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INTRODUCTION

In this work I provide a detailed commentary on Aristotle's
Metaphysics Book H. The main aim is to show the theoretical
unity of H, which scholars usually read as a mere collection of
appendices to the previous Book Z. In developing my

commentary I take three key points on:

1) in H Aristotle provides us with a less deflationary account

of the notion of matter than that of Book Z;

2) this mainly depends on the fact that H somewhat
develops Z17's search for the cause by reason of which a certain

matter is some definite thing;

3) in H Aristotle applies the explanatory pattern of Z17
through a dynamic understanding of the notion of matter and

form regarded as potentiality and actuality;

I aim at showing how these three points allow us to give a

unitary account of the six chapters which compose H.

In H1 Aristotle provides a dynamic understanding of matter's
determinateness. Such understanding rules both chapters 2-3,
where Aristotle deals with the relation between matter and
composition, and chapters 4-5, where he deals with the role of
matter in the processes of generation and corruption. In the final
chapter of H6 such perspectives on matter's way of being are
brought together in order to challenge the Platonic ontology.
Roughly speaking, Aristotle's account of matter and form secures
a unitary account of both things and definitions which the

Platonic Doctrine of Forms fails to secure.

The main conclusion of my work is that H, far from being a
collection of scattered remarks, plays a key role in Aristotle's

Metaphysics.



PART I: H1. On the relation between Z and H

§1.1 The main aim of H1

At first glance, H1's text can be easily divided into two parts. In
the first part (1042al1-24) Aristotle recalls the main issues of
Book Z, while in the second part (1042a24-b8) he deals
especially with the concept of matter. Preliminarily, it can be
argued that these two main topics will be at the core of Book H
as a whole. For, as we shall see in the following, the six chapters
of H seem to accomplish Z's enquiry moving from the
assumption of HI 1042a25-26 that “sensible substances all have

matter”.

The link between H and Z emerges clearly from the introductory
lines of H1. At 1042a3-4 Aristotle says that:

“we must reckon up the results arising from what has been said,

and having computed' the sum of them, put the finishing touch to
992

our inquiry””.
This first statement qualifies the two main tasks of H: on the one
hand, it must summarize some arguments, on the other hand, it
must accomplish a certain enquiry. Granting the fact that in H1
1042a6-24 Aristotle makes a synthesis of the main issues dealt
with in Z, it seems likely that the arguments to be summarized

are those of Z and that H's enquiry must somewhat accomplish

the enquiry that was started in Z°. However, two elements

1 In this work I follow both Ross's edition (1924) and translation (1928) of
Aristotle's Metaphysics. Those places where my translation differs are in
italics. Here I follow the suggestion in M. Burnyeat (2001) p. 66. He notes
that “the participle cuvayayovTes (in Ross: “compute the sum”) is aorist,
indicating a time prior to the time of the main verbs cuA\oyicacBat and
¢mBeival. So [ substitute Ross's translation compute with having
computed. This choice, as will become clearer in the following, helps us to
understand the summary of Z's arguments in H1 as a prelude to the
completion, not the completion itself. In his unpublished Book The Aim
and the Argument of Aristotle's Metaphysics also S. Menn seems to agree
on this point, see Part Two Ilg p.15.

2 'Ex dn Téwv eipnuévewov oulhoyicacBal Sel kai ocuvayaydvtas TO
KepaAalov TéAos EmBeival.

3 Here too I follow the suggestion in M. Burnyeat (2001), p. 66, according to
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challenge this reading: (1) H1's following statement, at 1042a4-
6, where Aristotle argues that “we have said that the causes,
principles and elements of substances are the object of our
search™, would not describe clearly the theoretical path of Z; (2)
the so-called summary of Z, present in H1, seems to be lacunous
for several aspects or even inaccurate. These two puzzles have
been raised in the Notes on Books H and © of Aristotle's
Metaphysics by the group of scholars which I will refer to in this
work with the conventional name of “Londinenses™. For what
concerns the reference to an enquiry carried out elsewhere on
“the causes, the principles and elements of substances”, they
argue that this reference is neither in Z1, as argued by Ross®, nor
in E1 as argued by Apostle, since “that chapter seeks principles
and causes of TGV dvTcov as including non just substances but
everything”. Thus, they ask whether the recall is to I'l-2,
concluding that A1-2 “fits better still, offering several parallels to
what is come to in HI1”. The same point is developed in
Bostock's Commentary on Metaphysics Z and H’, though
remaining unsolved. As a matter of fact, in Z1 Aristotle does not
mention the sort of enquiry declared in 1042a4-6, but he says

that we must investigate “what is substance™®

. By contrast, in 2
1003b17-19, after explaining how it is possible to unify the
different meanings of “being”, he claims that if the first meaning
of being is substance “it will be of substances that the
philosopher must grasp the principles and the causes™.

Similarly, in Al he starts off in this way: “the subject of our

which is not the summary of Z's arguments of H1, but the whole H that
constitutes the conclusion of Z's enquiry.

4 glpnTan dn 611 TGV ovoidv INTeiTal T& aiTia Kai al apxal kal T&
OTOLXElQ.

5 See Londinenses (1984) pp. 1-2.

6 W.D. Ross (1924) p. 226. Truth be told, Ross says that 1042a 4-6 roughly
follows Z1.

7 D. Bostock (1994) p. 248.

8 See especially 1028b 2-7.

g €l oUv ToUT EoTiv 1) oUsia, TV oUCIGY av déol Tas ApXas Kal Tas
aitiag Exetv TOV prthAdoopov.



inquiry is substance; for the principles and the causes we are
seeking are those of substances”'’. However, the fact that these
two passages fit better with H1 1042a4-6"', is not fatal for the
link between the beginning of Book H and the enquiry on
substance developed in Z'. Lines 1042a4-6 of H1 are puzzling
only if we look for a literal reference to Z1, which, however,
seems to be superfluous here. As a matter of fact, the summary
of Z does not start in these lines, but in the following statement
of 1042a6-7, where Aristotle recalls Z's issues beginning with
the synthesis of Z2's argument. If H has the task of recalling Z,
in order to accomplish its enquiry, a literal reference to Z1 at this
point would be unnecessary. Z1, in fact, like H1, has a merely
introductory character. By contrast, it seems more consistent that
Aristotle a) frames within a different perspective the new
enquiry of H and b) summarizes Z from the place where its
enquiry becomes substantive. It is exactly what Aristotle seems
to do in the incipit of H1: on the one hand he clarifies that H's
investigation on substances aims at tracing their causes,
principles and elements, on the other hand he begins the
summary of Z moving from the first substantive analysis of that
Book. Namely from that of Z2, where he looks at substances
from an extensional viewpoint. This reading can limit the alleged
threat of 1042a4-6 for the consistence between HI and Z.
Moreover, as will become clearer in the following, the hint to an
explanatory research on substance, as testified by the reference

to the notions of aiTia and apxai, fits well not only with Z, but

10 1069a18-19: TTept Tijs oUoias 1) Becopia- TV yap ovoidv ai apxal
Kal T& aiTia CnTodvTal.

11 These texts coincide only partially, since neither in I'2 nor in the incipit of
A1 Aristotle mentions the notion of oToixeiov as he does in H1. From this
point of view the closest passage is that of A1 1069a25-26 to which I will
come back later. For the more general methodological importance of the
search for the causes, the principles and the elements see, obviously, also
the introductory paragraph in Physics Al 184al10-14.

12 In this way argue both the Londinenses (1984) p.1 and D. Bostock (1994),
p-248, who speculates on the fact that Aristotle could have confused the
beginning of Z1 with that of I'1-2 or with the one of Al.
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also with the whole enquiry of Aristotle's Metaphysics".

1.2 The summary of Z's arguments
§ y g

The summary of Z's arguments begins, then, in H1 1042a6-7
with this claim:

“some substances are recognized by every one, but some have
been advocated by particular schools™'*.

As it is evident, this is a reference to the analysis of Z2. Here
Aristotle had distinguished the naturalist philosophers — those
who believe that substances are mainly the bodies' - from the
Academics — those who maintain that also the limits of such
bodies'®, the Forms and the mathematical objects are
substances'’. What follows in the text shows that Aristotle wants
to recall roughly the extensional enquiry on the number and the
kinds of substances of Z2:

“those generally recognized are the natural substances, i.e. fire,
earth, water, air, &c the simple bodies; secondly, plants and their
parts, and animals and the parts of animals; and finally the

physical universe, and its parts'®; while some particular schools
say that Forms and the objects of mathematics are substances™".

The first contrast® concerns on the one hand the agreed opinions

13 See §1.5and §1.6

14 ovoial 8¢ ai pEv SpoAoyoUueval gioy UTTO TTEvTwY, Tepl Ot évicwv
1dig Twes ameprivavTo.

15 See Z2 1028b8-15.

16 See Z2 1028b16-18.

17 See Z2 1028b18-27.

18 W.D. Ross (1924) p. 227, reads the reference to T&AAa T& amAa
owuaTa at lines 8-9 as indicating the various species of each simple
body (cf. De Caelo 268b 27 ¢ Meteor. 339A28). Moreover, he translates
“6 oupavos” with “the physical universe” bearing in mind the wider list
of Z2 1028b12-13.

19 1042a7-12: opoloyoupeval puév ai puoikai, olov Tip y1j Udwp anp
kal T&AAa Ta GTTA& OOMHATA, ETEITA T& PUTA Kal T& pépla auTdv,
kal T& Coa kat T& popla Tév foowv, Kai TéAos 6 oupavos kal T&
uépia Tol ovupavoil i8ia 8¢ Tives ovoias Aéyouctv eival T& T €idn
Kal T& gabnuaTika.

20 See especially the construction pév-8¢ at lines 7 and 11.
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on what is substance (opoAoyouUpevai’'), on the other hand
those held by Platonists (i8ia*?). From the analysis of these lines,
the Londinenses have questioned the consistence of Hl's
summary. In particular, they state that:

“1042a6-10 goes against Z16 on parts and elements (“agreed by
all” might mean “agreed by all but the speaker” but 1042a24

resumes talk of agreed substances as if the list had no contained
controversial items)”%,

As a matter of fact at the very beginning of Z16 Aristotle shows
that:

“evidently even of the things that are thought to be substances,
most are only potencies, - both the parts of animals (for none of
them exists separately; and when they are separated, then too
they exist, all of them, merely as matter) and earth and fire and
air; for none of them is a unity, but as it were a mere heap, till
they are worked up and some unity is made out of them”**.

However, since from its first lines, the summary of H1 does not
appear to be as a collection of the main outcomes of Z. Myles
Burnyeat, though originally belonging to the Londinenses,
rightly observes that:

“it is true that the summary is silent on the positive results of Z.

But it is a pretty fair account of what was discussed, and in what

order. As such it invites us to read it as a record of the journey,

not of conclusions reached along the way”*.

Moreover, at 1042a12-15 Aristotle draws a further contrast:

“Otherwise®, it results from arguments that essence and

21 Lines 6, 7.

22 Lines 7, 11.

23 See Londinenses (1984) p. 1. D. Bostock (1994), p. 248, has raised the
same point.

24 1040b5-10.

25 M. Burnyeat (2001) p. 63. Along the same lines, S. Menn (unpublished
work) The Aim and the Argument of Aristotle's Metaphysics, Part Two I1.g
2: “As for the consideration about Z11 1037a21-b7 and H1 1042a4-24, it
is misleading to call these texts "summaries" of Z; they are very quick
restatements of the main agenda and the main conclusions, with no
pretense at following the twists and turns of the argument; the more
digressive and expansive a passage is, the less likely it is to be cited in
such a "summary"”.

26 Here I do not regard as necessary Christ's correction of &AAcos at line 12
with &AAas. This is why my translation differs from that of Ross, who
accepts the correction: “but there are arguments which lead to the
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substratum are substances. Again, in another way the genus
seems more substantial than the various species, and the
universal than the particulars™?’.

Unlike the former extensional contrast between the agreed
substances and those admitted by Platonists, here the contrast is
intensional and concerns the four different meanings of
substance distinguished at the beginning of Z3: essence, genus,
universal and substratum®. Hence, in this passage Aristotle
seems to evoke the search for criteria and candidates, which he
starts at the beginning of Z3, and that represents one of the main
lines of research of Book Z¥. The four possible ways of
understanding the notion of substance are significantly grouped
under two classes. On the one hand, “moving from certain
arguments” (oupPaivel ék TV Adywv), has been stated that
the essence and the substratum are substances, while on the other

hand (&AAcos), it seems that the genus and the universal are

conclusion that there are other substances, the essence and the
substratum”.

27 &AAws 8¢ 81| oupPaivel ek TGV Adywv ovcias elval T Ti fv elval
Kal TO UTTOKEeiEVOY: ETL GAAWS TO Yévos HaAAov T eiddv Kai T
kaBoAou TGV kab’ EkaoTa.

28 Cf. 1028b33-36: Aéyetal & 1) ovcia, el U] TAeovaxcs, aAX v
TETTAPOl YE HAAIOTa: Kal yap 1O Ti 1 elval kai TO kaboAou kai TO
yévos ovoia Bokel eival £kdoTou, kali TETapTov TOUTwWV TO
UTTOKEIIEVOV.

29 In their commentary to Metaphysics Z, M.Frede- G.Patzig (1998) have
developed the strongest reading of Z's structure as ruled by the search for
criteria and candidates. See especially II 34. In their view in Z3's incipit
Aristotle provides four possible answers to what oucia intensionally
means. Z3 deals with oucia as Utrokeipevov, chapters 4-12 ask whether
ovoia is TO Ti v elval, while chapters 13-16 whether the criterion which
mets oUcia at the best is universal (or universal conceived as genus). M.
Burnyeat (2001) p.9 regards the four items mentioned in Z3 as four
logical specifications of substantial being. Three of these will show that
substantial being is form, while genus will be discarded. According to
both Frede-Patzig and Burnyeat, those chapters of Z that evidently do not
fit with the search for criteria and candidates are to be taken as later
insertions (Z 7-9, Z12) or as a fresh-start (Z17). S. Menn (2011) has
strongly questioned both Burnyeat's map and Frede-Patzig's assumption
that Z is ordered by the search for criteria and candidates. According to
him, the whole Book Z does not aim at showing any positive
metaphysical argument, but it just provides to us negative answers to the
search for the principles of being. Here I do not want to discuss in details
each reading of Z's structure. However, I believe that although the search
for criteria and candidates of Z3 is not sufficient for explaining all Z's
argument, it must be preserved as one, though not as the only one, of Z's
main tools of enquiry.



substances. The four candidates of Z3, then, are here
distinguished in two separate groups. It is likely that Aristotle
aims at setting apart the two meanings which he accepts as valid
(essence and substratum) from the two meanings which he does
not accept (genus and universal) and whose alleged
substancehood grounds the Platonic doctrine of Forms. The
following statement of H1 strengthens such a reading:

“and with the universal and the genus the Ideas are connected; it

is in virtue of the same argument that they are thought to be

substances”*,

The recollection of Z's search for candidates of these lines,
though quite rough, seems to be effective. Aristotle maintains the
substancehood of substratum and essence in Z3 and in Z4-6,
respectively; by contrast, in Z13-16 he challenges the Platonic
doctrine of Forms showing how it is not possible to conceive
genus and universal as substances. Aristotle deals with the
Platonic doctrine of Forms in chapter 9 of Metaphysics' Book A
and he focuses on the Platonic ontology in Books M and N more
extensively. In Z13-16, following the intensional search for
candidates established in Z3, he undermines the ground of the
Platonic doctrine, for which the genus could be regarded as more
substance than the species and the universal more substance than
the particulars. Hence, lines 15-16 must be read as referred to the
conceptual dependence between the doctrine of Forms and the
assumption that genus and universal are substances®'. For all
these reasons, | disagree with Londinenses also for what

concerns their reading of these lines*.

30 1042a15-16: T 8¢ kabdAou kai TG yével Kai ai idéal ouv&TTouowv
(kaTa TOV aUTdV Yap Adyov oucial SokoTow eivat).

31 Both the verb cuvaTTw and the expression kaTa TOv auTov Adyov at
line 16 seem to reveal this conceptual dependance.

32 See Londinenses (1984) p. 1. First they argue that “it seems remarkably
bland to set Ti fv elval and Utrokeipevov side by side as cases of
substance which are established by argument | which are arrived at by
consideration of what people will say under dialectical pressure. It is
going back to where we started out at the beginning of Z3, before the hard
work of Z was done”. This judgment is due to two misleading
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It can be useful to underline how in this further contrast too, one
of the two items involved refers to a Platonic doctrine. Indeed,
the dialectic with Platonism is one of the main themes of Z and it
will come back onto the scene in H, especially in its last chapter

He.
Aristotle goes on claiming that:

“since the essence is substance, and the definition is a formula of

the essence, for this reason we have discussed definition and

essential predication™.

Here he recalls the enquiry undertaken in abstract or logical
terms (Aoylkéds) in Z 4-6, where he deals with substance
conceived as TO Ti v elvar*. In this case too, Aristotle reminds
us the general theme of that section, without dwelling on its
outcomes. The same occurs in the brief recollection of the
enquiry on parts of definition and substance of Z10-11, which
appears at lines 18-21:

assumptions. The first one seems to consist in understanding the
expression “cupPBaivel €k TV Adywv” as if it indicated a dialectical
enquiry. But the fact that both in Z3 and in Z4-6 the substancehood of
substratum and essence is stated also through dialectical arguments does
not jeopardise that such substancehood is actually maintained. The second
assumption, once more, consists in reading the summary of Z's arguments
as a collection of results. However, if Aristotle is here reminding us Z's
path, it appears to be consistent to recall roughly what exposed from Z3 to
76. Moreover, the Londinenses urge that “still worse to conjoin these (Ti
fv elval and Utrokeipevov) with genus and universal. If the latter also are
cases of substances established by arguments (&AAcds) it is not by
Aristotle's arguments in Z, nor even by his opponents arguments in Z. For
these do not urge that genus is more substance that €idos, universal more
than particular (1038b7 is the nearest parallel but not good enough)”.
Leaving aside the fact that the search for candidates of Z3 guarantees the
link between the two couples of concepts, here as well I find Burnyeat's
comments very useful. See M. Burnyeat (2001) pp. 64-65. He notes how
even if the comparative formulation of 1042a13-15 does not occur in the
printed text of Z “readers should know that it is just the sort of view that
Platonists espouse” (...) “The formulation is an economical way to
remind us both that, and why, universal and genus were discussed”.

33 1042al17-18: émei 8¢ TO Ti Mv eivan ovoia, ToUuTou & Adyos O
Oplopds, dix ToUTO TEPL OplopoU Kkai Tepl ToU kab autod
dicopioTar

34 See especially Z4 1029b11-14: "Emrel & év apxi diethdueba mdoois
opiCopev T ovciav, kai ToUTwv €v Tt Sokel elval TO Ti v lvay,
BecopnTéov TEPL aUTOU. Kal TPOTOV EITTCWUEV Evia TEPl auTod
Aoyikéds, 811 £oTi TO Ti v elval Ek&oTe O AdyeTal kab auTo.
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“since the definition is a formula, and a formula has parts, we
had to consider also with respect to the notion of “part”, what are

parts of the substance and what are not, and whether the parts of

the substance are also parts of the definition™?’.

As it is evident, this statement is quite close to the introductory
lines of Z10:

“since a definition is a formula, and every formula has parts, and
as the formula is to the thing, so is the part of the formula to the

part of the thing, the question is already being asked whether the

formula of the parts must be present in the formula of the whole

or not™°.

The summary ends at 1042a21-24 with a further reference to the
Platonic doctrines, which goes back to what already said at lines
13-16:

“Further, too, neither the universal nor the genus is a substance;
we must inquire later into the Ideas and the objects of

mathematics; for some say these are substances as well as the
sensible substances™’.

Here I agree with Bostock, according to whom lines 21-22,
where Aristotle rejects that genus and universal are substances,
are: “the one place (of the summary) where a result is given.
Evidently it is the result of Z13%*. What follows (lines 22-24) is
the promise that the enquiry on Forms and mathematical objects
will be tackled with later. As we know, this will occur in

Metaphysics' Books M and N.

Hence, the summary of Z, which Aristotle provides us with in
H1 1042a6-24, has two main features: 1) it is a summary of the

arguments rather than of the results of Z; 2) it is a summary built

35 Emel 8¢ O Oplopds Adyos, 6 Bt Adyos uEpn ExEel, GvayKaiov Kai Tepi
uépous Ny 18elv, Tola Tfis oucias pépn Kal Tola ov, Kai el TaUTa Kai
TOU OpIoHOU.

36 Cf. Z10 1034b20-24: "ETrel 8¢ O Oplopds Adyos oti, mas 8¢ Adyos
uépn Exel, €5 O& 6 Adyos Tpds TO TP&yHa, Kai TO HEpos Tod Adyou
TPOs TO MEPOS TOU TMPAYUATOs OHOlws EXEL, ATTOPEITal 1dn
TOTEPOV BET TOV TV HEPGV Adyov évuTtdpxelv év TS Tol SAou
ASy e 1y ol

37 £T1 Tolvuv oUTe TO kabBOAou oucia oUTe TO yEvos: Tepl B¢ TGOV idecov
Kal TV pabnuaTikév YoTepov OKETTTEOY: TTapa yap Tas aictnTas
ovoias TaUTtas Aéyouaoi Tives elval.

38 D. Bostock (1994) p. 249.
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up through conceptual contrasts, which stand on a dialectical
background. Aristotle, in fact, presents both the extensional and
the intensional questions on substance by contrasting a certain
position (generally agreed in the former case and typically
Aristotelian in the latter) with a different position held up by
Platonists (the existence of Forms and mathematical objects and

the idea that genus and universal are substances).

13



§1.3 The lacunous character of the summary

Thus far we have analysed only what of Z H1 actually resumes.
We have now to focus on those arguments of Z which seem to be

ignored in the summary and explain why this happens.

Scholars have usually regarded the lacunas of H1's summary as
evidence of the fact that the redaction of Z which we have is not
the original one®. I will not explore this point further, since this
would go beyond this work. However, granted that H somewhat
completes the enquiry of Z, we must investigate on the lacunous
character of H1's summary, to the extent that such aspect might
have some influence on the shift from Z to H. The more evident
absence in the summary is that of the section 7-9 of Z *°. Ross
notes that “it is noteworthy that the summary makes no reference
to Z7-9, which we have already seen reasons to regard as not
belonging to the original plan of Z”*. Bostock enumerates a
series of “important discussions” of Z, which would be missing
in H1*%. Burnyeat maintains that: “the absence from the summary
of any record of Z7-9 or Z12 serves to confirm that those

chapters were added later™*

. The strongest reading of the
summary's lacunas is once again provided by the Londinenses.
They argue that: “Nothing is said to recall the challenge to
Utrokeipevov as substance (...) Nothing recalls Z7-9. The hard
work on essence has disappeared from memory. The conclusion

of Z17 has gone for nought™*. So their provocative conclusions

on Hl's summary are that (1) the summary is an editor's

39 See, paradigmatically, what is argued in M.Frede-G.Patzig (1988) pp. 38-
43,

40 The Londinenses (1984) p.1-2, regard such an absence as a further
evidence of the fact that what we have in H1 is “a summary of Z which is
not the sort of summary that a careful reader of Z would expect”.

41 See W.D. Ross (1924) p. 227. However, he maintains later that “the
doctrine of those chapters, is however, referred to below in 1.30”.

42 See D. Bostock (1994) pp. 249-50.

43 See M. Burnyeat (2001) p.62.

44 See Londinenses (1984) p. 1.
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connecting work or that (2) there was a proto-Z without e.g. the
critique of Utrokeipevov, which adhered more closely than our Z

to the “keep all candidates but universal in play”.

According to this conventional reading, the chapters of Z that are
absent in H1' summary would be the following: 3, 7-9, 12, 17. 1
will try to verify whether no reference to these sections is
actually present. First of all, we can say that for each of the

alleged absences a different explication must be provided.

Once granted that we are in presence of a summary of arguments
rather than of results, it seems unlikely that in H1 Aristotle does
not mention at all the enquiry on the notion of UTrokeipevov
developed in Z3. As above established, such a reference can be
traced at 1042a12-13, where Aristotle says that: “it results from
arguments that essence and substratum are substances”. Here
Aristotle clearly recalls the starting point of the search for
candidates on the notion of substance, by quoting two of them:
essence and substratum. Now, it seems to me that the former
item roughly refers to Z4-6's analysis, while the latter to that of
Z3. Some scholars deny the presence of any reference to Z3,
since they move from two misleading assumptions. The first
assumption, as we have largely shown, is that Hl's summary
should recover the main outcomes of Z rather than its highlights.
The second assumption concerns the idea that in Z3 Aristotle
removes any sort of substancehood to the notion of substratum.
Thus, it concerns the reading of what would be the main

outcome of Z3.

In Z3 1029a7-10 Aristotle defines the substance conceived as
substratum:
“it is that which is not predicated of a stratum, but of which all

else is predicated. But we must not merely state the matter thus;
for this is not enough. The statement itself is obscure, and

15



further, on this view, matter becomes substance”*.

Later on, he provides also a definition of UAn:
“by matter I mean that which in itself is neither a particular thing

nor of a certain quantity nor assigned to any other of the
categories by which being is determined™*.

Finally, at 1029a26-30, he formulates what is thought to be the
main conclusion of the chapter:

“if we adopt this point of view, then, it follows that matter is
substance. But this is impossible; for both separability and
“thisness” are thought to belong chiefly to substance. And so

form and the compound of form and matter would be thought to
be substance, more than matter™’.

In the following I will come back more accurately on these
passages of Z3. For the time being, I want to reject two common
prejudices: a) that in Z3 Aristotle deprives the substratum of any
sort of substancehood; b) that, as a consequence, he deprives

matter too of any sort of substancehood.

I argue that in Z3 Aristotle provides neither “a challenge to
UTrokeipevov  as  subject” nor  “an  elimination  of
Utrokeipgevov/UAn~*. By contrast, he maintains that the notion of
substratum is not sufficient for describing substance from an
intensional viewpoint. For, if we take care of it only, only matter
seems to be substance. Rather, Aristotle believes that beyond
being substratum of something, substancehood consists in two
further features: being separate and being determinate. And these

latter features seem to characterize form and the composite of

matter and form more than matter®.

45 viv pgv olv TUTre elpnTal Ti ot €oTiv 1) ovoia, &1L TO ur) kab’
Utrokeipevov aAAG kaB’oU T& dAAa: Bet 8¢ pur) pdvov dutws: oU yap
IKavdy: auTd Te y&p ToUTo &dnAov, kai £T1 1) UAN oloia yiyveTtal.

46 Cf. Z3 1029a20-21: Aéyw & UAnv 1) kab’aUTthv urite Ti prjte TOOOV
urte &AAo undev AéyeTal ols coploTal T dv.

47 €K pEv olv TouTwv Becopolol oupPaiver ovciav elval Thv UAnv:
adUvaTtov 8 kai y&p TO XwploTov kal TO Téde Ti UTtdpxev Bokel
H&AloTa T7] ovoiq, S16 TO eldos kai TO €€ au@oiv ovoia dOLeey &v
elval yaAAov Tis UAnNs.

48 For such judgments see Londinenses (1984) pp. 1-2.

49 1 definitely agree with the reading of Z3 1029a29-30 provided in M.L.Gill
(1989) p.20 n.10: “The paAAov at 1029a29-30 could be translated
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Hence, there is no reason to believe that in H1's summary
Aristotle does not mention at all the enquiry on the concept of
Utrokeipgevov in Z3 or that, by mentioning it at 1042al3, he
misleads its main outcome. This is because such an outcome
does not consist in denying any sort of substancehood to
substratum and matter. Rather, in Z3 Aristotle aims at outlining
that being a substratum is non sufficient for a complete
description of the notion of substance. Moreover, in HI1
1042a26-31, Aristotle recalls the notion of substratum and the
tripartition of substance in matter, form and composite in a way
close to that of Z3. I will return on this point after completing the

analysis of the alleged lacunas of H1's summary.

A further chapter of Z which seems to be overlooked in H1 is
Z12. In that chapter Aristotle deals with the notion of definition
and its unity®®. As Aristotle says, Z12 must be regarded as a sort
of useful digression within the enquiry on substance carried out
throughout the whole Z. At the beginning of the chapter, in fact,
he argues that:

“Now let us treat first of definition, in so far as we have not

treated of it in the Analytics; for the problem stated in them is
useful for our inquiries concerning substance™'.

Roughly speaking, we can argue that the enquiry of Z12, which
focuses on the unity of definitions gained by division, is useful
(Tpo Epyou) for the research on substance insofar as it also
shows the crucial role of form. Indeed Z12 demonstrates that the
unity of definition depends on the relative unity of the object that

is defined, and that such an object is the last differentia, which is

“rather”; the claim would then be that the form and the composite rather
than matter are substances. But since the next sentence (1029a30-33) still
mentions matter as one of the three substances, matter has presumably not
been wholly rejected; so more is preferable”.

50 Cf.Z121037b11-12.

51 1037b 8-10: Niv 8¢ Aéycopev TPTOV EQ’GO0V €V TOIS AVAAUTIKOTLS
Tepl Oplopoy un elpnTal 1) ya&p €v ékeivos amopia AexBeioca mpd
gpyou Tois Tepl Tijs ovoias EoTi Adyols.
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form and substance®”. Now, if Z12 is a sort of technical in-depth
analysis within Z, it is likely that Aristotle does not feel the need
of recalling its discussion in H1. Moreover, granted that the main
theme of Z12 is definition, we must conclude that in H1 1042a18
Aristotle is roughly mentioning it (TTepl OplopoU Kal Tepl TOU
ka®'autd Bicopiotar)®. In light of these considerations, I
disagree both with Bostock and Burnyeat who think that no
reference to Z12 is provided in H1°*. More generally, I believe
that the alleged absence of explicit references to some chapters
of Z from the summary of H1 is not sufficient for excluding

them from a likewise hypothetical proto-Z.

The section of Z which is surely absent from HI1 is the
controversial one of the chapters 7-9. Scholars substantially
agree in regarding these chapters as added to Book Z in a later
stage of its composition by the very same Aristotle or even by a
posterior editor”. In Z 7-9 Aristotle carries out an analysis of the
ways of becoming which, at first glance, breaks with the unity of
the argumentative path of Z. A proper assessment of the question
of whether or not Z 7-9 belongs to the original plan of Z would
exceed the aims of this work. Regardless, H1 1042a6-24, where
Aristotle resumes the main arguments of Z, do not mention
either explicitly or implicitly those chapters of Z. However, as
we shall see, the relation between the physical analysis of
becoming which Aristotle makes in Z 7-9 and the enquiry of H
represents one of the most important points for a unified reading

of Book H as a whole.

In a similar way it is possible to construe the relation between

52 See 1038a 25-26: t&v pev dn) Siapopds Slagopd yiyvetal, pia éotatl 1
TeAeuTaia TO €idos Kal 1) ovoiar

53 Cf. W.D. Ross (1924) p. 226.

54 See D. Bostock (1994) p. 250 e M. Burnyeat (2001) p. 62.

55 Lately, only S. Menn (2011) has provided substantive arguments to reject
this communis opinio. See also S. Menn (unpublished work) The Aim and
the Argument of Aristotle's Metaphysics, Part Two 11.g 2.
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Z's last chapter, that is Z17, and H1's summary. Although for
different reasons, Z17, like Z 7-9, constitutes a sort of anomaly
within Z's enquiry on oucia. About this chapter too, scholars
seem to agree on one point: Z17 is a fresh start in Z's path®®. As a
matter of fact, in its introductory lines Aristotle says that:

“Let us state what, i.e. what kind of thing, substance should be
said to be, taking once more another starting-point; for perhaps
from this we shall get a clear view also of that substance which

exists apart from sensible substances. Since, then, substance is a
principle and a cause, let us pursue it from this starting-point™?’.

The new starting-point of Z17 seems to consist in conceiving

substance in its explanatory role, namely as principle and cause.

Scholars have usually remarked also the absence of Z17 from the
summary of H1°*. In this case too, if we look at lines 1042a6-24
of HI no reference to that discussion seems to be actually

traceable.

Burnyeat has proposed a provocative suggestion on the relation
between the last chapter of Z and HI. According to him, the
reason why Z17 is absent from the summary is that “the
summary is part of a textual unit that begins where Z17
begins”¥. In particular, since in Z17 Aristotle sets out the idea
that substance is principle and cause and, as we have seen above,
in H1 1042a4-6 he says that the object of our enquiry are the
causes, principles and elements of substance, it is likely that the
two chapters develop the same project. Thus, since Z17's main
positive contribution is that form is cause of being, Burnyeat

maintains that the whole Book H takes up and develops such an

56 To my knowledge, although for different reasons, all modern scholars
share this position.

57 See Z17 1041a6-10: Ti 8¢ xpn Aéyew kal 6TOIdV TI TV oUciav, T&AW
&AANV olov apxrv Tomnoduevol Aéywpey: 10ws yap ék ToUTwv
goTat fjhov kal Tepl ékeivns Tijs ovucias 1TIs E0TI KEXWPIOUEVT] TCOV
aioBnTdov ovoidv. Emel olv 1) oUcia apxn Kai aitia Tis €oTiv,
£VTeUOeY HeTITEOV.

58 See Londinenses (1984) p. 1, D. Bostock (1994) p. 250 and M. Burnyeat
(2001) p. 63.

59 M. Burnyeat (2001) p. 67.
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idea®. Significantly, Burnyeat proceeds arguing that the whole
H2 is devoted to the illustration of the idea of form as the cause

of being and that this same theme recurs also in H3 and H6°".

Gill has endorsed Burnyeat's hypothesis®. She agrees with
Burnyeat that H develops the enquiry on substances by following
the new perspective of Z17%. Gill provides some arguments for
understanding the theoretical turn from Z17 to the second half of
HI1. In particular, she notes how in the last chapter of Z
Aristotle's main proposal is that form, as principle and cause,
explains why the matter is some composite object. This seems to
be confirmed by what Aristotle argues in Z17 1041b7-9:

“Therefore what we seek is the cause, i.e. the form, by reason of

which the matter is some definite thing; and this is the substance
of the thing”®.

As a matter of fact, in the second half of H1 - which represents
the real beginning of Book H after the summary of Z's arguments
- Aristotle starts the new enquiry focusing on the notion of

matter.

To sum up, in the light of this analysis of the alleged lacunas of

H1's summary, we can argue that: 1) some chapters of Z, which

60 See especially M. Burnyeat (2001) p.68.

61 S. Menn (2001) shares this point with Burnyeat, although he provides a
different reading of Z17. At p. 131 he says that: “it is much better, instead
of saying that the thesis of Z17 is that oUoia is form, to say that the thesis
is that the oUcia of a thing is the cause of unity to its otoixeia”. In the
following, p. 133, Menn argues that “the business of H is to show how to
give the Adyos Tris ovoias of a given X”.

62 See M.L. Gill (1996) p. 213, where she quotes the unpublished version of
Burnyeat's work.

63 Moreover, moving from this hypothesis, Gill, p.214 argues that “precisely
the topics overlooked in the summary — subjecthood (Z3), the generation
of composites (Z7-9), their constitution and definability (Z10-12) — will
be the central focus of Metaphysics H. Aristotle will address these issues
as though from scratch, starting from the perspective of Z17”. This
suggestion is fascinating and finds some evidence throughout the whole
H. However, I think that, except for what concerns section 7-9, the other
chapters quoted by Gill are not overlooked in H1's summary.

64 c>ote TO aiTiov CnTeiTal Tis UANs [tolTto & éoTi TO eidos] & Ti
¢oTiv- ToUTo 8 1 oUoia. For a useful status quaestionis about the

controversial phrase ToUTo 8 ¢0Ti TO eldos, which occurs at 1041b8 and
which is printed by Ross, see S. Menn (2001), p. 126 n.43.
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are thought to be absent from the summary, seem actually to be
roughly recalled in H1. This seems to be the case of Z3 and Z12;
2) some other chapters (Z 7-9), are actually absent from the
summary, although they will have a great importance for H as a
whole; 3) Z17 is not quoted in the summary since it somewhat

represents the starting-point of H's enquiry.

So, we can conclude that H1's summary of Z's arguments is, both

a selective and a strategic summary.
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§1.4 The account of matter in H1

At HI1 1042a24-26, once accomplished the summary of Z's
arguments, Aristotle says:
“but now let us resume the discussion of the generally

recognized substances. These are the sensible substances.®® And
sensible substances all have matter”®.

The first sentence (lines 24-25), which invites us to “come back”
(eTréABcopev) to the agreed substances and which declares such
substances as the sensible ones, does not appear in the
manuscripts E and J. As a matter of fact, it does not seem to be
essential for understanding the train of thought that Aristotle
develops here. The summary ends with the reference to those
thinkers, Platonists, who admit Forms and mathematical objects
beyond the sensible substances (lines 22-24). Then Aristotle
argues that all sensible substances have matter (lines 25-26).
While the former enquiry on the non-sensible substances is said
to be postponed to a further context (Metaphysics MN), the latter
on the sensible ones is at the core of H. The previous statement
of lines 24-25, absent from E and J, appears, hence, to be
redundant. Moreover, its reference to the OpoAoyouUpeval
ovuctial could be puzzling here. Actually, in H1 Aristotle has
already recalled “the agreed substances” by making reference to
the physical substances of Z2's list"”. But neither in H1 nor in
the remaining part of H he will deal with substances such as

simple elements, plants, animals and so on®. To sum up, there

65 Here my translation differs from Ross's one only for what concerns the
punctuation. He does not put a full stop after the first aiobnTati of line 25.
By contrast, for reasons of textual transmission which I explain in the
following, doing this seems to me more cautious.

66 viv 8¢ TGV TPl TV dUoAoyounévwy ovciwv ETEABwuE. altal &’
giotv ai aiobnTal. ai & aiobntai ovcial maoal UAnv éxouctv.

67 See 1042a7-11.

68 E.C. Halper (2005) p.155 identifies what this passage calls “sensible
ousiai” with composites. Then, he reminds us that the “agreed
substances” are those above-mentioned in 1042a7-11. However, it is not
so obvious, as he seems to take, that the two references fit well each other
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are good reasons for deleting lines 24-25%. Yet, they could also
be saved, once we look at Z3 1029a33-34 as their possible cross-
reference. In that context, Aristotle inaugurates the research on

form which will be at the core of Z saying that:

“some of the sensible substances are generally admitted to be

substances, so that we must look first among these”™.

Thus, we could suppose that in H Aristotle aims at refreshing the
same enquiry of Z - the analysis of sensible substances - moving

from a different perspective’".

For evaluating this hypothesis we must carefully look at H1
1042a25-26: “sensible substances all have matter”. I argue that it
is exactly from this statement that the substantive analysis of H
starts. Aristotle clearly maintains that sensible substances are all
those substances which have matter. The construction €xeiv
UAnv (“have matter”) and, more generally, the fact that
something has or does not have matter, will prove to be as the
very strong thread of the argumentative path of the whole Book.
Later, I will show in details this point. For the time being, I just
want to underline how at the very end of Book H, that is in the
last statement of H6 1045b23, Aristotle ends the enquiry

claiming that:

“all things which have no matter are without qualification

essentially unities™".

Thus, the structure “having or having not matter”, which appears
at the very beginning and in the final line of H, closes circularly

the whole Book.

In Metaphysics Z we have three references to the construction

and that Book H examines Z2's list of natural substances.

69 This is why it seems more cautious to put a full stop after the first
aioBnTai of line 25.

70 OpoloyouvTal 8 oloial elval TEV aiobnTdv Tvés, coTe £v TauTals
CnTnTEOY TIPS TOV.

71 Similarly M. Burnyeat (2001) p. 63, argues that with “€mwéABcopev” at
1042a25 Aristotle “begins a new movement towards the ultimate goal of
first philosophy”.

72 Soa Ot urn Exel UANY, mavta amAdds Smep £v TL.
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€xev UANv, which, as we have seen, marks the beginning of the
substantive enquiry of H. The first two references are in chapter

7, while the third one is in chapter 157.

At Z7 1032a20-22 Aristotle starts the physical analysis of the

ways of becoming stating that:

“all things produced either by nature or by art have matter (€xet
UAnv), for each of them is capable both of being and of not
being, and this capacity is the matter in each”.

Later, in Z7 1032b31-1033a5, Aristotle shows how:

“Obviously then some part of the result will prexist of necessity;
for the matter is a part; for this is present in the process and it is
this that becomes something. But is the matter an element even if
in the formula? We certainly describes in both ways what brazen
circles are; we describe both the matter by saying it is brass, and
the form by saying that it is such and such a figure; and figure is
the proximate genus in which it is placed. The brazen circle,
then, has its matter in its formula (Exer év TG Ady Tnv
UAnv)”.

In the former passage Aristotle shows which ontological
structure characterizes those things that are subject to becoming.
He argues that their potentiality of being or not being depends on
matter. In the latter passage he deals with the definitional side of
the issue, claiming that what comes out from matter has matter

in its formula.
Moreover, at Z11 1036b21-30, Aristotle clearly states that:

“to bring all things thus to Forms and to eliminate the matter is
useless labour; for some things surely are a particular form in a
particular matter, or particular things in a particular state. And
the comparison which Socrates the younger used to make in the
case of animal is not good; for it leads away from the truth, and
makes one suppose that man can possibly exist without his parts,
as the circle can without the bronze. But the case is not similar;
for an animal is something perceptible, and it is not possible to
define it without reference to movement—nor, therefore, without
reference to the parts and to their being in a certain state””.

73 Before Z such a construction occurs once in a (see chapter 3 995a17) and
once in E (see chapter]l 1026a2).

74 16 M&vTa avayew oUTo Kal apaipeiv Ty UAnv mepiepyov- évia yap
{ows TOS &v TS 0T 1} codi Tadl £xovTa. kKai TapafoArn 1 émi Tou
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However, in several other places of Z Aristotle seems to put into
discussion the role of UAn in the search for the meaning of what

1S substance.

In Z's third occurrence of the construction €xewv UAnv, for
instance, we are in the face of a less permissive view on the

place of matter in definition, for Aristotle argues that:

“There 1s neither definition nor demonstration of sensible
individual substances, because they have matter whose nature is

such that they are capable both of being and of not being (ST1
gxouctv UANV fis 1) puUols TolaUTn ¢doT évdéxecbal kai eival

Kai un)””.

In Z3, as above-mentioned, Aristotle rejects that the notion of
Utrokeipevov is a criterion sufficient for characterizing
substancehood since this would make matter to be substance in a
primary way. And Aristotle discards this hypothesis, for matter
lacks thisness and separateness. In the abstract analysis of the
notion of essence (To Ti fv elval) in Z4-6, no reference to
matter is present. In Z10, where Aristotle deals with the
constituent parts of definition, matter seems to be a sort of
unwelcome guest threatening the unity of definition guaranteed
by the notion of form. At Z10 1036a8-9, for instance, Aristotle
defines UAn as something “in itself unknowable” (&yvwoTos
kaB'autnv). Also in Z11, and despite the above quoted passage
of 1036b21-30, Aristotle provides a deflationary account both of
the role of matter in definition and of its ontological content. In

fact, at 1037a25-28, he says that:

“the formula of the substance will not contain those parts that are
parts as matter- which indeed are not parts of that substance at
all, but of the substance which is the combined whole. And this
latter in a way does not have a formula, though in another way it

Cooou, 1iv eicdBel Aéyev Zcokp&TNs O VECOTEPOS, OU KAAGS EXEL
améyel yap &md ToU aAnbols, kal Tolel UToAauBavewv cog
gvdexduevoy elval Tov &vBpwov &veu TV UEPGV, OOTEP &VEU
ToU XaAkoU TOvV kUkAov. TO & oux duolov- alohnTov ydp T1 TO
Cdov, kal &veu kwrioews oUk €oTv Opicachal, 816 oUd’ &veu TV
HEPGIV EXOVTIV TTCOS.

75 See Z15 1039 27-30.
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does; when taken together with its matter it does not have a
formula, since matter is indeterminate (adpioTov), but it does
have a formula in accordance with its primary substance”.

To sum up, in Book Z matter is regarded as something that lacks
determinateness and that is in itself unknowable. However, both
the physical doctrine of becoming and the existence of some
living things, as for instance the animals, which have their
material parts somewhat organized, are evidence of matter's
substancehood. In other words, a metaphysical account which
gives no room to the notion of matter can not be consistent with
one of the most important Aristotelian doctrines, namely the
doctrine of hylomorphism. I argue that in Book H Aristotle aims
at making his hylomorphism consistent with the path developed
so far in the Metaphysics’. However, this entails a less
deflationary reading of both the ontological status of matter, and

of its role in definition, than those provided in Z.

As a matter of fact, the clearest account of what matter is, which
is given in Book Z, is that of Z3. It is likely, then, that Aristotle
begins his fresh account of matter in H by recalling that

discussion. This seems to be confirmed by H1 1042a26-31:

“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” is separate in formula), and thirdly the
complex of these two, which alone is generated and destroyed,
and is separate without qualification”’; for of substances
completely expressible in a formula some are separable and
some are not”’®,

76 1t is not casual the fact that in the final chapter of the Book, H6, Aristotle
aims mainly at showing the power of hylomorphism over the other model
of scientific explanation, and over the Platonic doctrine of Forms
especially.

77 Here 1 differ from Ross, since he gives two different translations for the
two references to xwploTov at lines a29-a30. While in the former case he
translates “Téd Ady XwploTov €oTiv” with “can be separately
formulated”, in the latter case he translates “xcoploTov amAdds” with
“without qualification capable of separate existence”. More cautiously, I
prefer to give a more literal translation of the two references to
XwploTov, which preserves the symmetrical structure of the passage.

78 £oTi 8’ovoia TO Umokeipevov, dAAcos pev 1) UAN (UAn 8¢ Aédyco 1) un
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Here Aristotle does not recall, as some scholars think”, the
results of Z3 omitted in the previous summary. Instead, he
addresses the ontological status of matter by revising the
deflationary account of Z3. This entails, as we shall see, also a
revision of the three criteria of substancehood that lead the
discussion of Z3: being a substratum, being a this and being

separate.

In Z3 Aristotle starts off the enquiry on the notion of substratum
arguing that:

“In one sense matter is said to be of the nature of substratum, in
another shape, and in a third, the compound of these. (By the
matter [ mean, for instance, the bronze, by the shape the pattern
of its form, and by the compound of these the statue, the
concrete whole). Therefore if the form is prior to the matter and

more real, it will be prior also to the compound of both, for the
same reason”’.

As we have seen above, Z3 goes on claiming that if we think that
substance mainly consists in being a substratum, then, matter
will appear as primary substance. However, this outcome must
be avoided since matter lacks those features of thisness and
separateness, which are exhibited by form and composite

especially (1029a26-30).

Before comparing Z3's account on matter with the one in HI, it
is necessary to clarify two points. In Z3: 1) Aristotle deals with
the notion of Utrokeipevov within a categorial framework; 2) he
understands the three criteria of substancehood as not mutually

related.

These two elements are at work throughout the whole Z3 and
especially in lines 1029a7-30, which represent the bulk of the

chapter. Here 1 will provide my reading of these lines, by

TOBe T1 oUoa évepyeia Buvapel EOTI TOBE T1), GAAws & 6 Adyos Kai 1)
Hop@r), 6 TOBE TI OV TG Adyw XwploTév EoTiv: TpiTov 8¢ TO EK
ToUTwv, du Yéveots pbvou kai pBopd 0T, Kal XwploToV aTAGS:
TGOV Yap KaTa TOv Adyov oUcidv al pev ai 8’oU.

79 Cf. M. Wedin (2000) p. 173.

80 1029a2-7.
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focusing on three parts of the argument separately.

The first part consists in the already quoted statement of 1029a7-
10:

“We have now outlined the nature of substance, showing that it
is that which is not predicated of a stratum, but of which all else
is predicated. But we must not merely state the matter thus; for
this is not enough. The statement itself is obscure, and further, on
this view, matter becomes substance”.

Here Aristotle approaches the notion of Utrokeipuevov, which is
one of the candidates for oucia highlighted at the beginning of
the chapter, following the perspective developed in the
Categories®'. This is consistent with one of the main tasks of Z
as a whole, for Z deals with the question of being starting from
the categorial assumption that substance is the primary meaning
of TO &v ¥. Now, although in the Categories such a perspective
clarifies how an individual thing is substance as ultimate
substratum for all its possible determinations, in Z3 Aristotle
tries to apply this model to the items of hylomorphism. What
turns out is a sort of process of predicative regression that ends
with matter. This appears to be evident in the second part of the
argument at 1029a10-26:

“For if this is not substance, it baffles us to say what else is.
When all else is stripped off evidently nothing but matter
remains. For while the rest are affections, products and potencies
of bodies, length, breadth, and depth are quantities and not
substances (for a quantity is not a substance), but the substance
is rather that to which these belongs primarily. But when length
and breadth and depth are taken away we see nothing left unless
there is something that is bounded by these; so that to those who
consider the question thus matter alone must seem to be
substance. By matter I mean that which in itself is neither a
particular thing nor of a certain quantity nor assigned to any
other of the categories by which is determined. For there is

something of which each of these is predicated, whose being is
different from that of each of the predicates (for the predicates

81 See Categories 5 2all-14: OUcia d¢ éoTv 1) KUPLOTATA Te Kal
TPOTWS Kal Aeyouévn, 1) uTe kKab’ UTTOKEIUEVOU TIvds AéyeTal UITe
£V UTTOKEIUEVE TIvi €0TIv olov 6 Tis &vBpcoTros 1) O Tig ITrTos.

82 Cf. Z1 1028a10-20
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other than substance are predicated of substance, while substance
is predicated of matter). Therefore the ultimate substratum is of
itself neither a particular thing nor of a particular quantity nor
otherwise positively characterized; nor yet is it the negations of
these, for negations also will belong to it only by accident”.

This part of Z3 presents us the well-known process of stripping-
off of substance. Aristotle proposes a sort of mental experiment
that consists in deleting from substance all its possible
determinations. At the end of this process what remains is matter.
In my opinion, here Aristotle aims at showing which result turns
out if we radicalise the understanding of substance as
Utrokeipevov within a categorial framework. What this process
ends up identifying is a sort of bare matter, which cannot be
accepted as primary ouocia, since the main features of substance
appear to be thisness and separateness. This leads Aristotle to
conclude in 10292a26-30:

“If we adopt this point of view (ék ToUTcov Becopoio), then, it
follows that matter is substance. But this is impossible; for both
separability and “thisness” are thought to belong chiefly to

substance. And so form and the compound of form and matter
would be thought to be substance, more (udAloTa) than matter”.

Now, as we have seen, in H Aristotle begins his substantive
analysis moving from the assumption in 1042a25-26 that
“sensibles substance all have matter”. Then, he revises the
tripartition of substratum of Z3. The project can be sketchily
described in this way: the starting-point of H is to come back to
the enquiry on the agreed substances. These are the sensible
ones, and all sensible substances have matter as distinctive
ontological mark. But, since Z3's framework has provided a
deflationary account of matter, Aristotle must provide us with a
different one. This entails that also the three criteria of
substancehood described in Z3 need to be revised. Aristotle
succeeds in this by a dynamic understanding of the three criteria:

instead of being considered as independent from each other, as
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happened in Z3, they can be seen as mutually related®.
Understanding the three criteria of substancehood within a
dynamic framework means to consider them through the
conceptual polarity expressed by the notions of potentiality and

actuality®.

This is my reading of what Aristotle argues at lines 1042a26-31,
which I report again at length:

“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” is separate in formula), and thirdly the
complex of these two, which alone is generated and destroyed,
and is separate without qualification; for of substances

completely expressible in a formula some are separable and
some are not”.

This passage recalls the tripartition of substratum in matter, form
and composite already stated at Z3 1029a1-3. However, Aristotle
reworks it through the concepts of being potentially and being
actually, which will be the main focus of the next Book ®. The
key-notion is that of “being a T6de T1”, which in Z3, together
with “being separate”, is said to belong to form and composite
only. Here Aristotle shows how matter too can be regarded as
something determinate, as a “this”. Matter too is something
determinate, though not actually as form and composite, but only

potentially.

Aristotle reads the relation between the three criteria of
substancehood and the three items of hylomorphism according to

a logic that I will call of “progressive saturation”. 1) All the

83 On this point I roughly agree with M.L. Gill (1989), p.18 n.8.

84 As remarked by W.D. Ross in his Introduction to Aristotle's Metaphysics
(1924) p. cxxiv: “the expressions potentiality and actuality, almost entirely
absent in Z, play a considerable part in H, as Aristotle passes from the
static consideration of substance to the dynamic consideration of change”.
See also M. Burnyeat (2001) p. 69: “Aristotle's reworking of the form-
matter contrast, in terms of the more general notions of actuality and
potentiality, continues all-throughout H and comes to a climax in H6”.
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items involved - matter, form and composite - are substrata®; 2)
matter is not separate at all*®, but it is a this potentially though
not actually, 3) form, being a this actually, is separate in
formula®’; 4) composite is a this actually and is separate without

qualification®.

We can now sketch a comparison between Z3 and H1. In Z3 the

relation among the three criteria of substancehood is neither

85 The majority of scholars finds some difficulties in understanding why
Aristotle here defines form too as a substratum. D. Devereux (2003) p.
198 n.70 argues that “we face the same puzzle as in Z3: Aristotle first
states that matter, form and composite, are underlying subjects, but then
proceeds to argue that only one (in Z3) or two (in H 1-2) can be said to
qualify as genuine underlying subjects”. Some scholars have proposed
different readings: D.R. Cousin (1933) recalls Z13 1038b5-6 as possible
reference, where, however, Aristotle seems to distinguish two meanings of
“being a substratum”, which fit better with composite and matter
respectively: as the animal which underlies its attributes or as the matter
which underlies its actuality. Similarly in ®7 1049a27-36. M. Frede
(1985, 1987%), p.76, argues that in Metaphysics ZH® Aristotle restricts
substances to natural objects: animate things are paradigms of objects and
soul is form par excellence. Then, according to Frede, when Aristotle
refers to the subjecthood of form, as he does in H1, he looks at the soul as
the principle of organization of an object. This principle guarantees that
the object leads the kind of life characteristic of that kind of object. “If we
analyse an ordinary physical object into matter, form and properties, the
only item in the case of animate objects that has to stay the same as long
as we can talk about the same thing is, on this account, the form”. As is
evident, Frede qualifies the notion of form as uUTokeipevov as the
function which ensures diachronic unity to a natural object. Similar
positions are defended by C. Shields (1988). Both against Frede and
Shields, H. Granger (1995), argues that “because Aristotle has analysed
away the criterion of subjecthood into the ambiguity of “thisness” and
“separability” and even into other senses, including at least “matter” as the
subject of form, he has eviscerated his original powerful criterion of
ultimate subjecthood, so that it no longer provides him with good service
in his ontology”. I disagree with Granger since I do not accept as valid the
main assumption which stand on the background of his argument.
Namely, I do not read Hl's tripartition as entailing that “subjecthood
becomes resolved into “thisness” and “separability”. By contrast, I argue
that Aristotle provides us with a complementary reading of such three
criteria, where no resolution of one or more criteria into the other/s is
given.

Indeed, although it is much clearer the sense why matter and composite
are sorts of substrata, the fact that form too is said to be substratum is not
so puzzling. To describe matter, form and composite as substrata is only
the more economical way to frame hylomorphism within one of the fourth
logical specifications of substantial beings established at the beginning of
73. However, while in Z3 Aristotle deals with the notion of Utrokeiuevov
in categorial terms, in H1 he approaches this very same notion looking at
its physical role of underlying subject of physical changes. As we shall see
in the following, this role entails a reference not only to the notions of
matter and composite, but also to that of form. See my remarks on H1
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mutual nor provides us with an ordered series of the three items
that define hylomorphism. Aristotle simply argues that matter,
form and composite are substrata and that thisness and
separateness belong to form and composite only. By contrast, in
H1, thanks to the dynamic understanding of the notion of Téde
T1, he supplies an ordered series of relations both among the
criteria of substancehood and among matter, form and
composite. To be potentially a this (duvdauel €oTi TOd: TI)
provides matter with a sort of relative determinateness, which is
excluded in the categorial approach of Z3; to be actually a this
(Téd¢e T1 bv) provides form with the possibility to be separated in
the formula; composite only saturates at full the three criteria of
substancehood, since it is said to be separate without
qualification (xwploTdév amAdds)®. This text shows how the
dynamic understanding of the T&® T1 — criterion for
substancehood entails different outcomes for matter and form.
Matter is said to be potentially a this. Form is said to be
separable in the notion because it is actually a this. This means
that the ontological thisness of a form — namely that form is
always a form of a determinate sort — entails that form can be

defined independently from the material object it belongs to®.

1042b1-3.

86 In On Generation and Corruption Aristotle says explicitly that matter is
not separate. Cf. IT 1 329a8-13, 29-32.

87 W.D. Ross (1924) p.227 rightly reminds us Metaphysics A8 1018a24-26.
See also Physics B1 193b4-5.

88 Cf. Z8 1033b16-109.

89 Truth be told, the text says only that composite is substratum and separate
in existence. However it is clear that it is also a this. Cf. Metaphysics Z8
1033a31; Z13 1038b5-6.

90 J. Owens (1951, 1978%) p.380, argues that we should read the Greek term
“Aoéyw” (“in notion™) at line 29, as endowed with an objective meaning
and as equivalent to “separate in form”. Then, as he suggests, we should
construe the Aristotelian reference to the separateness of form not as
indicating its “separability by thought”, as traditionally regarded, but
rather as “separate in intelligible content”. “The intelligibility of such a

form is in no way dependent on its substrate, as on the contrary that of an
accident is. This form is an intelligible content, in itself. The matter that
makes its substrate adds no intelligibility to it whatsoever. The accidents
that follow upon it are not required for its intelligibility. In itself it is a
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The final statement of line 1042a31 that “for of substances
completely expressible in a formula some are separable and
some are not” is meant to distinguish en-mattered forms from

immaterial ones, which are separate without qualification®".

As we have seen, the main result of H1 1042a26-31 consists in a
dynamic rework of the criterion of thisness, which entails a
complementary reading both of the three criteria of
substancehood and of the three items of hylomorphism. Aristotle
proceeds gradually. He must revise Z's deflationary account of
matter, but in order to accomplish this task, he must first revise
the account of the three criteria of substancehood. This point is
gained through a dynamic understanding of them, which results
from employing the conceptual polarity expressed by the notions

of potentiality and actuality®.

In the final part of H1, at 1042a32-b8, Aristotle goes on showing

the physical evidence for the substancehood of matter:

complete intelligible unity, and so separate in knowable content from all
else that depends upon it in the sensible thing” (pp. 381-82). It is far from
clear to me on which point Owens focuses here. First, his account seems
to be circular: the form is separate in notion since it is separate in form
and, hence, would seem that form is separate qua form. Second, although
Owens attributes to the expression “T¢ Ady XwploTOV” an objective
meaning, he concludes that, in virtue of its intelligible content, form is
separate in knowable content. Third, the way in which Owens builds the
relation between matter, form and composite is misleading. In H1, in fact,
Aristotle does not aim to explain the independence of form on matter and
accidents for no reference to accidents is actually present in the text.

91 W.D. Ross (1924) p.227 identifies the separate forms with the vous,
recalling chapters 7 and 9 of Metaphysics A and On the Soul 413b24,
429b5, 430a22. D. Bostock (1994) p.251 argues that “the exceptional
forms that are genuinely separable are presumably the unmoved mover(s)
of the universe”. M.L. Gill (1989) p.35, signals Prime Mover as an
instance of “this special groups of forms that can exist without matter”.
Whatever are the beings which Aristotle is here referring to, we can read
this reference simply as intended to complete from an abstract viewpoint
the distinction made above. He will come back on this point in H3
1043b18-23. See §3.3

92 For a further reading of the relation between H1 and Z3 which is however
very far from mine, see especially D. Devereux (2003). According to him,
Z3 is a revised version of the parallel discussion in H1, which would be an
earlier and incomplete version of the former. As it is clear, my argument
goes the other way round. To my opinion, H1 is the revised version of the
deflationary account of matter and substratum of Z3.

33



“But clearly matter also is substance; for in all the opposite
changes that occur there is something which underlies the
changes, e.g. in respect of place that which is now here and again
elsewhere, and in respect of increase that which is now of one
size and again less or greater, and in respect of alteration that
which is now healthy and again diseased; and similarly in
respect of substance there is something that is now being
generated and again being destroyed, and now underlies the
process as a “this” and again underlies it in respect of a privation
of positive character. And in this change the others are involved.
But in either one or two of the others this is not involved; for it is
not necessary if a thing has matter for change of place that it
should also have matter for generation and destruction. The
difference between becoming in the full sense and becoming in a
qualified sense has been stated in our physical works”®.

First of all, we must ask ourselves why Aristotle, in the middle
of his metaphysical account, makes a reference to further places
of the corpus that are explicitly mentioned as concerning

physical arguments™.

I believe that once revised the notion of matter through the
dynamic understanding of Z3's criteria of substancehood,
Aristotle aims at showing the positive ontological status of
matter by recalling its physical evidence. Indeed, every sort of
change presupposes something which underlies it and this is
matter. Thus, Aristotle can argue at line 1042a32, that “clearly

matter also is substance”.

It is possible to show how also in this passage Aristotle provides

a different account of the criteria of substancehood of Z3. While

93 6Tt & toTiv olUoia kai 1 UAn, diAov- &v mdoals yap Tals
avTikelpnévals HeTaBoAals €0Ti T1 TO UTTokeievov Tals peTaBoAatls,
olov kata Témov TO viv v gvTaiba maAw &'&AAobi, kai kaT’
algnow & viv pev TnAikévde A & EhatTtov f peiCov, Kai Kat’
aAAoicooy 6 viv pgv Uyies TAAW 8¢ KGuvov: Ouoicos B¢ Kal KaT’
ovciav & viv pev €v yevéoel T&Aw & év @Bopd, Kai viv pév
Utrokeipevov cos Téde T1 TaAw & UTToKeiHEVOY o5 KaTd OTEPTOLV.
Kal akoAouBotot d1) TauTn ai dAAat peTaBoAai, Tawv & aAliwv 1
& 1 duotv alTn oUk AKoAouBel: oU yap avdykn, €l T1 UAnv €xel
TOTIKIY, TOUTO Kai YewwnThv kai @Baptnv Exew. Tis pév olv
dlapopd ToU amAGS yiyveoBal kai ur amwAs, €v TOIS QUOIKOIS
eipnTal

94 The majority of scholars follow Ross, who suggests that the last reference
to a discussion already stated in the “physical works” (év Tols @uoikoig
gipnTat) recalls what Aristotle argues in Physics 225a12-20 and in On
Generation and Corruption 317a17-31.
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in the previous lines of 1042a26-31 he reworks the notion of
TO®e T especially, here he deals with the notion of
Utrokeipevov. While in Z3 Aristotle approaches the notion of
substratum as ultimate subject of predication, in HI1 he
approaches it as subject of physical changes. This new
perspective allows Aristotle to reach a different result than that
of Z3. While in that chapter the process of predicative regression
implied by the stripping-off experiment ended with bare matter,
in HI the substancehood of matter is affirmed by taking as a
starting-point its being the underlying subject of all sorts of

change.

Now, the description of matter as underlying subject in changes
of place, quantity and quality is quite plain. Aristotle describes
the change from one place to another, from one size to another
and from one qualitative state to another in temporal terms. This
appears clearly from the threefold repetition of the temporal
clauses viv-maAwv (“now”- “again”). Matter as underlying
subject is the concrete individual substance (i.e. Socrates) which
can be: a) now here and again elsewhere; b) now of one size and
again less or greater; ¢) now healthy and again diseased. The
temporal structure wherein Aristotle frames his description of the
different changes shows clearly why the substancehood of matter
is regarded as evident’. Matter is substance since it is necessary
that something underlies and persists during the change from one

state (local, quantitative or qualitative) to another.

On the contrary, lines 1042b1-3, where Aristotle deals with the
matter as involved in the processes of generation and
destruction, are, at first glance, rather puzzling. The puzzle
concerns the previous description of matter as potentially a this
and its apparent clashing with the claim at 1042b2-3, where

Aristotle seems to argue that matter is actually a this. This point

95 Cf. 1042a32.
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has been stressed by Gill in her paper “Metaphysics HI-5 on
Perceptible Substances™ (1996), where she develops the account
of H1 already provided in the monograph “Aristotle on
Substance. The Paradox of Unity” (1989). Gill asks why
Aristotle speaks of the subject in generation as a this, rather than
as potentially a this. As it is evident, the puzzling point regards
the relation between the former qualification of matter as being a
substratum “duvdauel Tdde T1” (line 1042a28) and the latter
qualification of matter as being a substratum TOSe T1 (1042b2-
3). To report Gill's words: “without the crucial qualifier, he
appears to be claiming that matter in generation is actually a
this”*. The same puzzle was raised by Gill also in her previous
monograph:

“If the chapter is consistent, Aristotle must be making two kinds
of claims when he first denies that matter is actually Téde 11 and

later uses its actual thisness in a particular context as evidence
for its claim to substantiality”?’.

In order to solve this puzzle, let us now proceed, then, to the

textual analysis of lines 1042b1-3.

After describing the other types of changes, where the role of
matter is played by a concrete individual which is subject to
changes of place, quantity and quality, Aristotle argues that:

“analogously (ouoicos) in respect of substance (kaT ouciav)
there is something that is now being generated (O viv pev €v
yevéoel) and again being destroyed (TT&Aw & év @pBopd), and
now underlies the process as a “this” (kal viv HEV UTTOKEIUEVOY
cos TOde T1) and again underlies it in respect of a privation of

positive character (mw&Alv & UTrokeipevov s  KaTa
oTépNOY)”.

Here Aristotle describes the substantial generation by using the
same temporal structure that had previously framed the other

types of change. This emerges from the usage of the temporal

96 M.L. Gill (1996) p. 219.
97 M.L. Gill (1989) p. 87. The same conclusion is stated in M.L. Gill (2008)
p.403 n.25.
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adverbs viUv-maAw. The first claim of the passage is not
problematic, for it is quite easy to identify what is “now being
generated” with matter in its own right and what is “again being
destroyed” with matter as the individual composite substance.
By contrast, the second claim appears at first glance to be
puzzling, for it seems to entail that the very same subject which
is before said to be “now in generation”, namely matter in its
own right, underlies the process as a this. However, this seems to
be at odds with the previous qualification of matter as not

actually, but only potentially a this (1042a27-28).

In his commentary, Ross offers a reading which escapes this
difficulty. According to him, the clause viv utv at line 2 refers to
the time when a substance is being destroyed and what underlies
destruction is matter qualified by a positive form, i.e. a TGSt TL.
By contrast, the clause T&Aw 8¢ at line 3 refers to the time when
a substance is being generated and what underlies generation is
matter qualified by a privation®™. As seems to be implicit, in
Ross's reading the contrast applies chiastically. Gill replies that
this reading ignores the force of Aristotle's syntax, since, as in
the previous four cases, also in the case of substantial generation
Aristotle uses the “now-again” construction. Thus, Gill argues
that the matter that is turned into something else has its own
proper identity; it is TGde T in virtue of what it actually is, apart

from what it becomes. Gill concludes her reading of H1 1042b1-

98 W.D. Ross (1924) p. 227. This reading is accepted by the Londinenses
(1984) p. 2, “viv-m&Aw in 1042b 2-3 switch their previous role”. D.
Bostock (1994), p. 252, tackles the puzzle, though not providing a
solution to it: “one can only conclude that Aristotle's description is
somewhat careless”. T.H. Irwin (1988) p. 572 n.11 Ch. 12, has proposed a
further reading of these lines, moving from the distinction between
proximate and remote matter. Scholar admits to be unsure whether
1042a32-b8 refers (a) to proximate matter, or (b) to remote matter: “If the
hupokeimenon hos kata sterésin of 1042b3 is the matter that precedes the
existence of a natural organism, (b) is required — and that would be the
normal use of kata sterésin. But (a) is tenable if this subject is the subject
that comes into being and passes away; in that case kata sterésin will
refer to the subject as a potential this as opposed to the actual this that is
the form”.

37



3 saying that:

“When Aristotle says earlier that matter is not actually but
merely potentially Téde T1, he focuses on matter that can be
turned into a particular product and considers it in relation to that
product (...) The passage at the end of Hl accords with the
earlier text because the claim that matter is actually Téde Tt does
not concern the relation of matter to a higher complex: the matter
is potentially this. Instead the claim concerns what the matter is
in itself, and it is actually this””.

Both the reading of H1 1042b1-3 provided by Ross and the one
defended by Gill have some strong points. Contra Gill it seems
quite unlikely that Aristotle supplies in few lines two different,
or to say better, two opposite accounts of matter's thisness (that
would be only potential before and actual later). For this reason,
the way by which Ross constructs the passage is more cautious,
at least conceptually. Moreover, several passages in the corpus
show clearly how matter in itself (to use Gill's formula) cannot
be regarded as a Téde T1 ', If we refer to De Anima 111 412a6-
11, for instance, it seems clear that the matter in itself cannot be
regarded as a TOde T

“We are in the habit of recognizing, as one determinate kind of
what is, substance, and that in several senses, (a) in the sense of
matter or that which in itself is not “a this” (kab’aUTO oUk €0TI
TSSe T1), and (b) in the sense of form or essence, which is that
precisely in virtue of which a thing is called “a this”, and thirdly

(c) in the sense of that which is compounded of both (a) and (b).
Now matter is potentiality, form actuality”.

Furthermore, looking at the role of matter in generation, Gill's
account seems to be contradicted by what is argued in On

Generation and Corruption 13 317b23-25:

“For if a substantial thing comes-to-be, it is clear that there will
be (not actually, but potentially) a substance, out of which its
coming-to-be will proceed and into which the thing that is
passing-away will necessarily change”.

Finally, that matter could be regarded as something in actuality is

also at odds with the very beginning of the next chapter of H. In

99 M.L. Gill (1989) p. 89.
100 Within the Metaphysics cf. Z3 1029a20, Z13 1038b4-6, @7 1049a27-b3.
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fact, Aristotle starts H2's analysis by stating clearly that matter is
what exists potentially:

“Since the substance which exists as underlying and as matter is
generally recognized, and this is that which exists potentially

(a¥tn & €oTwv 1) Suvdyel), it remains for us to say what is the
substance, in the sense of actuality, of sensible things™''.

Contra Ross, the syntax of lines 1042b1-3 would seem to support
Gill's account. The repetition of the temporal clauses vov-TraAiv,
in fact, goes against the chiasmos supposed by Ross. At least at
first glance a) the subject that is “now in generation” appears to
be the same subject which “now underlies the process as a this”;
and b) the subject that is “again in destruction” appears to be the
same subject which “again underlies it in respect of a privation

of positive character”.

Here I will attempt to sketch out a different reading of HI1
1042b1-3. To avoid both Gill's conclusion that matter in
generation is actually a this and Ross's idea that Aristotle builds
up the passage with a chiasmos, I suggest that the repetition of
the temporal clauses viv-raAwv at 1042b1-3 must not be read as
expressing two relations of contemporaneity. In other words, I do
not believe that the now which at bl qualifies the time of the
subject in generation and the now which at b2 qualifies the time
of the subject as a this, both qualify the same time. While in the
former case Aristotle refers to matter as the subject which
becomes in generation, in the latter he refers to matter at the end
of the process of generation and, thus, to the matter which, now
having its own form, is a this. In the same way, the again which
at b2 qualifies the time of the subject in destruction and the
again which at b3 qualifies the time of the subject in respect of a
privation of positive character, must be referred to two different
periods of time. While the former refers to the matter which is in

the process of destruction, the latter refers to the matter, which,

101 Cf. H2 1042b9-11.
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having lost its own form, is a deprived subject. Hence, I argue
that while in the first clause of 1042b1-2 Aristotle refers to the
subjecthood of matter during the processes of generation and
corruption, in the second clause of 1042b2-3 he refers to the
termini of these processes, namely the matter as a subject
informed and the matter as a subject deprived of form. This
reading seems to be consistent if we bear in mind that Aristotle is
here recalling his theory of becoming. And the principles of
becoming, beyond matter, are form and privation'®. To sum up,
the reference to a subject which is T6®e T1 at 1042b2 is not at
odds with the claim of 1042a27-28 that matter is TOde T1 only
potentially, since they do not refer to the same time of the
generation's process. To put the question in other words, I argue
that in the second clause of 1042b1-3 Aristotle aims at showing
the peculiar subjectivity of form, which he has previously
stressed in the tripartition of 1042a26-30. Such a subjectivity
does not emerge the way it emerges in the cases of the accidental
predication of a composite being. Rather, it must be understood
in its physical relation with the opposite notion of privation.
Form, in this sense, is subject as ending point of matter's

generative or productive processes'®.

This reading allows us to retain Ross's account, which is
conceptually more consistent than Gill's one, without postulating

a chiastical structure between the two statements of 1042b1-3.
Aristotle goes on at lines 1042b3-6 in the following way:
“And in this change the others are involved. But in either one or

two of the others this is not involved; for it is not necessary if a
thing has matter for change of place that it should also have

102 As we shall see later, this reading of H1 1042b1-3 seems to be confirmed
by what Aristotle argues in H5 1044b29-34. See §5

103 Some clarifications on this point can be grasped from ®8 1050a15-16:
“matter exists in a potential state, just because it may attain to its form;
and when it exists actually, then it is in its form”. On the relation of
contrariety between privation and form see Z7 1032b2-4 and Iotad
1055b11-13.
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matter for generation and destruction”.

Here Aristotle deals with the relations of mutual implication that
occur among the different sorts of change. As the Londinenses
show correctly, the thesis here is not that substantial change is
presupposed by the others, but that it entails the others, since any
substance which comes to be is liable to the other three types of
change'®. It is not easy to understand which one of the other two
changes is not implied by substantial generation (Tcov 8* aGAAcwov
N W& 1 duoiv autn ouk akoAoubei). The text is clear only
about what has matter for change of place. Namely about those
things that do not need to have a matter for substantial

generation'®.

The phrase UAn Tomikr) at 1042b6 is a hapax legomenon.
However, as suggested by Ross'*, similar occurrences are in H4
1044ab 9 (UAn kata TéTOV KIvnTiv) and in A2 1069b26 (UAn
mobev Trot). In both contexts the reference is to those substances
which are physical, but also eternal: these substances, like the
stars and the heavenly bodies, have a matter susceptible to move

only from one point to another.

It seems to me that this remark on what has only a matter for
changes of place is somewhat parallel to the previous remark of
1042a31. In that context, after reminding the ways of being a
substratum, Aristotle had pointed out that: “for of substances
completely expressible in a formula some are separable and
some are not”. As we have already noted, this probably hints at
the distinction between en-mattered forms and immaterial ones.
While the former are separate for the notion, despite they always
occur in a composite of matter and form, the latter are, without

qualification, separate in existence. Here too, at the end of the

104 Cf. Londinenses (1984) p. 3.

105 On the priority of local change over the other kinds of change see
Physics ©7 260a26-261a26.

106 W.D. Ross (1924) p. 227.
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paragraph about the various kinds of being an underlying subject
of changes, Aristotle hints at those substances which are not
subject to generation and corruption. This allows us to suppose
that even if H's main task is to accomplish Z's enquiry, Aristotle
is, at the same time, looking already ahead. In order to identify
better which further goal could be implied in H, we must

conclude our analysis of H1 by recalling its main highlights.
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§1.5 The search for the principles of substances and the

emergence of hylomorphism

Thus far we have noticed how in H1 Aristotle starts an enquiry
that has two main tasks: 1) to collect the arguments discussed in
Book Z; 2) to provide a conclusion to the enquiry on substance.
This is evident looking at the very beginning of chapter 1, where
Aristotle argues that “we must reckon up the results arising from
what has been said, and having computed the sum of them, put
the finishing touch to our inquiry” (1042a3-4). In the following,
Aristotle points out which particular perspective Book H will
move from: “we have said that the causes, principles and
elements of substances are the object of our search” (1042a5-6).
This framework is not at odds with that of Book Z, which starts
from a categorial approach on being. Rather, it is meant to
complete, or at least to develop, the theoretical path of the

central Books of Metaphysics.

Here I do not want to supply an accurate account of such a path.
However, it is possible to sketch some points out. First, we can
take as starting-point of our schema the above-mentioned claim
of T2 1003b17-19, where Aristotle argues that “it will be of
substances that the philosopher must grasp the principles and the
causes”. This statement brings forward what Aristotle develops
in the remaining part of Metaphysics. In Book E the question of
being is addressed from a very general viewpoint. The beginning
of E1 clarifies that the object of the enquiry are “the principles
and the causes of the things that are, and obviously of them qua
being”'””. Book Z establishes that the primary meaning of being
is substance. Especially from Z3 to Z6 the enquiry on the notion

of substance is framed within a categorial perspective, where the

107 Al &pxai kai T& aiTia CnTeiTal Tév dvtawv, dijhov 8¢ &1 fj dvTta. A
further similar claim occurs also at the end of Book E. Cf. 1028a3-4:
OKETITEOV 8t TOU BVTOS aUToU Ta aiTia Kai Tas apxXas 1) dv.
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notion of matter seems to have a marginal role. Then, with the
beginning of the physical analysis of becoming in Z7, it occurs
what I will call “the emergence of hylomorphism” in the central
Books of Metaphysics. In my view, starting from this place of Z,
Aristotle approaches the question of substance looking at their
basic constituents: matter and form. It is this very same
emergence of hylomorphism that allows him, after Z6, to come
back to the question about the principles of substances. For, the
analysis of the notion of ovUcia into matter and form, which
shows the ontological primacy of form, culminates in Z17, with
the account of form as principle and cause. It is only within this
perspective that the emergence of hylomorphism can be in H
definitely conceived as grounding the search for the principles of

being.

H1 reveals both the aspects here outlined. On one hand it starts
off stating that the main object of the research are the causes, the
principles and the elements of substances. And this seems to be
consistent with the argument of Z17. On the other hand the
substantive beginning of H1, and hence of Book H as a whole, is
at 1042a26-27. Here Aristotle comes back to the analysis of
sensible substances arguing that: “sensible substances all have
matter”. As we have already stated, this claim recalls the
investigation of Z7, where the hylomorphic analysis of substance

cmerges.

To sum up, Book H takes hylomorphism as ruling the search for
principles and causes of substances. As we shall see in the
following, throughout the whole H Aristotle addresses several
issues concerning matter and form. At the end of the Book, in
H6, Aristotle provides us with a conclusive argument in order to
show the power of hylomorphism over other models of scientific
explanation, and especially over the Platonic doctrine of

Participation.
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Here I assume that the search for the principles of substances
ruled by the emergence of hylomorphism culminates in
Metaphysics A, where Aristotle demonstrates the existence of
some eternal substances. H represents an intermediate stage of
this theoretical path, which must provide some further
clarifications to Z's enquiry. Book ® constitutes a further stage,
where Aristotle supplies an accurate account of the notion of
potentiality ad actuality, which will be decisive for the outcomes
of A too'®. Nevertheless, it is likely that in H Aristotle is already

looking for some outcomes that will be reached in A.

As a matter of fact, the text of H1 presents some analogies with
some parallel passages of A. As above-recalled, the threefold
reference to the search for causes, principles and elements of
substances finds its closest parallel in A1 1069a25-26. It is quite
interesting that in the very following lines of A Aristotle
distinguishes two main opinions on the argument:

“The thinkers of the present days tend to rank universals as
substances (for genera are universals, and these they tend to
describe as principles and substances, owing to the abstract
nature of their enquiry); but the old thinkers ranked particular

things as substances, e.g. fire and earth, not what is common to
both, body”'?.

This contrast seems to be parallel to that which opens the
summary of Z in H1 1042a6-12. In both cases the search for
principles, causes and elements of substances stands on a
dialectical background formed by naturalist philosophers on the
one hand and by Platonists on the other. Thus, the beginning of A

seems to be quite close to the beginning of H.

Moreover, also the construction €xelv UAnv and the relative
contrast between things that “have matter” and things that “do

not have matter” - which we have above established as

108 Obviously, I am here referring to definition of eternal substances as
actualities. Cf. A6 1071b 19-22.
109 A1 1069a26-30.
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grounding Book H's argument - appear in Book A. For instance,
at A2 1069b24-26 Aristotle argues that:

“All things that change have matter, but different matter; and of
eternal things those which are not generable but are movable in

space have matter — not matter for generation, however, but from
motion to one place to another”'"”.

Here we find two references already at work in H1. First, it is
stated that all things that change have matter. Similarly, in H1
1042a25-26 it is taken, as starting-point of the new enquiry, that
“sensible things all have matter”. As we know, this very same
construction appears in Z7, where the hylomorphic analysis of
substance firstly emerges. Moreover, in the quoted passage of
Al, it appears a reference to the sort of change which
characterizes those substances which do not have matter for

substantial generation, but for local change only.

Thus, we can trace a sort of path that starts from Z7 and arrives
at A via H. In Z7 it occurs what I have called “the emergence of
hylomorphism” in the central Books of Metaphysics. The
distinctive mark of such theoretical framework is that all sensible
substances, which are changeable, have matter. This very same
framework leads all Book H and culminates in A with the
deduction of that substance which, having neither matter nor
potentiality at all, is unmoved: i.e. the Prime Mover. However,
some hints to those substances which have a different
ontological status from that of sensible substances are already
present in H. In H1 this is testified both by the reference to those
forms which are separate in existence (1042a31) and by the
reference to those things which have matter for changes of place

only (1042b5-6).

We must conclude that, even if the main task of H is to

accomplish Z's enquiry, the Book reveals from its very beginning

110 mavTa & UAnv éxel doa peTaBdAAel, &AN ETépav- kal T &idicov
doa un yevnTa KwnTta 8¢ popd, AN oU yevnTnv dAA& mobtv moi.
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a sort of outlook towards Book A's outcomes.

Two further elements of H1 seem to confirm this hermeneutical
hypothesis: 1) the tripartition of the notion of substratum in
matter, form and composite; 2) the schema of the various sorts

of change;

1) In A3 1070a9-13 we find a tripartition which somewhat
recalls the one of H1 1042a 25-31:

“There are three kinds of substance — the matter, which is a
“this” in appearance (for all things that are characterized by
contact and not by organic unity are matter and substratum), the
nature, which is a “this” or positive state towards which
movement takes place; and again, thirdly, the particular

substance which is composed of these two, e.g. Socrates or
Callias™"".

Now, it is true that, while in H1 (and also in Z3), Aristotle speaks
of matter, form and composite as substrata, here he refers to
them as sorts of substances. However, it is possible to state that
the passage of A3 and that of H1 are closer than what appears at
first glance. Their main difference concerns the abstract
character of H1's tripartition against the more concrete character
of that of A3. While in H1 Aristotle reworks into dynamic terms
the notion of thisness in order to revise the account of Z3 on the
criteria of substancehood, in A3 he takes the results of H1 on the
structure of the three items of hylomorphism in order to provide
some concrete identifications. Thus a) matter, which in H1 is
said to be just potentially a this is identified in A3 with those
pseudo-substances which are not natural organic unities; b) form,
which in H1 is said to be actually a this is identified in A3 with
the nature and the positive state towards which movement takes
place; ¢) composite, which in H1 is said to be separate without

qualification is easily identified in A3 with individual substances

111 ovoicn 8¢ Tpeis, 1) HEv UAN TOBE TI oloat T gaivecbal (Boa yap
A@f kal ) oupguoel, UAN Kal UTtokeitgvov), 1) 8¢ guotls TOSe Tt Kai
g€l Tis eis fv- €Tt TpiTn 1N ék TOUTwV 1) kKaB EkaoTa, olov
> wkpaTtns ) KaAAias.
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such as Socrates and Callias. To sum up, although H1 deals with
the notion of Utrokeipevov and A3 with that of oUoia, it is clear
that the tripartition of matter, form and composite as the three
sorts of possible substratum is functional to the tripartition of the
very same items as sorts of substances. This point as well

confirms the link between H1's enquiry and that of Book A.

2) Finally, it must be noticed how also the account on the various
sorts of changes at H1 1042a32, which aims at showing the
functional role of matter as underlying subject of changes, finds

a close parallel in Book A.
At the beginning of A2 Aristotle maintains that:

“Sensible substance is changeable. Now if change proceeds from
opposites or from intermediates, and not from all opposites (for
the voice is not-white (,but it does not therefore change to
white)), but from the contrary, there must be something
underlying which changes into the contrary state; for the
contraries do not change. Further, something persists, but the
contrary does not persist; there is, then, some third thing besides
the contraries, viz. the matter. Now since changes are of four
kinds — either in respect of the “what” or of the quality or of the
quantity or of the place, and change in respect of “thisness” is
simple generation and destruction, and change in quantity is
increase and diminution, and change in respect of an affection is
alteration, and change of place is motion changes will be from
given states into those contrary to them in these several respects.
The matter, then, which changes must be capable of both states.
And since that which “is” has two senses, we must say that
everything changes from that which is potentially to that which
is actually”'',

This text of Book A can shed some substantial light on HI1
1042a32-b8. First of all, we find a schema of the four types of
changes very close to that provided in H1. Sensible substance is
changeable and every change occurs between particular or
opposite states. The item that persists besides the change is
matter. As it is clear, the argument is the same of H1, though it

appears to be more accurate.

112 Cf. A2 1069b3-16.
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Second, the text of A2 seems to support our reading of the
controversial lines of H1 1042b1-3. The claim at 1069b14-16
clarifies unequivocally that matter in generation changes from
being potentially to being actually. Moreover, at 1069b10-11 is
said that change in respect of “thisness” is simple generation and
destruction. This confirms that the reference to what is “now
subject as a TO®e T1” in H1 1042b2-3 refers to the end of the
process of generation, when a certain matter has acquired its own

form.

As I have shown in this last paragraph, several pieces of
Metaphysics A seem to be somewhat brought forward in the
second half of H1. Now, if we come back to the very beginning
of Book H, a new suggestion comes out. As we know, Aristotle
starts arguing that:

“we must reckon up the results arising from what has been said,
and having computed the sum of them, put the finishing touch to

our inquiry. We have said that the causes, principles and
elements of substances are the object of our search” (1042a3-6).

Moving from the analysis carried out in this chapter, it is clear
that the arguments reckoned up in H1 are those of Book Z. This
clearly appears from the summary of Z's main issues at 1042a6-
24. Yet, we have also stated that: 1) the search of causes,
principles and elements of substances declared at 1042a4-6 leads
Book A as well; 2) the second half of H1 shows several parallels
with the first three chapters of A.

Could all such elements entail that “the finishing touch” to Z's
enquiry is somewhat linked with A? Why does Aristotle start his
substantive analysis in H1 with some arguments which will
come back onto the scene in A? Why does he provide in H2-6 an

account very far from that of A?

I will answer to such questions in the final part of this work. For

the time being, we may say that H1 forces us to look not only at
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the relation between Book H and Z, but also at the relation

between H and Book A.
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§1.6 Matter and explanation: Z17 and H

Thus far we have noticed how Aristotle starts H's enquiry
moving from the physical evidence according to which “sensible
substances all have matter”. Such claim recalls Z7-9 analysis of
the ways of becoming and stresses the key-role of matter in
physical changes. Moreover, we have brought forward how,
unlike several passages of Z, in H Aristotle bestows to matter a
less deflationary account for what concerns both its

substancehood and its place in definitions.

Now I will focus on the other chapter of Z, which we have
preliminary said to be decisive for the understanding of H's path,
namely Z17. And this in order to show how H's main topic

concerns the relation between matter and explanation.

At the beginning of Z17 Aristotle introduces the so-called fresh
start into the search for the notion of oucia:

“We should say what, and what sort of thing, substance is, taking
another starting-point (&AAnv apxnv); for perhaps from this we
shall get a clear view also of that substance which exists apart

from sensible substances. Since, then, substance is a principle and
a cause, let us attack it from this standpoint”™'">.

Here Aristotle states that we have now to look at the notion of
substance in its explanatory role, namely as principle and cause
(&pxn kai aitia). He points out how such an approach can be
useful also in order to shed some light on that substance which
exists as separate from sensible things (epl ékeivns Tris ovciag
NTIS KEXxwplopévn). As we know, these two themes are present
in H1, for in 1042a4-6 Aristotle frames H within the search for
“the causes, principles and elements of substances” and for he
mentions those substances which exist as separate in 1042a31. In

§1.5 I have already sketched a first hypothesis on why the search

113 Z17 1041a6-10.
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for principles is useful for the deduction of separate substances.

The following paragraph of Z17 shows how the fresh start into
the search for the meaning of substance entails a correlative
change of the starting-question. While in Z1, that is at the
beginning of the categorial analysis of the notion of substance,
the main question was “what is substance?”, in Z17 it is replaced

by the question “why does one thing attach to some other?”!',

This new perspective into the research on substance is developed
throughout the whole Z17. Aristotle points out that: to ask “why a
thing is itself” is a meaningless inquiry, since the existence of the
thing must already be evident. It is clear how in this context
Aristotle recalls the epistemological paradigm of Posterior
Analytics B'". The reference to the well-known example of the
“thunder” confirms this fact:

“We are inquiring, then, why something is predicable of
something (that it is predicable must be clear; for if not, the
inquiry is an inquiry into nothing). E.g. why does it thunder? This
is the same as “why is sound produced in the clouds?”. Thus the
inquiry is about the predication of one thing to another. And why

are these things, i.e. stones and bricks a house? Plainly we are
seeking the cause”''®.

Here we find a first sketch of what Aristotle will develop in H2-6.

For, as we shall see in the following, in these chapters he deals

114 See Z17 1041a10-11.1

115 The point is cleared up by S. Menn (unpublished Work) II & p.2 :
“Posterior Analytics II tries to explicate definition by starting with the
classification of the four types of scientific question or investigation, and
specifically with the thesis that the investigation Ti éoTi is to the
investigation &i €011 as the investigation 816T1 is to the investigation &Ti.
Thus what X is is to that X is as why S is P is to that S is P; or, in short,
what X is is the cause of the fact that X is. Aristotle now draws on this to
propose that the right way to discover the oUoia of X, i.e. the answer to Ti
goTt X, is to follow the procedure of the Posterior Analytics and
investigate the cause”. D. Charles (1994) p.82, suggests that in “Z17, H,
and parts of ®, Aristotle is attempting to precisely what he had failed to do
in the Analytics (...): apply his explanatory model to the case of composite
substances”.

116 Z17 1041a23-28: Ti &pa KaT& Twos Cntel diax Ti umapxel (611 &
UTtdpxel, et Bfidov eivar el yap un oUtes, oudtv Cnel), olov Sia Ti
Bpovtd; dix T woépos ylyveTal év Tols vépeow; dGAAo yap oUTw
KaT &AAovu éoTi TO {nToupevov. Kai dia Ti Tadi, olov wAivBor kai
AiBol, oixia éoTiv; pavepdv Toivuv &1 {nTel TO aiTiov:
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with the theme of explanation, namely with “the cause of
something”, by displaying dual structures where one item is

always referred to another one'"”.

Z17's analysis goes on showing which sort of cause we are
searching for:

“This is the essence (to speak abstractly), which in some cases is
the end, e.g. perhaps in the case of a house or a bed, and in some
cases is the first mover; for this is also a cause. But while the

efficient cause is sought in the case of genesis and destruction, the
final cause is sought in the case of being also”''®.

This remark on the various possibilities to understand the notion
of cause can shed some substantial light both on the structure of Z
and on the following arguments of H. First of all, the notion of
aiTiov is identified with that of TO Ti v eivai, which is in turn
said to belong to a logical or an abstract way of speaking (cog
elTmeiv Aoyikés). The reference is clearly to Z4-6, where
Aristotle has dealt with the notion of essence in its logical-
abstract meaning. As we have shown, this approach is then
replaced in Z7 by the hylomorphic understanding of the
ontological structure of sensible substances. Now it is said that
the former logical tool of analysis — the abstract notion of TO Ti
nv elvat — must be respectively conceived as efficient cause
within a research on the generation and corruption of a sensible
thing and as final cause within a research on its being. Thus, we
can conclude that what plays the role of essence for the abstract
explication of the nature of something can be understood a) as
efficient cause for the explanation of the generation and
corruption of the same thing and b) as final cause for the

explanation of its being'"’.

117 See especially H2 1043a5-7, H3 1043b30-32, H6 1045a23-35.

118 Z17 1041a28-32: [ToUto 8'¢0Ti TO Ti My elval, cos eimeiv Aoyikés] &
¢ évicov pév ot Tivos éveka, olov Tocos émoikias 1 kAivns, €
gvicov B¢ Ti ékivnoe mp&OTOoV: aiTiov yap Kai ToUTo. aAA& TO uEv
TolouTov aiTiov £l Tol yiyveoBal EnTeiTal Kai pBeipecbal, B&Tepov
8¢ kal ¢l Tou elval.

119 Similar conclusions are reached in F.A. Lewis (2013) pp. 301-2.
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Moreover, this very same paradigm seems to be at work in H.
While H2-3 deal especially with the hylomorphic structure of
things and definitions, H4-5 seem to extend the causal analysis to
the processes of generation and corruption and to their relative
ends. The two perspectives are finally summarized and grouped
together in H6 within the criticism to the Platonic doctrine of

Forms.

A further evidence of the theoretical link between Z17 and H

emerges from the argument at Z17 1041a32-b9:

“The object of the enquiry is most easily overlooked where one
term is not expressly predicated of another (e.g. when we inquire
“what man is”), because we do not distinguish and do not say
definitely that certain elements make up a certain whole. But we
must articulate our meaning before we begin to inquire; if not, the
inquiry is on the border-line between being a search for
something and a search for nothing. Since we must have the
existence of the thing as something given, clearly the question is
why matter is some definite thing; e.g. why are these materials a
house? Because that which was the essence of a house is present.
And why is this individual thing, or this body having this form, a
man? Therefore what we seek is the cause, [i.e. the form], by
reason of which the matter is some definite thing; and this is the
substance of the thing”'%.

Aristotle shows here how to understand the explanatory meaning
of substance as principle and cause, which at the beginning of
717 had been stated as fresh start for the enquiry on substance'?'.
Substance as apxn and aiTia is the cause by reason of which
matter is some definite thing. All throughout this work we shall

see how such explanatory pattern rules the whole Book H.

For the time being, it is clear why Aristotle starts off H's

120 AavB&ver 8¢ pdAiota TO CnTouupevov év Tois un KaT AAANAwY
Aeyopévols, otov &vBpwtros Ti éoTi EnTeiTal Bix TO &MAGS Aéyecbat
AAA& ) Blopilev 81 Téde TEBe. AAA& Bet BiapBpcooavtas CnTeiv- &l
8¢ un), Kowdv Tou unbev InTeiv kai ToU InTeiv T1 yiyveTal. émel O¢ el
EXeW Te Kal UTTApXEY TO elval, SfjAov & &t thy UAnv Cntel S i
(T} ¢oTwv- olov oikia Tadl dia Ti; 8T1 UTdpxer O Nv oikia eival. kai
GvBpwomos Todi, 1| TO odua ToUTo TOdI €xov. oTe TO aiTiov
Cnteital Ths UANs (tolTto & éoTi TO eldos) ¢ Ti ot TouTo & N
ovoia.

121 See 1041a6-10.
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substantive analysis by recalling the physical evidence of the
notion of matter. After Z17, in fact, matter is the key ontological
item whose a) substancehood, b) inner articulation and
organization, c) place into definition, must be explained. To sum
up, H is firstly, even if not only, an in-depth analysis on the notion

of UAn.

But how is this analysis developed in H? Those scholars who
have rightly stressed the theoretical dependance of H on Z17,
seem to have overlooked a key point. Z17's explanatory pattern is
just an abstract model of research and it is probably meant to
provide just some methodological suggestions. In other words, is
it sufficient to read the relation between Z17 and H as mirroring
that between a model and its application? Which are the contents

and the aims of this application?

Some first suggestions can be found in the conclusive paragraph

of Z17, where Aristotle argues that:

“As regards that which is compounded out of something so that
the whole is one—not like a heap, however, but like a syllable,—
the syllable is not its elements, ba is not the same as b and a, nor
is flesh fire and earth; for when they are dissolved the wholes, i.e.
the flesh and the syllable, no longer exist, but the elements of the
syllable exist, and so do fire and earth. The syllable, then, is
something—not only its elements (the vowel and the consonant)
but also something else; and the flesh is not only fire and earth or
the hot and the cold, but also something else. Since, then, that
something must be either an element or composed of elements, if
it is an element the same argument will again apply; for flesh will
consist of this and fire and earth and something still further, so
that the process will go on to infinity; while if it is a compound,
clearly it will be a compound not of one but of many (or else it
will itself be that one), so that again in this case we can use the
same argument as in the case of flesh or of the syllable. But it
would seem that this is something, and not an element, and that it
is the cause which makes ¢his thing flesh and that a syllable. And
similarly in all other cases. And this is the substance of each
thing; for this is the primary cause of its being; and since, while
some things are not substances, as many as are substances are
formed naturally and by nature, their substance would seem to be
this nature, which is not an element but a principle. An element is
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that into which a thing is divided and which is present in it as
matter, e.g. a and b are the elements of the syllable™'*,

I maintain that in this final paragraph of Z17 Aristotle compresses
the guiding lines of Book H's research. Here, I just provide a

dogmatic outline of them:

1) The abstract relation between matter and explanation must be,
first and foremost, read in the light of that between the material
constitution of something and its being one as a whole (1041b11-

12);

2) This in order to challenge whichever sort of materialistic
reductionism that ends with identifying the being of a composite
thing with the mere juxtaposition or sum of its material elements

(1041b12-16);

3) The being of a material composite, in fact, depends on a
different sort of item (€tepov T1), whose nature is neither

material nor, in turn, compounded out of material elements

(1041b16-27);

4) Such an item, being not an element, is the substance of each
thing (ovoia €ékaoTtovu) and the primary cause of being (aiTiov

TP TOV ToU eivat) (1041b27-28);

5) Primarily, the notion of substance thusly conceived amounts to
the notion of nature (uUois) as principle. On the contrary, the

notion of element amounts, for each thing, to the concept of

matter (1041b30-33).

I argue that these five points are the ‘“skeleton” of H 2-6
argumentative path. 1) occurs first in H3, but it sustains especially
the conclusive chapter of H6. 2) 3) and 4) sustain H2 and H3. 5)
sustains the reason itself of H as a Book, for it shows how the
appropriate framework of the search for the principles, causes and

elements of substances is hylomorphism. The chapters of H that

122 1041b11-33.
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appear to be not covered by this schema are H4-H5. However, as
I have argued before, they also fit better with H's search, for they
both develop the relation between matter and explanation with
particular reference to the processes of generation and corruption.
The issue about matter and composition, on the one hand, and
that about matter and generation, on the other hand, are finally
unified in H6, where Aristotle's main aim will be that of showing
the explanatory power of hylomorphism over other alternative
ontologies. Such power will concern the question of definitional

and ontological unity secured by hylomorphism only.

Now, even if the conclusive argument of Z17 provides us with the
“skeleton” of H's search, this is not sufficient for explaining the

transition from Z to H.

Scholars have usually read the shift from Z to H by stressing the
different role played in H by the notions of potentiality and
actuality. In his Introduction to Aristotle's Metaphysics, Ross, for
instance, remarks how:

“the expressions potentiality and actuality, almost entirely absent
in Z, play a considerable part in H, as Aristotle passes from the

static consideration of substance to the dynamic consideration of
change”'®.

Now, although it is quite plain that the concepts of dUvauis and
gvépyela occur more in H than in Z, it is less obvious that
Aristotle abandons the enquiry on substance for shifting towards
the notion of change. As we have seen before, in fact, at the
beginning of H1, Aristotle says that “the object of our enquiry are
the causes, the principles and the elements of substances (1042a4-
6)”. Moreover, after the summary of Z's arguments, it is claimed
that: “we must resume the discussion of the generally recognized

substances (1042a24-25)”. Thus, to understand the shift from Z to

123 W.D. Ross (1924) p. cxxiv. This view is radicalised in J. Yu (2003) p. 79,
according to which “the major feature that sets book viii apart from book
vii is that whereas book viii concerns potentiality and actuality, book vii
does not”.
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H as mirroring the shift from a static to a dynamic account risks

to be reductive if not misleading.

The main goal of my work is to prove that the two main
approaches to Book H must necessarily be related to each other.
To put it simply, I believe that in H Aristotle applies Z17's
abstract model through a dynamic understanding of
hylomorphism. This means that the relation between matter and
explanation is modelled on the relation between potentiality and
actuality. To speak more abstractly, the materiality of something

is in H explained in its tension towards determinateness.

The first evidence in favour of this hypothesis is the dynamic
account of the thisness - criterion in H1 1042a24-26. As we have
seen above, thanks to such an account Aristotle bestows to matter
a sort of relative determinateness'**. In the following of my work,
I aim at demonstrating how also in the remaining chapters of H,
Aristotle explains several aspects concerning the status of matter

within the same framework.

Sketchily: in H2 some different degrees of material composition
are read in the light of the notion of form as actuality; in H3 the
primacy of form as actuality on matter as potentiality serves for
disambiguating the notion of form from the notion of composite.
In H4 the relation between matter and generation (or production)
is explained in term of functional appropriateness. In HS the
relation between matter and its contrary states, in both generation
and corruption, is understood within a teleological framework.
Such a framework is ruled by the opposite notions of privation
(otépnois) and positive state (€€is). Finally, in H6 Aristotle
shows the supremacy of hylomorphism over the Platonic doctrine
of Forms especially, by focusing on various puzzles concerning
the uni-multiplicity theme. Hylomorphism conceived in terms of

potentiality and actuality is preferable since it secures the

124 See §1.4.
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ontological unity of something and, with some reservations, of its

definition too.

Before moving towards the analysis of H2, it must be remarked
how the notions of potentiality and actuality in H are neither
introduced nor somewhat prepared, but they are rather taken for
granted. In the following, I will show how to understand it. For
the time being, I want just to remark how H shares this aspect
with Z, despite its larger use of the notions of potentiality and
actuality. Furthermore, it will appear clear how some uses of the
potentiality-actuality model in H presuppose some previous uses

inZ.
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PART II: H2-H3. Matter and Composition

§2.1 The main aim of H2
Aristotle begins chapter 2 of Book H arguing that:

“Since the substance which exists as underlying and as matter is
generally recognized, and this is that which exists potentially, it
remains for us to say what is the substance, in the sense of
actuality, of sensible things™'®.

This claim confirms that H's main theme is a new analysis of
sensible substances. Second, it shows how such analysis must
somewhat concern the difference between what is substance just
potentially and what is substance actually. As we already know,
this very same distinction is applied in H1 to the notion of
thisness for providing an ordered series of relations between
matter, form and composite (1042a31). Moreover, by recalling
its role in physical changes, Aristotle has explained in H1 why it
is clear that matter too is substance (1042a32-b8)'*. Finally,
since the main argument of H2 appears to regard mainly the
notion of “actuality”, it could be tempting to read the opening

sentence of H2 as summarizing the following schema:

1) after the end of the summary of Z's arguments in H1, Aristotle
starts a brief analysis of the sensible substances that focuses on
the dynamic aspect of their being (to be in potentiality or in

actuality);

2) while the second half of H1 has the task of dealing with the
substance which exists potentially (that is as substratum and

matter)'?’, H2 has the task of accomplishing the analysis, dealing

125 1042b9-11: Emei & 1 uEv cos UTTOkelpévn Kai cos UAn ovoia
duoloyeiTal, aUtn & £oTiv 1) Suvdpel, Aoidy TV €5 Evépyelav
ouciav TV aictnTdv eieiv Tis éoTv.

126 See §1.4

127 The parallel between the opening sentence of H2 and the second half of
H1 is acknowledged by D. Bostock (1994) p. 260; E.C. Halper (2005)
p.158; S. Menn (unpublished work) Ile p. 16. For a useful account of the
possible different ways of reading the relation between the concepts of
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with the sensible substance which exists in actuality;
3) these two pieces of H represent the bulk of the whole Book;

4) so we must regard the remaining chapters of H as corollaries

to what already argued in H1 and H2.

Two elements, however, put into discussion this reconstruction

of H1-2 project.

First, although in H1 Aristotle strengthens the substancehood of
the notion of UAn by showing its peculiar kind of
determinateness and by recalling its key-role as UTrokeipevov in
physical changes, he does not seem interested in providing an
accurate account of the notion of matter conceived as
potentiality. Rather, and as I have shown at length, the use of the
qualifier Suvdapel, at 1042a28, seems to be of the ad hoc type.
Moreover, it occurs once only in H1. Thus, it seems unlikely that
the main aim of H1 (or of its second half only) is devoted to the

analysis of matter as potentiality especially.

Second, although H2's main argument is explicitly said to
concern “the actuality of sensible things”, Aristotle mentions the
notion of évépyela only in 1043a6 for the second time. Namely,
after (or, at most, “through”) the long criticism to the Atomistic
ontology (1042b11-31). What is more, such a reference occurs

within a definitional context.

These two challenging elements invite us to read more
cautiously the opening sentence of H2. I argue that even if the
notion of actuality is a key one for H, and for H2 especially, we
are not in the face of an intensional analysis of this meaning (as
the Tis éoTw clause at line 1042al12 would lead us to think).
Rather, as I will show in the following, the meaning of “what

sensible substances in actuality are” is known, or at least is taken

matter and potentiality see J. Moravesik (1994) p. 237.
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for granted (similarly to what happened in Book Z). At the end
of my analysis of the text, it will appear clear how H2's enquiry
on the notion of actuality concerns its functional and analogical

aspect.
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§2.2 The many meanings of being
At lines 1042b11-15 Aristotle introduces a long criticism to the
Atomistic account of being:

“Democritus seems to think there are three kinds of difference
between things; the underlying body, the matter, is one and the
same, but they differ either in rhythm, i.e. shape, or in turning,
i.e position, or in inter-contact, i.e order”'*,

Here Aristotle recalls what already sketched in Metaphysics A4
985b4-20. In that context he shows how Leucippus and
Democritus say that the full and the empty are the elements and
that such elements are the material causes of things (aiTia 8¢
TGV dvTwv TalTa s UANY'?). As in H2, in A4 too Aristotle
points out the reductionist aspect of the ontological account
provided by the Atomists. First of all, they pose only one
underlying subject: such a subject is called Trnv Umrokeipuévnv
ovuciav in A4, while in H2 it is identified with the underlying
body (To Umrokeipevov odua), ie. the matter (Triv UAnw),
which is said to be one and the same (€v kai TauTév). Second,
the atomistic account of being provides only three possible ways
of differentiation of such subject. Both in A4 and in H2 these
Siapopai are said to be “rhythm” (puouds), “turning” (TpoTr))
and “inter-contact” (Biabiym)) and they are respectively
explained by the more familiar notions of “shape” (oxfiua),
“position” (Béois) and “order” (Ta&is). In A4 Aristotle clarifies
the meaning of these notions arguing that, for instance, A differs
from N in shape, AN from NA in order, ® from H in position'®".
At the end of that passage he explains which is the failure of the

atomistic account of being:

128 Anudkpitos pEv odv Tpels dlapopas Eolkev oiopéve eival (TO pev
y&p UTokeipevov odua, Thy UANY, Ev kal TauTtov, diagépew Bt 1
pucu®, & €oTi oxfua, 1| Tpomf, & éoTi Béols, 1| diabiydj, & éoT
T&ELS).

129 Cf. 985b9-10.

130 See 985b17-19. See also On Generation and Corruption 11 314a23-24.
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“the question of movement — whence or how it is to belong to
things — these thinkers, like the others, lazily neglected”"".

By contrast, although H2's criticism moves from the very same
premises of A4 - i.e. the idea that only one underlying subject
exists and that it differs in shape, position and order only - here

Aristotle aims at showing a different failure.

Roughly, it can be argued that the atomistic ontology fails to
grasp the complexity of being. For, after presenting the
Democritean doctrine of the one substratum and the three
differentiae, Aristotle maintains, at 1042b15 that “evidently there
are many differences” (paivovtar 8¢ moAAai Siagopal
ovoal). It follows a long list of possible ways of differentiating
an underlying subject:

“for instance, some things are characterized by the mode of
composition of their matter, e.g. the things formed by blending,
such as honey-water; and others by being bound together, e.g. a
bundle; and others by being glued together, e.g. a book; and
others by being nailed together, e.g. a casket; and others in more
than one of these ways; and others by position, e.g threshold and
lintel (for these differ by being placed in a certain way); and
others by time, e.g. dinner and breakfast; and others by place,
e.g. the winds; and others by affections proper to sensible things;
e.g. hardness and softness, density and rarity, dryness and

wetness; and some things by some of these qualities, others by
them all, and in general some by excess and some by defect”'*?.

Here Aristotle enumerates different sorts of objects, whose
matter is subject to various kinds of differentiation. Such kinds
are not reducible to the three differences postulated by
Democritus. Hence, it seems that while the criticism of A4 was

meant to show the failure of the Atomists's account to explain the

131 See 985b19-20.

132 1042b15-25: @aivovTtal 8¢ moAAai Siagopai oloatl, olov Ta HEv
ouvbéoel Aéyetar Ths UAns, &omep Soa  kpdoel Kabdep
peAikpaTov, Ta 8¢ deoud olov pdkelos, Ta Bt KOAAT olov BiAiov,
Ta 8¢ yéupw olov kiBcdTiov, T& 8¢ TAsioot ToUTwv, Ta Bt Béoel
oflov oUdos kai UépBupov (Talta yap TEH kelobai s Siapépey),
T 8¢ Xpdve olov deimvov Kai &ploTov, Ta 8¢ TOM olov T&
TveUHaTa: Ta 8t Tols TAOV aiobnTdv médbeotv olov okAnpdTnTI Kai
HaAakoTNTL, Kai TukvdTnTL Kal apaidtnTy, Kal EnpdTtnTl Kal
UypdTnTL, Kai T& HEV Eviols ToUTwy Ta 8¢ Taot TouTols, Kai SAcos
T& pev Utrepoxi Ta 8¢ EAAeiypeL.
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movement, the rebuttal of the same account in H2 is meant to
show its failure to describe the variety of what exists. Namely,
Democritus' reductionist ontology fails to explain not only
whence or how movement belongs to things — as shown in A4 —

but also to explain in how many ways matter can be arranged'®.

Hence, at first glance, it is easy to understand why the criticism
to the Democritian account of being fits with Book H's general
framework. For, Aristotle shows how the relation between matter
and explanation can not be reduced to the relation between one

underlying subject and three differences only.

The long list of differentiae, which Aristotle quotes at lines 15-
25, is structured in this way. There are (a) things which differ for
“the mode of composition of their matter” (cuvbéoel Tris UARS),
as in the case of the honey-water which is formed “by blending”
(kp&oe)?*; (b) things formed “by being bound together”
(Beouc), such as a bundle (¢); things formed “by being glued
together” (k&AAT), such as a book; (d) things formed “by being
nailed together” (Yougc), such as a casket', (e) things formed

“by more than one of these ways” (TrAeiool ToUTwv); (f) things

which differ in their “position” (0éoet) such as threshold and

133 The two different failures, however, ultimately depend on the same
wrong assumption. For, to reduce the complexity of matter 's
arrangement to only three differences prevents, for instance, to explain
the meaning of some qualitative changes. On this point cf. On
Generation and Corruption 18 326a3-14.

134 W.D. Ross (1924) p. 229, notes that “it is curious to find kp&ois treated
as a kind of oUvBeois. Elsewhere the two are opposed as one might
oppose chemical combination to mechanical composition (De Gen et
Corr. 328a8, N 1092a24-26 and cf. 1042b29 with 1043a13). But cf. De
An. 407b30 &ppoviav kpaoi kai oUvbeoiv évavTicv elval. ouvbeois
may in fact be used as the genus including kp&ois, though usually it
means a species opposed to it”.

135 (b), (c) and (d) are usually referred together in the corpus. For instance,
both in Metaphysics and in Physics, Aristotle quotes those things which
are formed by being “bound”, “glued”, or “nailed” together as examples
of continuous objects endowed with a lesser degree of unity than that of
natural wholes. Cf. Metaphysics A6 1015b36-1016a4, Iotal052a19-25
and Physics V3 227al15-17.
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lintel*%; (g) things which differ in their “time” (xpdvw) such as
dinner and breakfast; (h) things which differ in “place” (ToTep),
such as the winds. Finally, in the last section of the list
(1042b21-25), Aristotle mentions (i) those things which differ in
the “affections proper to sensible things” (T&a d¢ Tols TV
aiofntdv mabeow), under which he groups differences in (il)
hardness and softness (okAnpdTnTi Kai paAakdTnTl), (i2)
density and rarity (TrukvoTnTL Kal apatdtnTl), (i3) dryness and
wetness (ENpoTnTi Kal UypdtnTl). It is also pointed out that
some things are characterized by some of these qualities, others

1137

by them all’*’, and in general some by excess and some by defect

(A5 T& pév Umepoxr) Ta 8¢ EAAeiyer)®.

In their Notes, the Londinenses call the list “open-ended”'”,
while Bostock argues that the examples provided by Aristotle
“seem to be a rather miscellaneous lot”'*’. Ross suggests that the
mentioned differences belong to categories other than substance
and he tries to order such differences according to the doctrine of

Categories"'.

As a matter of fact, the differentiae grouped under (a), (b), (c),
(d) can be read as belonging to the category of €xew. For, in
Metaphysics A23 Aristotle distinguishes four main meanings of

“to have” and the fourth of them is described in this way:

136 About the example of the “threshold” (oU8ds) Aristotle will come back to
significantly in H2 1042b26 and 1043a7.

137 W.D. Ross (1924) p. 229, “All physical bodies are characterized,
according to Aristotle, by dryness or wetness (which form one of the
TP&OTal EvavTiéTnTes), and presumably also by density and rarity.
Every coplouévov odua, e.g. every actual sensible body as distinguished
from the pure elements, is characterized as well by hardness or softness
(Meteor 382a8)”.

138 Ibidem p. 229, “this applies only to T& Tols TéOV aicOnTdV M&bectv
(L.21)".

139 Londinenses (1984) p. 4.

140 D. Bostock (1994) p. 254.

141 W.D. Ross (1924) p. 229, “the differentiae mentioned are in categories
other than substances — in that of &xew (oUvbeots, Beouds, kSAAN,
YOUQPos), of keicbat, of ToTéE, of oV, or of Toldv (T& TéY aictnTdv
maon)”.
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“That which hinders a thing from moving or acting according to
its own impulse is said to have it, as pillars have the incumbent
weights, and as the poets make Atlas have the heavens, implying
that otherwise they would collapse on the earth, as some of the
natural philosophers also say. In this way that which holds things
together is said to have the things it holds together (TO ouvéxov
AéyeTal & ouvéxel €xev), since they would otherwise separate,
each according to its own impulse”'**.

Now, the first four kinds of differences, which Aristotle
mentions, appear as different ways of holding something
together, namely of “having something” in the meaning
distinguished in A23 1023a21-23. For (a) the ingredients of the
honey-water are “blended” together, (b) a bundle of something is
“bound” together, (c) the pages of a book are “glued” together
and (d) the parts of a casket are “nailed together”.

In these first four cases, Aristotle shows the variety of ways in

which some different material elements can be arranged.

In the cases mentioned under (f), (g) and (h), instead, Aristotle
seems to argue that different arrangements of the same matter
give rise to different composite objects. In the case of the
threshold and of the lintel, for instance, the same material
elements (bricks and stones'*) can be now placed in a certain
way (T keioBai Tws) to produce a “threshold” and again
placed in a different way to produce a “lintel”. In the case
described under (g), it is likely that a meal eaten in the morning
somewhat differs from the same meal eaten in the evening,
individuating “breakfast” in the former case and “dinner” in the
latter one. In the case (h) the same movement of air gives rise to

different sorts of winds once it is differently located.

Except from the case of “winds”, Aristotle has so far quoted only
examples of artificial composites. The main opposition between

the first group of differences (a, b, ¢, d, €) and the second one (),

142 Metaphysics A23 1023al17-25.
143 See H2 1043a7-8.
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(g) is clarified by a passage which occurs later in H4. At
1044a25-29, in fact, Aristotle argues that:

“When the matter is one, different things may be produced
owing to difference in the moving cause, e.g. from wood may be
made both a chest and a bed. But some different things must
have their matter different, e.g. a saw could not be made of

wood, nor is this in the power of the moving cause; for it could
not make a saw of wool or of wood”'*.

The example of the wood through which both a chest and a bed
can be produced is parallel to the difference between threshold
and lintel especially. By contrast, it seems that neither the pages
of a book can be “blended together” nor the ingredients of the
honey-water can be, for instance, “nailed together”. Thus, cases
(a), (b), (c) and (d) are parallel to the case of “saw”, which can

not be made of wool, as it is described in H4.

It is evident, hence, that the list of artificial composites in H2
1042b11-25 is meant not only to challenge the reductionist
account of being supported by Democritus, but also to show how
the relation between matter and explanation always describes
relations of dispositional appropriateness between different

matters and different formal or efficient causes'®.

Finally, in section (i) Aristotle refers to those things which are
differentiated by “sensible affections” (T&a &t Tois TV
aioBntdov mabeow), quoting the cases of three couples of
oppositions: (il) hardness and softness (okAnpdTnTL Kai
HaAakdtnTl), (i2) density and rarity (TTUkvOTNTL Kal
apatotTl), (i3) dryness and wetness (EnpotnTi Kal
UypdTnTl).

This section differs both from the first one (cases (a), (b), (c),
(d), (e)), to the extent that no example of composite objects is

given, and from the second one (cases (f), (g), (h)), to the extent

144 For my remarks on these lines of H4 see §4
145 This appears to be consistent with the claim at Z17 1041a28-32. Cf. §1.6
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that no comparison between different composite objects is given.
Rather, Aristotle seems to hint to a different level of material
composition. As a matter of fact, in On Generation and
Corruption 112, both the couple (i1) “hardness and softness” and
the couple (i3) “dryness and wetness” are said to be primary
differences of sensible bodies (mpéoTal Bapopai). More
precisely, they are grouped under the genus of the “contrarieties
correlative to contact” (EvavTicooels KaTd THv agnv)'*. Later
in the same text Aristotle clarifies in which sense the couple (il)
depends on the couple (i3), for he argues that:

“Further the soft derives from the wet. For soft is that which
yields by retiring into itself, though it does change position, as
the wet does—which explains why the wet is not soft, although

the soft derives from the wet. The hard, on the other hand,

derives from the dry; for hard is that which is solidified, and the
solidified is dry”'"’.

It is remarkable how the general contest where we find these
references is that established at the beginning of On Generation
and Corruption Book II:

“We have explained under what conditions combination, contact,
and action and passion are attributable to the things which
undergo natural change. Further, we have discussed unqualified
coming-to-be and passing-away, and explained under what
conditions they occur, in what subject, and owing to what cause.
Similarly, we have also discussed alteration, and explained what
altering is and how it differs from coming-to-be and passing-

away. But we have still to investigate the so-called elements of
bodies™'*.

I argue that by regarding the material primary contrarieties as
differences, Aristotle is in H2 dealing with the relation between
matter and explanation at a lower stage of complexity. While the
previous examples of differences show the variety of artificial
composites that can be produced through the differentiation of

some materials, through the reference to the “sensible affections”

146 See On Generation and Corruption 112 329b14-20.
147 330a8-12.
148 111 328b26-32.
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Aristotle hints at the variety of ways into which the sensible
bodies can be materially differentiated. These latter kinds of
differentiae fit better than the previous ones with the criticism to
Democritus' ontology. It must be recalled how H2's list of
differences is meant to show the reductionist character of the
atomistic account of being. In On Generation and Corruption 19,
one of the objections that Aristotle raises against Democritus
concerns the elimination of qualitative changes:

“And in general it is absurd that generation should occur in this
manner only, viz. by the bodies being split. For this theory
abolishes alteration; but we see the same body liquid at one time
and solid at another, without losing its continuity. It has suffered
this change not by division and composition, nor yet by ‘turning’
and ‘inter-contact’ (oUd¢ TpoTi Kal diabryti) as Democritus
asserts; for it has passed from the liquid to the solid state without
any reordering or transposition in its nature (oUTe yap
HETaTaxBev oUTe HeTaTeBEV TNV QUov TMTMYySs €€ Uypou
yéyovev). Nor are there contained within it those hard (i.e.
congealed) particles indivisible in their bulk; on the contrary, it is

liquid—and again, solid and congealed—uniformly all
through”'®.

This text presents some parallels with the one of H2. It is
explained how a certain alteration, as for instance that from
liquid to solid state, can not be explained by the Democritean
battery of differences: “oud¢ Tpomi kai diabiydi”, “oUTe
MeTaTax0ev oUte peTaTeBev”. As it is evident the two verbal
forms apply chiastically to the previous datives “TpoTs” and
“Blabiyfj”. The application is allowed by H2's conversion of
“tpoTij” and “diabry7)” into the more familiar terms of Béoig
and T&E15'™. Thus, I suggest that, through the list of differentiae,
Aristotle does not aim only at showing the variety of being in its
categorial aspect, but also, if not mostly, at developing the
relation between matter and explanation at different degrees of

complexity. On the one hand, some artificial composites, such as

149 327a14-22.
150 See 1042b14-15.
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“threshold” or “lintel” show in very rough terms how the
atomistic reductionism fails to grasp the variety of matter's
arrangement. On the other hand, some other differences, which
belong to matter at a lower stage, show how the atomistic
reductionism fails to grasp also the inner complexity of matter's

composition.

Such a twofold level in Aristotle's list of differences is confirmed
also if one focuses on the couple of differences (i2): “density and
rarity (TTUKVOTNTI Kal apaioTnTl)”. As Aristotle maintains in
A9 992b1-7, within the series of arguments against the Academic
doctrines:

“Further, one might suppose that the substance which according
to them underlies as matter is too mathematical, and is a
predicate and differentia of the substance, i.e. of the matter,
rather than the matter itself; i.e. the great and the small are like
the rare and the dense (TO pavov kal TO Tukvédv) which the
natural philosophers speak of, calling these the primary
differentiac of the substratum (TpcdTas ToU UTOKEIHEVOU

p&okovTes eival Slapopas TauTas); for these are a kind of
excess and defect”.

The title of “primary differences of the physical body” is here
attributed to the notions of “rare and dense”, as it happened in
On Generation and Corruption 112 to the couples “hard and soft”
and “wet and dry”. This is a further evidence that in H2 Aristotle
aims at underlying the complexity of matter's way of being at

different degrees of its composition.

At 1042b25-31, Aristotle states the main conclusion of his

criticism to Democritus' account of being:

“Clearly, then, the word “is” has just as many meanings; a thing
is a threshold because it lies in such and such a position, and its
being means its lying in that position, while being ice means
having been solidified in such and such a way. And the being of
some things will be defined by all these qualities, because some
parts of them are mixed, others are blended, others are bound
together, others are solidified, and others use the other
differentiae; e.g. the hand or the foot requires such complex
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definition”"!,

Such a conclusion shows the first link between H2 and Z17's
explanatory pattern, for all the mentioned differences explain

why and how a certain matter is a definite thing.

Truth be told, in 1042b25-31 Aristotle does not refer clearly
either to the notion of matter or to the materials which should
compose each of the mentioned substances. Only later in the
text, at 1043a7-12, he argues that:

“If we had to define a threshold, we should say “wood or stone
in such and such a position”, and a house we should define as
“bricks and timbers in such and such a position” (or a purpose
may exist as well in some cases), and if we had to define ice we
should say “water frozen or solidified in such and such a way”,

and harmony is “such and such a blending of high and low”; and
similarly in all other cases”.

Here it appears evident that the quoted differentiae must be
understood as functions of specific sorts of matter. Thus, a
certain position is function of wood and stone for their being the
materials of a threshold, while a different position is function of
bricks and timbers for their being the materials of a house.
Similarly, to be frozen or solidified in a certain way is function
of water for its being the matter of ice and to be blended in a
certain way is function of high and low for their being matter of

harmony.

By contrast, in 1042b25-31 any reference to the materials of the
two quoted examples (i.e. wood for threshold and water for ice)
can only be supposed. The undeniable difference between these
two passages of H2 has been stressed by G.E.L. Owen in his
»152

influent paper “Aristotle on the Snares of Ontology

According to Owen, H2 1042b25-31 represents one of the main

151 cooTe Bijdov STi kal TO €0TI TooaAUTAXEs AéyeTal oUudos yap E0TIvV
&1 oUTws KelTal, Kai TO elval TO oUTws auTo KeloBal onuaivel, kai
T kpUoTaAov elval TO oUTw TeTukvadohal. évicov 8¢ T eival kai
T&OoL TouTols OplobroeTal, TG Ta pév pepixbal, Ta B¢ kekpdobal,
T& 5¢ dedéobal, Ta 8¢ meTUKVGOCBal, T 88 Tals dAAals Slapopais
kexpfiobal, cootep Xeip 1) TOUS.

152 G.E.L. Owen (1965).
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passages in the corpus aristotelicum where we can find traces of
an analysis of the existential use of the verb “to be”. The phrase

TO kpUotaAlov eivar (at 1042b27-28) should then be

153

understood existentially >”. Hence, following Owen's reading:

“to say of a piece of ice/ that it still exists is to say that it is
keeping its solidity, to say that it no longer exists is to say that it
has lost this solidity, i.e. melted. The notion of solidity is
introduced here to give the relevant sense of “exist” (1042b27-
8). But a little later in the same chapter (1043a7-12) Aristotle
uses this same solidity to give the sense of “ice”. His point now
seems to be that the statement that X no longer has such solidity
would be a paraphrase, or part-paraphrase, not of the statement
“X no longer exists” (where X is our patch of ice), but “X is no
longer ice” (where X might be the water in the pond)”'**.

Thus, on the one hand, in lines 1042b25-31 Aristotle would deal
with solidity as that differentia which explains the existence of a
specimen singular subjects such as an individual piece of ice.
And this exists as far as it keeps its solidity'*. On the other hand,
in 1043a7-12, Aristotle would deal with solidity as that
differentia which gives us the sense of “being ice”. And “ice”

exists as far as water is frozen or solidified.

Owen's account has surely some strong points, for, while

Aristotle refers clearly to matter's arrangement in 1043a7-12, he

153 ibidem p. 77 n.10. Owen follows Ross's edition of the text, arguing that
“there is no need in 1042b27-28 for Bonitz's to krustalléi einai (“what it is
to be ice”, an emendation which is carried further by Jaeger's insertion in
1042b27)”. Owen is here referring to Jaeger's insertion of the dative
“oud®” at line b27. S. Menn (2008) p. 27 agrees with Owen on this
point, but he underlines that: “it remains unclear what the subjects of
keloBal and Temukv&oBat are, and whether £€oTiv and elval are
existential or predicative “a threshold exists” or “it is a threshold”, “for
ice to exist” or “for it to be ice”. Owen favours the existential reading,
which he says is supported by the passage a few lines below, “if indeed
the ovoia is a cause ToU elval €&kaoTov, we must investigate in these
cases what is the cause ToU elval ToUTwv €kacTtov (1043a2-4), and
indeed he is probably right both that elvai in this latter passage is
existential, and that it supports the existential reading in the earlier
passage”.

154 G.E.L. Owen (1965) p. 80.

155 This would entail, as suggested by Owen, ibidem, p. 80, that Aristotle
deals here with “existential statements which seem to apply only, if at all,
to statements about individuals which have beginning and ends, or at least
careers, in time”.
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does not seem to do the same in 1042b25-31. On the whole,
however, it seems to me more economical to maintain that in the
previous passage the reference to those materials which compose

objects like “threshold” and “ice” is at least implicit'*®.

At any rate, the strong relation between H2 and Z17's
explanatory pattern emerges clearly in the following paragraph
(1042b31-1043a5), where Aristotle argues that the differences

mentioned so far must be regarded as “the principles of being”.

156 Londinenses (1984) p. 4, suppose that “a’Tto” in line 27 could be an
objection to the account offered by Owen to the effect that the passage is
giving an explanation of existence claims for specimen singular subjects
(a particular threshold). “It is an objection if, oU8ds being masculine,
avuTo introduces a different subject, viz. the UAnR”. On this point see also
F.A. Lewis (2013) p. 230 n.62.
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§2.3 The differentiae as principles of being

“We must grasp, then, the kinds of differentiae (for these will be
the principles of the being of things), e.g. the things
characterized by the more and the less, or by the dense and the
rare, and by other such qualities; for all these are forms of excess
and defect. And anything that is characterized by shape or by
smoothness and roughness is characterized by the straight and
the curved. And for other things their being will mean their being
mixed, and their not being will mean the opposite. It is clear,
then, from these facts that, since its substance is the cause of
each thing's being, we must seek in these differentiaec what is the
cause of the being of each of these things. Now none of these
differentiae is substance, even when coupled with matter, yet it is
what is analogous to substance in each case”'”’.

In these lines we find two explicit references to Z17's final
paragraph (1041b11-33). First, at lines 1042b32-33, Aristotle
defines the diagopal as principles of being (adpxal écovTal
ToU eival), then, at 1043a2-4, he states that “since its substance
is the cause of each thing's being (eiTep 1) ovcia aiTia TOU
glval EkaoTov), we must seek in these differentiae what is the
cause of the being of each of these things (év TouTols {nTnTéov
Ti TO aiTiov ToU elval ToUTwv ékaotov)”'**. As we know, at
the end of Z17, Aristotle had clarified how the €tepov TI -
principle responsible for the unity of the material elements of

each composite being was “the substance of each thing” (ovocia

157 1042b31-1043a5: AnmTéa oUv T& yévn TéV dagopddv (altal yap
apxal éoovtal ToU eival), olov T& TG U&AAOV Kal T TTov 1] TUKVG
Kal Have Kal Tois &AAols TOis ToloUTols: TEvTa yap TaliTa
utepoxn kai EAAewpis foTw. el 8¢ T oxnuaTt 1§ AsdTnTi Kal
TPaxVUTNTL, TEVTa eUBEl Kai KapmUAc. Tols 8¢ TO elval TO pepixdat
goTal, AVTIKEIMEVS B8 TO U elval. pavepov i) ek ToUTwv OTL elTrep
T oUoia aiTia ToU elval ékacTtov, [Tl év TouTols CnTnTéov T TO
aiTiov ToU elval ToUTwv KaoTov. oucia HEv oUv oUdtv ToUTwv
oudt ouvdualduevov, Suws 8¢ TO avdAoyov év EK&oTo:

158 As it is correctly observed by the Londinenses (1984) p. 5: “these lines
encapsulate the difficulties of the chapter which come to a head when one
inquires into the reference of év ToUTols (a3), ToUTwv (a3), oudtv
TouTwv (a4)”. I agree with their proposal of reading these references in
accordance with Ross' translation. Thus: év TouTols (a3) must be
referred to the differentiae; TtoUtcov (a3) to the things that are
differentiated (i.e. threshold, ice etc.); oudév ToUTwv (a4) to the
differentiae again.
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gkaoTov). For, “this is the primary cause of its being” (TouTo

y&p aiTiov mpé&TOov TOU elvar)'™.

Thus, it is evident that H2's notion of “difference” is meant to
extend the explanatory pattern of Z17, according to which we
must seek “for the cause by reason of which a certain matter is

some definite thing”.

Here 1 want to focus on what Aristotle maintains in Z17

1041b28-29, where he remarks how:

“since, while some things are not substances (évia ouk oucial
TV TPaydaTwy), as many as are substances are formed
naturally and by nature, their substance would seem to be this
nature, which is not an element but a principle”.

I suggest that one of the aims of H2 is to apply the explanatory
pattern of Z17 - whose account culminates with a strong
identification between the notion of “principle” and that of form

99160

as “nature”'® - to those things which are said to be &via ouk

159 See Z17 1041b27-28.

160 S. Menn (unpublished work) Part Two. II pp. 5-6, denies the presence in
Z17 of any strong identification between the notion of form and those of
principle and cause. He argues that: “Although Aristotle is explicit
enough about his thesis in Z17, there has been considerable confusion in
the scholarly literature about its meaning, with most commentators
thinking that the main conclusion of Z17 is that the oucia of a sensible
thing is its form (as opposed to its matter or to something including its
matter). Aristotle does, of course, believe that the oUcia of a composite
thing is its form, and he has said so, indeed taken it for granted, earlier in
Z (e.g. Z7 1032b1-2, Z11 1037a5-7), but he does not seem to be saying
that here: Z17 uses the word €idos only once, in a phrase (1041b8)
which many editors delete as an interpolated gloss, and which, even if
authentic, seems to be parenthetical; in this chapter Aristotle is either not
saying at all the oUoia is the form, or not saying it with any emphasis.
Rather, the conclusion is a commentator's gloss on Aristotle's saying that
the oucia is an dpxn which is neither a oToixelov nor composed of
otolxeia (and that, at least in the case of the syllable, it is the cause of
unity to the many oToixeia): if we gloss “oToixeiov” as "material
constituent,”" we can translate this into saying that the oUcia is neither a
material constituent nor composed of material constituents, and therefore
by process of exclusion must be the form”. Menn' s reading has surely
some strong points, since it is true that in Z17 explicit references to the
notion of form lack. However, when at 1041b30-31, Aristotle pairs the
notion of “nature” with that of principle he is actually referring to the
concept of form. Ross (1924) p. 225, correctly reminds us of A4
1014b36, where Aristotle calls “nature” the substance of natural objects
(11 pUois 1) T&OV Puoel dvTwv ovcia). Later in the same chapter he
opposes the concept of nature as matter to that of nature as form and
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ovucial TGV TpayuaTwvy in the just-quoted passage of Z17. As
Ross observes, none of the differentiae mentioned in H2 is

substance:

“They indicate not the inmost nature of that to which they belong
but a mode of arrangement or other characteristic which may be
only temporary. Therefore the things characterized by them — (1)
artefacta, (2) states of a substance (kpUuoTaAAov, and perhaps
mvelpa, cf. Meteor. ii.4), (3) parts of living things — are not
substances but only analogous to substance in that they contain
elements answering to matter and form™'®.

Thus, when at 1043a4-5 Aristotle argues that:

“none of these differentiae is substance, even when coupled with
matter yet it is what is analogous to substance in each case”

we must infer that even if the things mentioned in H2 are not
examples of proper substances we can analyse their ontological
structure through the explanatory pattern described in Z17.
Namely, every sort of difference can be read as explaining why a
certain matter is some definite thing. Hence, the various
differences of H2 play a role analogous to that played in Z17 by

the nature as principle and cause in the case of proper substances.

The whole paragraph of 1042b-1043a5 reveals, however, also a
classificatory task. This appears evident once one regards the
formula which occurs at 1042b30: T& yévn TGOV Slapopddv.
Here Aristotle seems to suggest that we must classify the
differentiae into kinds or genera. As a matter of fact, we must
read the search for the genera of differences as just a
methodological suggestion, for, Aristotle distinguishes only two
possible kinds: (a) the genus of “excess and defect” (Umepoxr)
kai EAAewpis) and (b) the genus of “the straight and the curved”
(eUBel kal kaumUAc). The first genus mentioned, which had
been already distinguished at line 1042b25 with reference to the

“affections proper to sensible things” (t& & Tols TV

substance (1015a6-11). Thus, it is likely that at the end of Z17 Aristotle
refers to the notion of form through the concept of nature.
161 W.D. Ross (1924) p. 229.
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aicbnteov  mabeow), groups together the differences
characterized by the “more and the less” (uaGAAov kai fTTOV)
and “the dense and the rare” (TTUkv® Kai pave). The second
genus mentioned (“the straight and curved”) groups together the
differences in “shape” (oxnuaTi) and the differences in

“smoothness and roughness” (AetdTnTL Kai TpaxUTnTL)'*%

Such classificatory attempt, even if partial, shows how H2's list
of differences is neither preparatory nor functional to something

else, but rather has its meaning in itself.

While in the first half of H2 (1042b9-1043a4) Aristotle deals
with the relation between matter and explanation in its
ontological content, in the second half of the chapter (1043a5-28)

he deals with the same relation in its definitional content.

162 The description of such a genus clearly recalls that of one kind of
“quality” in Categories 10al1-13: “A fourth kind of quality is shape and
the external form of each thing, and in addition straightness and
curvedness and anything like these”.
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§2.4 H2's account of definition

Once maintained the analogy between the differences and what
is substance at a higher degree, at 1043a5-7 Aristotle argues that:
“and as in substances that which is predicated of matter is the

actuality itself, in all other definitions also it is what most
resembles full actuality”'®,

Here we find the first explicit reference to the notion of
gvépyela, whose analysis had been said to be the main goal of

the chapter at the beginning of H2'*,

It seems that Aristotle aims now at showing the definitional
consequence, which results from the analogy between the
differentiae and the concept of substance as principle and cause.
Before in the chapter, it has been established that the various
differences are analogous to substance inasmuch as they are the
cause of the being for each of the things they differentiate. Now,
Aristotle accomplishes the analogy by showing that in
definitions too the differences play a role analogous to that
played by “the actuality itself” (aUtn 1) évépyeia). Evidently,
the convertibility between the notion of substance as “principle
and cause” and the notion of actuality is here taken for granted.
Thus, following the reading of the Londinenses, the whole
argument runs as follows:

“We won't dignify every differentia with the title of substance or
actuality (the eirep clause of a2 is not convertible), but since the
differentia is aiTiov ToU eival, as is shown sufficiently clearly
by the threshold type of example, and since the ovUcia we are
seeking, viz. oucia cos €vépyela, is alTia Tou eival, we must

look for ouoia cos évépyela in the differentia which a definition
displays as predicate of the matter”'®.

Finally, it emerges clearly the link between the starting claim of

163 kai cos €v Tals oucials TO Tijs UANS KaTnyopoUHEVoV auTh T
EvEpYyeEla, Kai &y Tols GAAoLs OpIopois HaAloTa.

164 See 1042b9-11.

165 Londinenses (1984) pp. 7-8.
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H2 — which announced an inquiry into the meaning of substance
as the actuality of sensible things- and the long criticism to the
Atomistic account of being led by the notion of differentia. Even
if they are just analogous to the notion of substance as “principle
and cause of being”, all the differences can be regarded as
actualities of a certain matter. Hence, since moving from Z17 the
main goal of the research is to seek “the cause by reason of
which the matter is some definite thing”, we must now
understand these differences within such pattern of analysis.
This entails not only that each difference is what most resembles
full actuality for each thing it differentiates, but also that we
must display a dual definitional structure where the difference

appears as the predicate of a certain matter.
As we already know from Z17 1040a32-33:

“The object of the enquiry is most easily overlooked where one
term is not expressly predicated of another (v Tois un kot
aAAnAwv Aeyopévols)”.

On the one hand, hence, it appears consistent that in H2 1043a5-
7, once recalled the explanatory pattern of Z17, Aristotle says
that as in substances that which is predicated of matter is the
actuality itself, in all other definitions also it is what most
resembles full actuality. In fact, a predicative relation entails the
reference of one item to another. On the other hand, however, the
reference to the notion of actuality as to the kaTnyopouuevov
of matter (1043a6) might appear puzzling once compared with
what Aristotle argues in Posterior Analytics B3 90b33-38:

“Every demonstration proves something of something, i.e. that it
is or is not; but in a definition one thing is not predicated of
another (v O®¢ T OpIOUD OUdEV ETEpOV  ETEPOU
KaTnyopeiTal)—e.g. neither animal of two-footed nor this of

animal, nor indeed figure of plane (for plane is not figure nor is
figure plane)”.

In this context, Aristotle denies the possibility to understand in

predicative terms the relation between the items that belong to a
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definition. By contrast, our text of H2 clearly states that: a) in the
definitions of substance the actuality is predicated of matter; b)
in all other definitions also what most resembles full actuality

(i.e. differences) is predicated of matter.

Both these lines of Book H and what argued later in H6'*, have
been at the core of an important debate concerning the theme of
hylomorphic predication. This theme concerns both the relation
between matter and form in definition and the ontological

relation between the two items involved'?’.

For the time being, I want to confine myself to the analysis of H2
1043a5-7. The apparent contradiction between these lines and
the passage of the Posterior Analytics can be overcome only by
distinguishing two  different meanings of the verb
KaTnyopeioBal, which appears in both texts. [ am here referring
to the suggestion provided by Brunschwig, who speaks of a strict
sense of the verb- the one of Posterior Analytics — and of a
broader sense of it — the one of Metaphysics (as for instance that
of H2)'®. In its strict sense the verb kaTnyopeicbal can not
describe the relation which occurs between the parts of a
definition. For each genus is divided by its differences and hence
neither the differences can be predicated of it (i.e “two footed of
animal”) nor it can be predicated of them (i.e “animal of two-
footed”). However, in its broader sense, the verb

KaTnyopeiobal can describe a different relation within a

166 See §6

167 The main puzzle concerning the hylomorphic predication has been
cleared up by Jacques Brunschwig (1979) p. 138: "Lorsqu' Aristote
déclare que la forme se prédique de la matiére, faut-il prendre le mot de
prédication au pied de la lettre, dans sa signification logique et
linguistique, et par suite, chercher a se présenter concrétement dans quel
type de propositions la forme pourrait étre le prédicat de la matiere? Ou
bien, au contraire, peut-on faire abstraction de cette signification logique
et linguistique du terme de prédication, et se contenter de voir dans la
formule de la prédication hylémorphique une description indirecte, et
pour ainsi dire métaphorique, de la relation ontologique qu'entretiennent
la forme et la matiere?".

168 ibidem p. 155.
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definitional structure. Such a relation concerns the notion of
difference as determinant and the notion of genus as
determinable'®. This very same relation occurs in H2, where
Aristotle refers to the differences as to the actualities of different
matters. This means a) that each difference must be regarded as
the determinant of a determinable and b) that we must look for a

definitional structure able to mirror this ontological relation.
Both these aspects are at work in H2 1043a7-12:

“E.g. if we had to define a threshold, we should say ‘wood or
stone in such and such a position’, and a house we should define
as ‘bricks and timbers in such and such a position’ (or we may
name that for the sake of which as well in some cases), and if we
define ice we say ‘water frozen or solidified in such and such a
way’, and harmony is ‘such and such a blending of high and
low’; and similarly in all other cases”'".

As pointed out by Brunschwig, these lines clarify the broader
meaning of the verb katnyopeiobat:

«On peut, semble-t-il, admettre ici pour ce verbe une double
signification, logico-linguistique et ontologique: sur le plan
logique et linguistique, la différence s'ajoute au genre-maticre,
qui la précéde nécessairement dans la formule définitionnelle, et

qui recoit d'elle une détermination qu'il n'avait pas; sur le plane

ontologique, la différence détermine la matiere, fait d'elle le ceci

qu'elle n'était pas, sinon en puissance»'’'.

Now it seems clear why Aristotle displays a predicative relation
in providing H2's account of definition. As we have already
argued, the whole argument of H2 is mainly dependent on Z17's
pattern of analysis. Such pattern can be defined as explanatory,
for we must seek for “the cause by reason of which matter is
some definite thing” (1041b7-9). In Z17 the “searched cause” is

identified with the notion of substance as nature, which is

169 Aristotle will come back significantly on this point in H6. Cf. §6

170 olov &i oUdov Béor Opicacbat, EUAov 1 AiBov codi Kkeievov Eépolpev,
Kali oikiav TAivBous kai EUAa cdi keipeva (1) ET1 kai TO oU Eveka e’
gvicov EoTv), el B¢ kpUoTaAlov, Udwp TETT YOS 1| TETUKVWUEVOV
@di- ouppoovia Bt oEéos Kai Papéos Witls Toladi- TOV alTow B
TPOTOV Kal €Tl TAV aAAcwov.

171 J. Brunschwig (1979) p. 154.
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principle of being and unity for the material elements of a natural
whole (1041b27-33). In H2 Aristotle applies the explanatory
pattern of Z17 to every possible compound object (1042b11-
1043a4). The relation between the differentiae as principles of
being and their relative material elements is finally understood
within a dynamic framework. This means to regard the
differentiae and the material elements of a certain thing as,
respectively, actualities and potentialities of that thing. The
ontological relation between actuality and potentiality is a
relation between a determinant and a determinable. In H2
1043a5-12 Aristotle displays a predicative definitional structure

which mirrors such ontological relation.

Thus, if we have to define a “threshold” we must provide a dual

3

structure where “wood and stones” are matter and “a certain
position” is actuality. In the case of the definition of a “house” as
well, we must say that “bricks and timbers” are matter and that
“a certain position” is actuality. If we have to define “ice”, the
“water” is matter and “its being solidified or frozen” is actuality.
Finally, in the definition of “harmony” we must regard “high and

low pitches” as matter and their “blending” as actuality.

As it is evident, H2's notion of matter as determinable of which a
determinant is predicated does not amount to the notion of a bare
matter to which the process of predicative regression culminated
in Z3. While the former depends on the broader reading of the
verb kaTtnyopeiocBal, the latter depends on its strict sense. Z3's
mental experiment postulates a relation of transitivity between
two different sorts of predication: 1) that between accidents and
substance and 2) that between form and matter. By contrast, H2's
broader concept of predication depends on Hl's dynamic
understanding of the notion of thisness, which bestows to matter
a sort of relative determinateness. Thus, the relation between

matter as subject and actuality as predicate must not be
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conceived as if it mirrored the same logical relation between an
individual substance as subject and its accidents as predicates.
Rather, as Aristotle will clarify in ®7 1049a36-b3, matter's role is
ontologically analogous to that played by accidents. This

prevents us from reading the relation between the two sorts of

predication as entailing a logical transitivity ',

The final paragraph of H2 summarizes the main outcomes of the
new analysis of the sensible substances which Aristotle had

announced at H1 1042a24-25.

“Obviously then the actuality or the formula is different when the
matter is different; for in some cases it is the juxtaposition, in
others the mixing, and in others some other of the attributes we
have named. And so, in defining, those who define a house as
stones, bricks, and timbers, are speaking of the potential house,
for these are the matter; but those who define it as a covering for
bodies and chattels, or add some other similar differentia, speak
of the actuality; and those who combine both of these speak of
the third kind of substance, which is composed of matter and
form. For the formula that gives the differentiae seems to be an
account of the form and the actuality, while that which gives the
components is rather an account of the matter. And the same is
true with regard to the definitions which Archytas used to accept;
for they are accounts of the combined form and matter. E.g. what
is still weather? Absence of motion in a large extent of air; air is
the matter, and absence of motion is the actuality and substance.
What is a calm? Smoothness of sea; the material substratum is
the sea, and the actuality or form is smoothness. It is obvious
then, from what has been said, what sensible substance is and
how it exists one kind of it as matter, another as form or
actuality; while the third kind is that which is composed of these
two™'",

172 This point is cleared by J. Brunschwig (1979) pp.146-152.

173 1043a12-28: @avepdv dn ék TouTwv STi 1) Evépyela GAAN &AANS
UANs kal 6 Adyos: TGV ptv yap 1) ouvBeois Tév 8 1 pigis tédov 8¢
&ANo T TV elpnuéveov. B1o Tév opillopévov of pev AéyovTes Ti
goTv oikia, &T1 AiBot AivBor EVAa, Ty duvdpel oikiav Aéyouat,
UAN yap TalTa: ol 8 Ayyelov OKETACTIKOV XPNUATOV Kai
OWHATWY 1] Tt &GAAo ToloUToVv TPOTIBEVTES, TNV Evépyelav
Aéyouoty- ol & dupw TaiTa ouvTiBévTes TNV TPITNV Kal T &k
ToUTwV ovciav (olke y&p O ptv did Tév diapopiov Adyos Tol
eidous kal Tiis evepyeias elval, 6 & &k TGOV EvwwTapxOVTwV Tiis
UANS paAAov): opoicws 8t kal olous ApxUTas aTedéxeTo Spous:
TOU OUVEUP Ydp eicw. olov Ti éoTi vnvepia; Npepia év TANBEl
aépos: UAN pev yap O anp, evépyela 8¢ kai oUoia 1 fipepia. Ti €01
yaAnvn; opaAdtns BaA&TTns: TO pEv UTtokeipevov cos UAnv 1
BdAaTtTa, 1 8¢ évépyeia Kal 1) HOPPT) T) OHAASTIS. Pavepdy B ék
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First of all, and as main result of what has been said in H2
(pavepov B €k ToUTwV), Aristotle states that: “the actuality or
the formula is different when the matter is different” (1) évépyeia

aAAnN aAAns UANs kai 6 Adyos).

This claim must be understood as just a general methodological
conclusion of what argued throughout the whole chapter. Here
Aristotle underlines how the enquiry on the causes of being has
led us to acknowledge the existence of several possible ways by
which a material substratum can be differentiated. In other
words, we must not look at lines 1043al2-13 as if Aristotle
aimed at establishing a biunivocal correspondence between one
only sort of matter and one only sort of actuality. This, in fact,
would give us a puzzling reading of the statement'™. By contrast,
we must regard the claim that 1) évépyeia GAAN &GAANS UANS Kai
O Adyos as summarizing the general path of the chapter. As a
matter of fact, Aristotle explains such statement by mentioning

some different cases of évépyela only: in some cases it is the

TGV elpnpéveov Tis 1) aiocBnTn ovoia 0Tl Kai TGS 1) HEV Yap s
UANY, 118’ cos Hop@r) Kai Evépyela, 1) 8¢ TpiTn 1 €K ToUTwov.

174 Cf. Londinenses (1984) p. 8: “Presumably we do not want to stop the
same matter connecting with different differentiae, as e.g. a stone can
become either a threshold or a lintel (1042b19). Likewise, a given type
of actuality, such as oUvBeois or pi€is (al3), will admit of different
realizations (cf. al0-11: memukveopévov codi, Wi€is Towadi). &AAn
&AAnNs at al2 is thus vague, but 1042b31-6 shows Aristotle interested in
a systematic classification of differentiae under their most general yévn.
See also D. Bostock (1994) pp. 258-59: “Now, no doubt, if the matter
must be mentioned in the definition, then when the matter is different the
formula (i.e. the whole definition) must also be different. But it
evidently does not follow that the actuality (i.e. form) that is predicated
of the matter must be different too. And one would suppose that in many
cases it is not. For example, the definitions of a bronze circle and of a
wooden circle presumably differ only in their matter, and not at all in
their “actuality”; similarly the definitions of a statue and a snowman, of
a limestone and sandstone, and many others. (The point is granted, in
passing, at H4 44a29-32). It is possible that Aristotle has been misled
here into supposing that what holds of his genuine substances will hold
also of the kinds of things that he is using as examples here. For we
observed at Z11, 36b21-32 n. that Aristotle does think that the form of a
man determines the matter he is made of, and he would evidently extend
this claim to all other animals and to all plants (cf. Phys 11, 9). But even
if the principle does apply to what he would count as genuine
substances, it surely does not apply as widely as he here suggests”.
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juxtaposition, in others the mixing, and in others some other of
the attributes we have named (1043al12-14). To sum up, saying
that “the actuality or the formula is different when the matter is
different”, Aristotle aims just at underlining the link between
matter as the key-notion of the whole H'”® and the search for the

notion of substance as actuality which has led H2's argument.

In the following paragraph of the chapter (1043a14-19), Aristotle
provide us with three possible criteria for defining something.

“And so, in defining, those who define a house as stones, bricks,
and timbers, are speaking of the potential house, for these are the
matter; but those who define it as a covering for bodies and
chattels, or add some other similar differentia, speak of the

actuality; and those who combine both of these speak of the third
kind of substance, which is composed of matter and form”.

Such schema of definition mirrors the ftripartition of the
substrata already provided in H1 1042a26-31. As in that context,
here too Aristotle mentions the notions of matter, form and
composite within the dynamic framework ruled by the notions of
potentiality and actuality. And, as in H1, in H2's account of
definition too, the dynamic understanding of the notions of
matter and form as, respectively, of what a substance is

potentially and actually, is here decisive.

As it is evident, the main puzzle of lines 1042a26-31 concerns
the inclusion of matter in definition. For, this fact seems to be at
odds with some claims of Z10-11 especially, where Aristotle

deals with the relation between definition and its parts.

The main premise of the whole argument of Z10-11 occurs at

lines 1035al-4, where it is argued that:

“If then matter is one thing, form another, the compound of these
a third, and both the matter and the form and the compound are
substance, even the matter is in a sense called part of a thing,
while in a sense it is not, but only the elements of which the

175 As we have above argued, unlike Z, in H the fact that matter too is
substance represents the starting-point of the whole enquiry.
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formula of the form consists”!".

All the following remarks in Z10-11's section aim at
disambiguating the cases where matter must be mentioned in a
formula from the cases where it must not be. Here I do not want
to provide an accurate account of all such cases. For our task, we
can confine ourselves to what Aristotle states at Z11 1037a25-29,
where he reminds us the main outcomes of the whole inquiry
onto the parts of definition.

“we have stated that in the formula of the substance the material
parts will not be present for they are not even parts of the
substance in that sense, but of the concrete substance; but of this
there is in a sense a formula, and in a sense there is not; for there
is no formula of it with its matter, for this is indefinite, but there

is a formula of it with reference to its primary substance e.g. in
the case of man the formula of the soul”'”.

At first glance this paragraph seems to be at odds with what we
read in H2 1042a26-31. While in Z11 Aristotle says that “in the
formula of the substance the material parts will not be present”,
in H2 he argues that “those who define a house as stones, bricks,
and timbers, are speaking of the potential house, for these are the
matter” and that “those who combine both of these speak of the
third kind of substance, which is composed of matter and form”.
In Z11 it is said that of the composite substance “there is in a
sense a formula, and in a sense there is not; for there is no
formula of it with its matter, for this is indefinite, but there is a
formula of it with reference to its primary substance”. By
contrast in H2 “those who combine both of these (i.e. matter as
potentiality and form as actuality) speak of the third kind of

substance, which is composed of matter and form”.

As it is evident, H2's account of definition is much more

176 & oUv ¢0Ti TO pév UAn TO 8¢ eidos 16 8’ €k ToUTwv, Kai ovcia 1 Te
UAN Kai TO €idos Kai TO &k ToUTwv, EOTL UEV s Kai 1) UAN uépos
Tos AdyeTal, 0Tt 8°cos oU, AN’ € v O ToU eidous Adyos.

177 oudt yap EoTw Ekeivns udpla Tis ovucoias &GAA& Ths ouvolou,
TaUTtns 8¢ y'EoTi w5 AdYos Kai oUk EoTIv: UETS HEV y&p Tiis UANS
oUK EoTwv (&éploTov yap), KaTd TNy TPTNY &’ oucia EoTiv, oiov
avBpcomou 6 Ths Wuxrs Adyos.
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inclusive than that of Z10-11 for what concerns the presence of
matter in definition. This mainly depends on the different reading
of matter's ontological status that the two passages entail. While
in Z10-11 matter is said to be “indefinite” (dbpioTov)'’, in H2
the materials of the thing that we have to define (i.e. the stones,
bricks and timbers of a house) are said to be potentially that

' While in the former case the notion of UAn is regarded

thing
“in itself”, in the latter it is read in its dynamic relation with the
notion of form as actuality. Thus, if we aim to define a composite
object, such for instance a house, we have to mention its
materials (stones, bricks and timbers), since such materials are
potentially the house. This means that they are not mentioned in
themselves, but rather in their relation with the goal they add to

reach: to cover bodies and chattels.

Here it appears clearly the link between H2's account of
definition and H1's account of the ontological status of matter. As
we have shown above, at H1 1042a26-31 Aristotle recalls the
tripartition of substratum in matter, form and composite already
stated at Z3 1029al-3. The main difference between the two
passages concerns the notion of thisness (“being a TOSe T1”).
While in Z3 the notion of “being a T6Se T1” is said to belong to
form and composite only, in H1 Aristotle shows how matter too
can be regarded as something determinate, as a “this”. Matter too
is something determinate, though not actually as form and
composite, but only potentially. This provides us with a less
deflationary account of the ontological status of matter than that
of Z3. In H2 Aristotle moves from such fresh account of matter

arguing that “since the substance which exists as substratum and

178 Aristotle recalls in Z11 1037a27 what already argued in Z10 1036a9,
where he says that: “matter is unknowable in itself” (7 & UAn
ayvwoTos Kaf alTtnv).

179 See 1043a14-16: 816 Tédow O6p1lopévov of pev AéyovTes Ti EoTiv oikia,
ST AiBot mAivBor EVAa, Tnv Suvduer oikiav Aéyoucty, UAn y&p
TavuTa:
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as matter is generally recognized, and this is that which exists
potentially, it remains for us to say what is the substance, in the
sense of actuality, of sensible things”. Now, it is true that H2
deals especially with the formal aspect of what exists: first by
supplying the account of the many differentiae, then by regarding
these as principles of being, finally by showing how such
differences are analogous to the notion of évépyeia. However,
the analysis carried out throughout the whole H2 sheds some

substantial light on the notion of matter too.

Roughly, we can divide H2's text into two parts. The first
(1042b9-1043a5) is mainly devoted to ontological arguments, the
second (1043a5-28) to definitional ones. In the former, as we
have shown above, the enquiry depends on the explanatory
pattern established in Z17. Hence, seeking for the many
differences means to seek for the causes “by reason of which
matter is some definite thing”. In the latter, Aristotle provides a
dual definitional structure which mirrors the ontological relation
between matter as the potential element of something and form
as its actuality. But this entails a less deflationary account of
matter's place in definition than that of Z10-11. To say better, this
entails a much more inclusive account of definition, where the
reference to the material elements of something is consistent.
Such elements are, in fact, potentially what a certain thing is in

actuality.

However, H2's inclusive reading of the role of matter in
definition is not completely at odds with that of Z10-11. Indeed,
the gap between the two accounts depends on the different ways
the question of material composition, from both an ontological

and definitional perspective, is approached.

The main evidence that H2's account is consistent with that of

Z11 especially, emerges clearly once we recall, again, what
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Aristotle argues in 1036b22-24:

“to bring all things thus to Forms and to eliminate the matter is
useless labour; for some things surely are a particular form in a
particular matter, or particular things in a particular state (Evia
yap (ows TES Ev TGOS €0TIv 1 codl Tadi ExovTta)”.

As it is evident in H2 the formula codi Tadl €xovTa is first
recalled as such, in order to indicate the various kinds of material
arrangements (see the definitions at 1043a6-11) and, then, re-
worked through the dynamical schema of definition, where the
material elements are potentialities and the formal ones are
actualities (see 1043al14-19). Thus, we can conclude that H2
gives room to matter in the definitions as we were expecting

after Z11's claims. Namely, after the claims against the practice

of eliminating any reference to matter in definitions.

Is it, then, likely that the main difference between the two
contexts depends on the dynamic character of H2's account as
opposed to the static one of Z10-11"*°? Or is it sufficient to state

that H2's account is explanatory, while Z10-11 analytic'®'?

As I have brought forward'®, in order to state how H differs
from, or completes Z, it is necessary to join the explanatory
paradigm of Z17 with the understanding of matter and form as

potentiality and actuality respectively.

I argue that, as in Z, also in H Aristotle takes for granted the
doctrine according to which matter amounts to potentiality and
form to actuality. Truth be told, in Book Z we find both an
explicit claim about the predication between matter and actuality

and some traces of the dynamic account of matter as potentiality.

In Z13 1038b5-6 Aristotle says that the notion of substratum

(UTroKEiPEVOV):

180 I am here implicitly referring to Ross's overview of Book H.

181 With the term “analytic” I am here regarding Z10-11's enquiry as ruled
by the analysis of things and definitions into matter and form as distinct
parts.

182 Cf. §1.6
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“underlies in two senses (dixcds UmdkerTal), either being a
‘this’—which is the way in which an animal underlies its
attributes—, or as the matter underlies the complete reality (cos 1
UAN T7j évTeAexelq)”.

This text can be easily read as standing on the background of H2
1043a5-6's claim about the definitional structure of sensible

things.

Moreover, at the beginning of Z16 Aristotle provides a dynamic
understanding of the material parts which make up the unity of a
whole:

“Evidently even of the things that are thought to be substances,
most are only potentialities, e.g. the parts of animals (for none of
them exists separately; and when they are separated, then they
too exist, all of them, merely as matter) and earth and fire and
air; for none of them is one, but they are like a heap before it is
fused by heat and some one thing is made out of the bits. One
might suppose especially that the parts of living things and the
corresponding parts of the soul are both, i.e. exist both actually
and potentially, because they have sources of movement in
something in their joints; for which reason some animals live
when divided. Yet all the parts must exist only potentially (&AN’
OHeas duvdapel TavT éoTal), when they are one and continuous

by nature,—not by force or even by growing together, for such a
phenomenon is an abnormality”.

As it is clear, hence, H2's understanding of matter as potentiality

and form as actuality is present in the same Book Z.

I argue that Aristotle makes the decisive shift in Z17 where he
frames the doctrine of hylomorphism within the search for the
explanatory meaning of oucia. For it is thanks to the abstract
paradigm of Z17 that the dynamic understanding of
hylomorphism can be definitely taken on. At the same time, to
understand matter as potentiality and form as actuality provides
the content to the abstract model of Z17. Thus, the fact that in H,
as in Z, the potentiality-actuality relation is not explained but
taken for granted, is not puzzling. The main difference lies on the
fact that this ontological relation has now (that is, after Z17) its

appropriate epistemological paradigm.
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I argue that once one reads H's argument as resulting from the
mutual relation between Z17's abstract paradigm and the
potentiality-actuality model it is possible to provide a unified

reading of the whole Book H.

Thus far we have shown how in H1 Aristotle bestows to matter a
sort of relative determinateness (Suvdper T8 T1)'* Now we
can argue that since Z17 clearly states that “we must seek for the
cause by reason of which a certain matter is some definite thing”,
in H the notion of matter is seen fowards its explanation, namely
towards its being something. But matter's orientation towards
determinateness can be taken on only within the dynamic
understanding of it as potentially something else. Accordingly,
Z17's notion of substance as “nature” shows its explanatory
power in H2's account of actuality. First, Aristotle deals with the
notion of actuality in its analogical and functional meaning, as it
is shown clearly through the notion of differentia as principle of
being (H2 1042b9-1043a5). Then, he deals with the notion of

actuality in its definitional meaning.

I argue that both these meanings have some relation with the
notion of actuality in its full sense, namely - to quote H2's text -

in its being “the actuality itself” (aUTT) 1} Evépyera)'®.

I suggest that even if Aristotle does not provide any explicit
reference to the notion of “soul”, the “actuality itself”’, which is
taken for granted in Book H, can be read as hinting at the
principle of organization of the material parts of a biological

complex.

An accurate account of the possible relation between H and the
biological treatises would go beyond this work. However, it is
possible to underline how some lines of H2 find some parallels in

Aristotle's On the Soul.

183 See 1042a28 and my remarks in §1.4
184 1043a6.
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First, the three possible ways of defining something, which
Aristotle enumerates at lines 1043a14-19, follow the analogous
tripartition of On the Soul Al 403a29-b6. Both passages share
also the same example of “house”. Their only difference lies on

the more accurate character of the text present in On the Soul:

“Hence a physicist would define an affection of soul differently
from a dialectician; the latter would define e.g. anger as the
appetite for returning pain for pain, or something like that, while
the former would define it as a boiling of the blood or warm
substance surrounding the heart. The one assigns the material
conditions, the other the form or account; for what he states is the
account of the fact, though for its actual existence there must be
embodiment of it in a material such as is described by the other.
Thus the essence of a house is assigned in such an account as ‘a
shelter against destruction by wind, rain, and heat’; the physicist
would describe it as ‘stones, bricks, and timbers’; but there is a
third possible description which would say that it was that form
in that material with that purpose or end”.

Aristotle identifies the polemical targets that remain tacit in H2.
Thus who define the house by mentioning only its material
elements are the physicist, those who mention only the formal
ones are the dialecticians, while those who combine the two

references give a complete description of the house.

A further parallel with On the Soul's text emerges in the final
lines of H2, where Aristotle says that:

“For the formula that gives the differentiae seems to be an
account of the form and the actuality, while that which gives the
components is rather an account of the matter. And the same is
true with regard to the definitions which Archytas used to accept;
for they are accounts of the combined form and matter. E.g. what
is still weather? Absence of motion in a large extent of air; air is
the matter, and absence of motion is the actuality and substance.
What is a calm? Smoothness of sea; the material substratum is
the sea, and the actuality or form is smoothness. It is obvious
then, from what has been said, what sensible substance is and
how it exists one kind of it as matter, another as form or
actuality; while the third kind is that which is composed of these
two”!%,

185 1043a19-28: (oike yap 6 pev Sia Téw Slagopcdv Adyos Tol eidous
kal TAs évepyeias elval, 6 & €k TGV évutapxdvTeov Tis UAnNS
H&AAoV)- Ouoicos Bt kai olous ApxUtas amedéxeto Spous: Tou
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These final lines do not seem to add much to what said so far.
First of all, Aristotle recalls the analogies between, on the one
hand, the notion of diagopai and that of eidos / évépyela and,
on the other hand, between the notion of elements (ék TGV
EVUTTapxovTev) and that of matter (UAn). As we have shown at
length such conceptual analogies lead the shift from Z17 to H2.
Then, as example of a proper way to define a composite object,
Aristotle mentions the sort of definitions accepted by Archytas,

where both matter and form are mentioned'®¢.

It must be remarked, however, how in On the Soul A5 410b10-12
Aristotle gives the same parallel between matter and elements,
while stressing the heterogeneity of their unifying principle:

“The problem might also be raised, What is that which unifies
the elements? The elements correspond, it would appear, to the

matter (UAn yap €olke T& ye oToixela); what unites them,
whatever it is, is the supremely important factor”.

For the time being I want just to suggest that some relations
between H and the Aristotelian account of the soul as principle of
the body can not be denied. In the following, and in the analysis
of H6 especially, I will provide some further remarks on this

theme.

Aristotle completes H2’s enquiry by arguing that (a) matter, (b)
form and (c) the composite are each in their own way substances.
Moving from this claim in H3 he will aim at disambiguating the

notion of form from the notion of composite.

OUVANPW Ydp eloww. olov Ti £0T1 vivepia; fpepia év A0 &épos:
UAN HEv yap O anp, évépyela Bt Kal oucia 1) épepia. Ti €0T1 yaArjvn;
OHaASTNS BaA&TTNS: TO WEV UTTokeievov cos UAN 1) BdAaTtTa, 1) 8¢
EVEPYELX Kal T) HOPPT) 1) OUaAOTNs. pavepdv i €k TAV eipnuéveov
Tis 1) aloBn T oUcia €0Ti Kal MEds: 1) HEV Yap cos UAN, 1) 8°Cos Hop@T)
Kal évépyela, 1) Ot TpiTn 1) €K ToUTwWV.

186 For an accurate account of Archytas' theory of definition and of the
examples mentioned by Aristotle in H2 (vnvepia and yaArjvn) see C.A.
Huffman (2005) pp. 489-505.
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§3.1 H3: Composite and Form

At first glance it is not easy to understand either the
argumentative order or the general aim of H3. As a matter of fact,
the five parts into which the chapter is divided appear to be ill-
connected'?’.

In the first paragraph (1043a29b4) Aristotle deals with the
semantic ambiguity of some names that can mean both the
composite substance and the form. In the second paragraph
(1043b4-14) he seems to shift towards a different issue about the
cause of being of the material composites. The third paragraph
(1043b14-23), where Aristotle recalls some arguments about the
ungenerability and unperishability of forms, has been usually
regarded as a digression'®®. In the fourth paragraph (1043b23-32)
Aristotle tackles with some puzzles concerning the structure of
definition, while in the fifth (1043b32-1044al1) he deals with the
cause of unity of numbers and definitions. Finally, the
summarizing sentence at lines 1044all-14 provides a synthesis
of the chapter that seems rather partial'®.

Both in this and in the following paragraphs of my work I aim at
proving how the five parts into which H3 can be divided supply
one consistent argument despite their apparent rhapsodic
character. In particular, they are all meant to compare, from both
an ontological and definitional viewpoint, the structure of
composite beings with the structure of forms as causes of being.
Paradoxically, the only way for providing a unitary account of
H3 is to give a deflationary reading of its main theme. This latter
can be roughly said to consist in showing how the form and the

composite of matter and form do not coincide each other.

187 See W.D. Ross (1924) p. 231. Cf. also D. Bostock (1994) p. 261.

188 See W.D. Ross (1924) p. 232; Londinenses (1984) p. 15; D. Bostock
(1994) p. 264.

189 D. Bostock (1994) p. 271 suggests that “it is not the work of Aristotle
himself, but was added by a somewhat careless editor”.
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It can be outlined how the differentiation between the form and
composite of matter and form concerns, respectively:

1) some issues about semantics (1043a29-b4);

2) some issues about ontological dependance (1043b4-14);

3) some issues about generability and corruptibility (1043b14-
23);

4) some issues about definability (1043b23-32);

5) some issues about unity (1043b32-1044a14).

I argue that the disambiguation which Aristotle accomplishes in
H3 mainly depends on the more general argumentative structure
of ZH as a whole. Here I do not aim at providing an accurate
account of such structure. However, it is remarkable how the
“disambiguation issue” is one of the recurrent ones in ZH
expository strategy. More precisely, the disambiguation is needed
for once the substancehood of matter seems somewhat to
threaten the ontological and definitional priority of the notion of
form. While after Z3's deflationary account of matter, in Z4-6
Aristotle disambiguates the notion of substantial form from the
accidental composites, after Z7-9 physical account of matter as
necessary condition of becoming, in Z10-11, Aristotle
disambiguates what parts belong to the composite and what parts
to the form only. Similarly, after H2's dynamic account of matter
as potentially a certain composite being, in H3 Aristotle aims at
disambiguating the notion of form from the notion of composite
in order to restate the primacy of the former on the latter.

In this paragraph I will deal with H3's first argument. Here
Aristotle argues that:

“We must not forget that sometimes it is not clear whether a
name means the composite substance, or the actuality or form,
e.g. whether ‘house’ is a sign for the composite thing, ‘a covering
consisting of bricks and stones laid thus and thus’, or for the
actuality or form, ‘a covering’, and whether a line is twoness in
length or twoness, and whether an animal is a soul in a body or a
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soul. For soul is the substance or actuality of some body; but
animal might be applied to both, not that both are definable by
one formula but because they refer to the same thing. But this
question, while important for another purpose, is of no
importance for the inquiry into sensible substance; for 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 indeed the soul is to be called man; and in that way
they are the same and in another way not .

They way by which Aristotle introduces his argument (““We must
not forget that sometimes it is not clear whether...”) shows how
he is here providing a corollary of disambiguation. It is likely
that such a corollary follows directly the ending statement of H2
(1043a26-28)"', where Aristotle had stated the general
conclusion of the whole chapter:

“It is obvious then, from what has been said, what sensible
substance is and how it exists one kind of it as matter, another as
form or actuality; while the third kind is that which is composed
of these two”.

Now, at the beginning of H3, Aristotle points out how a name
can mean both the composite substance and the actuality or form
(onuaivel TO dvoua Trv oUvBeTov ouciav 1] TNV EVEPYEIQV
kal Tnv pop@rnv). Thus, one may suppose that even if the
tripartition of sensible substances in matter, form and composite
is proved after the end of H2, some ambiguities might still

persist. In particular, the relation between semantics and

190 1043a29-b4: Ael 8¢ un ayvoeiv 611 éviote AavBaver ToTEpPOV

onuaivel TO dvopa THv oUvBeTov ouciav 1} TNV €vépyelav kKal TNV
Hop@rjv, olov 1) oikia TOTEPOV ONUETOV TOU KOWOU STI OKETTAOHA €K
TAivBov kai AiBov codi Kelpéveov, 1 Tris Evepyeias kai Tou eidous &Ti
OKETTaoUa, Kal ypauur moéTepov duas &v urkel fj [6T1] duds, kai
Ccoov moTEPOV Wuxn EVv CHaTL 1| Wuxn autn yap ouvcia Kai
EVEPYEla OWUaTOs Twos. ein & &v kal €M AupoTépols TO Ldov,
oUx s Evi Adyw Aeyduevov GAN’ dos TTpos €v. aAAa TadTa Tpos
uév T aAAo diaépel, TTpods ¢ TNy CriTeov Tiis oucias Tijs aicbnTis
oudéy: TO yap Ti Ny elval TG eldel Kai Tij évepyeia UTApXEL. WuxT)
UEV yap Kal wuxi elval TauTov, avbpcdme 8¢ kai &vBpcotos ov
TaUTOV, €l un Kal 17 yuxn GvBpcotros AexBrioeTal oUTw B¢ Twvi pEv
Twi & ovU.
Here I prefer Bostock's more literal translation of the final statement at
line 1043b4 (oUTteo 8¢ Twi pév Tvi 8 ov) than Ross's one: “thus on one
interpretation the thing is the same as its essence, and on another it is
not”.

191 See S. Menn (unpublished work) Il p.19.
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ontology could be unclear, especially for what concerns those
names that can refer both to the composite and to the form.
Aristotle mentions three cases: a) that of the name ‘“house”,
which can mean both the composite thing, namely ‘a covering
consisting of bricks and stones laid thus and thus’, or the
actuality or form, namely ‘a covering’; b) that of the name “line”,
which can mean both “twoness in length” or “twoness”; ¢) that of
the name “animal”, which can mean both “a soul in a body” or “a
soul”. As the Londinenses remark:

“the verb onuaivel at lines 29-30 does not indicate the reference,
but the meaning “since the evidence adduced is alternative
definitions - “A house is a shelter of bricks and stones thusly
arranged” vs. “A house is a shelter”. “A line is two in length” vs
“A line is two™"2.

As a matter of fact, all the three examples recall those places of
ZH where Aristotle deals with the definitional structure of
something. In particular, they refer to Z11, whose starting-claim
is:

“The question is naturally raised, what sort of parts belong to the
form and what sort not to the form, but to the concrete thing”'®.

Roughly speaking, Z11's main aim is to demonstrate how it is not
possible to abstract from whichever reference to the material
aspect of something. As Aristotle clearly maintains at 1036b21-
30:

“Now we have stated that the question of definitions contains
some difficulty, and why this is so. Therefore to bring all things
thus to Forms and to eliminate the matter is useless labour; for
some things surely are a particular form in a particular matter, or
particular things in a particular state. And the comparison which
Socrates the younger used to make in the case of animal is not
good; for it leads away from the truth, and makes one suppose
that man can possibly exist without his parts, as the circle can
without the bronze. But the case is not similar; for an animal is
something perceptible, and it is not possible to define it without
reference to movement—nor, therefore, without reference to the
parts and to their being in a certain state”.

192 Londinenses (1984) p.11.
193 1036a26-28.
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As we have already argued, such conclusion of Z11's research
into the composite structure of definitions is the main basis for
H's account of definition. Especially two points must be
remarked for our present purposes:

1) Aristotle rejects the Platonic practice of defining anything by
making no reference to the notion of matter;

2) By contrast, since some things are “a particular form in a
particular matter” (TéS’ év TS €0Tv) or a “particular things in
a particular state” (codl Tadi €xovTta), we must display a
definitional structure where the role of matter is acknowledged;
Now I argue that in H2 Aristotle has already developed these two
points, by showing clearly how matter must be included in
definitions. The theoretical path is quite easy to understand. In
H1 Aristotle starts a fresh analysis of sensible substances by
remarking that the distinctive ontological mark of such
substances is their having matter (1042a24-26). This entails that
all sensible substances are subject to change. In H2 the key-role
of matter in the ontological structure of sensible substances is
taken for granted. Thus, what is left to explain is “why a certain
matter is some definite thing”. And, as we know, Aristotle
identifies such explanatory principle with the notion of actuality.
As a consequence, it must be displayed a definitional structure
where one item refers to the material elements of something,
which are just potentially the composite thing, and the other item
refers to the formal elements as to their actuality. It could be
useful, here, to recall what Aristotle states at H2 1043a14-19:

“In defining, those who define a house as stones, bricks, and
timbers (AiBot mAivBol EUAa), are speaking of the potential
house, for these are the matter; but those who define it as a
covering for bodies and chattels (ayyeiov OKETAOTIKOV
XPNUATOV Kal owuaTwv), or add some other similar
differentia, speak of the actuality; and those who combine both
of these speak of the third kind of substance, which is composed
of matter and form (oi & &uUPw TalTa OuVTIBEVTES TV
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TpiTNV Kal TN ék ToUTwV ovoiav)”.

Now, at the beginning of H3 Aristotle seems to collect what has
been argued about the structure of definitions both in Z11 and in
H2.

The parallel between H2 and H3's first paragraph is evident once
we look at the first example Aristotle mentions: namely that of
the “house”. The notion of house as ‘a covering consisting of
bricks and stones laid thus and thus’ (okéracua ék TAivBov kai
AiBov @odi kelpévewov), in fact, makes explicit what is just
implicit about the nature of the house as composite object in H2.
For, here Aristotle brings together the potential aspect of the
house with its actual one and he provides the complete formula
of “house” as composite of matter and form. Moreover, the case
of the “house” is meant to exemplify the cases of those entities
whose ontological structure is defined by Z11's formula “codi
Tadl éxovTta”, namely “particular things in a particular state”.
Also the other two examples mentioned in H3 (“line” and
“animal”) occur in Metaphysics Z11. Dealing with the Platonic
practice of abstracting from matter, Aristotle argues, at 1036b7-
13, that:

“Since this is thought to be possible, but it is not clear when it is
the case, some are in doubt even in the case of the circle and the
triangle, thinking that it is not right to define these by lines and
by continuous space, but that all these are to the circle or the
triangle as flesh or bones are to man, and bronze or stone to the
statue; and they bring all things to numbers, and they say the
formula of line is that of two (ypaupuis TOv Adyov TOV TGV
dvo elval paotv)”.

Later in the text of Z11 also the example that involves the
notions of soul and animal occurs. At 1037a5-8, in fact it is said
that:

“It is clear also that the soul is the primary substance and the
body is matter, and man or animal is the compound of both taken

universally; and Socrates or Coriscus, if even the soul of Socrates
is Socrates, is taken in two ways (for some mean by such a term
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the soul, and others mean the concrete thing)”.

Thus, since Aristotle clearly refers both to H2 and Z11, it is
likely that H3's first paragraph develops the same theoretical path
of those chapters. As we know, such a path entails a much more
inclusive account of the role of matter in definition. However, in
H3 Aristotle clearly restates that the role of unifying principle,
both from an ontological and a semantic perspective, belongs to
the notion of essence conceived as form and actuality:

“animal might be applied to both, not that both are definable by
one formula but because they refer to the same thing. But this
question, while important for another purpose, is of no
importance for the inquiry into sensible substance; for 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 indeed the soul is to be called man; and in that case
in one way they are the same and in another way not”'*.

This passage shows how the ambiguity between the meaning of
something as form or as composite represents a case of
homonimia pros hen (cos Tpos €v). Thus, “animal”, for instance,
can be applied both to “soul” and to “the soul in a body” not
because both are definable by the same formula, but as they refer

to the same thing.

Aristotle solves the puzzle at 1043b1-2'", where, despite the

concise character of his claim, he explains how:

1) the mentioned cases of ambiguity are such only for another
purpose (&AA& TaiTa TPos Hév Tt &AAo Siaépetl), but not
for H's inquiry into sensible substance (Trpos 8¢ Tnv CrjTectv

Tris ovoias Ths aicnTis oUdév);

2) the notion of essence, which presumably plays a key-role in

the former field of research, belongs to the notion of form as

194 1043a36-b4.

195 Here 1 disagree with D. Bostock (1994) p. 261, who argues that: “it is
somewhat surprising, then, that here Aristotle does not commit himself,
but says only that the word “animal” might have both meanings”. As it
will appear clear in the following, I argue that Aristotle solves the puzzle
by referring the notion of essence to that of actuality.
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actuality within the latter field (TO y&p Ti fjv elval TS €idel

Kal Tfj évepyeia Umapxet ).

T

Now, we must ask ourselves which different field (wpos T
aAAo) Aristotle is here referring to, since it is perfectly clear that
the analysis of the sensible substances is at the core of Book H

as a whole!’

. For, once understood such other domain of
research, it will be possible to understand also which role is
played by the notion of essence and by the notion of form as

actuality, respectively.

I argue that Aristotle aims here at comparing the logical-abstract
approach to the question of what is substance, which is
developed at length in Z4-6, with the explanatory approach of
Z17-H.

As we know, Aristotle begins the enquiry of Z4-6 on the notion
of 16 Ti v efvat arguing:

“Since at the start we distinguished the various marks by which
we determine substance, and one of these was thought to be the
essence, we must investigate this. And first let us say something
about it in the abstract (Aoy1kcds) '™,

In this context I will not provide a detailed analysis of the role
played by the concept of TO Ti fjv elvat in Z4-6. Rather, I want

to underline two aspects of that section of Book Z which can

196 This claim can be read as parallel to what Aristotle states in other similar
contexts, where the notion of essence is said to be equivalent to other
concepts that variously refer to the domain of the formal cause. In Z7
1032b1-2, for instance, within the physical analysis of the different ways
of becoming, Aristotle argues that: “By form I mean the essence of each
thing and its primary substance” (e{8os 8¢ Aéyw TO Ti fv elval exdoTou
kal TN TpcdTNV ouciav). In Z10 the soul is said to be “the form and the
essence of a body of a certain kind” (1o €idos kai TO Ti fjv elval TS
Toigde oouaTl). In the already recalled line of Z17 1041a28, the notion
of substance as principle and cause is identified with the TO Ti fjv elval as
its corresponding abstract concept (ToUTo & éoTi TO Ti fv elval cog
elTeiv Aoy1kéds). Thus, since in H2 Aristotle has dealt with the notion of
form as actuality, it is perfectly clear why in H3 he says that the essence
as abstract concept belongs to the form in its dynamical aspect, namely to
the évépyela.

197 See H1 1042a24-26 and my remarks ad loc. §1.4

198 See Z4 1029b11-13.
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shed some light on the train of thought of H3's first paragraph.

1) In Z4-6 no reference to the notion of matter is present, while,
as we have shown so far, it appears to be the key one of H's
enquiry'”;

2) in Z4-6 the notion of TO Ti v eival has mainly what I call a
“disambiguating” role.

Such a role depends on its being for each thing “what it is said to
be in virtue of itself” (& AéyeTal kaB® autd ). Sketchily, we
can observe how, thanks to the right understanding of the
meaning of this formula, the notion of essence helps us to
disambiguate:

a) the case of the primary substances, which have a proper
definition, from the case of the accidental composites, which can
have just a secondary and derived kind of definition®’’;

b) the case of the primary substances from the case of the
properties, which are definable only “by addition”**;

c) the cases where a thing and its essence are the same (primary
substances) from the cases where they are different (accidental
composites)**.

It must be remarked how in Z4-6 Aristotle gains all these
outcomes moving from a logical-abstract approach to the
question of being. This means that the disambiguating role of
the notion of TO Ti fv elvar works as such only within a
categorial framework. This entails also a categorial

understanding of the notion of composition which has been

overcome starting from the following chapter of Z, namely Z7.

199 Here I roughly follow the overall reading of Z4-6 provided by M.
Burnyeat (2001). See especially p. 23: “These chapters will abstract from
the principles appropriate to the subject-matter of first philosophy. Form
and the correlative concept of matter will not reappear until Z7 and Z10.
With one possible exception, the “logical” stage of this discussion
extends from Z4.1029b13 to the end of Z6”.

200 Z4 1029b14.

201 See the whole argument of Z4 and lines 1030b4-7 especially.

202 See the whole argument of Z5.

203 See the whole argument of Z6.
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From that place, in fact, it occurs what I have called “the
emergence of hylomorphism” in the central Books of
Metaphysics. Hence, while in Z4-6 the question about the
composite character of something concerns the accidental
composition of some substances with some properties belonging
to categories other than that of substance (as for instance in the
case of “white man”), from Z7 Aristotle deals with the
hylomorphic composition of sensible substances (as for instance
in the case of “animal” as “a soul in a body”’). Now, while in Z4-
6 the abstract concept of TO Ti v eival helps us to distinguish
what has a proper definition from what has not, in the
explanatory paradigm of H such a disambiguating role: 1)
belongs to the concept of actuality and 2) concerns the alleged
semantic ambiguity between the reference to the form and that
to the composite. This ambiguity is, however, only alleged. For,
Aristotle has already explained in H2 that the cause by reason of
which some material elements are a definite composite
substance is the notion of form as actuality. Here he just points
out the semantic consequence of such an ontological relation.
Hence, “animal” can mean both the form and the composite
since both meanings are unified by the notion of soul as
actuality. But this is possible only because the soul determines
ontologically the being and the unity of fleshes and bones as
concrete living body.

Aristotle's goal in H3's first paragraph seems, then, to be the
following. Since the main conclusions of H1-2 are: a) that
sensible substances are matter, form and the composite and b)
that, in defining, those we speak of matter refer to what the
substance is potentially, those we speak of form refer to what the
substance is actually, those who bring together the two
meanings refer to what the substance is as composite, still, the

unifying principle both for things and their definitions is the
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notion of form as actuality.
Also the final statement at 1043b1-4 could remind us of Z4-6's
section, for Aristotle argues that:

“soul and to be soul are the same (TauTdv), but to be man and
man are not the same (oU TauTow), unless indeed the soul is to
be called man; and in that case in one way they are the same
and in another way not ”.

62 which we

Here we can see a hint to the main theme of Z
have above said to consist in disambiguating the cases where a
thing and its essence are the same from the cases where they are
different. In that context it was easy for Aristotle to prove how in
the cases of primary substances there is identity between the
thing and its essence. Here, the same claim seems to be restated,
since it is clear why the soul and to be soul (Wuxn uev yap kai
wuxi elvatl) are the same. But, on the contrary, to be man and
man (avBpcome d¢ kal GvbpcoTros) are not the same, since the
essence of man (its soul) does not coincide with its being a
composite of matter (fleshes and bones) and form (soul). The
only way to conceive them as the same might depend on a
aleatory use of semantics: €l pn kal 1 Wuxn avBpwoos
AexOrjoeTa’®.

Once again it appears clear the key-role of matter for H's enquiry.
While within the logical-abstract analysis of the concept of
essence (Z4-6) some semantic ambiguities are actually puzzling,
within the causal analysis of sensible substances of Z17-H they
cease to be such thanks to the unifying role of form as actuality.
While in Z4-6 Aristotle never refers to the notion of matter, in H
he starts off from the assumption that all sensible substances

have matter. This entails that, while within a categorial

framework the lack of identity between a thing and its essence

204 See also W.D. Ross (1924) p.231 and E.C. Halper (2005) p. 168.

205 1043b3-4. See Londinenses (1984) pp. 11-12: “it might be thought to
imply that the use of “man” to mean just “soul” is something of a rarity,
or at least an addition (gl ur) kai) to the more ordinary use of “man” to
mean the composite”.
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depends on the accidental composition (as for instance in the
case of “white man”), within a hylomorphic framework it
depends on the material composition of a sensible substance (as

for instance in the case of “animal” conceived as living being)*"’".

However, we have to ask ourselves why Aristotle introduces the
difference between these two approaches in the way he does at
the beginning of H3. As we have seen above, in fact, the
examples of some names that can refer both to the form and the
composite (house, line, animal) recall the enquiry of Z11 on what
things are part of the form and what of the composite. On the

contrary in Z4-6 no reference to such a question is present.

I argue that through the concept of form as actuality, described in
H2, Aristotle does not want only to distinguish H's approach to
the question of substance from the logical-abstract one of Z4-6.
Rather, he aims at underlining also the difference between H's
analysis and Z11's one. That chapter of Z, in fact, differs from
Z4-6, since Aristotle deals with the question of composition in its
hylomorphic aspect rather than in its categorial one, but it also
differs from H2-3. As I have tried to show above, even if
Aristotle alludes to the potentiality-actuality solution of the

compositional puzzle in Z11**®

, only after Z17 - namely in Book
H - he can apply his dynamic understanding of hylomorphism in
its appropriate formal model. As I have remarked, Z17's
explanatory approach to the question of being mainly consists in
asking “why a certain matter is some definite thing”. For what
concerns the compositional puzzle this means to understand the
material elements of a composite being towards their

determinateness, namely in their being potentially something

else.

206 See Z6 1031b18-28.
207 See also Z11 1036a33-b7.
208 See Z11 1036b21-32.
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Thus, it is likely that H3's dynamic understanding of the unifying
formal principle as actuality definitely overcomes any possible
ambiguity between what refers to “form” and what refers to

“composite”.
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§3.2 The substance as cause of the composite thing

In the present paragraph I will deal with the argument of H3
1043b4-14. Although Aristotle does not mention at all the notion
of évépyela, as done in H2 and in H3 1043b2, also in these lines
he focuses on the formal principle of something as cause of
being. Moreover, as it occurs in the first paragraph of H3, also in
the second one, the main theme is the relation between the

substance as cause of being and the composite thing.
Aristotle argues that:

“If we consider we find that the syllable is not produced by the
letters and composition®”, nor is the house bricks and
composition. And this is right; for the composition or mixing is
not produced by those things of which it is the composition or
mixing. And the same is true in the other cases, e.g. if the
threshold is characterized by its position, the position is not
produced by the threshold, but rather the latter is produced by the
former. Nor is man animal and biped, but there must be
something besides these, if these are matter,—something which
is neither an element in the whole nor produced by an element,
but is the substance, which people eliminate and state the matter.
If then this is the cause of the thing’s being, and if the cause of its
being is its substance, they cannot be stating the substance
itself'°,

The whole argument depends on what Aristotle has shown both
in Z17 and H2 and it can be, in turn, divided into two sub-
sections. While from line b4 until line b10 Aristotle deals with

the relation between material composition and form, from line

209 Both here and in the subsequent lines I do not follow Ross's translation of
ouvBeots with the English “juxtaposition”. Rather, and in accordance
both with the previous reference to the same term in H2 1042b16 and
with the notes ad loc. of the same Ross, see W.D. Ross (1924) p. 231, 1
translate oUvBeois with “composition”.

2101043b4-14: oU @aivetal 8n {nTotow 1) oUAAaT) €K TV oTolxEiwY
ovUoa Kai ouvbéoews, oUd’ 1) oikia TAivBol Te kai oUvBeois. kKail TouTo
6pBcds: oU ydp €oTw 1) oUvBects oud’ 1) WIElS EK ToUTwV OV EoTI
ouvbeois 1) WiELs. Spoicos 8t oudt TV dAAwv oubév, olov i 6 oUdods
Béoel, ok £k TOU oudou 1) Béots AAAG HaAAoV oUTos EE ékeivng. oude
81 6 &vbpeotrds EoTi TO Cédov Kai Sitrouv, dAA& Ti Sei eivat O Tapa
TaUTG E0TIv, el Taub’ UAn, oUte 8¢ oTolxelov oUT’ €k oToixeiou, AAN
1 ovcia- O éatpoivTes TNV UANV Aéyouciv. el odv ToUT aiTiov Tou
elval, kai ovucia ToUTo, aUThv &V TTV ouciav oU Aéyolev.
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bl0 to line bl4, he applies the question of the material
composition of something to the notion of form conceived as

object of definition.

The link between the first sub-section and the explanatory
paradigm of Z17-H2 emerges clearly from the examples that
Aristotle mentions. While the example of the syllable (cuAAaf3n)
occurs in the last paragraph of Z17*", the examples of the house
(oikia) and of the threshold (oU8ds) occur in H2?'?. Moreover,
Aristotle focuses on the relation between such composite
substances and a series of differentiae already mentioned in H2:

composition (oUvBeois), mixing (HiE1s), position (Béois)*".
At lines b4-8 it is said that:

“the syllable is not produced by the letters and composition (€k
T&V oTolxeiwv Kal ouvBéoews), nor is the house bricks and
composition (TTAivBol Te kai oUvbeois)”. And this is right; for
the composition or mixing is not produced by those things of
which (ék ToUTwv cov) it is the composition or mixing”.

It could be tempting to read these lines as a mere rephrasing of
the final argument of Z17. In that context, Aristotle explains how
a composite thing must not be understood as a mere heap
(0wpos), but rather as a unity (€v). This entails that we must
find, for each case, that principle which, being not material, is
responsible for the unity of the material elements of each
composite thing. As we know, such a principle is identified with
the notion of substance as “aiTiov ToU eival™:

“As regards that which is compounded out of something so that
the whole is one—not like a heap, however, but like a syllable,—
the syllable is not its elements, ba is not the same as b and a, nor
is flesh fire and earth; for when they are dissolved the wholes, i.e.
the flesh and the syllable, no longer exist, but the elements of the
syllable exist, and so do fire and earth. The syllable, then, is

something—not only its elements (the vowel and the consonant)
but also something else; and the flesh is not only fire and earth or

211 See 1041b11-33.
212 See, respectively, 1043a15-19 and 1042b26-27; 1043a7.
213 See, respectively, 1042b16; 1042b29; 1042b19.
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the hot and the cold, but also something else. Since, then, that
something must be either (a) an element (oToixeiov) or (b)
composed of elements (ék oToixeicov), if it is an element the
same argument will again apply; for flesh will consist of this and
fire and earth and something still further, so that the process will
go on to infinity; while if it is a compound, clearly it will be a
compound not of one but of many (or else it will itself be that
one), so that again in this case we can use the same argument as
in the case of flesh or of the syllable. But it would seem that this
is something, and not an element, (Ti ToUTO Kal OU GTOIXEIOV)
and that it is the cause which makes this thing flesh and that a
syllable (kal aiTiov ye ToU elval Todi pév cdpka Todi O
ouAAaPrv). And similarly in all other cases. And this is the
substance of each thing; for this is the primary cause of its being;
and since, while some things are not substances, as many as are
substances are formed naturally and by nature, their substance
would seem to be this nature, which is not an element but a
principle. An element is that into which a thing is divided and
which is present in it as matter, e.g. @ and b are the elements of
the syllable?'.

As a matter of fact, there are some analogies between this

argument of Z17 and lines 1043b4-8 of H3:
1) in both contexts it occurs the same example of the “syllable”;

2) in both contexts it is said that the cause of the syllable's being,
which remains undetermined in Z17 and which is identified with
the composition (oUvBeots) in H3?'"’: a) is neither a further
material element (oToixeiov) alongside the letters as material
elements of the syllable; b) nor it is composed of more than one
material element (ék oToixeicov). In this sense, the clearest
parallel between the two contexts concerns Z17 1041b19-20
and H3's rephrasing of the same claim at 1043b11-12.

It is clear that the final argument of Z17 is on the background of
H3's second paragraph, insofar as in both places Aristotle deals

with the concept of substance in its explanatory role. However,

214 717 1041b11-33.

215 As a matter of fact, in Z17 Aristotle does not specify the principle of
being through which the letters as material elements are the syllable as
composite. By contrast, in H3 he seems to think that such formal principle
is that of oUvBeois. On this point see also D. Bostock (1994) p. 262.
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as in the first paragraph of H3, also in the second one, Aristotle
seems to be mainly interested in disambiguating the relation
between the formal principle and the notion of composite. While
in the first argument such a disambiguation concerned a
hypothetical semantic overlapping between these two notions, in
the second argument it concerns the difference between the
material nature of the composite substances and the immaterial
nature of the form as principle of being. Although Aristotle has
already underlined such a difference in the final argument of
Z17, in H3 he does not merely rephrase the same analysis. By
contrast, he deals with the difference between the form and the

composite in the light of what he has argued in H2.

A first evidence of this is given by the lack of the same
argumentative structure which was at the core of Z17. In that
place, Aristotle proved how: a) to understand the principle of
being of the composite things as a further material element
alongside the others entailed a new puzzle about the unity
between this “new” material principle and the material elements
of the composite?'’; b) to understand the principle of being as in
itself composed of material elements led the puzzle back to its
starting-point with the mere substitution of the items involved
(for, the principle would have been the same nature of the

syllable whose unity it should help us to understand?'").

Now, while the statement at H3 1043b4-6 (“the syllable is not
produced by the letters and composition, nor is the house bricks
and composition”) can be easily referred to the argument of Z17
1041b20-22, the statement at H3 1043b6-8 is quite different from
the argument of Z17 1041b22-25. For, while this latter deals with
the hypothesis that the formal principle is composed of elements

(ék oToixeicwv), in H3 1043b6-8 Aristotle says that “the

216 See Z17 1041b20-22.
217 See Z17 1041b22-25.
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composition or mixing is not produced by those things of which
it is the composition or mixing (¢k TOUTwWV OV 0TI cUVBeoIs T
MiELs)”. As it is evident, the main difference between the two
passages lies on the fact the in H3 Aristotle identifies the alleged
elements of which the formal principle would be composed with

those elements that it actually unifies in the composite thing.

Thus, although some analogies with Z17's final paragraph
subsist, in H3 Aristotle does not merely rephrase the same
argument. On the contrary, I argue that he grounds the argument
of H3 1043b4-8 on the more recent account of H2. Roughly
speaking, the bulk of these lines is the following: the formal
principle can not be understood as material simply because on
this principle depends the being of the material elements as

consistently arranged in a determinate composite substance.

Once granted this framework, it is possible to solve the several

textual puzzles of H3's second paragraph.

First, it can be preserved the logical consecution between the two

first arguments, which the clause yap at line 7 seems to entail:

“the syllable is not produced by the letters and composition, nor
is the house bricks and composition . And this is right; for
(yap) the composition or mixing is not produced by those things
of which it is the composition or mixing”.

In his commentary Ross argues that Aristotle's reasoning is here
unconsecutive:

“The syllable does not consist of the letters + their composition.
This is natural because the composition does not consist of the
letters. The second sentence contains a suggestion which is quite
different from that contained in the first, and ydap is

unjustifiable. Aristotle rejects both suggestions: the form is oUte
8¢ oTouxelov oUT’ ¢k oToixeiou 1.127%18,

Now what Ross finds “unjustifiable”, through the use of yap at

line b7, is the consecution between the first argument at lines b4-

218 W.D. Ross (1924) p. 231.
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6 - where Aristotle rejects the understanding of the formal
principle as if it were an element — and the second argument at
lines b8 — where Aristotle rejects the understanding of the formal
principle as if it were composed of elements. In other words: why
does Aristotle seem to suggest, through the reference to yap,
that we can not understand, for instance, the ouvbeois as an

element since the oUvBeois is not composed of elements?

To put the question in this way, however, means to read the
whole argument as merely rephrasing the schema of Z17, but, as
we have shown above, the two passages are not exactly the

same?"’

. On the contrary, H3's argument does not only reject a
material understanding of the formal principle (like Z17), but it

rejects such understanding in the light of H2.

This suggestion can preserve the consecution between the two
arguments of 1043b4-6 and b6-8. For, what Aristotle argues,
would seem to work in the following way: we have no reason to
regard the syllable as determined by the letters + the composition
or the house as determined by the bricks + the composition, since
the composition, which in H2 has been said to be a differentia **°
- namely a formal principle - is not composed of the material
elements of the syllable or of the house. By contrast, the
composition arranges those elements (letters or bricks) in

consistent wholes (a syllable or a house).

Hence, pace Ross, the consecution between the two arguments is

perfectly clear: we can not understand a composite substance as

219 D. Bostock (1994) p. 262, acknowledges the analogy between the two
passages, but he just develops Ross's reading of the whole argument of
H3 1043b4-10 as “unconsecutive”: “In Z17 the claim that the
combination is not itself an element was argued at 41b20-2, and then a
different argument was given for the further point that the combination is
not composed of elements (41b22-5). Here in H3 the further point is
cited as if it were reason for the first point, which it evidently is not.
Aristotle would appear to be forgetting the details of his earlier
discussion”.

220 See 1042b16.
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produced by its material elements + its form, for (yap) the form
is not produced by the juxtaposition of the material elements of
the composite being. In other words, once we have shown in H2
that the differentiae are radically different, from an ontological
viewpoint, from those material elements they arrange in a
consistent composite whole, there is no reason to understand the
formal principle of something as a material element alongside the
others*'. To conclude, the whole argument is grounded on an
ontological evidence. Such ontological evidence, however, helps
us clarify better the abstract paradigm of Z17. For, it prevents us
from establishing any sort of transitivity between material
juxtapositions. To rephrase Aristotle's words, we can not
understand the composite as matter + form since the form is not

matter + matter.

Moving from this general reading of the whole passage, it is
possible to solve also the other textual puzzles of lines 1043b4-
10.

Such puzzles would concern:

1) the meaning of the preposition ék, which occurs four times:

lines 1043b5,7,9,10;
2) the extension of the relation described in 1043b4-8 to other

cases: “Opoicas O¢ oUdt TV dAAwV oubév” (b8);

3) the consistence between what argued until line 8 and the
example concerning the “threshold” and the “position”

mentioned at lines 9-10;

The Londinenses have shown the mutual relation between 1) and
2) and have tried to provide a consistent reading of the whole

argument:

“(1) Does ¢k have the same meaning throughout the passage, or

221 Similar conclusions, even if reached through a different argument, are in
T. Scaltsas (1994a) pp. 69-71.
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does it first mean “consist of” (b5) and then “be adequately
defined in terms of (b7)? This latter view enables the y&p clause
to give a reason for the one before it. Again at b9 Aristotle is
presumably saying that either a threshold or a position “consists
in” the other, but that reference to position is more important for
understanding threshold than reference to a threshold is for
understanding position. (2) Does ouoicos (b8) imply that all the
cases that fail to do so for the same reason? If we are right under
(1) we can presumably say yes, at any rate so far as the ensuing
threshold example goes. TGV d&AAwv refers to the cases
mentioned at 1042b15 ff. (cf. 1043a7-12)"*%,

In order to evaluate carefully such reading, it can be useful to
report again what Aristotle says in H3 1043b4-14:

“If we consider we find that the syllable is not produced by the
letters and composition, nor is the house bricks and composition.
And this is right; for the composition or mixing is not produced
by those things of which it is the composition or mixing. And the
same is true in the other cases, e.g. if the threshold is
characterized by its position, the position is not produced by the
threshold, but rather the latter is produced by the former”.

The key-suggestion of the Londinenses consists in differentiating
the meaning of the first €k (line b5), which would indicate, like
in Z17, a sort of material composition (“consist of”), from the
meaning of the following references to the same preposition
(lines b7-9-10), which would indicate a sort of definitional
dependance (“be adequately defined in terms of”). I argue that
this suggestion can be accepted as valid®”, but under certain
conditions:

a) iff the translation of éx with “be adequately defined in terms
of” presupposes the ontological background of H2, namely iff it
presupposes that the each material composite depends
ontologically on its proper differentia;

b) iff such differentiation of meanings is meant as at working

only from the references to €k at lines 9,10 and not from line 7,

where Aristotle is still dealing with the issue about the material

222 Londinenses (1984) pp. 13-14.
223 Pace Ross, who argues that: “the use of ék in two quite different senses
is most improbable” See W.D. Ross (1924) p. 231.
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composition of something (namely with its material “consisting
of” something else)**.

¢) iff the references to opoics and to “TéV GAAwv” at line b8
are both meant as extending the cases about the material
composition of something to the more general relation between
composite and form (and as this latter is described in H2).

All these three conditions (a,b,c) enables us to solve what we
have above indicated with 3). Namely, the puzzle concerning the
consistence of the example that Aristotle provides at line 9 with
what he argues before. This puzzle has been raised by Bostock in
his Commentary:

“Unfortunately, Aristotle does not say quite the right thing about
this example. What he should have said is this. Just as a syllable
is several letters in a certain combination (arrangement), so the
threshold is (say) a stone slab in a certain position (arrangement).
And just as the combination of the letters is not itself composed
of those letters, so equally the position of the slab is not itself
composed of the slab. What he said instead is that the position is
not composed of the threshold. No doubt the slip is not
important, but without it he could not have gone on “it would be
better to say that the threshold is composed of it”*>.

What Bostock seems to look for, here, is a mere rephrasing of
H2's arguments. In particular, he clearly refers to 1043a7-12,
where Aristotle has argued that:

“If we had to define a threshold, we should say ‘wood or stone in
such and such a position’, and a house we should define as
‘bricks and timbers in such and such a position’ (or we may name
that for the sake of which as well in some cases), and if we
define ice we say ‘water frozen or solidified in such and such a
way’, and harmony is ‘such and such a blending of high and

224 1In this sense the Londinenses seem to force the text, by arguing that the
translation of ék at line b7 with “be adequately defined in terms of”
should “enable the yap clause to give a reason for the one before it”.
Still, it remains obscure why a more useful definitional reference (as that
to “position” over “threshold”) can explain an ontological feature (the
fact that the “syllable” does not “consist of” “the letters and
composition”). Thus, it seems more cautious to think that a different
meaning of €k is at work only starting from b9. Symptomatically, the
Londinenses do not quote the example at lines 7-8, which concerns the
same things of line 4-6, but that concerning the relation between
“threshold” and “position”, which occurs only at lines b9-10.

225 D. Bostock (1994) p. 263.
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low’; and similarly in all other cases”.

However, it is far from being evident the reason why Aristotle
should restate such an argument in H3. After H2, in fact, it is
obvious that “the threshold is a stone slab in a certain position
(arrangement)”. Moreover, what Bostock defines as a “slip”
should, rather, be regarded as a “shift”. For, after explaining in
1043b4-8 that we can not understand either the composite as
matter + form, or the form as matter + matter, Aristotle shifts to
the more general question about the relation between the
composite (the threshold) and its formal principle (the

position)**

. While in the previous lines Aristotle recalls the
ontological dependance of the composite on the form in order to
deny whichever material understanding of this latter, in 1043b8-
10 he just recalls the ontological hierarchy between the two
items. It could be objected that in this way Aristotle simply
restates the most general outcome of H2, namely the fact that the
differentia as actuality is the principle by reason of which a
certain matter is some definite thing. I argue that this is exactly

the case. However, the statement according to which:

“if the threshold is characterized by its position, the position is
not determined by the threshold, but rather the latter is
determined by the former”

is neither a mere redundancy nor a wrong conclusion of the
whole argument as Bostock supposes. By contrast, through it,
Aristotle aims just at reminding us the general task of H3:
namely, the disambiguation between the notion of composite and
the notion of form (as he does in H3's first paragraph®’). Once
again, after the claim at 1043b4, we can argue that: “the form
and the composite do not coincide”.

In the following lines of 1043b10-14, Aristotle deals with the

definitional outcome of what argued so far. The clearest evidence

226 As 1 have shown above, it is in this way that we must regard the
statement at 1043b8: “Ouoicos 8¢ oUdt TV &AAcov oubév”.
227 See §3.1
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of this is given by the references to the verb Aéyco at lines
b13,14.

“Nor is man animal and biped, but there must be something
besides these, if these are matter,—something which is neither an
element in the whole nor produced by an element, but is the
substance, which people eliminate and state (Aéyoucw) the
matter. If then this is the cause of the thing’s being, and if the
cause of its being is its substance, they cannot be stating (ou
Aéyolev) the substance itself 7%,

In his commentary, Ross has cleared up both the thematic and
textual puzzles of these lines:

“To treat genus and differentia as if they existed side by side like
material elements and required a third thing to unite them is un-
Aristotelian. Cf. Z12 and H6, where Aristotle makes the unity of
essence depend on the fact that genus has no existence apart from
differentia. Dittemberger therefore would omit oUdt...diTrouv as
an interpolation due to a misunderstanding of ch.6, and treat
Oopolws... ¢€keivns as parenthetical. He has, however,
misunderstood what Aristotle says. “Man is not Ccyov + ditrouv
but {&ov ditouv (Z 1037b12-14). To describe him as Céoov +
ditrouv is to treat these as the materials of which he consists, and
if these are mere materials, then there must be something else
which is neither an element nor composed of elements but the
substance, this they omit and mention only the matter, if they
describe them as {gov + dimouv™.

As Ross clearly shows, in these lines Aristotle applies the main
outcomes of Z17-H2 to the definitional structure of a form such
as, for instance, that of “man”. As in the cases of the composite
substances (“syllable” and “house”), also in the case of the form
“man”, we can not understand the relation between its genus
(“animal”) and its differentia (“biped”) as a relation of material
juxtaposition®’. If this would be the case, we should seek for a
further principle of explanation of its being (aiTiov ToU eival),

which, after Z17 and H2, we know to be identical with the notion

228 oUdt 8 6 &vbpoTrds €Tt TO Cédov Kai dirouv, dAA& T Bel elval &
Tapd TalTd gtoTw, & Taub UAn, olte 8¢ oToixeiov oUT ¢k
oToixeiou, &AN’ 1) ovcia: & eEaipoivTes TV UANV Aéyouowv. ei olv
ToUT aiTiov Tou elval, kai oUcia ToUTo, aUTrv av Trv ouciav ov
Aéyotev.

229 W.D. Ross (1924) p. 232.

230 Such a relation is here indicated by the conjunction kai (b10).
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of oucla. But Aristotle denies both the premise and the
consequence of such a possible account.

As we know from Z12, in the definitions arising out of divisions,
as, for instance, in that of “man” as “biped animal”:

1) either the genus absolutely does not exist apart from its
species (un €0T1 TTapa Ta s yévous eidn) or it exists as matter
of them (cos UAN)*';

2) the last differentia will be the substance of the thing and its
definition (1) TeAevTaia diagopa 1 oUcia ToU MPAYHATOS
goTal kai 6 Oplouds ).

However, in H3 1043b10-11, Aristotle does not recall Z12's
discussion about the definition of “man”. Here he just confines
himself to indicate which conclusion one should accept (&AA& T1
Oel elval O Tapa TauTd éoTw), if the premise is accepted (ei
Taub’ UAn)*>.

Thus, we can conclude that the whole passage has mainly a
negative and a dialectical purpose. In order to understand which
alternative account of the definition of a form Aristotle is here
challenging, we must carefully analyse the meaning of the
statement at lines 1043b12-13: O é€aipolvTes Tnv UANV
Aéyouow.

In his commentary Ross rejects Alexander's suggestion that
e€aipoivTes governs Trv UAnv (553.7), by asking:

“Which people name when they eliminate the matter.”” What
people? Alexander suggests the Platonists. But a reference to
them is out of place. Aristotle is dealing in this chapter with the
common tendency to describe a whole as a sum of parts or
materials, omitting the principle of unity; cf. 1044a3,6. Lines 10-
14 form a much more consecutive piece of reasoning if

¢EaipotvTes be taken to govern & 2,

231 Cf. Z12 1038a5-9.

232 Cf. Z12 1038a19-20.

233 1In this sense, the statement at H3 1043b11-12 nearly recalls Aristotle's
parallel way of reasoning at Z17 1041b19-23.

234 W.D. Ross (1924) p. 232.
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Both the Londinenses and Bostock substantially agree with this
reading of the text . In his unpublished work, Menn accepts
Ross's account from a textual viewpoint, but he suggests that the
general criticism is here against the Platonists.

“But why exactly are the Platonists supposed to be committed to
the conclusion that the differentia, alone or with the genus,
cannot be the oucia of X? Is it simply because they use the
metaphorical term oToixeiov for the genus and the differentia?
Presumably the reason is, rather, that the Platonists are
committed to the differentiac and genera being each Téde T
(like a series of separated points or units, as Aristotle will say in
H3 1043b32-1044all), so that each of them could exist without
the others, and so that another explanation, beyond the essence of
the genera and differentiae themselves, will be needed for why
they are combined; and then, by the argument of Z17 and H2,
that explanation will be the real ovUocia of the composite.
Undoubtedly Aristotle could strengthen his argument with further
considerations, arguing that no further cause could succeed in
uniting the genera and differentiae, because (on the Platonist
assumption) these are already actual ouciai, and no ovUcia can
be out of ovucial present in it in actuality; or because, if the
genera and differentiae are of themselves only potentially united
to each other, no further cause can actually unite them, because
there are no unactualized potentialities and no efficient causes
within the realm of essentially unmoved things. However,
Aristotle does not need these considerations here, and he seems
to deliberately refrain in H3 from introducing considerations
about actuality and potentiality--the notion of actuality will be
mentioned once, in the last section of H3 (1044a7-9), but as a
positive hint in the middle of a critical passage, to be developed
in Aristotle's positive solution in H6. Here the concentration is on
the difficulties that the Platonists get into on their own terms”**.

I agree with Menn in thinking that here Aristotle makes a
polemical hint to the Platonic way of defining the form of “man”.
Especially the statement aAA& Tt Bel eival & Tapa TaiTd
goTw at line bl1, which postulates the search for a further item
in the explanation of the being and unity of man as animal +
biped, can be read as an anticipation of the criticism to the

Platonic doctrine of Participation which Aristotle will develop in

235 Londinenses (1984) pp. 14-15; D. Bostock (1994) p. 263.
236 S. Menn (unpublished work) p. Il 23.
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H6*’. However, I disagree with Menn for what concerns the
details of his reading. It is undoubted that, within the criticism
against the Platonic account of universals (Z13-Z16), Aristotle
denies that the genus and the differentia of a certain form can be

2% However, it

both understood as separate and determinate items
is far from being clear why in H3 Aristotle should challenge the
Platonic account of substances as composed out of other
substances, which are in actuality, by referring to these latter
(genus and differentia) through the concept of matter. As we have
seen, in fact, in 1043a10-14, he challenges the account of those
who suppose that animal and biped are matter (g1 Tau6’ UAn) of
man. Thus, we could ask ourselves why Aristotle should criticize
the Platonic reading of genus and differentia as Téde T1 through
the notion of matter, which, as we know from HI, is only
potentially determinate. Hence, pace Menn, it is more cautious to
think that Aristotle aims here at challenging the Platonists only
for their metaphorical use of the term oToixeiov for the genus
and the differentia’.

Moreover, such a more deflationary reading of these lines, fit
better with the general dependance of the whole H3's second
paragraph on Z17's train of thought. For, also in 1043b10-14, the
main opposition concerns a materialistic understanding of the
notion of form as produced by elements juxtaposed the ones
alongside the others from the Aristotelian understanding of it as
cause and principle of being.

The natural conclusion of H3's second paragraph is at lines
1043b23-32, where Aristotle tackles with the Antisthencans'

240

theory of definition**. Before moving towards such a discussion,

in H3's third paragraph (1043b14-23), Aristotle makes a

237 Cf. §6

238 See especially Z13 1038b29-30, 1039a3-7; Z14 1039a24-33; Z16 1041a3-
5.

239 See, for instance, Z151040a22-26.

240 See §3.4
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digression about the ungenerable and unperishable status of

forms and the generable and perishable status of the composites.
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§3.3 A digression: Ungenerability of Forms and Generability
of Composites
At lines 1043b14-23 it is argued that:

“(This, then, must either be eternal or it must be destructible
without being ever in course of being destroyed, and must have
come to be without ever being in course of coming to be. But it
has been proved and explained elsewhere that no one makes or
generates the form, but it is a ‘this’ that is made, i.e. the complex
of form and matter that is generated. Whether the substances of
destructible things can exist apart, is not yet at all clear; except
that obviously this is impossible in some cases—in the case of
things which cannot exist apart from the individual instances,
e.g. house or utensil. Perhaps neither these things themselves, nor
any of the other things which are not formed by nature, are
substances at all; for one might say that the nature in natural
objects is the only substance to be found in destructible
things)*!.

Scholars agree on regarding these lines of H3 as parenthetical.
The main evidence in favour of this is given by the reference to
woTe (“therefore”) at 1043b23, which opens the following
paragraph of H3 by referring back to the discussion led in
1043b4-14 (H3's second paragraph) **.

Bostock has provided the most deflationary account of H3's third
paragraph by arguing that: “it surely cannot have been written for
the context in which we now find it***”. However, two points at
least ask for a non-deflationary reading of the digression.

First, in H3's final statement (lines 1044all-14), it occurs a

rough summary of the chapter, which seems to recall the

241 &vdaykn 81 Tautnv 1 &idiov eival 1} pBap Ty &veu ToU @beipeobal
Kal yeyovéval &Gveu ToU yiyveoBal. dédeikTal Be kal dednAwTal év
&dAAots &1t TO eidos oubels TrolEl oUdE yevwd, dAA& TolEiTal TODE,
yiyvetal 8¢ TO ék ToUTwv. el d'ciol TéV @BapTdv ai ovcial
XwploTai, oudéy T dijAov: ATV OTL ¥y’ évicov ouk EvdéxeTal
Siidov, doa ur oldv Te Tapd T& Twa elval, olov oikiav 1| OKelos.
{ows pév olv oud’ ovoial giciv oUT aUT& TalTa oUTE TI TV
dAAcov boa Ut pUOEL CUVECGTIKEY: THV Y&p UoIY pévnv &v Tis Bein
TNV €v Tois pBapTois olciav.

242 See W.D. Ross (1924) p. 232; Londinenses (1984) p. 15; D. Bostock
(1994) p. 266; M. Burnyeat (2001) p. 70 n. 144;

243 D. Bostock (1994) p. 266.
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digression at lines 1043b14-23%*, For, it is argued that:

“Let this then suffice for an account of the generation and
destruction of so-called substances—in what sense it is possible
and in what sense impossible—and of the reduction of things to
number”*¥,

Second, as remarked by Halper, the introductory clause of the
digression - avdykn 8 - “suggests that an inference follows™**.
And this entails that the digression has some relation with what
Aristotle has argued in the second paragraph of H3 (1043b4-14).

As we know, at the end of that paragraph, Aristotle shows how
those who regard a definition as a mere juxtaposition of material
elements end with omitting the “cause of being”, namely the
substance. Now, at the beginning of the digression, Aristotle says

that:

“This, then, must either (aGvaykn &1 TauTnv 1)) be eternal or it
must be destructible without being ever in course of being
destroyed, and must have come to be without ever being in
course of coming to be”*’.

The pronoun “Tautnv” refers here to the feminine accusative

“auTnV Thv ouctav”, present in the previous statement.

“If then this is the cause of the thing’s being, and if the cause of
its being is its substance, they cannot be stating the substance
itself (ei oUv ToUT aiTiov ToU eival, kal ovcia ToUTO, aUTIV
av Tnv ouciav ou Aéyolev) ¥,

It is likely that, after stressing the need for a formal principle,

namely for the notion of substance as cause of being (which is

omitted within a materialistic understanding of definitions),

244 This point is stressed by both M. Burnyeat (2001) p. 70 n.144 and S.
Menn (unpublished work) Ilg p. 23.

245 Tepl pév odv yevécews kal pBopds TV Aeyouévwov oUciddv, TS

T eudéxeTal kKai TGS adlvaTov, kai TepL TAS €is TOV apibudv
AVaywYys, E0Tw UEXPL TOUTWY Sicoplopévov.
In accordance with his deflationary reading of the digression, D.
Bostock (1994), p. 271, suspects that these lines too are not the work of
Aristotle himself, but were added “by a somewhat careless editor”. As
we shall see in the following, Bostock's both suggestions must be
rejected.

246 See E.C. Halper (2005) p. 169.

247 1043bl4-16.

248 1043b13-14.
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Aristotle makes a digression about the nature of such a
principle*®.

Before analyzing into details the meaning of the digression, it
can be useful to provide an outline of the whole argument:

(1) Aristotle poses an alternative: (1a) either the substance, that is
the form, is eternal (7] aidiov eival) or (1b) it is destructible
without being ever in course of being destroyed (fj @BapTnv
aveu ToU @Beipecbal) and generable without ever being in
course of being generated (yeyovéval &veu ToU yiyveoOai)*;
(2) Aristotle develops (1b) by arguing that: “it has been proved

and explained elsewhere (év &AAois) that no one makes or

generates the form (TO el®os oUBels TTolel oUdt yevvd), but it is

249 Here I strongly disagree with Bostock's reading. Cf. D. Bostock (1994)
p. 264: “With the paragraph placed as it is, the “this” looks back to the
final occurrence of “substance” in the previous paragraph. But that is
incongruous, for the “substance” mentioned there is a non-existent
substance — a form that one would have to posit if one held, absurdly,
that man is composed of the two elements animality and two- footedness
in just the way that the syllable BA is composed of the two elements B
and A. But it is not this, wholly chimerical, substance that the present
paragraph is concerned with. It has something serious to say about
perfectly genuine Aristotelian forms. So one cannot believe that the
paragraph was composed for its present context”. Leaving aside the fact
that Bostock seems here to misunderstand the same nature of the
composition of the syllable, which is far from being the mere
composition of the two elements BA, but is rather a certain composition
of B and A (Cf. Z17 1041b12-13; H3 1043b4-6), there is no reason to
believe that the textual accordance between “this” and “substance” is
incongruous. The need for a substance conceived as “aiTiov ToU elval”
is, in fact, independent from the right understanding of the definition of
“man” as “biped animal”. As we have seen above, in fact, Aristotle's
train of thought at lines 1043b10-14 is the following: if one assumes
that, in the definition of man, the relation between the genus (“animal”)
and the differentia (“biped”) is that of a material juxtaposition, where
“man” would be “animal + biped”, then, the substance itself would be
omitted and it would be necessary to seek for a further principle of being
(aiTiov ToU eivat). The fact that for Aristotle such a principle is the
same notion of “biped” does not entail that at lines 1043b13-14 Aristotle
is concerned with “a wholly chimerical substance”. By contrast, arguing
that the omitted cause is “the cause of the thing's being”, Aristotle
restates the explanatory role of the formal principle as it is treated
starting from Z17. Hence, the accordance between “this” and
“substance” at line 1043b14 is perfectly congruous. Since both in H2
and in H3 Aristotle has dealt with the notion of substance as “cause of
being”, it is legitimate to ask whether such a principle is or is not
generable. Such a question is, then, at the core of the digression of H3's
third paragraph.

250 1043bl14-16.
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a ‘this’ that is made, i.e. the complex of form and matter that is
generated (GAA& TroleiTal TO®e, yiyvetar 8¢ TO €K
ToUTwV)>;

(3) Aristotle makes some remarks useful to develop (la) by
arguing that: “whether the substances of destructible things can
exist apart (el d’eiol TV PBapTAOV al oloial XwploTai), is
not yet at all clear (oUdév Treo 8fjhov); except that obviously this

is impossible in some cases—in the case of things which cannot

exist apart from the individual instances, e.g. house or utensil”*?,

(4) Aristotle provides a corollary of (3) clarifying that: “neither
these things themselves (namely the forms of the artifacts), nor
any of the other things which are not formed by nature, are
substances at all; for one might say that the nature in natural

objects is the only substance to be found in destructible

99253

things

8254

Points (2) and (3) roughly recall some arguments of Z8**, while

point (4) recalls Z17. As we shall see in the following, point (1)
brings forward some conclusion of A.

Lines 1043b16-18 (2) are a synthesis of the more accurate
account of Z8 1033b5-19, where Aristotle argues that:

“Obviously then the form also, or whatever we ought to call the
shape of the sensible thing, is not produced, nor does production
relate to it,—i.e. the essence is not produced; for this is that
which is made to be in something else by art or by nature or by
some capacity. But that there is a bronze sphere, this we make.
For we make it out of bronze and the sphere; we bring the form
into this particular matter, and the result is a bronze sphere. But if
the essence of sphere in general is produced, something must be
produced out of something. For the product will always have to
be divisible, and one part must be this and another that, I mean
the one must be matter and the other form. If then a sphere is the
figure whose circumference is at all points equidistant from the

251 1043b16-18. For a parallel way of reasoning see Z151039b22-27.

252 1043b18-21. See also A9 991b4-7.

253 1043b21-23.

254 Aristotle reminds us the analysis of Z8 quite explicitly, by referring to
what has been “proved and explained elsewhere” (8¢deiktal 8¢ kai
Sedrihcotal év &AAols). See 1043b16.
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centre, part of this will be the medium in which the thing made
will be, and part will be in that medium, and the whole will be
the thing produced, which corresponds to the bronze sphere. It is
obvious then from what has been said that the thing, in the sense
of form or substance, is not produced, but the concrete thing
which gets its name from this is produced, and that in everything
which comes to be matter is present, and one part of the thing is
matter and the other form”.

Generally speaking, it can be argued that such a recollection is
meant to develop the general task of H3. As in the first two
paragraphs, in fact, also in this third one Aristotle sharply
distinguishes the notion of form from the notion of composite. In
this case, the distinction regards the generable and perishable
status of the composites and the ungenerable and unperishable
status of the forms®”.

Lines 1043b19-21 (3), where Aristotle defines as impossible the
separation of the artificial Forms from their individual instances
(TTapa T& Twa elvan), recall the rhetorical question asked at Z8

1033b19-21:

“Is there then a sphere apart from the individual spheres (TTapa
Taode) or a house apart from the bricks (Tapa Tag
TAivBous)?”.

Here the distinction concerns the separate existence of the

composites, which has already been shown in H1%°, and the

255 Among the scholars, only S. Menn tries to read the digression as well
placed in the overall framework of H3. Especially, he suggests to refer
the digression to the argument which is at the core of H3' following
paragraph (1043b23-32), namely the question about the definability of
the composites. See S. Menn (unpublished work) Partll & p.24: “One
reason might be the analogy between definability and generability: as
only composites can be defined, so only composites can come-to-be, and
composites are resolved (into the parts of their Adyos, or into the
utrokeipevov and predicate of coming-to-be) into simples which cannot
themselves either be defined or come-to-be”. However, if the digression
about the generability of the composites is occasioned by the question
about their definability, it is unclear why Aristotle deals first with the
corollary argument and then with the main one. For this reason, it seems
to me more cautious to think that the digression about the generability of
the composites and the ungenerability of the forms is well placed in H3
because it too fleshes out the main argument of the whole chapter: the
disambiguation of the notion of form as principle of being from the
notion of the composite of matter and form.

256 See 1042a29-31 and my remarks ad loc. §1.4
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inseparable character of at least the forms of artifacts from their
concrete instantiations.

Lines 1043b21-23 (4), where Aristotle provides a deflationary
reading of the substancehood of artificial forms, nearly recall
Z17 1041b28-30:

“some things are not substances, as many as are substances are
formed naturally and by nature (évia ouk oucial TV
TPpayHaTwy, &aAN’ Ooal oucial, KaTa @UOY Kal @UOEL
ouveoTrikaol ¥7)”.

Now, we can legitimately ask ourselves why Aristotle refers here
to some arguments of Z8 and Z17. I argue that they are meant not
only to provide some further remarks on the ontological
difference between composites and forms, but they are also
meant to remind us one of the general tasks towards which H's
search as a whole is oriented. Namely, the deduction of separate
substances. As we have shown so far, H's approach to the
question of substance mainly develops the explanatory pattern of
Z17, where Aristotle explains how we must seek for the notion of
ovUola in its being the “reason why a certain matter is some
definite thing”. Yet, Aristotle adds that such a “fresh start” into
the analysis of what is substance can shed some light also on that
substance which is separate from the sensible ones*®. As we have
seen, in H Aristotle seems always to keep in mind such a broader
perspective of the research®’. In H1, for instance, he states that:
“of substances in the sense of formulae some are separable and
some are not™*®. Those substances which in HI are said to be

such “kata TOV Adyov” are clearly the Aristotelian forms. In

257 Here the parallel between the two passages is straightforward, since in
H3 1043b22 Aristotle refers to those substances which are not “guocel
OUVECTIKEV”.

258 See Z17 1041a6-10: “We should say what, and what sort of thing,
substance is, taking another starting-point; for perhaps from this we shall
get a clear view also of that substance which exists apart from sensible
substances (Kexwplopévn TV aiocOntdov ouciédw). Since, then,
substance is a principle and a cause, let us attack it from this standpoint”.

259 See Part I §1.5 of this work.

260 1042a31.
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H3's digression Aristotle goes on clarifying that the forms of the
artefacts can not exist apart from their concrete instantiations.
The way of being for such forms is explained in (1b)*', for it is
clear that the form of a house or of an utensil is neither in the
process of generation nor in the process of corruption. On the
contrary, what can be in both such processes is the composite

house or the composite utensil**

. Here Aristotle's reasoning
seems to entail that one sort of separation (the way of being
separate “without qualification”*®) depends on being, for
something, subject to generation and corruption. This is why I
have above argued that in H3's digression Aristotle develops the
option (1b) in (2), where he recalls Z8's doctrine concerning the
ungenerability and unperishability of forms. By contrast,
Aristotle does not seem to develop, at least explicitly, the option
(1a), according to which one alternative way of being, for the
substance as form, is that of being eternal (&idiov). However,
both (3) and (4) seem to entail that the way of being separate for
the forms can not depend, as in the case of the composites, on
their being subject to generation and corruption. Thus, beyond
the criterion of conceptual separability (TG Aoy XwploTodv)
stated in H1, substance as form can be separated because of its
being eternal. For Aristotle the species of living things are clearly
eternal, but what is at the core in H3 is, most of all, the way of
being eternal and separated of that substance which will be
deducted in Metaphysics A, namely the unmoved mover. Here I
want just to quote the main conclusion of A7's demonstration,
where Aristotle maintains that:

“It is clear then from what has been said that there is a substance
which is eternal and unmovable and separate from sensible
things (aidlos «kai akivnTos Kai KeEXwPIOUEVT TV
aioBnTdov),

261 See 1043b15-16.

262 See also H1 1042a30.

263 See the formula xcoploTdv amAdds at H1 1042a30-31

264 A7 1073a3-5. It must be remarked how the formula kexcopiopévn TV
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Here we can find a further trace of the already mentioned path
which Aristotle seems to develop from Z to A via H?®.
Obviously, the digression as a whole has also a dialectical
feature, since it alludes polemically to the Platonic account of
Forms as separate paradigms. But Aristotle will flesh out this
point only in H6*®,

To sum up we can state that the digression at lines 1043b14-23 is
well placed within H3's analysis for it too aims at disambiguating
the notion of form from the notion of composite. In this case the
distinction concerns the ungenerability and corruptibility of the
former from the generability and corruptibility of the latter.
Moreover, the digression fits well also with the more general
search of Book H, since it develops the question about the

existence of some separate forms.

aicOnTdov is the same of Z17 1041a8-9, where Aristotle inaugurates its
explanatory approach to the question of substance and where it explains
how such an approach can be helpful for verifying the existence of
separate substances. See also E1 1026a16-18.

265 See Part I §1.5

266 See §6
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§3.4 Definability and undefinability
After the digression at lines 1043b14-23, in H3's fourth
paragraph (1043b23-32) Aristotle comes back to the issue
concerning the structure of definitions.

“Therefore the difficulty which was raised by the school of
Antisthenes and other such uneducated people has a certain
appropriateness. They stated that the ‘what’ cannot be defined
(for the definition so called is a long formula); but of what sort a
thing, e.g. silver, is, they thought it possible to explain, not
saying what it is but that it is like tin. Therefore one kind of
substance can be defined and formulated, i.e. the composite kind,
whether it the object of sense or of reason; but the primary parts
from which this derives **' cannot be defined, since a definitory
formula predicates something of something, and one part of the
definition must play the part of matter and the other that of
form™%,

Here Aristotle draws the main conclusions of his criticism to the
materialistic account of beings and definitions*®.

The paragraph begins with a reference to the Socratic school of
Antisthenes. Although Aristotle defines such thinkers as
“uneducated” (dmaideutol), he acknowledges ‘“a certain
appropriateness” (Twva Kaipov) to one of the difficulties raised
by them. The content of such an aporia is espoused at 1043b26-
28:

“They stated that the ‘what’ cannot be defined (for the definition
so called is a long formula); but of what sort a thing, e.g. silver,
is, they thought it possible to explain, not saying what it is but

267 Here my translation of £¢€ cov & aitn mpcdTeov (1043b30) radically
differs from that of Ross. While he translates the formula with “but the
primary parts of which this consists”, I argue that Aristotle is here dealing
with the undefinability of the material parts from which a composite thing
derives. The issue concerns, then, material derivation rather than material
composition as [ will try to prove in the following.

268 choTe 1) amopia fv ol AvTicBévelol kai oi oUTws daTmaideutol
Noépouv EXel TWa Kaipov, OTI ouk €oTl TO Ti éoTv Opicachal (Tov
yap &pov Adyov elval pakpdv), AAA& TToiov Hév Ti EoTv EvdéxeTal
kai B18&fat, chomep &pyupov, Ti pév éoTwv olU, STi & oifov
KaTTITEPOS: COOT  oUolas £0Ti pév T)s évdéxeTal eival dpov kai
ASyov, olov Tis ouvBéTou, E&v Te aicbnTr e&v Te vonTn 1 - £§ v
8’ aUTn TPCOITWV, OUKETL, E(TrEP Ti KaTa Twods onuaivel 6 Adyos 6
OploTIKOS Kai BeT TO pev coomep UANY elval TO 8¢ cag poperv.

269 See §3.2
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that it is like tin”.

In his work dedicated to the philosophy of Anthistenes, Aldo
Brancacci has provided a reading of these lines as consistently
developing the more general H3's train of thought?’’. Brancacci
rightly observes how in this chapter Aristotle focuses on the
status of the formal principle and on its role in definition. Thus,
also the reference to the undefinability of the TO Ti €éoTiv must
be read within such a framework. According to Brancacci,
Aristotle quotes the aporia raised by the Antistheneans in order to
challenge the Platonic understanding of Forms as separate and

eternal. This entails that one should read the opening clause

6

coTe” at line 1043b23 as developing the content of the
previous digression at lines 1043b14-23:

“Lo ¢doTe iniziale, che regge il successivo €xel Tva Kaipov,
indica con chiarezza tale rinvio, volendo significare che, se si ha
dell' ovuoia la concezione che ne hanno i Platonici — i quali, come
si ¢ visto, pongono il principio formale come elemento unico,
eterno e separato — allora non ¢ priva di fondamento 1'obiezione
formulata da Antistene e dai suoi seguaci (...) L'aporia ricordata
da Aristotele — la quale ci restituisce il risvolto propriamente
logico della polemica di Antistene — ha lo scopo di mostrare
come l'entificato Ti €071 platonico trascini con sé l'indefinibilita,
e quindi l'irrazionalita, di se medesimo. L'espressione TOv yap
Spov Adyov eival pakpdv ¢, in tal senso, preziosa, in quanto
rivela, a un tempo, la motivazione logica dell'argomentazione e
l'implicazione ontologica che ne era alla base: vale a dire che, se
l'essenza ¢ un simplex, essa non potra in ogni caso essere
espressa da un discorso definitorio, il quale, essendo costituito da
una pluralita di nomi, € per sua natura un enunciato complesso
che non potra mai corrispondere all'unita del Ti éoTi. Il contesto
spiega perfettamente, come si ¢ visto, la ragione
dell'approvazione di Aristotele: ma che ai suoi occhi potesse ben
avere Tva kaipov l'aporia antistenica ¢ confermato dal capitolo
15 del libro Z della Metafisica, ove compare una nuova
formulazione dell'argomento volto a escludere la definibilita
dell'idea platonica in base alla considerazione della struttura
propria del discorso definitorio: “ma neppure ¢ possibile definire
alcuna idea, posto che l'idea, come alcuni sostengono, ¢ una
realta individuale e separata e che, viceversa, ¢ necessario che la

270 See A. Brancacci (1990) pp. 227-240.
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definizione consti di nomi; ora, colui che definisce non produrra
un nome (risulterebbe infatti inconoscibile), bensi termini
correnti comuni a tutte le cose: ma allora questi necessariamente
si applicheranno anche ad altro”?"'.

However, unlike Z15, H3's digression does not seem to relate the
eternal, individual and separate character of Platonic Forms to
the question about their undefinability. By contrast, as I have
shown above?”, it aims at providing a further disambiguation of
the notions of form and composite, by showing the ungenerable
and unperishable character of the former and the generable and
perishable character of the latter. Thus, pace Brancacci, it appears
more cautious to read the opening clause “cooTe” at line
1043b23 as developing the content of what immediately precedes
the digression of 1043b14-23.

On this point I roughly agree with Ross:

“Aristotle has said (11.10-14) that if the genus and differentia are
treated as the matter of the thing defined, the definition must
miss the essence of the thing defined. “Thus”, he continues,
“there is a certain timeliness in the Antisthenean doctrine that
definition is impossible, that any definition must miss the
essence of its object” (...) The view of the Antistheneans seems
to be that which is referred to in Pl. Theaet. 201E-202C, viz. that
simple entities cannot be defined but only named, and that
complex entities can only be defined to the extent of naming
their elements, i.e. by a definition which contains indefinables.
Definition is an évoudTwv oupTrAokn. It explains its subject
only by reference to elements themselves &Aoya kai
ayvwoTa, and is thus but a Adyos paxpods, a diffuse and
evasive answer to a question. Hence simple entities (of which
silver is taken as an example) cannot be defined at all, but only
described as like certain other simple entities™?”.

Ross rightly links the Antistheneans' aporia to H3's second
paragraph, where Aristotle explains at length which puzzles
come out if one understands the composition of both things and

definitions as a mere juxtaposition of material elements. As we

know, in both cases what such accounts fail to grasp is the notion

271 ibidem pp. 233-35.
272 See §3.3
273 W.D. Ross (1924) pp. 232-33.
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of substance as cause’™®. And, as Aristotle has shown both in Z17
and in H2-3, it is thanks to such a notion that we can:

a) provide an explanation of why a certain matter is some
definite thing;

b) include the notion of matter within the definitional structure.
For these reasons, I argue that also H3's fourth paragraph, despite
its apparent contrary evidence, must be read keeping in mind H's
main focus on the relation between matter and explanation.

If we support whichever materialistic understanding of the
composition, we confine ourselves to the mere enumeration of
the material elements which belong to a certain thing. Within
such a perspective, the aporia raised by the school of Antisthenes
has a certain appropriateness, since the definition, missing the
reference to the notion of form as its decisive one, ends up with
coinciding with a long formula. Thus, the opening clause
“cooTe” at line 1043b23 is meant to show which paradoxical
conclusion one should accept once granted an account of
composition that does not contemplate the reference to the notion
of form as principle. Such a conclusion would be that of denying
the same possibility of defining the what of a composite thing.
By contrast, we might only establish some relations of similarity
between material constituents, as in the mentioned case of the

silver of which it is possible to say that it is like the tin*".

276 Aristotle shows not

Through the reference to these materials
only which deflationary account of definition would result in
absence of the notion of substance as principle, but he shows also

which positive account results once such a principle is

274 See §3.2

275 In Metaphysics lota3 1054b10-13 Aristotle defines “silver” and “tin” as
duola, since they share the quality of being white: “Other things are
called like (Spola) if the qualities they have in common are more
numerous than those in which they differ—either the qualities in general
or the prominent qualities, e.g. tin is like silver, gua white, and gold is
like fire, qua yellow and red”.

276 Silver is defined as “matter” in Physics B3 194b23-26 and in the parallel
passage of Metaphysics A2 1013a24.
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acknowledged. Thus, in the following lines of 1043b28-32, he
maintains that:

“Therefore one kind of substance can be defined and formulated,
i.e. the composite kind, whether it be the object of sense or of
reason; but the primary parts from which this derives cannot be
defined, since a definitory formula predicates something of
something, and one part of the definition must play the part of
matter and the other that of form”.

As in the case of line 1043b23, here too it is decisive to
understand which sort of consecution Aristotle alludes to through
the introductory clause coote. At first glance, it could be
tempting to think that since the definability of essence has been
previously put into discussion (ouk €oTi TO Ti E€OTw
opiocacBar*”’), Aristotle admits definition only of those things
which reveal a complex structure. Namely, of those things which
predicate something of something.

Such a reading, which some scholars support®”®, is, however, at
odds with some remarks that Aristotle provides in Metaphysics
Z. Truth be told, in some places of Z Aristotle maintains that only
of non-composite things there is essence and definition.

Paradigmatically, in Z4 1030a6-11 it is argued that:

“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 identical in meaning (for in that case all formulae
would be definitions; for there will be some name for formula
whatever, so that even the /liad would be a definition), but where
there is a formula of something primary; and primary things are
those which do not involve one thing’s being said of another”*".

The easiest way to solve this puzzle is to support a
developmental reading of Aristotle's account of definition.
Scholars' readings can be here roughly divided into two camps.

On the one hand, some scholars support a weak view of such an

alleged development: since we are within the explanatory pattern

277 See 1043b25.
278 Cf. Londinenses (1984) p. 20;
279 See also Z11 1037a33-b7.
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inaugurated in Z17 those things, such as forms, that were first
said to be definable because of their simplicity, must be now read
as complex. Namely, as divisible into matter (genus) and form
(differentia)®®. On the other hand, some other scholars support a
strong view of the same alleged development. Namely, Aristotle
would abandon his previous theories, by conferring now
definability to the composites of matter and form only®*'.

A further evidence which would seem to put into question the
definability of forms as simple things is the reference to
TpwTwv at line 1043b30. At first glance, in fact, Aristotle
would appear to oppose the definability of composite to the
undefinability of its primary constituents, namely “matter” and
“form”.

I strongly disagree on the traditional reading of lines 1043b23-
32, whose main features I have so far tried to sketch out. I argue
that Aristotle is not here concerned with a comparison between
definability of complex things, on the one hand, and
undefinability of simple things on the others. On the contrary, the
whole passage must be read under H's main focus on the notion
of matter.

In order to provide an alternative reading, I take three decisive
points on:

1) the undefinability stated at1043b25 must be referred to the Ti
g¢oTw of the material composites;

2) such an alleged indefinability must be read as just the mere
result of a wrong search for the notion of form as principle of
being;

3) the primary things Aristotle denies definability to, are not
matter and form as parts of which a composite consists of, but

rather the material elements from which a composite thing

280 This reading is supported, more or less explicitly, by: W.D. Ross (1924)
p. 233; Londinenses (1984) p. 20.

281 See D. Bostock (1994) p. 267; E.C. Halper (2005) p. 170; S. Menn
(unpublished work) Ilg p. 20.
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primarily derives.

The main evidence for 1) is given by the examples that Aristotle
mentions: “silver” and “tin”. These things are not forms, but
material elements. The analysis of H2 as already explained how
such things are definable both in itself (for their inner level of
material complexity can be presumably analysed into elements
and differentiae, as it happens for things such as “ice”) and in
their dynamic relation with a determinate actuality (for they
might be regarded as the matter of some composite artefacts
such, for instance, a “silvery ring”). Thus, to confine our analysis
of materials such as “silver” and “tin” to the mere institution of a
relation of similarity would be just the result of a wrong search
for the notion of form as actuality. And, then, 2) is proved.
Finally, even if it is possible to read the formula €€ cov TpcoTCwOV
as referring to the primary parts of which a certain thing

consists>®

, it can also be read as referring to the primary things
from which a certain composite derives.

The clearest evidence of this occurs at the beginning of the next
chapter of H, that is H4:

“Regarding material substance we must not forget that even if all
things have the same primary constituent or constituents (ék ToU
aUToU TAVTa TMPTOU T TV aUTAV s TPwTwv), and if
the same matter serves as starting-point for their generation, yet
there is a matter proper to each”®.

As we shall see in the following, H4 is mainly concerned with
the distinction between the remote matter of something, from
which it can ultimately derives, and the proper matter (oikéia
UAnN) of which it is made of. While this latter kind of matter will
appear as dynamically oriented towards its proper goal, the
former is just the originative stuff from which the process of

generation takes its start. While the proper matter has to be

consistently mentioned in the account of a composite being, the

282 See, for instance, B3 998a22-23; A1 1013a4.
283 1044a15-18.
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remote matter has no place in the definitional structure.

Hence, I argue that in H3's fourth paragraph Aristotle aims at
opposing the undefinability of matter as starting point of every
generation to the definability of matter regarded as consistently
arranged in a composite being. Thus, lines 1043b23-32 are not at
odds with Z's account of definition. On the contrary, they
perfectly come out from the progressive inclusion of the notion
of matter into definition, which has in H its climax. Moreover,
these lines are meant to introduce the main argument of the next
chapter of H (H4): namely, the distinction between material
derivation and material composition.

Finally, the statement at 1043b30-32, according to which:

“a definitory formula predicates something of something, and
one part of the definition must play the part of matter and the
other that of form” (elmep TI kaTa TWOs onuaivel 6 Adyos O
OPIOTIKOS Kal el TO HEV cooTrep UANY eival T 8¢ cos Hoperv)
simply restates what we already know from H2 1043a5-7 and it
brings forward what Aristotle will develop in H6. Namely, the
definitional structure of composite things must mirror the dual
ontological relation between matter and form. Such a structure,
however, does not belong to the notion of matter as regarded in
its being the primary stuff from which a certain composite thing
derives.

In the next Part of my work I will prove how both H4 and HS5, far
from being useless appendices, are indeed those places where
Aristotle accounts for matter's way of being moving from a
different viewpoint. The new enquiry within which Aristotle
frames the relation between matter and explanation is that
concerning the processes of generation and corruption.

What we have shown so far seems to be consistent with the
“skeleton” of Book H as it is reconstructible from Z17's text

Here I recall the remarks above sketched out 2.

284 Cf. §1.6
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1) The abstract relation between matter and explanation must be,
first and foremost, read in the light of that between the material
constitution of something and its being one as a whole (Z17
1041b11-12);

2) This in order to challenge whichever sort of materialistic
reductionism that ends up with identifying the being of a
composite thing with the mere juxtaposition or sum of its material

elements ( Z17 1041b12-16);

3) The being of a material composite, in fact, depends on a
different sort of item (€Tepov T1), whose nature is neither

material nor, in turn, compounded out of material elements (Z17

1041b16-27);

4) Such an item, being not an element, is the substance of each
thing (ovoia éxaoTou) and the primary cause of being (aiTiov

TP&TOV ToU eival) (Z17 1041b27-28);

5) Primarily, the notion of substance thusly conceived amounts to
the notion of nature (@uUois) as principle. On the contrary, the
notion of element amounts, for each thing, to the concept of
matter (Z17 1041b30-33).

All these five points seem to be at work in the account of H2-3,
where Aristotle focuses on the relation between matter and
composition.

In H4-5 Aristotle deals with the relation between matter and
explanation by focusing on the processes of generation and
corruption where matter is involved. This framework is,
however, not at odds with the previous one concerning matter
and composition. Rather, the two approaches on the
substancehood of matter must be read as complementary. While
in H2-3 Aristotle tackles with the notion of matter by looking at
the principle which actualizes its potentiality into the composite

being, in H4-5 Aristotle looks at the compositional status of
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matter by looking at its generative story. As we shall see in the
following, both frameworks share the same starting point, as it is
stated at the beginning of the substantive analysis of H1: “matter
is potentially a this” (1042a27-28). This fact confirms the main
hypothesis of my work: H depends on Z17's abstract model, but
such a model is consistently applied through the dynamic
understanding of matter and form as potentiality and actuality
respectively.

For all these reasons I am now going to break with the natural
order of Book H's text by postponing the analysis of H3's fifth
paragraph (1043b32-11) to the last part of my work, where I will
deal with H6's argument. This choice seems to be acceptable not
only because I aim at proving how H4-5 develop the suggestions
of H3's fourth paragraph, but also for a further reason. Once one
looks at the introductory claim of H6, in fact, it is clear how H3's
fifth paragraph is not only the conclusion of H3 but also the
theoretical background of H6:

“To return to the difficulty which has been stated with respect to

definitions and numbers, what is the cause of the unity of each of
them?”?%,
Here Aristotle refers explicitly to the theme dealt with in the last

paragraph of H3 concerning “the unity of definitions and

numbers”.

285 H6 1045a7-8.
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PART III: H4-5. Matter, Generation and Corruption

In the following two chapters of my work I will clarify how
Aristotle describes the relation between matter and explanation
in H4-5, where he deals with the notion of UAn by focusing on
its role in generation (H4) and corruption (HS5). The main
difference between H4-5 and H2-3 can be read as follows: while
in H2-3 Aristotle deals with the role of matter into composite
beings by looking at its dynamic relation with the notion of form
as actuality, in H4-5 he deals with the role of matter into
composite beings as outcome of a complex generative story.
However, both approaches share the key claim of HI concerning
the ontological status of matter as “potentially determinate”
(1042a28-29). While in H2-3 Aristotle deals with the question of
determinateness by remarking the decisive role of form as
actuality of certain material elements, in H4-5 he deals with the
same question by focusing on the inner structure of matter. Thus
H4-5 can be preliminary read as providing an in-depth analysis
of the conditions of determinateness internal to the notion of
matter. While in H4 these conditions are said to be conditions of
“appropriateness” or “proximity”, in H5 they are drawn through
the physical relation between “possession” and “privation” of
form.

Moreover, as we shall see in the following, H 4-5 present several
analogies with what Aristotle has stated in the second half of H1
(1042a24-b8)*,

286 I share this reading with M.L. Gill (1996) pp. 222-23.
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§4. H4: Matter, Generation and Causes

H4 begins with an argument that concerns the processes of

material derivation.

“Regarding material substance we must not forget that even if all
things have the same primary constituent or constituents, and if
the same matter serves as starting-point for their generation, yet
there is a matter proper to each, e.g. the sweet or the fat of
phlegm, and the bitter, or something else, of bile; though perhaps
these have the same constituent. And there come to be several
matters for the same thing, when the one matter is matter for the
other, e.g. phlegm comes from the fat and from the sweet, if the
fat comes from the sweet; and it comes from bile by analysis of
the bile into its ultimate matter. For one thing comes from
another in two senses, either because it will be found at a later
stage of development, or because it is produced if the other is
analysed into its original constituents”"".

The opening claim of H4 is almost identical to the opening one
of H3. While at the beginning of the previous chapter Aristotle
had claimed that: “we must not forget that...”(Aei 8¢ ur) ayvoeiv
6™, in H4 he starts off saying that: “regarding material
substance we must not forget that...” (Trepi 8¢ Trjs UAIKfs oUoias
Bet un AavBdavewv 6T1)*®. In both chapters, hence, Aristotle aims
mainly at providing some clarifications. While in H3 he develops
an accurate disambiguation between the notions of form and
composite, in H4 he aims at providing some disambiguations
concerning the inner structure and articulation of the “material

substance”?°.

287 1044al15-25: Tlepi 8¢ Tiis UAIKAs ovoias Set ur) AavBavew ST ei kai gk
ToU aUTOoU TAVTa TMPCITOV f] TAV aUTAOV 6§ TTPTWY Kal 1) auTh)
UAN cos apxn TOTS ylyvouévols, duws €0t Tis oikela EkdoTou, oiov
PAEyHaTOS [EOTL TTPCOTN UAN] Ta yAukéa 1| Airapd, XoAfs 8¢ Ta
TKP& 1| GAN” &TTa- {ows 8¢ TalTa ék Tou autol. yiyvovTtal 8¢
TAgious UAat TolU auTol 8Tav BaTépou 1) ETépa 1), olov pAéyua &k
Arapot kal yAukéos el TO AITTapov &k Tou yAukéos, €k 8¢ XOAfs TG
avaAvecbal eis THv TPV VANV TiHv XoAnv. dixds yap TS €k
ToUBE, 1} 8TI PO O80T EoTal 1) 8T1 dvaAubévtos eis Thv dpxriv.

288 H31043a29.

289 1044al5.

290 The formula ovcia UAIKT occurs also in ©7 1049a36.
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In this first section of H4 Aristotle makes a clear distinction
between what we could call the remote matter of something and

what our text defines as “proper matter” (oikeia UAn).

Such distinction is achieved through the analysis of the levels of
material complexity of an object. Thus, even if it is possible to
individuate one or more elements which play the role of starting-
point for the generation (cos apxrn Tois yryvouévols) of all
things, there is one matter which is proper (oikeia) to each

thing®’!.

The first puzzle of this section occurs at line 1044al16, where
Aristotle refers to one or more first elements from which the
generation starts (ék ToU auUTOU TAVTA TPWTOU T TV

aUTAV S TTPCOTWVY).

Such first element (or elements) is immediately after identified
with the notion of UAn (al7). According to Ross, Aristotle aims
here at showing the difference between the generation of all
things from prime matter (ék ToU autoU TpcdTou) and the

generation of all things from the four elements (€k TGV auTdV

)292

s TPwTwWV)?. One more cautious reading is provided by the

Londinenses who focus on both to the dubitative meaning of the
passage (as testified by the €l at line 1044al5) and to its

orientation towards the concept of “proper matter”:

“Aristotle is saying: suppose everything derives in the end from
some one originative “first” stuff, e.g. water, or from several
such, e.g. earth air fire and water, still the important thing for
explanation (cf. 32 ff.) is the oikeia UAn ékaoTtou. He does not
commit himself to either version of the ultimate derivation story,
since his concern is to insist that you should not answer the
question Ti €0Tt XOAr} in Presocratic style by “Like everything
else, it's earth, water, etc., but should give the specific or
proximate matter” (cf. 1044b2-3)"*",

291 In §3.4 T have shown how Aristotle brings forward such distinction in H3
1043b28-32.

292 W.D.Ross (1924) p. 235.

293 Londinenses (1984) p. 32.
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Similarly, Bostock argues that:

“he mentions the point only to set it aside. His concern here is to
stress the different point that there are many specific kinds of
matter, and different kinds of thing will have different specific
kinds of matter “appropriate to them”**,

Aristotle starts his inquiry into the concept of oikeia UAn by
mentioning the cases of two things which belong to the
biological realm: the phlegm (@Aéyua) and the bile (xoAf)*”.
While sweet and fat elements are the proper matter of phlegm,
bitter and similar elements are the proper matter of bile. All these
elements, even if they serve as proper matter for different things,
can ultimately derive from one element. Aristotle leaves clearly
open the possibility to reduce all things to one ultimate matter at
lines 1044a19-20, where he says that: “perhaps these have the

same constituent” ({ocws 8¢ TaUTa €k TOU aUTow)™.

As it is evident, the whole argument does not concern the
distinction in itself between phlegm and bile, but rather the
degrees of material complexity which belong to each
substance?’. In other words, Aristotle aims here at showing how
it is possible to individuate: on the one hand, one or more
common material elements from which different things derive
and, on the other hand, one material element which is proper to
some substances only. The proper matter of an object is, in fact,

decisive for an accurate explanation of that object.

In the following lines (1044a20-23) Aristotle fleshes out the idea

294 D. Bostock (1994) p. 272.

295 For the opposition between phlegm and bile, cf. Tim. 82a; Rep. 564b.
The doctrine is the same in the Hippocratics. Phlegm and bile belong to
the class of the wet homeomerus See Hist. Anim. 1 1 487al). Further
references are in Hist. Anim. 111 2, 511 b1-10 De Part. 677b18. De Gen.
Anim. (725a 15 e sgg.) De Part. (677a e sgg.).

296 As it is clear, the reference to the adverb {ows, confirms the mere
hypothetical character of such reductionist possibility.

297 As it is correctly shown by D. Bostock (1994) p. 272: “it may be noted
that his examples, phlegm and bile, are themselves specific kinds of
matter, so the proximate matter of each is the next less specific kind of

999

matter that they can be said to be “from””.
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that each object has a complex material structure. He deals with
the case of phlegm through a vertical description of its material
derivation:

“And there come to be several matters for the same thing, when
the one matter is matter for the other, e.g. phlegm comes from the

fat and from the sweet, if the fat comes from the sweet; and it
comes from bile by analysis of the bile into its ultimate matter”.

In a strict sense, we must argue that phlegm derives from the fat
and from the sweet if the fat comes from the sweet. However, in
a broader sense, we can regard phlegm as deriving from bile,
namely from that material object which has proper elements
opposite to those proper to phlegm (i.e. bitter elements)**®. Such
a possibility comes out when we regard the phlegm as analysed
(Ted avaAunobai) into that first element (gis TNV TPOTNV
UAnv*?) shared by the bile too. Aristotle clarifies this point in the
following lines (1044a23-25), where he distinguishes two
different sorts of derivation:

“For one thing comes from another in two senses (dixés yap
TOY €k ToUdE), either because it will be found at a later stage of

development (Trpd 6d0U), or because it is produced if the other
is analysed (avaAuBévTos) into its original constituents**”.

These lines are meant to show how the material complexity of an
object depends on the complexity of the processes of derivation
in which it is involved. According to Bostock, Aristotle describes
here the difference between material derivation and material
composition. This means that even if phlegm can somewhat “be

made from” bile, it is however not “made of” bile*”. This

298 The relation of contrariety between sweet and bitter elements is
described in On Generation and Corruption 112 329b12; On the soul 11
10 422b12; On sense 442a17-23.

299 As it is cleared up by the Londinenses (1984) p. 32: “the sense of
TpwTNV UANY in 23 is determined by 16, as is {ocs 8¢ TaliTa €k ToU
auTtoyu”.

300 Ross's translation “analysed into its original constituents” gives here the
sense of the Greek avaAuBévtos eis Trv dpxriv. For a valid alternative
translation see D. Bostock (1994) p. 37: “resolved into its principle”.

301 Cf. D. Bostock (1994), pp. 272-73. Similarly, M.L. Gill (1996) p. 223
speaks of preexisting and constituent matter.
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suggestion is surely correct, but it must be developed.

In Metaphysics A24 Aristotle distinguishes the different
meanings of the expression “to come from something” (TO €k
Twvos). At the beginning of that chapter, two sorts of material
derivation are mentioned: the former can be defined as “remote”
while the latter can be defined as “proximate”. At 1023a26-29
Aristotle argues that:

“to come from something as from matter, and this in two senses,
either in respect of the highest genus (kaTa TO TP&TOV YEvos)
or in respect of the lowest species (TO UoTaTov €(805), e.g. in a

sense all things that can be melted come from water, but in a
sense the statue comes from bronze”.

Such distinction is not new in Book A since it merely recalls
what Aristotle has already said in A4 1015a7-10, where he
distinguishes two different meanings of first matter (TTpcoTn
UAN):

“either first, counting from the thing, or first in general, e.g. in
the case of works in bronze, bronze is first with reference to

them, but in general perhaps water is first, if all things that can be
melted are water)”.

The examples are, then, the same both in A4 and in A24. They
describe in technical terms (as testified by the formulae “kata
TO TPETOV Yévos” and “TO UoTaTov eidos” in A24) what
Aristotle argues in H4 through the expressions avaAuBévTos
and Tpo OBou. While the former describes the process which
leads a certain matter back to its first material genus, the latter
exemplifies the level of proximity (a) between fat elements and
phlegm; and, analogously, (b) between the bronze as lowest
species of the statue. In fact, even if according to different levels
of material complexity, it is possible to state that the fat is for the
phlegm what the bronze is for the statue. Similarly, it seems
possible to equate: (c) the water as the first genus into which all

liquids are resolved with (d) the material element into which bile
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is resolved and from which phlegm can derive. Moreover, this
latter example brings forward an argument which will occur in
HS5, where Aristotle will deal with the relations between matter
and its contrary states. In H5 Aristotle mentions two examples of
contrary states: 1) the corpse and the animal; 2) the vinegar and
the wine. I will provide a detailed account of such cases in the
following®®. For the time being, it can be useful to quote what
Aristotle states in the final lines of H5:

“And all things which change thus into one another must be
reduced to their matter, e.g. if from a corpse is produced an
animal, the corpse is first reduced to its matter (eis TNV UAnv

TP TOV), and only then becomes an animal; and vinegar is first
reduced to water, and only then becomes wine**.

This passage confirms what we read in H4: phlegm can in a
sense derive from bile iff bile is first resolved into its remote

matter.

To sum up, we must distinguish: 1) a kind of material derivation
which refers to the remote element from which different or
opposite material composites can come out and 2) a kind of
proximate derivation which describes accurately the material

constitution of an object **.

In the second section of H4 (1044a25-32) Aristotle extends the
enquiry into the “material substance”, by focusing on the

interaction between matter and moving cause.

“When the matter is one, different things may be produced owing
to difference in the moving cause, e.g. from wood may be made

302 See §5.

303 H5 1045a4-6.

304 Cursorily, we can note how, in delineating the inner structure of the
material composites, Aristotle is inclined to overlap a) conditions of
dispositional appropriateness and b) conditions of temporal proximity. In
fact, the very same matter which is defined as proper (oikeia) in H4 is
called proximate (éoxaTn) in other contexts. See Metaphysics 710
1035b30, H6 1045b18. Such theoretical overlapping concerns also the
notion of potentiality. Especially in Metaphysics ® Aristotle describes the
concept of SUvaps both as the dispositional complex proper of a certain
actuality (®6-8) and as the material complex which immediately
precedes it in terms of temporal realization (©7).
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both a chest and a bed. But some different things must have their
matter different, e.g. a saw could not be made of wood, nor is
this in the power of the moving cause; for it could not make a
saw of wool or of wood. But if, as a matter of fact, the same
thing can be made of different material, clearly the art, i.e. the
moving principle, is the same; for if both the matter and the
moving principle were different, the product would be too™>*.

Aristotle presents us three possible ways of interaction:

(1) we can have identity of matters and difference in the final
products. Such difference is due to the application of different
moving causes to the same matter. Thus, from wood may be

made both a chest and a bed*®.

(2) we can have difference both in matters and in the final
products, independently from the operating of the moving cause,

for a saw can not be made of wool or wood*?’.

3) we can have difference of matters and identity of final

products due to the action of the same moving cause.

The whole paragraph has been usually read as aiming to provide
some exceptions to the argument of the first paragraph (1044al5-
25), according to which there is a different matter appropriate to
each different thing®®. In fact, in some cases, as we have seen,
the reference to the oikeia UAN is not sufficient for explaining a
certain product. Such reading is surely correct, but it must be

fleshed out.

305 evdéxetar 8¢ was Ths UAns olons €Tepa yiyveotar dix Trw
Kwotoav aiTiav, olov &k EUAou kal KiPwTds Kai kAivn. évicov &
ETépa 1 UAN E§ &vdykns €Tépwv SvTwv, olov Tpicov olk &v
yévolTto ék EUAou, oUd’ £l T1j KivovoT) aiTia ToUTo: oU y&p Trotrjoel
Tpiova €€ épiou fj EUAoU. el &’&pa TO aUTo EvdéxeTal E§ &AANS UANS
Tolfical, SfjAov &1L 1) TéXVT Kal 1 &pXT 1) s Kwoloa 1) auTr) &l yap
kal 1 UAn éTépa Kai TO Kivoiv, Kai TO yeyovds.

306 Both the Londinenses (1984) pp. 32-3 and D. Bostock (1994) p. 273
argue that Aristotle identifies here the moving cause with the form,
because the same skill, carpentry, can produce both wooden boxes and
wooden beds.

307 D. Bostock (1994) p. 273, notes that the example of “saw” is one of
Aristotle's favourite to illustrate the idea that in some cases the nature of
the finished product dictates the kind of matter that it must have. For, saw
must be made of metal. See Physics 119, 200a10-13.

308 Cf. Londinenses (1984) p. 33; D. Bostock (1994) p. 273; E.C. Halper
(2005) p. 174.
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I argue that also H4's inquiry fits well with the general
framework that we have attributed to Book H at the beginning of
this work, for H4 too focuses on the relation between matter and
explanation. As we have shown at length, such framework

emerges at Z17 and is developed all throughout H.

Now, in Z17 Aristotle maintains that, in order to explain “why a
certain matter is some definite thing”, we must not confine
ourselves to the analysis of sensible substances into matter and
form (as, for instance, it seems to occur in H2-3). Rather, we
have to deal also with the relation between matter and moving or
final causes. This for the sake of explaining, for instance, a)
under which conditions a certain thing is generated and b)
towards which end its generation is oriented®”. I argue that such

aims shed some light on H4's train of thought.

In the first paragraph (1044a15-25) Aristotle tackles with the
theme of matter and generation moving from a perspective
exclusively focused on the inner material structure of something.
As we have seen above, this entails the distinction between
remote and proper matter and, as a consequence, between
material derivation and material composition. In the second
paragraph (1044a25-32), Aristotle approaches the relation
between matter and generation by mentioning some examples of
artificial substances. Such examples are quoted in order to show
how the production of something depends not only on its proper
matter but also: (a) on the moving cause involved (as in the case
of the production of a bed or a chest) and (b) on the goal pursued
(as in the case of the saw which can not be made out of wool or

wood).

The third paragraph of H4 (1044a32-b3) is a further evidence of

the extension of H's explanatory pattern:

309 See Z17 1041a27-32.
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“When one inquires what is the cause, one should, as causes are
spoken of in several senses, state all the possible causes. E.g.
what is the material cause of man? The menstrual fluid. What is
the moving cause? The semen. The formal cause? His essence.
The final cause? His end. But perhaps the latter two are the same.
—We must state the proximate causes. What is the material
cause? Not fire or earth, but the matter peculiar to the thing”>'’.

As it is evident, here Aristotle tackles with the relation between
matter and explanation within the search for the four causes
(material, formal, moving and final). To illustrate his argument,
Aristotle quotes the example of human generation. The material
cause of the coming to be of a human being is the menstrual fluid
(Td kaTaunvia), the moving cause is the semen (TO
omépua)’!!, while formal and final causes are said to coincide
each other. Meanwhile, he applies the principle above stated
(namely, that we must search for the proper matter of each thing)
to the other kinds of cause too. Thus, in each case, after stating
all possible causes (Ta €vdexouéva aiTia) we must state the

proximate ones (T& ¢yyUTtaTta)’?

Also the final paragraph of H4 (1044b3-20) fits well with Book
H's general framework, for, as we shall see, Aristotle deals with

the relation between matter and explanation.

“Regarding generable natural substances, if the causes are really
these and of this number and we have to learn the causes, we
must inquire thus, if we are to inquire rightly. But in the case of
natural but eternal substances another account must be given.
For perhaps some have no matter, or not matter of this sort but
only such as can be moved in respect of place. Nor does matter

310 Stav 81 Tis CnTi TO aiTiov, émel MAsovaxds Ta aiTia AéyeTal,
mé&oas Sel Aéyew Tas Evdexouévas aitias. olov avBpcotou Tig
aiTia cos UAN; &pa T& KaTaunvia; Ti 8'cos kivoiv; &pa TO OTEPUQ;
Ti 8 cos T eidos; 1O Tl v elval. T & cos ol Eveka; TO TéAos. Tocos B¢
TaUTa GUPw TO aUTd. Bel 8¢ Té éyyUTaTa aiTia Aéyew. <olov> Tig
1 UAN; un op ) yfiv aAA& T iSiov.

311 See Generation of Animals 728a25-729a34.

312 Cf. D. Bostock (1994) p. 274, observes how “however, the point is not at
once illustrated with other kinds of cause, for the discussion gets side-
tracked to a different point”. As a matter of fact, Aristotle refers again to
the case of material cause saying that we must not individuate it in the
basic elements (as for instance fire or earth) but rather we must search
for the matter proper (i810v) to each thing (1044b2-3).
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belong to those things which exist by nature but are not
substances; their substratum is the substance. E.g. what is the
cause of an eclipse? What is its matter? There is none; the moon
is that which suffers eclipse. What is the moving cause which
extinguishes the light? The earth. The final cause perhaps does
not exist. The formal principle is the definitory formula, but this
is obscure if it does not include the cause. E.g. what is eclipse?
Deprivation of light. But if we add ‘by interposition of the earth’,
this is the formula which includes the cause. In the case of sleep
it is not clear what it is that proximately has this affection. Surely
the animal, it will be said. Yes, but the animal in virtue of what,
1.e. what is the proximate subject? The heart or some other part.
Next, by what is it produced? Next, what is the affection—that of
the proximate subject, not of the whole animal? Shall we say that
it is immobility of such and such a kind? Yes, but to what process
in the proximate subject is this due?”*".

Aristotle opposes here the account of the generable natural
substances, as for instance that of human being provided in the
previous lines (1044a32-b3), and the account of natural eternal
substances. While in the former case we always have a matter for
generation, in the latter there is either (a) no matter (oUk €xel
UAnv), or (b) a matter which can be moved only in respect of

place (LOVOV KaTa TOTIOV KIVITTV).

Such distinction is evidence of the dependance of H4 on Hl's
second half, for, despite in the negative form, the reference to
those substances which have no matter (ouk £xet UAnv*') recalls
the beginning of Hl's substantive analysis. In that context

(1042a24-26) Aristotle had established the main issue of Book

313 epi pEv olv T&s QUOIK&S ouvoias kal yevnTas Aavdykn oUtw
HeTIEval 6pBads, elTep &pa aiTid Te TalTa Kal TooaUTa Kal del Ta
aiTia yveopiCew- Emi 8¢ TGV PUOIKGY HEV &idiov Bt ovcicov &AAos
Aéyos. Tows yap évia ouk €xel UAN, 1 ou Tolautny aAAa pdvov
kaTé TéTmov KwnTrv. oud’ doa dn puUoEL pév, ur| oucial B, oUk €oTi
ToUTols UAn, &AA& TO UTrokeipyevov 1) ovcia. olov Ti aitiov
ekAelpews, Tis UANY; o yap éoTv, GAN 1 oeArjvn T T&oxov. Ti
&’ aiTiov cos Kwijoav Kal pBeipav TO @&ds; 1) ¥ij. TO 80U Eveka {ows
oUk EoTwv. TO 8'cas eidos 6 Adyos, dAA& &8nhog Eav ur) HeETd ThS
aiTias | 6 Adyos. olov Ti EkAewis; oTépnols ewTds. Eav 8¢
TPooTedf TO UTTO ¥iis €v HEO ylyVouévns, 6 ouv Té aiTie Adyos
oUTos. Utvou 8 &dnAov Ti TO TpédTOoV TTdoxov. &AN &L T LHov;
vai, aAA& TouTo KaTa Ti, Kai Ti Tp&TOoV; Kapdia | &AAo Tu elTa
Uttd Tivos; elta Ti TO md&Bos, TO ékeivou kal ur Tou SAou; STI
akwnoia toladi; vai, &AN altn TS Ti TEoXEW TO TP TOV;

314 1044b7.
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H's enquiry:

“But now let us resume the discussion of the generally
recognized substances. These are the sensible substances. And
sensible substances all have matter (UAnv €xoucv)”.

In my reading of these introductory lines, I have preliminary
stated that the construction €xewv UAnv (“have matter”) and,
more generally, the fact for something to have matter or to have
not, plays a key role for the argumentative path of the whole

Book’".

A clear evidence of this occurs here in H4 1044b3-8. In fact, the
opposition between natural generable substances and eternal
substances concerns the presence (€xetv) or lack of matter (ouk
€xel UAN) in their respective ontological structures. To say more
precisely, eternal substances do not have a matter for generation.
However, they can have a matter for change of place. Also the
reference of 1044b7-8 to such kinds of substances (évia kaTa
TéTOV KIvnThv) recalls H1's text. As we know, in HI 1042a32-
b3 Aristotle regards the substancehood of matter as an evident
fact by showing its role of underlying subject in every physical
changes. Then, he deals with the relations of mutual implication
that occur among the different sorts of change. Particularly, it is
pointed out how substantial generation entails the other sorts of
change, since any substance which comes to be is liable to the
other three types of change®'
1042b5-6:

. However, as Aristotle argues at

“it is not necessary if a thing has matter for change of place
(UAnv €xewv Tomikrv) that it should also have matter for
generation and destruction”.

Thus, it seems consistent that in H4, where Aristotle deals with
the relation between matter and generation, he recalls the case of

those substances which have a matter for change of place only*".

315 Cf. §1.4
316 Cf. H1 1042b3-5.
317 The substances which have a matter for change of place only are the
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In fact, such substances ask for a different sort of explanation®'®.

Aristotle concludes H4's in-depth analysis on the material
substance (Tepl 8¢ Ths UAfs ovUoias) by providing some
further examples of things that do not have a proper matter. First
of all, he mentions the case of those things “which exist by
nature, but are not substances (éoa d1) @Uoel pév, un ovoial
5¢)”. In such cases, what plays the role of material substratum is
the substance itself (oUk €oTi ToUTols UAn, aAAa To
Utrokeipevov 1) oucia). A clear example of such sort of natural

thing is that of the eclipse:

“What is the cause of an eclipse? What is its matter? There is
none; the moon is that which suffers eclipse. What is the moving
cause which extinguishes the light? The earth. The final cause
perhaps does not exist. The formal principle is the definitory
formula, but this is obscure if it does not include the cause. E.g.
what is eclipse? Deprivation of light. But if we add ‘by
interposition of the earth’, this is the formula which includes the
cause”.

The example of the eclipse occurs significantly both in
Metaphysics Z17°" and in Posterior Analytics 112°*. As we
already know, the explanatory pattern which Z17 inaugurates,
within the search for the meaning of ouUcia, depends on the
epistemological paradigm of Posterior Analytics' Book 11 *'.
Now, in Posterior Analytics 112 90al5-18 Aristotle refers to the
case of the eclipse in order to exemplify the principle according

to which: “what it is and why it is are the same (TO aUTé 0TI TO

Tl éoTiL Kal dix Tl EoTv)”.

celestial spheres and the stars. Cf. Ross (1924) p. 235.

318 D. Bostock (1994) p. 274: “the heavenly bodies are substances that exist
by nature and are eternal. Since they are eternal, there is of course no
matter from which they are made (and no efficient cause of their
generation). But Aristotle supposes that there is a matter of which they
are made, and that this is necessary to explain their capacity to be now in
one place and now in another”.

319 See 1041alé.

320 See 90al5, 93a23.

321 Cf. §1.6
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“What is an eclipse? Privation of light from the moon by the
earth’s screening. Why is there an eclipse? or Why is the moon
eclipsed? Because the light leaves it when the earth screens it”.

As it is evident the sort of explanation here provided represents
the background of H4's description of lunar eclipse. This
confirms once again how Book H's theoretical framework mainly
depends on Z17 and, as a consequence, on Posterior Analytics'
search for the middle as the same of the notion of cause*??. Thus,
by mentioning the natural phenomenon of eclipse in H4,
Aristotle aims at showing how the search “for the cause by
reason of which matter is some definite thing” can be carried out
also in those cases where a proper matter is absent. This means
that even if eclipse lacks a oikela UAn we can look at the
substance which suffers such modification, that is the moon, as

to the matter for the eclipse's occurring™.

The example of the eclipse too is meant to show the need to find
all four causes for an accurate scientific explanation. And this is
consistent with the previous claim of 1044a32-34 according to
which:

“when one inquires what is the cause, one should, as causes are
spoken of in several senses, state all the possible causes”.

However, in the case of the eclipse, it is not easy to fill out the

322 See especially 2 90a6-7, where Aristotle clearly states that: TS pév yap
aiTiov TO pyéoov.

323 W.D. Ross (1924) explains the claim of 1044b9 - oUk €0T1 ToUTOIS UAN,
aAA& TO UTrokeipevov 1) oucia - by recalling Z13 1038b5, where
Aristotle argues that what underlies an accident, as matter underlies
substance, is not matter but substance. D. Bostock (1994) pp. 274-75
rightly points out how: “Aristotle's general doctrine is that for any
change there is always an “underlying thing” which is first in one state
and then in another (Phys 1, 7). Using the term “matter” in a broad sense,
this underlying and persisting thing can always be called the matter of
the change. But here Aristotle resists the broader usage, and says that
when the underlying thing is itself a substance, then it should not be
called “matter”. Such a change, then, has no material cause, properly
speaking, but only an analogue to what in other cases is the material
cause”. It is easy to understand why Aristotle resists the broader usage of
the notion of matter in H4. For, as we have seen, the main aim of the
chapter consists in providing some remarks on the material substance
(Trepi 8¢ Tijs UAIks oloias) regarded in its strict sense.
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standard schema of the four causes. In fact, not only eclipse lacks
a proper matter, but it probably lacks a final cause as well, and its
formal cause is obscure unless the efficient cause is stated. Thus,
as Aristotle argues: the right answer to the question “What is an
eclipse?”, it is not just “deprivation of light”, but “deprivation of

light by interposition of the earth” (1044b13-15).

Ross provides a clear account of such anomalous schema of
explanation, especially for what concerns the lack of the final

causc:

“This is a serious admission, in view of Aristotle's identification
in 1.1 of the formal with the final cause. His teleology is in fact
not complete. There is not always a final cause. But where there
is, it is the formal cause as well. In the absence of a final cause,
the thing is defined by reference to its efficient cause, as in
11.14,15. Eclipse is for Aristotle an example of TauTtduaTov.
The sun's motion is no doubt €vekd Tou and so is that of the
moon, but the two acting together may produce a result which is
not éveka Tou %,

At the end of H4 Aristotle mentions a further example of natural

event - the sleep — whose causal analysis makes some problems:

“In the case of sleep it is not clear what it is that proximately has
this affection. Surely the animal, it will be said. Yes, but the
animal in virtue of what, i.e. what is the proximate subject? The
heart or some other part. Next, by what is it produced? Next,
what is the affection—that of the proximate subject, not of the
whole animal? Shall we say that it is immobility of such and
such a kind? Yes, but to what process in the proximate subject is
this due?”

As in the case of eclipse, also in the case of sleep Aristotle deals

326

with a problem of unclarity’*°. However, while in the former case

324 Scholars have raised some doubts about Aristotle's recommendation to
build into the definition of eclipse a specification of the efficient cause.
Londinenses (1984) p. 34, ask why Aristotle considers unclear (&8nAos)
the definition of eclipse as “deprivation of light” (oTépnols @pcoTds):
“that it was not sufficiently illuminating for explanatory purposes
seemed more likely than that it is simply incomplete”. D. Bostock (1994)
p. 275, argues that : “the original definition was perfectly “clear”. What
he has in mind, one presumes, is that the expanded definition will give a
more informative answer to the question: “What is an eclipse?”.

325 W.D. Ross (1924) p. 235.
326 See the reference to &dnAov at line 1044b16 which recalls the previous
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and despite the anomalous character of the phenomenon,
Aristotle sketches out a causal analysis, in the latter he just
makes some hypotheses. Thus, even if it is clear that it is the
animal who experiences the sleep, it is unclear which proximate
subject (Ti TTpcd>TOV) in particular — namely which proper matter
- suffers such affection. Aristotle only supposes it could be the
heart*”’. Moreover, even if sleep can be defined as an immobility
of a certain kind**, it is unclear which efficient cause produces
it329.

We can now sum up the main outcomes of H4's enquiry. At first
glance, Aristotle introduces this chapter as if it were a mere
corollary concerning the “material substance” (TTepi &¢ Trjs
UAIKFs ovoias Bel un AavBavew &T1). However, H4's whole
argument seems to develop what Aristotle argues in the second
half of H1, where he focuses on the physical substancehood of
matter. As a matter of fact, in H4 Aristotle deals with the relation

between matter and generation in several ways:

1) First, he shows the difference between the material derivation
of something and its material constitution. This task is
accomplished through the distinction between the remote and

proper matter of something (1044al5-25);

2) Then, Aristotle broadens the perspective on the generation of
things, by focusing on the different sorts of interaction which can

occur between material and moving cause (1044a25-32);

to &dnAos at line b13. For this reason I disagree with D. Bostock (1994)
p- 275, who believes that “the final paragraph is introduced abruptly,
without any clear connection to what has preceded”.

327 For such identification W.D. Ross (1924) p. 235 recalls De Somno
456a4, but reminds us that in P.A. 653A10 Aristotle connects sleep
especially with the brain.

328 The formula axwnoia Toiadi recalls the analogous ones of H2. See
especially the definitions of threshold, house, ice and harmony at
1043a7-12.

329 Londinenses (1984) p. 35, rightly underline the analogy between the case
of sleep and the previous of eclipse by noting that “the efficient cause
has to be sought as well, presumably to be incorporated into the formal”.
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3) In the third paragraph, he extends the analysis to the search for
the four causes, since only within this epistemological
framework it is possible to achieve an accurate explanation of the

generable natural substances (1044a32-1044b3);

4) Finally, Aristotle quotes the examples of those things that do
not have a proper matter for generation, by showing how also in
such cases it is possible to sketch out a causal analysis of their

occurring (1044b3-20).
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§5. H5: Matter, Contraries and Corruption

HS5 has been usually regarded as a further corollary within the
structure of Book H. Scholars have stressed the lack of a strong
unity among its arguments®’. However, it is possible to state that
also in this chapter of H Aristotle aims at providing some
remarks on the material substance of sensible things®*'. Thus,
also H5 fits well with the general framework of the whole Book,
which we have at length described as concerning the relation

between matter and explanation.

The chapter consists of three brief paragraphs: in the first
(1044b21-29) Aristotle deals with the generation of contraries; in
the second (1044b29-34) he discusses a puzzle concerning the
relation between matter and its contrary states; in the third
(1044b34-1045a6) he tackles with a further puzzle concerning

the role of matter in the processes of corruption.
Aristotle starts HS saying that:

“Since some things are and are not, without coming to be and
ceasing to be, e.g. points, if they can be said to be, and in general
forms (for it is not white that comes to be, but the wood comes to
be white, if everything that comes to be comes from something
and comes to be something), not all contraries can come from
one another, but it is in different senses that a white man comes
from a black man, and white comes from black. Nor has
everything matter, but only those things which come to be and
change into one another. Those things which, without ever being

330 Thus, for instance, the Londinenses (1984) p. 38 define the chapter in this
way: “A bitty and unsatisfactory chapter containing no new material of
any great interest. The first half could be said to continue H4's discussion
of UAIkT) oUoia or to connect with H3 via the discussion of things which
are and are not without genesis”. Similarly, D. Bostock (1994) p.276
argues that: “the first paragraph of this brief chapter claims that only
things which change have matter. It is very loosely connected to the rest
of the chapter by the fact that opposites are given as an example of things
that do not change, and the next paragraph professes to introduce a
problem about the relation of matter to opposites. But in fact this problem
has no special connection with opposites, for it concerns the relation
between matter and potentiality”.

331 See M.L. Gill (1996) p. 225 and M. Burnyeat (2001) p. 71.
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in course of changing, are or are not, have no matter”***,

As it is immediately clear, this paragraph follows the train of
thought of the previous chapter of the Book: H4. In fact, its main
issue concerns a) the processes of derivation of certain things
(1044b21-26) and b) the presence or lack of matter as decisive
feature for describing such processes (b27-29).

First of all, Aristotle makes a parallel between the case of those
things which are and are not without coming to be and ceasing to
be (Evia aveu yevéoews kal pBopas 0Tt kal ouk €oTv) and
the case of some contraries (TavavTia). As examples of things
belonging to the first group he mentions points (ai oTiyuai) and
forms in general (6Acos T& €idn). While in the case of points,
Aristotle stresses the mere hypothetical character of their
existence®®, in the case of forms he briefly recalls the doctrine of
78 1033a24-b8, where it is clearly stated that only the composite
of matter and form is subject to the processes of generation and

334

corruption™. As a matter of fact, such argument recalls also what

332 'ETrel & Evia &veu yevéoews kai pBopds 0Tt kal oUk £0TIv, olov ai
oTtyuai, elTep eiol, kai SAwos T eidn (oU yap TO Aeukdv yiyvetal
A& TO EUAov Aeukdv, el €k Twos kal TI M&Y TO Yryviuevov
Yiyvetal), oU TavTa av TavavTia Yyiyvoito €£ aAAfAcov,
AN ETEPLOS Aeukds &vbpeoTros ek péAavos avBpcdTou Kai Aeukov
gk HEAavos: oUdt TavTos UAN Eotiv GAN’ Sowv yéveols EoTi Kal
HeTaPoAr eis GAANAa- Soa &' Gveu ToU HeTaBAAAEW 0T T prj, oK
goT1 TOUTwV UAN.

333 See the clause (eimep eioil) at 1044b6. As we know, while the
Pythagoreans and the Platonists believed that points were substances,
according to Aristotle they are mere limits of a line. W.D. Ross (1924) p.
236 recalls Metaphysics B 1002a32 and N.E. 1174b12, where it is
explicitly said that points do not have processes of generation and
corruption.

334 As it is well-known, the whole argument of Z8 is led by the prescription
that no infinite regress can occur: “Since anything which is produced is
produced by something (and this I call the starting-point of the
production), and from something (and let this be taken to be not the
privation but the matter; for the meanings we attach to these have already
been distinguished), and since something is produced (and this is either a
sphere or a circle or whatever else it may chance to be), just as we do not
make the substratum—the bronze, so we do not make the sphere, except
incidentally, because the bronze sphere is a sphere and we make the
former. For to make a ‘this’ is to make a ‘this’ out of the general
substratum. I mean that to make the bronze round is not to make the
round or the sphere, but something else, i.e. to produce this form in
something else. For if we make the form, we must make it out of
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Aristotle argues in the same Book H, at H3 1043b14-18:

“This (substance), then, must either be eternal or it must be
destructible without being ever in course of being destroyed, and
must have come to be without ever being in course of coming to
be. But it has been proved and explained elsewhere that no one
makes or generates the form, but it is a ‘this’ that is made, i.e. the
complex of form and matter that is generated”**’.

The only difference between the two passages concerns the
hypothesis, formulated in H3 and absent in HS, that forms could
be eternal (atdiov). Such an absence depends on the specific
task of H5's first argument, namely the generation of contraries.
As a matter of fact, the hypothesis about the eternity of some
forms does not seem to add anything more to the parallel which
Aristotle builds up here. Rather, such parallel simply concerns
the ungenerability of points and forms and the different ways of

being or of being not generated of some contraries.

The example of form, which Aristotle provides at 1044b23, does
not belong to the realm of substantial forms, but rather to that of
qualities, for it is said that “it is not white that comes to be, but
the wood comes to be white (oU yap TO Aeukov yiyveTal
aAAa TO EUAov Aeukdv)”. This is consistent with what Aristotle
maintains at Z9 1034b7-16, where he shows that not only
substantial forms, but also the other primary things (namely
those items which are subsumed under the other categories) are
not subject to generation:

“But not only regarding substance does our argument prove that

its form does not come to be, but the argument applies to all the
primary classes alike (TTepl MavVTwWV OHOICO§ TV TPCOTWV

something else; for this was assumed. E.g. we make a bronze sphere; and
that in the sense that out of this, which is bronze, we make this other,
which is a sphere. If, then, we make the sphere itself, clearly we must
make it in the same way, and the processes of making will regress to
infinity. Obviously then the form also, or whatever we ought to call the
shape of the sensible thing, is not produced, nor does production relate to
it—i.e. the essence is not produced; for this is that which is made to be
in something else by art or by nature or by some capacity”. See also Z15
1039b20-27 and A3 1069b35-1070a4.
335 Cf. §3.3
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Kolwos O Aoyos), i.e. quantity, quality, and the other categories.
For as the bronze sphere comes to be, but not the sphere nor the
bronze, and so too in the case of bronze itself, if it comes to be,
(for the matter and the form must always exist before), so is it as
regards both ‘what’ and quality and quantity and the other
categories likewise; for the quality does not come to be, but the
wood of that quality, and the quantity does not come to be, but
the wood or the animal of that size”.

It could be remarked how the example of the wood (EUAov),
which occurs at Z9 1034b15, is developed at HS 1044b23, where
Aristotle argues that “it is not white that comes to be, but the
wood comes to be white (oU yap TO Aeukov yiyveTal dAAa 1O
EUAov Aeukov)”. This claim is supported by the general rule
according to which: “everything that comes to be comes from
something and comes to be something (€k Tivos Kal Ti T&v TO
Ytyvouevov yiyvetat)”. Such claim as well recalls the context
of Z7-9. Particularly, it reminds us the beginning of Z8, where it
is said that:

“Since anything which is produced is produced by something
(U6 Tvos) (and this 1 call the starting-point of the production),
and from something (éx Tivos) (and let this be taken to be not the
privation but the matter; for the meanings we attach to these have
already been distinguished), and since something is produced (Ti
ylyveTtal) (and this is either a sphere or a circle or whatever else
it may chance to be), just as we do not make the substratum—the
bronze, so we do not make the sphere, except incidentally,
because the bronze sphere is a sphere and we make the former”.

All these parallels between H5 and Z7-9 are far from being
surprising, for in H4-5 Aristotle mainly deals with the role of
matter in generation. As we have above stated, the background of
H4-5 in-depth analysis of the notion of matter is the second half
of H1 (1042a32-b8), where Aristotle provides to us a less
deflationary account of the concept of UAn than that of Book Z**°.
In turn, the second half of HI starts from the assumption that

“sensible substances all have matter” (ai & aicBnTai ovcial

Taoal UANv €xouctv), which recalls the beginning of Z7's

336 See §1.4
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physical analysis of the ways of becoming. In that place Aristotle
maintained that:

“all things produced either by nature or by art have matter (€xel
UAnv), for each of them is capable both of being and of not
being, and this capacity is the matter in each” (1032a20-22).

Thus we can postulate a way that moves from Z7-9 and reaches
H4-5 via H1. In fact, in all these chapters Aristotle tackles with
the relation between matter and generation. Now, in the first
paragraph of H5 such relation is focused on a particular sort of
generation: that of contraries. Thus, at 1044b23-26, it is stated
that:

“not all contraries can come from one another (oU TavTta av

TavavTia yiyvoito €€ aAAnAcwv), but it is in different senses

that a white man comes from a black man, and white comes from
black”.

We can ask ourselves why in this place of H Aristotle feels the
need of dealing with the generation of contraries. It is likely that
insofar as the contraries are organized in couples, they lead us to
treat them as subject to a mutual (¢€ aAA)Acov) generation. Here
we attend to a conceptual shift, since Aristotle appears to
substitute the theme of generation with the theme of mutual

generation®?’,

This consideration aside, Aristotle points out how we can
attribute mutual generation only to those contraries that qualify
differently a common material substratum, as for instance in the
case of the mutual generation from white to black man. By
contrast, the contrary qualities white and black can not mutually

derive one from another.

I argue that, although HS5's first paragraph especially deals with

337 Here I am just gathering a precious suggestion provided by F.
Baghdassarian (forthcoming 2014) in her talk «Métaphysique, H, 5: /a
génération des contraires et la matiére». The talk has been held at I'ENS
de Lyon the 11"February 2013. Truth be told, I owe to Fabienne
Baghdassarian not only this suggestion, but also the general framework
of H5 that she had cleverly supplied in that occasion.
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the generation of contraries, its main aim actually consists, and
once again, in showing the key role played by the notion of
matter in generation. H5's following lines (1044b27-29) are
evidence of this fact, since Aristotle says that:

“Nor has everything matter, but only those things which come to

be and change into one another. Those things which, without
ever being in course of changing, are or are not, have no matter”.

Here we find the opposition between ‘“having or having not
matter”, which we have at length shown as one of the recurrent
ones in Book H. The opposition aims here at -clearly
distinguishing those things, which having <yéveois and
peTaPoAr), have matter’*®, from those things, as for instance the
points and the forms described before, which having no
neTaBoAr), do not have matter’*. In this sense, hence, we can
argue, that the first paragraph of HS5 (1044b21-29), where
Aristotle tackles with the generation of contraries, is meant to
accomplish H4's final list of things which have not a matter for

340

generation”®. Meanwhile, the key role of matter as underlying

subject of physical changes is restated.

A further evidence that H5's first paragraph aims at underlining,
once more, the centrality of the notion of matter for the whole
enquiry of H is represented by what immediately follows in the
chapter. For, Aristotle will deal first with the relation between
matter and its contrary states and then with the role of matter in
the processes of corruption. Thus, to sum up, we can argue that
the discussion about the generation of contraries, which Aristotle
leads in H5 1044b 21-29, serves as a sort of introduction for the
two further arguments of the chapter. Unlike the first, in fact, the

other two brief paragraphs of H5 mention immediately the notion

338 For similar claims see also Z8 1033b18-19 and A2 1069b3-9.

339 Here Aristotle refers to a strict use of the notion of UAn, regarding it as
just the matter for generation and keeping out, for instance, the UAn
ToTikrjv mentioned at H1 1042b6 and at H4 1044b7-8.

340 Cf. §4
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of UAn in the same formulation of their arguments. Such

arguments concern two puzzles (amopiatl) about matter*'.
At H5 1044b29-34 Aristotle asks:

“There is difficulty in the question how the matter of each thing
is related to its contrary states. E.g. if the body is potentially
healthy, and disease is contrary to health, is it potentially both?
And is water potentially wine and vinegar? We answer that it is
the matter of one in virtue of its positive state and its form, and
of the other in virtue of the privation of its positive state and the
corruption of it contrary to its nature”**.

While in HS's first paragraph Aristotle aimed at showing the key
role of matter as underlying subject for the changes between
contraries, in this second paragraph he approaches the same
relation within a dynamical framework. In fact, the puzzle
concerns the way by which a certain matter is potentially both its

contrary states**,

As a matter of fact, Aristotle quotes two examples which are not
perfectly equivalent. While in the case of the body, which has the
potentiality to be both healthy and ill, he refers to a qualitative
change™, in the case of the water, which has the potentiality to
be both wine and vinegar, he refers to a substantial change.
Nevertheless, the puzzle concerns here the functional role of
matter as underlying subject, independently from its being
subject of different sorts of change. Such generic subjecthood

can surely receive contrary states, as Aristotle clearly maintains

341 It must be remarked how from HS5 1044b29 until the end of H6 Aristotle
builds up his argument through the formulation of puzzles (&Topiat).
See HS5 1044b29, b34; H6 1045a7, a25, 1045b8. This is a further
evidence of the textual unity of H as a whole.

342 Exel & amopiav TS TPOs TavavTia 1) UAN 1) EkdoTou Exel. olov &i
TS odpa duvdapel Uytewdy, evavTiov 8¢ vdoos Uyeiq, dpa Eupw
Buvdper; kal TO Udwp Buvdpel ofvos kal 8Eos; 1) ToU uév kad' ECw
kal KaT& TO eidos UAN, ToU 8¢ KaTa oTépnot kai gBopav Thv
Tap& PUOLY;

343 On the principle according to which two contraries can belong just
potentially, but not actually to the same thing see I'5S 1009a36.

344 This same example occurs in HI 1042a36-b1 as illustrating the case of
qualitative changes. Such cross-reference as well confirms how HS's
account strictly depends on that of Hl. See also On Generation and
Corruption 14 319b12-13.
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in lota 4 1055a29-30:

“And the things in the same receptive material which differ most
are contrary; for the matter is the same for contraries (1) yap UAn
T QUTT) Tols évavTiolg)™®,

Thus, we can easily regard the questions of 1044b30-32 as
rhetorical, since it is clear that a) the body can become both
healthy and sick; and b) the water can become both wine and

vinegar**.

However, Aristotle seems here interested in differentiating from
an evaluative viewpoint the contrary possibilities that a certain
matter has to be actualized*”’. His argument, in fact, entails that
health and wine are the positive (kaf’ €€1v kai kaTa TO €idos)
actualizations of the potentiality of body and water, respectively,
while disease and vinegar are their negative (kaTa oTépnolv kai

pBopav TNV Tapa euow) correlatives (1044b32-34).

Now, some passages in the Metaphysics justify the idea that the
contraries can be ordered by the notions of possession (E€1v) and
privation (otépnow)**. Thus, it seems consistent that, in HS5,
when he deals with the relation between matter and its possible
contrary ways of being actualized, Aristotle makes such remarks.

Nevertheless, while it is quite easy to understand in which sense

3 and,

health represents the positive state of the body
correlatively, disease its negative one, the examples about water
appear, at first glance, rather puzzling. Why does Aristotle think

that wine is the positive state of water, while vinegar is its

345 For similar claims see also A2 1069b14-15 and A5 1071a10-11.

346 Similarly, D. Bostock (1994) p. 277, argues that: “It is not clear why
Aristotle should here hesitate to say that the same matter, the body, is
potentially both healthy and sick, and that the same matter, some liquid,
is potentially both wine and vinegar. But apparently he overcomes this
hesitation, accepting that the same matter is potentially both, while
nevertheless wishing to mark a distinction in a different way”.

347 Far from being strange, this evaluative viewpoint on matter seems to be
at work also in On Generation and Corruption 13 318b318b12-18.

348 See A10 1018a31-35, Iota 4 1055a33.

349 See A20 1022b12-14.
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negative one?*”.

Moreover, while it is clear why the privation of a healthy state
for a body entails its disease, it is far from being clear why the
privation of wine, regarded as the positive state of water, entails
the occurring of vinegar. Evidently, several other liquids can be

made out of water.

This puzzle can be solved keeping in mind the main difference
between the two examples mentioned. While in the case of the
body, the two contrary states — health and disease — refer directly
to their common material substratum, in the case of the water, the
state of privation represented by the vinegar occurs only if the
water is first turned into its positive state: that is wine. In other
words, the process which Aristotle is here describing entails two
different steps: first the water must be actualized into the form of
wine and then, being deprived of such form, it can be regarded as

matter of vinegar.

Such reading of the puzzle seems to support the account of H1
1042b1-3 that I have provided in Part I of this work®'. In that
context, dealing with the role of matter in substantial generation,
Aristotle had argued that:

“in respect of substance there is something that is now being
generated and again being destroyed, and now underlies the

process as a ‘this’ and again underlies it as the privation of
positive character%,

As T have shown above, the repetition of the structure viv-mr&Av
at lines 1042b1-2 and b2-3 entails two temporal relations, which

refer to different times in the generation of a substance. Both

350 For instance, D. Bostock (1994) pp. 277-78, provides a deflationary
reading of this passage suggesting that: “evidently Aristotle is allowing
himself to be influenced by the fact that he values wine more highly that
he values vinegar, but it was a mistake on his part to suppose that this
evaluation is some way justified by the “nature” of the items concerned”.

351 Cf. §1.4

352 ouoicas B kai kaT’ ouciav 6 viv pév év yevéoel TaAw 8’ év gpbop &,
Kal ViV UEV UTTOKEI UEVOY cos TABE Ti AW 8 UTTOKEIMEVOY €S KaTa
oTépnow
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against Ross's and Gill's readings®>, 1 have argued that that the
now which at bl qualifies the time of the subject in generation
and the now which at b2 qualifies the time of the subject as a
this, each qualify a different time. While in the former case
Aristotle refers to matter as the subject which becomes in
generation, in the latter he refers to matter at the end of the
process of generation and, thus, to the matter which, now having
its own form, is a this. In the same way, the again which at b2
qualifies the time of the subject in destruction and the again
which at b3 qualifies the time of the subject in respect of a
privation of positive character, refer to two different periods of
time. While the former refers to the matter which is in the
process of destruction, the latter refers to the matter, which,
having lost its own form, is a deprived subject. Hence, I argue
that while in the first clause of 1042bl-2 Aristotle makes
reference to the subjecthood of matter during the processes of
generation and corruption, in the second clause of 1042b2-3 he
makes reference to the termini of these processes, that is the
matter as a subject informed and the matter as a subject deprived

of form.

Now, when at H5 1044b31-34 Aristotle deals with the
potentiality of water of being both wine and vinegar, he seems to
exemplify this very same claims of H1. To say better, we can

regard water as what:

1) being now during the process of generation, is just potentially

something else;

2) being at the end of the process of generation, is something

determinate according to its positive state, i.e. wine;

3) being again in the process of destruction is potentially

something else;

353 For my critical remarks on both readings cf. §1.4
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4) being finally deprived of its positive state, is matter of vinegar.

Obviously, Gill has provided a reading of this puzzle very far
from mine, which strictly depends on her account of H1 1042b1-
3. She interprets H5 1044b31-34 as follows:

“Aristotle's question should remind us of the passage we talked
earlier from H1 (1042b1-3), but his point may be different in the
two texts. In H1 he said that the item in generation is a subject as
a this (fode ti), and the item in destruction is a subject deprived
(kata steresin). The passages agree on the second item in the
contrast, the subject in destruction. But Aristotle may be thinking
two separate claims about the first item. Whereas H1 was talking
about the preexisting matter, which is the subject in substantial
generation, H5 could be talking about the constituent matter of
the generated product. But whether HS is talking about the
preexisting or constituent matter, Aristotle's claim is that the
matter is potential in virtue of the form of wine. This does

nothing to soften the claim in H1: Even if water is potentially
wine in virtue of the form of wine, it is also actually water”**.

As it is evident, in order to make consistent her account of the
two passages, Gill needs to postulate two different references for
the matter mentioned in H5. By contrast, thanks to my reading of
H1 1042b1-3, it is likely that Aristotle here refers to one only sort
of matter - the water - which has in itself both the potentiality of
being wine and vinegar, but according to different principles.
While it becomes wine according to its positive state and at the
end of the process of generation, it becomes vinegar, according
to the privation of such positive character. Hence, what HS5's
puzzle adds to H1's account, is just the description of substantial
generation as teleologically oriented towards the positive state of
matter. Anyway, the parallel between the two texts constitutes a
further evidence of the theoretical dependance of H4-5 account

on the second half of H1.

In the final section of H5 (1044b34-1045a6) Aristotle deals with
a further puzzle (aTopia) concerning the processes of material

derivation:

354 M.L. Gill (1996) p. 225.
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“It is also hard to say why wine is not said to be the matter of
vinegar nor potentially vinegar (though vinegar is produced from
it), and why the living man is not said to be potentially dead. In
fact they are not, but the corruptions in question are accidental,
and it is the matter of the animal that is itself in virtue of its
corruption the potency and matter of a corpse, and it is water that
is the matter of vinegar. For the one comes from the other as
night from day. And all things which change thus into one
another must be reduced to their matter, e.g. if from a corpse is
produced an animal, the corpse is first reduced to its matter, and
only then becomes an animal; and vinegar is first reduced to
water, and only then becomes wine>’.

Actually, the puzzle seems to concern two different processes.
On the one hand, in lines 1044b34-1045a2 Aristotle asks why
neither the wine is matter of the vinegar nor the animal is
potentially the corpse. On the other hand, in lines 1045a3-6 he
describes under which conditions an animal can be produced
from a corpse and wine from vinegar. The claim at 1045a2-3,
where Aristotle mentions the case of the occurring of night from

day is meant to link the two arguments.

In the first argument, Aristotle distinguishes two concepts that
nearly recall H4's distinction between material derivation and
material composition®*. He maintains that even if something
derives from something else (yiyvetau ), this does not entail
that the item from which the derivation starts is the matter and
the potency (UAn kai SUvauis) of the final product. Thus,
although vinegar derives from wine and the corpse derives from
the animal, neither wine is matter of vinegar nor the animal is
matter of the corpse. Rather, both derivations are said to be
“accidental corruptions” (kaTa oupBePnkos ai @bopai). For,

the potentiality of being a corpse does not belong to the living

355 amopia 8¢ Tis €0t kai B Ti 6 oilvog oux UAn tol dEous oude
Suvdpel 8Eos (kaiTor ylyvetal ¢ autod 8os) kai 6 (v Suvduel
VEKPOS. 1) oV, AAA& kaTa oupPePnkods ai bopai, 1) 8¢ ToT pou UAN
auTn KaTa @Bopav vekpol dUvapis kai UAn, kai TO Udop &Eous:
YiyveTal yap €k ToUTtwv doTep EE Nuépas wiE. kal doa 81 oUTe
peTaB&AAel els GAANAaQ, eis Ty UAnv Sel émaveABeiv, ofov &i ék
vekpou Cov, eis Thv UAnv mpcdTov, ei8” olTtw Coov- kai 1O dEos
els Udcop, 6’ oUTws ofvos.

356 Cf. §4

169



thing in itself, but rather to the matter of the animal “in virtue of
its corruption” (1) UAn aUTr) kaTt& @bopav). In the same way,
the potentiality of being vinegar does not belong to the wine in

itself, but rather to the water “in virtue of its corruption”.

As it is evident, the formula “T) UAn autn kata @bBopav” at
1045al reminds us to the analogous formula of 1044b33-34
“kaTa oTépnotv kai pbopav TNy Tapa euotv”. Through such
formula Aristotle had previously explained why matter was not
only the potentiality of its positive state, but also of its privative
one. Here he seems to restate the same principle by providing
two complementary viewpoints on the production of a privative

state:
a) it comes from its positive state just accidentally;

b) it comes actually from the corruption of its material

substratum®’.

In order to flesh out the puzzle, Aristotle makes a further parallel.
For, he argues that both the derivation of the corpse from the
animal and that of vinegar from wine are the same as the
occurring of the day from night (ylyvetar yap ék ToUTwv
woTep €€ Nuépas wiE). All such processes are, indeed, said to
be examples of reciprocal changes (doa peTaPaAAel Eeig

EAANAQ).

Now, the sorts of corruption so far described in the chapter are
not reciprocal, but rather irreversible, for this seems to be evident
both in the production of vinegar from wine and in the derivation
of the corpse from the animal. By contrast, the occurring of the

day from night is not an irreversible process, since it entails the

357 As W.D. Ross (1924) pp. 236-37 outlines: “the chapter indicates three
ways in which A may change into B: (1) ka8’ €6 kai kaT& TO €idos, as
water into wine, (2) kaTa oTépnow Kal bopav ThHy Tapa UGV, as
water into vinegar, (3) kat& oupPePnkods, as wine into vinegar”.
However, as we have seen, (2) and (3) can be regarded as describing the
same process from different viewpoints.
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reciprocal occurring of the night from day.

The reason why Aristotle quotes here the example of such mutual
change can be find out, once again, in the general framework of
H4-5. Namely, within the in-depth analysis of the role of matter
in generation and corruption that these chapters supply. As in the
cases above-mentioned, in fact, also in the case of the occurring
of the night from day there is a matter that underlies this change.
A clear evidence of this occurs in A4 1070b21, where Aristotle

3% This entails

explains that the matter of day and night is the air
that even if day and night come the one from the other, the air is

the underlying matter which allows their reciprocal occurring.

Moreover, Aristotle refers to the mutual change of day and night
in order to introduce the last sort of possible derivation. Namely,
the generation of the animal from the corpse and that of the wine
from vinegar. As it is clear, such sort of generation concerns the
derivation of a positive state from its privative one. Aristotle
denies the possibility that the animal can derive directly from the
corpse and, accordingly, that wine can derive directly from
vinegar. Rather, the corpse must first be reduced into its matter*>,
in order to become then an animal and vinegar must first be
reduced into water, in order to become then wine. As I have
argued above, this argument elucidates the distinction between
the two main sorts of material derivation described at H4
1044a23-25°°, In that place Aristotle had stated that:

“one thing comes from another in two senses, either because it

will be found at a later stage of development, or because it is
produced if the other is analysed into its original constituents”.

Both the examples of H5's last paragraph clarify the second sort

358 pcds okdTOs anjp. €k O ToUTwv Tuepa Kai vUE. This same example
occurs also in A24 1023b5-6, where, however, Aristotle does not mention
the role played by the air.

359 Aristotle does not specify in the text which particular material element he
is here referring to.

360 Cf. §4
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of derivation. The parallel with H4's distinction is revealed by the
reference to the formula “eis Trv UAnv émaveABeiv” at 1045a4,
which nearly recalls the analogous formulae of H4: avaAvecBal
els TNV mpcoTNV UANV (1044a22-23) and dvaAubévTos eis Trnv
apxnv (1044a24-25). As we already know, such formulae were
meant to describe the process of derivation of the phlegm from
bile. In H4 Aristotle explained how it were possible to regard the
phlegm as deriving from bile as long as the bile was first
resolved into the original material element shared by phlegm

too*'. In H5 Aristotle applies the same model of explication to

the derivation of a positive state of matter from its privative one.

We can now sum up the main results that turn out from the

analysis of H4-5.

These chapters mainly depend on the positive account of matter
that Aristotle provides us with in the second half of HI1
(1042a24-b8). In that context he had dealt with the
substancehood of matter, by showing its key role of underlying
subject in every physical change. Such perspective is developed
in H4-5, where Aristotle supplies several remarks both on the
inner material structure of something and on the role played by
matter in the processes of generation and corruption. While H4
tackles with the relation between matter and causes, HS tackles
with the relation between matter and contrary states. Both
researches fit well with H's general framework, since they both

deal with the relation between matter and explanation.

After analysing H4-5, it must be remarked that the question
about how to understand matter's way of being does not occur as
such only in Z17. In this sense H4-5, far from being
miscellaneous chapters fit perfectly with the text of A3 983b6-11,

where Aristotle presents the ontology of naturalist philosophers

361 Cf. §4
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as follows:

“Of the first philosophers, most thought the principles which
were of the nature of matter were the only principles of all
things; that of which all things that are consist (¢ oU), and from
which they first come to be (€€ oU yiyveTal TpcoTov), and into
which they are finally resolved (eis O @BeipeTal TeAeuTaiov)
(the substance remaining, but changing in its modifications), this
they say is the element and the principle of things”.

Here it is clearly stated how the materialistic approach to the
question of being acknowledges to the notion of matter three
decisive features: its being a) that of which all things consist; b)
that from which they firstly derive; c) that into which they are

finally resolved.

Now I argue that in H4-5 Aristotle provides an in-depth analysis
of the oUcia UAIKT) in order to show his own account of these
three features: a) derivation; b) composition; ¢) final resolution.
While H4 is mainly concerned with a) and b), H5) approaches

also ¢).

However, as I have tried to show above, Aristotle deals with
these three points within H's more general framework. Such a
framework entails that matter is explained through the dynamic
understanding of hylomorphism. In H4, through the concept of
oikela UAn, Aristotle aims at establishing the conditions of
dispositional appropriateness that a certain matter must reveal for
composing a determinate object. In HS, instead, he deals with the
potential determinateness of matter through the polarity
expressed by the notions of possess (€€15) and privation
(oTépnois) of form. As it results clear, such a polarity gives a

teleological content to the notion of determinateness.

Finally, it is noteworthy that the in-depth analysis of the
“material substance”, which Aristotle develops in H4-5, begins

with a clear reference to the primary matter(s) of derivation (ék
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ToU aUTOU TMAVTa TPCTOU f| TV auTdV s TPWTWV)**
and ends with the same matter as subject of final resolution (eis
v UAnv mpddTov). Now, neither the primary matter from
which a generation starts nor the primary matter into which a
corruption ends can be mentioned in the definition of a
composite being. By contrast, only the “proper matter” can be
consistently mentioned. This evidence provides me with the

possibility of making a final provocative question.

Is it so unlikely that in H3 1043b30, the formula £€ cov & aiTtn

mpwTwv refers to the undefinability of the matter from which

the generation of a composite starts*®*?

362 H4 1044alé.
363 I have made this suggestion in §3.4

174



CONCLUSION
§H6: Matter and Unity

In the opening claim of H6 Aristotle recalls explicitly the main

argument of H3's last paragraph (1043b32-1044al1):

“To return to the difficulty which has been stated with respect to
definitions and numbers, what is the cause of the unity of each of
them?”*%,

Now in the ending paragraph of H3 Aristotle provides an
account that somewhat concerns the unity of numbers and
definitions. Here I do not aim at supplying an accurate analysis
of that paragraph. Rather, I will select its main outcomes in order
to establish to what extent they can shed some substantial light

on H6's train of thought.

For this reason I am now reporting the whole text of H3

1043b32-1044al4:

“It is also obvious that, if all substances are in a sense numbers,
they are so in this sense and not, as some say as composed ** of
units. For definition is a sort of number; for it is divisible, and
into indivisible parts (for definitory formulae are not infinite),
and number also is of this nature. And as, when one of the parts
of which a number consists has been taken from or added to the
number, it is no longer the same number, but a different one,
even if it is the very smallest part that has been taken away or
added, so the definition and the essence will no longer remain
when anything has been taken away or added. And the number
must have something in virtue of which it is one thing, while our
opponents cannot say if it is one (for either it is not one but a sort
of heap, or if it is, we ought to say what it is that makes one out
of many); and the definition is one, but similarly they cannot say
what makes it one. And this is natural; for the same reason is
applicable, and substance is one in the sense which we have

364 H6 1045a7-8: Tlepi 8¢ Tns amopias Ths eipnuévns Tepl Te TOUs
OplopoUs Kal Trepl Tous aplbuols, Ti aiTiov ToT £ elval;

365 Here my translation of oux ¢ds Tives Aéyouot povadwv (1043b33)
differs from that of Ross: “numbers of units”. As it will appear clear in
the following, this formula must be, in fact, referred to the parallel one
in Z13 1039al2: & &pibuds ouvbeots povddwv, which the same Ross

translates with “synthesis of units”.
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explained, and not, as some say, by being a sort of unit or point;
each is a complete reality and a definite nature. And as number
does not admit of the more and the less, neither does substance,
in the sense of form, but if any substance does, it is only the
substance which involves matter’*,

The whole argument of these lines mainly depends on the
institution of some analogies among the notions of substance,
number and definition. As a matter of fact, Aristotle does not
seem to provide here any new answer to the questions he roughly
sketches out. Rather, he seems to recall some outcomes
elsewhere reached, and concerning the problem(s) of unity
especially. I preliminary argue that this same reading can be

applied to the text of H6.

Some scholars have approached the final paragraph of H3 as
somewhat related to the enquiry on the substancehood of
mathematical objects, which Aristotle develops in Metaphysics
M. This should entail the presence of some technical uses of
the concept of apiBuds that, however, do not seem to be at work

t368

in the text™. By contrast, some other scholars rightly observe

366 @avepdv B¢ kal 16T, elTrep eiol s apibuoi ai oloial, oUTews eio
Kal oux 3§ Twes Aéyouaot Hovadov: & Te yap Opiopds aplBuds Tis:
dlaipeTds Te yap kal eis adiaipeTa (oU yap dmeipol oi Adyou), kal
O Ap1Buos), Kai & &p1buods 8¢ ToloUTov. Kai COoTEP oUd” &Tr &piBuol
a@aipeBévtos Twos 1 mpooTebévTos £E v O dp1buds EoTiv, OUKETL
O aUTOs ap1buds EoTv aAN’ ETepos, Kav TOUAEXIOTOV APalpedij T
TpooTedf, oUTtws oudt & Oplopds TO Ti My eival oUKETL EoTal
a@aipeBévtos Tvos 1 TpooTeBEvTos. Kal TOV AplBudv Sel elval Ti &
els, © vV ouk Exouct Aéyew Tivi els, els (1] yap oUk €oTiv GAN’ olov
owpds, 1 elmep £oTi, AekTéov Ti TO TTOIOGY €V EK TTOAAGV)- kKai O
Oplopds els, ouoics 88 oudt TouTov £xouot Aéyew. kal ToUTO
elkdTes oupPaivelr ToU autol yap Adyov, kai 1) ovucia Ev oUTws,
&AA oux cos Aéyouoi Twes olov povds Tis odoa 1) oTiyur, AN’
gvTeAéxela Kai pUOLS Tis EK&OTT). Kal cdoTep oUdt O ap1Buds Exel TO
H&AAoV kal HTToV, oUd’ 1) KaTa TO eidos oucia, aAN’ elTrep, 1) HETS
Tiis UAns.

367 W.D. Ross (1924) p.233; Londinenses (1984) p. 21.

368 In this sense the final summarizing lines of H3 1044all-14 can be
misleading: “Let this then suffice for an account of the generation and
destruction of so- called substances—in what sense it is possible and in
what sense impossible—and of the reduction of things to number”. For
they seem refer to an alleged reduction of substances to numbers (eis
TOV apiBuov  avaywym), of which there is no trace in the text.
Moreover, the fact that they refer also to the generation and corruption of
substances as if it were the other main argument of H3 allows us to treat
these lines as spurious. See also §3.4
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how the notion of number is in this context meant to show,
analogically, the composite way of being of things and of
definitions®®. All the references to “numbers” must then be read:
1) as developing the main focus of H2-3 (namely, that on the
material composition of something) and 2) as bringing forward

Ho6's account of unity.

For these reasons I argue that the fifth paragraph of H3 must be
read as depending on the claim which precedes it in the text.

Namely, on what it is said at lines 1043b28-32:

“Therefore one kind of substance can be defined and formulated,
i.e. the composite kind, whether it the object of sense or of
reason; but the primary parts from which this derives cannot be
defined, since a definitory formula predicates something of
something, and one part of the definition must play the part of
matter and the other that of form”.

I have already provided my reading of these lines in §3.4. Here |
come back on them in order to show how they rule the final
paragraph of H3 and H6's account of definition as well.

Aristotle shows how the definitional structure of a composite

370

thing, whether its matter is sensible or intelligible’””, mirrors its

369 D. Bostock (1994) p. 267; E.C Halper (2005) p. 170.

370 According to W.D. Ross (1924) p. 233 the reference to the intelligible
(vonTr) matter of the composite (1043b30) should be read as expressing
H6's account of the genus of a form regarded as its matter. However,
although it is quite plain that for Aristotle the genus can be regarded as
the matter of a definition, in those places where such an idea is expressed
he does not make reference to the concept of “intelligible matter”. See,
for instance, Metaphysics A29 1024b8-9, Z12 1038a6, Iota8 1058al. On
the contrary, where Aristotle refers to the notion of “intelligible matter”,
in opposition to the notion of “sensible matter”, he always points out that
this is the matter proper of the mathematical objects. See Z10 1036a9-12,
but also the same lines of H6 1045b33-35, where as example of UAn
von T Aristotle quotes the case of “figure” in the definition of circle as
“plain figure”(oxfiua emimedov). Thus, I believe that the reference to the
composite which is “object of reason”, at line 1043b30, must be read as
recalling the parallel formulation at Z10 1036a2-8, where it is said that:
“when we come to the concrete thing, e.g. this circle, i.e. one of the
individual circles, whether sensible or intelligible (I mean by intelligible
circles the mathematical, and by sensible circles those of bronze and of
wood), of these there is no definition but they are known by the aid of
thought or perception; and when they go out of our actual consciousness
it is not clear whether they exist or not; but they are always stated and
recognized by means of the universal formula”. It is likely, hence, that in
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ontological composition, namely its being a composite of matter
and form. Now, both in the ending paragraph of H3 and in the
whole text of H6 Aristotle aims at stating under which conditions
both the ontological and definitional structure of a composite
being can be read as a unity.

Thus, the claim at H3 1043b32-34, where Aristotle regards as
obvious (pavepov) that if all substances are in a sense numbers
(Treas’™ apibuol), they are so in this sense (oUTtws) and not, as
“composed of units” (oUx €35 Hovadeov)”, must be read as
follows.

Substances are in a sense numbers, since they too share the
feature to be composed of parts: matter and form. However, the
hylomorphic composition must not be conceived as if it were a
sum of separate units. Aristotle is here taking for granted two
points. First he recalls the main result of what has been shown in
Z13 1039a3-14:

“that a substance cannot consist of substances present in it
actually (for things that are thus actually two are never actually
one, though if they are potentially two, they can be one, e.g. the
double line consists of two halves—potentially; for the
actualization of the halves divides them from one another;
therefore if the substance is one, it will not consist of substances
present in it); and according to the argument which Democritus
states rightly; he says one thing cannot come from two nor two
from one; for he identifies his indivisible magnitudes with
substances. It is clear therefore that the same will hold good of
number, if number is a synthesis of units, as is said by some; for
two is either not one, or there is no unit present in it actually”.

This text shows clearly how it is not possible for a substance to
be composed of two or more substances in actuality. For, in this

way, the substance would not be one. This means, that unlike the

H3 Aristotle aims at showing how it is possible to give the Adyos
oploTikos of objects such as mathematical circles once they are regarded
in their universal aspect. Similar conclusions can be gained through the
analysis of H6 1045b33-35.

371 The reference to Treos is evidence of the fact that Aristotle is not here
concerned with a technical use of the notion of “number”, but just with an
analogical one (“number as composed of units”).
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Platonic Forms, which are separate things of which one only
thing should come out (as, for instance, in the above mentioned
case of “man” as composed of both “Animal” and “Biped”
regarded as separate Forms®’?), matter and form are not distinct
items (or units) within the ontological structure of a substance.
Here Aristotle takes for granted, evidently, the idea, shown at
length in H2, that matter and form can be understood in their
dynamic relation, namely as potentiality and actuality,
respectively. I argue that the main aim of H6 is to prove how the
doctrine of hylomorphism, unlike the Platonic doctrine of Forms,
does not threaten the unitary structure of both things and
definitions. To put the same question differently, Aristotle aims at
showing how its notion of composition is compatible with the
“unity requirement” of its epistemology. With the formula “unity
requirement” I refer to those places where Aristotle maintains
that the definitional structure must be unitary*”.

However, since the composition of matter and form is something
real (namely, it is the fundamental physical relation in the
sublunar realm) the unity requirement must be consistent with
the double reference to matter and form as different items. I
argue that this point is on the background of the analogy stated in
H3 1043b34-36 between the divisibility of both definitions and
numbers:

“For definition is a sort of number; for it is divisible, and into
indivisible parts (for definitory formulae are not infinite), and
number also is of this nature”.

Here Aristotle underlines how, although we must seek for the
unity of definitions (which we know to be composed of matter
and form), still, a definition is divisible into its own parts: matter
and form. The analogy with the number, hence, is here meant to

show how the unity requirement must somewhat coexist with the

372 See H3 1043b10.
373 See, for instance, Z4 1030a6-11; Z12 1037b24-27; H6 1045a12-13.
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complex structure which both numbers and definitions reveal.
The third analogy, which Aristotle makes in lines 1043b36-
1044a2, concerns the loss of identity of both numbers and
definitions once some parts are subtracted or added:

“when one of the parts of which a number consists has been
taken from or added to the number, it is no longer the same
number, but a different one, even if it is the very smallest part
that has been taken away or added, so the definition and the
essence will no longer remain when anything has been taken
away or added”.

Here the reference to those parts which are agaipeBévtos 1
mpooTeBévTos remind us of chapter 27 of Metaphysics A, where
Aristotle presents us the meaning of the notion of koAoPov (“to

be mutilated”):

“It is not any chance quantitative thing that can be said to be
mutilated; it must be both divisible and a whole (ueploTdv kai
OAov). For two is not mutilated if one of the two ones is taken
away (agaipoupévou) (for the part removed by mutilation is
never equal to the remainder), nor in general is any number thus
mutilated; for it is also necessary that the substance remain; if a
cup is mutilated, it must still be a cup; but the number is no
longer the same. Further, even if things consist of unlike parts,
not even these things can all be said to be mutilated, for in a
sense a number has unlike parts, e.g. two and three”*"*.

This passage clarifies that a certain number does not remain the
same if one of its units is subtracted, or (as it seems possible to
infer) if a further unity is added to it. Accordingly, not even
definition, which is made out of parts, remains the same if one of
its items is subtracted, or if a further item is added.

Finally, in H3 1044a2-11 Aristotle moves to the question about
the “cause of unity” of those things (such as, for instance,
numbers and definitions) which are composed of parts:

“And the number must have something in virtue of which it is
one thing, while our opponents cannot say if it is one (for either
it is not one but a sort of heap (ocwpds), or if it is, we ought to
say what it is that makes one out of many (€v ék TToAAGV); and
the definition is one, but similarly they cannot say what makes it

374 A27 1024al1-18.
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one. And this is natural; for the same reason is applicable, and
substance is one in the sense which we have explained, and not,
as some say, by being a sort of unit or point (povds Tis oUoa 1
oTiyun); each is a complete reality and a definite nature
(BvTeAéxela kal @uols Tis Ek&GoTn). And as number does not
admit of the more and the less, neither does substance, in the
sense of form, but if any substance does, it is only the substance
which involves matter”.

As I shall try to prove in the following, in these lines of H3
Aristotle compresses the main arguments that he develops in H6.

1) he argues that his opponents (veritably the Platonists, whose
theories will be challenged in H6) are not able to explain how the
number and the definition are one as a whole, rather than as a
mere heap of distinct entities (1044a4);

2) the main explanatory problem concerns, hence, the solution of
the uni-multiplicity puzzle (1044a5);

3) the reason why the Platonists can not provide a unitary
account of definition depends on the fact that they can not
provide a unitary account of substance (1044a7);

4) this means that the compositional puzzle about definition can
be solved only if the ontological puzzle concerning the
composition of matter and form is previously solved (namely, the
unity of definition is parasitic on the unity of the object it
defines);

5) while the Platonic understanding of Forms as separate ends up
with regarding them as sorts of units or points (1044a8), the
Aristotelian notion of substance as form is one insofar as it is “an
actuality and a definite nature” (1044a9).

All these points are on the background of H6 and, especially,
they rule H6's argument from 1045a7 to 1045a29.

Let us move then to the analysis of this argument.

The first paragraph of H6 (1045a7-14) has mainly an
introductory role:

“To return to the difficulty which has been stated with respect to
definitions and numbers, what is the cause of the unity of each of
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them? In the case of all things which have several parts and in
which the whole is not, as it were, a mere heap, but the totality is
something besides the parts, there is a cause of unity; for as
regards bodies®”® contact is the cause in some cases, and in others
viscidity or some other such quality. And a definition is a
formula which is one not by being connected together, like the
1liad, but by dealing with one object 7.

After recalling explicitly the argument at the core of H3's fifth
paragraph (the search for the unity of definitions and numbers),
Aristotle states which focus H6's search will firstly have. It
consists in providing a final account of the uni-multiplicity
puzzle, for what concerns both things and definitions. Both
things and definitions, in fact, have parts (uépn Exouowv).

The main premise of this argument is the same of Z17 1041b11-
33, where Aristotle has asked how to understand the unity of a
composite being as providing a whole rather than a heap®”’. As I
have shown at length, Z17's search for “the cause by reason of
which a certain matter is some definite thing” represents the
theoretical background of Book H as a whole. Thus, we can
conclude that, being H6 the final chapter of H, it provides us
with “the finishing touch” of ZH*"® within the theoretical
framework defined from Z17.

As we know, this framework roughly consists in fleshing out the
relation between matter and explanation. While in H2-3 Aristotle
deals with such a relation by showing how matter can be
consistently arranged in a composite being, in H4-5 he deals with

the relation between matter and explanation by showing the role

375 Here 1 prefer a more literal translation of év Tois ccopact (1045all)
from the one given by Ross: “material things”. For, it is likely that
Aristotle is here recalling the enquiry of H2 on the differences of a
physical body.

376 Tlepi 8¢ 115 amopias Tis eipnuévns Tepi Te ToUs 6plopOUs Kal Tepl
Tous &apiBuovs, Ti aiTiov Tod Ev elval; M&vtwy yap doa TAeiw
pépn Exel Kai pun €oTv olov cwpds TO &V &AN €oTi TI TO SAhov
Tapd Ta popla, €0TL TL aiTIov, £TEl Kal €V TOIS CCOHACL TOIS HEV
aen aiTia ToU Ev elval Tols 8¢ yAioxpdtns 1) Ti mé&bos ETepov
ToloUTov. 6 & Opiouds Adyos EoTiv els oU ouvdéopw KabaTep 1
TAtas aAA& TS €vods givanl.

377 Cf.Z17 1041b11-12 with H6 1045a8-10.

378 See H1 1042a1-2. §1.1
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of matter in the processes of generation and corruption. Finally,
in H6 Aristotle seeks for those conditions under which the fact
for something of “having matter” (accordingly with the starting
claim of H's analysis®”®) does not threaten either the unity of its
being or the unity of its definition.

After recalling the main theme of H3's final paragraph (1045a7-
8), and after reminding us that the unity we are seeking for is that
stated at the end of Z17, namely the unity as whole (1045a8-10),
in H6 1045a10-12, Aristotle says that:

“as regards bodies contact is the cause in some cases, and in
others viscidity or some other such quality”.

Far from being trivial, this claim clearly refers to H2's enquiry on
the various kinds of differences that determine the being in
actuality of a physical body**. The main evidence of this is given
by the two mentioned types of differences: “contact” (agn) and
“viscidity” (yAloxpoTtns). Both cases refer to the group of
differences which in H2 1042b21 Aristotle has headed with the
title of “sensible affections”. In my analysis of that section of the
text I have shown how these differences recall the enquiry on
physical bodies of On Generation and Corruption. In particular,
the couples of differences “hardness and softness” and “dryness
and wetness”, which are mentioned in H2 1042b22-23, are said
to be “contrarieties correlative to contact” (EVavTICOOEIS KATQ
v aenw) in On Generation and Corruption 112°*'. In H6
Aristotle quotes implicitly the same differences by referring to
their common genus: ‘“contact”. Moreover, the example of
“viscidity”, which is not mentioned in H2, occurs in the same
passage of On Generation and Corruption as further case of
primary difference relative to “contact”™. In H6 such cases are

quoted in order to restate that we have to seek for the cause of

379 See HI 1042a24-25. §1.4
380 See §2.2

381 See 329b14-20.

382 See 112 329620
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unity at every degree of material composition. This confirms,
once again, the textual and theoretical unity of Book H as a
whole. Moreover, the fact that in the opening lines of H6
(1045a7-12) Aristotle first recalls H3, then Z17, and finally H2,
shows immediately one of the main features of the whole
chapter. The conclusive position of H6, in fact, does not depend
on its being a resolving chapter, as scholars traditionally think,
but rather on its being a summarizing one®. In other words, I
aim at showing how H6 concludes ZH not because it provides
some new or decisive theories, but rather because it collects the
main outcomes of the path developed all throughout the two
Books.

In this sense my reading of the chapter can be regarded as
deflationary. However, I attach a great importance to H6's text,
since its “summarizing” character reveals a precise orientation. |
argue that Aristotle's main goal in H6 is to show the explanatory
power of hylomorphism, and of the doctrine of categories as
well, over the Platonic doctrine of Forms**. While from 1045a12
to 1045a35 Aristotle shows the power of hylomorphism over the
Platonic understanding of Forms as separate items, from 1045a36
to 1045b7 he shows the power of the doctrine of categories over
the Platonic separation of the most universal predicates: “one”
and “being”. In both cases the reason why the Aristotelian
explanatory models are more powerful is gained through the key
distinction which goes through the whole Book H: the fact for
something of having or having not matter’*®. The doctrine of
hylomorphism shows its power over the Platonic account of
Forms as separate insofar as it secures the unity of those things
which “have matter” in their structure. The doctrine of

categories, instead, shows its power over the Platonic account of

383 See, paradigmatically, R.Rorty (1973).

384 On this point I roughly agree with M.J. Loux (1995).

385 On this methodological approach I agree with V. Harte (1996).
386 See §1.4
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Being and One as separate Forms insofar as it secures the unity
and being of those things which have not matter in their
structure. In this sense H6 seems to be the perfect conclusion of
ZH, for it brings together the two main approaches to the
question of substance: the categorial one (Z1-6) and the
hylomorphic one (Z7-H6). At the end of ZH Aristotle makes a
rough synthesis of the reasons why his own explanatory models
win where the Platonic doctrine of Forms fails.

Once one takes on this general dialectical framework of HO,
several unexpected conclusions come out. In particular, I aim at
showing how the traditional reading of H6 as of that place where
Aristotle somewhat relates the definitional unity of composite to
the definitional unity of form must be substantially revised*"'.
The first reference to the issue about the unity of definition
occurs at 1045a12-14, where Aristotle says that:

“And a definition is a formula which is one not by being
connected together (oU ouvdéouw), like the Iliad, but by dealing
with one object”.

Also in these lines Aristotle actually recalls some outcomes
reached elsewhere. Through the example concerning the unity of
1liad, in fact, he reminds us the main conclusion of Z4's enquiry
on those things which primarily have definition and essence®**:

“this is evident, that definition and essence in the primary and
simple (TTpcOTOS Kal aTAddS) sense belong to substances. Still
they belong to other things as well in a similar way, but not

387 As it will appear clear in the following, the two questions can be paired
only for their common reference to the uni-multiplicity problem. The
traditional reading is due to W.D. Ross (1924) p. 238: “the problem of H6
is that of the genus or UAn vonTrj with differentia. Aristotle illustrates it
by the more familiar notion of the unity of form with UAn aiobnTr in
e.g. a bronze ball, and then in 1.33 returns to the case of genus and
differentia as sensible matter to form and may therefore be called
intelligible matter”. Ross's analogical reading of H6 has been successful
for many decades and scholars have generally accepted it. See, especially
J. Owens (1951) p. 343; P. Aubenque (1962) p. 229; A.R. Lacey (1965) p.
63. Lately, even if through different ways of understanding it, Ross's idea
that the unity of the definition of form is the main issue of H6 has been
supported by V. Harte (1996); M.L. Gill (2010); E. Keeling (2012).

388 For a very helpful analysis of Z4 see, especially, M. Peramatzis (2010).
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primarily (ou mpcoTos). For if we suppose this it does not follow
that there is a definition of every word which means the same as
any formula; it must mean the same as a particular kind of
formula; and this condition is satisfied if it is a formula of
something which is one (ToUTto & £av €vds 1)), not by
continuity like the //iad or the things that are one by being bound
together (Un T ouvexel cotep 1) '[Aias 1§ doa cuvdéouw),
but in one of the main senses of ‘one’ (GAA éav OoaxGds
AéyeTal TO €v), which answer to the senses of ‘is’ (TO & Ev
AéyeTal comep TO Ov); now ‘that which is’ in one sense
denotes an individual, in another a quantity, in another a quality.
And so there can be a formula or definition of white man, but not
in the sense in which (&AAov d¢ Tpdmov) there is a definition
either of white or of a substance”.

I argue that this text of Z4 can shed substantial light on the
overall project of H6:

1) in H6 1045a12-14 Aristotle recalls Z4's conclusion in order to
restate which is the main criterion for accepting as valid a
definition: the unity of definition is parasitic on the unity of its
definiens. Thus, as Aristotle says in H6, definition must refer to a
unitary object (T €vos eivat);

2) this criterion is primarily and simply (TTpcoTOS Kal aTrAcdS)
satisfied by the unity of those items which fall under the different
categories. Aristotle will develop this point in H6 1045a36-b7;

3) Both in Z4 and in H6 Aristotle quotes the example of Iliad as
wrong type of definition. Z4 allows us to fill the gap which
comes out from H6's overhasty reference. The kind of
“connection” (ouvdéouce) which Aristotle alludes to in H6, for
showing the weak unity of the definition //iad, in Z4 is said to be
just semantic: /liad is a mere stipulated name that signifies the
same as the epos of the Iliad;

4) Thus we must look for a stronger definitional unity that
depends on the ontological unity of its definiens;

5) In the final lines of Z4 (1030b12-13) Aristotle sharply

distinguishes the definitional unity of the primary entities which

fall under each category from the definitional unity of accidental
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composites (as “white man”), which, evidently, is neither
primary (TTpcoTOS) nor simple (aTAGDS).

I argue that in H6 Aristotle compares the ontological and
definitional unity of the categorial objects with the ontological
and definitional unity of a different sort of composite objects: the
hylomorphic ones. Thus if in H6 any comparison between
different kinds of unity occurs, it does not concern the unity of
form and the unity of composite, but rather the unity secured by
the doctrine of categories with the one secured by the doctrine of
hylomorphism.

I argue that such a comparison represents the “internal” side of
Hé6's enquiry. Namely, it concerns the inner consistence of the
Aristotelian account. The “external” side, instead, concerns, as I
have brought forward, the dialectic with Platonism.

Such a dialectic starts at lines 1045a14-20, where Aristotle poses
some rhetorical questions:

“What then is it that makes man one; why is he one and not
many, e.g. animal—biped, especially if there are, as some say, an
ideal animal and an ideal biped? Why are not those Ideas the
ideal man, so that men would exist by participation not in man,
nor in one Idea, but in two, animal and biped? And in general
man would be not one but more than one thing, animal and
biped”®.

First of all Aristotle asks: what is the cause that makes “man”
one, if, as the Platonists take on, there are an ideal animal and
and an ideal biped? (1045a14-17). As it is evident, these lines
exemplify the principle above recalled that the unity of definition
is parasitic to the unity of the definiens. The Platonic
understanding of the genus “animal” and of the differentia

“biped” as separate Forms threatens the unity of the form “man”.

Aristotle has dealt with this puzzle at length in Z12. As a matter

389 Ti oUv £oTiv & ToIel Ev TOV &vbpuoTrov, kai Siax Ti £v &AN’ ol TToAAG,
olov TS Te Cpov kai 1O dimouv, aAlAcos Te O Kai el £0TIv, OOTEP
paoi Twes, autd T {édov Kal auTto ditouv; Sik Ti y&p ok ékelva
aUTa O GvBpoTds 0T, Kal écovTal kaTa UEBeCv ol dGvBpaaTrol ouk
avBpcomou oud’ Evos aAA& duoiv, Cpou Kal diTrodos, kai GAcos &)
oUK &v &in 6 &vBpoTros Ev &AA& TAeiw, {édov kai SiTrouv;
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of fact, an analogous formulation of the aporia occurs at the
beginning of Z12:

“wherein consists the unity of that, the formula of which we call
a definition, as for instance in the case of man, two-footed
animal; for let this be the formula of man. Why, then, is this one,
and not many, viz. animal and two-footed?”>*

Later in the same chapter, Aristotle states, once again, the
principle according to which the unity of definition depends on
the unity of its definiens:

“But surely all the attributes in the definition must be one; for the
definition is a single formula and a formula of substance, so that
it must be a formula of some one thing; for substance means a
‘one’ and a ‘this’, as we maintain”.

Now, I argue that the uni-multiplicity puzzle which concerns the
definition of a form such as “man” is already and, definitely,
resolved in Z12. For this reason, I disagree with those scholars
who read H6 as developing, or revising, that account™".
In Z12 1038al19 Aristotle clearly maintains that:

“the last differentia will be the substance of the thing and its
definition (1) TeAevTaia diagopa 1 oUcia TOU MPAYHATOS
goTal Kal O Oplouds)”

The definitional unity of the “form” man, hence, is secured by
the differentia which occurs at the end of the process of
division®*? : “biped”.

In Z12, furthermore, Aristotle explains how to understand the
mutual relation between the genus and the differentia which
compose the definition of a form, arguing that:

“If then the genus absolutely does not exist apart from the
species which it as genus includes, or if it exists but exists as

390 See Z12 1037b11-14.

391 See n.388. On this point I agree with E.C. Halper (1984) p.146, who
argues that “these two chapters address different problems and solve
them differently”. For a careful analysis of analogies and differences
between the two chapters see also H. Steinfath (1996).

392 It must not be forgotten that for Aristotle the definition of the form “man”
as composed of the genus “animal” and the differentia “biped” belongs to
those kinds of definition “arising out of division” (T&V kaTa Ta&S
Siaipéoels Oplopcav). See Z12 1037b28-29.
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matter (for the voice is genus and matter, but its differentiae
make the species, i.e. the letters, out of it), clearly the definition
is the formula which comprises the differentiae™*”.

Here Aristotle seems to allude to his own understanding of the
concepts of genus and differentia. The alleged problem of their
mutual unity in the definition of form does not seem to need for
any special solution, but rather for a mere clarification. Whether
we understand the genus “animal” as not existing apart from its
species, or we understand it as if it were the matter out of which
some forms are made, genus and differentia do not threaten the
unity of the definition of a form. Their relation is that between a
determinant (the differentia) and a determinable (the genus as
matter). Hence, 1 argue that if Aristotle actually supports any
analogy between the definitional structure of a form and the
hylomorphic structure of a composite being, he makes this in the
above-mentioned passage of Z12. Namely, where he deals with
the notion of genus as mirroring the determinability proper of the
notion of matter**.

I argue that the analogy between the notions of genus and matter
is not at work in H6. Rather, the uni-multiplicity puzzle which
comes out in the definition of “man” as “biped animal” is such
only for the Platonists, who understand the genus “animal” and
the differentia “biped” as two separate Forms.

But, since the unity of definition is parasitic on the unity of its
definiens, Aristotle's main aim in H6 is to show that the
Platonists can not provide a unitary account of definition since
they can not explain the cause of unity and being of each thing.
Once we take on this point, it is clear how Aristotle builds up the
series of rhetorical questions in H6.

First, he starts asking how it is possible that animal and biped as

distinct items give rise to a unitary definition, that of form “man”

393 Z12 1038a5-9.
394 For other places where Aristotle says that genus can be regarded as
matter see Metaphysics A29 1024b8-9 and Iota8 1058al.
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(1045a14-17). Then, he shows how the Doctrine of Participation,
which should solve this puzzle by securing the ontological unity
of the definiens, fails, for it can not explain from an ontological
viewpoint why “man” participates of one idea (“man”) rather
than of two (“animal” and “biped”):

“Why are not those Ideas the ideal man, so that men would exist
by participation not in man, nor in one Idea, but in two, animal

and biped?”*®”.

The reference to the plural GvBpcoTror at line 1045al8 aims at
showing how the Platonic doctrine of Forms fails to explain also
the generation of the particular composite substances®®. This is
why Aristotle will make reference to his own concept of “moving
cause” in the following of H6. The last rhetorical question at
lines 1045a19-20 is meant to generalize the rebuttal of the
Platonic Doctrine of Forms, by showing how such an account
can not solve the uni-multiplicity problem, from either a
definitional or ontological viewpoint:

“And in general man would be not one but more than one thing,
animal and biped?”

The key point of my reading consists in regarding all these
questions as rhetorical, or, to put the same thing in a different
way, as not waiting for a solution. They are meant to summarize
the more extended criticism to the Platonic separation of Forms
of Z12-15.

This entails a deflationary reading of what immediately follows
in H6:

“Clearly, then, if people proceed thus in their usual manner of
definition and speech, they cannot explain and solve the
difficulty. But if, as we say, one element is matter and another is
form, and one is potentially and the other actually, the question
will no longer be thought a difficulty. For this difficulty is the
same as would arise if ‘round bronze’ were the definition of
cloak; for this name would be a sign of the definitory formula, so

395 1045a17-19.
396 See E.C. Halper (2005) p. 181.
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that the question is, what is the cause of the unity of round and
bronze? The difficulty disappears, because the one is matter, the
other form™’.

Here Aristotle aims mainly at contrasting two different
ontological models: the Platonic doctrine of Forms and
Participation on the one hand, and his own hylomorphism, on the
other hand. When at line 1045a22 he says that the Platonists,
“can not explain and solve the difficulty” (oUk évdéxeTal
atodouval kal AUcal Tnv amopiav), he is not referring to a
single aporia, but rather, following the reference to dAcwos at line
1045a19, to the general puzzle concerning uni-multiplicity. As a
consequence, when at 1045a23-25, he argues that:

“But if, as we say, one element is matter and another is form, and
one is potentially and the other actually, the question will no
longer be thought a difficulty”

he is just presenting as clear as possible his hylomorphic model
as it has been taken on all throughout Book H. Namely, in its
dynamic meaning. In other words, when Aristotle says that
hylomorphism solves the “aporia” he is arguing that the analysis
of sensible substances into matter and form is not threatened by
those uni-multiplicity puzzles which, on the contrary, jeopardize
the power of the Platonic account of being. Far from applying the
notions of matter as potentiality and form as actuality to the
items which occur in the definition of “man” as “biped animal”,
Aristotle is just concluding the theoretical path of ZH. His
conclusion simply restates that the hylomorphic model does not
fail to explain the unity of beings. To say it brutally, Aristotle

shows the power of his immanentism over the Platonic

397 @avepov Br) &TL oUTeo HEv HeTIoUow s eicoBacty opilecBal kal
Aéyew, ouk évdéxeTal amodolval Kai AUcal Thv amopiav- el &
EOTIV, COOTIEP AéYOLUEV, TO pEv UAN TO 8¢ poper), Kai TO HEv Suvdpel
TO B¢ tvepyeiq, oukéTl amopia 86Eeiev av elval TO CnToupevov.
goTl yap autn 1 amopia 1) autn Kav el 6 Spos ein igaTiou
OTPOYYUAOs KaAkds: €in y&p &v onueiov ToUvopa ToUTo Tol
Abyou, &oTe TO CnTovpevdv EoTi Ti aiTiov ToU Ev elval T
oTpoyyUAov Kai TOv xaAkdv. oUkéTt 81 amopia paiveTal, 4TI TO
HEv UAN TO 8¢ pop@r.
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transcendence. Insofar as matter and form are not two distinct
items as the Platonic forms are, the uni-multiplicity aporia ceases
to be such.

Hence, 1 argue that in H6 Aristotle does not apply the
potentiality-actuality model, which explains the being of
composite things, to the items of the definition of form. As a
consequence, there is no reason to seek for a strong
correspondence between the example of the form “man”, as
composed of the genus “animal” and the differentia “biped,” and
the example of the composite “round bronze” which Aristotle
quotes at 1045a25-29:

“For this difficulty is the same as would arise if ‘round bronze’
were the definition of cloak; for this name would be a sign of the
definitory formula, so that the question is, what is the cause of
the unity of round and bronze? The difficulty disappears, because
the one is matter, the other form”.

The main point is here to understand which relation of identity
Aristotle is alluding to through the formula aUTn 1 amopia 1
autn (1045a25). First, I believe that we must read the reference
to “this aporia” (1] amopia 1 auTn) in the same way we have
read the previous references at lines 22 and 25. Namely, as
picking up the uni-multiplicity puzzle. Thus, the relation of
identity (aUTn), which is developed by means of the following
example of “round bronze”, is meant to extend the uni-
multiplicity puzzle to the composite beings. As it is clear from
the beginning of H6, the unity of definition does not depend on
the unity of the name which expresses it, but rather on the unity
of the object defined.

This reading explains why Aristotle presents us the case of the
composite “round bronze” as if it were the definition of “cloak”.
The word iuaTiov occurs, significantly, in Z4. That is, in the
same context where the [liad example as case of wrong

definition occurs.

192



In Z4 1029b27-28 Aristotle assumes that “cloak” is the name
which signifies the accidental composite “white man”:

“But since there are compounds of substance with the other
categories (for there is a substrate for each category, e.g. for
quality, quantity, time, place, and motion), we must inquire
whether there is a formula of the essence of each of them, i.e.
whether to these compounds also there belongs an essence, e.g.
to white man. Let the compound be denoted by ‘cloak’”***.

The fact that Aristotle applies in H6 the name “cloak” to the
hylomorphic composite “round bronze” confirms the hypothesis
that in the final chapter of H he aims at comparing the unity of
those items which fall under each category with the unity of the
composites of matter and form.

This fact is a further evidence that Aristotle does not aim at
explaining the unity of form through the unity of composite, or
vice versa. Rather he is aiming at showing how also in the case
of the material composites - the analysis of whose structure has
been at the core of Book H — the unity of definition is parasitic
on the ontological unity of the object defined. However, as in the
case of the name Iliad, the name ‘“cloak”, which is evidently
conventional, is not sufficient for giving a unitary account of the
composite “round bronze”.

Thus, accordingly with H's focus on the relation between matter
and explanation, we must seek for that cause by reason of which
the potentiality of the matter “bronze” is actualized into the
composite being “round bronze”. Aristotle accomplishes this task
in H6 1044a30-33, where he provides the only argument which
can be read as “new’:

“What then is the cause of this—the reason why that which was
potentially is actually,—what except, in the case of things which
are generated, the agent? For there is no other reason why the
potential sphere becomes actually a sphere, but this was the
essence of either””.

398 Z4 22-28.

399 Ti olv ToUTou aiTiov, Tou TO Suvduel Ov gvepyeia elval, Tapa TO
Tolfjoav, év 6ools E0TL YEVECIS; OUBEV yap EOTIV aiTiov ETepov ToU
v duvépel opaipav évepyeia elval opaipav, GAA& TOUT Ry TO Ti

193



In these lines Aristotle seems to maintain two contradictory
claims. On the one hand, it argues that the unity of matter and
form depends on the moving cause (TO Toifjoav), which is
identified with the cause by reason of which the potentiality of
bronze passes into the actuality of the bronze sphere. On the
other hand, he argues that there is no cause by reason of which
the potential sphere becomes actually a sphere apart from the
essence which both share (T Ti fv elvail ékaTépe).

I argue that these two claims are not contradictory, for Aristotle
aims at stating two different points*”’. While in the first statement
(1045a30-31), accordingly with his own theory of becoming, he
reminds us that in things subject to generation we must seek for

401

the moving cause from which generation starts*', in the second

statement he aims at underlining how the dynamic relation

nv elval ekaTépeo.

400 In these lines it seems to emerge the puzzle concerning the so-called
explanatory or non explanatory approach to the unity of composite
beings. See D. Charles (1994), p.77, who, without supporting it,
describes the non-explanatory approach as follows: “the unity of the
particular composite substance is not itself explained by invoking a
relation between matter and form, for that relation itself adverts to the
unity of the particular composite substance (...) the matter and the form
of a particular composite substance are only correctly describable as the
matter and the form of that composite substance, and cannot exist save as
the matter or the form of that composite substance”.

Later in the same paper (p. 79), Charles defines the explanatory approach
as follows: “the explanatory approach, by contrast, is one in which at
least one of the pair matter/form (or potentiality/ actuality) is taken to be
independent of and prior to, the notion of a composite unified substance.
Thus, for example, the type of matter or form (or both) of a human being
is to be specified independently of their being the matter or form of the
composite human being, and their principle of combination be stated
without reference to their being elements in a unified composite
substance.

The contrast between explanatory or non-explanatory approach to the
question of being goes beyond H6's text. An accurate account of it would
entail the references to several texts of the corpus aristotelicum. For a
very helpful status quaestionis see G.Galluzzo-M.Mariani (2006) pp. 89-
134.

401 See, paradigmatically, Z8 1033a24-27: “Since anything which is
produced is produced by something (and this I call the starting-point of
the production), and from something (and let this be taken to be not the
privation but the matter; for the meanings we attach to these have
already been distinguished), and since something is produced (and this
is either a sphere or a circle or whatever else it may chance to be)”.
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between potentiality and actuality is ruled by the same goal. On
this point I find very helpful the remarks provided by David
Charles:

“the essence in question is the actuality or shape, and this fixes
both its own nature (what is to be that actuality) and that of
matter which exists for the sake of that actuality. The matter, or
potentiality, is what it is because it is the matter for this form or
actuality”**%,

As I have brought forward, these lines can be regarded as the
only ones in H6 where some new suggestions on the question of
sensible substances come out. Aristotle seems to distinguish two
different levels in the analysis of the passage from potentiality to
actuality. On the one hand, the relation between potentiality and
actuality is teleologically oriented by the notion of form as
actuality. On the other hand, if the conditions of dispositional
appropriateness of matter subsist, nothing lacks, for the passage
from potentiality to actuality, apart from the action of the moving
cause. | argue that these two points represent the real novelty of
Hé6's text, for they bring forward, even if in rough terms, ®7-8
analyses of the temporal and teleological conditions under which
the passage from potentiality to actuality is possible.

Anyway, both these points, which will be refreshed in the final
paragraph of H6 (1045b16-23), show why hylomorphism
provides us with a unitary account of being. On the one hand,
unlike the Platonic doctrine of Forms as separate entities, matter
and form as potentiality and actuality secure the unity of a
composite being insofar as, sharing the same essence, they are
one thing. On the other hand, unlike the Doctrine of
Participation, the moving cause explains the generation of
composite beings without postulating the references to two
distinct separate items. Thus, for what concerns both

composition and generation, hylomorphism can provide that

402 See D. Charles (1994) p. 88.
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unitary account which is condition for the unity of definitions.
The next argument of H6 concerns the comparison between the
doctrine of categories on the one hand, and the Platonic
understanding of the most universal predicates - “being” and
“one”- as separate entities of which sensible things are said to
participate.

This issue is introduced by the statement at lines 1045a33-35:

“Of matter some is the object of reason, some of sense, and part
of the formula is always matter and part is actuality, e.g. the
circle is a figure which is plane™*®,

As it is evident these lines roughly recall what already said in H3
1043b28-32 and Z10 1036a9-12. For the third time in ZH, it is
stated that “of matter some is intelligible (vonTr) and some
sensible (aioBnTr})”. Some scholars think that Aristotle is here
spelling out the alleged main solution of the whole chapter,
namely the understanding of the genus which occurs in the
definition of a form as “matter”*”. By contrast, I argue that
Aristotle is just reminding us the main conclusion of H3 1043b
28-29, where he has shown how for the definitions of both
mathematical and physical objects we have to mention their
matter. The main evidence in favour of this reading is given by
the geometrical example which is quoted in 1045b35: circle as
“plane figure”. If Aristotle aims here at applying the notion of
matter to that of genus, instead of restating the composite
structure of the mathematical object, why does he not refer to the
example of “man” as “biped animal”?

Furthermore, I argue that H6's distinction between sensible and
intelligible matter is meant to introduce the following argument
of the chapter. While in 1045a12-34 Aristotle aims at showing

the explanatory power of hylomorphism over the Platonic

403 ot 8¢ Tiis UANS 1) pev vontn 1 8’ aichnTn, kai ael Tod Adyou TO v
UAN TO 8¢ Evépyeld éoTiv, olov 6 kUkAog oxiita émiTedov

404 See, paradigmatically, Ross (1924) p. 238. For my critical remarks on
this reading cf. n. 370.
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understanding of Forms as separate, in 1045a36-b7 he aims at

showing the explanatory power of the doctrine of categories over

2

the Platonic separation of the most universal predicates: “one
and “being”. While in the former case Aristotle deals with the
unity and being of those things which “have matter”, in the latter

he deals with the unity and being of those things which “have not

29405

matter”*”. Hence, 1 argue that Aristotle recalls the distinction

between sensible and intelligible matter in H6 1045a33-35 in
order to contrast the complex structure of those things which
have matter, with the simple structure of those things which, as it
is said in 1045a36, do not have either an intelligible or a sensible
matter:

“But of the things which have no matter, either for reason or for
sense, each is by its nature essentially a kind of unity, as it is
essentially a kind of being—a ‘this’, a quality, or a quantity. And
so neither ‘existent’ nor ‘one’ is present in definitions, and an
essence is by its very nature a kind of unity as it is a kind of
being. This is why none of these has any reason outside itself for
being one, nor for being a kind of being; for each is by its nature
a kind of being and a kind of unity, not as being in the genus
‘being’ or ‘one’ nor in the sense that being and unity can exist
apart from particulars. Owing to the difficulty about unity some
speak of participation, and raise the question, what is the cause of
participation and what is it to participate™*%.

I argue that with the formula doa 8¢ ur) €xet UANv urte vonThv
uNTe aiobnTnv Aristotle does not refer to the categories in itself
by to the items which fall under each category (substance,

quality, quantity and so on)*”’. The main evidence of this is given

405 Pace V. Harte (1996) pp. 289-90, who reads 1045a36b9 as the solution to
the puzzle about the definitional unity of form raised in 1045a14-15 ff.

406 1045a36-b9: Soa 8t ur Exel UANV urte vonTiv uiite aiobntmv, eubus
Smep €v Ti [elvai] EoTv EkaoTov, OoTep Kai Smep v T, TO TOSE, TO
o0V, TO TToody- B1O Kal OUK EVECTIV €V TOIS OPIOUOIS OUTE TO OV
oUTe TO Ev-, Kal TO Ti Qv elval elbUs €v Ti éoTv doTrep Kkai dv Ti- 81O
kal oUk 0T ETepdv Ti aiTiov ToT év elval oubevi ToUTwv oUdt Tol
Sv 11 elval- elBUs y&p EkacTov EoTIV v Ti Kai €V T1, OUX €35 €V YEVEL
TS SvTL Kal TG €vi, oUd’ o5 XwPIoTOY SvTwy Tapd Ta Kab’
gkaoTa. dia TauTtnv 8¢ TNV amopiav oi pev pébeiv Aéyouol, kai
aiTiov Ti Tfs HEBEEECOS Kal Ti TO UETEXEIV ATTOPOTCIV:

407 On this point I disagree with Ross (1924) p. 238, who identifies “those
things which have no matter” with the categories in itself, namely
regarded as summa genera.
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by the dialectical framework of this paragraph. Aristotle is here
challenging the Platonic understanding of the predicates “one”
and “being” as separate genera of which particulars things (Ta
kaB’ ékaoTa) should participate. As a matter of fact, also in this
case Aristotle recalls some outcomes already reached. In
particular, the challenge against the Platonic account of “one”
and “being” as separate genera has been at the core of Z16.

In 1040b16-27, it is clearly stated how “one” and “being” are just
the most universal predicates:

“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 one are numerically one, evidently neither unity
nor being can be the substance of things, just as being an element
or a principle cannot be the substance, but we seek what the
principle is, that we may refer the thing to something more
intelligible. Now of these things being and unity are more
substantial than principle or element or cause, but not even the
former are substance, since in general nothing that is common is
substance; for substance does not belong to anything but to itself
and to that which has it, of which it is the substance. Further, that
which is one cannot be in many things at the same time, but that
which is common is present in many things at the same time; so
that clearly no universal exists apart from the individuals (TTapa

Ta Kab’ EkaoTa xwpls)”.

In H6, however, Aristotle does not deal with the concepts of
“one” and “being” in order to restate their status of universal
predicates. Rather, he contrasts the account of unity and being
given by the Platonists with his doctrine of categories.

As we have already shown, in Z4-6, where Aristotle tackles with
the notion of substantial being within a categorial framework, he
never mentions the notion of matter. Rather, he deals with the
notion of essence in its logical-abstract meaning.

Thus, not only the explicit references to the categories of
“substance”, “quality” and “quantity” at lines 1045b1-2, but also
the reference to those things “which have neither intelligible nor

sensible matter” allows us to distinguish sharply the aim of this
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paragraph from the aim of the previous one. To put it simply, the
challenge against the Platonic separation of the predicates “one”
and “being” is not developed through the hylomorphic approach
to the notion of substance, but through that different approach
which regards substance by abstracting from matter. Such an
approach is the categorial one and entails a different
understanding of the unity and being of things. In H6 1045a30-
33 Aristotle has accounted for the ontological and definitional
unity of composite things by showing how matter and form -
once dynamically understood as potentiality and actuality- are
somewhat one because they share the same goal.

In H6 10452a36-b9, instead, he accounts for the ontological and
definitional unity of beings apart from their hylomorphic
composition and apart from their being generated. This is the
reason why Aristotle claims that the categorial unity of things is
of the eUBUs type*®. Such an adverb, which Ross translates with
the formula “by its nature”, can also be translated with
“immediately”. I argue that while the hylomorphic unity of the
composites is somewhat subject to a process of mediation,
namely to the action of the moving cause (which is responsible
for the passage from the potential to the actual way of being of
the composite) the categorial unity (and being) of things is
immediate. The clearest evidence of this is given in I'2 1004a4-5,
where Aristotle says that “being falls immediately into genera”
(Umapxer yap eUbus yévn €xov TO Ov). Thus I argue that
through the statement at line 1045a36-b1:

Soa B¢ un) €xel UANV uriTe vonTnv UiTe aictntmv, etbus Strep
ev T [Effvai]‘ z’-:oTlv"e'KaoTov, otep Kai 6mep Gv TI, TO TOOE,
TO Tro1dv, TO TTOCOV

Aristotle refers to the immediate unity of those things

(substances, qualities, quantities) which fall under each category.

In H6 Aristotle deals with the immediate unity secured by the

408 See 1045a36,b3,b5.
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categorial approach in order to challenge the Platonic doctrine of
“one” and “being” as separate genera. Such a doctrine postulates,
in fact, a mediate relation between particular things and their
unity and being. Such mediate relation is obviously identified
with the Platonic doctrine of Participation. However, as Aristotle
states in H6 1045b9-16, both this doctrine and its cognates fail to
be effective:

“Owing to the difficulty about unity some speak of participation,
and raise the question, what is the cause of participation and
what is it to participate question, what is the cause of
participation and what is it to participate; and others speak of
communion, as Lycophron says knowledge is a communion of
knowing with the soul; and others say life is a composition or
connexion of soul with body. Yet the same account applies to all
cases; for being healthy will be either a communion or a
connexion or a composition of soul and health, and the fact that
the bronze is a triangle will be a composition of bronze and
triangle, and the fact that a thing is white will be a composition
of surface and whiteness”*”.

The main reason why all such attempts fail is shown in the last
paragraph of Book H (1045b17-23), where Aristotle recalls the
main outcomes of H6's enquiry:

“The reason is that people look for a unifying formula, and a
difference, between potentiality and actuality. But, as has been
said, the proximate matter and the form are one and the same
thing, the one potentially, the other actually. Therefore to ask the
cause of their being one is like asking the cause of unity in
general; for each thing is a unity, and the potential and the actual
are somehow one. Therefore there is no other cause here unless
there is something which caused the movement from potentiality
into actuality. And all things which have no matter are without
qualification essentially unities™*'°.

409 Si&x TauTtnv &8¢ Try amopiav ol pev uéBeEiv Aéyouol, kal aiTiov Ti
Tiis MeBEEecos kal TI TO peTéxew amopoloiv: oi 8¢ ouvouciav
[wuxiis], comep Aukdppwv @noiv eivar Ty EmMoTAUNY ToU
¢mioTacBal kal Wuxiis: ol 8¢ cUvBectv 1) oUVBECHOV WuXTis COUaTL
TO Lijv. kaitol 6 autds Adyos i TavTwv: Kal y&p TO Uylaivew
goTal 1 ouvouoia 1 oUvdeopos 1) oUvBeots wuxiis kai Uyteias, kai TO
TOV XaAkov elval Tpiycwvov oivbects xaAkol Kai Tptycovou, Kai TO
Aeukov elval ouvbeots ém@eaveias Kai AeukOTNTOS.

410 afTiov & STI duvdpews Kal évTeAexeias Cntolol Adyov évotoldov
kal Siapopdv. €oTi &', ddotep eipnTal, 1) éox&Tn UAN Kai 1) Hop@r)
TaUuTo Kal £v, Suvdpel, TO 8¢ evepyeia, cdote Spolov TO {nTeiv Tol
€vos Ti aiTiov kal Tou Ev elval: Ev ydp T EkaoTov, Kai TO Suvdel
Kal TO Evepyeia €v s €0Tv, OoTe aiTiov oUbBtv &AAo AT el Ti
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Accordingly with my reading of H6, I argue that this
summarizing lines present us two distinct arguments. Their
distinction depends on the fact that Aristotle has dealt with the
main issue of the chapter — the relation between matter and unity
— moving from two different approaches. On the one hand,
Aristotle has contrasted the unitary account provided by his
hylomorphism with the Platonic understanding of forms as
separate entities. Unlike the Platonic account, the dynamic
understanding of matter and form secures the ontological and
definitional unity of those things which “have matter” (UAnv
gxouow) in their structure. On the other hand, Aristotle has
contrasted the unitary account of his doctrine of categories with
the Platonic understanding of the predicates “one” and “being” as
separate genera. In this latter case Aristotle has dealt with those
things which “have not matter” (Soa 8¢ ur) €xet UANw).

These two approaches to the question of unity are recalled in H6
1045b17-23.

The first approach (A) is recalled in lines 1045b17-20, the
second (B) is quickly recalled in the last line of the Book
(1045b23).

(A) Aristotle argues that, unlike the theories which seek for an
external cause of the unity, the potentiality-actuality model
shows how matter and form are one and the same thing (TauTo
kai €v). The only difference between this claim and the parallel
reasoning of H6 1045a31-33 is that now Aristotle defines matter
as “proximate matter” () éoxaTn UAN)*''. It is likely that the
notion of “proximate matter” coincides with the notion of

“proper matter” (oikeia UAN), whose search has been previously

©s Kvijoav &k Suvduews is evépyelav. Soa Bt ur Exel UANv, TavTta
aTrAcds OTrep €v TL.
411 1045a18.
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at the core of H4"'%. Aristotle seems here to refresh his previous
claim about the essence as common to the potential and actual
sphere (TO Ti fv eival ékaTépce). While he has first shown how
the notion of form as actuality dictates the relation between
potentiality and actuality, he now underlines how the conditions
of dispositional appropriateness of a certain matter (its being
proximate or proper) allow us to regard matter and form as the
same thing. Thus, there is no reason to seek for a “unifying
logos”. The reference to the formula Adyov évotroiov at line
1045b17 is a further evidence of one of the main features of H's
enquiry. I am here referring to the fact that all throughout H
Aristotle seems to understand the relation between potentiality
and actuality as if the biological relation between soul and body
were taken for granted'”. For, the very same formula Adyov
€voTrolov occurs in On the Soul 410b10-12:

“The problem might also be raised, What is that which unifies
the elements (amoprjoele &’av Tis kai Ti TOT £€0Ti TO
gvoTroliv autd)? The elements correspond, it would appear, to
the matter; what unites them, whatever it is, is the supremely
important factor. But it is impossible that there should be
something superior to, and dominant over, the soul (and a
fortiori over thought); it is reasonable to hold that thought is by
nature most primordial and dominant, while their statement is
that it is the elements which are first of all that is”.

However, even if Aristotle claims that to ask the cause of unity of
proximate matter and form is like asking the cause of unity in
general, in the end he qualifies their unity as of the 1cos type:
the potential and the actual are somehow one (T Suvdpel kai TO
EVEPYELQ EV TTCOS EOTIV)*4,

At first glance, such a claim seems to deflate the power of the
previous statement at 1045b18-19 according to which “proximate

matter and form are one and the same thing”.

412 See H4 1044al7. For my remarks on this notion cf. §4
413 §1.6
414 1045b20-21.
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It is clear that through the qualifier Tcos Aristotle aims at
distinguishing the unity of the hylomorphic composite from the
unity of those things which have not matter (B). In the ending
line of 1045b23, in fact, he argues that: doa 8¢ un €xel UANv,
TAVTa aAGS STEP EV TL.

Which are those things which, having not matter, have a simple
(amAcds) kind of unity?

The easiest way to regard this reference consists in recalling the
distinction between the hylomorphic and the categorial approach
to the question of being. However, before contrasting the Trcos
unity of those things which have matter with the aAcys unity of
those things which have no matter, Aristotle argues that:
“Therefore there is no other cause here unless there is something
which caused the movement (cos kivfjoav) from potentiality into
actuality”.

Now if we take on that the Trcos unity belongs to things in reason
of their having matter, we might conclude that:

1) even if the goal which the notion of actuality dictates on the
notion of potentiality allows us to regard proximate matter and
form as “one and the same thing”, yet, the passage from
potentiality to actuality needs of a moving cause;

2) thus, the unity of matter and form can not be regarded as
simple, namely as immediate;

3) this entails that those things which have no matter do not need
a moving cause; being, then, simple and immediate unities.

Now the description that I have provided in 3) fits with H6's
description of those items which fall under each category
(1045a36-b7). For, the categorial approach to the question of
substance abstracts from the notion of matter.

In this sense H6' final reference to those things which, having no
matter, are absolutely one (amAdds Omep €v Tu), seems to

provide the “final touch” to ZH that we are expecting for from
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the beginning of H1*5. Since all throughout ZH Aristotle has
dealt with the notion of substance both from a categorial (Z1-6)
and a hylomorphic viewpoint (Z7-H6), he puts the finishing
touch to the whole enquiry by distinguishing which different
sorts of unity the two approaches provide.

However, as I have shown in §1.5 the hylomorphic approach to
the question of substance is oriented towards the deduction of
those substances which exist as separate. For instance, in the
opening lines of Z17, which are on the background of H's
enquiry, Aristotle says that:

“We should say what, and what sort of thing, substance is, taking
another starting-point; for perhaps from this we shall get a clear
view also of that substance which exists apart from sensible
substances (Trepi EKElVNS T TIS KEXWPLIOUEVT))”.

Now in A6 1071b12-22 Aristotle describes which features such
substance should exhibit:

“But if there is something which is capable of moving things or
acting on them, but is not actually doing so, there will not be
movement; for that which has a capacity need not exercise it.
Nothing, then, is gained even if we suppose eternal substances,
as the believers in the Forms do, unless there is to be in them
some principle which can cause movement; and even this is not
enough, nor is another substance besides the Forms enough; for
if it does not act, there will be no movement. Further, even if it
acts, this will not be enough, if its substance is potentiality; for
there will not be eternal movement; for that which is potentially
may possibly not be. There must, then, be such a principle,
whose very substance is actuality. Further, then, these substances
must be without matter (aveu UAns); for they must be eternal, at
least if anything else is eternal. Therefore they must be
actuality”.

Is it likely that, through H6's final reference to those things
which have no matter, Aristotle is somewhat alluding to that
substance which does not need a moving cause, but which is,

rather, the prime mover?

415 See 1042a3-6.
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Résumé substantiel

Le titre de ma thése est “Matter and Explanation. On Aristotle's
Metaphysics Book H”. Le but de cette recherche est de montrer
la profonde unité argumentative du livre H (livre VIII),
considéré habituellement comme un ensemble d'appendices au

livre Z, qui le précede.

Dans mon travail, conformément a la tendance dominante dans
la littérature spécialisée des dernieres années, je pars de
l'indication donnée par M. Burnyeat dans “A Map of
Metaphysics 77 (2001). D’aprés Burnyeat, H acheverait
I'analyse de Z en développant le nouveau point de départ dans
I'étude sur la substance éabli dans le chapitre Z17. Dans ce
texte, on considére la substance comme « principe et cause » et,
par conséquent, on recherche « la cause pour laquelle la matiére
est quelque chose ». Cette indication a &¢ utilisée jusqu'a
présent pour voir en H l'endroit ou ce principe serait appliqué. H
aurait ainsi un role didactique, explicitant le principe
méthodologique établi en Z17.

Dans mon travail, je vise a montrer que ’attitude d’Aristote a
propos de la notion de substance ne se borne pas, dans le livre
H, a une simple synthése exposant des résultats préalablement
acquis. J’estime, au contraire, qu’il procéde a une révision
profonde du statut de substantialité qui est celui de la matiére,
c'est-a-dire du sujet ontologique, dont il s’agit alors d’expliquer
l'organisation. Cette révision concerne les critéres de référence,
utilisés dans Z, qui avaient différemment contribué¢ a imposer

une lecture déflationniste de la notion de UAn.

Dans ce cadre un rble décisif est joué¢ par deux affirmations

qu'ouvrent 1' enquéte du livre H apres le résumé des principaux
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arguments traités dans Z (H1 1042a3-24).
A les lignes 1042a24-26 Aristote affirme:

1) «Revenons maintenant aux substances sur lesquelles il y a
accord: ce sont les substances sensibles. Les substances
sensibles comportent toutes de la matiére (UAnv €xouciv)y.

Dans ma theése je vise a montrer que dans le livre H Aristote
aborde la structure ontologique des substances a partir de leur

composition matérielle.

Ce point de départ de l'analyse implique une révision du
caractere de détermination ontologique de la matiere que
Aristote nous présente a H1 1042a27-28 :

2) «j'appelle matiere ce qui, sans étre un ceci en acte, est un ceci
un puissancey;

Ces deux affirmations soutiennent l'argumentation du livre H

dans son ensemble.

D'un c6té il s'agit de traiter la composition matérielle des
substances sensibles par rapport a celles autres substances qui
n'ont pas de matiére dans leur structure ontologique. Cette
comparaison concerne aussi bien celles entités qui n'ont pas une
matiere susceptible de changement substantiel, mais qui ont une
maticre susceptible des autres changements (H1 104b5-6, H4
1044b3-20), que celles entités qui n'ont pas matiére absolument

(H6 1045a33-b7; H6 1045b23).

De l'autre coté il s'agit de traiter aussi bien la composition que la
génération des substances sensibles dans le cadre défini par les
notions de matiére et forme regardées dans leur signification
dynamique, respectivement, comme puissance et acte. Ca veut
dire comprendre le statut substantiel de la matiére vers sa
détermination, ou, autrement dit, vers l'actualisation des ses

propriétés dispositionelles intrinséques.

Dans mon travail, je montre que cette derniére perspective de
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recherche nous fournit le contenu du paradigme abstrait de Z17:
la compréhension de la notion de substances dans son role
causal-explicatif vient, donc, dans le cours du livre H, modélisé
sur la relation entre puissance et acte dans les complexes
biologiques. Dans ce cadre de référence j'analyse le relation
entre éléments et différences comme principes de 1'étre que

Aristote décrit dans le texte de H2 (1042b11-36).

En plus, aussi bien dans le texte de H2 que dans le texte de H3,
Aristote affiche une structure définitionnelle ou I'un élément
correspond a la notion de matiére comme puissance et l'autre a
la notion de forme comme acte. Cependant, il montre dans H3 et
plus diffusément dans H6 que le référence a deux éléments ne
compromet pas l'unit¢ de la définition, car elle dépende de
I'unité ontologique assuré par la notion de forme comme acte

(H3 1044a8-9).

Contrairement a la tendance diffusée dans la littérature
spécialisée je ne lis pas les chapitres H4-H5 comme des
appendices faiblement liées au projet général du livre H. Au
contraire, la substantialité de la notion de UAn est abordée par
rapport a son rdle dans la génération des substances sensibles
(H4) et a son role dans leurs processus de corruption. Dans le
deux cases il s'agit d'inscrire la notion de matiére dans le cadre
de sa détermination potentielle. Dans le chapitre 4 tout ¢a
implique la distinction entre la matiére remote et la matiere
propre (oikeia UAN) de chaque objet sensible. Dans le chapitre 5
tout ¢a implique la distinction entre la positivité (€€is) et la
privation (oTépnois) naturelle que concerne chaque changement

entre états contraires.

Les deux majeurs perspectives de recherche du livre H —
composition matérielle et fonction de la matiére dans les

processus de la génération et de la corruption - sont finalement
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réunies dans le conclusif chapitre 6 par rapporte au théme
concernant la notion d'unité. H6 a été toujours abordé comme un
chapitre isol¢ dans la structure de H. Au contraire, dans ma these
je vise a montrer que ce chapitre est la conclusion attendue pas
seulement de H mais plutot de I'entiere recherche sur la notion

de substance dans le livres ZH.

En particulier, le but d'Aristote consiste en montrer que ses
outils explicatifs (I'hylémorphisme et la doctrine des catégories)
sont préférables a la doctrine Platonicienne des Idées. Cette
comparaison a lieu dans H6 par rapport a la question de I'unité.
D'un c6té la compréhension dynamique et mutuelle de maticre et
forme comme puissance et acte permets d'assurer aussi bien
I'unité ontologique que définitionnelle des substances
composées. Par contre la doctrine Platonicienne des Idées
semble impliquer une double référence ontologique a deux
entités qui restent séparées. De l'autre c6té la doctrine des
catégories, avec laquelle Aristote aborde la question de
substantialité sans faire référence a la notion de matiére, assure
I'étre et l'unité immédiate sans postuler la séparation des
prédicats universelles «Etre» et «Un» comme dans la doctrine

Platonicienne de la Participation.

Pour ces raisonnes ma thése montre, par un commentaire détaillé
des toutes les lignes de H, que ce livre ne représente pas une
simple collection des appendices a Z, mais, au contraire, un
endroit décisif pour comprendre l'entier projet de la

Meétaphysique d'Aristote.
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