrows
the Pythagorean notion that things exist by iﬁitating numbers,
and alters the theory fo argue that things exist Qy 'partici-
pating' in the Intelligible Forms,

This thesis is what permits Plato to account for the way
in which.one thing can be said of‘anothef, and since it is the
‘purpese of this chapter to suggest a Platonic'antecedent for
the Aristotelian distinction between predication and inherence,

it is to Plato's views on predication that we now turn.
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b) The Plato:}& Theory of Predication. ' o

The theory of Intelligible Forms represents the corner=-J
stone of Plato's world view, and its impact on his theory of
pfedication is of the highest importance. What is interes- s
ting and unusual-about the Theaetetus is that it scarcely, if

ever, so much as alludes to the Intelligible Forms. Plato's
method in this dialogue is to disprove tfe opposite of the -
' claim he wishes ultimately to defend in the Sophist, namely

that there are Intelligible Forms,  and that these Forms will

give him the necessary conceptual apparatus to resolve the .
guestion: What is knowledgé? .
In the Theaetetus, Plato demonstrates that true knowledge

cannot be acquired from the sensible world, thus the need for

the Intelligible Forms becomes apparent, however indirectly.
Plato devotes a considerable amount of spaée to a destructiVe
criticism of the extreme Heraclitean view ﬁhat because all

things are in flux we can have no knowledge about €hem what-
_soever. This brand of Heracliteanism was too extrepe for Plato's
taste,83 but it should also be noted that a large part of the
Sophist is taken up by show1ng that the Eleatic p051tlon, though
opposite, is no less untenable. 84 When the.Eleatlcs forbid us
to speak about non-being, the results are philosophically cata-
clysmic since their prohibition leads ultimately to the denial
of eVery predication and thus of every judgment, with one excep-
"tion only.85 "One has to remember that the judgment, as it at
all times is formulate ; 1s the incontestable assumption of all
logic and of all disp_utes."86 The onlg*judgment that Parmenides
will allow is that: Being is one. Apart from the surviving Par-

87 88

menidean fragments, we have the testimony of Plato and

/ * -
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bA;istotle:

"...what is different from being does
not exist, so that it necessarily fol-
lowe, according to the argument of Par-
menides, that all things are one and
this-is being." |

“

Theggnly wéy that Plato can liberate Philosophy from this one-
sentence repertoire is to deny any truth to the great Parmeni-
dean insight, and this he does.?® He will further claim that
all thinking takes place in the form of judgments;91 For the
Eleatics this is fatal, since to the extent that they make any -
statements apart from variations on the theme 'Being is one',
they contradict themselves. )

.Turning to the Platonic view of judgTent, the position
elaborated by Plato?? is easily summarized:

"In-its simplest form, the judgment (this
is true of every judgment) consists of a
noun {Ovope in the narrower sense), which
is the subject of the predication, and of

a verb (pfipz ), which, in conjunction with
the 'noun, expresses an action or passion
of the subject, or it expresses a relation
of the subject to something else and there-
by indicates a positive or negative, charac-
teristic. A single noun or series@®f nouns
gives us no predication /Sophist 262D/....
He who makes...a judgment differentiates

" between two things in the concepts of the
subject and the predicate; yet at the same
time he assumes in the different things real
relations which he wishes to characterize by
the predication. The Being which is expressed
in such judgments as "a man is®good,"™ "real
things are at .rest,"...means nothing else
but such a relation between the concept of

_ the subject and that of the predicate, a de-
‘termining of the sggject by the attributes
of the predicate."”’” 7" ' N

It is important to bear in mind that what the judgment ex-
presses 1s a relation, and one commits a grave error if one

thinks that in Plato's logic a judgment of the form § is P
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94. For those who were

7 R
never happy with rigid Eleatigism, the consequence of Plato's

affirms any identity between S and P.

rejection of Pafmenides is extremely gratifying. . According
to Plato's position, one can say that the‘ﬁeing which is ex-
pPressed in a judgment is, in a certain sense, identical with
non-being, for to be in one respect is not to be in another, 95
For Plato, non-being is 'real' in tHe sénse.that it is other
or different from the actual determinations possessed by the
real subject. Non-being is inconceiwvable in any other sense.
To conclude this brief sketch of Plato's views on predi-
cation, we cannct escape the question: How do we know when
judgments are true? In order to answer this, one must decide
which definite—relations between the concept of the subject
and that of the predicate are valid and which are, not. By
comparing the propositions- 'Theaetetus sits' and 'Theaetetus
96

flies', which have the same subject for their predicative

relationships, Plato shows that

'...no one -can fail to recognize the dif-
ference between the true and the false

judgment. He improves the vague and con-
trovertible definition of the false judg-

ment /which "...states things that are not-
as.being..."(Sophist 263B}/, by saying that

it truly predicates Being of an object (even
flying has Being, i.e., it is an activity
derived from experience), but it is a Being
which does not belong to it; that is to say,
it affirms of the subject a relation to some-
thing else.which does not take place, or it
denies a relag%bn to something which actually
takes place."

In the light of the foregoing, we can lay down the fol-
lbwing conclusions: In the first place, there is no being
which can exist independehtly of another, and further, that
all relationships must be describable in a judgment. 'In the
second, the validity of judgments depend upon the subject

38
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about which the predications are made, and on the relations

into which the subject is brought by the predication.98 Now,

while one wishes to avoid any indecent haste in criticizing
this theory, it is not without its difficulties, which emerge
ﬁfom the old dilemma of 'the One and the Many'. Aas Plato says
in the Republic: "We are in the habit...of positing a single
idea or form in the case of the various multiplicities to
which we give the same name. "2

It is not difficult to understand why Plato advances such
a view. If x and y have some quality in common, there must be
a sense in which that quality is present in them. The further
assumption is entailed that the common quality exists in some
sense 'over and above' the sensible objects which participate
"in it. This in turn raises the crucial guestion: Can one ac-
cept Plato's doctrine of predication without being éntecendently
committed to the theory of Intell}éible Forms?

"There are at least two distinguish-
able perplexities that lead to a doc-
trine like Plato's., One perplexity
is ontological: Why is it that things
fall naturally into kinds? The other
- and it is this other perplexity es-
pecially that gives life te-.the One-
Over-Many Argument - is linguistic.
The puzzle is this: How can it be that
things are properly called by one name?
To take this puzzle serdiously we must
indulge (1) the inclination to take the
case of one name for each thing named
(i.e. the case of an ideal proper name)
as the paradigm casé of a name, and also
(2) the inclination to suppose that 'wise’
in 'Pericles is wise' and 'a man' in 'Cal-
lias is a man' are names.H/If we go along
with these inclinations tKen the puzzle,
How can it be that many things are pro-

perly called by one name?, becomes reél."loo

To suppose, as Plato seems to be doing, that qualities

are things which, in an ideal sense, exist apart from the
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things they are in is a natural consequence of the temptation
to believe that because things and their qualities can be con-
ceived apart, that they can exist apart. The temptation stems
from the fact that we separate in the mind what is anified in
reality. .
"Plato wants us to suppose that it is

by virtue of cathood that hoth Feni-

more and Felix are cats. But if cat-
hood is something "over against" Felix

and Fenimore, Felix and Fenimore must
be something apart from cathood. &and

what would either Felix or Femimore be
apart from cathood?"10l kﬁ\saLJ“/
What indeed are we to make of the propd that the 'what-

ness'loz

of Felix and Fenimore exists apart from them? The
standard criticism is one raised by Plato himselflOB‘and fur-
ther elaborated by AriStOtle,lO4‘the basic thrust Sf which is
this: If there“exists a plurality of large objects, then they
are large in respect of their participation in the Intelligible
Form of 'Largenéss'. (Or,‘conversely, they are large beca ;e
Largeness is somehow present in them). But, for this to be M-
telligible, does not a third form have_to emerge, namely that /
of the relational identity between the\intelligible Form: and

the object which participates in it? And would one then

have to postulate yet another form to account for t
identity, and yet another, and so on to infinity?

“There is a natural Platonic rejoinder
/ to this rhetorical question. It is to

reject the principle required to make
the question legitimate. The principle
is this: For x to bear a certain rela- °*
tion, R, to somlething else, y, x must
be something in its own right, indepen-
dent of its bearing R to y. The Platonic
rejoinder is to reject this principle ‘and
to justify its rejection by pointing to

- things like reflections and shadows that

are essentially or constitutively relational.“105

r
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Insofar as Plato maintains that natural objects are not’
'really real' (thwg Sv), and if one accepts the schematic
structure of reélity as presented in the metaphor of the divi-
ded linel0® with its attendant conclusion that 'True Being' 1is
only to be found in the world of Intelligible Forms then, of
course, Plato can assert that natural objects are relationally
dependent upon the world of Intelligible Forms for whatever B
degree of reality their imperfect natures allow them to have.
Thus, nothing in the natural world exists in and of itself,
“it is dependent for both its being and its being known on the
Intelligible Forms. The problem with all of this is that

"If the bearer of a proper name is no-
thing independent of bgaring-a certain
w relation to a certain rm, then it
seems unreasonable to sfippose that we
can understand the relation between a
proper name and what it names without
the antecedent assumption that there
are Forms. And if this is so, then the
One-Over-Many Argument fails to provide
a non—circhar argument for the existence
of Forms."107 ‘

At the beginning of this section, I cited a number of dia-,
logues and stated that they represent Plato's attempt to make
knowledge of the sensible world possible by grounding the fluc-
tuating and illusory objects of nature in a permanent world of -
transcendental essences. Aristotle's first exposure to_the
unique problems raised by the Platonic theory of predication
could not have helped but colour his own first thoughts on that
subject. At the end of the Sophist, Plato gives an example of
how definitions are arrived at dialectically through division.
The technique is quite satisfactory provided that one accepts
the theory of Intelligible Forms on which it is, based. But what
is one to do if one does not aé%épt the master the?ry on which

all else depends? If one happens to be Aristotle, one pushes on
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in an effort to find a new and more convincing explanation
of what things are, and why. His break with Platonism is
signaled nowhere more clearly than in the Nicomachean Ethics.

He expresses his regret at such a rupture, vet,

"...it would perhaps be thought to

be better, indeed- to be our duty,
for the sake of maintaining the
truth even to destroy what touches
us closely, especially as we are
philosophers or lovers of wisdom;
for while both are dear to us, piety
reqguires us tgogonour truth above
our friends."

Plato would no doubt have understood and approved such a sen~

timent, for does he himself not say that "...we must not honor

a man above truth."?109

¢} . The Denial of the Theory of Intelligible Forms.

"...ne critique-t-il pas son maftre

pour avoir cru & la primauté de l'E&tre
par soi, mais bien pour n'avoir pas
reconnu dans le monde d'ici-bas la
présence de véritables essences. Il
reprcche 3 Platon 1) d'avoir cré&é en
posant les Idées une doublure inutile
des substances sensibles: celles-ci
"sont déjd par essence ce gu'elles sont.
2) D'aveir affirm& que les Idé&es sont
les essences des choses sensibles, alors
qu'elles ne leur sont pas immanentes.

3) D'avoir posé des Essences subsistantes
de réalités qui, dans le monde sensible
ne possé&dent qu'un &tre accidentel et
qui n'’ont donc aucune communaTt% de na-
ture avec leur moddle idéal."tl

Accoring to Ross: "The essence of the theory of Ideas lay
in the conscious recognition of the fact that there is a class

of entities, for which the best name is prcbably 'universals’,



that are entirely different from sensible‘things.“lll And
Aristotle says: '

"...those who believe in the Ideas...
make the Ideas universal and again
treat them as separable and as indi-
viduals....The reason why those who
described their substances as univer-
sal combined these two characteristics
in ‘one thing, is that they did not make
substances identical with sensible
things. They thought that the parti-
culars in the sensible world wgfe in a
state of flux and none of them remained,

4 but that the universal was apart from
these and something different. And So-
crates gave the impulse to this theory
..-by reason of his definitions, but
he did not separate universals from in-
dividuals; and 1n this he thought rightly
in not separating them. This is plain
from the results; for without the uni-
versal it is not possible to get know-—
ledge, but the separation is the cause of
the objections that arise with regard to
the Ideas. His successors, however, trea-
ting it as necessary, if there are to be
any substances besides the sensible and
transient substances, that they must be
separable, had no others, /I.e. Socrates'
successors believed in separate, universal
substances because they had no others/ but
gave separate existence to these universally
predicated substances, so that it followed
that universals and individuals were almost
the same sort of thing."

In Metaphysics B, Aristotle amplifies his criticism by

inquiring into the Platonic first principles:

"We must...ask whether.../the first princi-
ples/ are universal or what we call indivi-
duals. If they are universal, they will not
be substances; for everything that is common
indicates not a 'this' 4é6e tL / but a 'such!
[ToL6vée /, but substance is a ’'this'. And if

. we are to be allowed to lay it down that a
commen predicate is a 'this' and a single
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thing, Socrates will be several ani-
mals ~ himself and 'man' and 'animal',

if each indicates a 'this' and a SLngle
thing.

If, then, the principles are univer-
sal, these results follow; if they are
not universals but of the nature of in-
dividuals, they will not be knowable; for-
the knowledge of anything is universal."l113

It seems that witat Aristotle finds annoying is not’ that
there are universals, for he agreed with Plato that universals
are necessary if one is to have knowledge, but rather that
Plato separates them from the sensible world and requires them
to exist apart. This is not to say that Aristotle thought that
universals were 'in' sensible objects g_gﬂuniversals. In Chap=-
ter V we shall take up the consequences of thlS misunderstan-

dlng For. the moment, let us merely allow F. ﬁ?‘@qrnford to
X N
say that

"The  denial of thefworld of Forms is the
‘central point of Aristotle's dissent “from
Platonism. He will not admit that the
ideal Forms can have any real existence,

apart from the ViSiEii and tangible things
which embody them."

Once again, I serve notice that in Chapter V, we shall see that
the point of Aristotle's criticism of the theory of Intelligi-
ble Formg is that Plato makes the Forms exist apart from the
thlngs they are supposed to be the Forms of. But Aristotle
does not think that the Forms gma intelligible (therefore, qua
universal) are 'in' things. But this crucial point shall be
reserved for discussion in the appropriate place.

In the final analysis, Aristotle lays aside the theory
of Intelligible Forms. His reasons for doing so are that,
firstly, the theory of predication it points to is circular,
and secondly, the attempt to'relate temporal objects to tran-
scendentally ideal archetypes is of doubtful validity. Having

N S



45

‘rejected the ground of Plato's theory of predication, Aris-
totle had to find a new hasis for his own theory, and he
makes a beginning in this direction by distinguishing bet-

3 . . :
ween predication and inherence. -
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CHAPTER II
'ARISTOTLE ON PREDICATION AND INHERENCE .
)1. Questions of Terminology.
Before proceeding to my discussion of predication and ih-

herence, I wish to advise caution in our reading of what might

be called 'technical terms' in the treatise Categories. 1In

this connection, I wish particularly”to point to “atnyopeTrat
and Afyeta. , but there 1s an even more fundamental problem '
with the term satnyopla‘. The question is whether our term 'ca-
tego S its origin in watnyopla or in watnyopéw . It is com-
monly accepted that the technical meaning of watnyopla in the

Categories is 'predicate'. For its own part, the verb AT YO—

péw has a variety of meanings, chief among them are: 1) to speak
against in the sense of to accuse; 2) to-reveal, make known or

signify; 3) to attribute (predlcate) something of something

else; and 4) to say something about something else. In what '
follows, I shall make use of meanings (2), (3) and (4) prima-
rily since it seems likely that these are the technical uses
which Aristotle intends watnyopéw and its variants to have.
A different form of natnyopéw 1s matnyopeltaL which is most
ofgén used” in the sense of 'predicated of' or 'said of', al-
though as we shall see later, Aristotle also uses this term
in another technical sense, but that need not concern us at
the moment. &

As noted above, the other problematic term ingéYETaL,
which usually means 'said of', 'said', or 'called'.f 1 shall
‘note also that Aristotle required that AéyvetaL sServe two non-

technical functions as well. One of these occurs in the first



e

54

sentence of chapter one: "‘Qudvupcx Aéyetar ... ", ("Things are r

. !
called (Aéyetatr) 'homonymous'...")l In this instance, he is

ascribing a technical name (homonymous) to a set of thinhgs.
The second non-technical use of Aéyetar occurs in the first sen-
tence of chapter two- " TGv Aeyopévwv t& uev HaTa SUPTA oKV

AéyetaL...", ("0Of things that are said (t@v Aeyopévwv) , some are
said (KéyetdL) in combination..." )2 In this case, he is concer-

ned with forms of the term AfyetTar used in connection with lin-
guistic expressions.

As for watnyopelzair (and its variants €.g. xatnyopetadar ),

it makes its debut in Categorles, 5, 2al9 ff. Katnyopetltar and
its cognates sometimes expresses a relation between a linguistic
item and an ontological item; for example, in a definition of

the 'said of' relation, Aristotle wishes to predicate the name
'man’ of the 1nd1v1dual man:

"@avapov & Ex Thv stnuevwv otL va ua& !
uneueuusuou Aeyopévav avayralov gl rov—

vopa wal TOv kéyov uatnyopepc&an toU Umo-

welpévou, ofeov 6 au%pmnog nad' unousuuevou

héyatat ge}y] tLvog av%pmnou, KL uatnyo—

pELTaL YE ToUvopa." 3 :

"It is clear from what has been Said that
if something is said of a subject both its ’
name and its definition are necessarily
predlcated of the subject. For example,
man is said of a subject, the individual |

p man, and the name is of course predicated ‘ ;
(since you will be predicating man of the ‘
individual man), and alsc the definition of :
man will be predicated cof the individual

. man (since the individual man is also a fan)."%

Aristotle uses the verb in this way consistently from Categories,
5, 2all-33. As 'a final note, I would point cut that-there are a E
number of instances whgre Aristotle uses watnycpetlial interchan-

geably with the technical use of AéyetaL . One such appears to

be a bid to avoid redundancy: v
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"Whenever one thing is predicated /iatn-
yopfitaL/ of another as of a_subject,
all things said of /Kéyeta,/ what is
predicated /toU xatnyopoupévou/ will
be saig of /p#8foetaL/ the subject
also.™

2. Predication and Inherence: A Distinction .
Between Ka¢' 'Ynoxeipévou Aéyec$aL and “Ev
Yrokeruévy Elval. ' y

.

The introducticon of these two expressions occurs in chapter
two of the Categories, which contains the bulk of Aristotle's re-
marks on the distinction between predication (to be said of a
subject - ua%'bnousupévou Afyeodat) and inherence (to be in a
subject - &v ﬁnoueuuévw elvalr). Before proceeding tc a discus-
sion of a modern controversy surrounding these two notions, I

shall attempt a preliminary primae facie exposition of what Aris-

totle seems to intend by establishing such a distinction.

"TEv dvtwv T& pdv wad ' UmoreLuévou TLudC
AEvetar, €v Onokelpbvy 68 olbevi EGTLY,
ofov avepwnoc wad ' inoxeLpévou pdv Aéyetal
Tol tLvég &u%pégou, %v Unoretpévy &8
oubev( EotL® Ta 68 Ev Umonelpéve pév
€0TL, xad dmoweipévou St 0bGEvdC AéyeTaL
(Ev dmoweipévy 62 Myw, 8§ Ev tive pn de¢
gépgg‘bndpxov abdvatov ywplc elvar tob
ev @ eativ), olov # tl¢ ypappatixh &v -
bnoxeLpévw pév £otL TH QuYT. xad’ more—
Lévou &' odSeude Avetar, wal 6 TL Acundv
éy bnoxeLpévg piv ™0 owpati €otiv (&mav
Yap xplua v odpate), xad ' OnoxeLpévou &
ou8evds AfyeTal” td & wad’ UnoneLpévou
Te Afyetal wal év bmoxeiuévy fotiv, olov
% EnLothun &v UnoxeLpuévy pév oty TR buyf,
ua%'bnonsuuévou & Aéyetar g ypauﬁattﬁﬁfﬁ
& 8t olt'dv UmoxeLpévw Eotly olte wad’
bnonewpévou TLVOC Aévyetat, olov & Tic
avipwnoc wal & T [nnog” od8Ev vap tmv
TOLQUTWY OUTE £V brnoxetpévw éotlv ofte



®ad unonsuuévou kéyetau. ankwg 8t Ta
atoua wal Ev apL%p? wat’ obéevde Unonet-
uévou héystaL, ev umoxetpévy 62 Evia
oUGEv nwhdel elvar” # yép Ti¢ yrappa-
TLkY Thv Ev UnoneLpévy eotl.m6

"Of things there are: (a) some are said of
a subject but are not in any subject. For
example, man is said of a subject, the in-
dividual man, but is not in any subject.
(b) Some are'in a subject but are not said
"of any subject. (By 'in a subject' I mean
what is in something, not as a part, and
cannot exist separately from what it is in.)

. For example, the individual knowledge-of-
grammar is in a subject, the soul, but is
not said of any subject; and the individual
white is in’'a subject, the body (for all co-
lour is in a body), but is not said of any
subject. (c) Some are both said of-a sub-
ject an in a subje¢t. For example, know-
ledge is in a subject, the soul, and is alsc
said of a subject, knowledge-of-grammar.
(d) Some are neither in a subject nor said
of a subject, for example, the individual

man or individual horse - for nothing of this
sort 1s either in a subject or said of a sub-
ject. Things that are individual and numeri-
cally one are, without exception, not said of
any subject, but there is nothing to prevent
some of them from being in a subject - the
individual‘knowledge—of-ggammar is one of
the things in a subject."

It is immediately obvious that Aristotle is dealing with
things (OvTtwv), so that, in this section of the Categories, he
is revealing a four-fold ontological classification. If we
follow'the divisions contained in Ackrill's translaticn, given
above, we see that: (a) refers to the species and genera of
primary substances; while (b) is taken to refer to individual
non—subs;gpces - that is, individuals drawn from the nine non-

: , . 8 .
substance categories. Part (c) contains a te...ugl construc-

tion, which alerts us to the fact that some things are both

‘56
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'said of' and 'in' a subject. The most commonly accepted in-
terpretation of this passage .argues that its intended refer-

ents are species and genera in the non-substance categorles

which are (i) ln substances (whether only in secondary, or also
in primary), and (ii) said of items lower down in their own ca-
tegorial tree. For example, knowledge is in a subject (the soul) ,
but it is also said of such items as individual 'pigces' of gram-
matical or mathematical knowledge, which are also in the soul.
Finally, in part (d) the oﬁt'...oﬁta construction signals the
fact that some things are nelther in a subject, nor said of a
subject, in other words, individual primary substances themselves.
The notions'of predication and inherence are only intelligible

in terms of a subject. A subject is a particular in the category
of substance; an individual substance serves only as the subject
for predicates, it itself is never a predicate.9 Further support

is given to this view in the Prior Analytics:

"Of all the things which exist some are

such that they cannot be predicated of
anything truly and unlversally, e.qg.

Cleon and Callias, i.e. the individual

and sensible, but other things may be
predlcable of them (for each of these

is both man and animal)}; and some things
are themselves predicated of others, but
nothing prior is predicated of them;

and yet others of them, e.g. man of Ccal-
lias and animal of man. It is clear

then that some things are naturally not
stated of anything: for as a rule, each
sensible thing is such that it cannot be 10
predicated of anything, save incidentally."

Thus, to summarize the above four-fold classification, we
have:
(a) That which is predicable of a subject, but is not in-
herent in it;
(b} that which is inherent in a subject, but is not predi-
cable of it;
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(c) thatowhich is both;

(d) that which is neither. )
We may note that (a) and (c¢) deal with essential predication;
(b) treats of non-essential predication (inherence),”while {q)
is the primary substance which serves as the ground for both
predication and inherence. This four-fold classification, based
‘on the predicdtion-inherence distinction, summarizes the essence
of Aristotle’'s early ontology. But, before proceeding to a dis-
cussion of the central problem of this doctrine, I think that an
elaboration of the notions 'essential’ and 'non-essential! pre-

dication would be a useful preliminary.

(a) Essential Predication®

tinction between predication and inherence
lies in an attempt to distinguish something
/that/ Plato does not clearly distinguish,
namely, how particulars such as an indivi-
dual man and his bravery participate in
the form of bravery. If the form in which
» a thing participates is supposed to reveal
to us what the thing is, we-can hardly .say
that Socrates participates in the form of
bravery, since bravery is not what Socrates
is. The predication inherence distinction
may in this way be understood as Aristotle's
first attempt to distinguish what is essen-
tial from what is incidental to the nature
of an individual thing. What is predicated
of a subject is essential to its being what
it is and what is present in a subject is
incidental to this."ll

"/A reason/ Aristotle has for making a dis- ’

Or, to put it another way:

"What a thing is is not in it; what is in a
thing is not what it is. Predicability in
.name and definition provides._a determinate
and explicit rule for distinguishing secon-
dary substaises...from items present in a
substance, "

R el AR
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That it is a further mark of something that is predicated
essentially is that its definition will alsoc be predicable we
have already seen in Aristotle's formulaticn of the 'said of'
relation.l3 As Joseph C. Kunkel notes:

"'Predicated of' denotes the genus-species-
individual or essence-singular relation-
ship. Only the species, genus, or essence
is predicable of the individual subject,
Accidental predication is p;ohibi’ted."l4

Building on his interpretation of the 'said of' relation
in his article "The One and the Many,"l5 S. M. Cohen offers
this formulation:

"(1l) "@ is said of a Bubject,‘x, if and only
if, x is said to be a @ (or a kind of @).

(2) “Thﬁt is, ¢ is said of a subject, x, if
and only if, x is classified /In an abso-m
lutely fundamental way/ as a @.

(3) ";f‘x.is classi?ied as a P, then the de—l6
finition of P will be predicable of x.""
If, in statement (3) above, we replace the variables with con-
Crete terms, we would get: "If Socrates is classified as#a man,
then the definition of man will be predicable of Socrates."
That the same is not true of accidental (non-essential)
predication is clear by extensionf For example, the individua}

man = Socrates '~ can have 'man' (species) and 'animal’ (genus)

predicated of him, for they are essential to his being what he

is. He cannot, on the cther hand, have 'white' predicated of
him, because to be white is not what Socrates is, it is only
something that he has. He could just as well have some other
cofbur without ceasing to be what he is. '

Aristotle thinks that’all that iﬁ predicated (essentially)
of the predicate will be predicated of the subject also,l7 and
since one of thg things predicable of a predicate is its defi#

.

nition, then the definition will be predicable of the subwsgg.




A further refinement occurs in the Topics, in which Aristotle _
Sst that that part which indicates the essence is its defini- é
tJ.onlB and states here and elsewhere19 that definitions are :
predicable (at least to the extent that they convey true know-
ledge of the genus and spgcies). In the Posterior Analytics,

he is even more explicit:

".../we assert that/ attributes predicated
as belonging to the essential-nature are
necessary and that universals are neces-
sary, and since the attributes which we se-
lect as inhering in a triad, or in any other
subject whose attributes we select in this
way, are predicated as belonging to its es-
sential nature.../they are sg/ becausé we
make the further assumptlon that the sub=-
stance of each subject is the predication
of elements in its essential nature down
to'the last differentia. characterizing the
individuals. It follows that any other
synthesis thus exhibited will likewise be20
identical with the being of the subject.”

. In the above quotation, Aristotle identifies substance as:
(a) coextensive with its form, or 'whatness', and (b) as the
prime example of individuality. This prefigures a later state-
ment in the Metaphysics to the effect that "...in the case of
being primarily and essentially the being is one and the same
with its "what" or intelligible constitution."2%t In other words,
the being of the primary substance is identical with its form,
or essence, since a thing cannot be without being something, and
what makes it be something is the substantial form. This is
what Aristotle calls its 'intelligible constitution', and it
fits in nicely with his’'formulation of the principle of identity:

.each particular thing is held to be iden-
tlcal with its own prlmary being, and "what
it is to"be" anything is accordingly said teo

be the.primary being of that particular thlng."22
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The:intelligible constitution of a thing is its essence, and
éhe.essehce qua 'intelligible' must possgss anraépect suscep-
tible of universal predication. In conégquence, we may séy
that, for Aristotle, universals are predicable while particu;
lars are inherent, (i.e. non~substantial particulars). To use

a typically Aristotelian. example, species and genus (man and

. aﬁﬁmal), plus the specific difference (rational) may be pre-
dicated of Socrates, but are not in.Socrates. Or, knowledge

is in Socrates, but is not predicated of him; knowledge may,

however, be predicated of grammar, but is not in grammar.

"In general, a universal is not something
which exists above and beyond the indivi- -
duals which together make up the ground
for classifying them as instances of that
universal....The actual claim that Aris-
totle makes, in answer to Plato's -thesis
that forms could exist even if particu-
lars did -not, is that if these primary sub-
- stances {(i.e. particulars in the category
of substance) did not exist, it would be
impossible for what is predicated of or
present in primary substances to exist....
Universals predicated of primary substances
are not particulars existing apart from each
and every primary substance of which they
are predicated, and universals present in
primary substances are simply universals
predicated of particulars which cannot exist
apart from the primary substances in which
each of these particulars is present.“23

The universals which are bothlpresent in a substance, and
predicable of certain unnamed particulars are, of course, spe-
cies and genera in categories other than substance. For example,
we know that knowledge is a universal, and that knowledge can ke
in a subject (the SOUl),24 byt is not predicable of Socrates;
on the contrary, the universal is predicated of the unnamed par-
tiéulars. If we were to argue that among the things that Socra-

tes knows, one such is that the word ywptoupds does not begin with



the letter ‘k', then this would be a particular piece of gram- /

gﬂﬂ@tlcal knowledge of which knowledge qua universal would, of
course, be predlcated T J
As for Plato's view that the Forms could exist even if
the particulars that instantiate them did not, the

"...existence of the Aristotelian univer-
sal is not dependent on the existence of
one of the things of which it is predl-
cated, provided that the Sglyersal is pre-
dlcated of other things."

In other words, the genus 'animal' and the species 'man’ do not
depend on any particular man for their existence. However

thelr éxistence does depend on some animals in general and men

in partlcular. If there were no primary substances of whlch
these were the universals, then the genus and species of them
would not exist either.Y As Aristotle says: "...if the primary
substances did not exist it would be impossible for any of the
w26 g gems that by the phrase "any of )
the other things', Aristotle nothonly means secondary substances,

other things to exist.

but also the nine non-substance categories.

{b) Accidental Predication (Inherence).

From the foregoing, it should be clear that essential pre-
dication involves those attributes which belong to the Subject
necessarily and on account of its 'what it is to be that thlng 127
We must now turn our attention to non-essential predication. :
Like essential predicates, accidental predibétes do belbng to
the subject, but neither universally nor necessarily. It must
be clear from the outset that accidental predication is totally
dependent upon substantial being.28 We must further be aware of
the sense in which we are to understand the term accidental. We
mean by this a 'coincident'. Aristotle explains his meaning in

S
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1
the Posterior Analytics:

"...a thing consequentially connected w1th
anything- 1§ essential; one not so connec-

ted is 'coincidental'. An example of this

is 'while he was walking it lightened': the
Ylghtnlgéﬂgis not due to his walking; it

was, 1d say, a coincidence. If, on -
the other hand, there is a consequentlal :
connection, the predicatien is essential;,

e.g. if a beast dies when its throat is

being cut, then its death is also essenti-

ally connecged with the cutting, because

the cuttlnquas the cause of ggath, not a
'c01n01dent' of ‘the cutting.”

We may compare thls text with Metaphysics A , 30, which reads:

" © ¢ "'Acciderit' means (1) thawahlch attaches

to something -and can be truly asserted, 30

but neither of necessity nor usually.. '"
"'Acc1dent' has also (?) another meanlng,‘

i.e. all that attaches' to each thing in 31
virtue of itself but is not in its essence..."

~

Another distinguishing mark of a. -coincidence is provided by
Aristotle in the minor treatise On Prophesying by Dreams: - -

..by 'coincidence' I mean, for example,
~the occurtrence of an ecllpse of the sun
while someone is taking a walk; for the
‘walking is neither a token nor a cause of .
~ the eclipse, nor the eclipse /a cause or !
token/ of the walking. For this reason
no coincidence takes place accordlng to ax ¢
unlversal or general rule.

Arlstotle s denial of the possibility that coincidences can oc-,
cur in accordance with unlversal or general ;ules also has the
e€ffect of denying that there can be a 501ence of acc1dents,’
p031t10n he also adopts in two other treatises. 33

Further, we are not speaking of the acc1dental as fortui- -
tous (Tuxov) or -as chance (tiyn) . 34 Nor are we speaklng of, ac-
cidental change.35 But rather, we mean 'accidental'wiﬁ,the '
sense of -'accidental conjunction’'.>® Thig is the sense of what

\
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Aristotle means when he says: .

".,.ta 68 Ev un0uenuévw uév sotL, ua& uuo-

xevpévov 65 ouéavog KéYETQL (v unoxELusvm

6e Aéyw, o EV TLVL uf) wg pEPog unapxov ?&u-

vatov xwpic elvar ToU &v & EOTLV) ,

"Some [thlng§7 are in a subject but are not
said of any subject. (By 'in a subject' I
mean what is in something, not as a Part,
aﬁd-ggnnot exist separately from what it is-
1inl)" ’ ' : :
This is the key text referred tq by those commentators inves-

-tigating Aristotle's notion of inherence, and it takes the form

of a two-part conditional‘. The traditional reading usually

‘takes the following form: Y is in x lf y is not a part of X and.

cannot exist apart from x.

We shall accept the usual understanding‘that the‘first half
of the cornditional denies that y is a physical part of x. Fox
example, in the case of a man, let y be his colour, and x be
his body. In this case, Aristotie would say that the colour is
in the body, but it is not a part of \the body (as an arm or a
leg would be a part of the body). The problem stems from the
second half:of the coﬁaitional nameiy the notion that in our
example, the particular colour in a man's body cannoct exist apart
from the body that it is in. To extend the dd”/;lne a b1t fur-
ther, (and to add more flesh to the bare bones of Aristotle's

thesis), we are obliged to argue that if x is a prlmary substance,

and y is a non—substance, then y must be a non—reproduC1ble par-
ticular. But, whHy must it? Because if we admit that y could

be reproduced in more than one subject (substance), then y could
exist apart from x. In conseguence, y would fail to be 'in' x
in the required sense, (i.e. y must be in x in such ‘a way as to

be\iiippthe of existence apart from x}. ol

"The inseparability requlrement has the
consequence that only individuals in non- 3
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- substance categories can be 'in’ indivi-
dual substances. Aristotle could not say
that generosity is in Callias as a subject,
since there could be generosity without ,
any Callias. Only this individual genero-
sity - Callias's generos;ty - is in Callias.
Equally, white is not in chalk as subject,
since there could be white even if there
were no chalk. White is in body, because:
every indiwvidual white is the white of some
individﬁgixﬁ3&y§ For a property to be in
a kind of substdnce it is not enough that
some or every substance of that kind shguld
have the property, nor necessary that every
substance of that kind should have it; what
is requisite is that every instance of that
property should belong to some individual
substance of that kind. Thus the inherence
of a property in -a kind of substance is to
be analysed in terms of the inherence of
individual instances of the proPerty %n
individual substances of that -kind.

The consequence of this is that the white which is in So-

- crates is not just 'white', and not jusé anybody's white, it is
Socrates' white. It matters not at all that Crito is white

also to exactly the same degree or shade, Crito's white lS his

own and pg

‘the d

two

Socrates'. The most that we ' can say, accordlng to
frine of inherence, is that Socrates and Crito represent
ifferent instances of that parﬁicular colour. Non-substan-
tial paréiculhrs (such as colours) acquire individuality on ac-
count of the,substances that Bear them. We can also extend the
doctrine G/e step further and say that y  Jeed not even be an
individual non-substance ‘to be capable of 1nherence, but in this
case, the 'x' which y cannot exist apart from must be a secon-
dgry substance. In other words, the extension of the concept
\E must be adequate to insure that y cannot exist apart from it.
That thig theory is controversial almost goes without say-
ing. In an 1£flueﬁtial article,40 G. E. L. Owen attacks what

. he calls the 'dogmatic' rea ng4l of the passage on inherence, a



version of which I have just given. According to Owen:

"But, whatever he /Aristotle/ says, the
dogma commits him to holding that to
identify any particular colour, or gene-
rally any individual other than a sub-
stance, involves, identifying the indivi-
dual substance which is its sole proprie-
tor. And it commits him to something
more surprising. It éntails that any
non—-substance whose identification does
not carry this condition, say the colour
pink or the knowledge of Greek, ‘can not
be said to be in any individual subject
at all....Pink is in body but not in
Smith's or any one else's body. General
attributes are not in individuals, par-
ticular attributes are not in more than
one individual. This cannot be what Aris-
totle means."

Owen believes that he has found textual justification
support of his claim that Aristotle rejects the 'dogma' at
Cateqories, 5, 2a28-33. The passage reads:

"Tiv &’ &v unonsLuév@ OVTWY snL BEV Thiv
. T®hefotwv oblte touuopa ou& ) koyog xoTn-
yopeltaL tod unostusvou  én'eviwv 6%
ToUvopa uev oUSEV uwkueu uaTnyopaLGSaL
neTE .To0U vnouenusvou, TOV 68 hoyov aéu—
y vatov, olov T3 Aeundv év unoueuuevm Sv
' ety quaTL uarnyopsLtaL 109 unousLuavou
R (AEUKOV Ya&p oliua AeyetaL), 5 8t Abyog
. © d 10U Aeunol oUSEnoTe watd odpatoc
waInyopr¥ficeTal. "

( “But as for things which are in a subjeot,
in most cases neither the name nor the
finition is predicated of the subject.

In some cases there is nothing to prevent

the name from being predicated of the sub-

ject, but it is impossible fi(ﬁthe_defi—

nition to be predicated. Fo xample, white;
N which is in a subject (the bedy), is pre-

dicated of the subject; for a body is cal-

led white. But the definition of white will

never be predicated of the body."4

in
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On the strength of this evidence, Owen says:

"When Aristotle remarks that an expres-
sion such as 'pink' Reuvndv (!}/ is pre-
dicable of the body in which pink is
present (2a29-34) he flouts the rule if
he has partlcular subjects in mind,
Smith's body as well as body."

Before proceeding to reply to Owen, several things need
to be sorted out. So far in this exposition, I have adopted
the standard interpretation which.seeé the primary referent of
“the termq'predicatioh' to be essential predication, for ‘example,
the predication of universals of partlculars {knowledge qua
universal of some particular 'piece’' of grammatlcal._knowledge).45
Cases in which generic and gspecific predications are made of
iﬁdividual subsfances are falso essential, e.g. animal as genus,
and man as species are pgedicated essentially of Socrates.
What Owen seems to wantlﬁgrﬂggue is that when Aristotle says that
white (or pink) is predicable of the body in which it inheres,
he is using the term 'predication' in its primary technical
sense: it is clear'however, from the text that Owen himself -
cites, that this is not so. To argue my point, I shall refer
back to the word of warning about the use of technical terms
which I issued at the beginning of this chapter. At that time,
I noted that Aristotle often uses xaInyopettat and sometimes
pN8foeTaL  as synonyms for XéyéjaL in its technical sense. But,
A€YeTal has, as I also notedwlfab non-technical uses. In one
of these cases, Arlstotle uses the term Aéyetalr to ascribe a
name to a set of things... ThlS occurs, 51gn1f1cantly, in the
first line of chapter one: "'QOubvupa Aéyetar..." Now, beérinq
this in mind, let us return to the passage in question. Owen
argues from the fact that the word translated as 'predication'
is uatnwgpatrau and its variants, and he seems to infer from

this that Aristotle is breaking his own rule which separates
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predication from inherence. So it would seem. But, what else
does the passage suggest? One could easily read the text as
suggesting that Aristotle has found yet another use for wuagtn-

- Yyopeltar, namely for nominal predication. We already have es- !
- sential predication, and accidental predication, why not nomi- :

nal predication, especially since Aristotle says in that pas-
sage: "...thére is nothing tq prevent the name from being pre-
dicated of the subject...'_'?46 I will now take a mgment to sug-
gest that ,this particular problem arose because Aristotle was

not, at the time of writing the Categories, as sophisticated

in thg dse of his technical terms as he’would later become (in

my opinicn). Much gratuitous difficulty might have been avcided
if he had used xatnyopelta. and ph9ficETaAL to mean eésenﬁ;al pre-
dication, or ‘even the simple phrase a$’ Umonelpévou kéyed&au.

For inherence; he could have used év Unoxerpévy elvatexclusively,
and for nominal predication he could have employed a defined
technical sense of AéyetaL . He did not do this consistently,

of course, and it is not my intention to rewrite Aristotle.

The fact remains, howeﬁer, that the treatise on categories is a
minefield liberally strewn with dangers for anyone not a least
minimally conversant with the different meanings which Aristotle's
teéhnipal terms have. What is astonishing is that a scholar of
Owen's stature could have enmeshed himself in such difficulties,
and I believe that I have foﬁnd the reason. In the famous line !
at Categories, 2, la2a- 25, Aristotle says: : z

A Ev unousLuévw 858 Aéyw, & Ev TLVL un

’

mg pepog unapxov adlvatov ywplc elval tob :
EV $ EUTLV) . ¢ ¢

+

.(By 'in a subject'lI mean what is in -
something, not as 4 part, and cannct exist ) !
separately from what it is in)..."%:

~

To return to our formulation of this conditional,,we have

l‘ \J
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the traditionai reading: Y is in x if y is not a part of x

and canhot exiStbapart fro; X. Owen seizes upon the ambiguity
of the Greek and takes the €v Tivi. of la24 to refer to some-
thing definite, and the 1oy év § éotiv of a2s teirefer dener-
ally to something that contains y. Thus, according to what
appears to be Owen's view, y is in x if v is not a part of'x
and if y cannot exist apart from something to contain it. So,
as long as there is %omething to contain it, y can exist apart
from x. On this reading, y would be a reproducible particular.
Recourse td the text of the Categories makes such an interpre-
tation highly unlikely. For Aristotle, an entity (whether sub-

sStance or non-substance), is an individual if it is "...&toua Rnat
£v &pL%um..."48

i.e. if it cannot be divided into what the
Scholastics called 'subjective parts'. Take the case of a par-
ticular man e.g. Socrates. Socrates is an individual because
he is indivisible and one in nuitber. The Same is not true of
the\Species"man', the species has subjective parts (all men)
and so the species is not an individual. Now, Aristotle effec-

tively exhausts reality when he says:

ne. LY ” ’ [1] [ ’
WOTE Ta aAAa WAVTE NToL xad UTIOHEL HEVWY
—~ Fa L ~ 1] [} rd
AEyetar t@v npdtwv obal@v A év Umoxetpé-
? ~ ’
varg avtale £otiv." 49

"Thus all the other things are either said

of the primary substances as subjects or
in them as subjects.">

According to this text, there are two ways in which something
can be the subject of something else: .
&) by being that of which something else is said: agA/J
b) by being that in which something else inheres.
Only (a) captures the way in which one thing can be the subjec-
. tive part of another. "For example, colour {(as genus) can be

- said of blue (as species) because 'blue' iﬁ a subjective part

?
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of 'colour', and 'man’' is a subjective part of man (as species),

and the latter is in turn a subjective part of anima1 {as genus).

However, Aristotle also seems to be saying that any entity
inhering in a subject, must have at least two subjects in which
it inheres. Consider the following:

"tov Yap TLVQ av%pwnov epng YpaupaTLuov
oUnoUv uaL av&pwnov uau Coiov ypauuatuuov
Epetc. woalTtwe 6& wai Enl thv GAAwv. ™Sl

"For if you will call the individual man
grammatical it follows that you will call
both a man and an animal grammatical; and
similarly in other cases."52

Thus, the entity must inhere ip:
a) an individual substance, and,
b) a genus of that substance.

This condition is sufficient to make inherence radically dif-

ferent from essential predication. But if inherence marks the

way in which one thing is the subjective part of another, there
could be no non—subsfantial individuals, for all non-substances
would have subjective parts. But, as the following makes clear,

Aristotle is committed to the existence of non-substantial par-
ticulars:

"ankmg 6€ T& atopa Kal €v amepw uaT ouéevog
unostpevou AEyeTar, EV unouELpsvw S evua

ouéev quUEL gelval” 1 g TLS YPAURATLKT
~¢ Thiv év unoueuusvw gotl."5

"Things that individual and numerically one
are, without exceptlon, not said of any sub-
ject, but there is nOthlng to prevent some
of them from being in a subject - the indi-
vidual knowledge-cf-~grammidr is one of the
things in a subject."54.

. As a general reply to Owen, 1 ﬁili concede that Categorées,
2;}la24—26 can be read as he suggests, but, that it is much mdre

likely that Aristotle intended the to¥U £v m Eotlv to take the

- Same reference as the i’BTLVL a llne above. It is also probable

T Sa S PLRPL S IO



that Aristotle may have been a little careless in the way he
phrased . the theory of inheregce; but if it.is read as Owen
suggeésts, and other parts of the Categoriee do not support his
interprEEatign, then the general effect would be to obliterate
any real difference between predication and inﬁerence This
is so because, if Owen 1is right, then items which satlsfy the

'said of' relation will also satlsfy ‘the conditions for inher-
ence. And it seems quite evident from 1ndlcat10ns elsewhere
in the treatise that Aristotle intends predlcatlon and inher-
ence to be clearly distinguished. 33

"Of the two types of adjective or attri-

bute in Aristotle’'s list one is said to .o
be "predicable of a subject" and is seen,
from a later reference, to be the "com-

mon quality" or "quality-universal" of
orthodox theory. Thus Aristotle speaks

at 2a,31, of a whiteness "present in"

white bodies, which is seen to be "predi-
cable of that in which it is present”

from the fact that "a body is called white."
He denies, hotgger, that- the adjectival

)

entity which hé mentions is "predicable
of a subject.? As an adjective of substance,
it is "prese in" it. But it is an adjec-
tive or guality of substance which is not
predicable of it. To what can Aristotle be
referring? Clearly, if he is taking "predi-
cable of a subject" as synonymous with "uni-
versal" there is only one thing he can mean
by a quality which cannot be predicated of

r), a subject. He must be referring to a quality
which its possessor does not share with other
substances, but which, 1n some sense, par-
tlcxpates in the 1rrecurrablllty of the mpuwTn
ovola itself. Hermust, in short, be implying
that there is a sense of "quality" in which
the qualltles of particular thlngs are par-
tlcular

J. M. E. Moravcsik ,adds another dimension to the theory-
of predlcatlon which helps to recapture lts ontological as well

as ltS logical dimension. >7 The positioh argued is the following:
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Moravcsik is concerned fundamentally with the equivocal nature

of the term 'predication'. On the one hand, there is predica-
tion in the logical sense (predication L), which can mean ei-
ther: (a2) the relation that obtains between the linguistic
parts of-subject and predicate; or (b) the relation that the ‘
mind discovers among its various concepts. On the other hand,
there is predication in the ontological sense (predication ),
which is another way of saying 'essential predication'. Pre-
dication O contrasts wWwith inherence and together they form the
two ontologlcal'%onflguratlons which underlle predication L.58
For example, 'man' is predicated L of 'Socrates'; whereas man
is predicated O of Socrates. Predication in the first sense
is a logical relation, in the second.it is an ontological tiec
We say that the genus 'animal' is predicable of the species
'man’', or even of the individual man, and that this relation-
ship is demonstrable by science. I believe that this is the

sense of what Aristotle means when he says: "Genus and species
are the only predicates that convey a knowledge of primary sub-
w39 For example, to be able (accurately) to predicate
man' (as species) of an individual man is to open the door at
once to a wide variety of correct predications: e.g. that he

is rational, that he is capable of speech, that he is capable

of abstract thinking, and sp on. That being capable of speech
and abstraét thought are predications i.e, essentlal, is clear

sStances.

from the fact that they are properties of man's essence i.e.

'rational anlmal' 60

Conversely, any attrlbute which only in-
heres in man, e. g hlS ~colour, is non-essential. Therefore,

nothing can be defined or even known if it is described merely
in terms of its accidents. To verify this assertion, we need
only picture the cogeternation of somecne trying to visualize

to himself something described as: next to the post office;,

./
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tolerably heavy, sort of flat, green, and bigger éhan & bread-

box.

cable O of substancés is exhaustive of reality; and since non-
substantial particulars are not predicable O of substances,

X3

The view that everything is either inherent in or predi-

they must form part of the network of inherence. Amo
commentators, the idea that Aristotle intends ‘predic

{(ratnyopeltar) most often in its primary technical sense (es-—

sential predication) is relatively uncontroversial.

controversial, however, is the doctrine of inherence.
Lloyd says:

"As for the notion of 'possessing' an acci-
dent or of an accident being 'in' a sub-
stance, the combination of two things re-
places any idea of defining that notion.
These are the analogy holding between the
accidental categories and the category of
substance and the priority of explanation
in terms of substance. I doubt if Aristot
had much use after the Categories for the
distinction between 'said of' and 'in'.
And the intuitive picture that he seems to
be relying on is that 'in™ must be under-

. stood simply as the counterpart in the ex-

ternal world of the relation in speech or
thought between a predicate and a subject.

I doubt if he thought one could go further.

On the other hand, John Thorp says:_,

"It seems fairly probable that the young Ar
totle of the Categoriae saw the list of ca
gories as standing also for the division i
two main classes of items: those which are

never present im a subject (olola & Seltepa

obo{w and those which can be present in a
ject (the other categories). Although the
guage of the Categoriae does not recur, we
sometimes find the later Aristotle using a
of categories 50 summarize a division into
departments."® ;

ng modern
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I think that when the early Aristotle éf'the’Categories says

- that everything is either "...said of the primary substances

as subjects or in them as subjeéts...“,63 he believes that
this formulation of the distinction between predication and ]

inherence, with substance as its locus, captures the real in

both logic and ontology. . L ¢
Before we leave this topic, I wish to underline again

Aristotle's debt to Plato for having raised the problem of pre-

dication in a way that permitted Aristotle to be seized by its

importance, and to see in it one of the fatal flaws of Platonism. -

Aristotle required something more convincing than separated
Forms and the doctrine of participation. For further differen-
ces between Plato and Aristotle, we may note that

"...the belonging of anything to a certain )
species, is part of the thing's nature, ”
and therefore a necessary rather than an
accidental feature of the thing. One of
the problems for Plateo about the things in
the physical wecrld was that all their fea-
tures were, he thought, accidental. Any-
- thing that is so might have been otherwise,
and there is no infallible way of saying
what anything is. For Aristotle everything
has a logically determinate nature and its
having of this nature is no accidernit. Thus
in pointing to-a man and defining being a
man as being specifically identical with
that, one is pointing out a necessary truth.
If x g Y, then Necessarily (x =5.Y). This .
is why things in the physical wofld can give -
us knowledge. The necessity of a thing's
being what it is can be®seen as what makes
. it unnecessary to postulate any further thing
to explain what the original thing 1s. Plato's
belief that sensible things were not logically
determinate was what required him to postulate - n

minate. - In Aristotle's case tHings already are

logically determinate. 'Every individual is 2
an individual so-and-so. For Felix to be an

r
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the Forms as things which were logically deter- l%:gy
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individual is already for him to be a
cat. And.-for Socrates, to be an indi- 64
vidual is already for him to be a man.'"

Against Owen, and in support of the traditional view of
Aristotle's non-substantial particulars, (as espoused by others
including myself), Herbert Granger offers the foilowing:

"I assume that Aristotle developed his under-
standing of the genus-species schema through
an analysis of substantial kinds rather than
that of non-substantial characteristics, and
therefore I also assume that he first used ‘
the genus-species schema in the category of' sub- ‘
stance. I think these assumptions are reason-
able, since the genus-species schema rightly
applies to kinds rather than characteristics
and probably could not have been articulated
except through an examination of kinds, and
because Aristotle seems to use kinds rather
than characteristics as paradigmatic illustra-
tions of genera and species. Now, since Aris-
totle did not have available a schema other
than the genus-species schema to guide him in
his initial analysisiof the categories, when
he took up his examination of the non-substan-
tial categories, he would, of course, have
used in his examinaticn the same genus-species
schema he had previously used in his investi- ;
gation of the category of .substance. 1In this :
sagpation it would be very natural for the ge- Q\\
nus-species schema as it is applied in the ca-
tegory of substance to function as the model
for his analysis of the non-substantial cate-
gories simply because the genus-species schema
was first articulated by him in the category
of substance. Since Aristotle limited sub-
stances to individuative kinds, the genus-spe-
cies schema, when applied in the category of
substance, yielded series composed not only "
of genera and infimae species but also clear-
cut unsharable particular .specimens falling
under the infimae species: a certain man, a’
certain horse. Ir keeping with the genus-
species schema non-—substantial categories
would be composed of genera, infimae species
and unsharable specimens; yet since Aristotlet

\
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.

uses the, genus-species schema as it is
applied in the category of substance as
his basic model, the specimens in non-
substantial categories not only would be
unsharable ,but they would also be parti-
culars, — a certain white, a certain know- .
ledge-of-grammar —modeled implicitly on
substagglal unsharable partlcular speci-
mens.

What makes this account particularly convincing is that '
Granger places his emphasis on éubstance, and in so doing, he
is faithful to Aristotle's vision of the world. Tt will be_
argyed in the next’ chapter that™ the Aristotelian conception of
suj@tance is the most compelling feature of Aristotle's break
with Platonism. - For Plato; the highest reality is the system
of In;glllglble Forms; for Aristotle, it is substance, produced
by its co-constitutive principles, mqﬁter and form.

To this point,; then, we have seen that the analysis of
predication and inherence hangs on the analysis of subs;ance.
When the genus-species schema that Granger speaks of is -applied
to particulars in thé category.of substance, what emerges is
an answer to the Platonic gquestion: Why is it that things fall
naturally into kinds?66 According to the Aristotelian position, _
if one were to observe two different dogs, for example, a Chihua- |
hua and a Great Dane, we would observe that despite certain dif—'<- |
ferences, they both fall naturally into the species 'dog a
subdivision of the genus ‘'animal’'. On the level of gpn substan-
tial partlculars, for example, colours, the same analysis’ ‘can
also be used Colours, unlike dogs, are not pa;tlculars in the-
category qf substance, that is, they cannot exist independenkiy
of the sulstances that they are thexéolours of. Thus, ifrwe
call 'cdlour' a genus,'and 'blue’' a species of that.genus, we
can ,then argue that each of the possibly hundreds of different

shades of blue are infimae species of the species blue. Owen
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3
would not accept this view given-his jnterpretation of the
definition of inherence, but it seems to be clear that to
identify- any non—substantia;[pgrticular is also to identify
the substance thanks to which the non-substantial particular
not only exists, but through which it is individuated. & par=-
ticular shade of blue must be ie: blue fsomething.

In some legal systems, a person -is defined as that which
is capable of bearing rightsAand duties; in Aristotle's sys~
tem, a substance is partially defined as that which is capable
of bearing predications and inherents. What makes Plato's
view so objectionable to Aristotle is that (a) Plato will not
concede that substances are identical with sensible‘things;67
and (b) if, for example, an animal is defined as something
which participates in the Form of Animal, then what happens
when we realize that some animals are two-footed and that
others are many—-footed? Would we not have to say that the
Form of Animal,-as a 'this' must possess contrary attributes
at the same time? And if the Form is not to dhare in the
contrary attributes, then
"...what is the relation implied when one

says that the animal is two-fcoted or pos-
sessed of feet? But perhaps the two things
are 'put tegether' and are 'in contact', or
are 'mixed'. Yet all these expressions are

absurd."68
To bring this discussion of predication and inherence to
a conclusion, I wish to quote the views of R. E. Allen. I-
justify the length of the gquotation on the grounds that his
interpretaticn of the problem is so close te my own, that there
is virtually no way that I could formulate the conclusion in

terms other than the ones he uses. Moreover, it is more impor-

tant to give credit where it is due than to be seen to be 'bor-
rowing' rather too freely from the work of another. Thus, in



clesing, I agree with Allen that.

o -~ "...predication, in its essential nature,
is specific: to predicate is to say wha
_ a thing is, to answer the question 1y
_“*—'“’/#‘\h?n short, to predicate a species, o
less informatively a genus of an indiwi
- dual. Behind this logical assumption lay
two others which are broadly ontological:
that species and genera can exist only if
they have individual instances, and that
species and genera are exclusive, in that
no individual instance of one can be an
instance of another. The species dog
would not exist if there were no dogs,
and nb dog is a horse.

Assuming that predication is essentially
specific, Aristotle had to account for the
fact that much predication is not specific
....If predication is by nature specific,
how are such predications as these to be
explained? They may be explained if we
extend the notion of specific predication °
beyond those natural kinds to which it na-
turally applies, and attempt to fit it to
categories other than substance, where it
less maturally applies. But if there are
species in categories other than substance,
there must also be individual: instances of
those species; those instances will not run
loose about the world, but be tied to pri-
mary substances as incapable of existing

- apart from them. Because of their tie, they
will explain how things can be said non-spe-
‘cifiecally of primary substances: the sub-
stance will be named for what is in it. To
say that Socrates is a man, then, is to say
what he is; to say that he is just, or gram-
matical is to say what is in him. If Socra-
tes 1is just, there is an individual instance
of justice in Socrates - in him as incapable
of existing apart from him. Because that in-
stance is individual and one in number, it
cannot be predicated of him; what can be pre-
dicated of him is the name of its species,
or a paronym of that name. But it is the
conjunction of Socrates and the justice in

)
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Socrates, of a separable and aR"insepa— o, /?
rable individual, -which is the fact which
forms the truth-condition of Bhe state-
ment that Sogrates is just.“6 :

Throughout this chapter, it has been argued, explicitly
or implicitly, that the doctrine of predication and'inhérencé -
is only intelligible in terms ofy a%ubéfance. Substance is
the thread running through the entire @iscussion. It is the

locus not only of all types of predication, but also of the

nine non-substance categories as well. It falls to us now,

then, to investigate the Aristotelian theory of substance,
to examine its kinds, and to show how it may be considered as
the concept par excellence in Aristotle's philosophy.
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a quality is also a quallty

83a

refers to 'the predicates in between' [H. 1&g uatnyopuag Tag
petaEd...™(1I, 22, 84al)/ Further, satnyopfa could also mean the \
act oprredlcatlon, e.g. in the Topics, Aristotle gives an example
of predication and tells us that, in this case also, the predica-
tion (here understood as the act of predlcatlon) occurs only
once, cf. "...wote anaf xal Evialda N “aTnyopLa YLVET&L... [VI;
3, l4la4/.

In the Categorles itself, the word uatnyopaa occurs only
twice in the context of a dlscu5510n of whether the contrary of

""ETL éé Eav B evavtiwy $drepov f woidv,

nal 10 AOLmOV Egtat moLdv. tolto & 6nkov
KPOXELPLCbpévw T&¢ aAAiag natnyopuag, oLov

EL E0TLV n Sunarogivn T aéLALq Evavtuov

notov 6t n éuuanocuvn. TOLOV apa wal 7

&6Lula” ouéegLa Yap tmv akhwv uatnyoprv

é?apuéceu T aéuuua oute ap 10 mOCoY '
OUTE 1O npég TL outs Tnov ous’ ohmg TL TV .
TOLOUTMV ouéév, aAk'f nouév. waautmg 8€ :

wal EmL Thv aAAwv Thv ®aTd_TO MOLdV Evav—
t(wv." /Cat., 8, 10blB-25/

Cook [5 cit., p. 75/ translates uaTnyopLag and watnyopL@dv

as ' ategorles' and so does Edghill [op cit., .pp. 26-27/. Ack-
rill, however, translates these terms as 'predicates'. Ackrill's
renderlng is, in my view, the more acceptable . one since, in the
passage in question, Aristotle is concerned with determining
whether justice and injustice are.qualities, in other words, whe-
ther 'quality' can be predicated of justice and lnjustlce alike.
Consequently, in the Categories, this sense of wainyopia is to

be a predicate ¥s opposed to an accusation or the act of predi-
cation.

‘But, if thlS ig® unquallfledly true, viz. that in the Cate-
gories matnyoplia means 'predicate', then we are faced with a '
major problem. The difficulty stems from the -fact that while
virtually everyone takes the Categories to contain a list of
ten 'categories' (including ouoLa§ Arlstotle forbids olao(a
tg be a predicate /e.g. Cat., 5, 2a12-13% a34- 35/. Thus, if
obola is not a predicate, hen neither is it a category. But is
this really what Aristotle wants to say in the Categories?

For the moment, I shall bracket the question: Is watnyopia
the source of the term ’'category'? and follow another line of
inquiry. Referring, then, to Categories, 4,  which introduces
the list of the so- called categorles, we flnd the words " Tov
HaTd unésuLav Uupﬂkounv AEYOUEVWY suacrov fitoL ololav anpalvel
f moogdv f moidv..."/Ibid., 1b25-26/. What we are dealing with
here are what ". thlngs sald without any combination..." sig-
nify /Ackrill, op. cit., p. 5/; or what “'...each uncombined
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word or expression..." means /Cooke,”op. cit., p. 17/; or what
VExpressions which are In no way composite..."’ ignify /Edghill,
"op. cit., p. 8/. Later in the same chapter, Aristotle tells us
tEat: "None of the above is said just by itself in any affir-
mation, but by the combingtion of these with one another an af-
firmation is produced." /Ackrill, op. cit., p. 5, cf. ggg., 4,
2a4=-6/. In consequence, two things need to be distinguished..
First is the fact that it is only in combination that words form
propositions /Cat., 2, lalg-18/, but Aristotle introduces the
list of 'categories': as "...things said without any combinati- -
on..:" /Ackrill, op, cit., p. 5/. We may then suspect that on
one level~the 'categories' are 'uncombined terms' which, although

not predicates, nevertheless signify something. On this reading,:

the 'categories' as 'uncombined terms', are signifiers and as
such, they have an application in logic. On Eﬁe other side of
the coin, we have the ontological entities which the uncombined
terms refer to, thus on the other level, a 'category' is what
is signified by the uncombined term. Accordingly, my reading
of chapter four holds that Aristotle is introducing a.list of
signifiers which relates back to the fourfold division of en-
tities in chapter two /cf. Cat., 2, la20~b3. See also, Intro-
duction, *Sectien 3./ - . :

It would be highly gratifying if I could unreservedly ac-
cept the notion that 'signifier' and 'signified' exist in a re-
lationship that.is mutually dependent and reciprocal, or that
the line between 'signifier' and 'signified' is precisely the
line between 'logic' and 'ontology'. Unfortunately, I cannot
because I believe that there is something that 'comes between'
logic and ontclogy. The clue to this 'something' may be found
in the 'logical' notion of 'category', i.e. as an uncombined
term which nevertheless signifies something. If we accept the
view that the role of the uncombined term is to be the signi-
fier of what is signified, then have we not omitted an impor-
tant element of the problem, namely, the.question: What gives
the uncombined term it$ significance? An indication as to the
answer appears in the De Interpretatione: .

"Spoken words are the symbols of mental
experience and written words are the
symbols of spoken words. Just as all
men have not the same writing, so all
men have not the same speech sounds,

but the mental experiences, which these
directly symbolize, are the same for all,
as alsc are those things of which our
experiences are the images." /Ibid., 1,
l6a3-7./

I cite this text in justification of my belief that the
spoken and written words directly symbolize 'mental experiences'

el
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or 'mental af%ections' (na®uata tfi¢ ¢uxfig), and that the 'men-
tal experiences' directly symbolize the objects in the world.
Thus, although language is significant by conventidn, the men-
tal images and concepts which language symbolizes are not con-
ventional nor are the objects in the world. We see, then, that
words alone, as uncombined terms, are significant but that their
sighificance is derived from the fact that they refer. to 'men-
tal experinces'. The validity of this 'mental experience' is
conferred by the object in the world which the 'mental experi-
ence' is the image of. In consequence, I cannot view 'signi-
fier' and 'signified' as two sides of the same coin because there
is something which intefvenes, i.e. the 'mental experience',
concept, or image, which gives the uncombined term its signifi-
cance. Pierre Aubenqgue credits Simplicius with a view that is
very similar to my own, hamely that: ",..les sons ne deviennent
signifiants que dans Ia mesure oll ils sont animés PRr un acte
de l'esprit, une "p nsé&e" (ennoia, no&ma).qui seule peut fon-
der un vouloir dire." /Aubenque, op. cit., p. viii/ 1In Chapter
V of this thesis, I shall take up the question of what I call
'epistemological categories'. 1In this chapter, we shall see
how the process of .concept -formation is a process of induction
proceeding from categorially-structured ontological individuals
to a system of 'epistemological categories', i.e. the highest
‘universals, and that these latter confer significance on the
'logical categories'. Here again, I may note the similarity of
my view to that of Simplicius. As Aubenque says: "Simplicius,
faisant-la syth&se des interpré&tations antérieures, évite donc
de fixer de fagon unilatérale le lieu oll est & chercher le sta-
tut des catégories. Selon lui, ce statut ce trouve i 1'inter-
section de la logique, de l'ontologie et de la gnoséologie."
/Ibid./ ‘

Returning now to my.general argument that the tone of the
treatiseé Categories is not "'logical', several other points need
to be made. We have already established that in the text from
Categories, 8, quoted above, the term watnyopia is to be under-
stood as 'predicate'. Given that the notion of predication is
primarily logical, this would appear to militate against ny
view that the Categories is not a logical treatise. We must
therefore determine in what sense 'category' can mean 'predi-
cate' and in what sense it cannot. i T

Let us begin by saying that, very simply, a predicate is
a significant term which, when combined with a subject, affirms
or denies an attribute of that subject. o©n this reading, no-
< uncombined term can be called a predicate. Further, if we
speak of the categories in their logical aspect as signifiers,
then they are still not predicates because a predicate, by de-
finition, does or does not bring a certain determination to a
subject. Thus a predicate is a word used in combination with
a subject, whereas the 'logical categories' are terms said
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without any combination. .

Another reason to doubt that 'categories' are, strictly
speaking, 'predicates' emerges from the distinction between
predication and inherence., In the Catedories, one of the uses
of natnyopeto$aL is to express an essential relationship bet-
ween a predicate and its subject. In short, essential predica-
tion means that not only the name of the predicate, but also
its definition, will_be predicable of the subject necessarily
/[cf. cat, 5, 2al9-2l/. For example, both the name and the de-
finition of the species 'man' are predicable of the individual
man /Ibid., 2a, 22-27/. However, an individual man or horse,
as members of the 'category' of olo{a, in other words,_as pri-
mary substances, are not predicates /Ibid., 5, 2all-13/. Fur-
ther, according to the Categories, whatever is not a_relation-
ship of_predication is a relationship of inherence /Ibid., 5,
2a34-b6/. 1In other words, whatever is not predicated essenti-
ally of a subject - (species and genera are predicated essen-
tially) - is 'in' it (the nine non-substance 'categories' are
'in' substance). Thus Aristotle is right in maintaining that
ovola can be neither a predicate nor an inherent /Ibid., 5,
2a34-36/, but we also see that in their relationship to obofa,
the nine non-substance 'categorles' cannot be predicates either
because the relationship they bear to olofa is not essential.
These, then, are the reasons why I believe that the 'categories’
of the Categories are not predicates. -

However, there is a way in which the non-substance 'cate-
gories' can be called 'predicates', but this involves an exten-
sion of the doctrine of essential predication. In themselves,
the 'non-substance categories' of the Categories are 'things'
signified, moreover, they are signified as inhering in substance.
Thus, in this sense, no 'category' is a predicate. But if we
move away from the ontological notion of 'category' ak a 'thing'
signified to the logical notion of 'category' as signifier,
then the 'non-substance categories' can assume the predicate
position for items lower down in their own categorial tree.

For example, 'quality' as an 'ontological category' can only
rinhere 'in' a substance, it can never be predicable of it.
Recalling the notion that predication, in its primary sense,
means the essential and necessary predication of the name and
the definition of the predicate of a subject, we see that:

"...as for things which are in a subject,

in most cases neither the name nor the

definition is predicated of the subject.

In some cases there is nothing to prevent

the name from being predicated of the sub-

ject, but it is impessible for the defini-

tion to be predicated. For example, white,

which is in a subject (the body) is predi-

t ~

‘.
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cated of the subject; for a body is .
called white. But the definition of

. white will never be predicated of the T
body." /ibid., 5, 2a27-32/. . g’f/

The only time that 'white' and other qualities can assume.

the predicate position (strictly speaking) is when they express
an essential rgzationship between themselves and items lower
down in their n categorial tree, as said above. For example,

'white' is 'in' the body, but it is 'predicable' in name and de-
finition of the white in the skin and the white in the eyes.

We may even say that the 'category' of quality is, predicable of
the 'genus' colour whicH is predicable of the species white

which is predicable of this particular white. The. 'genus-spe-
cies' relationship, as found in the hon-substance 'categories',
can be seen to have been inspired by the genus-species relation-~
ship in the 'category' of substance, i.e. on the predication of
the secondary substances of primary substances.

We have, finally, two different notions of 'predicate'.

One is a notion which is predicable in name and in definition

of items lower down in its own categorial tree (e.g. 'animal'

of 'man', and 'quality' of 'justice'), this is essential pre-
dication. The second is more common and less exact than es-
sential predication and it is the one mentioned earlier, i.e.
it is the type of predication in which the name of" the predi-
cate but not its definition are predicated of the subject. 1In

" this particular case, the 'predicate' is a significant term
which, when combined with a subject in a proposition, expresses
an attribute (or the lack of one) of a subject. In the propo-
sition 'the ball is red', it may be argued that 'red' is pre-
dicated cf 'ball', whereas strictly speaking, the relationship
expressed is not one of predicaticn, but rather, one of inher-
ence. '

. In the last analysis, the argument’ here is not about whe-
ther there are 'logical categories' or whether such 'categories'
are 'predicates'; I se o difficulty in affirming either, but
I would be more willing\to make this affirmation in the context

.0f Topics, I, 9, than i the context of Categories, 4. The
reason, simply, is that \§he primary meaning of 'category' in
the Categories appears td)be the 'thing' signified and, as such,
an entity cannot be a prediicate.

We have now seen how watnyop{a can, in the context aof the
Categories, mean 'predicate'. But this notion is derivative
and secondary to the primary one which is that a 'category' is
a 'thing' signified and not a signifier. 1In the sense of
'things' signified, oloig¢ and the others are not predicates.
Now, givén that they are not predicates, we still want to be
able to call them 'categories' and we are fdced with the em-
barrassing fact that the only two times that watrnyopla appears
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in the Categories, it means 'predicate'. '
To thls difficulty, there are at least two possible solu-

tions. For the first, let us recall that at the beginning of
Chapter II of this dissertation /p. 53/, I note that the second
sense of the verb watnyopéw is 'to signify' or 'to indigate’.
The notion of signification is crucial here since the list of
'categories' in Categories, 4, is introduced in the words: "Of
things said without any .combination,. each signifies either sub-
stance or quantity..." /Ackrill, op. cit., p. 5, cf. Cat., 4,
1b25-26/. In the original Greek quoted earlier /p. 83a/, we
saw that the term translated as 'signifies' is onpalvel. which
is part of the verb onpalvw which has as one of its meanings
'to signify', as does katnyopéw . Thus, there would Be nothing
unusual in the suggestion that the signified should have the
same name as the signifier. We could, then, on this interpre-
tation argue that 'category' stems from xatnyopéw. - -

The second possible solution involves the term yginyopia
itself, only this time we shall consider it not as meaning 'pre-
dicate', but rather in its original sense of a charge or accu-
sation. In this sense, xatnyopla could not only mean the act

. of making the charge, but a¥so the charge itself. Thus, by

extension, watnyopla in the Categories could not only mean the

'-signifier but also the signified. On these grounds, we would

be justified in talking about both 'ontological' and 'logical'
categories. I would add parenthetically, that throughout the
subsequent history of philosophy, not many people appear to
have noticed that these are not, strictly speaking, Aristotle's
own terms. .

In some places, Aristotle seems to use Aeyetal interchange~-
ably with yatnyopettaL » i.e. that the relation expressed by
both these terms is similar, e.g. "...man is said of_a subject
/mad’ dnouehévouv Aéyetar _/, the individual man..." /Cat., 5,
2a22/, while several lines later, he says: "...animaI_Es pre-
dicated of man (6 {Gov natd ToU av8pdnov watnyopeltai_/---"
/Ibid., a37/. The problem with these terms is that neither -
always refers to an essential relationship, i.e. 'predication’

in the strict sense. Aristotle gives an example of this when

he says: "...white, which is in a subject (the body), is_pre-
dicated of the subject; for a body is called white..." /Ack~
rill, op. cit., p. &/, cf. "...t0 Aeundv Ev Umouetpévy Sv T
wuaTL natnyopeltatl tol umoretpévou (heuwdv yap oliua Aéye—
Tal) ..." /Cat., 5, 2a3I-33/. Thus, whenever ratnyopettaL and

AEyetal are .used to express the same type of essential relation-
ship, they may be ta}en as meaning 'predicated of' and 'said of'
and that no significant difference exists, but only in this con-
text.
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Y. This problem is, admittedly, largely theoretical since the
logical conception of species depends upon the ontological ex-
istence of species. The species perpetuates itself formally
through the generation of new individuals possessing the same
form as other members of the species. In this sense the form
is eternal and thus the species is because Aristotle presup-
poses that members of the species will always exist.

PRl
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" CHAPTER III
ARISTOTLE ON SUBSTANCE

The purpose of the present work, as its title indicates,
is to attempt to see if there is another methodological func-
tion to which Aristotle's categories can be put. As we shall
observe further on, pride of place within the system of cate-
gories itself belongs to substance. With the possible excep-
tion of the theory of the active mind in Dé Anima III, 5, I
don't think that there is any other aspect of Aristotle's phi-
losophy that has aroused more controversy than the doctrine of
substance. My own work in the present dissertation would have
been much easier if I had been able to confine myself to the
relatively simple -account of Substance as given in the Cétego—
ries, but Aristotle has a good deal more to say on the subject
elsewhere, and I am obliged, accordingly, to present the other
concéptions in a way that will -permit a coherent treatment of
what I dare to call Aristotle's 'unified theory of substance'.

In Aristotle's philosophy, there are a number of what _
might be called 'conceptual frameworks': the physical, the me-
taphysical, the psychological, and so .on, and in the following
chapter I will give an interpretation of the theory of catego-
ries that will give us a perspective from which to view the
role of the categories in each 'framework'. It is not immedi-
ately clear whether Aristotle thought of these conceptual frame-
works as representing different ways of looking at the world,
i.e. in the sense that these different sciences study certain
particular aspects of the world in isolation from the others,
or whether, in the final analysis, he would have argued that
however many ways of looking at the world there are, there is

only one world, and that divisions made by the mind do not repre-
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sent divisions within reality. Some commentators have suc-—
cumbed to the temptation to. believe that the conceptual pairs
essence-accident, matter-form, potentiality-actuality and the
rest represent precursors of modéfn dualist thinking. This, in
«my view, is a fundamental error. These pairs are conceptually
different aspects of the one world, which although capable of
separation in the mind, are inseparable in reality.

"There is a sense...in which /Aristotle/
does approach the world as one world.

He treats it as a single order of nature
with no impassable barriers, with none
of the cleavages that have characterized
modern thought at least since the seven-
teenth century, and modern philosophy
since Descartes: the partition of man
from nature, spirit from matter, mind from
its objects, in one or another explicit
or subtle form."l

This chapter will deal with the problem of substance in
Aristotle's philosophy. This theory is, ih manyuways, the
answer to the Platonic doctrine of Intelligible Forms, it is
the means by which the Platonic Form "...is brought down from
its heaven of unchanging reality, and plunged in the flow of
time and sensible existence."? And as Ross says: "The primacy
of individual substance is one of the most fixed poihts of
Aristotle's thought - the point at which he most clearly di-
verges from Plaéo's doctrine. "3 )

In this chapter, I wish to say a word about the derivation
of the term 'substance'. I shall also sketch Aristotle's ear-

Pl
liest treatment of substance in the Categorles, contrast it

with the later doctrine of the Metaphysics, and conclude with

a few observations on the primacy of substance in the Aristo-
telian system. The doctrine that is central to Aristotle's
‘one world' theory is substance, and Aristdtle's 'substance'’

has at least this in common with ancient Rome: that all roads
lead to it.
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1. A Note on the Derivation of Terms.

In contemporary English and.French, the term 'substance'’
is derived from two Latin antecedents:. 'sub' ('under'!), and
'stare' ('to stand'). This is a faithful rendering of the ™~
Greek Unéatactg which is formed by Umo ('under'], and LotacSat
('to stand'). The term refers to the uﬁderlying supporting
substratum of change. (Ynoxel{pevov), but also to the individual
subject of change (olol{a). OVola in turn can mean: a) being,
b) substance, or c) essence; while bnoueﬁpsvov, depending upon
‘the context can mean: a) the concrete thing, b) the substratum,
or ¢) the subject. 1In the preceding chapter, we had much ex-
perience of Umonelpevov as subject. Finally, Aristotle adds
that the word 'substance' (bothovuos{a and Umowelpevov) can be
taken to refer toyfour things: a) the essence (rb ti_ﬁv elvar);
b) the universal (na®déAou); c) the genus (yévog); and d) the

substratum (Umoxeluevov) .’

We shall have occasion to discuss
the competing claims of these four to the title of substance
in its primary meaning. But first, we must be aware that in i

the accounts given of substance in the Categories and in the

Metaphysics, Aristotle might be'suspécted of inconsistency for,
on a first reading, it may seem that the doctrine finally arri-
ved at in the central books of the Metaphysics5 bears little

resemblance to his earlier account. We must attempt to see

f
whether there is in fact an inconsistency, or whether the theory
of substance in the Metaphysics simply represents a response to

a different question. I do not believe that I would be seriously

compromising the outcome of my discussion if I reveal in advance
that I think that there is no serious inconsistency, but rather
that the doctrines of the Categories and the Metaphysics are

responses to two different sets of problems, and that I do not
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think that Aristotle intended them to exclude each other.
However, not to get too far ahead of ourselves} let us

begin our treatment of substance with the account given in

the Categories. For all that we know to the contrary, the dis-
cussion of substance in chapter five of that work represents
Aristotle's earliest views on the topic in question, and is

certainly no less interesting on that account.

2. The Early Reaction Against Plato: The Doctrine
of the Categories. »

We have already sketched the Platonic theory of Intelli-
gible Forms, and the uses to which Plato seems to have felt
they could be put in explaining the phenomena of the sensible
world. We have also noted Aristotle's lack of sympathy with
this view, which left him with a fundamental problem: If the
world of the Forms does not exist, then what is the ultimate
ground of the real? To a man of his realistic and empirical
temperament, would he not be left with the sensible world it-
self? And if this is the case, then he must find a way to make
the sensible world account for its own being and intelligibility
without having recourse to a transcendent world of eternal arche-

types. In my view, the tone of the Categories is empirical,

he is describing what he sees in the world, the ways in which
these -things may be said to 'be', and the preliminary means
by which they may be explained.

“In the Categories, an early work of Aris-
totle, we find the first account in the
history of philosophy ©f the ontological
structure of the individual thing."

Prior to Aristotle, philosophers and physicists had been
very interested in explaining the nature of the physical world,
but generally, their efforts had taken the form of enunciating
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complex cosmologies which saw the world in broad sweeps of op-
posinglforces, or monistic materialisms, or transcendent Forms.
The account given by Aristotle in Metaphysics A, 6}7 is tinged
with a certain incredulity that these eminent thinkers could
“have thought as they did. I agree with the ‘author quoted above,

that the Categories represents something of a radical departure

from what had been done in philosophy up to that point. Let us
now take a closer look at the doctrine of substance in the Cate-
.gories, and see if indeed Aristotle is concerned with the being
of individual things.

Compared to the complekities of the Aristotelian position
on substance in the Metaphysics and related works, the view

enunciated in the Categories is simple and elegant. Without
ever mentioning Plato by name, Aristotle seems to have believed

that he had found, contra Plato, an immanent and therefore non-

transcendent basis for his conception of real in substance. What,

. L]
then, 1s substance?

"OuoLa € Eotiv 7 nuprtata TE HGL TEWTWS
Hal pakLota Aeyopévn, 1 unta wad' UnouEL-
uévou tuvog kéystaL it v unousLuevm TLvi
£gTLv, oLov & tlg av%pmnog n 6 Tig Lnnog.
écurspaL &8 ovaofat KETovtaL, Ev olg elbeouv
al npwtwg ovolat Kcyépsvau unapxoucL taura
TE wal ta Ttdv ELéwu routmv vévn, olov & Ti¢
Gv8pwrtog év elbeL pev unaprL TH av%pwnm,
Yévog 8¢ 10U eldouc EGTL 10 Cmov éevtepat

oﬁv aﬁtaL KéyovtaL OUGLaL, otov & te av%pwnog
wal To Cov.

.that which is called a substance most
strictly, primarily, .and most of all - is
. that which is neither said of a subject nor
in a subject, e.g. the individual man or
the individual horse. The species in,which
the things primarily called substance% are,
are called secondary substances, as also
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are the genera of these species. For \\
example, the individual man belongs in

a species, man, and animal is a genus

of the species; so these - both man and
animal - are called secondary substances."

9

I believe that Aristotle is here launching a two-prongéd
attack on the theory of Intelligible Forms. On the one hand,
he is arguing for the ontological primacy of primary substance;
for Plato, ontological primacy rested with the separated Forms.
In the gquotation from Categories, 5, above, Aristotle identifies
primary subsﬁanca in exactly the same terms found near the end
of chapter two,lo i.e. in the fourth distinction under predica-
tion and inherence. Primary substance is that which is neither
'said of' nor 'in' a subject. The examples, the individual man
or horse, are also the same. We may be permitted tc conclude
that Aristotle is drawing directly from the sensible world for
his examples of primary substance. We may also add that a pri-
mary substance is an individual, concrete 'this', a definite
'something' revealed through sense experience.

On the other hand, Aristotle was undoubtedly aware of the
Platonic theory of predication, and the role which the Forms
are supposed to play when we say something of something else.
Without giving away too much of the discussion in the Appendix,
I shall content myself, for the moment with observing that the
doctrine of secondary substance appears to be an early attempt
to eliminate the separation introduced by Plato between the
thing and what may be predicated of it universally. This is
not to say, however, that Aristotle believed that universals,

as such, were '

in' things. Rather, the extension of the con-
cepts 'species' and 'genus' is sufficient to guarantee a 'spe-
cific identification' between them and the concrete particulars
which are their members. There is no question of Aristotle

believing that species and genera existed in any sense 'apart'
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from their members. Given his intense suspicion of any type
of transcendent reality, it is not difficult to see why he
would want to find a way to explain what a thizg is, and at
the same time to be able to say it of more than one thing.
Unlike Plato, Aristotle has no notion @f the 'whatness' of a
thing existing in any sense apart from the thing itself, so
that there is not much point in arguing that Aristotle's secon-
dary substances are merely Platonic Forms in disguise. But,
having said this, the fact remains that the doctrine of secon-
dary substance is highly controversial. For example, speaking
of the Categories, D. R: Cousin says:

"When Aristotle speaks of the substance
or essence of a thing, he may indeed
.mean by the "thing" a primary substance,
but he is much more often thinking of a
species, which he constantly treats as

a logical subject, and which owing to
its peculiar relation to the concrete
individual or primary substance, comes
to acquire in Arlstotle s mind a similar
ontological status.

This commentator is making Aristotle's doctrine rather
more difficult than it need be. For one thing, he attributes
to the Categories .an identification of substance with essence,
that is not fully elaborated until Metaphysics Z, 4 and 6.
Again, how, for example, can the author claim to know that
Aristotle is thinking of species rather than individuals in
the category of substance? And again, the author does not ex-

plain how Aristotle can attribute to species "...which he con-

stantly treats as a logical subject..."12 a similar ontoclegical
status to that of primary substance. The author seems to be
suggesting that Aristotle cannot distinguish between a species

and an individual member of that species. As A. C. Lloyd re-
marks:

PRSI Y
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"What i1s lacking, one might prefer to
think, is a proper distinction between
the species as distributed in its mem-
and as predicated of them or, if this
is the same thing, in extension and in-
tension."13 R

I find no evidence in the Categories to support Cousin's inter-

pretation. The author may, of course, be thinking of the doc-

trine of the Metaphysics in which substance as form (closely
allied with species as its vehicle) is seen to be substance in

a higher sense than the concrete particular of the Categories.

But if I am correct in this assumption, then the author is guilty
of an anachronism by attempting to read the conclusion of the

central books of the Metaphysics into the much earlier wdrk on

categories. At any rate, without specific indications to the
contrary, it would be unwise to take the assertions of the Cate-
gories at anything but their face value.

A further comment on the doctrine of secondary substances

14

is provided by David Sachs. Sachs is concerned with the ap-

parent asymmetry between the doctrines of the Categories and

the Metaphysics. Taking the fairly standard line that the Caty-
gories is in essence concerned only with logic, whereas the Meta-
physics deals primarily with ontology, he attempts to argue
that'secondary substance has no ontological status whatever in

the Categories. This, if true, would at least be consistent

with Aristotle's denial in the Metaphysics that universals and

genera can be substances.lS But, a great deal must be granted

to make Sachs' position true. 1In the first place, he must prove

that the Categories is indeed concerned with logic to the exclu-

sion of ontology; secondly, he must explain how something (a
species) can be ontologically distributed among its members
while having no ontological status itself. Not only does Sachs

not address himself formally to these considerations, he even
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goes so far as to say:

"In the [Metaphysmcg? Aristotle denies
that any universals are substances; in
the Categories the characterizations
'secondary substance' and 'primary sub-
stance’® refer to terms, and not Eg sub-
stance in an ontological sense."

It is very arguable that this assertion, while perhaps not mani-
festly false, at least misses an important point. Throughout
the text of the Categories, Aristotle is most often talking
about things (dvta). 17 In fact . in the very first chapter, the
-dlscuSSlon ofopmvuua, ouvwvuua, and napwvupa makes it clear

that he is talking about things, whereas we moderns would say,
that it is words which are homonyms, synonyms or parOnyms. Be
that as it may, Sachs takes as his point de départ the interpre-
tation that the categories are uncombined words, that they- are

'terms'. On one level this is true, but if we look at the first

sentence of chapter four, which introduces the list of categories,

we find: -

"TRvV HaTd unéepcav oupnkounv Ksyouevmv
Exagtov NtoL ovoiav onuaLvsL

This passage has several translations, including the following:

"Each uncombined word or expression means
one 25 the following:- what (or Substance)

- o

"Expressions which are _in no way composite
signify substance. .20

"Of things said without any combination, each
signifies either substance or..."2l .

The translations are satisfactory in varying dééféé§}~,;n my
view, Cook's is the least, and Ackrill's is the most. éﬁt$v
whatever one's preference, all three bring out clearly that“'
what Aristotle is talking about are things, they are what the
uncombined expressions signify, what they refer to, what they

mean. In other words, their objective referents. It is not,

. e



to contradict Sachs, a discussion of terms qua terms.

His

position is even further undermined by G. R. G. Mure, who

says:

"Mr. Sachs would appear, like too many
modern logicians, to suppose that be-
cause formal logic starts from the
Prior Analytics, Aristotle divorced
logical form from all reference to con-
tent. He did not."

To return to the question of the apparent asymmetry bet-

ween the ‘Categories and the Metaphysics on the subject of se-

condary substance, in the latter,

is not mentioned, but although Aristotle does not deny that
genera are ineligible to be called substance in the highest

sense, he does not thereby say that they are ineligible to be

called substance in any sense.

It would be instructive to re-

turn to the Categories and to see the principal reason that

Aristotle has for saying that species and genera are secondary

substances.

and genera olUola. unconditionally. He calls them §edTepal oU-

glaL. Presumably to the extent that they are called substances

at all, they are so in a secondary and derived sense.

93

secondary substance, as such,

On the face of it, Aristotle does not call species

I believe
that Aristotle had what he saw as a compelling reason for saying

that species and genera are substances in a certain sense, and

that is because they serve as the subjects of predication, which

is an essential element of the definition of primary substance

in the Cat

egories. Aristotle says:

"TGv && Seutépwv oﬁchv WEAAOV ovola 1o
elboc T0DT Yévoug eyyucv Y&p T nEUTNG
obcfag éotLv eav Y&p anobLdl Tig Tnv
npmtnv oucuav Tl éotTL, YvaprTEpov wal
OLKELOTEpov anobwcsL 10 Euéog anodidoug
nnep 0 yévog, olov Tov rLua av%pwHOV
anaéLéoug vaprmTEpov av anodolv avepw—
mov N LHov anobidodc” 1O piv yap tdrov
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pEAAov 10T 1vag avdpdmov, TO 68 ®OLv6-
Tepov. wal TO TL 8évdpov auoéuéoug Y V-
pLudtepov anoddoel 6&vSpov anodLdode 7
¢u16v.

ETL ol npEtaL obalat 6La TO totTg
ahkoug anacuv Unouetof®al wxat navta T
TAAT RATX TolTwy uatnyopeuc&au N €v alials’
e[vuu 6ud ToUTo uakLcta ovaolat Aéyovtat.
wg S€ YE al npmtaL oucLaL npdc TX akha
ndvTa exouch obtw nal 10 eléoc mpdc T
Yévog Exer UﬁéuELTGL Yap T et&og 7
yéveL® Ta uév yp Tévn uata Bv elbGv na-
Tnyopetial, tx && eldy uata v yeyiv oUR
avtLotpépeL. Qote xal éx toltwv TO elbdog
T0U yévouc BENAOV olola.'@3

"Of the secondary substances the species is
more a substance than the genus, since it
is nearer to the primary substance. For if
one is to say of the primary substance what
it 1s, it will be more informative and apt
to give the species than the genus. For ex-
ample, it would be more informative to say
of the individual man that he is a man than K
that he is an animal (since the one is more
distinctive of the individual man while the

other is more general); and more informative

to say of the individual tree that it is a

tree than that it is a plant. Further, it

is because the primary substances are sub-

jects for all the other things and all the

other things are predicated of them or are

in them, that they are called substances

most of all. But as the primary substances

stand to the other things, so the species

stands to the genus: the species is a sub-

ject for the genus (for the genera are pre-
dicated of the species but the species are

not predicated reciprocally of the genera).

Hence for this reason too the spesﬁes is

more a substance than the genus."

It is quite clear from this text that Aristotle thinks that se-
condary substances (species in particular) can serve as subjects

for predication. One can, with little difficulty, make essential
.\ .
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predicafions of & species without necessarily referring'to any
particular, concrete individual who may be a member of that
- species. For example, we do not necessarily have to be thinking
of Fido to know that the genus. Canidae is predicable of the
species 'domesticated canine'.

In the following section, we shall see that Aristotle ul-
timately accords the title of substance in its highest sense
to the form or essence, but this is h§rdiy.a secret since Aris-
totle has already given an indicatiqﬁ~%f it in the text from
the Categoriés quoted above. 1In the relevant passage, he says:
"...1f one is to say of the primary substance what it is, it
will be more informative and apt to give the species..."25 The
essencé, as vehiculated by the species, is what the thing is,
and this is how Aristotle discusses the matter in the Metaphy-
EEEE-ZG What should be borne in mind at this point, however,
is that Ehe definition of substance in the Categories emerges
from a different conceptual analysis. In this work, the notion
of substance arises from the predication-inherence analysis, or
what would later be called the essence-accident analysis. The
primary substance is that whose 'being' is formally determined,
by the essence which acts as an organizing principle of the mat-
ter. The substance which results from the union of the formal -
and material principles is one of which essential predications
can be made, and in which non-substantial particulars inhere.

"La substance proprement dite, c'est ce qui
est toujours sujet et jamais attribut, de
méme que les fautres,/ catégories sont ce
qul est toujours attribut et jamais sujet.
Mais. les choses de moins en moins concrétes
gui s'étagent depuis la substance jusqgu'aux
. catégories inclusivement, ont beau ne pas
8tre des réalités totales, des substances
complétes, ce sont pourtant des réalités.
Il v a des degrés dans la réalit&: l'espéce,

=

par exemple, & laguelle il ne manque plus
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que des caract@res accidentels pour &tre

un individu, - 1l'homme, auquel il ne man-
que que ‘l'addition de telle taille ou de
telle couleur pour &tre Callias ou Socrate,
~ est une partie et peut-&tre la princi-
pale, de la réalit& de Callias ou Socrate.
Elle n'a pas d'existence indépendante et
en soi, mais elle existe néanmoinsy En
étendant un peu le terme, nous pourrons
donner 3 ces réalités plus ou moins appau-
vries, le nom de substances secondes. Et
cette extension est légitime. Car le ca-

- ractére fondamental de la substance est
d'étre en soi, c'est-3-dire d'étre un sujet.
Or ce qui est attribut et en autre chose
par rapport 3 la substance au sens &troit,
peut &tre, 3 son tour, sujet et 59 soi par
rapport d sed propres &€léments.” . .

Octave Hamelin agrees that it is only the secondary substancesg
that transmit the essence:

"Il n'y a pas _d'ailleurs que les esp8ces et
les genres q&i solent des substances secon-~
des, parce que seuls jils expriment 1l'essence
des substances prefiiéres, quand on dit par
exemple de tel homme, substance premidre,
que c'est un homme, R@n animal; au contraire,
des termes tels que blanc, (il) court etc.
ne donnent pas l'esdence."28

In the last analysis, then, we|may say that secondary -substance

"...1s the abstract,

] universal substance which “
is predicated of the

individual and which con-
stitutes the first logycal category; for se-
cond substance alone detlares what the subject,
that is, first substance), is. Although this
second substance, for\eyample, man, mgy become
the logical subject ofother logical Jpredicates,
it is never in the last analysis their logical
subject, for ultimately it must be individua-
N lized and concretized to give an adequate idea
of what the subject truly is, and it then be-
comes a prsdicate, as in the statement: This
is a man." 3 ”

Thus, secondary substance is the only kind of substance

that can be said to be a predicate. The secondary substance



'species’ is predicable of the primary substance,man because
it tells what the primary substance is.

-
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But there is more in-

volved in this relationship than logic, the reason why the mind

can abstract the notion of 'man' as species from the multitudi-

nous individuals involved in its logical 'intension’

30

N is be-

cause the species is already ontologically extended, or dlstrlw

buted among its members. It should not
think logically and truly about the wozd
representation of the relatlonshlps that

world.

Thus, for Aristotle, the notion of substance is n

e surprising that to
involves an accurate

ctually occur in the

just a notion, it is something real and concrete, and because

man is a knowing animal, he has the mental apparatus that per-

mits him to mediate between the world of logic
and the world of concrete particulars.

lines, Abraham Edel makes a telling comment when he says:

"It is sometimes suggested that the legical
idea of substance simply reflects the gram-
matical distinction of subject and predicate
in Indo-European languages. If, for example,
the search for substance had begun in a lan-
guage in which everything was built around a
verb center, with an array of tense, loca-
tion, and participant indicators, a philoso-
pher might have wanted to assert the ultimacy
not of substances but of events. Perhaps so.
But Aristotle's subject- predicate logical
analysis did not prevent him from working out
a dynamic conception of actuality whereby dif-
ferent participants in an activity could find
a common fulfillment; nor did it keep him
from distinguishing predicates that were se-— -
condary substances involved in answering the
question What is it? from those that were
quali;ées present in an already identified
subject. In any case, the notion of substance
clearly embcdied more than logical elements.
For example, the idea that substratum endures
over .time, but attributes succeed one another,
emerged in the analysis of change."

universals,
Somewhat alcng these
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Whether -one chooses to call sqéondary substances such in
a logical sense, i.e. only by analégy, or whether one prefers
‘to grant them an ontoiogical statq% characterized by gradations
of substantiality, with primary sﬁbstances being substances
~in the highest or 'primary' sensq} and species to a lesser ex-
tent, and genera still less; theffact remains that Aristotle
did, at least in the Categories, have a doctrine of secondary
substance. The fact that he does not refer to this theory in

precisely these terms in the Metaphysics does nat argue :against:.

the validity of 'his earlier insight, nor does it prove that

the theory was later superseded or indeed abandoned altogether.
The answer may be as simple as saying that Aristotle did not
raise the doctrine of secondary substance in the Metaphysics
because, as we shall see, his discussion of substance in fhe
"central books emerged from a different set of considerations,
and further that he may have viewed the matter as already having

been settled in the Categories, and therefore being in no fur-
32

ther need of ventilation.

3. The Primary Meaning of the Term 'Substance':’
The Doctrine of the Metaphvysics.

In the note on the derivation of terms,33 we saw that the
word 'substance' can have four principal referents, in other
words, bothovco{a and Umoxelpevov can refer to four things:

a) the essence (t0 t¢ fAv elvar); b) tHe universal (na®éiov);

c) the genus (y€vog):; and d) the substratum (Umoxelpevov).
Having established these distinctions, Aristotle inquires into
the nature of each, beginning with the fourth one i.e. the sub-
stratum. He devotes most of the argument in Metaphysics 2, 3,
to showing that if we identify the substratum with matter (UAn),

then neither can be called substance. REgis Jolivet explains why:

[ES
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“...81 l'on définit  la substance comme
substrat ou sujet, on en viendra na-
turellement & l’'identifier avec la ma-
tiére qui reste, -lorsque, par- la pensée,
on supprime tous les attributs. Mais,

d lebien considérer, il est impossible
gue la matiére soit la substance, car:
d'une part, elle ne peut absolument pas
exister sans determlnatlon, et, d'autre
part, elle n'est pas, par elle—meme ceci
ou cela, c'est-d-dire individuelle, comme
nous savons que doit l'@tre la substance
[Meta., Z, 3, 1029a20/. En réalité, la
forme, et ce qui résulte de l'union de la
matiére et de la forme, sont bien plus
substances gue la matiére.

This argument is conSLStent with Aristotle's view that

while all sensible substances have matter,35 matter in itself

36

is unknowable, and that the only thing which can come-to-be

is the combined form-in-matter. As he himself says:

"It is evident...that what we have called

the form or essential being (oUdla) is not
produced, but that it is the combined form-
in-matter that is produced, and that in
everything that is produced there is matter,
and that any object is, on the one hand,
matter and, on the other hand, form..."form"
means & "such" (toLdévde) and is not a "this"
(t66e) or a definite particular existence.
And the maker or begetter makes or begets a
this out of a such; and wh§t has been begotten
is, then, a "this-such,""3

While in the Physics, he says: "The truth is that what desires
the form is matter....For my definition of matter is just this -
the primary substratum of each thing, from which it comes to be
without qué.lification..."38 ’

Edel underlines the importance of the concept of matter
in Aristotelian physics, and speculates on its origins:

“Most influential...in orchestrating the emer-
gence of the concept of matter is the idea of
substratum or subject in the analysis of change.




100

...This is consolidated through a demand
for a persistent element in change. 1In
the simpler kinds of changes, such as
guantitative growth or qualitative alter-
ation or motion, ordinary experience iden-
tifies a subject undergoing the change and
ordinary language formulates it correspon- _
dingly. Thus, the child is first small : .
and then big, a cheek is now white and

then red, a ball is now here and then there.

In short, we think of the subject or substra- .

tum undergoing the change from one state to
another. The substratum becomes identified

as that matter which in the ghange acquires

the end-state as the form. "3

. The possibility-"that matter may be substance has now been
suggested and rejected. And so, we turn to another candidate

and consider the claim of.thé'universal to be substance. That

-

this is not the case either is clear from the argumeﬂ%fbf Meta-

physics 2, 13, where, among other consideratioqs, Aristotle .
notes the following:

'...1lt seems impossible that any universal
term should be the name of a substance.
For firstly the substance of each thing is
that which is peculiar to it, which does not
belong to anything else; but the universal
is common, since that is called universal
which is such as to belong to more than one
thing. Of which individual then will this
be the substance? Either of all or of none;
but it cannot be the substance of all. And
"1f i1t is to be the substance of one, this
one will be the others also; for things
whose substance 1s one and whose essence is
one are themselves also one.

Further, substance means that which is
not predicable of a subject, but the univer-
sal is predicable of some subject always."40

This last remark 1s consistent with the doctrine of the Cate-
gories, namely that a substance is neither said of a subject,

nor in a subject.41 -
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All that now remain of the original four candidates for
'substancehood' are genus and essence. Now, while Aristotle
does not explicitly discuss the merits of genus to be.called

substance in the highest sense, if we extend his remarks about

the universal, we will see that genué cannot be substance for
approximately the same reasons. Although in the Metaphysics,

just as he is about to crown essence as the winner of the
title 'substance', we ought to recall that since essence or
form is substance in the highest sense, when it is a guestion
of identifying the 'what' of a thing (in‘particular any living
thing), what we are looking for is a statement of the essence.
This essence is conveyed by the species, which in turn contains
all of the determinations of the genus. In other words, let
there be no haste to exclude genus totally because, although
there is absplutely no guestion of it being substance in the
highest'sense, it does have connections to it. Thus there is
no real and radical discontinuity between the doctrines of the

Metaphysics and the Categories on this point. As for the pre-

cise difference between substance conceived as an individual

concrete 'this' in the Categories, and substance conceived as

'essence’' in the Metaphysics, I shall have more to say later.

We now Earn to the question already ansWered: Is essence
(or form) to be called substance? Before proceeding to the
argument in its favour, I wish to say a word about the defini-
rtion of essence. The statement: "...that for the sake of which
~any particular thing exists and has come into being is its es-

nd2

sence. .. is undoubtedly Aristotelian in tone, but did Aris-

totle write .1t? The passage occurs in the Qeconomica, a work

whose authenticity is highly dubious. About the most that can
be said in its defense is that it is included in the standard
Oxford edition of the writings of Aristotle, albeit with a mul-

titude of reservations and disclaimers. I guote it here only
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because whether it is genuinely Aristotelian or not, it does

c;pture the spirit of what Aristotle seems to mean by 'essgnce'.'
' Turning back to the argument in favour of essence to be ‘

called substance, in Metaphysics 2, 17, Aristotle reverts for

a moment to the doctrine of predication and says that when,; for

example, we ask why bricks and stones are a house, "...the in-

guiry 1s about theapredicatidn cof one, thing of another..."43

This, in turn, recalls the. passage from the Posterior Analytics,
44

quoted above, in which Aristotle says that "...the substance

of each subject is the predication of elements - in its essential
nature down to the last differentia characterizing the indivi-
duals."45 If we take this text as complementary to Metaphysics 4,
7, Aristotle remarks that "the k;nds of essential predication

are precisely those that are indicated by the figures of predi-

cation /i.e. the categories/...some predicates indicate what
the subject is..."46 In other words, "that in virtue of which“47
the subject is what it is, and this is primarily "...the form

1148

or substance of each thing... This view surfaces again in

Metaphysics Z, 4, where Aristotle says: "The essence of each

thing is what it is said to be propter se....What, then, you
' 49
n

are by your very nature is your essence.
From the foregoing, we may construe that what the thing is,
its essence, is identical with its substance. We now have the

means to understand the phrase essential predication more clearly,

since the principles of the substance which are predicated es-
sentially are those belonging to the essence, or form. Taking

Aristotle's own starting point in Metaphysics Z, 17, that "...sub-

stance is a principle and a cause. .. "0 R. Jolivet elaborates:

"l part de cette notion gue la substance
est, d'une certaine maniére, cause et
principe (apym nal attl{a). La question
"Pourquoi?" signifie toujours: "Pourquoi
A appartient-il a B?": lorsque nous di:-

N . T et

e e
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sons "Pourquoi?", nous demaridons donc la
cause. Celle-ci, 3 parler en log1c1en,
est l'essence: en certains cas, c'est la
fin, en d'autres, le premier moteur (ou
cause efficiente). La premiére ne se ren-
contre qu'en la gé&nération et la  corrup-
tion; l'autre se rencontre aussi dans
1'8tre. Or si l'on demande: "Pourgoi ces
pierres sont-elles une maison?", c'est-a-
dire, en général: "Pourquoi cette mati@re
est-elle telle chose déterminée?", on ré&-
pond: "Parce que l'essence ou forme de
telle chose d&terminée est présente en

elle". Or cette forme, c'est la substance."Sl

" A similar reading of essence is given by J. Tricot:

"En un mot, la substance véritable, c'est
l'essence, la forme /qu'Aristote/ n 'hésite
pas a desmgner aussi du nom de-npmtn obola ,
comme 1l'individu lui-méme; c'est elle, en
effet, nous le savons, qui constitue toute
la réalité de l'E&tre 51nguller od‘elle se
trouve engagée....L' ovola n'est pas seule-~ -
ment l'individu, mals encore l'é&lé&ment com-
mun 3 une classe donnée, ce /qu'Arlstote/
appelle 1! ovala seconde...reallte intelli-
gible qui exprime seule l'essence de la
chose. "

In the Categories, it is a question of discovering what

it is that 'contains' the essence as its organizing ontologi-
cal principle, while at the same time, providing a subject for
the inherence of a multitude of transient determinations, and
this is substance. Substance is here conceived as a 'this', a
conjunction of matter and form. The only thing that the essence

of the Metaphysics lacks to become a concrete 'this' is matter

in which the accidents of matter inhere. Without this matter,
the form, let us say, of a man, is totally indistinguishable
--+——from the form of any other man. The same analysis would not be
appropriate to the conception of form, or essence, aldne as sub-
stance, because matter is no part of the essence. In othef

words, the earlier work done on substance in the Categories and

-
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the Physics, for example, .required a substance which will sur-
vive the various kinds of change. But in the.case of substan-
tial change, there must be something which survives the destruc-
tion (not ‘annihilation) of a substance, and this is conceived
by Aristotle to be substance as matter, which would combine
with a new form to become a new substance, as the,combined
form-in-matter. For example, when a log haé been burned, what
remains is'ash, thus, as far as the former log is concerned,
its matter has to a certain extent survived, although the sub-
stantial change has now produced ash, and the form of the log
had to be destroyed so that the matter underlying it could ad-
mit the form of the ash. The essence, individuated by matter,
cannot survive changes like this, so that the early accounts
of change leaned heavily Ebwa;ds an account of substance that
involved matter, and which was not only susceptible to the
substance-accident analysis, but which also displayed the act-
potency dynamic. These physical considerations, in my view,
prevented Aristotle from arriving sooner at the conclusion of

the Metaphysics that substance in its highest:-sense is essence.

Even as early as the analysis of substance as the locus
of essential predications and accidental inherents in the Cate-
gories, we see the germ of the eplistemological considerations
latent in the doctrine of essence, in other words, the essence
as kgown. It is partly on this consideration that Aristotle
grants the title of 'substance' in_a secondary sense to species
and genera. Because.they are knowable, they are informative.

In an effort to justify my claim that the doctrine of sub-
stance generally, in Aristotle, is not incoherent, I should as-
sért my belief that there is a connecting thread running through
his various considerations of it. It is not, I hope, too un-
reasonable gamgsi;eve that Aristotle was passionately concerned
with trying to understand nature as a whole. By 'nature' I mean
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the totality of all that exists, the ontological principles

of their internal structures,:the laws governing their rela-
tions with one another, the means by which they may be known,
and the rules according to which they may be talked about co-
herently and rightly. 1In the physical writings, he is parti-
ally concerned with explaining how some things can change and
vyet remain the same, while other things are changed not only
accidentally, but also substantially. The rich doctrine of
potency and act emerged from these considerations. In the lo-
gical writings, Aristotle is concerned with the way in which
we talk about things, which has a great deal to do with his
investigations into the correlation between things: as they
exist in the world and how they are conceived in the mind.

The early investigation into substance as form-in-matter, and .

as logical subject, reached a culmination in the Metaphysics,

In this work, at least in Book 2, his project is to identify
that Ghich may be called substance in the highest sense. The
winner is essence because it alone is the conception of sub-
stance which is open to two distinct investigations. Ontologi~-
cally it is the reason why a thing is what it is, it is, in a
living thing, the formal and final cause. But because the in-
dividuated form has features in common with other individuated
forms of the same kind, it gives rise to the way of knowing called
universal knowledge, and as such, it is a fit subject for study
by epistemology and logic. I shall have a good deal more to say
on this subject in Chapter V, but for the moment let us resume
our interrupted discussion.

In general, the approach to substance is almost inductive,
it is the result of varidus inguiries conducted in a variety of
disciplines, all of which converge on a central point, i.e. what
is, in what I like to call the 'unified theory', given the appel-

lation 'substance'. This notion is applicable across the broad



spectrum of Aristotle's philosophy.

\\’// "The theory of substance can be seen as

‘ arising from the theory of nature, just
as substance itself has natural substan-
ces for its prime example. Whatever has
4 nature is a substance; it has a source
of motion within itself, which lies in
its form, or eidos. If we ask what the
thing is, we get an account of it, a lo-
gos, and if we grasp that account we have
got the essence...

The inquiry into substance is thus a
generalization of the inquiry into nature,
ranging over a possibly wider field of en-
tities and judging among a wider set of
candidates for primacy or ultimacy. The
candidates come not only from the older
rivals of Aristotle's methodological ap-
proach - the matter of the atomists and
the universals and mathematical concepts
of the Platonists - but also from the ad-
vances Aristotle has himself made in his
logical and scientific work. The inguiry
is thus also a reckoning that Aristotle is
making with himself. The-logical character
of a great part of the inquiry in 2&ta is
a utilization of his ideas along the lines
of the early experiment with essence and
accident; the physical turn in Eta, in
which he invokes potentiality and actua- 3
lity, draws upon his scientific labors. "

This author is not alone in seeing Aristotle in this way .
Suzanne Mansion also is struck by the use of substance as the

point of intersection between the logical and ontological or-

ders:

"Sans qu'il faille ni qu'on veuille appro-
fondir dés maintenant la doctrine aristo-—
télicienne de la substance, on apergoit
déjd que la classification des prédicats
en catégories se place sur le plan de la
réalité, tandis que la division des prédi-
cables reste sur le plan logique. La sub-
stance est un &tre d'une nature autre que
la quantité ou la qualité&, tandis gue
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chaque E€tre et chaque maniére d'étre
possédent une certalne essence. Ce-
pendant il est important de prendre
conscience gque le couple essence-acci-

dent logique n'est pas indépendant du
couple substance—accident ontologique :
..+.51 un prédicat ne signifie pas "
l'essence, 1l ne signifie pas non plus

la substance, puisque les pré&dicats qui
expriment la substance sont né&cessaire-
ment essentiels. En d'autres termes,
lorsqu'il s'agit d'une substance acci-
dents logiques et accidents ontologiques
colncident. Etre yvypaupaTixfic SenTindv ,
susceptible d'apprendre la grammaire,

est propre 38 1'homme, mais cela n'en con-
stitue pas l'essence, car ce prédicat ne
représente pas la mémé chose gue le sujet
homme. Ce prédicat est rapporté a 1'homme
comme & un substrat distinct: il en est

un accident, une gualité. L'opposition
entre les notes essentielles et celles

qui ne le sont pas n'est donc pas pure-
ment logigque: elle a un fondement réel,
puisque, lorsqu'elle s'appligue 3 un étre
substantiel, la distinction~ substance-acci-
dent y correspond."” '

The notion that substance serves, for Aristotle, as a
point of intersection for logic and for ontology cannot be
overstressed, since one of the consequences of that view will
surface again in Chapter V. But, generally, the position that
substance serves as the leocus for logic and ontology, provides
an interesting insight into the logical law of non-contradic-
tion: '

"...the logical principle of non-contradic-
tion is shown also to be @ fundamental law

of being. The categories, and potentiality
and actuality, and matter and form, are si-
milarly pervasive features of things that
are. In this sense, the search for substance
can be interpreted as an attempt to exhibit
the structures of the world that serve as

107
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starting points for any enquiry, whe-
ther it is logical or physical. "33

Finally, R. Jolivet gives an account of substance that
takes note of a wide ﬁariety»of influences and uses. In what
follows, we may discern elements present in the Categories,
and in the Metaphysics. In addition, it provides an elegant

summary. of the more important points covered thus far:

"La substance, au sens propre, est ce qui
existe en soi, ce qui est, 30 sens plein

du mot, - ce qui n'est attribué 3 rien, mais
d quoli tout le reste est attribué, a titre
d'accident et comme 3 un sujet d'inhé&sion.
Elle se divise en substance premidre et en
substance seconde. La substance premiére

est par excellence et premi&rement substance:
c'est 1'E&tre individuel subsistant en soi.

La substance seconde n'est dite telle gque

par analogie: elle désigne le genre et l'es-
péce, sous lesquels sont contenues les sub-
stances premis8res. La substance n'a pas de
contraire, mais elle est le sujet des con-
traires. En tant que tel &tre concret, elle
comprend et l'essence avec ses propriétés,

et les accidents contingents: comme telle,
elle est l'objet du sens; mais ce qui la con-
stitue en sa réalité propre et le fait intel- .
ligible, c'est l'essence qu'elle est en acte,
et plus précisément encore, la forme, par
quoi, s'il s'agit d'&tres composés, la matiére
est déterminée 3 &tre telle ou telle. En dé-
finitive, %g substance n'est accessible gqu'a
l'esprit.”

Thus, the conclusion to which Aristotle comes at the end
of his tortuous journey away from Plato is that the form, gua
intelligible, is accessible only to the mind. Plato, of course,
had said the same thing of the Forms, the paramount difference
being that Plato's Forms are separated from the things which
instantiate them, whereas Aristotle's forms are (along with mat-
ter) constitutive of the things which embody them.
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The notion that Aristotelian substances are accessible
only to the mind will have important consequences for the dis-
cussion in Chapter VvV, but I wish now to turn, for a moment, to
the general question of the primacy of substance in Aristotle's
. philosophy.

4. The Primacy of Substance in the Aristot&lian System.

Given Aristotle's rejection of the separate existence of
the Intelligible Forms as the ultimate ground of the real, he
must assert that the reality of things lies in the things them-
selves. His search is for what is in the highest sense, and he
finds what he is looking for in substance.

"There are several senses in which a
thing may be said to 'be' as we poin-
ted out previodusly in our book on the
various senses of words /I.e. Metaphy-
sics o, 7/; for in one sense the 'being'
meant is 'what a thing is' or a 'this',
and in another sense it means a quality
or a quantity or one of the other things
that are predicated as these are. While
4 'being' has all these senses, obviously
(A’. that which 'is' primarily is the 'what',
which indicates the substance of the
thing.">7 i

In these opening lines of Metaphysics 7, Aristotle embarks
on an account of substance that will be his richest treatment

of the subject since chapter five of the Categories. While not

neglecting a fundamental insight of that work (namely, that
substance must be considered with the other categories as a
primary way in which things are), he also anticipates the con-—
clusion that substance will be indicated by the 'what' or es-
sence of the thing.

It is an axiom of the Aristotelian system that being has

many facets, and that the various definitions of it are those
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which will be appropriate to the aims and methods of the vari-
ous §ci¢nces. Thus, his reckoning with substance and his va-
rious definitions of it are also those which will be appropri-
ate to the aims and methods of the various sciences. As he
himself says; | - |

"...there are as many parts of philosophy
as there are kinds of substance, so that
there must necessarily be among them a
first philosophy and one which follows
this. For being falls immediately into
genera; for which reason the sciences too
will correspond to these genera..."sg,w\

This passage helps ‘to bridge the gap betweenfthe so—called
special sciences and first philosophy. The special sciences
tend to follow the division of the categories, which is what
Aristotle means when he says that being falls immediately into
genera.a For example, physics studies things not qua being,
but rather, gua sharing in movement, while mathematics suppresses
everything but the gquantitative and continuous qua quantitative
and continuous and not qua being.59 But, we are told, the spe-
cial sciences deal also with different 'kinds' of substance,
whereas Aristotle believed that there was something which was
substance in the highest sense, and that this was. the ?movince
of the highest, or first, philosophy. He says as much in the

first chapter of Metaphysics I.

"There is a science which investigates
being as being and the attributes which
belong to this in virtue of its own na-
ture. Now this is not the same as any
of the so-called special sciences; for
none of these others treats universally
of being as being. They cut off a part
of being and investigate the attribute
of this part; this is what the mathema-
tical sciences for instance do. Now
since we are seeking the first principles
and the highest causes, clearly there
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must be some thing to which these be-
long in virtue of its own nature. If
then those who sought the elements of
existing things were seeking these same
principles, it is necessary that the
elements must be elements of belng not
by accident but just because it is being.
Therefore it is of being as being - thagO
we. also must grasp the first causes."

But before grasping the concept of being gqua- being (To Ov
f 6v), we must be aware of the somewhat empirical way in which

Aristotle proceeds. He notes the properties of individual con-
Ccrete substances, and brings the full force of his analytical
power to bear on'them. This process yields results in the spe-

cial sciences, but as this 'inductive' method continues, he is led
irregistibly to thé& conclusion that there is a fundamental sense

of being which is manifested by a fundamental. sense of éubstance,(

which in turn is studied by a fundamental branch of philosophy.
But this notion was not an early devélopmént, in its first real
appearance in Aristotelian philosophy, substance was the simple

'primary substance' of the Categories:
-_—— 1

"...that which is called a substance most
‘strictly, prlmarlly and most of all - is.

& that which is neither said of a subject
nor in a subject, e.g. the individual man
or‘the individual horse."

tural unit' survives even into the heart of Metaphysics Z:

“By a 'primary' substance I mean one which
does not imply the pPresence of something
in something else, i.e. in something that
underlies it which acts as matter."

Even at this late pQ&nt Aristotle has not abandoned the notion
that prlmary substance ‘cannot be 'in' a subject. This is a
fundamental feature of the definition of’ substance in the Cate-—

gories. 63

‘This view of substance,as a’simple, empirically observable 'na- ®
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» In the Categories aéain,'Aristotle provides further dis~

tlngulshlng marks of substance, e. g a) substance is not in a

64

subject; b) "...it is characteristic of substances and dif-

ferentiae that all things called from them are so called syn-
onymously. For all predicates from them are predicated either
‘of .the individuals or the species..."-65 c) every substance

’

seems to signify a certain 'ﬁhis';66 d) there is nothing con-

trary to substance;67

68

e) substance does not admit of a more
and. a less; and finally, f) according toiAristotle, "ot
seems most distinctive of substance that what is numerically
one. and -the same is aple to receive contrariés."69 Wh&t he
means-by this is explained a2 few lines further: "For example,
an individual man - one and the same - becomes pale at one time
and dark at another, and hot“and cold, and bad and good. No-
thing like this is to be seen in any .other case."70

In the early stage of his thought about substance, which
we have sketched above, Aristotle ascribes priority in being

] ’, . * 3
to individuals in the category of oUdf{a , and it is these that

are said to 'be' in the primary sense. But, by the time of
Metaphysics ', he had come to realize that substance meant more

than concrete individuals “alone. Instead, he saw substance in

its various senses rangiié’over the wide field of every kind

of speculation, and indeefl that substance was the key to fin-

ding unity in fhe diffe¥ent forms or senses of being.

""Being," too has various meanings, but
they all refer back to a single root:

some are said to "be" because they are
themselves primary, belngs éﬁpwraL oU-
ofay/; others because they modify primary
beings; still others, because they axe

on the way to becoming a being, or are
destroying it, or are its defects or its
gualities or its producers or sources or
whatever else may be relative to a primary
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being or to the negation of such a

being or of its relations. Thus we

declare even non-being AM v 7 to "be"
. fLlvar/ what is not Auf dv/.°

And. further,

...5ince -any science deals chiefly with
what is primary /mplitog¢/ to its subject,
other considerations being derived from

and dependent on- the primary, the philo-
sopher must have within his province

the first principles /&pxf/ and primary _
factors 4itla_/ of primary beings gpuoiaL /."

As Paul Ricoeur points out, the word olola serves many
functions in Aristotle's philosophy. It is the technical term

72

par excellence, and in many cases, its meaning depends upon

. N U .
its context. On the various senses of cvola Ricoeur says:

".w.le mot “"ousia" est aussi un foyer de
ptoliférations de sens: c'est le premier
d'une série ordonnée d'exemples, mais de &,
plusieurs maniéres: c'est le substrat

des accidents...c'est la matiére, c’est

la forme, c'est le composé& concret; par
analogie c'est l'accident fonctionnant
comme substrat. C'est méme l'universel
comme substance seconde. Surtout 1l'"ousia"
est premiére en un double sens, d'abord
comme forme prise dans sa matiére...et
enfin la forme dénu&e par sci de toute
matiére...laquelle 3 son tour dé&signe le
Dieu pensant de A 7, les moteurs immobiles
de A 8 et l'intellect agent, "sé&paré" du

- corps du De.Anima III, 4.“7j

It will be remembered that the Aristotelian doctrine of

~

substance in its broad sweep 1s in reply to the Platonic Intel-
liéible Forms. Faced with the constitutive nature of the re-
lations between the natural world and the world of the Forms,
Aristotle pursues a metaphysics of immanence which, the more

it is elaborated, the greater becomes the distance between him-
self and the Academy. The cornerstone of his new ontology is

the independent existence of substance.74
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..where the notion of substance is con-
cerned, part of what ‘is fundamental to
its sense is the idea of self-existence,
the idea of -independent existence....Aris-
totle developed his doctrine of substance
by his preoccupation with criticism of
the Platonic notion of chdrismos. Aris-
totle argued very strongly against Plato's
doctrine of separation of the forms; but
in so arguing he carried out...a logical L
exploration of the notion of separatlon
which profoundly affected the way in which -
he saw the world; and to the way in which
he saw the world the notion of substance
was central.” :

Suzanne Mansion agrees:

"Il est &vident que la vision philosophique
qu'Aristote a du monde et sa théorie de la
substance sont &troitement liées. Il note
lul—meme gue chercher "ce gqu'est 1° etre,
c'est-d8-dire ce qu'est la substance" /Meta-

hysics 2, 1, 1028b346résume tout le tra-
vail du phllOSOphe .

On the basis of the aforementioned considerations, then,

there can be no doubt about the priority accorded to substance

in the Aristotelian system:

.<all the other things /that exist/ are
either said of the primary substances as

. subjects or in them as subjects. So if

the primary substances did not exist it
would be 1mp0551bl$ for any of the other
things to exist.

K

Furthermore,

-only because there is primary being can
the other ways of being be and, consequently,
that what is first or simply, not deriva-
tively, is primary being.

Things can "be first" in several ways;
but prlmary being-is _first in all ways,
first in discourse [}oyogd/, in knowledge
Z}(\’MGLQ_/" and in time [xpovog_/ éThug/
the ever-puzzling questLOn "What is being?’”

‘amounts to this: "What is primary being?""
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Substance is the point of intersection not only for essential

predication and accidental inherence, but also for all the

other ways, or modes, of being.

‘"What is substantial exlsts of 1tself-
whatever else there is, whatever other
fundamental modes of belng there are,
all are relatlve to substance.

Martha Husain agrees: .

"All categories other than substance im-
ply substance directly, but they imply
the other categories only mediately,
through their common connection with sub-
stance. To be a quality means for Aris-

| totle to be a quality of a substance,
which in turn is modified in all other
categories. But a gquality does not for
example imply quantity directly. For it
is not the quallty of a guantity, but of
a substance,

Thus far, we have dealt with the notion of primary sub-

ceives of it for

stance as the individual, concrete 'this', a particular in the
category of ovafa. This is how Aristotleﬂzgn

the purposes of the substance-accident analysis in the Categories.

In the logical writings, he is more concerned with the notion

&f substance as subject. In the Physics, the substance-accident
analysis 1s not abandoned, but the investigation into the .types
of change leads to the act-potency dynamic, all of which are
Classified according .to the schema of the categories. The gues-
-tion of the proper or highest determination of substance occurs,
among other places, .in the De Anima. The relevant text can be

seen as a preliminary to the main.discussion in the Metaphysics

on the various senses in which substance can be conceived and
what deserves to be called substance in the highest sense. In

the De Anima, we read:

"We are in the habit of recognizing, as one
determinate kind of what is, substance, and

//'/ "
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that in several senses, (a) in the sense
of matter or that which in itself is not
'a this', and (b} in the sense of form or
essence, which Is that precisely in vir-
tue of which a thing is called 'a this',
and thirdly (¢) in the sense of thaE ﬁ?lch
is compounded of both (a) and (b).

But, in the Metaphysics, we are presented with the notion

" that there is a primary and ultimate sense of‘substance'with a
discipline of its own to study it (i.e. first philosophy)i Aris-
totle abstracts from the various ways of being, and considers

the problem of being qua being -~

, "...if there is no substance other than those

[ which are formed by nature, natural science
will be the first science; but if there is
an immovable substance, the science of this
must be prior and must be first philosophy,
and universal in this way, because it is
first. . And it will belong to this to consi-
der being gqua being - both what it is-and_the
attributes which belong to it gua belng n82-

On” the subject of being qua being in the Metaphy51cs it

seems that the notion of the priority of substance has an ap-
lication here also. It is frequently argued that Aristotle’s

/

categories ‘are categories of being, and being in its widest

application (being gqua being)83 is considered by Aristotle un-
der four principal aspects:84

a) Being per accidens,

b) being according to the modes of the categbries,
c) being in the sense of truth, non-being iﬁ\z:e

sense of falsity,
d) being as actual and potential.

~J
For the purposes of the present disocussion, we can rule outy

the first and third of these aspects; being per accidens is ir-

relevant here since it cannot be treated universally and neces-

sarily, or scientifically, as Aristotle says in the-Metaphysics.85

v
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The third aspect, being in the sense of true and false, will
not be considered in the context of the present discussion.

For our immediate purposes, being according to the modes of

the categories, and being as act‘and potency are especially re-
levant to the notion of being qua being. I shall discuss the
~second of these in the following chapter in response to a prob-
lem raised by Richard Blackwell, so for the moment, we are l%ft
with the categories.

Within the four principal aspects of being qua being enu-
merated above, Aristotle ascribes priority to the categories:
"...'being' and 'non-being' are used: first, according to the
types /OxTiua/ of categories..."8%
in the Metaphysics, not only is being a multivocal concept
which has as many senses as there are categories,87 but non-

And, as. he says elsewhere

being also has as many senses as there are categorié‘s.88 There-
fore, on the basis of what has been seen, Aristotle ascribes
priority in being qua being to the categories, and within the
categories, it is substance which is paramount. From here it
is not a broad leap to the conclusion that substance has pri-
ority throughout the entire system. -

Ultimately, although Aristotle desiénates form, or essence
{td t{ Nv elvaL) as substance in the highest sgﬁse, it is my
contention that, in the Aristotelian system, there is no one,
global, conception of substance that encompasses within its
comprehension all of the meanings which.olola may be said to
have. Depending upon which 'part; of 'reality' is being stu-
died, there may be five, and possibly six, different conceptions
of substance. With some overlapping, each of these conceptions
Seems to correspond to a different science. In Metaphysics B,
Aristotle says that ".,.it is not reasonable that one scilenc
should deal with all égubstance§7..."89 and later, he says .
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..there are as many parts of philosophy as there are

n30  uhat may we say that these parts

of philosophy are, and what kinds of substances do they study?

Let us
1.

consider the followi'ng:91

Ovola as 168e v . This is substance identified with
the individual particular 'this'; this is the concrete
empirically observable ‘'natural unit' that is called
'primary substance' in the Categories. It is, further,

what Aristotle calls "...substance most strictly, pri-

marily, and most of all..."®2

This particular notion
of substance belongs to no one science, but to several,
particularly logic and metaphysics.

OQuola as gIéog in the sense offspecies, to which is al-

" lied the notion of yévog . These are the secondary sub-~

93

stances spoken of in the Categories, ~and again, they

are of special interest to logic and metaphysics.
OUola as wa$6hov (universal). This conception is highly
abstract, being taken to refer to species and genera
gua universal, and is of particular interest to logic
and epistemology.

Ovola as Umone{pevov. This is a complex notion, depen-
ding on its use, it can be the matter, or substratum of
change, studied by physics, or it can be the subject of
which logical predications are made.. '
Ovofa as 10 1{ fv elvar. This is the one that Aristotle
calls substance in the highest sense.94 The usual ren-
dering. of ‘this term is 'essence' which may be defined
as that in the thing which makes it to be the Eigg'of
thing it is. All of the Aristotelian sciences must ul-
“timately come to terms with this notion. Throughout

the long search for substance in the highest sense, the

"
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aforementioned candidates are rejected in favour of
this one, not because they are not 'substances', or
‘substantial’ in some sense, but because they are not

substances in the highest sense.

6. As a final possibility, there is the discussion in Meta-
physics A, 7, in which God ($edg) is called an olofa

which 1is "...eternal, [Immovabl§7 and separate from sen-

sible things..."95 This, presumably, would be the im-

movable substance, the science of which is first philo-

sophy.96
"Pure, necessary, fully actual, eternal,
unchanging, living, self-~conscious thought,
embracing within itself the vibrant essence
of the world, the ultimate source of physi-
cal movement and biological growth, the
light that quickens human thought, the good
that men unite with momentarily in contem-
plation, the power that alone can order the
whole and give eternal structure to things
and processes - such is Aristotle's God. "%7

In the end, it may be argued that Aristotle's philosophy
becomes a 'theology' in that the ultimate cause and principle,
as well as the ultimate substance, are identified with God, the
supreme Form-in-Act.

But, to return to the sub-lunar world, there is an impor-
tant problem that ought now to be addressed. Some modern com- B
mentators have attempted to argue’ that the primary substance

spoken of in the Categories is also the primary substance of

Aristotelian metaphysics. This confusion of ‘the two notions
has led to endless problems, and Joseph Owens has a particularly
illuminating insight into the cause of the misunderstanding:

"An actual and by no means innocuous instanke

£of a category mistake/, as far as the under-

standing of Aristotle is concerned, is the k\\
oft repeated notion that the concrete indivi- :
dual is primary substance for Aristotelian
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metaphysics. In Aristotelian logic the
concrete individual is indeed the pri-

mary substance. It is the basic subject

of all predication. From the logician's
viewpoint, accordingly, it is the primary
being (ousia). But that does not at all
mean that the concrete individual is pri-
mary being or primary substance in the
real order. In the Metaphysics, Aristotle's
doctrine to the contrary is explicit. Form
is the primary substance. The concrete in-
dividual and the matter are only secondary
instances of substance in the real world.
Yet this mistake has resulted in a common
misconception - the Aristotelian metaphysics
is believed to give primacy to the concrete
individual, in contrast to the Platonic pri-
macy of form! Further, from the logician's
standpoint the species and genera in the
first category are substances. They are
universals; and from the point of view in
the Metaphysics, no universal can be a sub-
stance. Confusion of the two standpoints
has provided an argument that the Categories
is in conflict with the teaching of the Meta-
physics. Does not this situation indicate
rather the category mistake of confusing lo-
gical and metaphysical predicates %n their
application to the same subject?"9

Owens' position seems to imply that the Categories is pri-
marily concerned with logical predicates, whereas the Metaphy-
sics tends more in the direction of an analysis of ontological
principles in the real order. I am not as convinced that the

Categories is a logical treatise, and I shall state why in the

next chapter. 'Neverthéless, Owens has provided an interesting
and valuable'perspective on this problem.

To argue, as many have done, that the 'disparity' between
the conception of substance in Categories, 5, and Metaphysics 2,

can be explained by the historical evolution of Aristotle's

thought 1is certainly one way of considering the guestion, but

there is at least another. I would suggest that at no point 1in
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the general discussion of substance, regardless of what is
being called substance, is Aristotle contradicting himself

in any ultimate sense. If we take our inspiration from what
Aristotle says about 'being' in the opening lines of Metaphy-
sics, ', 2, we find the following:

"There are many senses in which a thing
may be said to 'be', but all that 'is'
is related to one central point, one de-
finite kind of thing, and is not said
to 'be' by a mere ambiguity. Everything
r which is healthy is related to health,
one thing in the sense that it preserves
health, another in the sense that it pro-
duces it, another in the sense that it is
a symptom of health, another because it
is capable of ic, 99

In this quotation, Aristotle says that the variety of
things called 'healthy’® are so called because of their rela-
tion to health, and in the lines that follow,lOO he argues
that ’'being' is similarly analogical. As Ross says:

"'Being' has not always the same meaning,
but it is no mere accident that all ’'beings'’
are so called; all stand iT iome relation

¥ ’ . " " 0
to cuoLa , the primaryov .

If, then, 'being' is an analogical term, and the highest and
most excellent manifestation of 'being' is substance, why, then,
may we not say that olola is also an analogical term?Y On this
reading, t68c tL is called obola because it is the concrete
thing in the world, a 'this'; 10 t({ fv elvat would be called
obola because it is what the thing is; eléoc¢ (species) would

be called olola because it transmits the T8 T{ Av elvaL to the
168 TL, and Umoxelpevov could be called g%dfa because it under-
lies physical changes in the t48e 1y . On the logical level,
unore{puEVoV can be called olgia beéause it is the concrete sub-

ject of which logical predicatibns are made, and among the lo-
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gical predications made universally are the essential predi-

cations (eldog and yévog) which are universal (xa®éAou). and

so also called olcla by analogy. Aristotle himself calls them

'substances’ but only in a secondary sehse.l02

- At this point, I am anticipating the conclusion of Chapter
V, somewhat, but it seems that the conception of substance in
Aristotle provides grounds for suspecting that it is not a mere
succession of different ideas, tried and abandoned, but rather
that all the senses of 'substance' are analogically unified and
focus directly on the notion of 'being;. It appears also that
the several conceptions of substance revolve around the singu-
lar concrete existent (the individual man or horse) described
in Categories, 5, for without these, and all other primary sub- -
stances, none of the other types of substance would exist.103

"...1t becomes evident that Aristotle did

not abandon his view of the individual as
primary substance, but rather refined it.
Substance is not species conceived as a
general type, but individuals talked about
in a general way - much as we loosely say
"governing law" when we explain why a par-
ticular thing reacted in a given way. What
.makes a thing react the way it dces is the
particular object that impinges on it in a
particular way, not the law that tells us
how things react universally under such con-
ditions. The law helps us pick out what
particular features in the particular situ-
ation had what effect; it does not do the
causing. So too form (the victorious can-
didate for interpreting substance), though
it has a universal character and conveys un-
derstanding in virtue of its universal scdpe,
helps us pick out. features that are effective
in what the individual does. 104

The importance of form, or essence, as the highest sense
of substance will have an important bearing on the discussion

of the epistemological function of the categories in Chapter V.
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Further elaboration of this topic will, fhen, have to be post-
poned untifl we reach that point.

Having followed the career of substance from the 'natural
unit' of the Categories all the way to the Prime Mover of Meta-
physics A, we shall now return to the treatise which began the’
investigatipns in this chapter, namely, the Categories. Our

rather lengthy, but necessary, excursion into ‘'substance' should
not have made us féiget that there are nine other categories
requiring attention. We may now turn to the theory of categories

itself, and examine the peculiar problems relevant to it.



PEREEEE il Rl e

l.

13.

14,

15.

.16.

17.

18.

i

‘*‘s’ L

NOTES TO CHAPTER III

A. Edel, Aristotle and His Philosophy,
(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1982),
p. 34.

. Cornford, Before and After Socrates, p. 99.

Ross, Arigtotle, p. 24.
Meta., Z, 3, 1028b33;36.
I am referring, specifically, to Book Z.
C. Georgiadis, "The Individual Thing and its Pro-

perties in Aristotle," Dialectics and Humanism, 4(1977),
p. 157. ' .

éee Chapter I, note 81, .

cat., 5, 2all-18. f
Ackrill, op. cit., pb. 5-6.
cat., 2, lb2-4.

D. R. Cousin, "ﬁristotle's Doctrine of Substance (II),"
Mind, 44(1935), p. 173.

Ibid.

A. C. Lloyd, "Aristotle's Categories Today,"
The Philosophical Quarterly, 16(1966), p. 263.

"Does Aristotle Have a Doctrine of Secondary Substance?,"
Mind, 57(1948), pp..221-225.

Meta., Z, 13, 1038h7-1039a22.
Sachs, art. cit., p. 225.
Cat., 2, la20 f£f.

Ibid., 4, 1b25-26.

~



19.

20.

21.

22.

H. P. Cook, (trans.}, The Categories, in Aristotle:
The Organon, I, The Loeh Clagsical Library, (London and
-Cambridge,, Mass.: William Héinemann Ltd., and Harvard
University Press, 1955), p. 17.

E. M. Edghill, (trans.), Categoriae (Categories) ,

- in McKeon; op. cit., p. 8.
AcKrill, op. cit., p. 5. ‘. .
G. R. G. Mure, "Aristotle's Doctrine of‘Secdndary

23,

24,

25,

26,

27.
28.

29,

. 30.

31.
32.

33.

34..

Substance$," Mind, .58(1949), p. 83. '
cat., 5, 2bl6-22.

Ackrill} op. ciﬁ., p. 7.

Ibid. -

See especially, Meta., Z, 4 and 6.

G. Rodier, '“Quelques_remarques sur la conception
aristotélicienne de la substance," in Etudes de philoso-

phie greque, (Paris: Vrin, 1957), p. 170. P

. 0. Hamelin, Le syst3he d'Aristhte,
(Paris: Vvrin, 1976}, p.. 103. -

M. M. Scheu, The Categories of Being in Aristotle
and St. Thomas, (Washington D. C.: The Catholic Univer-
'sity ©f America Press, 1944), p. 15.

See note 13, ahove.

Edel, - op. cit., p. 119. . . )

125

The controversial and problematic nature of the Aristotelian

doctrine of secondary substance has been partly responsibles

for fueling the debate %oncerning the authenticity of the

treatise Categories. For a discussion of these interrelated

questions, see Appendix.
See section l, above.

~ R. Jolivet, La notion de la substance,
(Paris: Beauchesne, 1929), p. 25. )




PRRLE o T tiied S0 S hpu L g

35,

36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.

42.

43.

44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

Meta., H, 1, 1042a26.,
Ibid., z, 10, 1036a9. E

Tbid., z, 8, 1033b16-24, (Hope, opcit.)
Phys., T, 9, 192a22; a3l-32.

Edel, oél €it., pp.. 47-48.

Meta., 2, i},‘}OBBbT—IS. ; ;

Cat., 5, 2all-1lz.
Oeconomica, I, 1, 1343al3.. (E. S. Forster, trams.), in
The Works of Aristotle Translated into Engfish, X, ~ (W. D.
Ross, ed.), (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1961).

‘Meta., 2z, 17, 104la2s. -

See Chapter II, note 20.
Post. An., II, 13, 96bl2-13.
Meta., &, 7, 1017a23-26.

Ibid., A, 18, 1022al4. . ‘

Tbid. &

Igiq.,'z, 4, 1029bl4-15.

Ibid., 2z, 17, 104lal0. . - _ . .
Jolivet, ofRy cit., "pp. 30-31.

J. Tricot, (trans.}, Aristote: La Mé&taphysique, I,
(Paris: Vrin, 1964), p. 440.

Edel, op. cit., pp. 116-17.

S. Mansion, Le jugement d'existence chez Aeiétote,

126

(Louvain: Editions de l'institut supérieur de philosophie,

1976), pp. -48-49. :

Edel, op. cit., p. 11l4.

{ N~ !



127

56. Jolivet, op. cit., pp. 33-34.°

57. Meta., %, 1, 102B8al0-15.

58. Ibid., T, 4, 1004a2-6.

59. Ibid., K, 3, 106la29-b8.

60. Ibid.,I', 1, 1003a21-32.

61. cat., 5, 2all-13, ,

62. Meta., 2, 11, 1037b2-4.- <ff—"/i

63. See note 61, above. hand

64. cat., 5, 3a7.

65. Ibid., 3a33.

66. Ibid., 3blO.

67. Ibid., 3b24;”see also, Meta., K, 12, l068all.
68. Cat., 5, 3b33.

69. Ibid., 4alo. -

70. Ibid., 4als-22. &

71. Meta., [, 2, 1003b5-11, (Hope, op. cit.),

72, Iﬁid., 1003bl7-19.

73. P. Ricoeur, Etre essence et substance chez Platon

et Aristote, (Paris: Société d'édition d'enseignement
supérieur, 1982), pp. 264-65.

74. Phys., I, 2, 185a3l ff.; Meta.,A , 4, 1070b36 £f.; Ibid.,

. M, 2, 1L077bl-4. .

75. D. M. MacKinnon, "Aristotle's Conception of Substance,"
in New Essays on Plato and Aristotle, (R. Bambrough, ed.),
(London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1965), p. 10Q0.

76. S. Mansion, art. cit., p. 1099.

rd



128

77. Cat., 5, 2b3-6. .

78. Meta., 2, 1, 1028a29-33; '1028b4, (Hope, op. cit.)

79. MacKinnon, art. cit., p. 101.

80 . M. Husain, "The Question "What is Being" and its
Aristotelian Answer,"” The New Scholasticism, 50(1976),
p. 299. .

81. De Anima, II, 1, 412a7-10.
82. Meta-; E; l; 1026328-33.
83. Phys., I, 2, 185a-III, 6, 206a34., especially, III, 4,

203b30-III, 8, 208a36; Meta., I , 1, 1003a22-25;
r , 2,-1004b15—17;}qnd Nic. Eth., I, 6.

84. Meta.,d , 7.
85. .Ibid., K, 8, 1065a7-20.

86. Ibid.,® , 10, 1051a34-35.

87. Ibid.,A , 7, 1017a23-25.

88. Ibid., N, 2, 1089al6-27.
89. Ibid., B, 2, 997al7-18.
90. Ibid.,I', 2, looda2.

91. These divisions are by no means exhaustive or definitive.
I advance them merely as suggestions.

92, Cat., 5, 1bll-12.

93. Ibid., 1bl3-16.

94. Meta., 2, 6, 1031lbl8B.
95. Ibid., A, 7, 1073a3-5.
86. Ibid., E, 1, 1026a29-31.

97. Edel, op. cit., p. 132.



129

98. J. Owens, "Aristotle on Categories,"
The Review of Metaphysics, 14(1960), pp. 83-84.

99. Meta.,I', 2, 1003a33-39.
100." Ibid., 1003b6-11,

101. W. D. Roés, Aristotle's Metaphysics, I,
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1924),.p. 256.

102. cat.,.5, 1bl3-16.
103. Ibid., 2b5-6.

104. Edel, op. cit., pp. 127-28.
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to one category only, but rather, the special sciences all study
substances in some sense as these substances exhibit certain at-
tributes. In other words), the special s¢iences 'study being qua
manifesting c¢ertain attributes and not qua being which is solely
the province of first philosophy.

f. Aristotle will echo, these distinctions later in the Metaphy-
sics where he says: "It follows, then, that substance has two
senses, (A) the ultimate substratum, which is no longer predi-
cated of anything else, and (B) that which, being a 'this', is
also separable -~ and of this nature is the shape or form of each
thing." /Meta., A, 8, 1017b23-26/. We may compare this text to
Meta., H, I, 1042a25-32, which reads; "...sensible substances’
all have matter. The substratum is substance, and this is in
one sense the matter (and by matter I mean that which, not being
a 'this' actually, is potentially a 'this'), and in another
sense the formula or shape (that which being a 'this' can be se-
parately formulated), and thirdly the complex of these two, which
alone is’generated and destroyed, and is, without qualification,
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pressible in a formula some are separable and some are not."

Y. Although Aristotle defines 'substance in the highest sense
as 'essence', it remains true that no essence can exist apart
from the species and, by extension, the individuals it is the

.
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Thus, in what follows, it should be borne in m1nd
that the 'first analogue' must be the substance descrlbed in-

Categories, 5, the individual man or horse, the 'primary sub-

stance’ w1thout which none of the other types of substance could
exist. C£f. Ibid., 2a33-bé6. ‘Jf\\

essence of.

W

"\
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CHAPTER IV
THE CATEGORIES

1. The Question of the Origin of the Categories.

Those whouthink that the categorie% are logical 'classes
of predicates'.can, after Kant, be forgiven for hoping to find
in Aristotle a similar logical deduction. But, as Zeller says,
the question is not whether it is possible fo logically schema-
tize the ten categories, for any series éould be so érranged'
provided that its members were not arbitrarily selected;_but
"...whetherfArfistotle arrived at them by means of a logical de-
duction. Agﬁ against any such supposition there are two facts:

»

first, that Aristotle in speaking of the- categories, never in-

dicates such a deduction, and next, that none can be found into
which they naturaliy fit."l In fact, Zeller thinks that there
is" "...s0 little indication of any fixed principles in their
evolution that we are reduced -to supposind that he obtained
them empirically, by putting together the. main points of view
from which the data of experience can be practically treated."
Ultimately, Zeller believes that

2

“The theory of the Categories...belongs
more the Metaphysics than to Logic, be-
cause 1t is not deduced from the logical
form of the Notion as such, or from the
process of thought involved in its con-
struction, but is derived rather from
the natural division of those real rela-
. tions, to which the Categories, %ccording
to their content, are referred."

But, Hamelin believes that

.ﬂ....Zeller a cofimis un contre-sens en vou-

ks e - . - . -

lant renvoyer la théorie des catégories &
la métaphysique. Il est bien entendu qu'il

-
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n'y a rien de purement formel et de
purement logique dans Aristote; mais
les catégories sont justement ce qu'il
Yy @ de plus formel etide plus logique,
ce qul en thése g&nérale est le plus
&loigné.,de l'individu, Or c¢'est sur
1'individu que roule la m&taphysique."

Once again, on the question of a possible deduction of the cate-
gories in Aristotle, Ross is of the opinion that

4

"Aristotle has no 'deduction of the cate-
gories', no argument to show that the
real must fall into just these divisions.
He seems to have arrived at the ten cate-
gories by simple inspection of reality,
aided by a study of verbal distinctions."

Given that the categories, as listed by Aristotle, give no
overt clue as to their origin, his commentators grant themselves
license to indulge in an orgy of speculation. Kant takes the
view that the categories, in Aristotle, are the fundamental con-
cepts of the. un rstanding.6 He continues:

/;;t/;j: an enterprise worthy of an acute

thinker like Aristotle to make search for
these fundamental concepts. But as he

did so on no principle, he merely picked
them up as they came his way, and at first
procured ten of them, which he called cate-
gories..."7

Kant concludes8 that the liat remained defective on account of
the empirical procedure followed.

5

"It has been pointed out many times by com-
mentators and theoreticians alike that the
Aristotelian list of categories suffers

from an apparent lack of order. The choice
of the individual categories seems arbitrary,
and apart from the principle by which all
.the accidental categories are related to
substance by inherence, their-relations are
left unnoted. The opinion which is mosB
denerally entertained is that of Kant."
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However, as G. R. G, Muré notes: "The categories are the high;'
est universals of a pluralist systém, and the universals of a
pluralist system are inevitably empirical.“10

If we take our own cue from Aristotle's reaction against
Plato, then we can argue with a fair degree of probability that,
even in this early conceptual experiment, Aristotle was not so
much concerned to show how, or that, the world of our experience
relates to eternal archetYpes as he was to determine'the real
" relations which real.things bore to each other. This is the
thrust of Moravcsik's comment that the list of éategories con-
stitutes "...those classes of items to each of which any sen-
sible particulars' - substantial or-otherwise must be related."ll
While Ackrill, apparently inspired by Cornford, argues that the
list was arrived at through the coming together of two different
paths: one by noting what types of answers are appropriate to
different guestions; and the other by forcing the question 'what
is it?' until we'arrive at some high genus.12 Take, for example,
the following questions and answers as provided by Cornford:
"What is this? Red. What is red? A colour. What is a colour?
A Quality."13 Quality itself cannot be rekolved into anything
higher. Cornford, however, seems to be unaware that this is a
strong echo¥of something that Plato had said in the Cratylus to
the effect that

"

...1f we take a word which is incapable of
further resolution, then we shall be right
in saying that we have at last reached a
primary elemeEE which need not be resolved
any further.

Taking a somewhat different line, Gomperz sees the theory
of categories emerging in the following way:

.. .We may distinguish between the necessary
items in the table of categories, those which
are deduced from the "Principium" deemed ab-
sent by Rant, and the unessential ones which
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- are gleaned from casual observation.
Aristotle might have reasdned as fol-

lows: Concrete objects exist in time,

‘and occupy measurable portions of space;
their quality is not exhausted in the
complex of properties which we regard .
as constituting their essence and for-

ming the content of their names; lastly
they do not exist in isolation; on the
contrary, they are bound together by a -
wide-spun net of reciprocal relations

and interactions. Accordingly, the whole
range of statements that may be made a-
‘bout them falls under the heads of time,

of place and spatial magnitude, of es-
sence and quality, of relation, of the
exercise and reception of influences.

Had this been his ,procedure, he could not
have failed to notice the subsidiary rank
of "Having" and "Lying," and, according

to the exigencies af his main purpose, he
would either have excluded them altogether
or admitted them. under reservation, with

an immediate reference to their inessential
character and Ehe limited sphere of their
application. "l

F. C. Copleston takes the view that the categories arose
from the substance-accident analysis, coupled with a reflection
on common-sense experience:

"/...the ordinary man makes statements in
ordinary language which/ imply a recogni-
tion in practice of a distinction between
things and their modifications, between
'substance’ and 'accidents', between that
of which we predicate qualities, guantity
and relations and gqualities and relations
which exist only as qualities and relations
of that of which they are predicated. We
can say that Peter is sitting on a chair,
but nobody would expect to encounter the
relation of 'sitting on' existing as an en-
tity apart from any sitter....For the philo-
sopher...who accepts this metaphysic, ordi-
nary language reflects the common experience
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of men, and in common experience a dis-
tinction between substance and accident
is implicitly recognized. What the phi-
losopher does is not to invent a gratui-
tous theory or even to make a discovery
of which the ordinary man has no inkling,
but rather to express explicitly and in =
abstract terms a distinction which is im-
plicitly recognized by the ordinary man
in concrete instances. A substance is
that of which we say primarily that it
exists and which is not predicated of some-
thing else in the way in which we predi-
cated pallor of John or redness of a rose,
while an accident is that which exists only
as a modification of a substance or thini
and which is predicated of a substance."l6

Given that the question of the origin, or derivation, of
the categories is highly problematic, and that there is virtu-
ally no possibility of resolving the matter conclusively, it
would seem that there is not much point in pursuing the discus-
sion any fﬁ}ther. Many gifted thinkers have devoted consider-
able time and -space to this subject with results that are un-
even at best, and contradictory at worst. "In general...rein-
terprétations of what Aristotle is up to in the categories have
tended to follow the philecsophical proclivities of the interpre-~
ters."7  qhus while no final judgment on what Aristotie really
intends in the Categories neither will, nor can, be made; i; is

important to be aware -that much of what is being said about the

Categories in the Twentieth Century has its origin in the Nine-

teenth, especially in Germany. And paramount among the German
commentators is the august figure of Trendelenburg. As Pierre
Aubenqué remarks, Trendelenburg gave the study of Aristotle's

Categories a new life and direction. 1In fact, Trendelenburg's

work was among the first important pronouncements about the

nature of the treatise in centuries. Aubenque says:



135

"Depuis le XIX® sidcle et singuli&re-~
ment depuis les deux ouvrages de Tren-
delenburg sur les cat&gories /De Aris-
totelis categoriis, (1833), and Gesahi-
chte der Kategorienlehre, (1846L7 la
recherche sur les catégorles arlstoté—
11c1ennes.a pris un nouvel ‘essor, pro-
voqué 3 la fois par les progrés de 1la
philologie et 1'int&r8t nouveau accordé
— par la philosophie kantienne 3 1'&labo-
ration d'une table des cat8gories."l

It is largely on account of Trendelenburg that we may not
permit the question of the origin of the categories to die an

obscure death. Trendelenburg was among the first to suggest
that the origin of the pategofies_was intimately related to

‘their function, and that if we examine the latter, we shall get

a clear picture of the former. - In broad terms, Trendelenburg s
position is that the categories are based on grammatical dls—
tinctions, established by a study of the uses of words, and that,
inevitably, they find their home in the realm of logic. The
following will help to show how Trendelenburg visualizes the
relationship between the categories .and grammar:

1} substantive - oloia

2) adjective - noagbv, noLdv

3) relative comparative - npdg Tt

4) adverb - woU, moté

5) verb - uelodat, EYeLv, MOLeTV, mdayeLv
This interpretation of the catedories has Found some feyour:

"Aristotle’'s concept of the categories,

it should be noted, is based mainly on
grammatical dlStlnCtlonS. He was attemp-
ting to show that in making any kind of
intellectual assertion we are dependent ==
upon fundamental intellectual concepts 9_

But, in general, critical response to Trendelenburg § position
has not been overwhelmitnigly favourable:
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"Unfortunately he was not able to fur—
nish any shadow of argument in support
of his theorg6 so that it has met only
opposition."”

For his own part, Hamelin brushes aside Kant's objectiofls against
the empirical way in which the categories were derived, and
goes on to target Trendelenburg directly:

.«.puisque les catégories-ne peuvent se .
déduire d'aucun genre, il est clair qu'-
Aristote ne pouvait que les recueillir
empiriquement. Les tentatives pour trou-
ver le fil conducteur dont il se serait
servi sont arbitraires. La premi&re en

date et la plus spécieuse est celle de
Trendelenburg. Pour lui la table aristo-
télicienne des caté&gories - se fonde sur

une classification des parties du dYs-
cours..,.Mais il convient tout d‘'abord
d'observer qu'il n'y a pas trace chez Aris-
tote d'yne telle classification des parties E
du discours. De plus le parall&lisme de '
cette classification avec la table des caté-
gories est loin d'&tre aussi exact que le
donne & entendre Trendelenburg: c'est ce

qui apparaft gyec évidence dans le cas de

la relation."

W. D. Ross adds that

"There has been much controversy as to the
meaning of the doctrine, largely owing to
the fact that we nowhere in Aristotle see
it in the making.” Trendelenburg held that
the distinction between the categories are
derived from grammatical distinctions....
But he /Aristotle/ had no list of the parts
of speech on which he could base a list of
categories; the only parts of speech which
he recggnizes as such are the noun and the
verb." '

And fipally, Joseph Owens argues that

"No less an authority than Trendelenburg...
attempted to show that the categories were
based upon grammatical considerations. -He
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achieved little success, as he was not
able to produce any plausible evidence
in support of his view. It would serve
no purpose to reconsxder the attempt. w23

However, before Owens could rule Trendelenburg out as a

serious commentator, the latter's position .was resurrected

24

by Emile Benvenisﬁe, who, curiously, does not mention him

by name. In fact, Benveniste seems to be under the impression

that the view he is espousing has apparently not been proposed

before. 23 His blithe disregard of the history of philosophy

\/T—Iaggz him to think that Aristotle is a Kantian, which in turn
lea to the following enormity. He says:

"Il nous sera permis de considérer ces caté-
gories sans préoccupation de technicité& phi-
losophique, 51mplement comme l'inventaire
des propri&tés qu'un penseur grec jugeait
prédicables d'un objet, par suite comme la
liste deg.concepts a priori qui, selon lui,
organisent l'expérience.

After enumerating the list of categories given in chapter foéur
of Aristotle's treatise,27 Benveniste announces his own view
which is that

"Aristote pose ainsi la totalité des prédi-
cats que l'on peut affirmer de 1l'étre, et
i1l vise a définir le statut logique de cha-
cun d'eux. Or, il nous semble - et nous
essaierons de montrer - que ces distinctions
sont d‘'abord des cat&gories de langage, et
qu'en fait Aristote, raisonnant d'une mani-
ére absolue, retrouve simplement certaines
des catégories fondamentales de la langue
dans laquelle il pense."28

Benveniste's discussion of 'thought caﬁegories' and 'ian—
guage categories' is governed throughout by the belief that
the content of thought receives form "...de la langue et dans
la langue, gqui est le moule de toute expre551on possible; il

nhe peut s'enidissocier et il ne peut la transcender. "%’ He

contlnues.
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"Bref, ce contenu doit passer ‘par la
langue et en emprunter les cadres.
Autrement la pensé€e se ré&duit sinon
exactement & rien, en tout cas i quel-
* + gque chose de si vague et de si indif-
- férencié& que nous n'avons aucun moyen
.de l'appré&hender comme "contenu" dis-
tinct de la forme que la langue lui-
& , confére. La forme linguistique est f“\\\\;
. donc mnon -seulement la condition de
transmissibilit&, mais d“abord la con-
dltlon de la réallsatlon de 1la pensee

. The debate over whether thought is possible without lan-
guage is an; old one, but. recent studles have turned up indica-

)
||30 ‘

tions' that may be of major 1mportance in resolving the issue.
For example, contra Benveniste, research has shown -that as: ‘they -

begin to develop a rtigyentary capac;ty for thinking, "...babies .

develop an important ility to recognize categories. This was .

once thought to require-language -~ how can the unnameable be

identified? - but bablés apparently can organize perceptions
without a word. w3l
In the .context of Benveniste's position, the cbservations

of Jules Vuillemin are extremely 2 Propos:

. « i "e..il est illégitime de conclure que la

,table des catggories de la pensée refléte-
celle des catégorles de .l1a langue. Pour
pouveoir aller jusque-la, il faudrait avoir

- montré que le tableau des catégories emprun-
tées & la langue est aussi le tableau com~
plet. de ces catégories quant & la langue.
Dans le cas contraire, 119y aura sélection
et,_si_le philosophe choisit dans les caté- .
gories linguistiques c'est que son choix
n'est précisément plus dicté unlquement par
considération de la langue Or c'est bien
ce gui se passe, puisqu'on ne saurait pré-
tendre gue la structure des catégories de
la langue grecgue est exhaustivement exposé&e

‘"dans le tableau d'Aristote."32 .
While Michael Frede adds the fpllowing: e

5
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"Nor does it seem that Aristotle arrives

at his list by grammatical considerations
'as has been proposed again recently by
Benveniste. It is true that Aristotle
thinks that certain grammatical forms

tend  to go with certain categories; ‘the
~active form of verbs, e.g., naturally .
goes with the category of doing and the
passive with the category of suffering.

But he is also aware of the fact that gram—
matical form in this respect can be quite
misleading, and he thinks that.a large num-
ber of fallacieg are due to this,"33 .

The garly German commentators were not all of the same
mind'with{?rendelenburg and his disciples, howevgr. There was,
for examplé, the ontological theery'of Hermann Bdnitz34 who
argues that the Catégories is a "...first, rough clgésificaﬁion

of beings. In his /Bonitz's/ opinion, T0 Ov indicates concrete
ngfure {ens reale).35 There is Ehus, in gbnitz, the sﬁggestidn
££at there is an ontological dimehsf%n_to the catégories-as_op-
posed to the Linguistié/grammatical ihteipretation. But this

view,,in turn, attracted the criticism oflptto Apelt who believed

that -
RS

"Bonitz is wrong in rejecting together with
the grammatical origin of the categories

. (as defended by Trendelenburg), also their .
deduction .from_the proposition and their re-
gigion to it,n36 ‘

According to C. M. Gillespie,

"...it is the great merit of Apelt to have

firmly grasped the principle that, whatever .

the applications to which Aristotle put the

scheme of the Categories, it is primarily -
connected with the use of linguistic thought

to make assertions\about reality and hence

with the proposit%gn, the judgment as expres-

.sed in language.” '

The criticisms brought against Trendelenburg and Benveniste

have shown that it is tendentious to view the categories as

2

-

b
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emerging from an analysis of language. Now, while I believe

it to be true that the categories have no linguistic deriéation,

this does not mean that they have no linguistic application.

But a strong warning must be entered before such an analysis
can begin to the effect that it is highly doubtful that Aris-
totle had such a function in mind in the Categpries. This,’

however, does not mean that modern commentators cannot put the
question to Aristotle on his own terms, but merely that there
are no explicit grounds in the text itself to show that Aris-

totle intended the analysis to be conducted on this level.

2. The Number of Categories.
£
An interesting question that.is frequently raised is about
"the number of categories. The complete list of ten categories
is given in the corpus in only two places: In Categories, 4,
1b25-27, Aristotle says:

" TG nar& pnéeptav OURTAOUTV keyousvmv
Euactov nfou ouctav dnuaiueu n nocov

n nouov n npég TL N nou n TOTE N HETO—
Sat 7 exeuv n TOLETV n TAoYELY. "

Whereas, in Topics, I, 9, 103b22-25, the list is given as:
.t{ &oTL, nocéﬁ nowdv, mpd¢ TL, TmoOU,
noté, xeTolaL, ExeLv, nOLETv, T&oYELV. "
In the Topics, the categories are given in exactly the same
order as in the Categories, with one significant difference. In

the latter treatise, .the word used to designate the first cate-

. L4 rd . 4
gory 1s ovdtav, whereas in the former, the term is t(¢ égt. . In

the Categories, ovofav is translated as 'substance', and Aris-~
totle says: "

" 6\ . c ~ ‘ , ’ - '"
-+ -EOTL O€ ovola pev wg timy einetv olov &vdpwnoc,
: 38 .- :
Ixrog..." "To give a rough idea, examples of substance are

man, horse..."39 But, in the Topics, he says.



141

"Sfiov &'€E avtlv &L O O Tl fot. ompal-

vwv 6T¢ pdv obofav onpalvel, 6t¢ 6& moudv,
dt& 88 T@v EAAwv TLvd xatnyopilv. Otav

udv yap Exxerpévou avipdmov 9ff To Exuel~
wevov avdpwnov elvar N LGov, i Eati-AEyeL..
wal obolav onpalver” Stav 58 xpdpatoc Aeuxol
Exxevpévou @ff to Eunelpevov Aeundv elvar #
xPGpa, T €oti Aéyer wal moudv onualver.' 40

"It is clear, too, on the face of it that

the man who signifies something's essence E
sSignifies sometimes a substance, sometimes \
a quality, sometimes some one of the other

types of predicate. For when a man is set

before him and he says that what is set

there is 'a man' or 'an animal', he states

its essence and signifies a substance; but

when a white colour is set before him and

he says that what is set there is 'white'’

or is 'a colour', he iiates its essence and

signifies a quality."

It seems that Aristotle is not concerned with the same
sort of thing in both of these treatises. In the Categories,

he is speaking of obol{a , and by his examples, he implies that
obola is to be taken as a t86e TL , the individual concrete
'this'. We may then say that the list of categories in this
treatise has an ontological application in the description of
the nature of concrete reality. In the Topics, the secondary
substances of the Categories are moved to the place of promi-

nence and are indicated by the question: t{ fotL ? (What is it?)
In his clarifying remarks, Aristotle says that when someone
identifies something as 'a man' or 'an animal', he is stating

its essence and signifying a substance. ' There is, then, an ap-

parent change of perspective from the Categories, as a study

of things themselves, to the Topics, as a study of things 'sig-
nified. In other words, to signify anolo{a , or one of the
other categories, is to state its essence which answers the

question: t{ £0tL ? The list of categories in the Topics seems

y X
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to imply that its application is primarily logical since it

envisions the predication of species and genera of substance
Thls is true even of the non-substantial particulars, e.qg.,
the 'genus’ Quality is predicated of the 'spec1es’ colour,
which in turn is predlcated of white. 1In this case, the fsPe-
cies' colour is not predicable of the substance,- but is in'_
the substance. It 15, however, predlcable of items- lower down
in its own caﬁegorial tree, i.e. 'this'® white..42 "

It should not be alarming that Aristotle gives tﬁe com-
plete lisg only twice,.because I can see no compelling reason
to give it even more than once. In virtually every other major
treatise when Aristotle is taIklng about the categories, he
‘ﬁsually lists substance, quantlty, and guality, the others he
- characterizes by such phrases as: "...any of the other catego-
ries...";q} "...the other modes of predication...";44 and "...or
the like...“45 H;ving already established the list in tworplaces,
Aristotle does not seem to feel himself obliged to repeat the
entire thing every time he mentions one or two categories. If
he has a particular point he wants to make, he will mention
mQre of thém by name than he usually does, but this is rather

rare, although two instances spring to mind: In Metaphysics K,

12, 1068a8-10, he lists seven of them: substance, quali;y; place,
action, passion, relation, and guantity. And in Nicomachean

Ethics, I, 6, 1096al19-27, he % discussing the application of

the term 'good', and argues that there are as many senses of
'good' as, there are of 'being'. In all, he lists six c&dtegories,
saying that good has an application to: subggance, gquality, guan-
tity, relation, time and place, concluding'wi£h~the ubigquitous
phrase 'and the like'. Simply because Aristotle does not con-
stantly mention all the categories does not, in itself, mean

that he has devalued or abandoned the ones conspicuous by their
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absence. The reason for their omission may be no more compli-
cated than saying that, in general, when a teacher is making

a point about something and illustrating it with examples, he
tends to give examples until he is reasonably sure that his
studehts have taken the point, and then he stops.

- The number of the categories, though interesting, is not
crucial to the main problems being discussed in this chapter,
so I shall offer only a suggestion-as to wh& there were ten
although, unfortunhtely, we shall be no furthgr ahead on the
question of derivation. As I have noted earlier,46 watnyopla
.in the Athens of Aristotle'’s day had, as one of its meanings)
a judicial-legal one signifying an accusation. In tﬁe‘Consti—

tution of Athens, Aristotle dwells at some length on court pro-
47 )

cedure in general and jury selection ih particular. 'He notes,

for example, that there were ten entrances into the courts, one
' 48 .

for each tribe, and one is strick, throughout the account, by

the recurrence of the number ten or a multiple of it." The num-
ber ten, taken”in'conjunction with the charges or 'accusations
(watnyopiar) that were heard in the courts, may have induced in
Aristotle's mind a correlation between 'ten' and "wmatnyopfat '.
This point may seem‘fanciful, but it is af least possible.

We may now, I think, leave this question of the number of
categories, and turn our.attention to a far more important topic,
that is, their nature. '

3. The Nature of the Categories.

a) Linguistic: The Category -as Term.

&
’

That the category is simply an uncombined word, that it is

a term, is not the least attractive interpretation of the nature
o ‘ .
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of the categorigs. But following the criticisms brought against
Trendelenburg and Benveniste, we ought to be wary of any inter-
pretation that seems unpwilling, or unable, to disengage itself
from a strictly linguistic viewpoint. Indeed, preoccupation
with language is a relatively modern phenomenon. By and large,
Aristotle did not establish a sharp distinction between language
and reality in the sense that language is‘:one thing, and reality
something 'other', Moreovef, the moderh .distinction between
language and ontology is not one that appears. to have occurred
to him. From the beginning he was concerned with the world of
sense experience, he was too gifted an empirical observer to
have done otherwise, ,and if his primary philosophical project
was the decoding ana understanding of the external world, then
that is where he had to begin. On the question of language or
onEdlogy, we .may suspect.that Aristotle thought that ontology
was the more important:

"Aristotle starts from the view that the v
objects of the world exist in complete
independence of language, and that de-
finite words were only subsequently a

lied to these objects,

We also tend to concede that there is an ascending spiral in

the levels of discourse, beginning with words about things, words
about images, concepts, mehtal states, and finally words about
words, but fundamentally, '

"There are three interrelated spheres: pho-

\ netic structures that are different in dif-
ferent languages, ideas in the mind that
are the same for all people, and finally,
things which are naturally the same for all
people according to Aristotle's realist mode
of thought. Phonetic structures are prima-
rily signs for ideas, ideas are images of
things; phonetic structureg thus refer to
things by means of ideas.

This point is absolutely crucial to a proper understanding
of the basic thrust of Aristotle's philosophy. Thought is bet-
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ween words and things. Thought bridges the gap between language
aﬁd ontology, thus what is important is not just language and/or
metaphysics, but the tie that binds them, and attempting to make
Aristotle choose between thertwo creates a false problem; it also
leads to question-begging on the subject of the derivatidn of

the categories themselves. The notion that it is thought that
mediates between logic and ontology will be taken up in the fol-
lowing chapter, but I wish to say a brief word now on the sub~
‘ject of the correspondence of language and reality in Aristotle:

- "Aristotle by no means held to the rigid
name-thing schema, not even in the case
of significant phonetic structures. A
well known example in this connexion is
. the word "being" when used as a copula

- in a proposition: "is" does not of it-
self signify a thing. However, insofar v
as it indicatles the connection /Sic/ bet-
ween subject and predicate, it has a de-
finite semantic function within the sen- -
tence whole.

The same is true of the words "being"
and "entity" when used as transcendental
determinations. "Ov" and "év" do not de-
signate special entities, whether indivi-
dual substances or attributes of indivi-
dual substances. If, for example, they
are attached to an onoma that indicates
a substance, no newly appearing determi-
nation, no peculiar "factuality" additional
to the signified thing is asserted as a
result...If the word "white" is attached
to the word "person" a new determination
is as a consequence added to the person;
this word "white" signifies an attribute
that belongs to the person. But if the
word "one" or "existent" were attached to
the word "person" the addition...would ex-
press no new factual determination. 1In
this sense, "person" and "one person" are
the same, just as "person" and "existent
person" are also the same,"9l
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This is neither more nor less than Aristotle himself says:

"

..."'one man' and 'man' are the same

thing, and so are ‘existent man' and
'man', and the doubling of the words
in 'one man and one existent man'

does not express anything alfferent....“s2
Kant is of the ‘'same general opinion on this point:

"By whatever and by however many predi-
cates we may think a thing - even if we
completely determine it - we do not make
the least addition to the thing when ge
further declare that this thing is."

Aristotle may have conceded a one-on-one correspondence
between language and things on the level of substantive nouns
and verbs, but not every part of speech has a correspondent in
the world, for example, no one could point to entities in the
world and say that they are what 'and', 'or' and 'if' signify,
althoggh it is obvious that there must be a minimum of corres-
pondence between language and reality if discourse is to be in-
telligible. For instance, if two people are talking about a
dog, then it is to be hoped that the concept designated by the
term is an accurate representation of the thing in the world,
and is thus the same for both people. Further, if BoUg, bos,
boeuf and ochs did not all represent the cbncept 'ox', and
through it the ox in the world, then language translation would
be impossible. I repeat, then, that modern questions about the
correspondence of language and reality are anachronistic if ap-
plied to Aristotle.

"The significance of this fundamental point

is that Aristotle does not have to segre-

gate language in general from things in ge-
neral as a sharply distinct order. O0Of course
there are two different ingquiries mentioned -
one logikos, a dialectical inguiry, and one
physikos, a scientific inguiry - but we would
be hard put to construe the first as pure lan—
guage and the second as pure observation.
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There is for Aristotle, then, no gene-
ral or metaphysical question of the cor-
respondence of language and reality, or
whether the structure of language mir-
rors the structure of reality, such as
modern philosophers like to raise about
language and about Aristotle. (There

are notions of correspondence in his =
theory of truth, but that is another mat-
ter.) It is doubtless a perfectly reason-
able gquestion to raise on some prgiuppo—
sitions, but not on Aristotle's."

Those who are commltted to the view that the Categories

truly belongs to the Organon and that its content is themati-
cally coherent with the alleged purpose of that collection of

treatises, i.e. to be the foundation of the science of logic, iderive

some consolation from the fact that, in the Categories, Aristotle

does speak of uncombined words.>> This lS thought to be sig-

nificant because if logic 1is the sc1ence of reasoning based

on propositions, then, if we further argue that the basic unit
of the proposition is the term; it seemé clear that the Cate-
gories studies simple expressions themselves, that these expres-

sions acquire combination in the De Interpretatione, and that

the two together form the groundwork for the discursive reason-

ing in the Prior and Posterior Analytics. and, it is in fact

claimed that "...the categories study simple expressions in

view of the syllogism..."56 Whereas, Hamelin takes a more ba-

lanced approach:

..nous sommes amenés 3 considérer comme
l'objet initial de la logique l'é&tude des
notions séparées dont la proposition est
l'assemblage. En un mot la logique doit
débuter par l’@tude des catégories...

Les categorles ont pour caractére ex-
térieur - et c'est ce caractére qui leur
assigne leur place au début de la logique -
d'étre des choses gyi sont dites en dehors
de toute liaison."
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It is clear, Hamelin cohtinues, that the distinction between

homonyms and synonyms—is intended'to prevent two things which

have only the name’ in ¢bmmon from being grouped together under

58

the same categorf. do not think it would be going too far

to say that they do not Aelong to the same logical cateéory

because they do not belony to the same ontological category,

in other words, they are épt spoken of in the same way becausé
they are not‘§ﬁ§:§&ﬁé/ﬁ;;d of thing.

" Recalling an earlier point that interpreters tend to see
the categories through the optic of their own philosophical
leanings, Edel says that modern linguistic philosophers want

+

to decide

..precisely where Aristotle is engaging in
a llngulstlc inquiry {(and so “d01ng philoso-
phy"), and where an empirical lnqulry (and
so "doing sc1&nce“) This attitude is a fa-
milidr one in contemporary linguistic analy-
sis, which has made serious contributions to
Aristotelian studies by sharpening our lin-
guistic sensitivity and occasionally by fur-
nishing modern linguistic tools, but at some
points it creates obstacles by applying its
own doctrines of language rather than looking
throughseristptle’s eyes at how he saw lan-
guage. "

This observation is in line with what he had said earlier to
the effect that '

Fy

"Llngu1st1c analysis...although it does play
a large part in his /Aristotle's/ inguiry
when he wants greater precision or feels it
' necessary to fashion a technical term, is

not for Aristotle a separate mode of analysis."60

Given this, it seems that Arigtotle 1s not engaged, either
Ay

in the Categories or anywhere else, in a division of the real

between language and ontology. In fact, his concern with lan-
guage is almostfdependent upon his concern with logic, and for

this'reason, I have not been able to %gep certain logical con-.
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siderations entirely out of this section. I have also refrai-
ned from ‘quoting the passage in the Categories dealing with
'things said in combination®®1 because I feel that it more pro-
pefly belongs to the discussion in the .next section. in any
event, Aristotle would almost certainly have said more about

language as such if it was as important to him as some modern
commentators suggest. But if the paucity of references in the
corpus is any indication, then it must be admitted that language,
as.such, did not interest him greatly except as an adjunct to
his logical investigations, which is what I ﬁeant earlier when

I said that his concern with language is almost dependent upon
his concern with logic. 1In other words, language does not seem,
in Aristotle, to stand on its own as a separate investigation. |
Aristotle was neither a grammarian, nor a dialectician, his pas-
sion was' not words but things, especially living things. Tt
seems surprising, therefpie, to read that

"...Aristotle is dead because he was, more
than perhaps any other writer in the his-
tory of Philosophy, superstitiously devo-
ted to words. Even in his logic he is ab--
solutely dependent on the accidents of lan-
guage, on the acecidents of his mother-tongue.
His superstitious reverence for words was
never out of season.

-While not going to quite such an outrageous extreme, Gomperz
observes that

L

"His éArlstotle s/ class;flcatlon éof cate-
gorles/ is frequently governed by .consi-
derations of linguistic expediency, a cir-
cumstance which, it must be allowed, ought
to have restralned him from applylng it oc-
casionally to ontological purposes."

If the two authors quoted above are being guided, in their judg-
ment on the categories, by Trendelenburg (which is highly pos-

sible), then it becomes a bit more clear how they could inter-—
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ptet Aristqtle as being more devoted to lenguage than he actu-
ally seems to have been.. In the final analysis, 'while it is
unguestionably t;pe that the categpriee are terms, that they

are units of lané%age, *t is by no means clear that Aristotle
thought that their primary function was to be terms considered,
elther in themselves or in prop051tlons But thls conclu51on,
glven the lnterrelated nature of language and logic, anticipates
the discussion of the next section. Let us turn té it, there-
fore and consider the next interpretation of the nature of the
~categories.

b) Logical: The Category as Predicate.
. _ -
Those who argue for a logical interpretatien of the cate-
gories'take their cue from Aristotle himself, who says:

"T@v Ksyouavwv ra LEV wata cuunlounv
AyeTat, t& 8 &vev cuumhonfig. T& pEv
olv nata cupmAoxHY ofov avépwnog tpéyel,
av&pwnog g™ T& 6’ avev oupmAoxfic
olov Gvepunog, Bolig, tpéyei, viwg." 64

‘"0f things that are said, some involve
combination while others are said with-
- out combination. Examples of those in-

volving combination are 'man runs', 'man
wins'; and of those without cggblnatlon
'man’', 'ox', 'runs', 'wins'.

This problematic text, coupled with what Aristotle says
about essential predicatior{,66 constitutes virtually the only

textual justification in the.Categories for a logical interpre-

tation of that treatise. And since I have already devoted a
considerable part of Chapter II to the doctrine of essential
predl ation, I shall, at this point, only summarize the results
of thE

aptly used when it means 'to be said of a subject' (na$’Ymo-

weLpévou AéyeoSal ). " According to this interpretation, the

t discussion. Basically, the term ’'predication’' is most
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doctrine of the Categories holds that tge only 'real predicates'’
are species and genera. To 'predicate essemtially' is to be
informative, it is to say what a thing is. Species and genera.
are'ihformativej they-are the only predicates that convey know-
ledge of primaiy suhstances.67 It is up to species and genus
to say whether this particular thing is én animal, and if so,

what kind. Species and genus, then, are things.said-of, they
 are predicates. ‘ , N

To return to the quotation cited above, its problematic
character is in no small part derived from the.fact that its
‘meaning is unclear. Superficially, we might wq&}‘aSk if Aris-
totle is-talking,aboup thingsg that are said, or things that are
said. Given that the phrase which introduces the distinction
between things said involving combination, and things said with-~
out combination, begins with tﬁe words: "va'kéyopévmv..," + the
balance of probabilify lies in the directioén of things said in
combination.. Aristotle S examples aré: 'man runs', and ‘man
win Another part of the problem with this passage 1is the
questidh: Does Aristotle intend his examples of 'things said in
cbmbination' to be taken as examples of predication? --

Is there, in other wérds, any distinction between the com- _
bination of. the concepts 'man' and 'animal', and 'man' and 'wins'?
Obvioﬁsly, there is. 1In the first case, the conjunction is ﬁgbes—
sary, it expresses the notion that man is an ahlmal and is thus
an essential predication. There is nothing essential about man
running or winging, the conjunction of these concgpts is acciden-—
tal in the sense that' they are merely coincident.  This is not
what Aristotle means by 'said of a sub]ect' To the extent that
winning or running may be 'predicated. of™ a man the predication
is non-essential, and so the term predlcatlon is used only by.
analogy with 'true! essential predication.‘ Now, we have seén in

Chapter II that there is a distinction to be made between essential

//
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predication and -non-essential predication, ‘and while J am lcath
to éive away too much of the discussion in Chapter V, I'cannot
avoid the following observations here, When we say that colour
(as 'genus') is predicable of white (as “Wpecies'), then the
pfedication is essential, for white is a colour: When we say
that this white is predicable of a nan, the predication is non-
. essential, and is so far froﬁ:the real meaning of 'predication'
that the term ought not to be used at all rather, we ought to
say that white is inherent in a man. But %his leads to another

difficulfy- If non-substantial particulars can only inhere in
a substance and can never be predicated of it, then why does
Arlstotle oFten refer to the categories as 'kinds' or classes'
of pred1cates°6% To answer this, we must further ask what is
,belng Eredlcated The thsics provides an interesting clue:

"We may start by dlstlngulshlng (1) what
\ . exists in a state of fulfilment only;
° (2) what exists as pdtential, (3) what
, exists as potential and also in fulfil-
‘ ment - one being a 'thls /t68e T/, an-
ther 'so much' A && toadvbe £, a third
'such' /T0 6t tolLévée/, and similarly in .
each of the other modes of the predication

of being lGvtog watnyopi@v/. "69

The complex;on of the problem changes somewhat once we
‘realize that the categories & 3re the ultimate modes of the pre-
qation of ’being', they are the fundamental ways in which things
553:' Thus, the secondary substances predlcate 'being’ essenti-
ally of prlmary substances The non-substance categories pre-
dicate 'being’ non—essentlally gﬁ primary substances. But what
of the primary substanceéitself? In the Categories, Aristotle
says that "...things thatlare'individual and numerically one

II70

are, w1thout exceptlon, not said of any subject... This is

-generally taken to refer to individual non-substances; primary -

substan themsgllves are neither 'said of' nor 'in' a given
. - f - )

.
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cates, 'being' belongs in theafullest sense to substancg,
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subject.’™ In the’'Metaphysics, he says:

"Since the term 'unity' is used like the
term ’being', and the substance of that
which is one is one, and things whose-
substance is numerically ohe.are numeri- ,
‘cally one, evidently neither unity nor ' .
being can be the substance of things...

.~ in general nothing that is common is sub-
stance; for substance does not belong to
anything but to itself and to that wh199
has it, of which it is the substance."”

And agai‘, :
"...being itself cannot be a substance in
the sense of a one apart from a many (for

it is common ;3 the many), but is only a
. predicate..." .

But for all that 'being' is the most universal of predi-
74

75 So while the

secondary substances (species and genera) and the non-substance

and primary substance is never a predicate.

categories predicate 'being' of primary substances, the latter
are not predigable of anythiﬁg, they are, rather, the highest

manifestations of 'being'. Now, we have already seen im the

° last chapter that Aristotle believes that essence (10 T{ Av

elvaL) is substanceffn/the highest sense, because it is the
formal cause and prlnc1ple of organization of the matter which

is coconstltutlve of the téde. 1L, nevertheless, the 108e TL
combines within itself both formal and material principles ac-
cessible to intellection and sensation respectlvelya; Aristotle's
loglc is formal, but is not so purely formal that 1t can be
totally disengaged from the concrete substance that is its Umo-
we{puevov., So while the 166e tL is the subject of logical pre-.
dicates, it can never be a iogical subject, for the 1dé¢ TLy

as an ;ndividual concrete existent, can never be predicated.

Those, then, who view the system of categories as ten logical
! ¥

I




154

predicates overlook the fact that substance resists such an
analysis. Substance enters légical analysis only to the ex-
tent that it can be conceived as the highest manifestation of
'being', and that of which various 'modes of being' may be pré-
dicated, but while it is the subject for all, it is the predi-
cate of none. This view, if correct, would call into question
Richard Blackwell's assertion that

"The methodological function of the cate- |
“gories...is to provide a means for th?
“discovery of various determinations o
real being by an analysis of the yarious
types of predicates in language.

This idea would have a certain appeal for those who be-

lieve that at the time the Categories was written, Aristotle

had not yet clearly formulated his scientific theories based

on empirical observation, and that consequently, he allowed

his approach to be governed more by logic and by the dialectic
common at his time that by the sophisticated analysis of nbeing'
that did not come until considerably later. As he notes a few
lines further, Blackwell is envisioning a process that reverses
the natural order of causality by moving from.the symbol to the
thing symbolized when one would have expected a prior movement
from the thing symbolized to the symbol. However, this’approach
commits him to a dangerous position. Given the fact that it is
by no means evident how the theory of categories emerged as an
integral part of $he Aristotelian system, this being part of the
problem entailed by any investigation of it, then td\state that
Arisfotle followed some particular procedure begs the ltimate
question of derivation. Further, as St. Augustine saysf|

“,..the most that I can say for words is
that they merely intimate that we should
look for realities; they do .-not_present

J/ them to us for ocur knowledge."77
~

-~y
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To place too great an.emphasis on words and their rela-
‘tion to each other in propbsitioné will not provide us with
what, in my opinion, is the proper reading of the-Categories,
however congenial it may be to phllosophers of language and -
logigians.

...1t may be that those who speak of phi-

’ losophy of language prefer this language

as less tainted with the sort of sub]ec-
tivism which some have discerned even in:

so acute and comprehensxve and so critical

a philosophexr as Kant, a subjectivism that
affects his understandlng of categories,
encouraging him to deploy a system of cate-
gories of understanding rather than cate-
gories of being. The Aristotelian catego-
ries, however much the list may have been
affected by Aristotle's concentration upon
the sensible world whose laws were laws of
change and decay, are categories of being.
They are ways in which things are; they are
those fundamental modes of being which we '
are compelled to affirm in acknowledgement
of the reference of thought to that to which
it is evidently directed." 78

‘'We have already seen in Chapter II that there are good
reascns for bellev1ng that the distinction between predlcatlon
and 1nherence has more to do with things than w1th words or
sentences, and that it seems to arise~from an Arlstotellan pre-—
occupation with a problem raised by ‘the theory of Intelligible
Forms, namely, on what g;onnds_can Y -be said of x? "W. D. Ross
believes that the theory of categories emerged initially from
logical investigations, buglended with a series of ontological
discoveries. ’

"It is highly probable that the doctrine
begaf™ as an attempt to solve certain dif-
ficulties about predication which had

troubled the Megaric school and other o
earlier thinkers. Aristotle’'s object

seems to have been to clear up the ques-

tion by distinguishing the main types of
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meaning of the words and phrases that

can be combined to make a sentence.

And in doing this he arrived at the

earliest known classification of the.

main types of entity i9volved in the
' structure of reality." 3

But, in chapter four of the Categories; when Aristotle iﬁtro—'

duces the list, he makes it clear that he is speaking of the

mééning or' significance of uncombined words.3? Words have a

logical significance only when they are combined with others
to form an utterance of a subject-predicate kind. Aristotle
does not seem to be concerned with this. Finaiiy,'those who
argue that the categories have a primarily logical function
hape nof succeeded in 6vercoming a number of serious obstacles.
~First, they must show that a logical principle is involved in
tNe_derivation of the categories, and all aﬁtempts to do this
hagg failed. Second, anyone who bélieves, like Kant, that the
cagegories'were empirically derived and yet nevertheless have
a primary function as the basis of logic would do well to con-
sider where this notion leads. It is widely accepted that a
logical argument, by definition, leads necessarily to its con-
clusion. But if it is also argued that the categories were
gathered empirically and arbitrarily, then we are left wii? )
éhe paradox that something inherently arbitrary can become' the

foundapiqn for something following neCessarilyBl

and it is not

N " ” I3 R .n . 0
clear by any means that this 1s what Aristotle intended. Be 4
this as it may, there are those who continue to #nsist that

the Catégories“is primarily a part of Aristotle's logic:

"...Category and Predicable together con-

stitute a joint system of preparing the

material for formal dialectical discus- ~
sion...this system grew up in the Platonic
school as the representative of Socratic
methodology and was completed by Aristotle
...systematized dialectical rules were the
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forerunner of the Aristotelian logic -

if this is a correct reading of the his-
torical evidence, it follows that Cate-
gory and Predicable together may be ex-
pected to form the substructure of the
logic of Aristotle, especially the scien-
tific logic.™

The above author is taking it as given that the categories have
a brimerily logical function, and as I have been arquing, it is
not at all clear that this is the case. But 1t should not be
forgotten that although I do not believe that the categorles
have a logical™derivation, nor do I believe that logic is their
primary functlon I do belleve that the categorles have a logi-
cal application. '

The logical application of the categories perhmits ‘the enu-
meration of the various ultimate classes of predicates, with
the exception of substance. 1In discussing a category in terms
of the relation of predicates to a subject (which is what sub-
stance is), we are discuesing its logical function - the 'being
of the proposition', in which an affirmation or denial is made
consistent with (or inconsistent with) the mental conjdnction
of terms and the reality they describe (or not). It is highly
doubtful that, on a logical level, Aiistotle intended the doc-
trlne of categories to embrace a theory of all predicates any
more than on a llngulstlc level he thought that they exhausted
all the parts of speech from which they are allegedly derived.
In line with Aristotle's reputatian for common-sense realism,
G. :E. M. Anscombe says:

!l

.it does make sense to speak of a man's
oplnlons, of his bellef,“as tendlng in the
positive dlrectlon he says ‘what exists,
what qualltles things have, what they are,
. rather than what doesn't exist, what qua-
lities things don't have and Wwhat they
aren't....Belief is as its objects are. ‘ L
We may accept the idea of certaln objects . . : -

-

N



of belief (whether or not their expres-
sion contains a negation) though we need
have no general theory of all proposi-
tions as ultimately positive or negative
in sense. Aristotle's theory of catego-
ries is a theofypof things which are po-
sitive in our present Sense. (It is cerg,
tainly not a theory of all predicates).”

At first sight, the above looks like a dangerously un-
Aristotelian attempt to reh%bilitate 'opinicon', perhaps in
some Platonic sense, but the importance of the text for our
purpcoses 1s that it underlines the fact that some propositions
are neither positive (in the sense that they assert'sométhing
. of something else), nor negative (in the sense that théy deny
something of something else), the obvious examples are ques-
tions and prafers. Anscombe adds parenthetically that the
theorf.df categories is certainly not a theory of all predi-
cates, and this would certainly be true if, as I argue, sub-
stance, the first and most important category is not a predi-
cate. ) _

In the final analysis, whether one sees the categories
as containing ", ..discussions necessary for the treatment of

true and false expressions in On Interpretati?E)/tf;84 or as

"...une classification organigue et minutieuse des sens des

- 85 . e D
"mots non composées"...'"; or as "...les différentes signi-

fications du mot "étre“...";86 or whether cne agrees with
'Ricoeur that: "La catégorie -est prise dans la langage méme et,
si l'on peut dire, dans les maniéres de parler l'@tre dans la
87 there rem:}né yet another fundamental

1

problem with the linguistic-logidal-grammatical approaches

culture commune...",

that remains unaddressed by their proponents, and that is that

"...these views on the categories to'a good
extent are bhased on a certain view as to
the position of the treatise in the so-cal-
led Organon, the collection of Aristotle's

0
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logical writings. The order of the col-
lection clearly suggests the view that in
logic we first deal with terms, then with
propositions,- and finally with arguments,

a view still common in modern times. And
the ordering of the treatises in the col-
lection thus suggests that the first trea-
tise, the Categories, in providing us with

a doctrine of categories provides us with

a theory of terms. -Hence a traditional
tendency to regard the categories as classes
of terms or expressions rather than as clas-
ses of entities.

But for the following reasons it seems +to
me that the unfortunate state.of our ques-
tion ls-largely due to the fact.that scholars
have been turning to the treatise Categories
for.an answer. I will leave aside the Ffact,
that the present order of the writings of
the Organon was only established in the se~
cond century A.D., that there is no good
reason ‘to think that Aristotle himself had
meant these writings to be read in this or-
der, that it is even far from clear whether
Aristotle himself would have classified the ///J

Categories as a logical treatise, and that
hence the position of the treatise in the
Organon and the view of logic which goes

with 1t should not have had any influence ong .
what we take categories in Aristotle to be."

The attempt to give a logical'interpretation of the cate-

gories does not seem able to overcome not only the points just

made, but also the refusal of substance to be a predicate. We

shall now consider another interpretation, this time an onto-
logical one which, because it sees the categories as the high-
est modes of 'being', stands a better chance of giving a more
convincing account of the nature of the categories than the two
already exam;ned so far. ‘ |

-
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c) Ontological: The Category as Genus of 'Being’

Let us begin this part of the discussion by saying that
ontologically, the categories are 'genera of being'. But no
progress will be made along these lines unless we clarlfy the
notion of ’being' which the categories are modes .Qf, and the
type of concept it invdlves. According to Aristotle,89 things
are equivocal (dpwvupa) if they have only the name in common.
Other things are univocal (ouvidvupa) 1f they share not only
the same name, but also the same definition of being (Adyog
tfi¢ ovolag) which corresponds. to the name. We may then ask
whether 'being' is an equivocal coficept, or a univocal one.

We reply that 'being' .is not equivocal because beings have more
than just the name 'being' in common, nor is it univocal be-
cause not all beings have the same name, let alone the same de-
finition. ‘'Being', then, must belong to a different class of
concepts. Aristotle provides a clue to the special status of
eing' when he says: . ‘

"There are many senses in which a thing
\‘ may be said to 'be', but all that 'is’
is related to one central point, one de-
finite kind of thing, and is not said to
'he' by a mere ambiguity. Everything
which is healthy is related to health,
one thing in the sense that it produces
it, another in the sense that it is a
symptom of health, another because it is
capable of it."

rCommenting on this passage, Ross says that terms

P .which are MPOg EV or cup Evog or uat -

' auakoYLav Ev...are intermediate between .
suvdvupa, which are xa$ ' Bv and have both
a common name and a common definition
‘(cat. 1%6), and dudvupa , which have only

: a common name (ib. 11). U¥yiervév and
LanLnou answer to the definition of the
third class recognized in the Categories
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alongside of duvmvuua and Sudvupa viz,
. Rapwvupa, things called by a name de-
G rived from some other name (1912}, or...
' things called by a common name and,
though 'not having the same_definition,
vet definable by their various rela-
tions to one single thing. .'Being' has
not always the same meaning, but it is
no mere accident that all 'beings® are C .
SO called, all stand ln some relation
to ouoLa, the primaryov ER

In the Categories, Aristotle defines paronyms (napdvupa) as
things which "...get their name fram something, with a differ-

‘ence of ending..."?2

and this seems to be a nod in the direc-
tion of the Cratylus where it is said that some nouns are pri-
mitive and some derived. 93 This 'third class' ‘(paronyms) are
also things which are analoglcal (nat' dvaroyiav Ev )}, and 1t
is among these that Aristotle situates 'being’ Analogy, then,

while being neither equivocal nor univocal, combines elements

of both, and so could be said to occupy some type of middle

ground between them. .
"Pros hen equivocity is for Aristotle a
compromise between univocity and mere
equ1v001ty, a delicate -balance between |
unity and multiplicity in which neither
must outweigh the other....One might go
‘even further and argue that since the
science of belng ua being is foundational .
in the sense ‘that it supplies him with
the conceptual tools through which he can
investigate the being of all things in
every category, the successful balancing
of wmity and mult1p11c1ty in pros hen
equivocity is crucial to his entire mature
‘philasophy. 34

It is‘in the Metaphysics that Arlstotle devotes himself
to the fullest treatment (now extant) of the analogical charac-=

ter of 'being', particularly as it relates to the categories.

Ay

He says:



‘"Phe kinds of essential being are precisely
those that are indicated by the figures of
predication /i.e. the categories/; ' for the
senses of 'being' are just as many as these
figures. Since, then, some predicates in-
dicate what the subject is, others its qua-
lity, others quantity, others relation,
others activity or passivity, others its
'where', others its 'when', 'being'® has a
meaning answering to'each of these."?3

And again,
"Everything that is, then...is said to 'be’
because it is a modification of being qua
being or a permanent or a transient state

or a movement of it, or something else of
the sort."96

Thus, 'being' is, as it were, the focal point of the ca-
tegories, they are the genera into which 'being' immediately

falls.’’ Each category is a genus of 'being' in and of it-
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self. It most certainly is not a species of the genus 'being'.

R. G. Collingwood missed the point entirely:

"At the base of the system of universals

‘there are universals which are infimae

species, not giving rise to any further
. sub~-species. At its top there are univer-
~ sals which are summa gepnera, rnot species
of any higher genus. %9f rather, strictly
speaking, there is only one summum genus.
The ten "categories" recognized by logic
are the ten species of the genus being;
they are the yévn tv ovtwv , the forms in-
to which being is specified.  Thus there
is only one pyramid of univergﬁls, at its ..
peak the universal of being." |

D. M. MacKinnon replies:

"What is needed is to rescue the cohception
of an ontology from any sort of involvement
in logical doctrines and scientific views
very properly discarded. It was no accident
that Collingwood. in the beginning of his
Essay on Metaphygics (1940), prepared the

§



way for his own conception of metaphysics

- as a study of absolute presuppositions by

criticising the view which he said went
back to Aristotle, that treated metaphysics
as the science of being. It is true that

in the account he gave of this alleged sci-
ence of being he committed a grave mistake
in that he attributed to Aristotle a view.
which he was careful not to attribute to
hlm in his ‘earlier...An Essay on Philosophi-

-cal Method (1933), namely, 'the treatment of

being as a generic essence..."

John Cook Wilson adds the following clarification:

If further evidence is required that Aristotle explicitly
denies that 'being'

"...the fOrmula 'Being .is not a genus'{ al-
though it shows from one point of view an
accurate 1n519ht into the nature of classi-
fication, is extraordlnary and misleading
when considered in relation to his /Aristo-
tle's/ own termlnology He must speak of
the categories as categories of being; this-
being cannot be merely,the common predicate
of everything, if we are to take the cate-
gories literally as predicates. For we can-
not state of this 'being-in-general' that it
is a. substance. On the other hand, if it does
mean 'being-in-general', categories would
surely have to mean species or kinds, so that
being would indeed be a genus and the formula
be contradicted. It is most natural to leave
categories its proper meaning /i.e. summa
enera which are universals having individual
things as their particulars/ and them 'being'
will stand for 'that which is', not for being
in general. This again, if all the categories
are asserted of it, as the formula 'categories
of that which is' naturally implies, could

‘only be complete being, that which is in ‘the

fullest sense. Now that with Aristotle is the

a%lndlvz.dual thing. 100

101 102

1s a genus, one need look no further than
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the Posterior Analytics and the Metaggﬁglcs. Furthermore,
* v k] A » !
since 'being' is not a genus, then it canfi§t be-a secondary

substa?ce,(as all genera are), nor indeed~a substance of any
. . . 3

‘f .



kind.  As Edel says: "Aristotle appeals to theycategories as

’ . \/
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'ultimate genera of being in a frequent attempt to head off any

treatment of Being itself or of the One as ultimate substance. "

103

Hamelin also defends the assertion that 'being' and 'the one' -
are not genera: ' '

‘v

The’categories, then, represent not only the ten ultimate

"Puisque les cat&gories sont des genres,
c'est-d-dire gquelque chose qui a un con-

tenu ré&el, Aristote a df en exclure, ainsi
gqu'il 1'a fait, 1'Un et l'Etre qui n'’ont
aucun contenu parce qu'ils conviennent &

tout. Ce soht ces termes qui s'él&vent au-
dessus des cat&gories que l'Ecole .appellera
termini transcendentales. - En tant que les
catégories sont quelque chose de réel et d'on-
tologique, elles excluent en outre des déter-
minations subjectives comme le vrai et le
faux, comme 1l'acte et la puissance, comme ce
gue l'Ecole appelle les prédicables: le genre,
l'éspéce, la différence, le propre et l'acci-
dent, ou comme la matiére et la forme. On
peut dire d'ailleurs que le vrai et le faux,
l'acte et la puissance conviendrait 3 tout,
.comme 1'Un et 1'Etre."

genera of “being', but on the level of an individual concrete

substance,- they may also be seen as tgn'kinds of formal per-

fection in things.

And on this level, we must be. aware of a

potentially serious clash between the doctrines of the Physics

and the Metaphysics, a consideration of which would make a

useful digression.

Aristotle is occupied with an analysis of being and motion:

"...there is no movement apart from things: '
for when they change, they always change in
primary being or gquantity or quality or
place; and there is nothing which, because
it.is common to all, falls into no one ca-
tegory, so there is no movement or change
any more than there is being apart from the
categories. But the categories apply to

L3

To begin, let us consider the Physics where
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Viewed in relation to the Categories and the Metaphysics,'this
text could be problematic.

' sequences:

At first glance, it is difficult to see precisely.wh%t
Blackwell 1s arguing. On the surface, what seems to be his
point is that the Categdries is an éarly-work, andathat the
Physics is a later one and that, someﬁhefe'between‘the two,

" Aristotle changed his mind about what ETdhstitutes the formal
perfection of things.

-

anything in one of two ways: by form

‘and by privation. This is true of any

specific primary being and also of any
quality (white or black), and gquantity
(complete or incomplete), any spatial

. change (up or down...). Conseqguently

there are as many different kinds of
movement as there are of being." 4

. "The determinations signified by the ca-

tegories are found in individual things

_either actually or potentially, either

as form or privation of form. The cate-

gories, according to this text, seem to

signify the various formal perfections

.of being. If there are ‘ten categories,

then it would seem to follow that there

are ten distinct kinds of form in things.
But the analysis of motion uncovers only
four types of formal perfection...Aristo-
tle's analysis of being as act and potency
in the real order brings him to the conclu-
sion that there are only four types of for-
mal perfection in things; namely, substance,
quality, quantity, and place...

The ten types of predicates seem to in-
dicate ten types of formal perfection in
things. The four types of motion reveal
only four kinds of formal perfection in
things. The two conclusions Qo not concur
and the disagreement is left unresolved by
Aristotle."103 :

\

~the nine' accidents; in the thsics‘it'is the four héadings

In the Categories it is swbstance and
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Richard Blackwell discusses the con-



revealed by the analysis of motion (i-.e. substance, quality,
quantity and-eplace). But, are there in fact four? In the ' o
Metaphysics, Aristotle says: '

SN

P at ——y

"If the categories are classified as sub-

“ stance, quality, place, acting or being
acted on, relation, /and/ quantity, there b
must be three klnds of movement - of gua-
lity, of quantity, of place. There is no

movement in respect of substance (because
there is nothing contrary to substance)...

Blackwell now has another problem of which he seems to be
unaware, but for the purposes of his argument, we shall pretend
with him that there are four kinds of movement. In the above

w106

quotation, Blackwell implies (indirectly) that Aristotle crea-

ted a problem for himself that he either: (a) did not realize,

"or (b) did not do anything about to the best of our knowledge.

It is also unclear whether Blackwell thinks that the ten cate-

" gories should be squeezed into the other four. The cquestion

remains: Did Aristotle leave the problem unresolved becausé he

wasn't aware that there was one, ‘'or because he'simpiy didn't

know How to reconcile these two seemingly contradictory posi-

tions? I would suggest that Blackwell's difficultyAis not a | .

real one. I would suggest further that'he‘is justified in poin- |

ting out the apparent dichotomy, but unjustified in the assump- -

tion that it poses a serious problem for Aristotle. |
In order to establish a ground for his position, Blackwell

overlooked the distinction between 'being' and ‘becoming'. The

resolutidn of his dilemma is to be found in the very text of

the Physics quoted above, in which it is made clear that there

is no movement over and above real being. Once again, we must

pause over the word 'béing'. It has already been observed that

the multiple aspects of 'being' are related to each other’

through their relation to a common ground, namely, being gua

being. The principal aspects of this notion have been discussed107



and being per accidens and being as truth were discarded.

This elimination confined us to being according to the modes
of the categories, and being as act and potency to which we
now turn.

Being as act and potency is the 'being of becoming', it
is that aspect of being which is treated by physics. On e

assumption that things chande substantially, qualitatively,
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quantitatively and spatially, we see that these types of change

correspond to four of the principal categories of 'being'.
But, Blackwell seems to have miSsed the point that substance
“is one thing and movement is another. No particular in the
category of substance could have all of its determinations of
being fully described by the four headings under act and po-
tency. Blackwell's probleff would have some claim to legiti-
macy 1f substance and movement belonged to the same order of
'being', but, Aristotle himself underlines the distinction
between the twoc when he says: _

"Physics is in the same position as mathe-
matics; for physics studies the attributes
and the principles.of the things that are
qua moving and not qua being (whereas the
primary science /i.e. what is now called
'metaphysics'/, as we have said, deals with
these only in so far as the underlying sub-
‘jects are existent, and not in virtue of
any other character); and so both physics
and mathimgtics must be classed as parts of
Wisdom. "10 :

1f there was a sense in which we could say that the four hea-
dings ‘under act and potency are 'categories of movement' just
as the other ten are 'categories of 'being'', then Aristotle
would remain adamant that no category can be resolved into
another,109 the same, therefore, must hold true for groups of
categories. And since it is true that it is substance that

changes qualitatively, quantitatively and spatially, we have



strong reasons for argulng that movement 1tself 1s ontologi1
cally dependent upon substance. As Moravc51k notes:

"...Aristotle uses the list /of catego-

S riegs/ in his analyses of key concepts
such as being and change, and also in
his claiming prlgrity for substances. B
Thus the list ha¥ to be complete in the
following ways: (i) It must be exhaus-

- tive of all that Aristotle takes to be
existing. (ii) No reduction;of the num-
ber of categories should be possible
without violating the principle upon
which the' list is constructed. (iii) No
further subdivision of the categories -
should be possible without violating the
constitutive principle. Without these

conditions Aristotle could not claim that .

kinésis can be found in exactly three ca-
tegories, or that by sayipg that 'is' has
as many senses as there are categories he
is giving a_significant characterization
of being."

K. K. Berry offers one of the more interesting perspec-
tives on the categories, and in relatively few words, he ma-

nages not only to give a quick overview of the problems that

have concerned us up to now, but also he has an incisive point

to make about the problem currently under discussion:

"Rather...than holding that the categories
are 'deduced' from the logic, - from the
proposition...and that their source and
function is therefore purely grammatical,
showing how many meanings the verb 'to be'
may have, - it is my opinion that this is
their application. Their source is in the
Metaphysics, and hence too in the biology
and the physics. Surely it could be no
. mere happy grammatical accident that the

4 verb 'to be' should, of its own nature,
have meanings identical with the kinds of
becoming, - that there are strictly gram-
matical categories answering to substantial,
quantitative, qualitative and spatial change.




Rather, I should hold, the 'forms' of

the kinds of change, - substance, quan-

tity, quality and place (as well as the

, - _ other categories) are abstracted from .

- . the processes in which they occur and <

’ are conceptually hypostatized into the
‘ultimates' of discursive thinking and

made the necessary principles.of clas- 111 =
sification of nature's concrete behaviour.™

In the ‘final analysis, the theory of categories, consi-
dered ontologically, does not, as in Plato's system, permit
the 'emanation' of a series of genera from one supreme genus.
On the contrary, Aristotle

. "...divise l'&tre en plusieurs genres ir-
réductibles et incommunicables. Ces gen-
. /gamr sont d&ja trés généraux sans doute,
_— {.et ainsi le savoir, qui porte -toujours
‘ sur des universaux, pourra s'é&lever tras
v : - _ : haut. Mais il n'y aura pas d'universel
supréme et unique d'od l'on puisse faire
; ) découler tout le reste. Il y aura des
’ ' genres coordonnés entre eux,.sans passage
de 1l'un & l'autre."

Nor are the éategories transcendentally ideal, for all that

they are universal:

"...un genre est un ccntenu réellement com-—-
mun; un genre est, autant gque cela est
‘possible & un universel, gquelque chose de
réel. Puisque les catégories sont des
genres, elles sont donc chacune un &lément
Eellement eommun dans les choses qui par-
ticipent de chacune; elles, expriment _des
déterminations réelles de 1'étre."il

Gomperz is therefore incorrect when he asserts that

"The enumeration /i.e. of the categories/
is intended to comprise the maximum of
predicates which_can be assigned to any
' thing or being.“ll4
As noted abOVefxis Gomperz is unhappy with Aristotle’s onto-
logical use of categories, but any theory which holds that

the categories are, or should be, merely a compilation of
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ultimate classes of predicates, overlooks a crucial point al-
116 namely, the fact that the
first category, in order of importance, is substance, and sub-
stance is not a predicate. It maﬁters not at all that there
are different kinds of predication. Whether it is conceived
as ontological, i.e. the species as distributed in its mem-
bers; or as logical, i.e. the assertion of a universal of a

particular, Aristotle is perfectly clear on this point:

ready discussed at some length,

"Obola 8¢ £otiv 1) wupldtatd te wal mpdtoc
®xal péAiota heyopévn, 7 ufite wad' OnonerL— —

w€vou TLvdg Aéyetar pht’ ev Umowerpévy TLvi
ECTLV..." 117

"...that which is called a substance most
strictly, primarily, and most of all -
is that which is neilther said of a sub-
ject nor in a subject..."ll

Rodier is right when he says that the categories express
a communit§ of essence between themselves and the particulars
included in their extension, but he commits the modern error
of calling cuvdvupa 'words':

"...la série des genres, des notions qui
- ont une compréhension, s'arréte aux ca-
t&gories, et, de prétendus genres com-
muns d toutes les catégories, il n'y en
a point. Les catégories sont les plus
généraux ou, si l'on préfére, les plus
simples de synonymes, c'est-38-dire des
mots qui expriment une essence commune
aux différentes i?gses comprises dans

leur extension.”

In general, I think that Albert Hofstadter is close to the
truth when he says that

"...it is obvious that the study of all
these /i.e. the study of all the things
that are, qua being/, is the study of a
relational complex, which would have to
include the study of the relations as
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well as the terms, since, indeed, the
terms as stated are relationally con-
ceived, as generation is conceived as:
a process toward substance. In this
outline of the problem of metaphysics,
the categories proper are included to-
gether with all other ontically related
forms, such as the causes, coming-into-
being and passing-away, non-being, and
the like.

This, then, is the task of metaphy-
sics, a task which Aristotle was far
from completing, having made only a be-
ginning toward its fulfillment. To ex-—
pect a systematic organization of cate-
gories and of other fundamental metaphy-
sical notions in Aristotle is to demand
that- he should*have had a superhuman pre-—
vision of the results of an inquiry which
he had barely started. The systematic
connection of the categories had to be
discovered through reflection on the
structure of reality as it is revealed
in scientific knowledge. The scientific
knowledge of Aristotle's day was limited,
it stood on the level of common-sense re-
port¥and observation, Aristotle himself
had to create a good deal of it; and even
in that elementary status, he was able to
make only a partial metaphysical analysis.

w120

In many respects, the modern deﬁate over whether the cate-
gories are primarily logical or ontological is only a part of
the broader problem of the general theory of categories, as we
shall see in Chapter V. But if Aristotle had raised the issue
in terms as stark as these, it is unlikely that he would have
perceived the basic issues and have cast the problem in the form
that modern commentators have foisted upon him.. It should also
be remembered that the burden of proof for such assertions rests
upon those making them, and I think that the proponents of a
logical reading have the most to lose. One cannot approach the

theory of categories from a strictly logical point of view and
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expect any clear-cut encouragement from Aristotle for such a
position. If indeed Aristotle had, like Kant, deduced his ca-

121 then we would

tegories from a table of logical judgments,
be justified in expectingfto'find soﬁe evidence of it. None,
alas, is forthcoming. 'In a similar vein, those who would es-
tablish a deduction of categories from a corresponding table

of the parts of speecnh, as - -attempted by Trendelenburg and Ben-—
veniste, are being rather too clever.  The only 'parts of speech'

that Aristotle found éignificant were .names {nou'ns)'122

123

and
verbs. It simply will not do to read into Aristotle a lin-
guistic sophistication that he did not possess.

- On the other side of the debate are those commentators whom
I have identified as giving ‘the categories an 'ontological' rea-
ding. This, though in some respects incomplete, is probably
closer to Aristotle's 'real intentioq! - so far as this can be
established. Even the little we know of his psychological make-
up militates in its favour. Temperahentally, Arisfotle'was an
empiricisf and he remained one despite twenty years in the Aca-
demy. His passion was the world, what things were, and why
they behaved as they did. Thus any reading of the categories
as a thegry of the ultimate modes of 'being' would be closer to
the man we know, in other words, a man who dedicated his entire
philosophical career to the decoding and understanding of 'being'
or reality.

The debate over whether the categories are primaril; logi-
cal or ontological is a long-standing one, and if the last few
pages have been rather thick with the opinions of various com-—
mentators, it is only because the issue has been so hotly de-
bated, and I could hardly have ignored so many provocative opi-
nions. If Aristotle had taken the trouble to not only give us
a.theorf of categories, but also to tell us exactly what he had

in mind, then none of this would have been necessary. In this



-
!
|
|

connection, we may well ask:

"Le traité des Catégories expoge-t-il une “
doctrine logigue ou ontologique, et, par
suite, appartient-il & 1'Organon ou d la
Mé&taphysique d'Aristote? Quelques sié&cles
avant...Z2eller, Ibn Sind soutenait que 1l'ob-
jet de ce trait& est essentiellement m&ta-
physique '5 voulait le retrancher de 1'0Or-
ganon..." 4 :

I certainly do not want to be the one to suggest that the Cate-
gories ought to be removed from the Organon, but we might re-
member that it is very possible that Aristotle did not think

of the ,treatise as being gquite so logical in nature as some of
his modern commentators believe.

Joseph Owens puts the current state of the question with -
great exactitude when he says:

"...the cateqories are presented in the Sta-
girite’s Metaphysics as determinations of |
being and as ways in which being is expres-
sed. Is the doctrine of categories for Aris-
totle, then, basically metaphysical with lo-
gical aftermaths? Or, vice-yersa; 1is it fun-
damentally a logical growth that blossomed
into a“metaphy51cs° Or is it a loose combi-
nation of loqlcal and metaphysical doctrines?
Or is there an historical development and
change from one viewpoint to another? Or
does the doctrine of categories pertain to
a twilight. zone between logic and metaphysics?”
5

In the following chapter, it will be suggested that it is epis-
temology that occupies the boundary separating logic from meta-
physics, and it is in this area that I feel that the methodolo-

gical function of the categories can be extended. This discus-

125

sion, while perhaps not actually proving anything about the
epistemological nature of the cétegories, will, I hope, give
us a different perspective from which to view them. I shall
suggest that the categories are not only the highest genera of
'being', but that they are also the highest concepts‘that are

minimally necessary to think the real.
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as such, is 'knowable' but only by afialogy. Cf£. Phys., I, 7,
191a8-12, ‘



CHAPTER V -
THE EPISTEMOLOGICAL.ASPECT OF THE CATEGORIES
1. " Preliminary Considerations.

Aristotle's implicit anthropology, that is to say, his
theory of man and mind is radically other than Plato's, and
what separates the world of Aristotle from that of his master
is‘what I would venture to call a variation on 'Occam's razor'.

The question for Aristotle is: What is the adequate minimum

necessary to think the real? 1If, in fact, the question is as
stated, then, for Aristotle, the world of Intelligible Forms

simply isn't necessary, it represents in Suzapne Mansion's
' 1

phrase, "...une doublure inutile des substances sensibles..."
By his refusal to recognize a transcendentally ideal world
which duplicated the entities of the sensible world, Aristotle
was being philosophically economical, but his position also
committed him to something rather dangerous insofar as his des-
tructive criticism of the theory of Intelligible Forms carried
with it possibilities of the most calamitous kind. In other
words, Aristotle had to find a way to cut the umbilical cord
that bound the Platonic world of sense to the transcendental
ground of its being and its intelligibility, but he had to find
a way to eliminate transcendence without thereby throwing thé
world of sense into anarchy. It would be appropriate to pause at
this point to wonder at Aristotle's courage. When we consider
the logical and metaphysical perils that he exposed himself to;
and when we consider the virtually inconceivable consequences

for the entire subsequent history of Philosophy if Aristotle

had succeeded in destroying Plato wiLhout saving himself, then

we are amazed that he ever attempted the revolution he began.
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In what preceded this chapter, I had set myself the task
of casting doubt on the interpretations of the categories of-
fered primarily by 1ogicians and 1inguists, and in so doing,

I was obliged' to fall back on a more classical metaphysical
rgading. In Chapter IV, we discussed several candidates vying
for consideration as the ﬁriméry'meaning or‘functioq‘of the
theory of categories, and I shall recapitulate the results of
that enterprise in the following section during the statement
of the problem to be addressed in this chapter. For the moment,
then, let me say simply that it seems that the metaphysical
reading of the theory of Eategories, i.e. the category as 'ge-
nus of being' stands a better chance of being closer to what
Aristotle intended,2 at least when compared with the category
as term and the category as logical predicate. But, in its own
way, the metaphysical reading is also problematic and, ever-
mindful of the truism that one does not successfully avoid one
extreme by rushing to th& other, I am obliged to restrain my-
self from putting too many eggs in the metaphysical basket.

At any rate, we do have textual grounds in Aristotig for fa-
vouring a 'metaphysical' perspective. Weé may note in this re-
gard that throughout his various discussions of categories,
Aristotle seems much taken by the fact that "...of the other
categories none can exist indépendqntly, bﬁt only substance."3
The non-substantial categories do not come to be except as the
various modes of being of a concrete unity, or substance.4

In essence, I think that in the debate between the logi-
cians and metaphysicians, each side is right, and each side is
wrong. Each 1s wrong to the extent that they want to exclude
the other, but each is'right in claiming that their particular
points of view deserve a hearing in any attempt to assess the
function(s) of the theory of categories. The weight of evi-

dence is not all on the side of metaphysics, however. 1In de-
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fence of a logical application of the categories, we may cite
Aristotle himself who says: |

"The expressions 'this belongs to that'
and 'this holds true of that' must be
understood in as many ways as there are
different categories, and the categories
must be taken either with or without qua-
lification..."

What is meant by the above may be clarified in what follows
when Aristotle asks: " '

"...why, although the learning thing is
éaid to 'come-to-be-learned' but not to

'come-to-be' without gualification, yet
the growing thing is said to 'come-to-be'
/without qualification/?

The distinction here turns upon the
difference of the Categories. For some
things signify a this somewhat A86e 1L/,
others_a .such /touLévd¢, and others so-
much Afocdy/. These things, then, which
do not signify substance, are not said
to 'come-to-be' without qualification,

'but only to 'come-to-be-so-~and-so'."®

We have, then, in these two texts, reasons for believing that
only substances come-to-be without gualification, whereas to
the extent that accidental categories exist, they exist as ac-
cidental determinations of a substance. It is also clear that
logical assertions in general, and truth relations in particu-
lar, are dependent upon the real relations which exist in the
categorially structured external world. ,

The above quotations would seem to tend in the direction
of confirming my suspicion in ‘Chapter IV that the categories

have a logical application. In other words, the nine acciden-

tal categories predié;te attributes of a subject logically; -
whereas ontologically, they predicate 'being' of a substance.
Is, then, the ontological ouci{g the same 'thing' as the logi-
cal Umorei{pevov ? Is the 'thing' as it exists and the 'thing'

183
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as it is talked about the same thing? Is each of these an oloia
which stands at the head of its own system of categories, the
one belng ontological, and the other being logical? These are

a few of the questions I shall try to answer in this chapter.

It is certalply not enough merely to assert the pOSSlblllty

that the relation of accidents to a substance is Co-extensive
with the relation of predicates to a subject. We must inguire
into the grounds for suggesting that these two categorial sys-

. tems may be commensurable, and if they are, then what consequen—
ces may be expected to follow? What seems fairly obvious im-
mediately is that no ontological system of categories, i.e. the
categories involved in the structure of a concrete particular
‘existent, will suffer itself to be translated' from an ‘exis-
tential' extramental system to a 'non-existential' mental sys-
tem without an intervening series of mediations. We must,
therefore, examine the nature of these mediations which will,

in turn, tell us something about the interaction of the Aris-
totelian ¢ux®t and the external world.

2. The Problem.

In Chapter IV, we examined and discarded two, important pos-
sibilities as to the nature of the categories. One was that
the category is a unit of language, or a iinguistic term. This
was Jjudged to be inadmissible for consideration as the primary
function of the categories because it presupposed-a greater lin-
guistic sophisti@ation on Aristotle's part than can be proved.
Furthermore, it eeems probable from what he himself says7 that
the only 'parts of speech' that he found significant were the
noun and the verb. The other possibility was that the categories
are primarily logical, that they are predicates. Thisjwas ruled
out of contention on the grounds that while it is true that the
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nine non-substance, or accidental, categories can'be called pre-
dicates,'substance, the most important category cannot. Thé%e
eliminations left us with only one further possibility i.e. the
category as 'genus of 'being'', and it must be admitted that
Aristotle says a good deal in favour of this candid_ate.8 How-
ever, for all of our satisfaction with an ontological/metaphy-
sical reading of the categories, we remain plagued by a.curious
uneasiness which manifests itself in the suspicion that while
metaphysics may be a or even the most important part of the pic-
ture, it is not ;Hg'whole picture. If one is possible, the com-
pPlete picture would account for the ontological primacy of the
categories, but it would also show how the categories have a
logiéal, and by extension, a linguistic application.

It is the contention of this chapter that what I shall call
'epistemology’' holds the key that permits the 'translation' of
the dntological system of categories to a logical one. In other

words, that the ¢uyyf , functioning as an agent, is capable of ef~-
fecting a reduction from potency to act in the process of know-
ing, from the categories as ontologically actual but potentially

knowable, to actually known. This discussion will take us into

the realm of something (knowledge) that is neither 'the real'
as such, nor flogic' as such, but which is capable of standing
between them and, not being one or the other, is able to effect
a 'translation' of one to another. To lay the groundwork for
this discussion, it widl be necessary to look into the hierar-
chical grades of’¢uxﬁ‘gnd the hierarchical functions of the hu-
man ¢uyy. In addition, we shall examine such topics as the re-
lation of universals to particulars, the difference between
forms and universals, where Aristotle's universals 'come from',
and a number of related questions which will be treated as the
need arises. Essentially, what is at stake in this chapter is

that if T can provide good reasons for believing that 'episte-



mology' is the connecting link between 'ontology' and 'logic',
then I will hope to have shown thereby how the methodological
function of the categories might be extended, and so achieve
the aim of this dissertation.

3. The Process of Coming to Know the Universal.

Before undertaking the discussion proper of this topic, it
is necessary to set out the hierarchieslof¢mxﬁ in general and
Ehe functions of the human ¢uyfy in particular on which much of
the subsequent discussion will depend.

Let us begin, then, with a clarification of what Aristotle
understands by the term quydq.

"avaykalov &pa v uyiiv odolav elval wg
el8oc aduatas guonol Suvduel Cwhv £YOV~—
t0g. 1 §'oﬁ05d eviehéyera. ToLolTov apa
ofipatog Evteréyeta."?d

"Hence the soul must be a substance in the
sense Of the form of a natural body having
life potentially within it. But substance
is actuality, and thus soul is the actua-
lity of a body as above characterized."l0

A few lines further, Aristcotle adds:

"KaBbhou udv olv elpntat Tl €otiv 71 uyd”
ovola yvdp N natd tov Adyov. +tolito 6& T
¢ fv elvar i touwsl adpati...nl

"We have now given an answer to the ques-
tion, What is soul? - an answer which ap-
plies to it in its full extent. It is
substance in the sense which corresponds
to the definitive formula of the thing's
essence. That means that it is 'the es-
sential whatness' of a body of*the charac-
ter just assigned."l2

In order not to be led too far away from my primary pur-

pose, I shall not pursue the definition of ¢uxﬁ very much fur-
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ther.l3 It is, however, worthy of note that at De Anima II, 3,

414a28-415al3, Aristotle builds on his discussion in the pre-
vious chapter in order to distinguish between the various types
of uyt and to state what type of organism has what type of¢uxﬁ.
In' general, he distinguishes between living bodies, and non-
living bodies. What makes the difference between them is that
whatever type of body has¢uy# in it displays life.l4 Thus, the
presence of ¢uyn in a body is sufficient to account for the fact
that it is alive, and if we adopt the maxim that action follows
being, in other words, that what the thing is will determine
what it does, then we may say that just as fire does heating
activity because it is hot, so the living body does living ac-
tivity because it is alive. We may further expect that the
'being alive' of a body will manifest itself in 'living opefa—
tions' or 'psychic powers'. For example, in the case of a
plant, we see that its living operations include self-nutri-
tion, growth and reproduction. Thése powers are the hallmarks
of the 'vegetative uy¥'. 1In the case of animals, the 'sensi-
tive ¢uxfl' possesses all of the powers plants have in addition
to sensation, and if "...any order of living things has the sen-
sory, it must also have the appetitive..."15 What Aristotle
means by this is that if animals are endowed with sensation,
then they must alsc be endowed with appetite (or desire), par-
ticularly for their food. In addition, animals possessing sen-

sation are also endowed with locomotion.16

The reason for this
would appear to be that plants have no need of locomotion, they
sink their roots into the earth and derive their sustenance
directly, whereas animals are not rooted to the earth, they move
about from place to place and thus require the‘power to see
their food and to desire to eat it.

Man, in common with both plants and animals, has a ¢uyh en-

dowed with the powers of self-nutrition, growth and reproduction.
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In common with animals, man has the powers of sensation, appe-
tition and locomotiodn,-but what makes man specifically and ra-
dically distinct from the other animals ‘is the power of thinking,
or mind ("... Td Stavontikdv Te xal voﬂg;.;")l7 Since only man
possesses this rational principle, then only man ("...and pos-
sibly another order like man or superior to him...“ls) is capable
of intelligence and deliberation.l? The human guy® is also de-
fined by Aristotle as ".,..a substance Hlola/ capable of recei-

ll20

ving knowledge. Therefore, man is the only animal capable

- of acquiring knowledge.21 This is in line with his assertion
-in the Posterior Analytics that of the acquisition of developed

states of knowledge, the ¢uyf "...is so constituted as to be

w22

capable of this process." In fact, the very function of man

is to be in tune with his particular excellence, i.e. to follow

the rational prmnc191e.23

Aristotle's account of the grades of ¢uyfi contains many
inte;esting features, not™ the least of which 1s the fact that
the lower grades of ¢uyf] are perfectly functional without the
higher ones, but not vice-versa. In other words, plants, which
possess the lowest grade (uyf can get along perfectly well with-
out the need for sensation, appetition and locomotion. The only
powers plants require are the ones they have, i.e. self-nutri-
tion, growth and reproduction, they do not need any higher po-
wers. Animals, however, possess the higher powers just enumer-
ated, but ;HEEe powers would not be of much use to them if they
did not aléo have the lower powers. That lS, w1thout the power
of self—nutrltlon, for example, the animal could sense, desxre,
and move about, but not for long. In the case of man who pos-
sesses the highest power, that of reason, he also requires the
lower powers which he has in common with plants and animals.
Thus, for Aristotle, the human ¢uyd , specifically distinguished
by reason, nevertheless  depends upon the lower grades of $ux¥ for



its continued survival. 1In the process of thinking, the par-
ticular manifestation of the highest grade of ¢uyfj, there is
an analogous dependence on the lower functions of the thinking
process, i.e. sensing, imagining and remembering. That man
has these lower 'psychic functions' in common with the other

animals is obvious. For example, most animals clearly possess
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the five senses, and in many cases, these are even more acutely

developed than in the case of man. Further, animals must be
capable of some degree of imagination in order that they be
able to-assimilate and deal with their environment. Finally,
most animals must also be able to remember. It would be ter-
rible if a man's dog never remembered him and went for his
throat every time he walked into the’house..

Just as the highest grade of ¢uyn is dependent upon the
two lower ones and is, to some extent, inseparable from them,
so the highest manifestation of the highest ¢uy§ is also de-
pendent upon the lower 'psychic functions' namely, sensing,
imagining and remembering. These functions, then, are thé ne-
cessary conditions if any thinking is to take place, and they
are of sufficient importance to justify a.separate discussion
of each.

a} Sensing.

Apart from the minor treatise De Sensu, Aristotle makes
most of his important observations about sensation in the De
Anima, Book II, chapters five through twelve. In general, the
object of sensation is a substance, i.e. something which is
compounded of both form and matter.24
in which the body assimilates the matter of an object while
discarding its form, in sensation, the ¢uyn assimilates the
form of an object while leaving its matter ‘'outside'.?? The

In contrast to nutrition,

U
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effect produced in the ¢uyfi by the object through the sense
organ is thus not material, but formal.

In his general account of sensation, Aristotle seems. to be
aware that there is a 'gap' between the sensing subject and the
object which is sensed, and that this gap must be closed in a
way that does no violence either to the object's integrity as
an extramental existent, or to the $uyh 's independence of the
object in spite of its affection by it. Clearly, some type of
union is required, equally obvious is that the union cannot be
material in the sense that there is- a physical coalescence bet-
ween the two. Therefore, the .only union possible is an imma-
terial, or formal, one. Through the process 6£ sensation, the
object is not transported into the ¢uyfl in all of its material
and formal determinations. What occurs is that the particular
sense grasps its proper object in a manner analogous to the
process of nutrition. 1In this case, the 'matter' is assimila-
ted by the body and the 'form' is discarded; in sénsation, the
-'form‘ is assimilated and the 'matter' is left 'outside'.®

The entire account of sensation in the De Anima emphasizes
Aristotle's belief in the passivity of sensation, that it de-
pends on what is external to the sensing subject. Mbreover,
he relies greatly on the distinction between potency and act
in his account of sensation.26 In particular, although his
meaning is clear, he chooses an unfortunate analogy when he
says:

"It is clear that what is sensitive

1s so only potentially, not actually.
The power of sense is parallel to
what 1s combustible, for that never
ignites itself spontaneously, but re-
quires an agent which has the power
of starting ignition; otherwise it
could set itself on fire, and would
‘not have 9eeded actual fire to set it
‘ablaze,"?2

-
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As I said- above, the enalogy is unfortunate since spontaneous
combustion is a recognized phenomenon, nevertheless, this fact
does not materially arfer the validity of what Aristotle is
saying about sensation. His point is that whatever is capable
of sensation is so only potentiaily until such time as it is
brought into contact with an external entity that gontains the
qualities which are the proper objects of the special senses.
Thus, there can be no sensation except in the presence of an
external object which triggers the process. For.example, a
ball whicﬁ is actually red has the power to produce the sensa-
tion of red in the sense organ. The sense organ itself is only
in potency with respect to the redness, but when the seeing eye
comes into contact with the ball, the eye sees red and the ball

is seen as red. This is the sense of what Aristotle means when
he says:

1

. ..what has the power of sensation /the
eye/ is potentially like what the per-
ceived object is actudlly; that is, -while
at the beginning of the process of its
being acted upon the two interacting fac-
tors are dissimilar, at the end the one
acted upon is assimilated to the other
and is identical in quality with it."28

In other words, at the beginning of the process of sensation,
the sense organ and the quality in the object are dissimilar.
In the process itself, the quality 'acts upon' the organ, and
the power in the organ is 'assimilated' to the actual guality
and is thus identical in quality with it. In the final analy-
sis, the eye seeing the red ball and the red ball being seen
are two aspects of the same operation. As a side note, John
Ruskin may have) thought that he was on Aristotle's side when
he rather crankily observed: -

. The word 'Blue,' say certain philoso-
phers means the sensation of colour
which the human eye receives in look-
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ing at the open sky, or at a bell gen-
tian... _

Now.-..be it observed that the word
'Blue' does not mean the sensation caused
by a gentian“on the human eye; but it
means the power of produc1ng that sensa-
tion; and this power is always there, in
the thing, whether we are there to experi-
ence it or not, and would remain there
though there were not left a man on the

~ face of the earth...whatever philosophy ~
may say to the contrary.”

Aristotle would not, perhaps, go quite so far as to say that
'blue' is only a power of producing the sensation of blue, be-
cause he eviééntly believes that the qualities of things are,
in themselves, actual. Buf, he would agree that the actual qua-
1ity has the power of producing the sensation of that guality.
The five factors in the structure of sensation are given
by Aristotle at De Anima II, 5-7, and these are elegantly sum-
marized by John Wild:

"...first, some quaL\ty capable of producing
[an/...eff ct on som®/transmitting medium

in contact with the sense oxgan; second,

the transmission of the physical species to
the organ via the medium; thirxd, the abstrac-
tion of this form from its matter by the
sense faculty in the organ; fourth, the sen-
sible species thus abstracted (the sound mid-
dle C, the color yellow...); and fifth, the
material object which is made immaterially
present, or known, by this species."”

For Aristotle, what might be called the 'objective stimulus'
is the cause of movement in the organ and the movement in the
organ, when it apprehends the stimulus, produces an effect in
the $uxi.

"The activity of the sensible object and th&z
% of the percipient sense is one and the same
activity, and yet the distinction between
their being remains. Take as illustration
actual sound and actual hearing: a man may

have hearing and yet not be hearing, and
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that which has a sound is not always .
sounding, But when that which can

hear is actively hearing and that "%
which can sound is sounding, then the

actual hearing and the actual sound

are merged in one.,.."

As we shall see shortly, Aristotle believed that each of

the five 'special senses' has organs designed to receive %he

sense qualities that are its particular objectes. However, he

was not unaware that impressions received throwvgh the various
senses 'combine' in some way to give a 'picﬁﬁre' of some par-
ticular object. The.quéstion is: How do se ‘ations of quali-
ties such as 'orange', 'hot', and 'solid' giVe rise to a per-.
ception of a“concrete 'this', e.g. a piecé of smoldering char-
coal? The so-<4called common~sensible},i.e. a perception which
serves as the/object for more than one sense acting ¥ _common,

led Aristot¥e to theorize that there was a 'common sense'

»

B

whose functjion was to synthesize the various elements of sensa-

tion into pérceptions of wholes. As he says:

"Each sense...is relative to its particular
group of sensible qualities: it is found

' in a sense~organ as such' and discriminates
the differences which exist within that
group; e.g. sight discriminates between
white and black, taste sweet_and bitter,
and so in all cases, Since we also dis-
criminate white from sweet, and indeed '\\
each sensible quality from every other, |
with what do I perceive that they are dif-
ferent? It must be by sense; for what is
before us is sensible objects...
‘ Therefore,..discrimination between
whité—and sweet cannot be effécted by two
agencies which remain separate; both the
qualities discriminated must be present
to something that is one and single. On
any other supposition even if I perceived
sweet and you perceived white, the differ-
ence between them would be apparent. What
says that two things are different must be
one; for sweet is different from white.
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Therefore what asserts this &ifference
must be .self-identical, and as what as-
serts, so also what thinks or percelwes.
That it is not possible by means of t
agencies which remain separate to dis-
criminate two objects which are separate
is therefore obvious; and that...it is
not possible to do this in separate mo-

" ments of time may be seen if we look at
it as follows. For as what asserts the
difference between the good and the bad
is one and the same, so also the time at
which it asserts the one to be different
and the other to be different is not ac-

. cidental to the assertion (as it is for
instance when I now assert a difference
but 'do not assert that there is now a dif-
ference); it asserts thus - both now and
that the objects are different now; the
objects therefore must be present at one
and the same moment. Both the discrimi-
nating power and the time of its exercise
must be one and undivided."32

On account of its clarity, this'rich, if lengthy, passage
requires no elaborate exegesis,'however, the following points
would be in order: a) Lest there be any mistake about what
yhe‘is talking about, Aristotle selects perceptions of two sen-
'ses that cannot be interchanged. Given that the eye cannot
taste,and the tongue cannot see, it is impossible that any dis-
tinction between white and sweet be made by the sense organs
themselves. b) Any distinction that is made between the two
must then be made by some 'common faculty' which, not being
either, is capable of perceiving both. :

The need for a unifying factor at the fevel of sensation
prefigures the later discussion of the need for a unifying fac-
tor at the level of intellectiog, and this latter role is per-

formed by 'mind'. We are later informed that mind (voUg) con-
tains "...some element common to it with all other realities
33
n

which makes them all thinkable. In other words, what mind

e e e i s b % oL b
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has in common with all other realities is to be ’'thinkable'.
As Aristotle says: | 0
"Mind is itself thinkable in exactly
‘the same way as its objects are.
For...in the case of objects which
involve no .matter, what thinks and
what is thought are identical; for
speculative knowledge and its ob-
ject are identical....In the case
of those which contain matter each
of the objects of thought is only
potentially present. It follows
that they will not have mind in them
(for mind is a potentiality of them
only in so far as they are capable
of being disengaged from matter) mind
may yet be thinkable."34

The important difference between the special senses, the common-
sense and mind is that the mind is ‘thinkable', in other words,
it can think itself and its own operations. The senses, on the
contrary, cannot sense themselves. In the end, the only real
point of comparison between the common sense ‘and the mind is
that each is, in its own sphére of operations, a unifying fac-
tor.

Ultimately, the information provided by the sense organs,
e.g. that this sense quality is white, and that this sense qua-
lity is sweet, passes from the sense organs (which in themselves
are incapable of distinguishing between the two} to the common-

sense which, in one act, apprehends both sense impressions and

determines a) that this sensation of purple and this sensation
of sweet are distinct from each other, and b) that they both

belong to this grape. The common-sense must, then, be a kind
of unity for, to refer back to the long text gquoted above,35
Aristotle asserts that: "What says that two thifigs are dif-

ferent must be one...“36

Aristotle considers the mind to be an
elboc eldiiv, a form which employs forms, -/ and on the relation

between knowledge and sensation to their objects, he says:
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"Knowledge and .sensation are divided to
correspond with the realities /i.e. their
objects/, potentlal knowledge and sensa-
tion answering to potentialities, actual
knowledge and sensation to actualities.

. Within the soul the faculties of knowledge
‘and sensation are potentlally these ob-

. jects, the .one what iIs knowable, the
other what is sensible. They /i.e. these
faculties/ must be /Identical with/ either
the things themselves or their forms. The
former alternative is impossible. it is
not the stone which is present in the soul
but its form.

It follows that the soul is analogous
to the hand® for as the hand is a tool
éﬁbyavévé of /i.e. which employs/ tcols
éppyavwv r so the mind is the form of
forms and sense the form of: sen51ble
things." 38

Aristotle devotes considerable space to the gquestion: . 45
the common-sense a sixth sense or a composite of the fiﬁe'
39 and states his belief that it is not a sixth sense.40
The common-sense operates through the common nature of all
five senses, and this is in keeping with his one-world pers-

pective, otherwise we would not perceive one world, but five,
' )

others,

one for each sense.
This brings to an end our discussion of the salient fea-

tures .of the first operation of the intellect, and we turn now
to the second. '

b} Imagining.

In general, images (QPavidopata) are the forms of particu-
lar senée objects which have been disengaged from the matter
:of these objects. Without images, the mind would have nothing
upon which to work. Images are derived from.sensation which

is the only immediate source of cognition.
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"...Nno one can learn or understand any-
thing in the absence of sense, and...

when the mind is actively aware of any-
thing it is necessarlly aware of it

along with an image; for images are like -
sensuous contents /i.e. objects perceived/
except that they contain no matter."

The 'materials' of thinking are provided by imagination,

. : . . . 42
and in this case, images serve as if they were perceptions,

Aristotle insists that thinking takes place in images,43‘and
44 "Imagination is the intermediary between
45

never without them.

perception and thought." Without .images, no universal con-
g9 : .

cepts could be constructed. Aristotle compares the process of
concept formation to a "...rout in battle stopped by first one

man making a stand and then another, until the original forma-
tion has been restored. nd6 He says:

"When one of a number of logically indis-
criminable particulars has made a stand,
the earliest universal is present in the
soul: for though the act of sense percep-
tion is of the particular, its content is
universal - is man, for example, not the
man Callias. A fresh stand is made among
these rudimentary universals, and the pro-
cess does not cease until the indivisible
concepts, the true universals, are esta-
blished: e.g. such and such a species of
animal is a step towards the genus animal,
which by the same process is a step towards
a further generalization.”

- This particular text obliges me to interrupt my discus-
sion of the imagination in order that we might consider the
problem of 'coming-to-know-the~-universal'. This is of such
importance as to justify a somewhat lengthy digression.

The above quotation is noteworthy in many respects, but
if one point deserves attention it is that the text illustrates
just how far Aristotle has come from Plato's separated Forms.
Although Aristotle's universals are intelligible like Plato's,

they have their origin in the separation of forms from sensible
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particular instances, and this, in itself, is a far cry from
the doctrine of &v&uvncug. .It will be recalled from Chapter I
that the theory of réminiscence is what.allowed Plato to con-
- nect the world of Intelligible Forms and the world of sense

through the act of knowing, given'thét the soul, now embodied j
in the world of sense, had previously been in the .world of'the' }
Forms, and that experiences in the former lead to reminiscence
of the latter. Plato's theory of universals is. ante rem in
that they are prior to and separate ffom the;individuals in

the sensible world which instantiate them. Since Plato's Forms
are not 'in' things, he is not reqguired to show howﬁthe mind
gets them ’out'. Plato, then, does not need a doctrine of se-
paration, nor indeed does the theory of reminiscence make one
possible. Aristotle, however, is an entirely different matter.

As was seen in Chapter I, Aristotle avoids the difficul-

ties of the Platonic ywpioudg by denying that the forms of
things are separate from the things themselveé. But, the de-
.nial of the theory of Intelligible Forms also involves a repu-
diation of the doctrihe of &vdpyndtg, so that Aristotle was - "
faced with the necessity of finding a new basis for hi's theory
.0f knowledge. In particular, he must argue that although forms
are not ontologically separate or séparable from the matter ‘
they inform, they are, however, conceptually separable by’ the ' i
mind. And on this point, I wish to draw a distinction between
'abstraction' (agalpecig) and 'separation' (YWPLEELV). The
doctrine of abstraction, both during and after the Mediaeval
Period, came to acquire a meaning far different from the ori-
ginal Aristotelian term. In other words, 'abstraction' tends
to mean what is called 'total abstraction', a process whereby
the universal, or essence, is abstracted from sinqulars. As

Owens very rightly points out, apail{peoLc has no such meaning
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in Aristotle.48

nection with the objects of mathematics, mathematical features

of things can be thought of separately, but are, in reality,
49

Aristotle most often uses &¢a£psch in con-

inseparable from things. In addition, agaipecig does not

signify the separation of the form of a sensible object from

its matter, but rather it refers to the suppression by the

mind of all accidental features in the thing save the mathema-
tical. Thus, for Aristotle, what we call 'abstraction’ is, for
him, not apaipecits but rather ywpifeiv.

To return to the problem of coming to know the universal,
we see that there is no doctrine of abstraction in any sense
in Plato. However, there is a‘péssage in the Phaedrus which
speaks of a "...passing from a plurality of perceptions to a
unity gathered together. by reasoning...“50 Now, while there
is no question that Plato is speaking of 'separation', it is
entirely possible that, for other reasons, this phrase struck
a résponsive chord in Aristotle, indeéd, we later f£ind him-
talking about a universal which, owing to the persistence of
repeated sense impressions, is a 'systematization' of them.2l
This process could be called knowledge of universals through
induction (emay@yfi). In speaking of the necessity of the senses
in the process of induction, Aristotle says:

"...the loss of any one of the senses
entails the loss of a corresponding
portion of knowledge, and that, since
we learn either by induction or by de-
monstration, this knowledge cannot be
acquired. Thus demonstration develops
from universals, induction from parti-
culars; but since it is possible to
familiarize the pupil with even the
so-called mathematical abstractions
only through induction - i.e. only be-
cause each subject genus possesses, in

4 in virtue of a determinate mathematical
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character, certain properties which can

be treated as separate even though they

do not exist in isolation - it is con-
sequently impossible to come to grasp
universals except through induction. But
induction is impossible for. those who

have not sense perception. For it is
sense perception alone which is adequate
for grasping the particulars: they cannot =+
be objects of scientific knowledge, be-
cause neither can universals give us know-
ledge of them without induction, not can
we get it through induction without sense
perception."52

As this text indicates, no universal can be grasped with-
out induction, and induction reveals the universal through re-
peated exposure to particular instances of it. Deduction, on
the contrary, présupposes a prior process of induction to the
universal from particulars because deduction, or demonstration,

~ Proceeds from universals. For Aristotle all scientific know-

ledge is by }iemonstration,53 and demonstration is defined as
a kind of syllogism, ("...but not every syllogism is a demon-
stra.tion.")54 A syllogism, in turn, is a "...discourse in

which, certain things having been stated, something. other than
what is stated follows of necessity from their being so."25
The classic example of a syllogism is:

All men are mortal.
Socrates is a man.
Therefore, Socrates is mortal.

In order to demonstrate that Socrates is mortal, it is suffi-
cient to éhow that Socrates belongs . to a.class of things (men)

of which something (mortality) is predicated universally. The
statement: all x is y, (all men are mortal), is commensurately
universal, i.e. where there is an x, it necessarily follows

that y will also be preseﬁt. But all of Aristotle's universals
must be commensurable, the reason is that knowledge is of uni- )

versals, and univer s are derived through repéated‘exposure
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to the particulars that they are the universals of. If the
universals were not 'measurable’ by the same standard as, or
speéifically identical to, the particula;s, then the universal
‘could not give any knowledge of the particulars.

To some extent, the Aristotelian doctrine of universals
may be said to have had a partial origin in the work of his
two immediate predecessors - Socrates and Plato. Was there
some thing, or quality 'x' such that it could be conceived
and was intelligible apart from the many particular instances
of it? Would the dialectical search for definitions help to
uncover this 'it'? Plato apparently thought so and declared
that the true essences of things were separate from the things
themselves and existed in the transcendental world of Intel-
ligible Forms. Since these separated Forms are the basis of
knowledge, and are not revealed by sense perception, Plato pos-
tulated that the soul had a prior existence in the world of
the Forms, and that perception of objects in the sensible world
triggered a.recollection of what the soul had already known.
On the one hand, Aristotle agreed with Socrates and Plato that
there are such things as universals and that these are what
definitions are concerned with. (A definition is a formula
which "...indicates the essence...“ss). But, on the other
hand, he @isagreed with Plato that the essences, or forms, are

in any way separate.>’

On the contrary, they are 'in' the
things of which they are the essences. Or, more accurately,
the es?&nce (td Tl 7Av elvar ) of the 'this' (td8e 1) is vehi-
culated to the féés TL by its species (el6o¢). The essence

as form (etéog) combines with matter (UAn) to become one of the
two constitutive principles of the t86e TL. The image of the
té6e tL that is grasped by the guyn during the act of sensation

is specifically identical with the form of the té6e Tu . But,

N



what is grasped in sSensation is not the essence, this would be
'total abstraction' if it occurred in Aristotle, which it does
not. The essence, or universal, is not grasped in sensation,
what is grasped is the particular form of the individual. The
particular form grasped in sensation is in turn combined with
other forms of the same kind, and in this process, the duyn ex-
tracts the features which all of the particulars have in com-
mon and declares them to be essential and universal. Thus,
while the particular form is not in itself universal, it is
capable of universalization. The universal as finally esta-
blished in the ¢uyxY, is commensurable with its particulars be-
cause it is specifically identical with them. Although it is
for different reasons, Aristotle agrees with Plato that scien-
tific knowledge, i.e. knowledge of principles that are univer-
sal and necessary, does not come directly from sense percep-
tion: y
' "Scientific knowledge is not passible
through the act of perception Even

if perception as a faculty is of 'the |
such' [rOLouée/ and not merely of a
'this somewhat' /toUdé/, yet one must
at any rate actually perceive a 'this
somewhat', and at a definite place and
time: but that which is commensurately
universal and true in all cases one can-
not perceive, since it is not 'this'
and it is not 'now'; if it were, it
would not be commensurately universal -
the term we apply to what is always and
everywhere. Seeing, therefore, that
demonstrations are commensurably uni-
versal and universals imperceptible, we

clearly cannot obtain scientific know- 58
ledge through the act of perception...”

Once again, we see a demonstration of Aristotle's belief that,
- though perception does not give scientific knowledge directly,
nevertheless, scientific knowledge would not bhe possible with-

out perception.
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We may now, at least for the moment, abandon our discus-
sion of the problem of coming to know universals, and return
to the topic of the imagination. .

To restate the key points concerning the imagination, then,
it is the faculty in which the separated forms of sensible ob-
jects, grasped by seﬁsation, are presented to the thinking pro-
cess as the materials upon which it is to work. But, to play
any part in the thinking process at all, the images must not
- only be present, they must also be retained. This considera-
tion leads us directly to the next section.

c) Remembering.

In general, the process of thinking requires sensory ex-
periences which are the réw ma£erials used for the derivation
of images. But, the need for the retention of images explains
the presence of a special funct%on of the imagination, i.e. me-
mory. ' '

In the De Anima, Aristotle had held that "...imagination
is that in virtue of which an image arises for us..."59 And
he is further clear on the fact that thinking takes place in
terms of images,60 and cannot take place without them.61 -In
the De Memoria et Reminiscentia, Aristotle asserts that memory
62 The

belongs to the same part of the ¢uyxh) as the imagination.
basic difference between the two is that an image is usually
a representation of an object as present, whereas "...memory

relates to the past.“63 Thus, a memory image is an image of

A 64

an object which is not present and in the act of remembering

nb5

is included "...the consciousness of 'formerly'... Memory,
then, represents images of things no longer present, combined

with an awareness that they belong to the past. Since the fa-
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culty of memory belongs, as Aristotle observes, "...directly
‘and essentially...to the primary faculty of sense percepti-

66 it is not something that belbngs to man alone, hence
nb7

on...",

Ll

'...certain other animals possess memory. The mental image,

or pictﬂre, is compared by Aristotle to a portrait, and it is .
the lasting quality of the image that we call memory.

...we must conceive that which is
generated through sense-perception
in the sentient soul, and in the
part of the body which is its seat
- viz. that affection the state
whereof we call memory - to be sgme
such thing as a picture. The pro-
cess of movement /sensory stimula-
tion/ involved in the act of per-
ception stamps in, as it were, a
sort of impression of the percept,
just as persons do who make an im-
pression with a seal."68

Memo ‘ is shared by man with certain other animals on account
Qf/;izmrelationto.the general  function of sensation, but in -
man, it takes on an additicnal status in that it is a function
in and of itself. What gives memory this distinct status in
man is that its object is distinct, i.e. the past as past. 1In
most animals, man included, the activity of memory, i.e. the
representation of past sense-impressions, is spontaneous, but
as a further sign of the 'psychic' discontinuity between man
and the other animals, Aristotle informs us that there 1is an
additional function related to memory which belongs to man
alone, and this is 'recollection' or 'reminiscence'.69

"Acts of récollection, as they occur in -
experience, are due to the fact that one
movement has by nature another that suc-
ceeds it in regular order...

Whenever, therefore, we are recollec-
ting, we are experiencing certain of the
antecedent movements until finally we ex-
perience the one after which customarily
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comes that which we seek. This ex-
plains why we hunt up the series /of
movementg?, having started in thought
either from a present intuition or
some other, and from something either
similar, or contrary to what we seek,
or else from that which is contiguous
with it. Such is the empirical ground
of the process of recollection..."70

This brief account of memory and reminiscence brings us
to the end of our discussion of the 'lower functions' of thought,
i.e. sensing, imagining and remembering. All of these are func-
tions of human thought. Human thought is, in fact, dependent

upon these lower functions.

Thinking is a process in which 'the real' enters the mind
through sensation, the images represented in the imagination
are the separated forms of empirical objects which are capable
of being universalized, or known, and memory and recollection
are the means by which images are retained. In short, 'thinking'
is not just the manipulation of concepts, it is a term which
can also be applied to the three (or four, if we wish to draw
a sharp distinction between memory and recollection) identifi-
able functions without which human ﬁhought would not be possible.
if, aj/izistotle says above, the process of thinking involves
a kind of movement, then what kind of movement is in guestion?
Aristotle defines movement as: "The fulfillment of what exists
potentially, in so far as it exists potentially..."7l In other
words, movement is the process of reduction from potency to act,
the actualization of what, prior to the movement, had been only
potential. If we apply this notion to the sphere of knowing,
then we see that before a thing can be known it must exist, so
on one level, knowledge depends upon ontology. But on another

level, the knower must precede the act of knowing. We have,
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then, two potentialities: an object which has the potential to

be known on account of the fact that it exists, and a knower

who has the potential to know on account of the fact that he is
the kind of thing he is (i.e. a rational animal). Basically,

movement regquires three antecedent conditions: (a) a mover,

(b} a moved, and (c) an instrument of movement, or ah agent.72

For a movement to be effected from potency to act, the agent
mﬁét be prior to the movemenp; Taking our insbiration from
Aristotle's biology, we may say that a father, as the agent of
his son's generation, had to precede his son in actuality, be-
cause for something which only-existed potentially i.e. the son
prior to his conception, to be made to exist actually, ;equires
that the agent be already an actual being. 1In short, aﬁ&thing

which actually exists could only have been brought to that state
through the agency of something actually exiéting.73

This brief sketch of the Aristotelian theory of generation
has certain points in common with the theory of sensation. 1In

the case of the movement of sensation,

...both the acting and the being acted
upon, is to be found in that which is
acted upon, both the sound and the hear-
ing so far as it _is actual must be found
in that which has the faculty of hearing;
for it is in the passive factor that the
actuality of the active or motive factor
is realized; that is why that which cau-
ses movement may be at rest....For as
the-acting-and-being-acted-upcn is to be
found in the passive, not in the active
factor, so also the actuality of the sen-
sible object and that of the sensitive_sub-
ject are both realized in the latter."Y

It is basically along these lines that Aristotle contrasts the

unexercised power to see and actual seeing. In the former,

the power of sight is in potency towards what is visible, in
the latter, when a visible object is brought into contact with

an eye capable of seeing it, the actuality of the sense quality

']
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and the potential of the eye to see are simultaneously realized.
It is in this context that Aristotle tells us that 'sense' must

have two meanings:

", ..sense potential and sense actual.
Similarly 'to be sentient' means ei-
ther...to have a certain power or...
to manifest a certain activity."

We may say, in general, that any object has the power to
be seen, just as thé eve has the power to see any object. But
since the purpose of sensation is to gather the 'raw materials'
from which images are drawn, there must be some part of the
duxh which is able to receive whatever form is 'iﬁpressed' upon

it, something similar to the notion of 'prime matter' in that,

having no form of its own,‘'it is able to receive any form.75

As Aristotle says: #
"If thinking is like perce1v1ng, it must
be either a process in which the soul
is acted upon by what is capable of being
thought, or a process different from but
- analogous to that.  The thinking part of
the sgul must therefo;e be, while impassi-
ble /i.e. impassive (ana®t¢)/, capable of
receiving the form of an object; that is,
must be potentially identical in character ¢
- ,with its object without being\the object.
. Mind must be related to what 1s thinkable
as sense is to what is sen51ble [wcnep 0
aLc%ntuuou npOg T& auc&nta, oUTw TOV volv
- i nPOg T& vontqj”QU?_
There are, according to Aristotle, two distinct elements in
the ¢uyn . One is compared to6 a matter which is capable of
'becoming' anything because it is capable of receiving the form
of‘énything - the so-called passive mind; and the other is com-

pared to a cause, or agent, which is productivé of intelligi-
' 77

"aAnd in fact mind as we have described it
is what it is by virtue of becoming all -
thihgs, while there is another which is
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what it is by virtue of making all
things: this is a sort of positive
"state like light; for in a sense -
light makes potential colours into
actual colours. .
Mind in this sense of it is sepa-
rable, impassible, unmixed, since it
is in its essential nature activity
(for always the active is superior to
the passive factor, the originating
force to the matter which it forms)."

78

The process of cohceptuali?ation involves an inductiye
progression from particulars to universals. The process in-
volves the exercise of two distinct faculties: sensation,
which is directed towards particulars in the external world,
and ‘'knowledge' which apprehends the universal conce it has
been established.

"...the objects that excite the sensory
powers to activity, the seen, the heard,
&c., are outside. The actual ground of
this difference is that what actual sen-
dation apprehends is individuals, while
what knowledge apprehends is universals,
and these are in a sense within the soul.
That is why a man can exercise his know-
N ledge when he wishes, but his sensaticn
does not depend upon himself - a sensible
object must be there."79

The three identifiable functioné~in the process of the
separation of the ferm from the matter of the objéct in the
external world are the proper operationé of the 'lower powers'
of the ¢€Eﬁ-. Human thought involves, at its lower end, the
reception, representation and recollection of éense-impressions.
Sensation‘ig directed towaéds particulars as its objects,
whereas the object of knowledge is not the sensible and parti-
cular in the ‘external world, but rather the universal in the
$uxh. The act of know;ng essentially involves the apprehension
of the universal which is not a thing and which cannot be grasped
through sensation although sensation is a necessary condition

fdr the acquisition of the universal.
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We have already seen in the text of the Posterior Analytics
80

quoted earlier ~ that universals are not perceived in theé act

of sensation. In other words, the 'what' of the objects;Q§
sense are not directly revealed through sensation. But, as a
result of_exposure to a certain number of particulars of a given
kind, there arises a concept (the universal) which is a syétem-
atization of the particular images' and, included in the compre-
hension of the universai are all of those features which all of
the particulars have in common. The universal 1s commensurable
with its particulars because it is specifically identical with
each one of them. As Aristotle says:

"...out of sense perception comes to be

what we call memory, and out of fre-

quently repeated memories of the same

thing develops experience; for a number

of memories constitute a single experi-
“ence . "81

In this same chapter, Aristotle calls the universal, (which we
may suspect is the single expefiende referred to above), a

"...one beéside the many which is a single identity within them

all...",82 and says that the universal is "...now stabilized
in its entirety within the soul..."83 It should be noted,
however, that there is a text which reads: "...though the act

of sense perception is of the particular, its content is uni-

versal - is man, for.example, noct the man Callias."84

Viewed
in the light of Posterior Analytics, I, 31, 87b28-35, this

text seems recalcitrant in that it does not appear to subsdribe

to Aristotle’'s earlier assertion that universals are not grasped
in sense perception. .
. To clarify this problem, we should recall the notion that

a universal can be predicated of many subjects. The universal

1s not something that is 'in' particulars, but rather it is a
'single experience' which arises from repeated exposure to par-

ticulars and is contained in the ¢uyf. I believe that what
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- Aristotle is referring to in Posterior Analytics, II, 19, 100a

17-bl is the intelligible content of the perception and not the
sensible content. The sensible content of the sense perception
is 'Callias', the intelligible cogpént is 'man'. To know that
this particular object 'Callias' is a man, one has to be able

to predicate 'man' of Callias. But to do this, one must already
have acquired the universal in the way I have outlined, other-
wise we would be obliged to maintain tha%, for the universal to
manifest itself in sense perception, it is somehow 'in' the
“particular, and as we have seen in Chapter III, no universal is
a substance or is 'in' a substance. This notion is in line

with what Aristotle says in the De Interpretatione to the effect
that:

"Some things are universal, others in-
dividual. By the term 'universal' I
mean what is of such a nature as to be
predicated of many subjects, by 'indi-
vidual' that which is not thus predi-
cated. Thus 'man' is a universal, 'Cal-
lias' an indiv_idual,"85

Before leaving this discussion of the process of coming
to know the universal, there is a further observation to make
and it is one that touches the nature of 'scientific knowledge'.

"...every science Es thought to be capable
of being taught, and its object of being
learnéd. And all teaching starts from
what 1is already Xknown, as we maintain in _
the Analytics /i.e. Post. An., I, 1, 7lal/
also; for it proceeds sometimes through
induction and sometimes by syllogism. Now
induction is the starting point which know-
ledge even of the, universal presupposes,
while syllogism proceeds from universals.
There are therefore starting-points from
which syllogism proceeds, which are not
reached by syllogism; it.is therefore by
induction that they are acquired."86 »

We shall return to the significance of this point for the ge-
neral theory of categories, i.e. that the syllogism, or logic,

proceeds from antecedently acquired universals, later.

™~ )
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Up to now, we have reviewed the means by which the ¢uyh,
5perating through the prgans'of sensation, acquires sense-im-
pressions, the empirical starting-point of the process of con-
ceptualization. We have seen that the sense-impression is re-
preseﬁted-in the ¢uy® as an image, and that images are retained
by the faculty of memory. The persistence of images in man's
memory is what enables him to systematize his .images into uni-
versal concepts. Whether the universals 'species' and 'genus'
mark the end of the process of conceptualization remains to be
seen. A

In the interval, we shall turn to a highly important dis-
tinction between forms and universals. So far, we have talked
about sense-impressions derived through sensatidﬁ, and we need
to be clearer now about what is separated from the external

object, and what importance this can have for the theory of
categories.



4, The Difference Between Forms and Universals.
N

Let us begin our attempted clarification of this issue by
formulating the-broblem as Aristotle might have seen it. 1In
theé first place, he spent the formative years of his intellec-
tual development in Plato's Academy and thus, willingly or not,
he became the heir to a whole tradition involving ijzﬁéptual
frameworks that were, in large measure, uncqQngenia o his

realistic and empirical temperament. In particular, the ante

rem theory of universals must have struck him as fantastic.

In an important step towards the elaboration of his own philo-

sophy, Aristotle discarded Plato's separated Intelligible Forms,

and replaced them with forms that are 'in' physical things.

This form has ‘a dual purpose: on the one hand, it is that by

. 212
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which the thing is constituted as a eingular existent object,
a 'this' and, on the other hand, it contains a principle by
which the object can be known. In every substance, what makes
X be a 'this' i.e. a particular, must also be that by whlch X
is defined and therefore that by which x is knowable.

"x is 186 tL, if it is both (a} sin- -
gular and so signifiable by 'this'

and (b) possessed of a universal na-

ture, the name of Whlch is an answer

to the questlon t{ €0TL in the cate-

gory of oucLa, in other words x is a

npdtn ovola. It is a 'designated some-
what' - a placed and dated specimen of
some deflnable and substantial nature

or kind. :

Without this dual purpose form, nothing would be what it is,
nor would it be intelligible. That things are what they are

and are knowable is clear when we reflect on the experience of

know1ng. Thus, the form has an ontological function in that,
along with matter, it is co-constitutive of the Oobjeéct in its
extramental reality; the form has also an eplistemological func-
tion in that it contains a principle of knowability.

What difference, if any, is there between a form and a uni-
versal? Just as all cats are animals, but not all animals are
cats, all universals are forms, but no; all} forms are universals.
Prior to its separetion, the form is 'in' the object of sensa-
tion, it is a co-constitutive principle of the object. Because
the Aristotelian theory of knowledge is_dependent upon the forms
separated through sensation, knowledge depends upon the real.

In other words, the world precedes knowledge of the world. Aas
Aristotle says:

.Sensation is surely not the sensation
of itself, but there is somethlng beyond
the sensation, which must be prlor to the
sensation; for that which moves is prior



in nature to that which is moved, -and
if they are correlative terms, this is
no less the case."88

To the extent that the form, prior td separation, is ontologi-
cally 'in' the thing, it exists indépendently outside of the
mind. When the form is sephrated from the object and conveyed
to the ¢uyn through sensation, the‘separated,form is specifi-
cally identical to, though numerically diffgrent from, the
form of the;objeét. When, throﬁgh the‘proéess of coming to
know the universal described above, a multiplicity of indivi-
dual forms in the ¢uyf}, represented as the images of particu-
89 are synthesizéd and elevated to the‘sta#us of a uni-
versal concept, the universal is.present in the Quy#H . Thus,
the form is first 'in' the thing, then as a:particular-image

lars,

in the ¢uxd, and finally, the images in the ¢uy# give rise to
the universal which is never anywhere but in the ¢uyf . While
it is true that all universals are forms, forms are not uni-
versals in disquise. The 'universal' as 'concept' is contras-
ted in the ¢uyn with the 'particular form' as 'image'. The
concept is 'constructed' out of a plurality of- perceptions,
or images. In consequence, the universal, once stabilized in
the ¢uyx”] does attain a kind of 'isolation', but we would do
well to remember that the universal, or concept, as a unity,
is more contingent than is commonly realized. 1In other words,
if the particular images did not exist in the ¢uy%, then nei-
ther would the universal. The particular images in tuin are
dependent upon the ontological individuals of which they ére,
the images. This vigw‘is in line with the. doctrine of the

Categories whith stafes that "...if the primary substances did
not exist it would be impossible for any of the other things
to exist."90 By 'the other things', we may understand secodé

dary substances and the nine non-substance categories. . The

U
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point is that there is an analogy between the dependence of
species and genera on primary spbstances and the dependence

of universals on particular images. Accerdingly, to speak of
Aristotle's 'in re tﬁeory‘of universals' is dangerous and mis-
leading if it is understood to imply that Aristotle believed
that universals have an existence outside of‘the mind in things.
It wéﬁld be more accurate to say that Aristotle has -an in re
theory of forms. The not infrequent confusion on this point
stems, it seems, from a failure to distinguish properly bet-
ween forms and universals.

The notion that there is a clear distinction to be made
between forms and universals cuts across the earlier Aristo-
telign distinction in the Categories between primary and se- -’
condary substance. Ross says that

.while primary substance is for him
[Arlstotle/ the most real thing, se-
condary substance, and in particular
the infima species, is the central
point of his logic. For logic is the
study of thought, and that which the
individual contains over and ‘above its
specific nature is due to the particu-
lar matter in which it is embodied, and
thus eludes thought. 1In so far as they ‘ )
can be known, the members of'hn\Lnflma

Eecmes are identical, and it is only
those properties of them which flow from
their specific nature that can be grasped
by science."

According to Ross, the only aspect of an individual that can
be grasped scientifically is its specific nature, or essence,
and that this is of the nature of a universal, so that what is

known is not the individual qua individual, but the individual

qita capable of universalization through the conceptual sepa- 5\
ration of its essential form. But, recalling Hamelin's phrase
92

that "...c'est sur un individu que roule la métaphysique...",
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we are left to grapple with Tricot's gésertion that the indi-
vidual is neither knowakle, nor real.93 |
If to be real is to be a concrete individual (a <é8e <Tu).
and if Tricot is right in saying that an individual ‘is neither
knowable nor real, then what becomes of Hameliﬁ{g statement
that metaphysics runs on the individual? And the problem be-
comes even worse when we consider the disjunction that is in-
troduced between the real and the knowable. In other words,
if the more concrete and individual something is the less in-
telligible it becomes, then the converse would appear to be
true also, i.e. the more intelligible something is the more it
is universal,_and the less it is real. At this point, if we
are right inhassuming that this is how Tricot has read Aristo-
tle, then it becomes difficult to see in what respect there is
any real difference between Plato .and Aristotle. Given that
some such conclusion as this may be just what Tricot is aiming
at, we must see if this thesis will bear investigation. In
general, Aristotle's metaphysics has, as one of its objects,
the study of those parﬁicular questions relating to 'being'
which do not fall under the purview of the so-called special
sciences. Of specific interest is the notion of 'being gqua
being'. In Chapter III, we outlined the special relation-

ship between the notion of 'being' and substance94

so it would
serve no useful purpose to repeat thét discussion here. The
fundamental point is that substance is the highest manifesta-
tion of ’be‘ing',.g-5 and therefore metaphysics, in its study of
'being', cannot ignore the problem of substance as known. What
is at stake is that if Tricot is right, then the view that a
purpose of Aristotle's metaphysics is the scientific sﬁudy of
'being', particularly as 'being” manifests itself in concrete

individual substances, is wrong. And more than this, that



the content of Aristoteliadn metaphysics is thereby rendered if
not meaningless, then certainly more problematic than is com-
monly realized. | ' -

Now, I, for one, take Aristotle seriously when he ascri-
bes ontological primacy to the concrete individual substance:

"...that which is called a substance
most strictly, primarily, and most
of all - is that which is neither
sald of a subject nor in a subject,
e.g. the individual man or the indi-
vidual horse."96

If we make a preliminary pass at this problem by asking
the gquestion: Which is the more excellent reality, the thing
(as a concrete particular 'this'), or the universal?, then
there is no doubt as to what Plato would.answer. For him, the

universal (Intelligible Form)} is by far the more excellent of

the two. This, then, cannot also be Aristotle's position, that

is if we assume that Aristotle is not a Platonist. The alter-
native is to argue that for Aristotle, the thing is the more
excellent reality. The whole point of Aristotle's criticism
of the Intelligible Forms is that they lack explanatory power
on the metaphysical and epistemological levels. On the meta—
physical level, to argue that things exist and are what they
are on account of their 'participation' in the 'Forms' is not
very satisfying. In his account of this notion in the Meta-
Ehxsics,g7

notion of 'participation' means, and he politely implies that

Aristotle appears to have no idea as to what the

the Platonists haven't either, he says that "...what the. par-
ticipation or the imitation of the Forms could be they left

' w98 Thus, it is dif¥fcult to understand the
metaphysical relationship between the Intelligible Eorms and

and open question.

physical objects.. : .
But if the metaﬁhysical problem raised by the theory of

-
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Forms is bad, the epistemological problem is even worse. Wé
have already seen that, for Aristotle, knowledge is of univer-
sals. This is not far removed from Plato's view, but the ra-
dical distinction is that Plato's universals are separate from
the things they are-the universals of, and the only wéy of es-

- tablishing a connection between them is through the theory of

reminiscence. Thus for Plato, there are two worlds: one physi-
cal, composed of fleeting objects being generated and corrup-
ted of which no stable knowledge is possible; and one intelli-
gible, populated by stable, eternal, and supremely intelligi-
ble Forms. The two worlds are tenuously connected metaphysi-
cally through the doctrine of participation, and epistemolo-
gically throdgh the doctrine of reminiscence. Aristotle, on
the contrary, had only one world which was both real and in-
telligible, so that the ground of intelligibility‘cannoﬁ be
other than the ground of the real and, for Aristotle, this -’
common ground is the form. , ,

The hylomorphic theory states that the thing (the physi-
cal object) is a compound of both matter and form,99 so -that

the form,.as it exists in the thing, has an ontological func-

- tion in that with matter, it is cg-constitutive of the 'being'

of the thing. From Chapter III we recall that Aristotle had
concluded that substance (ovcia) in its highest sense is the
form, or essence {(td t( ﬁv.EIvaL) which is a refinement of the
earlier view thatoﬁciq is a 'this' (188 7T.). Clearly, t68¢e
v and to T ﬁu glvar are not identical because the 188t TL
also contains matter which the essence qua essence does not.
This circumstance has led to the commoh conclusion that tHe
essence, as universal, is knowable, ﬁhile the 'this', as par-

ticular, is not. The problem, then, is to explain how meta-

:physics can deal with the 'most“real’' individual and still be
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called knowledge. As was noted earlier, a thing must_gé before
it can be known, further, nothing can be without being something.
What makes it be something is its essence.. So to be a 'this',

a thing has to have an essence. The essence and the thing of
which it is the essence are thus involved in a mutually bene-
ficial relationship. On the one hand, the matter of the 'this'
is what particulqrizes the essence and gives it an ontological

status it would not otherwise have, (Aristotle's forms are 'in'
things and not separate from them); on the other hand, the es-
sence provides the 'this' with its 'whatness' - it is the 'some-
thing' without which the 'this' would not be anything.

Drawing from the doctrine of predication and inherence,
the 'this' as a concrete particular individual cannot be pre-
dicated of anything, but the  essence can be predicated of it.
In fact, not only the name of the essence, but also its defi-
nition, is predicable of the 'this'. In the case of Socrates,
he is called a man because his essence is 'man', and the name
and the definition of the essence are predicable of Socrates,
and not just of Socrétes, but of every other member of the spe-
cies 'man'. In terms of the form (essencé), the férm of each
human being is identical with the form of every other one, a

fact which continues to hold even at the level of infimae spe-

cies. What makes a man be male is precisely the same princi-
ple that accounts for the 'maleness' of every other male, and
similarly for females. 1If we remained strictly at the level
aof form-in infimae species, no male or female would, or could,
be distinguished from any other. As particulars, they would

be logically indiscriminable. But all humans come equipped

with other things besides their forms, and this is the net-
work of inherents, the accidents which are grouped according

to the nine non-substance categories. It is not required,
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eithgr.universally or necessarily, thqt a person have these
particular inherents and not others, bAt it is necessary that
he have some. For example, in general, it is a matter of com-
‘pPlete indifference that some particular object have this colour,
but it is necessary that it have colour. And at this point,

an interesting development occurs. According to the theory of"
Predication and inherence, something is truly said of another
if it is the genus or species of that of which it is predica-
ted. Colour is like knowledge in that it is one of the few
genera which can be said to inhere. (T say 'geﬁé;ad on the as-
sumption that red, green, blue, and so on, are 'species' of

the 'genus' colour, and that the same analogy holds for know-
ledge and its brances). Colour, then, is 'in' Socrates, but

is not predicable of him, because colour is not what Socrates
is. However, colour, although inhering in Socrates is, at the
same time,‘predicable of the brown in his hair, the white in
his skin, and the blue in his eyes. In Arfistotle's example,
"...knowledge is in a subject, the soul, and is also said of
w100 With respect to 'man’
however, the form (essence) is only 'predicable', it is not

a subjéct, knowledge-of-grammar.

'in'. The conclusion to which the doctrine of the Categories
impels us is that if the form is only predicable and never in-
herent, then it hust be a secondary substance, i.e. it must be
the species or genus of the thing of which it is predicated.

In the case of 'man', the definition of the species arises from

the combination of the genus 'animal' and the specific differ-‘
ence 'rational', thus the definition of the species 'man' is
'rational animal'. This is the nature Ehat all men have in
common, but all men nevertheless remain indi;idua;s. What makes
them be individuals is the form particﬁlarizéd by matter, but
let it be remembered that we are talking about knowing that this
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‘ 1nd1v1dual belongs to the species 'man', and unless a connec-
tion can be éstablished by the- ux1. between the individual and
its species, then no knowledge of it will be possible beyond

- the crude statement éhat whatever it is, it exists. The human
race would not have come as far as it has if the most we could
do was to wander around, pointing at things, and saying: "It
exists. ‘ |

- -~

In the case of man (thé‘species), each individual member
of the species possesses his own form which, although logically

indiscriminable from the form of any other man, is nevertheless
individuated by his own particular matter. Now, although it
has been said thaﬁ Aristotle's forms are 'in' things, the form
‘of the individual man is not 'in' him in the same way that his
accidents ere 'in' him. In other words, the accidents inhere
in a particular man's substance, whereas the form is, along

with matter, co-constitutive of a man's substance. It is a

man's matter which constitutes him as a particular individual,
and it is his form which constitutes him as a recognizable
member of a ¢learly defined species. :To arrive at the uhiver-
sal conception of the species 'man', we separate the form of
every man we have met in our experience. The ¢uyf, operates -on
#these fofms and produces a concept, the content of which is
more general - than the ¢ontent offa particular image, since the
image of this particular man is singular and determinate. and
refers only to what it is the' image of. The general notion of
species, however, does not refer to one individual only, but
is predlcable of all members of that species. The concept of

the species f

man' includes in its comprehension all of those es-
sential features which &dll men have in common. It is important
to bear in mind that the general notion, the 'concept', is not

something that we encounter in the exterhal world, it is only

&



a4 mental const%:§t. It @des, howeverrwhave an extra-mental
corresgondent i%
cular form, and others like it, which provides the 'material'
out of which the universal is 'made’'. The generalized notion
is commensurately_uniwversal because it is specifically identi-
cal with, though numerically different from, the partlcular
forms lncluded in 1ts*exten510n.

“The universal, upon which scientific
knowledge is based, is...for Aristo=
tle something that is .identical
each of the singulgrs in turn. That-

. 1is why it can be predicated of each
~ of them. That is why you may say, for
' instance, that Socrates is a man, ‘and
Callias is a man, and Coriscus is a
man, and every other human individual
is a man. Each of these is severally
a "man," and "man," while a unitary
whole, is each of them in turn. Each
of the singular things instantiates
one and the same universal. In each
instantiation there is, each tlme, but
one real object, able to be regarded
in two different ways. In one way it Z
is regarded as singular, in other
way it is regarded as universal."l0l

t

(20 the extent that the form and the universal aré‘speci—

'ficadly identical, they share a 'common nature', and while it

is -true, as Owens notes, that the -doctrine of common natures

was primarily agmediaeval concern following Ibn Sind, it is
Y QE

not unlikely that ‘the notion was latent in Aristotle. 102 As

Owens says:

"The same object, according to the Stagi-
rite, 1s known in two different ways.

In so far ag it is known actually, it

is individudl. In so far as it gives
knowledge #hat can be applied to other
individuals, it causes the indefinite

and potential way of knowing‘'that is cal-
led the universal. It is the same nature
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the particular foxm because it is the parti- -
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that is found in both ways, namely as
individual and as universal, and so is
common to both....The acceptance of
the common nature need not mean setting
up a twilight zone between thought and
reality, between the subject of logic
and the subject of metaphysics. Rather
it means that the same common nature
has a twofold being, being in reality.
and being in the human mind. As it
exists in the real world, it is found
only in individuals, and exhibits the
characteristics that allow it to be
treated of by the physical sciences: and
by metaphysics. .As it exists in th
- mind it presents in its intelligibTe’
aspects the specific and generic grades,
the higher grades predicable of the
lower, and all predicable of the indi-
vidual substance. In this way it-offers

N ' a subject for logical treatment like
/r‘ that found ln the Prior and Posterior
Analztlcs

Should it be objected that it is anachronistic to attempt
to read into Aristotle what was essentially a mediaeval deve-
lop@eqt, it oughtLto be remembered that much of mediaeval phi-
losophy was concerned with problems of existence, whereas Aris-
totle was more concernéd witggthe problem of knqﬁledge. If we
keep these two considerations separate, we will minimize the
" risk of distorting the doctrine of commeon natures as it may be
said to apply to Aristotle's episte@oloéy;

"The mediaevals faced the issue in an
existential framework. The same na-
ture had a twbfold existence, in rea-
lity and in the mind, and so of itself
neither existence belonged to it. Ac-
cordlngly neither SLngularlty, which
conditioned its existence in reallty,
nor universality, which conditioned
its existence in intellection, pertained
to it in itself. Of itself it was nei-
ther individual nor universal, but took
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on these condltlons only in the one or
the other existence. This existential
framework cannot historically be read
back inte Aristotle.- The Stagirite's:
explanation is given wholly in terms

of actuality and potentiality within a
formal (as contrasted with existential)
order - the one Aristotelian term eidos
serves for the object of both the po—
tential knowledge given by the "species”
and the actual knowledge by way of "form."
Of - itself the Aristotelian form is actual.
It is multiplied by matter and thereby
assumes singularity; it is able to give
universal knowledge of the other singu-
lars in which it may be found, and so

is potentially universal. The conclusion
that of itself it is neither singular nor
universal is not drawn in Aristotle."

Indeed,

"It is not at all a question of attribu-
ting to the common nature an existence
outside the particular and outside the
universal, but rather of maintaining
that it is the same common nature that
has existence either as an individual
in reality or as universal in the intel-
lect. 1In any case there has to be some
object that metaphysics and logic touch
in common..."105

This, in my view, is the heart of the matter. What logic
‘and metephysics touch in common is, effectively, the form. Out-
side of the mind, the form joins with matter to constitute the
physical object;in its ontological reality, and in this way,
the form is constitutive of ﬁhe 'thing' which is the object of
the phy51cal sciences and metaphy51cs But there is dlso the
process of knowing to be considered. In this case, the form
of the sensible object is separated from its matter and appears
in the ¢uxn as a particular image. The particular form, as

© image, is specifically identical to,'though numerically dif-
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fefént from, the form of the object. When this form-as-image
is synthesized with others of the same kind, what results is
the concept or universal. It remains true that nothing can

be known scientifically, i.e. universallf and necessarily, ex-
cept through the mediation of the universél'concept} and .it is
also true that the form outside of the mind remains a basis

of the reality of thé‘individual. For Arlstotle s epistemology

to remain both realistic and empirical, he must assert that
the act of sensatlon, in which the form is separated, involves
no falsification of either the reality or its .intelligible na-
ture. Finally, for the individual to be known through the me-
diation of the universal, there must be a sense in which the
universal is identical with the forms out of which it is 'con-
structed', and so there is. -

As was seen above, the form possessed by lnd1v1duals at
the level of species are logically indiscriminable. They all
possess their essential characteristics universally and neces-
sarily; no man can be more or less a man than any other, and
in terms of the form of each, no man can be distinguished from
another. If we were to confine our analysis simply to essen-
tial form, it would, for example, be impossible to tell the
difference between Woody Allen and Ronald Reagan, and since
differences between them do exist, we must inquire on what le-
vel thesé are Eo_be found: I think that Rodier points in the
right direction when he says:

"Il vy a des degrés dans la réalité:
l'espéce, par exemple, 3 laquelle

il ne mangue plus que ées caracté-
res accidentels pbur é&tre un indi-
vidu, - 1l*homme, auquel il ne mangue
que l'addition de telle,taille ou

de telle couleur pour &tre Callias
ou Socrate, — est une partie et
peut-é&tre la principale, de la ré-
alité de Callias ou Socrate."106
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According to Rodier, what does make men distinguishable from
each other is not their substance (as form), but their acci-
dents. Indeed, any comparative description of Woody Allen

and Ronald Reagan would probably begin by completely ignor&dg\\
the fact that they are both men. To be sure,rthet is what
they both are, but that is not what is g01ng to enable us to
distinguish them qua men. The descrlptlon, then, wiTl have

to consider the network of inherents, the ontological deter-.
~minations which beloﬁg to*each as particular men individuated
by matter, and not to them as members of the speéies "man’.

As the comparative descrlptlon began and progressed, an inter-
estlng developrent would begin to emerge: on the one hand, we .
would find that the more accidental determinations we could
find for each, the more complete the list of differences would
become, and, in a manner of speakifig, the more real they would
become; but on the other hand, we would soon realize that inso-
far as a description is concerned, the network of inhérents is
virtually-inexhaustible. From this circumstance, two related
facts arise: first, that any coherent account or deecription
of a thing must begin with its species along with a brief
sketch of such of its accidents as allow it to be distinguished
from ancther individual of the same species; and, second,

that any descrlptlon of a thing, given to a person td whom the
species of the thlng is unknown, solely in terms of .a list of
accidents, would be meaningless no matter how exhaustive it
~attempted to be.

It will be recalled that in éhapter IT we devoted a con-
siderable amount of space to the distinction between substance
and accidents. - To recapitulate'briefly, substance, because it
is possessed of a form which is identical for all members of
its species, is intelligible. On the strength of ocur know-

ledge of the species, we can make certain predictions about
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its members even if they, qua individuals, are unknown to us.
In short, form is of the nature of the universal and necessary,
and because of this, it is accessible to scientific analysis.
The same is not true of accidents. '

"Accidents are, on the one hand, in-.
capable of science because, occurring
neither always nor for the most part,
they are not necessarily relevant to
any particular thing; and, on the.other
hand, are not capable of belng pointed
to as a !'this' They alone are ?ro-
perly 'present in a subject.'"l

The sad fact about accidents is that their greatest’sfrength
is their greatest weakness. Their strength is that they func-
tion ontologically in a manner inseparable from the substance
in which they inhere, and their purpose is to make the Substancg
{in the case of ’dﬁap) to be not just 'a man', but this man,
distinguished from all others by his height, weight, age, colour,
other physical peculiarities and/or deformities. It is not ac™
cidenﬁal that all men are rational (congenital defects and phy~-
sical injury notwithstanding), but the specific 'form' that ra-
tionality ﬁay take in the concrete_instance'ig'éccidental. -For
example, one man may be sensitive ﬁo.music, kegnly interested
in the manipulation of language, and a competent amateur poet;
another man may be fascinated by science and the quantitative
aspect of reality and be characterized by a marked mathematical
ability. No one would say that one of these men is more rational
than another, it is simply that the spécific rationality of each
manifests itself in a different way. These characteristics
and a multitude of others vary from person to person and, al-
though as I said earlier, they serve to make people vividly
distinct from each other and consequently more interésting, the
weakness in the network of lnherents is that they are, as their

name implies, SFbaccidental' . To put the matter another way, any
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expectant mother is in a strong position to make certain pre-
dictions about her unborn child provided that she restricts
herself to an enunciation of essential characteristics which

are universal and necessary for all people. For instance, (all
things being equal), she would be correct in predicting that -
her child will belong to the species 'man', and in consequence
that he will be a rational, social, and political animal, that
he will be capaple of abstract thought, that he will be able

to manipulate language intelligibly, and so on, What the mother
cannot predict are the accidents that will inhere in her child;
whether, for example, he will be tall or short, fat or thin,
freckled, bald, or hyperactive. The irony is ﬁhat these very
characteristics which serve to 'complete' and differentiate

the scientifically knowable infima'species are, themselves,
scientifically unknowable.

It is commonly thought that since there is no science of
accidents, that the mind has no access to them beyond the level
of sensory cognition. It we attempt to, take our knowledge of
accidents beyond what is simply given in sensation, then the
stage is set for some interesting speculation. We have already
seen that knowledge of particulars in the category of substance,
for example, 'this man', is achieved through the mediation of
the universal concept 'man' which is predicable essentially of
all of the particulars included in its extension. _The parti-
cular individual man is. known because the form which is co-
constitutive of his 'being' is specifically identical to, though
numerically different from, the form which is éeparated by the
:¢uxﬁ and grasped as a particular image which, along with others
of éhe same ‘kind, constitutes the extension of the universal
concept. The question is: Can particular accidental determin-
ations of substance themselves give rise to a universal through
the mediation of which they could be known? An example would
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help to clarify my meaning.

Let us take the case of a person we are meeting for the
first time. [ Through sensation, the ¢uyfq separateé the form
and judges that this form contains, in its particularity, ﬁil
of the essential features which we have antecedently detefmined
to be present in all of the other individuals of the same kind
encountered in our experience.  This man, ‘then, altholigh par- . -
ticular, has a form with a nature amenable to universalization,
and hence, knowable under a universal concept. But what of
his accidents, namely his coclour, size, weight, and so on?
Clearly they cannot be totally unkowable or we would ﬂot know
them. How, then, could this phenomenon be explained? We. must,
first of éll.distinguish what we mean by.the term 'knowledge'.

Aristotle insists that knowledge is of universals.108

In ge-—
neral, we tend to think of particulars as concregte physical
objects except on those occasions when we are thinking about
a particular form which is present in the ¢uyn unsubsumed un-
der a universal concept. Particulars and universals are not
th&-same, but the fact remains that no particular can be known
except through the mediation of a universal. When Aristotle
talks about knowledge, he usually means 'scientific knowledge',
i.e. knowledge which considers essential relations and views
its objects in the light of universality and necessity. To
this type of knowledge, we may oppoée 'knowledge by sense’;
this type contrasts with 'knowledge by intellect' in thatfies-hs\HU/
object is not the form taken universally, but rather the par-
ticular ontological determination(s) of a substance.

If scientific knowledge is of universals, then an inter-
esting question naturally arises: Are individuals unknowable
because they are not universals? This guestion leads us back

to an earlier problem, viz., that particular substances

-
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are the hlghest manlfestatlons of 'the real', but knowledge is
of the unlversal .and not of the particular. The problem seems
to be that that which is most real is, on account of its par-
ticularity, least knowable. -And the central concern of this
Section is tg:try to determine in what sense the world, com-

~

posed of a . multitude of particular substances, can he said to
‘be both real and knowable. Rodier makes several 1nterest1ng
Moves towards a clarification of this problem:

s - "Si la réalité substantielle: est tou-
jours, d'aprds Aristote, le plus
particulier, comment, a-t-on demandé, .
peut-il soutenir gqu'il n'y a de sci-
ence gque du genéral" Faudrait-il
donc renoncer d croire que la science
ait 1'ovola pour objet? Remarquons
tout d'abord gque la formule. il n'y a

- de science que du général n'a pas
pour Aristote, comme elle pouvait
l'avoir aux yeux de Socrate, sinon
de Platon, la valeur 4'un principe.
Le véritable objet de la science,
d'apr@s lui, c'est non pas le général,
mais le nécessaire, et s'il est, en
méme temps, gé&néral, c'est gue la né&-
cessité implique la généralité. L'uni-
versel, dans la science, n'a de valeur
que parce gu'il sert 3 ré&véler un lien
nécessaire de causalité....Mais, dira-
t-on, substituer la nécessité 3 la gé-
néralité dans la définition de la sci-
ence, ce n'est ‘point résoudre le prob-
léme. Il reparaftra lmmédlatement sous
cette forme: la réalité&, 1'oUcia la plus
compléte, est individuelle: or il n'y a
pas de science de l'individu."109

.

He continues,

...1l1 faut se rappeler pourquci il n'y a
pas science de l'individu. Ce n'est pas
parce qu'il est individuel; c'est parce
gqu'il y a en lui dé la contingence. §'il
se trouvait des choses individuelles des-
-quelles toute contingence f{it exclue, elles
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seraient objets de science. En fait,

il ¥y en a: ce sont les astres; de méme
aussi, 1'olola supréme, qui est peut-

étre la seule individualité& absolue,

et en gqui la contingence n'a aucune

place. Mais il n'en est pas de méme

pour les choses sensibles, pour celles

du moins qui constituent le monde sub-
lunaire. 1Ici, il n'y a pas de science

de 1'individu, parce que les caractéres
qui, dans 1l'individu sensible, viennent
s'ajouter 3 la forme spécifigque sont tous
fortuits et accidentels; en sorte que le
dernier sujet qui puisse y @tre scienti-
figquement connu, c'est l'espé&ce, derniére
chose ol la nécessité se manifeste. Il
reste vrai qu'd mesure que la science
devient plus gé&nérale et plus abstraite,
elle a pour objet des substances de moins
en moins substantielles, de plus en plus
pauvres et gu'en méme temps, d'aprés Aris-
tote, elle devient de plus en plus exacte.
Mais cela tient, non plus aux choses en
elles-mémes, mais & notre fagon de les
" connalitre. Si, 3 mesure gue son objet
devient plus simple et plus gé&néral, notre
science. devient plus exacte, il ne s'en-
suit pas que cet objet gagne en valeur on-
.tologique, tout au contraire. Les mathé-
matiques, par exemple, portent sur des ré-
alités appauvries et partielles. Seules
l'astronomie et la théologie atteignent
des choses %lﬁa fois individuelles et né- N
cessaires.”

What Rodier points out with admirable clarity is that what -
makes substantial partigpléfs scientifically unknowable is not
the fact that they a&e individual, but the fact that they are
tied to matter, therefore contingent, therefore not necessary.
We shall return to this notion shortly, but for the moment,
let us cdhtinue with our example.

We have determined that the object before us is a man,
but a man established in his concrete particularity by a net-

work of inherents belonging to his matter. These accidents



232

can be classified accordin§ to éhe doctrine given in the Cate-
. gories, but in fact, everything about him can be subsumed un-
der the categories. For exémple, his body (organize& by its
form) beiongs to the first category - Substance. 1If we work
down the list of the non-substance categories, the following
considerations -may emerge: under Quantity, we may say that he
is numerically one; under'Quality, one of the richest categd4
ries, he may-de white, freckled, bald, thin, and so forth:
under Relation, he may be twice as big as x, But only half as
big as y, he is-a son, but hé may also be a brother, a husband,
a father, a cousin, and so on; further, the substance which -
he is is also occupying a certain Place at a certain Time.

The category of Position usually refers to the disposition of
the parts of the substance, thus he may bé:standing, sitting,

reclining, and so on, also, Position may refer to more than

the examples just given. In the case of battlefield manoceuvres,
we say that the contending armies have taken certain positions
which implies more ﬁhan that the individuals comprising these
armies are standing or sitting. In the category of State, or
'Having', we may use the obvious examples that the man is clo-
thed, armed, or shod, or we may also say that he is in a state
of readiness, despair, confusion, and so forth, the important
principles of actuality and potentiality also belong to this
category. In the category of Action, we may describe’what he
is doing; and under Passion, we may describe whqt is being done
to him. These then, are hypotheticai\sxamples of the descrip-~
tion of a substance under the modes of 'being' described by the
categories. ‘

It is, of course, totally unnecessary that the man have
any of the determinations enumerated above, including those
falling uqﬁég the headings of Substance and Relation. In other
words, he—doés not have"tm\be this man, provided that he is a



‘man; and he does not have to be these people's son, provided
that he is somebody's. What is indisputable is that any par-
ticular substance does not have to have these accideﬁtal de-
terminations provided that it has some accidéntal deternmina-
tions. The body does not have to be white,-broﬁn:'or black,s
provided that it~has colour: Up to this point,ife have been
arguing that scientific knowledge is of the uniwersal and ne-
cessary. Substances are particularly amenable to this type of
knowledge because the links to their species and genera are
knowl ed

see that kn

not because

univers nd necessary for all individual members of those

species genera, and scientific kndwledge is precisely the
bwledge of accidents is not possible scientifically,
bt is not universal, but because it is not, neces-
sary. Given tHY onsideration, it would be pointless to at-
tempt to demonstrgte t knowledge of accidents can be neces-
sary, but does this aléo rule out the possibility that know-
ledge of accidents can be universal? '
In what way could we say that knowledge of accidents can
be universal? Let us take colour as an example. In the case
of the man discussed above, we shall assume that his colour is
white. At once, several clarifications need to be recalled J
from Chapter II. 1In the first place, although his colour is
white, it does not have to be, he could easily have some other
colour. But, his pafticular colour is his own, it is not ca-
pable of existence apart from him, and as his colour, it is not
reproducible in any other substance. But, then again, we com-
monly make the assertion that x's colour is the same as y's.
This judgment does n6£ imply that x's coleour qua x's has been
reproduced in y. What the statement means, rather, is that if

we were to think of white as a genus, and the various shadings
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those necessary connections. By contrast, we also-



of white as its spec;es, then we could say that the white in x
'is of the same species as the white in y.lll The general prac-
tice, fhough, is to conceive'oi colour per se as the genus, and
the primary colours (red, blue, green, etc.) as the species.
This small point need not detain us. What is important is

that colour per se, or 'universal colour' can be called univer-
sal because it is predicable of every particular colour; Co-
lour belongs to the class of things described in the Categories

as both said of a subject and in a subject,112 i.e. it is in a-

subject, the body, and it is said of items lower down in its
own categorial tree, namely of all of those particular colours
to be found in the body. If particular colours were not capa—'
ble of universalization, then'colour'Eer‘se would not be a uni-
versal. And unless colour per se is a universal, then it can-
not be'p;edicatedAéf'particular colours. When Aristotle says.
' that "...per accidens sight .sees universal colour, because this
indiwvidual colour which it sees is colour..;“,113 I do not
think it probable that what he means is that per accidens sight
sees a universal, but rather that any particular colour grasped

in sensation is judged to belong to 'colour'.

It is interesting to note that the genus-species-infima ,
species relationship is operative at the level of Substance,\
but it may also in ‘a certain sense be said to be Qpé%ative on
the level of certain kinds of accidents. In the case of coiour,
we may argue that the genus is 'colour', a species of that ge-
nus is 'brown', and that-this pérticu;ar'shade ©of brown, as
found in this substance, is an infima species of the species

'brown'. When we recall that any species is predicable of its

members, we may assert that a man would not be what he is were

he not a member of the species 'man', aﬁd a colour would not

be what it is were it not 'colour'. The Emporﬁance of ;he speg
cies-member relatignship is that it permits the predication,
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not -only of the name, but also of the definition, of any mem-
"ber of the specxes. The genus ‘and species, as ontologically
dlstrlbuted 1n thelr members, permit the vehiculation of the
essence which: is what makes the member of the infima species

‘be what it.is; Now, there is no question that this relatign-
ship applies ost strlctly and prlmarlly to living organic sub~
stances, but-by analogy, it can also be read into the 635?3\\;
guiation'of certain eccidents. In other 4ords, the genus 'ani-
mal' is predicable of.the species 'man’, which in turn is pre-
dicable of the individual man:. By analogy, the genus 'colour'
‘is predicable of'.the species’“brown','whicﬁlin turn is predica-
. ble of the individual shade of brown. 'Coﬁsidered absolutely,
this relatlonshlp is universal and necessary, but the aspect
of necessity breaks down i dlately when. lt stops being con- '
sidered by the mind in cofceptually absolute terms and is 'trans-
ferred' to tﬁe real order.. cIn physical substances, the genus

'colour' is not a universal and necessary predicable, it is

only an inherent. Though, while colour .28s ;genus, is always
'in' the body, the partlcular species and infimae species which

lt,exhlblts‘;n the body.may, and do, change. -A sunburn can
turd white sKin red, and then brown. Thus, the species and
infimae species of the genus 'colour' are totally at the mercy
of the substance, because they belong to the matter of the su@Es
stance, and matter i%s '‘changeable and corruptible. To be sure,

there will always bé a genus-species-infima species relation-

ship among the colours. in the body, hence the universality, .

but because the particulas colours that may be 'in' the body

at any given time are constantly subject to change,” the neces-

sity of the relationships in the concrete is lost. |
In the {inel analysis, we conclude that accidents are know-

able because they are capable of universalization, thig is the

aspect that they have in common with scientific knowledge. What
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prevents them fro;—;haring in the full nature of scientific
knowledge is not that they are particular, 6r individual, but
that they are accidental in ‘the sense of not hecessary. The
Prime Mover and the astral inﬁelligences are knowable scienti-
fically, though they are 1ndlv1duals, prec15ely because there
is no contlngency in them. Where there is contingency,’there

" is no nece551ty.- Thus, it 1s somewhat misleading to assert
that sub-lunar 1ndlv1duals, whether substantidl or non—substan-
tial, are unknowable, they are 51mply unknowable sc1ent1f1cally-
under <he aspect of ne22551ty

To rgﬁggi a distinction made in .Chapter III, we may say
that it i$ ovola as t68e TL in which the non-substance cate-
gories inhere; but;ahat makes the T68e TL be what it is is its
essence (10 Tl v sfvaL) which is transmitted to the-166e‘1Lby
its species,aahd the non-substance categories do not inhere.in
subétance taken as essence. Substance as 1665 Tt is the basis
of the metaphysical reallty of the thlng, and substance as To

- t{ fiv elvar 1is only a basis for the metaphysical reality of

the 166e T, the other being matter. The 8 T fiv eivaL must
be -a genuine metaphysical ?rinciple otherwise it could not en-
ter into the constitution of the real thing, but it must also,
as part of its nature, contain something that is separable and
universalizable,'otherwisé it would not be able tswserve as the
basis of the 1ntelllg1blllty of the real. Thus, the difference
between forms and universals (1 e. on the eplstemologlcal level)
is the difference between particular images and universal con-
cepts; and, on a metaphysical level, the difference between a
particular thing and its Species. The species—mémber relation-
“ship is extremely important to:the process of concept formation,
particulZ;ly in the case of the knowledge of substance. But,
.we have a particular interest in trying to see if the same type

of species-member relationship is operative at the level of

S



237

accidents.
As stated earlier, the purpoée of this chapter is to con-.
sider the notion of categories not just as metaphysical prin-

ciples, or logical classifications, but as the 'highest uni-
R Chapter III, we took a
long look at the most important category, substance, anq we

versals of a pluralist system.

found that the term oUoc{a has a number of different meanings
and applications depending updn the context in which it is
used. In the present chapter, we have seen that the form, e.g.
of a man, or his essence, (which is what Aristotle declares in

the Metaphysics to be substance in the.highest sense),llS posF

sesses a nature which is capable of being universalized. The
result of this process is the notion of the species (eldog)
'man' which belongs to the vévog 'amimal'. This particular
conceptual framework is of great vaiueﬂin cur comprehension of
the notion of substance, and we shall now consider whether the
same means might be employed with reference to non-substance
categories. If we proceed along these lines, we must repeat
that of all of the categories, substance alone exists 1ndepen-
dently,116 while the nine others depend for their existence

upon substance.  When an item in a non-substance category is
identifiéd, we know what it is, but it is also virtually un-
avoidable that we also identify the substance in which the non-
substantial particular inheres.

In general, the‘process whereby individual substances give
rise to the universal notion, Whlch is in turn predicable of
each, follows the path I have outllned above. The question is:
How do individual non-substances give rise to universal notions?
We may take the classic example of colour as an illustration.
All things being equal, anyone not blind from birth has an un-

derstanding of the notion of 'b '. This is a colour which

PR
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occurs frequently in nature, e.g. 'in' the sky, 'in' water,

'in' cornflowers, and so forth. We see immediapely that not

all blues are created equal, in other words, blue itself may

be said to have its own 'spectrum' varying from the very pa-
lest shades to a dark 'navy blue' so intense as to be, under
certain conditions, almost indistinguishable from black. What
ié intetesting about this spectrum is that every conceivable
shade is perfectly entitled to be called blue. Now what all

of this has to do with substance is the following, which I

shall cast in the form of an analogy: Every individual man
belongs to the épecies 'man’ which belongs to the genus 'ani-
mal' just as every 'individual shade of blue belongs to the
species 'blue' which belongs to the genus 'colour! The analogy
turns on our acceptance of the supposition that there is a si-
milarity between two modes of essential predicatioh; In other
words that the genus in both cases is predicable esséntially

of the species, which in turn, is predicable essentially of

its particulars. (For 'predicable essentially', read 'distri-
buted ontologically'.) The terminus of this process of pre-
dication is the individual which, as either particular substance
or non-substance, cannot be predicated of anything else. What
is strikingly different about substances and non-substances is
that, as noted above, substances have an independqnt existence
whereas non-substances do not, and also that individual sub-
stances are neither 'said of', nor 'present in’ anything.117

- We say of substances that their genera are predicable essénf_
tially of them, and the same is true of the éenera of non-sub-

stances,/but the genera of substances are not 'in' substances,

whereas [the genera of non-substances are 'in' substances. Ac-
cording to Aristotle's four-fold division of entities in Cate-

gories, 2, the third division concerns entities which are so
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radically unlike substances that they are both .'present in' a
subject and 'said of' a subject. For example, we have called
colour a genus, and we find Aristotle saying that "...all co-

lour is in a body...“118

Thuq, colour is 'in' a body, but it
is also 'said of' items lower down in its.own'catégorial tree.
For instance, colour is predicable of all the particular shades
of all the different colours that may be found in a bodi.
Beginning with some particular shade of blue, an infima
species of the species 'blue', the activity of sensation sepa-
rates the "form' of the particular shade of blue which bggomes
an .image in the ¢uyd, and the process continues until a number
of such instances of various shades of blue have been acquired.
When -this level is reached; the uyfy grasps the fact that there
is something which all of these particularé have in common, i.é.
that they are all blue. We have then a notion of blue as 'spe-
cies' which is distributed among all particular shades of blue
as among its members. This particular process of coneept for-
matior is also applicable to any other colour. OQut of the no-
tion of a particular colour, the uyf advances to a concept of
even greater generality, i.e. the notion of colour per se, the
'genus' of which -all the primary colours are 'species'. It is
to be noted that in most instances of genera, a genus (e.gi
'animal')'can be resolved into its species through the addition

of the specific difference,119

thus the .genus 'animal' plus
the specific difference 'rational' yields the species ‘man’'.
The concept of 'genus' in this instance is a universal that
is divisible. And in this connection, a passage in the Pos-

terior Analytics assumes a new importance. Speaking of how

the process of sense perception gives rise to®universals through

induction, Aristotle says:
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"When one of a number of logically in=-
discriminable particulars has made a
stand, the earliest universal is pre-
sent in the soul: for though the act
of sense-perception is of the parti-
cular, its content is universal - is
man, * for example, not the man Callias.
A fresh stand i's made among these ru-
dimentary universals, and the process
does not cease until the indivisible
concepts, the true universals, are es-
tablished: e.g. such and such a species
of animal is a step towards the genus
animal, which by the. same process is a

* step towards a further generalization.

By the phrases 'logically indiscriminable particulars',
and 'rudimentary universals', Aristotle is, I believe, refer-
ring to the forms of particular objects which are separated

nl20

during the act of sensation. The particular forms -are repre-
Sented in the ¢uxﬁ as images. In acting upon these particular
images, the ¢uxf discerns the universal nature of each (the
species), which in turn leads to a concept of even greater
generality (the genus). However, Aristotle ‘indicates that the
process does not cease after the establishment of the genus,
indeed he says that by the same process, the genus is a step
towards a further generalization. What might this further ge-
neralization be? It would seem that the answer has already
been given a few lines above whe;erdrisfotle speaks of 'the
indivisible genera, the true universals'. With this phréée,

he appears to be passing from divisible genera to indivisible .

genera. And if we ask what these indivisible genera are, it
would seem that they are the cateégories. Commenting on the
significance of the phrase "... fwg &v.T& &pepf ot wal T&
xa%éhou...",lzl Ross says:

"The reading of & apepf| is described as
the culmination of the process, so that
Td auepf cannot mean universals in gene-

240



ral, byt only the widest universals,
the catiegories, which alone cannot be
_ into the elements of genus
and differetitia; and t& wadéroy must
be used as synonymous with ta& apepf,
i.e. as standing for the universals
par excellence, the most universal
universals. 144

To suggest not only that substances are capable of being
known universally through the mediation of the ‘concepts of
species and genera, but also that the accidents of substance
are similarly accessible, is to suggest that the process of
concept formation ends with the most universal universals -
the categories. In the case of the non-substantial particular
colour, we have traced its joﬁrney all the way to the genus
'colour', and from there, it is subsumed under the indivisible
genus, or category, of Quality. Once this link has been es-
tablishe&, it is no difficult matter to determine empirically
what other kinds of 'things' belong to Quality, e.g. sizes,
shapes, textures, and so forth.123 T

The category of Substance takes its place at the head of
the list because it alone of all the:categbries is capable of
independent existence. All of the other accidental categories
- depend ultimately upon substance for their existence. "So if
the primary substances did not exist it would be impossible
for any of the other things to exist."124 The pregnant phrase
'any of the other things' may be taken to refer not only to
the species and genera'of primary substances, but to all of
the accidents of substance as well as their own species and
genera. '

There can be no question but that the notion of primary

substance {(td6e TL) is what Aristotle understands by oUo{q in

the context of the Categories. But what, then, are we to say

about his assertion in the Metaphysics that substance in the

»
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highest sense is the form, or essence {(to T{ ﬁv eraL)? This

is one of the areas in which Aristotle’s reaction against Plato
is clearly visible. For Aristotle, the question: Which is the
highest reality, the thing or its essence? simply makes no sense.
For a Platonist, who has no difficulty in conceiving of essences
apart from particular substances, it is perfectly obvious which
is the more excellent realiﬁy. But, the whole problem depends
upon the assumption that essences, and the particular things of
which they are the essences, are separable. And on this point,
Aristotle puts his foot down and declares that any attempt at
separation is absurd, 125 and goes on to state that "...each pri-
mary and self-subsistent thlng is one and the same as its es-

nl26

sence. ‘Admittedly, there are good reasons for the identi-

fication of t86e T, and 1o T nv E[vau given that for a thing
(té8e TL) to be, it has to be somethlng, and what it is that
makes it be somethlng is its essence. Thus, the essence is not

just a universal in the ¢uy?f, something which is of interest to
epistemologists and logicians, but as a form, particularized
by matter, it enters into the composition of the primary sub-
stance and makes it to be what it is. And although the essence

and the thing are identical, the essence:is also formally sepa-
rable in thought and gives rise to the way of knowing that we
call the universal. As Aristotle says:

"Each thing itself, then, and its essence
are one and the same in no merely acci-
dental way...and because to know each 127
‘thing...is just to know its essence..."

This knowlege of essences holds not only for particular substan-
ces, but for non-substances as well;'which is what permits the
extraction of the notion of universals with respect to accidents,
they being the means through which accidents are known, and

which ultimately give rise to the summa genera of accidents,
t

i.e. the nine hon-substance categories. Aristotle does, how-
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ever, inject a note of caution into his account of the identi-

fication of accidental qualities with their essences.

patenthetically:

"But of an accidental term, e.g. 'the
musical' or 'the white', since it has
two meanings, it is not true to say
that it itself is identical with its
essence; for both that to which the
accidental guality belongs, and the -
accidental quality, are white, -so that
in a sense the accident and its essence
are the same, and in a sense they are .
not; for the essence of white is not
the same as the man /who is white/ or
the white man, but it is the same as
the attribute white."128

He says

In the final—analysis, it may be argued that there is no

discontinuity between the doctrines of the Categories and the

Metaphysics. There would be a problem, however, if it were

true that the treatise on categories were primarily concerned

with logic, but as I have already suggested elsewhere,

129

it

is very unlikely that Aristotle considered the Categories to

be a logical work. To take the alternative view, i.e.. that

the Categories is primarily ontological, is far more satisfyiﬂg

since the metaphysical content of the Categories can be seen
i

to be in general agreement with the Metaphysics.

the dominant conception of obof{a in the Categories is the t46e

. TL, the individual particular substance, and the dominant con-

ception/®f ovof{a in Book %z of the Metaphysics is the td (¢ Av

elvar, the form, or essence. Any possible attempt to separate

these two notions in the real order is preempted by Aristotle
who argues that they are identical. It should alsoc be added

. that the essence which is identified with the 'this' is not,

in itself, a universal, because "...no universal attribute is

a substance..."130

The universal, properly so'called, is a

In other words,
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'psychic'/'mental'-construct, a concept which, when employed
logically, can be predicated essentially of more than one par-—.
ticular. A universal, then, has no existence out31de the ¢uyh
so that it is misleading to speak of universals which are 'in'

things as constitutive of their 'being'. The principle that
does perform this task is the essence, or form, but not qua

N

universal, rather as a. form particularized by matter. The

form, however particularized by matter, does retain its nature,
and its nature is capapie of universalization so that the form,
which is. separated by the ¢uyfi in the ‘act of sensation and re-
presented if' the uxH as a particular image, is rightly said
to be constitutive, along with other images of the same kind,
of the universal which is_specifically‘identical with, though
numerically different from, the form which is a co-principlé
of the object in the world. -And'here,‘we return once again to
the point that there is a cruciél difference between forms and
universals, viz., that all yniversals are forms, but not all

forms are universals.

5. The Commensurability of Logic and Ontology Through
the Epistemological Function of the Categories.

y

Man is defined as an animal capable of acguiring know-
ledge.131 It is man's nature, a; a rational animal, to be a
being capable of receiving knowledge, thus knowledge does not
arise in us by chance. But we have also discussed at length
the fact that knowledge is not immediate, on the contrary, be-
fore the knowable cannbecome actually known, an intervening
series of mediations must take place. As a first step towards
'knowledge, the ¢uyfy, through.the act of sensation, separates
the form of the knowable object and représents it as an image.
The faculties of memory and recollection allow the images to

persist in the ¢uyxf where they are opefaﬁed'upon. The ¢uxh, in



245

Al

_considering a multiplicity of images, discerns what all of a

certain kind of particulars have in n and proceeds through

an ascending series of generalizatiohs to the notions of species
and genera. These concepts are u ersal in that they can be
predicated essentiall&, i.e. uniyersally and necessarily, of

all of the particulars included i
132

their comprehension. Know-

ledge is of universals,

we know its essence,]g33 and this-foint requires clarification.

In the first place, Aril e-asserts that "...each thing is

but welsay we know each thing when

thought to be not different from its substance, and the essence
is said to be the substance of each thing."¢ In the second
place, the burden of Metaphysics Z, 13 is to show that a uni-

versal, cannot be either the substance of anything or an element
in the substance of ahything. The problem here is to reconcile
Aristotle's beliefs that knowledge is of universdls, that es-
sences are not universals, but that esgences can nevertheless
be known. ~—

The solution of this difficulty lies in our recognition
of the fact that Aristotle's treatment of substance is pervaded
by a double meaning. On the one hand, substance is olala, it

is the whole thing including its qualities, relations and all

of the other ontological categories. Bn the other hand, sub-

stance is tb 1{ fv elvar, it is the cause of the being what it

is of a concrete individual, and this is sukstance in the role

of essential nature. Aristotle claims that we know each thing

when we have grasped its primary cause and this is the essence.134

Moreover, he further asserts that the essence and what it is
the essence of are identical.l35 What he means by this last
is highly vproblematic and controversial. Aristotle goes part

of the way towards a'sglution'when heasays:

"...there is an essence only of those
things wﬁose formula is a definition.
But' we have a definition not where we

@2
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have a word and a formula identical
in meaning...but where there is a
formula of something primary; and
primary things are those which do

not imply the predication of one ele-
ment in them of another element. No-
thing, then, which is not a species
of a genus will have an essence -
only species will have it."136

As Aristotle says, only those things whose formula is a
definition will have an essence, and that essence belongs pri-
marily to the species. Take as an example the species 'man’'.
The species is arrived at through the combination of the genus
'animal’ with the specific difference 'rational', thus the for-
mula, or definition, of the species '‘man’ is 'rational animal’.
But this definition applies not only to the species regarded
as a collectivity, but also to each member of that species.

As Aristotle says in - the Categories: '

"..,1f something is said of a subject

both its name and its definition are
necessarily predicated of the subject..

For example, man i$ said of a subject,

the individual man, and the name is of

course predicated (since you will be
predicating man of the individual man), .
and also the definition of man will be ’
predicated of the individual man (since

the individual man is also a man}). Thus !
both the name and the definition will be
predicated of the subject."&

The above guotation underlines the connection between the spe-
cies and its members in that whatever is the essence of the

species is ‘also the essence of every member of that species.
5. M. Cohen says: '

"In the sense in which rationality is the-
differentia of an animal species, it can-
not be the differentia of anything but a
species of animal. But any animal whose
differentia is rationality will, ex hypo-
thesi, be essentially the same as a man."T
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‘And Ross says that "...'to be-'a man' sums up the whole substan- -
-tial, permanent nature of each individual man and is identical

® o1t to be a man is to be a rational

with each and every mah...“
~animal, and if Socrates is a man, then Socrates would have to

be a rational animal. Therefore, since the essence of 'man’' is
'rational animal’ andﬁSocrétes is a man, then Socrates, in being

a rational animal, is identical to his essence. As Aristotle

says: "...the essence is precisely what somethlng is.
What yet remalns to be seen is precisely ln what way a
'thing' can be said to be the 'same as ltS essence' We may

well ask if Aristotle intends by thlS an identification of

the essence of Metaphysics Z with the concrete particular 'thls

of Categories 5. If he does, then he is gsklng for a great

deal of trouble on the metaphysical level. We shall take up
this question again shortly, so for the moment,'abﬂmay resume
our interrupted discussion of the acquisition of knoﬁledge.

Up to this point, then, we have been concerned with ex-
plaining how the sense faculties in man separate, represent
and recollect the images grasped in sensation. These images
give rise to universals of knowledge, but we must now consider
another 'type' of knowledge. )

What is called 'scientific knowledge' is the capacity to
demonstrate the necessary link between the premisses and the —
conclusion of a syllogism. On interpretation of this is that
it shows the necessary connection between a universal and a
particular gua instance of the universal. The ability to per-
form this act pelongs to man by nature, but it is 'acquired®
through discipline, the proof is that not-all men possess sci-
‘entific knowledge. Even those who ao possess it do not exer-

cise it at all times, for example, we may have knowledge but

" . not use it when we are asleep, mad, drunk, or under the influ-

ence oﬁ\a strong passibn.137
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Even though.man is a 'thinking being', he is first of all
'a being', he belongs in the world and to the world. And the

world, gg_ ontologlcal order, ex1sts before ﬂnowledge of the
world. '

"The knowable would seem to be. prlor
to knowledge. For as a. rule it is
of actual thlngs already exlstlng
that we acquire knowledge; in few -
.cases, if any, could one find know- 3 ~
ledge coming into existence at the
same time as what is knowable....For
if there is not a knowable there is
not knowledge - there will no longer
be anything for knowledge to be of -
but if there is not knowledge there
is nothlng gg prevent there being a
knowable.

But for there to be knowledge, there must not only be a know-
able, as Aristotle has just said, there must also be a knower,
a being capable of acquiring knowledge. In the case of man,
the activity of knowing depends on, and takes place 'in' the
¢uxfi. We have already seen that knowledge is of universals,
and that speaking epistemologiCally,.the categories'are'the
ighest universals, thus they are dependent for their 'being
known' ‘on the ¢uyf], and of no categories is thiS'mbre true
than of Time and Quantity. “

—

F"

"Whether, if soul did not exist time
would exist or not, is a question ‘ 7

that may fairly be asked; for if ‘ . -
there cannot be someone to count
there cannot be anything that can t
be counted, so that evidently there
cannot be -number; for number is ei-
ther what has been, or what can be
counted. But if nothing but soul,

or in soul reason, is gualified to
count, there would not be time unless
there were soul, but only that of :
which time is an attribute, i.e. if
movement can exist without soul, and.
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" the before and after are attributes. ,K
. of movementi and time is these qua
. nunerable."

Time has much 'in common with Quantity'and Place in that
it is continuous and remains so whether it is genceived of as .

-ﬂggplicél or linear. But Quantity and Place are also-continuous,

so what distinguishes Tlme from them? CIearly,_the answer must
be’ the n;tﬁ;e_ggﬁlts object. As the measure of movemé%t qua.

- npumerable, there must be wvarious 'klnds' of time to account for

various 'kinds' of movement. For example, if the movement in
question'is that of one complete rotation of the earth on its
axls, then the measure of time is one solar day; if the move-
ment lS that o;done complete orbit of the earth around the sun,
theén the measyre is 365 solar days, or one solar year. But if
we are meashrinq the apparent diurnal motion of stars, then we
would use not 'solar time', but 'sidereal time'. There is in
additiony a phenomenon called 'psyCholoéical time'® which is an
internal perception of the passage of time .independent of any
external criteria of measurement. For ihstance, a peréon wat~

chlng an ex01t1ng fllm will count five minutes as almost no—

.thlng, but to the same person, five minutes in a dentlst 5 chalr

140

can seem like an eternity. We may ultlmately agree with

: Arlstotle that the 'objective corﬁelatlve of time is movement.

.L- suppose we could, 1f we insisted, call solar time, sidereal

time, psychologlcal time, et. al., kinds (species) of-'time‘

(genus)}Athe supreme universal of which is' the Category of Time,
but what we would really be saying is.'that 'the real' exhibits
many different kinds of movehent, each fequiring a system of .
measurement appropriate to it.: Time is, in mahy ways, the .con-
ceptuallzatlon of movement qua quantifiable.

What Aristotle has to say about quantity in general and

the 'one' in particular, is of great importance for. the light
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it sheds on the other. categeries.

...'to be one' means 'to be-indivisible,
being essentially a "this" and capable |,
of being isoclated either in place, or in
form or thought'; or perhaps .'to be whole
and indivisible'; but it means. especially
'to be the first measure of a kind fé- ,
voug7 , and most strictly of quantity; for
it is from this that it has been extended
to the other categorles. For measure is
that by which quantlty is known; and quan-
tity qua quantity is known either by a 'one'
or by a number, and all number is known by
a 'one'. Therefore all quantity qua quan-
tity is known by the one, and that by which’
quantities are prlmarlly known is the one"
ttself; and so the one is the starting-
peoint of number qua number. nl4l

What we have seen up to this pomnt shows that knowledge
depends first on the pre-existence of the knowable, and second
on- the ¢uxf of the knowing being. The ontological world is
composed of priméry substances on which all else depends.142
"As regards the primary substances, it is indisputably true
that each of themfslgnlfles a certaln 'this'; for the thlng re-

nld3

vealed is individual and numerically one. We also find ~

. that "..f'to be one' meéfs 'to be 1nd1V151ble, being essentially
a “this"...“l44 In consequence, we may theorize that it is the
unity and indivisibility of primary substances which give rise
in the ¢uyfi to the notion of 'one' which is the foundation of
number and therefore of quantity. But in the same passage,
Aristotle also informs us that to be 'one' means~espec1ally to
be the 'first measure of a kind' and most strictly of quantlty,

for measure is that by whlch quantity is known. From quantity,
the notion of the 'first measure of a kind' is extended to the
other categories. The concrete substance, iﬁaividual, indivi-
sible, and.numerically one, is the hesis of the notion of 'one'

the ultimate foundation -of quantity, and Aristotle extends this
1 é .
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dependence on substance to all of the other ontoclogical cate-

gories, since all categories come to be only as parts of a cen-

crete un1ty.L45

If it is through unity, as a méasure,l46'that quantity,
and by extension, all the other categories, are. to. be known,
what, in this context, Jnay we say about knowledge’

"Knowledge, also, and .perception, we call

the measure of things...because we come

to know something by them - while as a

matter of fact they are measured rather

than measure other things. But it is with

us as if someone else measured us and we

came to know how big we-are by seeing.that

he applied the cubit-measure to such and

such a fraction of us.. But Protagoras says
. 'man is the measure of all things', as if

he had said 'the man who knows' or 'the man

who perceives'; and these because they have

respectively knowledge.and perception, which

we say are the measures of objects. Such

thinkers are saying nothing, then, while 147

they appear to be saying something remarkable.”

In this startling paragraph, Aristotle denies that knowledge is

a measure, on the contrary, it is itself an obiject for measure-

ment. In consequence, we may well ask what it is that measures

knowledge. But beforé proceeding to that discussion, several

*

points need to be recalled: .
1. That there is "...a science which investigates being
as being and the attributes which belong to this in
virtue of itggown nature.“148
2. That 'belng belongs in the fullest sense to su
stance.149 <
3. That there are several senses in which a th;ng may (be

'said to 'be' and that these correspond to the catego-

’ . ries.lsp {This }s so because 'belng' is not undif-
' ferentiated. V'Beihg' "...falls immediately into ge-
5/ nera...“151 These genera are the categories, the

g highest 'modes of 'being'').
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Thus, the science which investiéates 'being’' must be the sci-
ence which investigates substance since the latter and its at-
tributes are the principal and highest modes of 'beiﬁg;. Sub-
stance, considered in its primary sense; is one and indivisible,
it is a 'this' and is "...capable of being isolated either in.
‘place, of in form or thought..."$%2 gince being falls into
genera, i.e. the categories, and the categories themselves are
substance and its attributes, it can hardly be denied that 'be-
ing' is categorially structured; And if 'being' is categorially
structured, then everything must be, and this includes knowledge
of 'being'. )

The notion of.unity as a measure gives us access to guan-'
tity and the other categories insofar as it is the 'first mea-
sure of a kind /yévoug/'. We already have grounds for suspi-
cion that the 'kinds' that unity is the first measure of are
kinds, (or genera), of 'being', i.e. the categories. We are
then led to inquire into the,relaﬁionship between 'unity' and
'being’. J

“That in a sense unity means the same as

being is clear from the facts that its

meanings correspond to the categories one

to one, and is not comprised within any
category (e.g. it is comprise either
in 'what a thing is' nor in qggiipy, bu't153
is related to them just as being is)..."

"Thus, then, the one is the measure of all thingé, because we
come to know the elements in  the subsgande by dividing thé
things eithef in respect of quantity or in respect of kind.

And the one is indivisible just because the first of each class

of things is ingiivisible."l_s4 The first of each class of things

is substance whigh is "...individual and numerically one,"155
therefore indivisible. But each class of things (the catego- &
ries) is equally indivisible. 1In the Posterior Analvtics, Aris-.

totle calls the categories "...indivisible concepts...true uni-

&
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- mental system’without an intervening series of mediations.
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versals..." The difference between an 'ordinary genus' and

a category is that an ordinary genus is divisible into species

by the addition of a specific difference,ls7

«l58

but the categories
Aristotle adds that
although genera are cdmmonly accompanied by specific différen-

are "...universal and indivisible...

tiae, the indivisible genera that are the categories are exempt
from this requlrement.159 _
The 1nd1V1&ual_caterries of 'being' are not only indivi-

sible, but they cannot communicate directly with each other:

...things which belong to different
categories of being...are not analy-
sed into one another or lnto some one
thlng 160

ra

Therefore, if items in different categories of 'being' cannot
commynicate with (or be analysed into) each other, it would
seem to follow that the genera of 'béfng' to whiéh the items
belong must be equally incommunicable within their own system.

What we would hope, however, is that different systems of cate-

gories can communicate with each other, and it is to. this prob-

lem that we now turn. -

Early in this chapter, I observed that no ontological sys-
tem of categories, i.e. the categories as involved in the struc-
ture of a concrete particular substance (which is the highest l
manifestation of 'being'), will permit itself to be 'translated
from an_'ex}stential' extramental system to a 'non-existential'
161
Subsequently we examined the mediations through which/fsensible
substances giGe risé to universal concepts, the highest of which
are the categories. What remains to be seen are the reasons we
have for believing that one system of categories can 'communi- o
cate with' or be 'translated into' another. -
That the categories, as responsible for the 'differentia-

tion of 'being" should be held to have-an ontological function
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is not, I think, controversial. That the categories, as the .
highest classes of predicates, should be thought to have a lo-
gical function is, I think, equally uncontroversial. Now, as-
sumlng that there is no radical dlSjunctlon between ontology

and loglc, we must ask how the categories get from ontology to

logic. In general, as I have argued above,162

we go from things
to discourse about things via the concepts of those same things.
Or, to put it another way, we go from ontological caﬁegories

to 1ogicai categories via epistemological-categories;

- It is the province of the entological categories to dif-
ferentiate 'being’, to delimit it, and to make it 'be' accor-
ding to these modes. The highest manifestation of 'being' is
substance ana its accidents. It is the work of epistemology

to study the means by which the form is separated from the sub-
stance, how it is represented in the ¢uy¥ , and how it is recol-
lected. And, most important,.epistemolegy, as the 'science of
knowledge', must account for how things are known. This invol-
ves particular study of the process of concept formation where-
by beginning with particular images, the ¢uyx” can evolve con-

' cepts of ever-greater generality, viz., species, genera and ca-
tegories. .Once species, genera, and the, 'highest genera have -
been established, the ¢uy#H can turn its .attention to loglc. In
general, what distinguishes epistemology from logic is that
epistemology is an inductive 'science'. Because Aristotle has
no doctrihe of 'total abstraction', universals have to be 'built
ub' from particulars through induction. In what might be called
the 'cHronology of induction', the categories as the highest,

or most universal, universals are acquired"laet'. Because the
categories are arrived at rerhtively 'late’ ”when compared with
the lower unlversals, their existence is not immediately obvious.
But, to return to logic, this science, in cohtrast to epistemo-

ldgy, is deductive, it proceeds from the universals acqulred by

~
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knowledge through induction. 1In a logical demonstration, the
‘prev10usly acqulred universals are the most important parts of
the prlmary premlsses which must not only be known beforehand,
but they must be better known than the conclus:_Lon.163 The uni-
versals as employed by logid are the same universals that are
acquired by knoﬁledge. Logical discogrse; as found in teaching
in generai, and scientific demonstration in-particular, depend.
upon -knowledge. I believe that this is part of what Aristotle
means when he says:. "All instruction given or received by way
w164 714 at
this point, we might remind ourselves of what the source of
this knowledge is:

of argument proceeds from pre—-existent knowledge.

"Aristotle's philosophy is 'empirical' in

the sense that all knowledge arises from,
must remain connected with, and must re-
turn to the categgrlally structured per-
~ceptual world."Ll .

The point that needs to be made now is that if logic is
categorially Structured,.and logic depends upon knowledge, and
knowledge is gi the categoriali& structured sensible world, then
knowledge which 'stands between' ontology and logic, must also
be categorially structured. .

At several places in this dissertation, I anE;prated this
moment by calling the categories of ontology and logic 'commen-
surable', by which I mean "...measurable by the same.standard...“lE
The notion of commensurability brings us back to the notion of
meaéure, and this recalls our earlier discussion of the 'one'.

Since the ‘one‘ is the 'first measure of a kind', 167

sure is that by which quantity is iz?Wn...,"lss and by extension,
t

the 'one' is also the measure of t 169

and "...mea-

other categories and 1is
that by which they are known, we 'may conclude that the knowing
being's access to the categories as objects of knowledge is

through the 'one' as measure. To 'know' the categories as ob-
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jects of knowledge is to know -that £hey are the highest univer-

sals, and that they ‘are 'one' because they are indivisible.
Recalling Aristotle's earlier assertion that "...unity -means
the same as being.../because/ its meanings correspond to the

categories one to <:\r1e...,‘-‘170

we should not be surprised to

find that the 'one' which is the measure of the categories should
be co-extensive with the categories. In fact, Aristotle tells .
us that: ' '

"The measure is always homogeneous
lOuolwg/ with the thing measured;
the measure of spatial magnitudes
is a spatial magnitude, and...that
of lengths is a length, that of
breadth a breddth.,."lﬁl

Since the identification of unity with the categories re-
sults in the identification of the measure with what is measu-
red, and the measure "...is always homogeneous.with the thing

w172 may we then conclude that the measure of a

measured...,
category is a category, and that this is what Aristotle means
when he says that. knowledge i's méasured?l73 In other wordsi//J
that the knowledge of categories is measured by the categories?
According to this interpretation, we would see thé-fuﬁc—
tion of the ontological categories as what differentiates, de-
limits, and 'measures' 'being'. The epistemological categories
differentiate, delimit, and 'measure’ knowledge ih accordance
with the modes of 'being' which 'impose' themselves upon the
'¢uxﬁ through the process of formal separation and concept for-
mation. The logical categories differentiate, delimit, and
'measure’ the content of scientific discourse so that what is
predicated universally and necessarily of things will be a true

reflection of oﬁ; knowlédge of 'the real'.

.ln‘ L V
B L
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This interpretation of the categories as three commensu-
rable and interrelated systems may draw some comfort from what
Aristotle calls the most certain of all prlnc191&s,l74 i.e.
what we now call the law of non—contradiction. This law may
be formulated thus: A thing cannot both be, and not be, at the
same time and in .the same respect._ Or, as Arlstoth puts it:

[

.the same attribute cannot at the same time belong and not
rbelong to the same subjeét and in the same respect..."lTS The
law, as formulated is commonly thought to belong to the realm
of logic, but it is also an undeniable law of 'being'® and there-
fore, of knowledge. The law of non-contradiction provides us
with an instance of something which cuts across all three cate-
gorial systems with equal force. In.other words, if something
cannot 'be' in this way, then it cannot be known in this way, o
and it cannot be predicated in this way.
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a. "By a 'sense' is meant what has the power of receiving into
itself the sensible forms of things without the matter. This
must be conceived of as taklng place in the way in which a
plece of wax takes on the impress of a 51gnet ring without the
iron or gold; we say that what produces the impression is a
signet of bronze or gold, but its particular metalliec constitu-
tion makes no difference: in a similar way the sense ;ﬁ affec-
ted by what is coloured or flavoured or soundlng, but it is
indifferent what .in each .case the substance is; what alone mat-
ters is what guality it has..." /De Anima, II, 12, 424a-17-22/.

B. In Aristotde, the notion of abstraction (apaipeoiLg), means
'to take away from' and is most often used in connection with
the objects of mathematics. In Meta K, 3, 1061a29-34, he
says: _"...the mathematieian 1nvest1gates abstractions éhman—
pécgwg/..for Before beginning his 1nvest1gat10n he strips off
all the sensible gqualities...and leaves only the quantltatlve
and continuous..." Thus, as I say on p. 200, a@aLpEULg refers
to the suppre551on by the mind of all 1nc1dental features save
the mathematical. Similarly, at Nic. Eth., VI, 8, 1142al8,
Aristotle uses the same term (awaLpecewg) to say that the ob-
jects of mathematics exist by abstraction. I contrast this
notion with fMseparation’ (xwp(letv). On p. 199, I imply that
YwpifeLv refers to the 'conceptual' not 'existential' separa-
tion of a form from its matter., At Phys., II, 2, 194bl3,
Aristotle says: "...the physicist is concerned only with things
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whose forms are separable éiwp;oth? indeed, but do not exist
apart from matter." And at 194bl5, he says that it is the busi-
ness of first phllosophy to examine the truly separable (ywpL-
otov) form. The p01nt of this distinction is that when we mo-
derns use the term 'abstraction', the process that we refer to
has more points of similarity to what Aristotle called 'sepa-
ration' than to what he called 'abstraction’

Y. D€ Anima, III, 2, 426al-12. .

—

'5, i. e. 'man' must be predicable of 'a man' and, for thlS to

happen, 'a man must have an essence, the essence of 'man'. Thus
the form, or essence, of 'man' is transmitted to the new man
by his father who, being antecedently a member of the spec1es

'man', transmits the essential characterlstlcs of that species
to hls son,

e. Meta., 2, 6, 1031lal7-18.
. Cat., 5, 2al9-26,

n. S. M. Cohen, "Proper Differentiae, the Unity of- Deflnltlon,
and Aristotle's Essentialism, The New Scholasticism, 55 (1981)
pp. 233~34.

$. Ross, Aristotle's Metaphysics, II, p. 176.

.. Meta., Z, 4, 1030a2, cf. Z, 4, 1029b14-15; b5. I shall
return to this gquestion in note g« , p. 269

FE PP R,



e

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

When I undertook the research and the writing of this dis-
sertation, I was struck by a curious phenomenon which manifes-
ted itself quite early in my investigations. By and large,
the authors of the secondary literaturg on Aristotle's Catego—
ries seemed to have divided themselves into two oppasing fac-
tions: the one favouring a reading of the treatise %hat was
primayily logical in nature, and the other opting for a more
ontological interpretation. . I waded into this controversy:
ever-mindful of the truism that if twd positions are contra-
dictory, then they méy both be wrong. but they may not both be
right. However, a closer examination revealed that both sides
had at least some textual and doctrinal basis for their asser-
tions. Given that the logical and ontological positions taken
tended, to some degree, to be mutually exclusive, my faith in
the truism was shaken. If, for the sake of argument, it was
granted that both sides were right as far as they went, then
what was the primary function of the theory of categories?.

Logicians and philosopheré of language had a vested in-
térest in claiming the categories for logic. But, metaphysi-
cians and ontologists had equally compelling reasons for argu-
ing that the categories are, in some way, constitutive of 'the
real'. Logicians pointed to the Organon and argued that the
categories are thé highest classes of logica; predicates, and

-

metaphysicians pointed to the Metaphysics and asserted that

the categories are the highest modes of 'being'. In short,
each side could invoke the authority of Aristotle in justifi-

cation of their beliefs, and there the matter rested.
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In this early period of my research, it became increasingly

clear that the categories, far from being 'just' ontologiéal or
logical, did in fact plaf=§9£§_;oles distinctly in Aristotle's
philosophy. What was not so clear was how these two functions
could be reconciled. In other words, it remained toc be seen
how the ontological categories, in themselves extramental and
'existential' since they are involved in the.ontological struc-~
ture of what ekists, could be 'translated' into a 'non-existen-
tial' mental syétem.of legical categories. It then became evi-
dent that such a.'translation', if1possible, would involve an
intervening series of mediations. "Armed with this realization,
I found myself with a new direction to follow in my pursuit of
whatever it was that linked Aristotle's ontelogy to his logic.

Almost by way of preface to the main problem, I felt that

it was crucial, from the outset,. to be specifically aware of
something so obvious that it ought to have passed withdut com-
ment, i.e. that Aristotle's philosophy did ndt spring from a
vacuum. He had predecessors, the greatest of whom was Plato.
The twenty yvears that Arisotle spent in the Academy provided
him with an intellectual frame of reference, a-methodological
- system and a normative sStructure which, if nothing else, gave
him a context for further development. Ultimately, Aristotle
would abandon Plato's dialectical method with ils geocmetrical
model in favour of an inductive method with a biolqgical model,
" but this rejection was minor when compared to his greater re-
"bellion.

‘Plato's philosophy is almost totally dominated by his con-
céption of the world of Intelligible Forms. He had scorned the
sensible world as incapable of yielding true knowledge of it-
self, and sought instead to situate the 'truly real' and the
'truly intelligible' in a transcendent world of changeless per-
fection. But the theory of:Forms still left him with at least

2 Ay ,,lkﬁ
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two major. problems: why are‘things what they appear to be, and
how are they intelligible? In answer to tEe-first question,
Plato proposed the theory of participation. Whatever being
the objects of sense may be said to have comes from their 'par-
ticipation' in the eternal Forms. This theory was never ade-
quately clarified and remains problematic to the present day.
As for the second question, Plato's answer is ingenious. He
declares that the soul had 'a prior existence in the world of
Forms and that the objects of the sensible world trigger a re-
collection of what had been previously known. The soul could
then recover the knowledge it 'lost' during its incarnation
through the process of dialectic. Aristotle's rejection of

the theory of Intelligible Forms and all that it entailed, pre-
empted any Aristotelian develcpments along these lines. Ulti-
mately he saw that the gquestions of 'being' and intelligibility
would require new answers. ‘ ‘ -

In the early treatise Cateéories, Aristotle sought to dis-
pel the purely phenomenal nature of the Platonic world of sense
and toc stabilize it so that it might become a fit object for
knowiedge. Of central concern, not only to the Categories, but
to the entire Aristotelian corpus, 1s the notion of substance.
The dominant conception bflsubstance in the Categories is the
one that bears the most ontclogical Qéight, i.e., xpwtn ovola ,
the imdividual man or horse. Primary substance is a 166é TL s
a 'this', .and it is what Aristotle calls substance "...most

1

strictly, primarily, and most of all..." The importance of

primary substance in the Categories cahnot be overstressed.

Aristotle gives an indication of this when he says:

"...all the other thinﬁé are either said

of the primary substances as subjects or
in them as subjects. So if the primary
substances did not exist it would be im-
possible for any of the other things to
exist."2.
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We find in this quotation an insisté;ce on the primacy of pri-
mary substance, but Aristotle hints that there are other things i
besides primary substance and that these are dependent on it.
This should not surprise: us because it foreshadows a later
statement™to the éffect that "The world is not such that a
thing iz unrelated to anof:her...,"3 and although substance is
the only cateéory capable of independent existence, there are
several senSeé in which it does not exist apart from other
things. One Gf these was captured, no doubt unintentionally,
by Proust when he wrote: "L'individu baigne dans quelque chose
de plus général que lui."4 .

PYSF I PSRRI T

In a deeply fundamental way, the
individual is steeped in its species and genus. The ontolo- :
gical distribution of the genus 'animal' and the species 'man'
ameng ald individual men is the ontological.configuration un-
derlying the logical predicafions:'Socrates is a 'man', i.e.
Sccrates is a mémbér ofvthe'épecies 'man', and 'man' is an
‘animal'. .But even here, if no individual primary sqbstanceﬁ,
as the members of a species, existed, then the species would
not exist either.

The species as logically predicated of its members is
identical in form to the species as ontologicaily distributed

among its members. But there is a very significant difference
between existing ontofogiéally and being predicated of logi-
cally. What permits passage between the'ontblogical and logi-
cal orders is knowledge. My previous account of ‘the process
of coming to know the universal5 has already been more than
sufficiently exhauétive (and exhausting) to require any repe-
tition here, but in brief, the process is this: The presence
of a concrete particular object‘under the proper conditions,
{i.e. sufficient light, a transparent and unobstructed medium,
and so forth), excites the sensory powers to activity. Through
the act of sensation, the form of the cbject is separated from
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it and is represented in the $uxn as an image. The form as
im&ée is specificaily‘identical with, though numerically dif-
}ferent from, th_Cohcrete particular. When' the ¢uxﬁ'has acqui-
red the images of a sufficient number of particulars of a given
kind, it disceérns in these individuals certain characteristics.
which they all have in common. This realizatign leads to the
concept of species. This .potion is of greater generality than
the image of any onéKgérticular contained in its comprehension.
The. species is commensurately universal, it can-be applied to
each-éf its particulars in turn because it is specifi?ally iden-
tical with each of them. The fact that the 'species, as it

) exists and as it is known, is 'built up' out of its particulars,
accounts for this phenomenon in no small degree.

Wwhat makes the entire'process of concept formation possible
is the fbrm. Basically, every substance is a compound of mat-
ter and form. These two principles account not only for the
fact that a thing exists, but alsc for the fact that it is
knowable. In other words, for a thing to 'be' it must 'be
something'. This 'something' is contained in the essence, or
form, it is that in thelthing which makes it to be the kind of
thing it is. But the essence does not, in itself, exist in
some vague universal twilight zone, nor does it run around by
itself. The essence is the essence of the concrete object
that is constituted by it. The essencé, or form, is individu-
ated and concretized by the matter that it informs. Thus, on the
ontological level, the essence enters into the composition of
the concrete object. Without essence the object would not only
not be what it 1s, but it would not 'be' anything. Thus, in
one sense, the individual thing and its essence are cne and the

same.® What gives essence the right to be called substance
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in the 'highest sense’',, however, is that it is the prlmary cause
of the substance which concretely exlsts.,‘

From the ontological function of the form, we turn to the
epistemological. As we ﬁave seen, the form that is separated
through sensation is spec1f1cally identical to, though numeri-
cally different from, the form in the object. It is the fact
that -the form is thus ' separable,_from its matter that accounts
for its presence in the ¢uy® where it proceeds through increa-
sing lévels'of generality. If the form that has been separated
is that of a:;rimary substance, then the levels that it passes
throﬁgh are species and genus, with its ultimate terminus in
the category of Substance. If, however, the 'form' thét has
béen separated is that of a particular non-substance, then it
still passes through the levels of species and genera, but it
ends in one of the accidental categories.

For Aristotle, 'being' belongs in the highest sense'to
substance and, by extension, to the attributes of substance.’
This is why he says-that 'being' falls immediately into genera.
These genera of 'being' are the categories. We have seen how
particular substances and individual non-subsﬁances give rise
ultimately to the categories as the highest universals of know-
ledge, but there is a particular way by which the categories
are known and this is through the notion of 'unity' or the
‘one'. In brief, there are as many meanings of the notion
'unity' as there are categories, and here again, we cannot es-
cape the consequences of the primacy of individual substances.

We have seen that the whole process of concept formation
(which has rits terminus in the categories) ultlmatef; begins
when the sensory powers are excited to activity by an indivi-
dual concrete existent. This concrete existent is individual
and one in number. Now, the problem with knowing an individuwal
concrete substance 1s not with the fact that it is individual,
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but with the fact that it is contingent due to the matter which
is the other 'part' of its 'being’. Thus, for the proceEsféf
knowing to even begin, the matter of the object has to b eft.
behind ‘*in' the object. What is separated then, is this par-
ticular form, ong in number, of this partlcular substance, also
one in number. :For the thing to be a substance is, among other
things, for it to be one in number therefore. indivisible. From
the perspective of epistehology, even-on this elementary level,
the notion of unity first'a@pears, iie..this thing which I
grasp through sensation is one thing. 1In a broader context,
the 'one' is the foundation of number, which in turn leads to
quantity, and finally to the ‘Categbry of Quantity. Through

the 'one' as measure, the mind gains access to the notion of
quantity and from quantity to the other categories. B Strictly
speaking, the individual substance is not known dlrectly qua
1nd1v1dual no 1q§1v1dual can be lmmedlately known, it can

only be known through the mediation of one of more universals.
The universal which coﬂveys more knowledge about an individual
substance is its species because being a 'seeondary substance',
it is 'closer' to the individual thanlthefgenus or category.
The species as universal is more than equal to this task be-
cause it was 'built up' out of the partiéulars for whom it must
mediate and with whom it is specifically identical. Speaking
at the highest level of‘mediation, the individual substance
qua 'one' is known through the Category of Quantity, and qua
substance through the Category of Substance. But if the indi-
vidual to be known is not ‘a primary substance, but rather a
partlcular non-substarce, e.g. this shade of blue, then it
would pass through the same ascendlng levels of generalization
(species and genus} and end in the Category of Quality. Thus
the particular would come to be known as ‘'one'’ quality of a

substance.
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For Aristotle, knowledge which is of universals;, arises
from the categorially structured sensible world. But it must
be remembered that the beglnnlng of knowledge is sensatlon and
sensation can only take place in the presence of an exter&al
ocbject.. The ¢uxfi is almost constantly bombarded with the sense
impressions of external objects, objects which, in themselves,
are dategorially structured, and were so long before we ever
knew this. 1In the act of sensation, the uyn separates the
form.of the object, and the particular form is represented in
the ¢uxf as an image. The object in the world is a particular
substance that cannot exist apart from its categorial relations,
and in a similar way, the image of the object, if it is to be
a truly nonjfalsified‘fepresentation of the object,.cannot exist

“apart from the 'same' categorial relations. Thus, even at the

earliest stage of cognitiong# the image of the object and its
categorial relations 'impose' themselves %Pon the ¢uyn which
cannot do other than receive the sense impressions of what is
‘there'. Gradually, through the acquisition of more forms of
objects, the quyh arrives at general notions about those ob-
jects. These general notions include the ways in which the
objects are similar or dissimilar to each other. For example,
objects can be called similar, or 'the same' if they belong
to the same Species. This notion implies that the ¢uYf is
able to discern in a certain class of particulars those fea-
tures which all of the particulars have in common, it is this
similarity which is the basis for their particular classifi-
cation. Thus, a man and a horse are similar in that they are
both primary substances, they are dissimilar in species and
the same in genus, ultimately they both belong to the Category
of Substance. -

In the tase of a man whom we sense, his form is separated

from its matter and enters the ¢Uxﬁ. But it 1is not the form
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qua universal that is separated, but rather the form of this
individual, and this individual is distinguished from all others.
by these particular accidents which are inseparable—from the
substance of the individual, and therefore inseparable from

the image of the individual. I would add parenthetically that,-
of course,.the mind can suppress certain or indeed all acci-

dental attributes as they pertain to a particular image. The
imagination is particularly goed at this, and from this fact
we derive such odd images as centaurs, mermaids and the like.
But it remains true that the image in all of its aspects had
to have been accurately conveyed before the mind could begin
to traffic with the particulars. I could, for instance, con-
jure up an image of Woody Allen with green hair rather than
red, but for me, the 'real' Woody Allen is an image of this
particular man and not another, qualified by these particular
_accidents and not others.

The purpose of the above excursion was to indicate not
only the way in which the forms of substances entefkthe buxn ,
but also the way in which the 'forms' of accidents enter. This
is what I meant when I said earlier that the categorially struc-
tured external world 'imposes' itself upon the duyh. Once the
substantial and non-substantial particulars have passed through
the required levels of generalization all the way to the cate-
gories, it is then through the mediation of the categories as

universals that thé'ontological world is known as categorially

structured. In this respect, Aristotle is a long way from /
Kant. Aristotle's categories are 'imposed' by 'the realll upon

the ¢uy7n , whereas Kant's are 'imposed' by the mi?d upon the

chaotic manifold of sensation. Thus on one leve& Kant is right

% o~
when he says that Aristotle's categories are empiricall§ deri-

ved, but he iskwrong-in conq&gding that the acquisition of the
categories is, therefore, arbitrary.
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In Chapter I, I raised, albeit peripherally, the problem
of the One and the Many, the predominant obsession of the pre-
Socratics. One of the excesses that this problem led to was
Parmenides' assertion that Being is One and the consequent de-
nial of any multiplicity. In the philosophy of Socrates and
Plato, 'the method of dialectic was used precisely-to find the
Cne in the Many. With Aristotle, this problem takes yet an-
other twist. Aristotle identifies the One with Being, but this-
is not to say that‘Being is One. On the contrary, 'being’ is

-

differentiated by the categories given that these are the ge-
nera into which 'being' immediately falls. - As for the notion
cf the 'one', this, in i4s primary meaning, is to be the first
measure of a kind. A kind of what? A kind of 'beéing'. Thus,
there are as many meanings of 'one' as there are categories,
becéuse the categories themselves are indivisible. Aristotle
concludes that the mind's ultimate access to the categories

is through the 'one’ as a meaéure, and that which measures is
always homogeneous with that which is measured. Thus the 'one'

which measures and the categories which are measured are them-

selves 'one'. Owing toc the fact that the categories are 'one'
they share in the primary function of the 'one' which is to

be a measure. The notion of the 'category as measure' is fas-
cinating. Since ’beingﬂ is differentiated by the categories,
we may say that 'being' is delimited by them, and so 'measured'
by them. This is to say that the highest manifestations of
'being' (substances) are fixed quantitatively, qualitatively,
relationally, spaﬁially, temporally, and so forth. In other
words, that 'being' is 'fixed', determined and 'measured' ac-
cording to certain ultimate standards. For the mind to be-
aware that 'being' is so differentiated and 'measured' is for
it to be aware that the ontological categories are known through

the mediation of, or with reference to, the same specifically

ghavd
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identic;l though numerically différent, standards by which
'being’' is- 'measured’', i.e. the-categories. Thus the catego-
ries 'measure' knowledge in the same way that the ontological
categories 'measure' 'being'. The relationship between 'being'’
and knowledge can thus be seen as the foundation of logic. The
categories, as the highest universals that knowledge 'knows',
are the starting point for the ¢uyfi's 'return' to the world of
sense through scientific demonstration from universal to par- -

ticular. Thus, the cate%ories of 'being' are known as cate-

gories of knowledge. The categories of logic, which is to say
the, categories of knowledge as employed by logic, 'measure’

and 'fix' the content of scientific discourse so that what is °
asserted will (or should) be the way in which 'being' is known.

The major concepts of Aristotle's philosophy, the cate—
gories, the four causes, actuality and potentiality, matter and
form, unity and goodness, to name but a few, "...are all for-~
mulated with one end in view: the development of the theory
of the structure of intelligibility of what exists."6 In many
ways, the theory of categories is the ultimate reply td Plato.
It will be remembered that Plato had scorn®d the sensible world
as incapable of'yielding knowledge of itself, so he situated
the ground of 'being' and intelligibility in a transcendent
world of changeless 'perfection. Aristotle, on the contraty,
abolished the world of transcendence and made the ground of
'being' and the ground bf\intelligibility (the form) co-exten-
sive with substance. 1In this way, substance and the non-sub-
stance categories are supremely immanent in the cosmos and are
the ground of the being and intelligibility of what exists.

It is to be hoped that this interpretation of Artstotle
has provided good reasons for believing that the categeries
-are not 'just' logical in nature, and not "just' ontological,

but that these two 'categorial systems' are commensurable,



but by !commensurable' I do not mean 'identical' in the strict
sense. The categories of ontology and logic are identical in

form, or 'specifically identical', they are not identical in
number, nor do they have the same 'ontological weight'. For
the categories of ontology and logic tb‘be commensurable means
according to my interpretation, that they must both be refer-
red to a third system." This third system would have to be
something which was not ontology as such,.nor'loéic as such,
but something which was capable of standing between them and
effecting a ;translaﬁion' of one to another. I believe that
this third 'something' is knowledge. Knowledge arises from
'the real', thus knowledge is not 'the real', but of ‘the real
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The categorially structured ontological world provides the sen-

siﬁle substances which are the starting points of the process
of coming to know the universal. Knowledge is of the univer-
sal, and the universal is the starting point of logic. In the
end, the ontologicaiﬁ epistemological, and logical categories
are all measurable by the same standard, ile.;by the 'one' as
measure. In thi§ way, the 'one' is trans-categorial and is
the ultimate ground of their commenéurability.

Wwhen I began this dissertation,. I had 'ontological cate-
gories' and 'logical céfegories' énd‘po convincing way to get
from ‘one tc the 6ther. If, at the end of this dissertation,

I have provided adequate, or even good, reasons for believing
that 'epistemological categories' wiil get us £from ontology

to logic, then I will hope to have shown thereby how the metho
dological function of Aristotle's categories might be extended
Should it be reproached that my interpretation of the catego-
ries is a shade too architectonic, I would reply that propor-
tion and harmony (which are, in some degree, implicit in the
notion of commensurability), always exerted a strong appeal to
the Greek mind and, after all, Aristotle was a Greek.
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NOTES TO SUMMARY AND CONCLUSICON

.

1. cat., 5, 2all.

2. Ibid.,'S, 2b4-6.

3. Meta.,A, 10, 1075al8.

4. Marcel Proust, A la recherche du temps perdu, V,

A l'ombre des jeunes filles en fleurs, (Paris: Gallimard,
1965}, p. 180.

5. Chapter V, section 3.
r

6. Hofstadter, art. cit., p. 176. . .

a. Admittedly, this is a controversial statement which Aris-
totle, in some places, seems to subscribe to while, in others,
he backs away. On the one hand, he says: "...to know each
thing...is just to know its essence, so that even by the ex-
hlbltlon of instances it becomes clear that both must be one."
[Meta., Z, 6, 1031b20~ 22/ Again, "The essence of each thing
is what it is said to be propter se. For being ycu is not be-
ing musical, since you are not by your very nature musical.
What, then, you are by your very nature is your essence." [Ibld.,
2, 4, 1029bl4~- 157 Later on, however, he appears to have se-
cond thoughts and expresses them most clearly thus: "...the
essence certainly attaches to the form and the actuallty For
'soul' and 'to be soul' are the same, but 'to be man' and 'man’
are not the same unless even the bare soul is to be called man;
and thus on one 1nterpretatlon the thing is the same as its
essence, and on another it is not." /Ibid., H, 3, 1043bl- 4/
Aristotle clarifies part of this apparent contradiction

when he says: "But things which are of the nature of matter,
or of wholes which contain mattg¢r, are not the same as their
essences..." /Ibid., Z, 11, 1037b4- 5/., In other words, of

things constltuted of both essence and: matter, they contain
something (matter) which is somethlng "in addition to' the es-
sence and thus, the essence is not equal to matter plus essence.
Aristotle explalns why in the following quotations taken from
Richard Hope's translation of the Metaphysics: "Since a defi-
nition conveys a concept (AdYo¢), and every concept has parts,
and since as the concept is related to the cbject mpdypa ), so

) NS
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the part of the concept is related to the part of the object,
it may be asked on this basis whether the eoncept of the parts
must inhere in the concept of the whole (6Aov) or mot. It ap-
pears that in some cases the concept is divisible into parts
[just as the object is dlv151b1e7- but that in other cases it
is not." éIbld., Z, 10, 1034b20- 24/ He continues by saying:
“...let us...inquire about the parts of which prima being
(ovola) consists. Given a material (UAn), a form (eldog¢), and
the composite of these, the primary being is this union of mat-
ter and form; therefore, its material is in a sense a part of
.it; but in another sense it is not, for its parts are only the
elements which are stated in the definition...bronze is a part
of the statue as an object (i.e. a 'composite' (ouvéiou)), but
forms no part of the statue as a concept. For only the form,
or the object as hawving form, can be expressed in the concept;
whereas the material element by itself cannot be expressed in
* the concept." [Ibld., 1034b34-a9/.

Here is what we are looking for, viz. an identification of
the essence (stated as a definition) with the form of the con-
crete object. Thus essence equals form, but does not equal
the combined form-~in-matter. In any attempt at a definition,
we must be clear on what belongs to the form and what belongs
to matter, otherwise it will not be possible to define arny-
thing (cf. 2z, 11, incipit). Aristotle further indicates his
awareness that the case of man provides a particular problem:
"Where the same forms...are found under’ diverse material em-
bodiments, such as the circle in bronze, wood, or stone, it
seems clear that, because bronze and stone are readily differ-
entiated, they are no part of the primary being of the circle.
Where the same form and matter are regularly found together,
though there 'is nothing to prevent the same distinction being
made, it is hard .to make the appropriate discrimination. 1If
all circles ever seen had been of bronze, the bronze would
nevertheless be no part of their forms. Sco the form of man
is always to be found in flesh and bone and such parts: are
these, then, also parts of its form, that is, of the concept
of "man"; or are they not rather his material? It is because
man is not found with other material embodiments that we are
unable to distinguish readily." [Ibld., 1036a31—b7/

We now have the means to explain what Aristotle meant
when I guoted him earlier as saying: "...the essence certainly
attaches to the form and the actuality. For 'soul' and 'to be
soul' are the same, but 'to be man' and 'man' are not the
same, unless even the bare soul is to be called man: and thus
on one 1nterpretat10n the thlng is the same as its essence,
and on another it is not." /Ibid., H, 3, 1043bl- 4/ To this |
statement, it might be objected that Aristotle, in giving this
example of a way in which a thing is identical to its essence
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('soul’ and 'to be soul'), is violating his own rule for the
determination of an essence. He says: "...there is an essence
only of those things whose formula is a definition. But we
have a definition not where we have a word and a formula that
"are identical in meanlng...but where there is a formula of some-
thing primary..." [Ibld., Z, 4, 1030a6—10/ On  the face of it,
'soul' and 'to be soul' are prec1sely a word and a formula that
are identical in meaning thus, 'to be soul' cannot be the de--
finition of 'soul'. We may add £ er that Aristotle gives a

'real' definition of soul when says: "...the soul is the
first grade of actuality of ‘a rmatural body_having llfe poten-
tially in, it." [De Anima, II4y 1, 412a29- 30/

Aristotle resolves these difficulties by remlndlng us of
the general point that if the case of soul, the soul (as a form
only) is identical to 1ts essence (which is also a form); in
the case of man, if we were to say that to be a man is to be a
certain kind of souk oniy, then man would, for the same reasons,
be identical to his essence. But man is not a particular kind
of soul only, he is a composite of matter and form thus, man,
"in his concrete totality contains an element (matter) which is
'in addition to' the essence and so essence does not egual the.
concrete totality. It is in this sense that the concrete man
is not equal to his essence.

To this notion, Aristotle adds that "_..only the parts of
the form are parts of the concept, and the concept is of a uni-
versal; for being a circlé is the same as "the circle," as be-
ing a soul is the same as "the soul."” But as to the concrete
object, for example, this circle, that is, one of the indivi-
dual circles /i.e. those of bronze or wood/,...there is no de-
finition of them; but it-is denotatively or perceptually that
they are known. And when they pass out of this known state,
it is not:.clear whether they still are or are not; but always
they are defined and known through the concept which expresses
them generally, since matter is with regard to itself unknow-
able." gMeta., Z, 10, 1035b33-36a9 (Hope)/. Thus, -insofar as
the concrete individual contains a form that can be defined
‘through a universal concept it can be known, but it cannot be
known qua material.

B. In his dlSCUSSlon of the various ways_in which things are
said to be 'one' éMeta., I, 1, 1052al5-bl/, Aristotle enumer-
ates four: 1) the Tone' which is said to be continuous by na-
ture; 2) the 'one' which is said to be a natural whole, one
extended thing, which has in itself the cause of its own move-
ment. Other things are said to be 'one' if they are indivi-.
sible in thought or definition, e.g. 3) in number (individuals),
or 4) in kind (form), i.e. that which gives substances unity
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. AN
and indivisibility in knowledge and intelligibility. The 'one'
is like 'being' in the sense that it is the widest predicate,
but insofar as it is a 'measure', it belongs most strictly-to
guantity. Cf. p. 274. '
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APPENDIX

ON TﬁE QUESTION OF THE AUTHENTICITY OF ARISTOTLE'S CATEGORIES.

In his article, "Sur l'authenticité& des Catégories d'Aris-
Ill ’

tote, Bertrand Dumoulin observes:

"Une saine méthode demande...de ne pas
utiliser, dans les exposé&s de la pen-
. s€e d'Aristotle, les Cat&gories comme
.81 leur authenticit& ne falsait pas
problé&me, "2

The question of the authenticity of the Categories is one that

has exercised several commentators for a variety of reasons.

In the course of what follows, I shall refer to what I consi-
der to be the principal arguments pro and contra in order to
see what merit each view may have, if any, and to come to some
conclusion regarding this queétion. To be sure, an appendix

is not the place to indulge in freewheeling philosophical argu-
ment, so I shall confine my'efforts to a summary of the various
positions along with such personal obsérvations_as may be rele-
vant.

In geﬂeral, there are a variety of techniques that may be
used either to question or to support the authenticity of an
Iancient_ text. ©One of these is philological, i.e. an exémina—
tion of the syntax of the treXtise in question and an analysis
of“the use of certain words coupled with a detailed knowledge
of the state of development of the language at any given period.
For example, if it can be determined that the literary style
of the disputed treatise is significantly different from that
of the admittedly genuine works of the author to whom it is

attributed, then grounds for suspicion would certainly exist.

-
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Similarly, if dgrtain terms are used. in the .treatise, and it
can be shown that these terms did not come into generél use
until a century or two after the treatise was ailegedly writ—
ten, then once again, wé would be justified in viewing the dis-
puted work with a jaundiced eye. As for the philological me-
thod, it is no doubt an excellent and valuable one, but since
‘my own training does not lie in this direction, I am obliged

to disqualify myself from any evaluation of the Categories .
along these lines.

Fortunately, there are other ways of approaching this-ques—
tion, and one of these is properly philosophical in that it
touches the doctrinal content of the treatise as compared with
others whose genuineness is not questioned. This is largely
the method I have employed throughout this dissertation, and
it is the one to which I shall cdnfine myself in this appendix,
although some historical considerations will necessarily enter
the picture. .

By way of preface to the principal discussion, I shall ob-
serve immediately that the Categories was almost universally

endorsed as a genuine Aristotelian treatise in ancient times,
a fact which is not insignificant, although as Ross says:

"The authenticity of this book has been
denied. There are no clear references

to it in admittedly genuine works of
Aristotle. But it was accepted with-

out question in antiquity, and commented
©n as a genuine work by a series of com-
mentators beginning in the third century
A.D. with Porphyry; indeed the evidence
for its acceptance goes back to Androni-
cus (early first century B.C.). The ar-
guments against it from the point of view
of Aristotelian doctrine are not conclu-
sive, and its grammar and style are tho-
roughly Aristotelian. The last six chap-
ters, dealing with the so~called Post-



280

predicaments, stand on a spmewhat dif-
ferent footing. They werelsuspected
by Andronicus, and are foreign to the
purpose of the book. But %hey may well
be the work of Aristotle.™

That the ancient commentators were not greatly troubled .by the
question of the authenticity of the Categories is also attested

to by Zeller: "...the ancient critics never doubted the genuine-

ness of the extant book..."4 However, as Ross also observes,

somebbdz must have doubted it because

\'...several of the commentators devote .

. themselves to refuting arguments against
its genuineness - e.g. Philoponus 12.34~
13.5, Simplicius 379.7-380.15, Olympio- !
dorus 22.38-24.20. The arguments which
they set themselves to meet - arguments’
derived from supposed contradictions bet-
ween the Categories and certain works of
Aristotlg - are invariably weak, and the
answers given by the commentators are
convincing."

Following the ancient period, the Categories continued

merrily along without a stain on its character until itggncouh—
tered a group of philologists in Nineteenth Century Germany.6
These scholars cast a suspicious eye on the little treatise, -
and such was the'controversy arcused that in 1904, Isaak Husik
deemed it necessary to spring to the defense.7 I shall ailow
Husik (writing in 1939) to tell, in his own words, what hap-
pened next: .

"Thirty-four years ago I published a paper,
"On the Categories of Aristotle," in the
Philosophical Review. Like the case of
the proverbial Irishman who desired to be
buried in a Jewish cemetary because that
was the last place the devil would look
for an Irishman, so it seems that the Phi-
losophical Review at that time was the
last place where an Aristotelian scholar
would look for a literary-historical arti-
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cle on the Categories of Aristotle.
And so the article was stillborn. No
European student cf Aristotle knew
" about it and it did not find its way

into the bibliography of the subiject."
. In an afterword to Husik's 1939 article, Ross says that

8

"Professor Husik has done a serv?ce to

. students of Aristotle by reminding them
of his earlier article, which, buried in
the decent obscurity of a learned jour-
nal, had escaped my attention, as well
as that of many other students."9

Husik's 1904 article is a long and careful reply to the
German philologists, and leans heavily upon texts drawn from
the ancient commentators. In his afterword to Husik's 1939
article, Ross says that: "His [ﬁus}k'§7.conclusion seems ’ to
me sound, that the Categories is by Aristotle, dnd is'ahkearly
workﬂbelonging to the same period as the Togics.“lo :
recall at this point that in-his book Aristotle, first publi-

shed in 1923, Ross had entertained certain reservations con-

We may

cerning the so-called Post-praedicamenta, although he had con-
ceded in the end that "...they may well be the work of Aris-
totle."tt
Ross changed his opinion. He thanks Husik for having removed
his doubts concerning chapters 10—13,12 and says also that

By 1939, however, under the influence of Husik,

...even if we treat chapters 14 and 15 as not belonging pro-
perly to the Categories, we need not hesitate to ascribe them
to Aristotle." 3 This opinion is fairly close to that of Zeller
who believes that the Organon in general,” including the Catego-
ries, was not established by Aristotle in its'gresent form, al-

though he is responsible for its contents, 14

For his own part,
Ackrill agrees with Ross that chapters 10-15 provide no reason
for any doubt as to their authenticity, although Ackrill belie-

ves that they were not part of the original treatise, having

ot
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Buﬁ, if Husik had been able to deal with the German com-—
mentators in the Nineteenth Century, nothing could have pre-
pared him for an encounter with another German writiné in the
Twentieth. I refer, of course, to Werner Jaeger.

The debate in the earlier part of the present century con-
cerning the authenticity of the Categories received a strange
twist with the publication of Jaeger's majof work. In Richard
Robinson's translation of that book, we find an astounding foot-

e

note:

"The Categories cannot be an early work
because the Lyceum is given as an exam-
ple of the category of place; and this
undoubtedly refers to the school, which
also provided several other examples of
logical conceptions. One need only think
of Coriscus; the point of the frequent
use of his name as an example becomes
clear when one imagines 'the lectures in *
Assos, at which he was present. In the
Categories Aristotle's doctrine @f first
and second substance is made nominalistic;
this cannot be removed or explained away;
and the very form is un-Aristotelian. The
importance of these slight and unintenti-
. onal verbal indications must not be under-
estimated. Moreover, the author assumes
v that the doctrine of categories is already
known; he takes up only a few questions.
All this, however, does not prevent us
from seeing that most of the details are
Aristotelian in content..."l

Taking Jaeger's points in the order made, the -first con-
éerns the Lyceum given as an example of the category of place.
Of this example, Jaeger says that "...this undoubtedly refers
to the school...“l7 Does it? I £find no evidence whatever to

suggest that this is so. 1In the Categories, the examples given
18

are the Lyceum and the market=place. Jaeger is forgetting
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that, long before the time of Aristotle, the Lyceum was a well-
known léhdmark in Atﬁens,‘famous as a haunt of Socrates, and
Plato refers to it on occasion. It is, in fact, the setting
for the dialogue Euthyd’emus.l9 As examples, Aristotle might
jﬁst as easily have chosen the Academy and the Acropolis. So,
taken in itself, .the occurrence of the Lyceum in the Catégories
proves nothing.

The second point concerns the invocation of the name Coris-
cus. On the whole, I find this examplé unnecessarily confusing
and perhaps even misleading. Jaeger needs to be read carefully
here lest it appear that he thinks that Coriscus has something
to do with the Categories.‘ In other words, that Coriscus is

used as an example of something in the same way as the Lyceum.
But Coriscus makes his début in the corpus at Posterior Analy-
tics, I, 24, 85a25. From Jaeger's perspective, the whole point
appears to be that Coriscus is used in the writings which fol-
lowed the sojourn at Assos, and also following the period of
Aristotle's tutelage of Alexander, thus during the so-called
second Athenian period. This is plausible, at least as far as
Coriscus goes. Aristotle may indeed be recalling the lectures
at Assos at which Coriscus was present. But the Lyceum is not

on the same footing at all. There is no evidence to indicate
that the Lyceum mentioned in the Categories is Aristotle's
rather than the one Socrates frequented.

The third, and by far the most serious, of Jaeger's points
is that the doctrine of primary and secondary substance is made
nominalistic in the Categories. Speaking of this extraordinary

claim, Dumoulin says:

"Si on prend & la lettre l'expression de
Jaeger, dans la proposition "Socrate est
un homme", les Catégories voient en So-
crate la substance premiére et dans homme
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la substance $econde, alors que dans £§\
. perspective d'Aristote, homme serait a

contraire la substance premiere, et So-
crate la substance seconde!"20

It is patently inconceivable that Aristotle's usual view could
be that secondary substances (i.e. species and genefa) could be

primary substances, and that in the Categgries, the meanings )

of the terms 'primary’ and 'secondary subskance' have been in-

Categorieé, makes it

fs by the term prlmary
ticular 'this'

21

verted. For one thing, Aristotle, in‘1
abundantly clear that what he understa
substance! is the concrete- existent pa
the ;nd1v1dual man, or the individual horse.

genera are called substances in a secondary sense.

no evidence that Aristotle argues to the contra
work. Further, it makes no sense to talk as though Aristotle

holds to a doctrine of secondary substance apart from the Cate-
: 23

gories because the term does not appear anywhere else. One
speculates with considerable’interest why Jaeger could have
thought such a thing, and yet, think it he did. 1In the origi-

nal German editidn of 1923 ($econd edition, 1955), Jaeger says:

telischen Lehre von der ersten und zweiten
ovola in der‘Kategorienschrift 1lisst sich

nicht wegraumen oder-deuten, auch die Form
ist unaristotelisch."

"Die nominalistische UmkehrZEg der aristo-

k)

In the above passage, 'Umkehrung' may be translated as an 'up-
set', a 'reversal', or an 'inversion', thus Dumculin is quite

right in sa¥;ng that Jaeger believes the Categories to contain

" 25

*/une/ inversion nominaliste This particular phrase is

very much at odds with Richard Robinson's famous translation -

26

of Jaeger. In the relevant passage gquoted above, Robinscon

omits the Greek oUcof{a and merely says: "In the Categories Aris-
totle's doctrine of first and second substance is made nominal-

n27

“istic... There is no mention of an inversion. In the trans-— v
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lation from German to English, the notion of 'Umkehrung' dis-—
appears. In consequence, the reader of Robinson's translation
has no inkling of the seriousness of what Jaeger actually said.
However, it is beyond the scope of this appendix to cite all
of the places where Aristotle holds that what he understands
by the term 'primary substance' is the concrete individual,
and that nowhere are species and genera given this designation.
Jaeger appears to hold the opposite view, though on what grounds
he fails to say. It is, or rather, was, up to Jaeger to provide
textual evidence for this strange opinion, and he did not do so.
Perhaps the best explanation is simply that the view which Jae-
ger attributes to Aristotle was never in fact held by him.

Elsewhere in the famous footnote, Jaeger warns his reader
not to underestimate the importance of "...these slight and un-
' intentional verbal indications.._.“.z8 If the general effect of

these 'slight and unintentional verbal indications' is to con-

vulse the traditional understanding of the Aristotelian doc-
trine of substance, then perhaps these 'vérbal indications' can
hardly have been so 'slight'. I have already commented on the
problem of the 'nominalistic inversion', so I shall only say
that Jaeger is proceeding on the basis of 'facts' neot in evi-
dence, -and that in consequence, any conclusions drawn from them
must be unacceptable. o

Finally, Jaeger claims that the author of the Categories

--.assumes that the doctrine of the categories is already
t|29

known. . . Here again is a totally unwarranted statement.
What, in the Categories, could be interpreted as the author's ..
belief that his subject is already known?

The case of Jaeger is instructive, and when discussing him,
we must be aware that we are talking about the author of one of
the most influential books about Aristotle in this century, in

short, a man whose lightest.word is taken by many as authorita-

ROk PR
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tive. But éven a cursory examinationrof his views on the Cate-
gories has shown them to be less th?n scientific. He tosses
off a series of bombshells seemingly without regard for the
consequences. In conclusion, I will ‘obhserve only that if some
philosophers hawgiformed'their opinions of Aristotle's Cate-
gories as a result of too strict an adherence to the authority
of Jaeger, then they would do well to revise their views. As
L. M. de Rijk accurately notes: "The objections of W.. Jaeger...
are shallow and pointless."30

Turning from Jaeger to Eugéne Dupféel, we shall see that
the arguments of the latter are only slightly more meritorious
than are those of the former for all that they are equally sur-
prising. In general, proponents of the authenticity of the
Categories consider it to be an early work given its overall
stylistic and doctrinal immaturity when compared, for example,
with the Metaphysics. But Dupréel does not agree. On the con-
trary, he asserts that the Categories is not an early develop-
ment of Aristotle's thought, but rather the expression of a
mature Aristotelianism, written by someone who did not under-
stand Aristotle. He says:

"Le syst&me métaphysique du Traité est
différent de l'aristot&lisme vrai; .il
ne saurait étre tenu pour original ni
pour un état ant8rieur de la doctrine
d'Aristote et il ne s'explique que com-
me une expression de cette doctrine im-
parfaitement connue et mal comprise."31l

Dupréel believes that he has found an opposition between the
metaphysical system of the Categories and what he calls 'l'aris-
totélisme vrai'. 1In his favour, it must at least be granted
that he sees the treatise on categories as contaiﬂing a meta-
physical, as opposed to a logical, system. For the rest, how-
ever, he attempts to defend a number of highly controversial

gOPinions. One such flows consequentially from his assertion
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that the Categories does not pre-date the Metaphysics. The
conclusion would appear to be th&t the Categories was written
near the time of the composition of -the cehtral books of the
Metaphysics, or even later, perhaps following the death of

Aristotle. Since Dupré&el assumes that the Categories was a

late expression of a mature doctrine, he finds it astounding
that. the author should be ignorant of a major tenet of Aris-
totdlianism: '

. “L'auteur du\Trait& ne connaft pas la
théorieyde }3 matig&re et de la forme,
sans laquelle le syst&me d'Aristote

- est comme désarticulé, mais 1'expres-

sion de npiitn ovofa est venue jusqu'a

lui; or les mots lui sont précieux,
car son fait est bien plus 4d'é&numérer
et de décrire que d'expliquer, il _est
pédagogue plutét gue philosophe."32

Now, if Dupré&el is right in assuming that the doctrine of
substance in the Metaphysics is prior to that of the Categories,

_then the author of the treatise has no excuse for being unaware
of the théory of matter and form. But I see no reason whatever
for asserting that the Metaphysics is prior to the Categories.
Even the most superficial compari;on of the two works would
make it clear that doctrinally and stylistically, the Catego-
ries is by far the more primitive, and the absence éf the the-

ory of matter and form can easily be explained by saying that
when Aristotle wrote the Categories, the theory had not yet
occurred to him. But an even more telling argument can be
brought agiénst Dupréel as follows: If Aristotle is not the

author of the Categories, that in fact, the treatise was writ-

ten by an amateur Aristotelian possibly after the death of the

Stagirite, then Dupréel has some brisk explaining to do. For
on his showing, somebody wrote the work in question followi?g

the composition of the Metaphysics. This unknown person was
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ignorant :} the basic doctrines of Aristotelianism and misun-
derstood the ones he did .know of, and despite theée obstacles,
he wrote a book in the Aristotelian style that was accepted as
genuine for over two thousand years! If any credence can be
given to this view, then it would raise very serious questions
-concerning the competence of all scholars, ancieﬁt and modern,
who have declared themselves convinced of the authenticity of
the treatise. | O

On another level, merely to suggest that there are dif-
ferences between the doctrines of the Categories and the Meta-
physics is by no means to prove that the Categories is inau--

thentic. The authenticity of any particular treatise does not

depend on the identity of~jits doctrinal content with that of
every other treatise. As ié\saw in Chapter III, the hetero-
geneity of the theory of substance is not easy to reconcile.
In some pléces, Aristotle speaks of substance as the indivi-
_dual concrete 'this', in others he treats it as the subject of
logical predications, in still others, as essence. It appears
that the governing methodological consideration—in—these vari-
ous approaches is that he calls 'substance' different things
in different disciplines according to the particular problem
under consideration. If we assume that the doctrine of sub-

stance, as laid down in the Metaphysics, is the only authentic

one, then we would have grounds for suspecting not only the

Categories, but every other treatise where the notion of olUoia

is not understoocd as td t({ fiv elvaL. In the end, Aristotle

reconciles the Categories and the Metaphysics by asserting

that the particular thing and its essence are one and the same.33_

Before turning to the objections of Suzanne Mansion to the
notion of secondary substance, I shall comment first on the

views of Augustin Mansion, who makes several important obser-

vations:



; "...11 n'y a pas seulement la r&daction ?i
verbeuse, si diffé&rente de la mani&re
concise et prenante d'Aristote dans
ses &crits didactiques; l'analyse du
contenli doctrinal et de la terminolo-
gie technique propres au traité& ont
fourni 3 la critigue des arguments en
sens opposé€s, les uns tendant 3 faire
voir dans les Cat&gories une oeuvre
datant de la premiére période de 1'ac-
tivité d'Aristote, tandis que d'autres
suggérent plutdt de reporter 1'ouvrage
en tout ou en partie apr&s la mort du
Stagirite; mais les uns commes les au-
tres ont pour résultat de détacher cet
écrit de l'ensemble de 1'Organon, ou
de moins de lui retirer la fonction
qu’'il aurait 3 y remplir /I.e. to be a
theory of termg?."

In fact, A. Mansion believes that if the Categories belongs to
logic at all, then we would hardly guess it from its doctrinal
content. As he says: "...le petit traité des Catégories par

son contenu se préte bien mal...3 la fonction gu‘on lui a as-

signée dans l'ensemble /i.e. the Organog?.BS Indeed, he goes
further:- ‘

"H. MAIER, auquel on doit 1'examen le
plus approfondi de 1'ensemble de la
logique aristotélicienne, basé& sur une
analyse minutieuse des traité&s de 1'Or-
ganon, reconnaft de fagon explicite {Die
Syllogistik des Aristoteles, II, 2, (Tu-
bingue, 1900), p. 372, n. 1) gue, rigou-
reusement parlant, les Catéqgories ne ren-
trent pas dans 1'Organon; l'exposé gqu'on
y trouve, se rattache plutdt 3 la m&ta-~-
physique."36 :

In general, I support this view, as do Ibn Sina37

Zeller.38

and
What A. Mansion appears to find troubling is not
that the Categories should be more metaphysical than logical,

but that there are not sufficient indications in the text to

!
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support a clear-cut reading one way or the other. 1In particular,
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critics have been able to find, in the text, passages that
would allow them to.arque contradlctory pOSltlong\Wlth equal
ease, or so it would appear. But A. Mansion does make a point
with which I do not agree. Speaking of the literary style,

he states that compared with the conciseness found in Aristo-
tle's didactic writings, the style of the Categories is ver-

‘bdse. The contrary could easily be argued. For exémple, chap-

ters 9 through 15 are sometimes terse to the point of obscu-
rity, moreover, any treatise which lays down- -the foundations
for the doctrine of‘sﬁbstance, the thebry of catggories, and
elaborates a distinction between predication and inherence in
only fifteen pages of the Bekker edition can hardly be called
verbose.
In a later article published several years after his book,

A. Mansion hardens his position against the authenticity of

the Categories and takes his cue from a peint of terminology.

In the Categories, npétn olola is used to designate the indi-
39

vidual man or horse, whereas in the Metaphysics, this desig-

nation seems to belong to the form, or ¢uxﬁ.40 Mansion con-

cludes:

"Cette terminologie est différente de
celle qui est mise en avant dans Catég.,
5, 2all-19, et les doctrines sont, de
part et d'autre, nettement divergentes.
Cela seul suffirait & mettre en suspi-
cion l'authenticité& du petit traité des
Catégories, dont l'exposé a imprégné -
et faussé - toute la tradition péripa-
téticienne et dont les données sont re-
produites sans critique dans la grande
majorité des manuels."

Like Jaeger, A. Mansion also drops his bombshell in a footnote,

i.e. that the doctrine of the Categories has falsified the en-

tire Peripatetic tradition. Surely this is too strong. Through-

out this dissertation I have attempted to show that the doc-
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trine of the Categories is by no means radically incompatible
with the other works in the corpus. In any event, the views:
of Augustin Mansion seem to have influenced the opinions of

his equally celebrated niece:

"...ce qu'il est surtout intéressant de
relever ici, c'est que la substance est
définie autrement dans les Caté&gories
que dans &e reste des &crits du philo-
sophe..."42

While A. Mansion says that

"...la fameuse substance seconde des Cat&-
gories, &tant caractérisée comme un uni-
versel au regard de la substance premiére,’
ne peut en aucune fagon étre dite sub-
stance d'aprés la3doctrine motivée de

nf
Métaph., Z,‘lBk‘

S. Mansion says:

"La dé&finition de la substance selon les
Catégories est...nettement autre que

celle de la Mé&taphysique et des Analy-
tiques Postérieurs. L'auteur de L opus-
cule...distingue deux "degrés de substan-
tialit&" par sa division en substance ’
premi&re et seconde. Cette dichotomie

ne se retrouve nulle part ailleurs et

rend un son fort peu Aristotélicien.

La substance seconde est un universel,
puisqu'elle est esp&ce ou genre et qu'elle
est prédicat de la substance premiare.

Or, le Stagirite insiste keaucoup dans

la Métaphysique sur la th&se que 1'uni-
versel ne peut &tre substance (2, 13). )

Ces divergences doctrinales laissent

la voie ouverte & plusieurs hypothéses:
le traité des Catégories doit-il &tre.
-tenu pour up ouvrage de jeunesse d'Aris-
tote? A-t-il &t& écrit par un Académicien
de cette &poque? Il paraft sfir en tout
cas que l'opuscule ne refléte pas la pen-
sée du Stagirite arrivée 3 sa maturité et
cela nous justifie d'avoir négligé le con-
tenu du traité pour notre exgosé de la
substance aristot&licienne."%4
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As we have seen, both Mansions are unhappf with the doc-
" trine of secondary substance as this is expounded in the Cate-
gories, and it is this theory in particular that bears a major
share of the responsibility for the controversy now under dis-—
cussion. However, several observations are now in order that
may help to clarify the situation. In the first piace, I re-
fer the reader to my previous discussion, in Chapter IV, of
the nature of the categories. In the section devoted to the
category as predicate;4? it was concluded, for reasons unneces-
sary to repeat here, that it does not seem to be correct to say

that the Categories was intended by Aristotle to be primarily

logical in nature. In fdct, it is arguably more a metaphysical
46 Zeller,47 48
seem to think. With this in mind, anyone who ties the question

treatise than a logical one as Ibn Sing, and Maier
of authenticity to the alleged logical function of the Catego-
ries in the Organon would, if the relation were challenged,
feel constrained to deny the authenticity of the treatise. But

49

as also seed Iy Chapter IV, we may deny that logic is the

primary functi of the Categories without denying its logical

application. %ﬁis consideration alone is sufficient to allow

the treatise to retain its place in the Organon. The gquestion
we must now face is whether the doctrine of secondary substance
is to be taken as primarily a logical or metaphysical develop-
ment . '

Since I have argued that the Categories is more metaphy-

sical than logical in content, let us see what can be done with
the assumption that secondary substance has more to do with

ontology. In the Categories, Aristotle says of species and

genera that they are substances in a secondary sense.50 In the

51

relevant passage, Aristotle discusses his reasons for calling
species and genera substances, albeit secondary. What is stri-

king, not only about this passage but the entire treatise, is
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that while secondary substances are commonly thought to be uni-
versals, Aristotle nevef says that they are. 1In fact, the word
na®8hou never appears in the éategories at all. Ka®dAou makes
its first appearance in the corpus at De Interpretatione, 7,
17a38. If Aristotle had thought that what he'9alls secondary
substances in the Categories were universals (properly so cal-
led}).,, then he might have been expected to say so, but he does

not. He is quite clear on the,point that, from the perspec—
tive of the Categories, species and genera are not universals,
. but secondary substances. The denial in Metaphysics, 2, 13,

that universals can be substances would thus seem to_be in line
with what appears to be implicit in the Categories, and on this
interpretation, there is no longer a conflict Wetween the Meta-
physics and the Categorjeg. But what could Aristotle have

meant by calling species and genera substances? In the passage
52

referred to,

1n

he says:

...it is because the primary substances
are subjects for all the other things
and all the other things are predicated
of them or are in them, that they are
called substances most of all. But as .
the primary substances stand to the other
things, so the species stands to the ge-
nus: the species is a subject for the
genus (for the genera are predicated of
the species but the species are not pre—
dicated reciprocally of the genera).
Hence for this reason toc the species is
more a substance than the genus."

On our ontological reading of this passage, Aristotle stres-
ses that theres is an analogy between the way in which 'all the
other things' (i.e. secondary substances and the accidents of
substance) are either -'predicated of', or 'present in', pri-
mary substances, and the way in which a genus is 'predicated
of' it$s species. A primary substance is a subject for predi-
cations and inherents, and a species is a subject for predica-

.
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tions. Both are seen to be subjects, and on an ontological rea-\__
ding of the Categories, nothing can be a subject of whatever

kind without being an ovola of some kind. These two indications
(i.e. the absence of the term xa®#dlov and the fact that species
is related to genus in a manner similar to the relation between
primary and secondary substance), would tend to reinfo;ce our
suspicion that Aristotle is considering ontological rather than
logical relationships. In other words, he is not talking about
universals logically predicated of subjects, but rather about
genera and species ontologically distributed among their mem-
bers.* It would be the height of irony if, by this particular
formulation of the doctrine, Aristotle caused the very contro-
versy he was trying to av01d ’

But as for there belng any doctrlne of secondary substance
at all, the motives behind it are unclear, although certain
conjectures can be made. If, for the moment, we assume that

the Categéries is an early work {possibly one of the earliest),

then we would be justified in seeking some vestige of Aristo- (
tle's early Platonism, and I believe that the doctrine of se-
condary substance may be just such a vestige. In Chapter I

of this dissertation, I discussed the Platonic antecedents to
the Aristotelian theory of predication. In that chapter it

was seen that, for Plato, any object is what it is, to what-
ever extent that it is, because the Intelligible Form of it is
either 'present in' it, or it 'participates' in the Intelli-
gible Form. But however these relations may be conceived or
defined, the fact remains that the Intelligible Form, which is
the ground of the being and the intelligibility of the pheno-
menal world is, nevertheless, ideal and transcendent. Aristotle
rejected this view and sought to ground the being and intelli-
gibility of things in the things themselves. At all events,

Aristotle will not permit the ground of being and intelligi-
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bility to exist apart. To take the example of a dog, Plato
would say that this thing is what it is (or at least appears .
to be what it is) because the theé Form of Dog is 'present in'
ity or it 'participates' in the Form of Dog{_ The Form in
question always remains separate from its particular instances
and would continue to exist were every dog on earth to be des-
troyed. Aristotle will have none of this. What it is that
makes the dog be what it is is its essence which is transmitted
to it by its species. In one sense the species can exist se-
parately from any particular dog for e dog could die without
the species being affected by this event. In other words, al-
though the concrete instantiations of the species would be nu-
merically reduced by one, the species'itself would not be for-
mally affected. On one level, then, the species can exist a-
., part from any particular member of it, but it must have some
members. If a type of plague were suddenly to break out among
the canine population, and every single dog in the world peri-
shed, then the species too would be annihilated.

Aristotle's attempt to ground the being and intelligibi-
lity of things in the things themselves.may thus be seen as a
major step in his rejection of Plato's 1deal and transcendent
universals. The Aristotle of the Categories would ground the
being and intelligibility of a dog in the species 'dog' and
the genus 'animal', and in sq doing, would take the notioh of
dog out of the heaven of ideal transcendence and make it im-

manent and concwete, capable of being conceived apart from its
particulars, but incapable of existing apart from them. It is
for these reasons that I believe that Aristotle deliberately
avoids calling species and genera wa$dAov in the Categories.

Such notions have an obvious application in epistemology and
logic, but none in ontology. Thus, in the Categories, species

and’ genera, and especially species, are called secondary sub-
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stances, because in a conérete way, the species exists, and is
a subject for predications, and this is precisely what it has
in common with primary substance.

On the basis of these considerations, we are led to sus-
pect that the Categqories is a very early work, and that Aris-
totle is still struggling against a vestigial Platonism the
result of which is the doctrine of secondary substance. It is
no argument against the authenticity of the treatise to assert
that the doctrine does not reappear in any other work since,
being the work of a d&butant, it could be easily argued that
Aristotle soon surpassed his early attempt at an explanation &i'
of the ontological strué@ure of the natural world. Moreover
to base a charge of inauthenticity solely on perceived doctri-

nal inconsistencies is insufficient since it does not take into
account the undoubted evolution of Aristotle's thought. To
take a somewhat analogous case, were it not for the fact that
his name is.on the title péges, what doctrinal grounds would
we have for suspecting that the philosopﬁy produced in the pre-
Critical period was, in fact, written by Kant? A similar doc-
trinal divergence exists between the 'early' and the 'late’
Wittgenstein. There is no reason why Aristotle should be
thought to be immune from a compar' le type of development.

In conclusion, I bhelieve thataShe arguments brought aqainst
the authenticity of the Categories fail to achieve their objec—
tive, and on balance, we are obliged to fall back on two mil-

lenia of ancient and modern criticism which is tolerably unani-

mous in defense of the genuineness of this controversial little
treatise. As G. E. R. Lloyd says:

T

"...scholars no longer generally assume
that such works as the Categories and
the Eudemian Ethics should be treated
as spurious, although there remain dis-
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" agreements about whether they are more
likely to be 'early' or ‘'late' produc-
tions."
! As of this writing, I see no reason to challenge this opi-
| nion’; 353 - ”

— . LTI e e s e e
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in Concepts et catégories dans la pensé&e antigue,

(Pierre Aubenque, ed.), (Paris: Vrin, 1980), pp. 23-32.
Ibid., p. 32. '
Ross, Aristotle’ pp. 9-10.

Zeller, Aristotle and Earlier Peripatetics, I, p- 65. -

Ross, Afterword to Husik's article, The Journal of
Philosophy, 36(1939), p. 431.

Be it noted, however, that the Categories was not the only C:jﬁ
treatise to run afoul of the Germans. At that time, the

vary model of scientific procedure in the Classics and the
Humanities was to doubt the authenticity of virtually any-
thing to emerge from antiquity. In fact, it had become a .
cliché€ in European universities to doubt not only the au-
thenticity of Aristotle's writings, but everyone else’s g
too. As is .commonly known, the most (in)famous case is

that of Homer whose very existence was doubted for decades.
(See, The Iliad of Homer, (Translated with &n Introduc-

tion by Richmond Lattimore), (Chicago: University of

Chicago Press, 1951), p. 29.) -The general debate over the
authenticity of the works of ancient Greece roughly coin-

cided with the first appearance of the .writings of Theodor
Mommsen, and the contagion soon spread from studies of

the Greek theatre to philosophy. Given this intellectual ’
climate, we need be neither surprised nor dismayed by Ger- 5
man doubts concerﬁ?;g the authenticity of the Categories

since it is not the case that the Categories alone was

singled out for such treatment.

"On the Categories of Aristotle,” Philosophical Review,

13(1904), pp. 514-528.

Isaak Husik, "The Authenticity of Aristotle's Cate-

rgories,“ The Journal of Philosophy, 36(1939), pp. 427-28.

Ross, art. cit., p. 431. _ ?4

Ibid., p. 432.
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1l1. See note 3, above. 7 ;'.
12. Ross, art. cit., p. 433. -
© 13. Ibid.

14. Zeller, Outlines of the History of Greek Philosophy,
p. 1l62.

15. Ackrill, ‘'op. cit., pp. 69-70.
l6. Jaeger, Aristotle..., p. 46, n. 3.
17. Ibid. .

18. Cat., 4, 2al.

19. Cf. Euthydemus, 271A. Other references to the Lyceum may .
be found at Eu thyphro, 2A; Lysis, 203A; and Symposium, 223D.

20. Dumoulin, art. cit., p. 23.
21. Cat., .5, 2al3.
22- Cf- Cat- r 5’ 23.1.1—18 .

23. I shall pursue the 51gn1f1cance of the term SelGtepat ovofay

later.
24. Werner Jaeger, Aristoteles, Grundlequng einer Ges-
chichte Entwicklung, ~(Berlin: Weldmannsche Buchhandlung,

1955), p. 45, n. 1.

L

25. Dumoulin, art. cit., p. 23.

26. See note 16, above.

27. 3B14.
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30. L. M. de Rijk, "The Authenficity of Aristotle's

Categories," Mnemosyne, 4 Series, 4(1951), p. 140.
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Ibid., p. 248.

Meta., Z, 6, 1031bl8.

Augustin Mansion, Introduction d la Physique Aris-
tot&licienne, (Louvain-Paris: Editions de L 'institut
supérleur de philosophie-Librairie philosophique J. Vrin,
1946), pp. 9-10.

Ibid., p. 9. - : !

Ibid., n. 9.

-See Chapter IV, note 124.

Ibid., note 3.
Cat., %, 2al3.

Cf; Meta., 7, 7, 1032b1-2; 11, 1037a5, 28-29..

A. Mansion, "L'immortalité&é de 1l'Ame et de 1l'intellect
d'apr&s Aristote," Revue Philosophique de Louvain, 51(1953),
p. 454, n. 14. .

Suzanne Mansion, "La premiédre dghtrine'de la sub~-
stance: la substance selon Aristote," Revue Philosophique
de Louvain, 44(1946), p. 367.

A. Mansion, "Travaux d'ensemble sur Aristot®®, son
oeuvre et sa philosophie," Revue Philosophique de Louvain,
57(1959), p. 54. ‘ .

5. Mansion, Le jugement d'existence chez Aristote,
(Louvain: Editions de l'institut supérieur de philosophie,
1576), p. 233, n. 61 (continued from p. 232).

Cf. Chapter IV, pp. 150-59.
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Cat., 5, 2al3-16. =
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51: Cat.,5, 2bl6-22; Ackrill, op. cit., p. 7. I have quoted
: both the Greek original and Ackrill's translation above.
See Chapter III, pp. 93-94.
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53. Ibid..

54. G. E. R. Lloyd, Aristotle: The Growth and Structure

of His Thought, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1980), p. 16. :

J Y
35. For a detailed discussion and defense of the authenticity
of the Categories which includes a lengthy reply to the

objections of Suzanne Mansion, see de Rijk, art. cit., pp.
-141-149.
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. WwWhat I am saying here is that e.g., the statement ‘Socrates_

is a man' is a judgment, expressed in language, which is based
upon the 'mental conjunction of the universal notion of 'man'
and the image of this particular man ('Socrates'). This is
what I mean by the predication of a universal of a subject.
But the mental conjunction of concept and image arises from an
extra-mental condition viz. that Socrates belongs to the spe-
cies 'man' and this relationship is what I mean by the 'onto-
logical distribution' of genera and species among their mem-
bers. Thus when I say 'Socrates is a man' I am not speaking
solely of mental constructs, but rather I am stating that in
my mind there is a correlation between a particular image and
a universal concept. But this relation is not isolated from

the external ontological tie which forms the basis for the
judgment, '
,‘
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RESUME

" 13 .t

This thesis deals with the peculiar problems posed by what

. are now called 'categories' in Aristotle's philosophy. The se-

condary literaturé/bristles with e¢laims and counter—-claims con-
cerning the nature of the categories. Are they the highest ge-
nera of 'being' studied by ontology, or are they the highest
classes of 'predicates' in logic? Neither position lacks adher—k)

ents, but it seems that the guestion: Are the categories 'things'

‘or 'predicates'? is a false'one.

To confront this situstion, it seems that what is needed
is a perspecfive from which to view the categories that would
validate both perceived functions. In other words, is there
some middle ground between 'ontology' and 'logic', some parti-
cular perspective that would grant to both ontology and logic
the perfect right to call themselves categorial Systems? The
search for this 'middle ground' is the dominant motive behind ¢
the writing of this thesis. It is proposed that the methodo- ‘ ~
logicél function of the categories, as principles of explana-
‘tion in ontology and logic, be extended to incihde 'epistemo-
logy'.

It is the contention of this thesis that the 'ontological
categories' are intimately involved in the very structure of
the concrete substance which is the highest manifestation of
'being!. Further, that the concrete object is the starting
point of a process of induction that leads ultimately to the



highest universals, the so-called eplstemologlcal categorles.
Finally, it is suggested that the conceptual content of the epis-
temological categories is what gives the logical categories
their significance. il

In the final analysis, it is Proposed that the general
theory of categorles involves the identification of three com- .
mensurable categorial systems which, together, provide a basis

for the explanation of how the 'being' and the 'intelligibility'
of 'the real' are grounded.





