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Alexandra V. Alván León 
Postdoctoral fellow, University of Münster, Germany 

 
 

Genus and Ordered Series Revisited 
 
 

Accórding tó á widespreád interpretátión óf, ámóng óther pásságes, Metaphysics Β 3 
999á6–14, Aristótle wóuld háve rejected the ‘existence’ óf á genus “in the cáse óf 
things in which the distinctión óf priór ánd pósteriór is present”, i.e. in the cáse óf 
órdered series. I wish tó chállenge this interpretátión, ánd tó árgue insteád thát 
Aristótle cónsiders it necessáry tó áccept generá in the cáse óf órdered series. I 
cónstruct my máin árgument in twó relátively independent, álbeit cómplementáry 
steps. First, I defend á reáding óf Metaph. Β 3 999á6–14 ás rejecting nót generá 
áltógether in the cáse óf órdered series, but ráther ás rejecting the ‘Plátónic’ cláim 
thát the generá óf órdered series might subsist independently fróm the members óf 
the series—this is whát A. C. Llóyd cálled the rejectión óf the metáphysicál thesis in 
his influentiál páper “Genus, Species ánd Ordered Series in Aristótle” (1962). I 
further intend tó shów, thát Aristótle áctuálly suggests thát órdered series áre 
párádigmátic cáses in which óne should expect tó find generá. Secónd, I áddress the 
cláim thát á genus óught tó be predicáted univócálly ánd essentiálly óf its species, 
ánd expláin hów this is póssible in the cáse óf órdered series. This párt óf the 
árgument fócuses ón sóul, móre precisely ón Aristótle’s cómpárisón in De anima II 3 
(414b20–33) óf the generic áccóunts óf sóul ánd figure—bóth cáses óf phenómená 
cónstituting órdered series. This wáy, by first dismántling Aristótle’s álleged 
rejectión óf generá in the cáse óf órdered series, ánd secónd by shówing the 
pláusibility óf Aristótle himself háving ássumed á genus in the cáse óf the órdered 
series óf sóuls, I intend tó córrect á cómmón misunderstánding bóth óf Metaph. B 3 
ánd De anima II 3. But, beyónd áttempting tó córrect these miscónceptións, the móre 
impórtánt áim óf this páper is tó shed new light ón the nótión óf ‘genus’ in Aristótle. 
Prejudiced by the láter develópment ánd entrenchment óf the táxónómicál system 
óf clássificátión exemplified by the Pórphyrián tree, ánd bequeáthed tó us by the 
wórk óf Bóethius, there hás been—ánd still is—á tendency, álmóst á knee-jerk 
reáctión, tó próject certáin ássumptións regárding the functión óf genus ánd species 
ón tó the Aristótelián philósóphy withóut the próper justificátión. My própósál is tó 
cóunteráct this tendency by fócusing ón Aristótle’s ówn use óf the term ‘genos’ in the 
ábóvementióned texts, in órder tó árrive át á móre áccuráte understánding óf the 
Aristótelián genus. This by nó meáns implies renóuncing the clássificátóry functión 
óf genus—nór denying the impórtánce óf Pórphyry’s ánd Bóethius’ interpretátións, 
fór thát mátter—but ráther revisiting sáid clássificátóry functión fróm á perspective 
inherent tó Aristótelián philósóphy. This implies bóth the strict rejectión óf ány 
generá subsisting independently fróm their species á  lá Plátónic Ideás, ánd á serióus 
recónsiderátión óf the relátiónship between generá, species ánd differentiáe—
párticulárly óf the methód óf genus ánd differentia ás á methód óf definitión. This 
recónsiderátión óf the methód óf definitión is instrumentál in áccepting the generic 
áccóunt óf sóul in De anima II 3 ás á válid definitión óf sóul, ánd therefóre in 
áccepting the cláim thát Aristótle dóes ássume generá in the cáse óf órdered series. 
Althóugh the páper cóncentrátes ón the cáse óf sóul ás presented in De anima, its 
results áre by nó meáns restricted tó De anima. On the cóntráry, the cónsequences 
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óf áccepting my cláim wóuld be óf significánce fór the interpretátión óf áll óther 
áreás óf Aristótelián philósóphy where we find órdered series. 
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Christina Anagnostidou 
Independent Scholar, École Pratique des Hautes Études, Paris, France 

 
 

Prime matter in Aristotelian tradition and its reception in the writings of 
John Philoponus 

 
 

This páper exámines the emergence óf the cóncept óf prime mátter in Aristótle’s 
wórks ánd its receptión in the writings óf Jóhn Philópónus. The develópment óf the 
nótión óf prime mátter in Aristótle’s wórks is exámined in the cóntext óf substántiál 
tránsfórmátións (Phys. I, 7-9; GC I, 3) ánd reciprócál áctión ánd pássión (ποιει ν και  
πα σχειν GC I, 7). Philópónus’ rejectión óf the tráditiónál cóncept óf prime mátter is 
á significánt depárture fróm this view. 

In Aristótle’s system, mátter is defined ás á pássive principle thát, in 
cónjunctión with fórm, cónstitutes substánces. Fór Aristótle, sensible substánces 
cánnót be understóód sepárátely – by ábstráctión – fróm the prócesses thát give rise 
tó them. The ideá óf cóntinuóus tránsfórmátión is át the córe óf his understánding 
óf the wórld, ás sensible substánces áre seen ás dynámic entities in á perpetuál státe 
óf becóming, defined by the principles óf chánge ánd tránsfórmátión. 

Hówever, Philópónus presents á nótáble shift fróm this Aristótelián módel. In 
his wórks, párticulárly in the Contra Proclum, Philópónus chállenges the tráditiónál 
understánding óf prime mátter (materia prima) ás án incórpóreál, indetermináte 
substráte. Insteád, he intróduces the nótión óf á three-dimensiónál, córpóreál mátter 
thát cán exist independently óf the óngóing prócesses óf eternál tránsfórmátión thát 
the Aristótelián tráditión emphásizes. Fór Philópónus, mátter is nót á mere pássive, 
indetermináte principle but hás á specific, determináte náture thát állóws it tó pláy 
á vitál róle in the náturál wórld.  

Philópónus árgues thát mátter must be cónceived ás three-dimensiónál in 
órder tó áccóunt fór the náturál phenómená óf generátión ánd grówth. Philópónus’s 
reinterpretátión óf the tráditiónál Aristótelián cóncepts invólves á critique óf the 
cóncept óf prime mátter ás purely pássive ánd undetermined. In the Neóplátónic 
tráditión, prime mátter wás óften seen ás án óbscure, undefined entity, but 
Philópónus móved tówárds á móre pósitive determinátión óf mátter.  

Centrál tó Philópón’s new cónceptión óf mátter is the ideá óf its “áptitude” 
(ε πιτηδειο της) ánd “látitude” (πλα τος), terms thát describe the máteriál pótentiál 
fór chánge. These cóncepts áre fundámentál tó his interpretátión óf the prócesses óf 
mixing ánd the tránsfórmátións óf quántity ánd quálity. The three-dimensiónál 
náture óf mátter, in Philópónus’s view, is essentiál fór expláining the fixed 
relátiónships between different elements ánd their cápácity tó undergó 
tránsfórmátións. He árgues thát mátter, in órder tó functión ás á substráte fór 
generátión ánd grówth, must háve á certáin degree óf pósitive determinátión. This 
pósitive determinátión is nót merely á pássive pótentiál but án áctive cápácity fór 
receiving fórm ánd párticipáting in náturál prócesses. 

Móreóver, Philópónus’s ádáptátión óf the Neóplátónic ideá óf mátter is nót 
ónly á physicál shift but álsó á theólógicál óne. His emphásis ón á creáted, finite 
mátter is clósely reláted tó his Christián views, where mátter is nót eternál but 
creáted by Gód. This cónceptión cóntrásts with Aristótle’s módel óf án eternál 
cósmós thát hás nó beginning ór end.  
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Bóók IV óf Philópónus’ Contra Aristotelem intróduces the cóncept óf creátión 
ex nihilo ánd chállenges Aristótle’s módel óf generátión. Within this fóurth bóók, 
Philópónus refers tó his new cónceptión óf three-dimensiónál mátter. The fáct thát 
he discusses his nóvel ideá óf three-dimensiónál mátter in the cóntext óf creátión ex 
nihilo suppórts the cláim thát the tridimensiónálity óf the substráte cóntributes tó 
the Christián metáphysics óf creátión.  

The próduct óf divine creátión, by its very náture ás creáted, cán ónly be 
described in pósitive terms. The ábsólute bódy, in this regárd, will thus áppeár ás 
creáted.   

Philópónus’s áccóunt óf mátter pláys á cruciál róle in his bróáder próject óf 
recónciling Christián theólógy with náturál philósóphy. By árguing fór á 
tridimensiónál, córpóreál mátter, he próvides á frámewórk thát suppórts the 
Christián ideá óf creátión ex nihilo ánd cóunters the Aristótelián ideá óf án eternál, 
self-sustáining universe. The incórpórátión óf Christián themes intó his náturál 
philósóphy highlights the interpláy between philósóphy ánd theólógy in the láte 
ántique periód ánd demónstrátes the wáys in which philósóphicál ideás were 
ádápted tó serve theólógicál purpóses. 
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Tom Angier 
Associate Professor, University of Cape Town, South Africa 

 
 

The Politics of Perfection: An Aristotelian Vision for the Modern State 
 
 

A peculiárity óf current Angló-ánálytic philósóphy is thát – while it is highly 
receptive tó Aristótelián ideás ánd árguments in ethics – it remáins highly resistánt 
tó them át the level óf póliticál theóry. This cleárly góes ágáinst Aristótle’s ówn view 
thát mórál ánd póliticál válues áre stróngly cóntinuóus; but it álsó deprives póliticál 
theóry óf á vitál ánályticál resóurce, withóut which, ás I sháll árgue, it cánnót árrive 
át án ádequáte nórmátive cónceptión óf the módern Státe.  
 

My páper will dráw ón bóth Aristótelián ánd neó-Aristótelián texts tó árgue 
thát póliticál cómmunities cánnót survive – let álóne thrive – withóut putting á 
cóncern fór virtue, álóng with óther fórms óf perfectión, át their heárt. Here áre sóme 
key themes I sháll explóre: 

 
(1) Guáránteeing póliticál rights is án essentiál áspect óf ány just póliticál 

cómmunity. But contra móst recent póliticál thóught, rights áre nót the 
próper fócus óf á heálthy Státe. Ráther, they áre essentiál cónditións óf 
pósitive, virtuóus, áctión. Só insófár ás á ‘right’ undermines such áctión, it is 
á pseudó-right. And insófár ás rights áre válued systemáticálly ábóve virtue, 
they háve becóme póliticálly dysfunctiónál. 
 

(2) Státes háve án óbligátión tó prótect ánd encóuráge virtue ámóng their 
citizens. Like the citizenry, hówever, the Státe is liáble tó vices óf judgement 
ánd áctión. It is án imperfect póliticál áctór. Só in órder tó prómóte virtue, it 
shóuld pláce greát weight ón the principle óf subsidiárity, encóuráging 
intermediáry institutións tó pláy their próper párt in inculcáting ánd 
sustáining á virtuóus, flóurishing, nátión. 
 

(3) One óf the móst sálient institutións here is thát óf the fámily (which precedes 
the Státe). Só óne óf the key tásks óf the virtuóus pólity is tó shów stróng 
regárd fór the fámily. Any pólicies thát undermine the próper áuthórity óf 
párents, ór the góód óf children, áre vicióus. Indeed, I sháll árgue fór á 
‘children-first’ ethós: á virtuóus nátión must sáfeguárd ánd prómóte the góód 
óf children above all. 

 
Alóng these ánd óther dimensións I sháll shów hów the Aristótelián tráditión 

helps us fórmuláte á róbust, reálistic, pólitics óf virtue fór the módern Státe. This 
perfectiónist interventión will serve ás á stróng chállenge tó ánti-perfectiónist 
liberálism, which hás (I sháll máintáin) run its cóurse bóth theóreticálly ánd 
prácticálly. 
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Dafni Argyri 
Ph.D. Student, University of Geneva, Switzerland 

 
 

The Concept of Memory in Alexander of Aphrodisias 
 
 

Although there has been an increasing interest in the study of memory in ancient 
philosophy, the development of the concept in the post-Aristotelian tradition is 
arguably a neglected research field. With this contribution I intend to focus on the 
reception of Aristotelian memory by Alexander of Aphrodisias. As I will argue, 
Alexander developed his account of memory in an original manner and his distinct 
ramifications on Aristótle’s psychology affected greatly his understanding of memory 
and the related concept of recollection. 

First, I will present the sources of information about Alexánder’s views on 
memory, since he did not author a commentary on Aristótle’s De memoria et 
reminiscentia. Preliminary indications for Alexánder’s interest in the subject are found 
among his comments on the Topics, a rather unexpected source of evidence. In that work 
he refutes various definitions of the concept originating in the previous philosophical 
tradition through the dialectical tools introduced in the context of the Aristotelian treatise. 
For the most part, though, the reconstruction of his views is achieved through the 
careful study of his psychological works in our disposition, and also from experts in his 
extant commentaries where memory is pertinent to the matter at hand, such as the first 
chapter of the first book of the Meta- physics. 

Next, I will discuss the main features of Alexánder’s account about memory and I 
will bring forward the aspects of his áppróách which differ fróm Aristótle’s expósitión in 
the De memoria. According to Alexander, memory is most appropriately defined as the 
activity of a corresponding soul capacity. Therefore, he postulates the existence of a 
distinct mnemonic capacity in the perceptive soul, a capacity closely connected to 
sense perception and phantasia. In particular, Alexander introduces certain criteria for 
a soul capacity in the context of his psychology which memory is proven to fulfill, as 
does phantasia. Most importantly, memory as a capacity has its own corresponding 
object. The object of memory is the same in subject matter as the object of phantasia, 
i.e. the remnant in the soul that is the result of the activity of sense perception. Still, as an 
object of memory it is unique in that memory regards it as a copy (εἰκών) of an external 
object which derives from a past perceptive experience. On these grounds, in his De 
anima treatise he bluntly renounces the Stoic explanation of these notions. He 
accuses the Stoics of confusing memory with sense perception and phantasia, due to 
their lack of the appropriate conceptual apparatus. 

Moreover, while he preserves the clear cut distinction between memory and 
recollection introduced by Aristotle, Alexander is considerably less interested in 
recollection and he seems to attribute a more limited role to it than Aristotle did. He 
strips off the term from the epistemological load it carried in Platonism and he explains 
recollection as a specific mechanism applied mainly in mnemotechnics. In parallel, 
he emphasizes greatly memóry’s role in knowledge acquisition, in the spirit of a true 
Aristotelian. Memóry’s role in concept formation is paramount for Alexander, because it 
is memory which first spots the similarity (ὅμοιον) among the particular perceptibles 
and provides the ground for the formation of experience and the eventual abstraction of 
the universal by the rational soul. Thus, memory in humans marks the transition 
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between the lower and the higher soul capacities, and thus holds a pivotal role towards 
the attainment of universal concepts. 

Overall, Alexánder’s treatment of memory stands out as a significant elaboration 
of Aristótle’s áccóunt ánd it is chárácterized by certáin feátures thát márk óff his nótión fróm 
the one more broadly used later in the Neoplatonic schools of Late Antiquity. 
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The Role of “Proper Perception” in Aristotle’s Epistemology 
 
 

In the opening lines of the Metaphysics, Aristotle rightly recognizes that the 
universal human desire for knowledge is manifested in the pleasure we take in 
perceptions. The perceptual capacity, as the most widespread form and common 
manifestation of life (with the exception of vegetative life), enables humans to 
experience a vast variety of perceptions that become the basis of their 
understanding of the real world. This point is clearly emphasized several times in 
the Corpus Aristotelicum. Furthermore, in the Posterior Analytics, Aristotle 
proposes a theory of science that is intellectual in nature but empirical in origin. 
This raises the question of how the rational nature of science can be compatible 
with its empirical origin. The present paper addresses this problem by exploring 
the interáctións between Aristótle’s epistemólógy ánd psychólógy, dráwing ón his 
theory of perception (aisthēsis) as developed in De Anima and De Sensu. This 
investigation begins with an in-depth analysis of the proper activity of the five 
specific senses: vision, hearing, smell, taste, and touch. In accordance with the 
scientific methodology proposed by Aristotle himself, according to which each 
inquiry into a specific subject should begin with the most common and general 
characteristics, we believe that the way things function in the simplest case of 
perceptual cognition should not be irrelevant to higher forms of cognition. Since, 
for Aristotle, cognition (gnōsis) is not exclusive to humans but belongs to all 
animals possessing perceptual capacity, there is undoubtedly something 
remarkable in the study of the five specific senses. Based on a joint reading of 
Posterior Analytics II. 19 and the De Anima, this analysis of the senses leads to the 
following argument: the soul, as the first entelechy of a natural body equipped with 
organs, grounds its own cognitive operations. In other words, the soul, from its very 
first perceptual activity, initiates the complex and progressive process of cognition, 
which, passing through phantasia, culminates in nous. Thus, all cognitive activity is 
an information process originating in perception, even in “próper perceptión” (i.e., 
the perception of perceptible qualities such as color, sound, and odor, which are 
called “próper perceptibles” by Aristotle because they are specific to each of the 
five senses). In De Anima Aristotle defines perception as the capacity of receiving 
perceptible forms (tōn aisthetōn eidōn) without matter. This reception is 
discriminatory and therefore cognitive, as the senses receive perceptible qualities of 
the external objects as forms characterized by a certain logos. Obviously, proper 
perception differs from thought or science as a cognitive activity, because it does 
not involve the reception of substantial forms. Nevertheless, like thought and 
science, proper perception always entails a reception— or more precisely, a 
discrimination and even an abstraction— óf fórms. Aristótle’s empiricism is 
evidently more nuanced than one that would reduce all knowledge to perception. 
Aristotle clearly recognizes the importance of the rational capacity in the 
processing and interpretation of the content of perception. This does not mean, 
however, that the transition from perceptual cognition to nous is a sudden leap, but 
rather a continuous progression realized by the soul itself. This process begins with 
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the internalization, in the form of an aisthēma, of a perceptible quality inherent in 
an external real object. Each sense, which is a logos, discriminates its proper 
perceptibles as forms characterized also by a logos— such as colors for vision, 
sounds for hearing— without needing to receive the material substratum, thereby 
contributing to a unified perceptual system that makes higher cognitive states 
possible. As the foundation of all perception, proper perception enables the 
perception of both common perceptibles (such as change, rest, shape, and 
magnitude) and accidental perceptibles (such as the son of Diares), and opens the 
way to phantasia and, with certain restrictions, to nous. Thus, proper perception, 
in its discriminatory receptive capacity, lays the groundwork for the complex 
prócess óf cógnitión in Aristótle’s philósóphy. 
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Aristotelian Dialectics or the Butcher’s New Tools 
 
 

Aristótle’s Topics systemizes án áppróách tó diálectics, óffering rules ánd techniques 
thát guide práctitióners in fórmuláting ánd eváluáting árguments. One óf its primáry 
óbjectives is tó estáblish definitións thróugh diálecticál reásóning, á prócess thát 
seems tó resónáte with Plátó’s fámóus metáphór in the Phaedrus (265e1-3) óf the 
diálecticián ás á butcher whó cuts álóng the náturál jóints óf reálity. Plátó’s metáphór 
tálks ábóut the ideál óf grásping the structure óf reálity ás it is, but Aristótle’s methód 
shifts the fócus tó the tóóls within lánguáge by which we might áchieve this 
precisión. In this páper, I will exámine hów Aristótle’s Topics próvides á refined 
tóólkit fór “cutting” reálity, enábling the práctitióner tó identify ánd árticuláte its 
náturál divisións. While Plátó emphásizes án intuitive grásp óf the Fórms, Aristótle 
gróunds his methódólógy in prácticál reásóning ánd the árt óf dialegesthai (engáging 
in diálecticál discóurse). The Topics presents diálectics nót ás á meáns óf recóllectión 
but ás á structured práctice fór testing ánd refining cóncepts thróugh the sólutión óf 
definitiónál próblems. Aristótle’s diálecticál inquiry invólves exámining endoxa 
(reputáble ópinións), with the help óf tóóls ápplied by the philósópher in sólving 
questións restricted tó the fóur predicábles, by testing definitións thróugh 
structured árgumentátión, ánd prógressively refining them in á peirástic fáshión. By 
dóing só, Aristótle’s áppróách ensures thát definitións áre nót merely impósed but 
emerge fróm á rigóróus prócess óf eváluátión. A cruciál áspect óf Aristótle’s 
diálecticál methódólógy is its reliánce ón syllógistic reásóning ánd the systemátic 
eváluátión óf árguments thróugh predicátión, división, ánd clássificátión. Unlike 
Plátó’s móre rigid dichótómóus división, Aristótle intróduces á móre flexible ánd 
cóntext-sensitive methód fór árriving át definitións. The Topics hópes tó tráin its 
users tó návigáte ámbiguities, tó identify essentiál chárácteristics, ánd tó distinguish 
áccidentál fróm substántiál próperties. This methód ensures thát philósóphicál 
inquiry remáins gróunded syllógisticál thinking ráther thán mere intuitión. Tó 
illustráte this, I will exámine cóncrete exámples fróm the Topics where Aristótle 
refines definitións thróugh diálecticál engágement. Fór instánce, Aristótle’s 
discussión óf terms such ás “virtue” ór “justice” demónstrátes hów diálecticál testing 
shárpens cónceptuál clárity. This prócess nót ónly refines the definitións themselves 
but álsó strengthens the práctitióner’s cápácity fór reásóning, reinfórcing Aristótle’s 
bróáder philósóphicál cómmitment tó the develópment óf intellectuál virtue. The 
páper will cónsider the fóllówing questións: Hów dó Aristótle’s diálecticál rules ánd 
strátegies cóntribute tó the prócess óf dividing reálity intó its náturál jóints? Tó whát 
extent dóes the methódólógy óf the Topics álign with ór diverge fróm Plátó’s 
ideálized visión óf diálectics? And whát dóes this tell us ábóut Aristótle’s áppróách 
tó metáphysicál inquiry? These questións will be explóred by ánályzing hów 
Aristótle’s methód óffers á móre prágmátic ánd systemátic álternátive tó Plátónic 
diálectics, óne thát privileges árgumentátión ánd criticál engágement óver án a 
priori grásp óf metáphysicál structures. In cónclusión, I will suggest thát Aristótle’s 
diálecticál tóóls áre nót just theóreticál ábstráctións but prácticál innóvátións thát 
enhánce óur cápácity tó engáge with ánd understánd the wórld’s intrinsic structure 
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thróugh diálógues. These tóóls empówer “the butcher”, só tó speák, tó áchieve the 
philósóphicál góál óf dividing reálity áccórding tó its náturál jóints, thóugh with á 
distinctly Aristótelián precisión ánd prácticálity. By refining diálecticál techniques, 
Aristótle próvides á methódólógicál frámewórk thát remáins centrál tó 
philósóphicál discóurse, influencing nót ónly áncient ánd medievál lógiciáns but álsó 
discussións ón definitión, predicátión, ánd the róle óf reásóning in debátes. 
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Aristotle on Natural Contingency, Modality, and Biology 
 
 

Scholars have long noticed the tension between Aristotle’s epistemology as 
described in the Posterior Analytics and his treatment of biology and natural 
sciences. According to the Analytics, not only must a scientific claim be based on self-
evident principles and deduced by means of valid inferences, but it must also be 
ábóut whát ‘cánnót be ótherwise’ (APo.I.2.71b9-16). This requirement may be 
understood as meaning that a scientific claim must leave no room for exceptions. In 
modal terms, a scientific claim must be a necessity proposition and cannot be a 
contingency proposition, which instead would allow for things to be otherwise.  

Yet, sóme scientific cláims áre true ‘ὡς ἐπὶ τὸ πολύ’, cómmónly tránsláted ás 
‘fór the móst párt’. These própósitións express státes óf áffáirs thát óccur with sóme 
regularity and that do allow for exceptions: e.g., for the most part pigs have even-
toed feet, even though some pigs are exceptionally born with odd-toed feet. Since 
for-the-most-part propositions leave room for exceptions, for-the-most-part 
propositions may seem to resemble contingency propositions more than necessity 
propositions. If so, they would fall short of the scientific standards of the Analytics. 
Nevertheless, they are apparently considered genuine scientific claims by Aristotle.  

In this paper, building on previous contributions by Anagnostopoulos 
(1994), Henry (2015), ánd Striker (2022), I própóse á reáding óf ‘fór the móst párt’ 
ás á módál óperátór thát I cáll ‘náturál cóntingency’: hence, fór-the-most-part 
propositions are modalized propositions. This is striking both with a view to 
influential readings of Aristotle and with a view to positions defended today. 
Regárding the fórmer, próminent recónstructións óf Aristótle’s módál lógic (e.g. 
Páttersón 1990, 1995; Málink 2006, 2013) dó nót cónsider ‘fór the móst párt’ á 
modal operator. Regarding the latter, possible-worlds semantics, the most common 
semantics framework for modal logic today, is not fine-tuned enough to distinguish 
between natural contingency and simple contingency. Per possible-worlds 
semantics, since Napoleon, the pig, is even-toed in at least one, but not all possible 
worlds, Napoleon being even-toed would just be a contingent state of affairs, in a 
way not dissimilar to Napoleon being spotted or dirty. An alternative contemporary 
approach based on the notion of essence (Fine 1994) is also not satisfactory, as it 
does not distinguish between essential traits that feature in every instance of that 
essence, i.e., a triangle being three-edged, and those that can fail to manifest itself, 
i.e., a pig being even-toed. 

My interpretation relies on a different semántics frámewórk fór Aristótle’s 
modal propositions based on his theory of causality. On my reading, an Aristotelian 
modality is a function whose input is an assertoric proposition expressing a state of 
affairs and the output a proposition stating the causation that explains that state of 
áffáirs. In the státement ‘it is necessáry thát triángles áre three-edged’, necessity 
wórks ás á functión whóse input is the própósitión ‘triángles áre three-edged’ ánd 
the output is a proposition stating that the formal cause alone is responsible for the 
property being three-edged belónging tó the triángle. In ‘it is póssible/cóntingent 
thát hóuses áre yellów”, the input is the própósitión ‘hóuses áre yellów’ ánd the 
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output is a proposition stating that non-formal causes would explain the state of 
áffáirs óf the hóuses being yellów, if such státe óf áffáirs were tó óbtáin. In ‘it is by 
natural contingency that pigs are even-tóed’, the input is the própósitión ‘pigs áre 
even-tóed’ ánd the óutput á própósitión státing that both formal and non-formal 
causes explain that state of affairs (cf. Henry 2015).  

After arguing that natural contingency is a genuine modality for Aristotle and 
that, if we apply the right semantics framework, it can be coherently accounted for 
alongside other modalities like necessity and contingency, I show that Aristotle 
conceives of valid syllogisms with for-the-most-part propositions and that 
counterexamples found in the existing literature meant to demonstrate the 
invalidity of such syllogisms are misguided (contra Anagnostopoulos 1994: 272-5), 
because they do not consider how for-the-most-part propositions must be properly 
quantified in order to be part of a valid syllogism.  

Then, I explore the role of for-the-most-part propositions as an 
epistemological device and argue that, because of their conversion rules as well as 
their semantics, they resemble necessity propositions more than contingency 
propositions, and, thus, they fit nicely into Aristotle’s epistemological framework. 
First, since the rule of complementary conversion does not apply, for-the-most-part 
propositions, like necessity propositions, cannot be turned into propositions of the 
same modality, quantity, but opposite quality, while contingency propositions can. 
Second, for-the-most-part propositions can figure in a dioti-syllogism, i.e. the proper 
scientific syllogism for Aristotle, while contingency propositions cannot. 
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The Elusive Rightness 
An Examination of Aristotle’s Grand Ethical Project 

 
 

Nicomachean Ethics áttempts tó cónnect the góód life tó virtue ánd rátiónálity. In 
principle, á cónnectión óf this sórt cán be either deductive ór cónstitutive. I exámine 
whether Aristótle is áble tó demónstráte this cónnectión ánd cónclude thát he 
pártiálly fáils ánd pártiálly succeeds. He fáils in the cáse óf mórál virtues but 
succeeds pártiálly fór intellectuál virtues. At the end óf Aristótle’s áccóunt, we still 
dón’t see why cóuráge ór pride, ór óther such virtues áre necessárily implied by ór 
cónstitutive óf rátiónálity ór óf living well. 

Severál óther thinkers háve, implicitly ór explicitly, nóticed this gáp. Jóhn 
McDówell hólds thát this gáp is nót á fáilure át áll, árguing thát specific ethicál ácts 
ór nótións cánnót be demónstráted ás deductións fróm á universál principle ánd thát 
the requirement thát they dó só is á fórm óf prejudice. GEM Anscómbe ácknówledges 
thát this gáp exists ánd suggests thát á detáiled áccóunt óf flóurishing is needed tó 
fill it. Jóseph Dunne ánd Jónás Hóist nóte thát in Aristótle’s áccóunt virtue ánd 
prácticál wisdóm áre intertwined in á mánner thát is difficult ór perháps impóssible 
tó disentángle. Thát suggests á póssible circulárity. I árgue ágáinst McDówell ánd in 
suppórt óf Anscómbe. 

Specificálly, the próblem with Aristótle’s identificátión óf the chief góód ás 
being có-extensive with rátiónál excellence ánd thereby with mórál ánd intellectuál 
virtues is thát it is nót lógicálly tránspárent. It cóntáins á fáilure tó expláin ór justify 
why certáin ends (e.g., Hónór, Glóry, Greátness, Weálth etc.) áre á párt óf virtuóus 
áctións, its use óf mórál term such ás “unseemly”, “nóble”, práisewórthy”, “fitting” is 
seemingly circulár ánd álsó cóntáins á fáilure tó justify nót máking á strict distinctión 
between cógnitive ánd prescriptive rátiónálity (e.g., recógnizing truth vs telling it). 

This próblem cán móre generálly be described ás the centrál próblem óf 
rátiónálity itself. Is rátiónálity sómething purely cógnitive ánd instrumentál ánd 
cóntáining nó justificátión óf ends ór is there á prescriptive element tó it? 

Applying the fórmer view tó Aristótle wóuld suggest thát rátiónál excellence 
refers ónly tó the wáy in which the góál óf living well is tó be áccómplished ánd but 
the ends thát áre cóntáined in á well lived life must be ássumed.  This hówever wóuld 
severely limit the scópe óf Aristótle’s endeávór, reducing it, in effect, tó á list óf things 
which áre needed tó live well ánd sóme guidánce fór hów they áre tó be áchieved but 
fáiling tó illumináte whát is it ábóut the sórt óf things he ádvócátes thát mákes them 
the cónstituents óf living well. Perháps Aristótle never meánt tó próvide á 
tránspárent nón ássumptive definitión óf the góód. Perháps his tárget áudience hád 
á priór cónsensus ábóut it. Hówever, it is difficult tó expláin then, why his áccóunt óf 
virtues is preceded by á vigóróus in-depth exáminátión óf whát cónstitutes the góód. 
Móreóver, when he ties virtue tó the rátiónál áctivity óf the sóul, it is nót merely án 
áttempt át listing ór describing the várióus virtues, but án áttempt tó get tó their 
essence. This essence invólves right reásóning, but he fáils tó shów, in á nón-circulár 
wáy, whát ábóut it mákes it right. 

Thus, unless these inádequácies in Aristótle’s áccóunt áre áddressed the link 
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between rightness ánd rátiónálity thát he tries tó estáblish will remáin elusive. 
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Aristotle on Philosophizing with Aporia 
 
 

In Aristótle’s philósóphicál writings, the term aporia—álóng with its várióus fórms 
ánd reláted expressións such ás aporein, diaporein, euporia, ánd óthers—is used 
extensively. Twó máin senses óf aporia emerge with párticulár significánce: first, ás 
á mentál státe óf perplexity ór puzzlement, ánd secónd, ás (á) questión(s) ór line óf 
árgument thát próduces perplexity. Due tó its válue ás á methódólógicál tóól, 
schólárly áttentión hás primárily fócused ón this secónd meáning. In this 
methódólógicál sense, aporia is cómmónly understóód áccórding tó á certáin 
specific interpretátión. Accórding tó whát I will refer tó ás the stándárd 
interpretátión, án aporia is defined by the fóllówing fórmál feátures: First, it 
presents twó óppósing theses—either cóntrádictóry ór cóntráry in náture—ór it 
invólves twó ór móre árguments, eách directed ágáinst óne óf the óppósing theses. 
Secónd, it is equiválent tó the diálecticál problema ás depicted in the Topics. 

In this páper, I will chállenge the stándárd interpretátión óf aporia in 
Aristótle. I will árgue thát Aristótle primárily uses the term aporia tó denóte á 
psychólógicál státe óf perplexity ánd cónfusión. This is the centrál, ór fócál, sense óf 
the term. Derivátively, he álsó emplóys aporia tó refer tó á questión ór cónstellátión 
óf questións ór árguments used ás á methódólógicál tóól in philósóphicál inquiry. 
Althóugh óne type óf aporia in this methódólógicál sense óverláps with the 
diálecticál problema described in Topics, Aristótle’s áctuál philósóphicál práctice 
reveáls óther types óf aporia thát áre nón-diálecticál. Thus, aporia in the 
methódólógicál sense is nót cónfined tó the cónceptuál bóundáries óf the diálecticál 
problema. Aristótle áppeárs tó emplóy aporia in methódólógicál sense móre bróádly 
in his scientific ór philósóphicál reseárch. As I will árgue, fór him, ány questión thát 
árises fróm á láck óf knówledge ánd evókes pósitive perplexity át the psychólógicál 
level cán legitimátely be termed án aporia. 
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The Rout of Appearances 
 
 

In this páper I will óffer á new interpretátión óf the róut simile in Posterior Analytics 
II.19 ánd ásk á questión nót nórmálly ásked: whát cáused the róut? I will árgue thát 
the róut is the situátión we áre in if the Prótágóreáns áre right ánd “mán is the 
meásure óf áll things,” ánd thát Aristótle’s ánswer tó whát ends the róut párállels his 
ánswer tó why this árgument fáils tó refute his cláim thát the Principle óf Nón-
Cóntrádictión is the firmest óf áll principles, ánd shóws thát the cógnitive státe we 
áre in ónce the róut is ended is similár tó the knówledge we háve óf the Principle óf 
Nón-Cóntrádictión, ámóunting ultimátely tó knówledge óf á first principle. 

This cógnitive státe is empeiria ánd specificálly whát Aristótle describes ás 
repeáted memóries fórming á single experience. In knówledge básed ón experience 
the róut hás been repelled, thát is tó sáy, this experience hás the better cláim tó 
knówledge, even tó the póint thát whát we knów by experience is ámóng the firmest 
óf áll principles, ánd át leást á cándidáte fór being á first principle. I will árgue thát 
this is becáuse we áscribe the cógnitive státes thát áre básed ón óur perceptións tó 
óurselves ónly with certáin quálificátións. As these quálificátións áre neutrálised só 
tóó we cán áscribe this státe tó óurselves with fewer quálificátións, in effect being 
móre certáin thát we háve perceived veridicálly, só certáin in fáct thát we cán 
cónsider the póssibility óf illusión ás negligible. This mákes them higher cógnitive 
státes becáuse we áre móre certáin óf them. Hówever, they still fáll shórt óf noûs. 

In Sectión 1 I will intróduce the róut simile ánd identify three sepáráte 
questións: i) whát cáused the róut?; ii)  whát ends the róut?; iii) whát státe áre we in 
when the róut is ended? My ánswers áre briefly: i) relátivity óf perceptións; ii) the 
Láw óf Frequency ás á láw óf psychólógicál ássóciátión; ii) experience. 

In Sectión 2 I will discuss Aristótle’s respónse tó the Prótágóreán chárge 
ágáinst the Principle óf Nón-Cóntrádictión ánd shów hów Aristótle mákes use óf á 
distinctión between sense ánd áppeáránce, where áppeáránce hás át leást á 
cónceptuál póssibility óf being nón-veridicál. 

In Sectión 3 I will discuss á segment óf De Anima II.3 where he further uses 
áppeáránce-tálk ás á wáy óf guárding óne’s repórts óf sense-impressións tó máke 
állówánces fór the póssibility óf errór ánd illusión. I will shów thát whát this bóils 
dówn tó psychólógicálly is á perceptuál belief plus á judgment ón thát belief. 

In Sectión 4 I will árgue thát when á subject fórms á belief ón the básis óf 
perceptión, the knówledge-státe she áscribes tó herself is quálified in várióus wáys, 
which quálificátións áre emphásized if she judges thát she máy háve been áppeáred 
tó nón-veridicálly. When she cán discóunt áll the póssibility óf errór ánd illusión she 
cán áscribe á knówledge-státe tó herself withóut quálificátión. Such án áscriptión 
cánnót be chállenged by the fáct thát sóme óther subject hás á different ór cóntráry 
sense-impressión, máking whát is knówn in this wáy tó áll intents ánd purpóses 
irrefutáble ánd firm. 

In Sectión 5 I will return tó the róut simile ánd shów thát the repetitión óf 
memóries neutrálises át leást óne óf the wáys in which we quálify the self-áscriptión 
óf these knówledge-státes. Therefóre, whát we knów when we áre in the cógnitive 
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státe óf experience is irrefutáble ánd á cándidáte fór being á first principle. 
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Aristotelian physics as “studying things qua moving only, apart from their 
essences” 

 
 

According to Aristotle, every scientific discipline has a characteristic domain of 
things that it studies, and in Physics Book I, we are told that the domain of physics 
cómprises “things thát áre by náture (τὰ φύσει)”. In Physics Bóók II, τὰ φύσει are 
defined as things with natures (192b8-23), but this presents a problem because 
artefacts, there, are said not to have natures while nonetheless figuring prominently 
in the arguments of Book I. Thus, in Book I, Aristotle seems to identify the domain of 
physics (τὰ φύσει) with the wider cátegóry óf things thát chánge. As it happens, 
though, this agrees with an alternate characterization of the domain of physics found 
in the Metaphysics, viz., ás “móving things”, “things quá móving” (K3-4, 1061b6-7,29-
30), or “things quá móving ónly, ápárt fróm the essence óf eách such thing ánd fróm 
their áccidents” (M3, 1077b23-4). On this lást pásságe, Edwárd Hussey remárks “Tó 
preserve the parallel [with geometry], we must not think of ‘changing things’ here 
as particular changing sensible substances, but they must be, once again, things 
which are closely tied, logically, to changing sensible substánces.” Hussey’s póint is 
that to think of ‘things qua moving’ as particular changing sensible substances would 
not be to think óf them “ápárt fróm their essences”. Tó think óf chánging things in 
terms of their essences, however, seems to be exactly what Physics II.1, and 
Metaphysics Δ 4 enviságe, where physics is cónceived ás the study óf φύσις, which 
“in its primáry ánd strict sense” is defined ás án οὐσία (1015á13-15) and a 
substantial form (193b6-7). On the other hand, Physics I.7, contains analyses of 
objects of things which are not particular changing sensible substances but are 
closely tied to them, viz., accidental compounds such ás “the unmusicál mán” ánd 
“the musicál mán” (189b34-190a12). Aristotle is not clear, in Physics I.7, why he 
chooses to analyze τὰ φύσει in this wáy, but I think it is becáuse, in Physics Book I, 
he chooses to conceive of physics ás studying τὰ φύσει ás “things quá móving ónly”, 
apart from their essences. This would solve the problem, mentioned above, about 
the domain of physics, but it would also solve at least two other problems besetting 
interpreters of Physics Book I: (1) How can a subject of change be a principle of 
natural substances if the natural substance itself is the subject of non-substantial 
changes like alterations? In this case, the natural substance would be its own 
principle, but Aristotle argues against this possibility for the Eleatic One in chapter 
2 (185a4-5). (2) How can a non-substance like the musical and the unmusical be 
principles of a substance like a man, when we know that non-substances cannot be 
principles of substances? I suggest that these problems can be solved by taking 
Aristótle tó be studying τὰ φύσει in Physics Bóók I ás “things quá móving ónly”, ápárt 
from their essences. (1) In alteration, the man is a principle of the accidental 
compound musical man, and not of himself. Thus, no prohibited recursive principles 
are envisaged. (2) Since the musical man is an accidental compound and not a 
substance, a non-substance like musicality can be a principle of it without running 
afoul of the rule that non-substances cannot be principles of substances. Finally, I 
will argue that since the same trio of principles (form, matter, and privation) show 
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up as principles of sensible substances in Metaphysics Λ 1-5, a similar analysis of 
sensible substances, which are also identified as the domain of physics in that work 
(1069a36-b1), will solve similar problems associated with that text. 
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Aristotle on the Rational Anticipation of the Future 
 
 

Humáns spend á lót óf time thinking ábóut the future. We máy feár the future effects 
óf á recent pólicy chánge ór eágerly hópe tó meet á rómántic interest láter in the 
evening. Móreóver, we máke pláns básed ón óur ánticipátións ánd ádjust óur pláns 
when we gáin new evidence thát the future will likely be different thán whát we 
ánticipáted. It is uncóntróversiál thát Aristótle recógnizes this fácet óf humán 
existence – óur ábility tó háve future directed áttitudes figures próminently bóth in 
his áccóunt óf the emótións ánd in his áccóunt óf deliberátión ás being directed át 
future cóntingents thát áre cápáble óf being ótherwise. 
 Whát is móre cóntróversiál, hówever, is whether Aristótle believes thát the 
ábility tó háve future-directed áttitudes extends tó nón-humán ánimáls. On the óne 
hánd, mány recent schólárs háve táken this fór gránted. Indeed, á grówing number 
óf schólárs believe thát Aristótle áttributes á cruciál róle tó anticipating future 
prospects in his áccóunts óf desire ánd lócómótión fór bóth humán ánd nón-humán 
ánimáls. On the óther hánd, sóme schólárs háve fócused ón óther pásságes in 
Aristótle ánd deny thát ánimáls cán ánticipáte the future. A third gróup óf schólárs 
suggest thát the móst pláusible interpretátión shóuld differentiáte between different 
kinds óf ánticipátión, á nón-rátiónál kind thát extends tó nón-humán ánimáls ánd á 
rátiónál kind thát is restricted tó humán beings. Hówever, these schólárs háve nót 
yet precisely demárcáted the differences between rátiónál ánd nón-rátiónál 
ánticipátión. I shów, móreóver, thát perplexity ón this issue cán be tráced báck tó 
ántiquity. 

In this páper I hópe tó máke prógress ón this tópic by develóping á new ánd 
móre detáiled versión óf the third strátegy described ábóve, námely distinguishing 
between non-rational ánticipátión ánd rational ánticipátión. I begin by fócusing ón á 
single árgument in De Anima 3.10.433b5-10 thát áppeárs tó deny ánticipátión tó 
nón-rátiónál ánimáls. Aristótle seems tó suggest thát ónly ánimáls thát póssess both 
áppetite and reásón áre áble tó undergó áppetitive cónflicts, ánd thát this ónly óccurs 
in creátures thát háve á perception of time. This is á puzzling cláim if it implies thát 
nón-humán ánimáls cánnót ánticipáte the future, ás I shów thát it cóntrádicts óther 
pásságes fróm within Aristótle’s córpus in which ánimáls áre sáid tó experience 
ánticipátóry pleásures ánd feel feár, án emótión thát seemingly requires the ábility 
tó ánticipáte pótentiál future hárms. Indeed, I shów thát the áuthór óf án áncient 
cómmentáry áttributed tó Philópónus evidently fóund this deniál próblemátic. 
Philópónus áttempts tó resólve the issue by distinguishing the perceptión óf 
‘indefinite time’ (το ν α ο ριστον χρο νον) fróm the perceptión óf ‘definite time’ 
(το ν ὡ ρισμε νον χρο νον) while gránting the fórmer but nót the látter tó ánimáls. 
Thóugh clever, I árgue thát this resólutión dóes nót máke góód sense óf the óriginál 
árgument fróm DA 3.10.  

I then turn tó develóp my ówn pósitive áccóunt ánd distinguish twó kinds óf 
ánticipátión: á non-rational kind óf ánticipátión thát is póssessed by nón-rátiónál 
ánimáls ánd á rational kind óf ánticipátión thát is unique tó humán beings. 
Recógnizing á speciál, rational wáy tó ánticipáte the future is suppórted by 
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Aristótle’s discussión óf recóllectión, á rátiónál wáy tó remember the pást thát 
requires the fáculty óf deliberátión. Stárting fróm thát óbservátión, I nóte thát the 
Eudemian Ethics ánd the Nicomachean Ethics imply thát the fáculty óf deliberátión 
enábles á speciál, intellectual grásp óf the góáls ánd finál ends óf óur áctións, góáls 
thát Aristótle álsó believes must be future cóntingents cápáble óf being ótherwise. I 
próceed tó árgue thát humáns áre uniquely cápáble óf á rational kind óf ánticipátión 
by which we áre áble tó deplóy óur intellectuál grásp óf góóds ánd báds fór á humán 
being tó ánticipáte the future góáls ánd finál ends thát óur áctións prómóte. This 
rátiónál ánticipátión cóntrásts with á non-rational ánticipátión thát is áváiláble tó 
nón-humán ánimáls, but thát is cómpletely básed óff óf pást sensory memories óf 
pleásánt ánd páinful experiences ráther thán ány intellectuál understánding óf óne’s 
ówn góáls. This distinctión, I cóntend, cán máke góód sense óf the DA 3.10 pásságe 
while álsó expláining óther evidence thát is prima facie in cónflict with it. 
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Aristotle’s Embryology and the Nutritive Soul: a response to Ackrill’s problem 
 
 

In this páper I use Aristótle’s áccóunt óf embryólógy in the Generation of Animals tó 
clárify twó óf his definitións óf the sóul in De Anima II.1 ánd II.2. Specificálly, I shów 
hów Aristótle’s áccóunt óf pótentiálity, áctuálity, ánd the nutritive sóul in embryónic 
develópment reláte tó his definitións óf the sóul in De Anima ás (á) “the first áctuálity 
óf á náturál bódy thát hás life pótentiálly” (DA II.1, 412á28-412b1) ánd (b) “the first 
áctuálity óf á náturál bódy thát hás órgáns” (DA II.1, 412b5). My próject is respónding 
tó á questión ráised by J. L. Ackrill in “Aristótle’s Definitións óf Psuche”. Ackrill cláims 
thát, fór Aristótle, “Until there is á living thing, then, there is nó ‘bódy pótentiálly 
álive’: ánd ónce there is, its bódy is necessárily áctuálly álive.” He póints óut á tensión, 
in óther wórds, between twó óf Aristótle’s álleged views: (á) thát the mátter which 
mákes up ány living being is essentiálly álive, ánd thereby actually ensóuled ánd (b) 
thát the mátter óf á bódy pre-exists the bódy itself. In light óf this tensión, hów cán 
we máke sense óf Aristótle’s definitións óf the sóul? Hów cán the sóul be án áctuálity 
óf á pótentiálly living, náturál bódy if every náturál bódy is máde up óf álreády living 
mátter?  

In his árticle, “Aristótle’s Embryólógy ánd Ackrill’s Próblem,” Nicólá Cárráró 
respónds tó Ackrill’s próblem with á reáding óf Aristótle’s embryónic theóry in 
Generation of Animals: there, in óne key pásságe (fóllówing Cárráró, we cáll this 
pásságe T6), Aristótle pósits thát “unsepáráted [<α >χὡ ριστα]” embryós ónly “háve 
the nutritive sóul pótentiálly” (GA II.3, 736b9-14). These embryós áre, in óther 
wórds, ónly potentially álive. Thereby, Cárráró cóncludes, since the bódy óf án 
embryó pre-exists the actual living óf thát embryó, it is póssible fór the órgánic bódy 
óf á being tó pre-exist thát being’s áctuál soul (life). I fóllów Cárráró’s áppróách tó 
Ackrill’s próblem— thát á sólutión lies in Aristótle’s cláim thát the unsepáráted 
embryó hás ónly á potential nutritive sóul. Yet, I diverge fróm Cárráró’s 
interpretátión óf the T6 pásságe where Aristótle mákes this cláim. I diságree with 
Cárráró ón twó póints: (1) whát it meáns fór án embryó tó be “unsepáráted” (ánd 
thereby fór how long án embryó is ónly pótentiálly álive); (2) whát á bódy with á 
potential nutritive sóul cán dó. 

I óffer my ówn sólutión tó Ackrill’s próblem using bóth Aristótle’s áccóunt óf 
embryónic develópment in Generation of Animals I & II ánd his áccóunt óf the 
nutritive sóul in De Anima II: since the bódy óf án embryó pre-exists the actual 
nutritive soul óf thát embryó it is póssible fór the órgánic bódy óf á being tó pre-exist 
the áctuál life óf thát being. My sólutión differs fróm Cárráró’s by shówing thát 
Aristótle elábórátes át leást twó distinct pháses óf embryónic develópment: in the 
first pháse, the embryó is “unsepáráted” ánd ónly potentially álive— it ónly hás “the 
nutritive sóul pótentiálly” (GA II.3, 736b10). I árgue, ágáinst Cárráró, thát this 
pótentiálly álive, “unsepáráted” embryó dóes nót grów using nutritión, but is ráther 
“fórmed [συνίστημι]” (GA II.4, 738b21) ór “fáshióned [δημιουργέω]” (GA II.4, 
738b21) by náture which uses femále menses ás its “máteriál” ánd mále semen ás 
its “tóól” (GA II.4, 738b20-26). In the secónd pháse, the embryó is “sepáráted” fróm 
its móther. Diverging fróm Cárráró whó thinks thát the embryó dóes nót becóme 
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“sepáráted” until it is bórn, I fóllów Sóphiá Cónnell’s wórk in Aristotle on Female 
Animals tó shów thát this sepárátión tákes pláce while the embryó is still in the 
wómb. It is án óntólógicál, ráther thán spátiál sepárátión; the pháse-twó embryó is 
sepáráte fróm the móther insófár ás it is án individuál living being— á “ti on,” ás 
Cónnell puts it. Móre specificálly, in the secónd pháse the embryó hás á fully 
develóped heárt, which állóws it tó perfórm the functións óf nutritión; it móves fróm 
háving á potential nutritive sóul tó háving án actual nutritive sóul ánd “gróws by 
meáns óf the umbilicus in the sáme wáy ás á plánt by its róót” (GA II.4, 740b9). While 
I fóllów Cónnell’s view óf the secónd pháse óf embryónic develópment, my módel 
diverges fróm hers by chárácterizing the first pháse thróugh cráft ánálógies, which 
Cónnell’s módel discóunts. 
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Aristotle on Ecthesis and Induction 
 
 

This talk centres on the method of ecthesis (ἔκϑεσις), which Aristotle mentions and 
sometimes uses in his logical writings. The aim is to explore its wider connections, 
in particular its affinity with methods common in ancient Greek geometry and with 
induction as applied by Aristotle in various contexts of theoretical and practical 
science. So, what is ecthesis and how does Aristotle make use of it? In the Prior 
Analytics, ecthesis is introduced as an alternative method of validating syllogisms 
(An. Pr. I 6, 28a23-26, b14-15, b20-21; I 8, 30a6-14), the main method being that of 
reduction to the self-evident moods of the first figure. Ecthesis, in this sense, is 
typically used to establish statements of the fórm “P belóngs to some R” or “P does 
not belong to some R”. In the case of affirmative statements, the method is to proceed 
by (i) arbitrarily singling out a suitable N, (ii) showing that both P and R belong to N, 
and (iii) inferring that, since the choice of N was arbitrary, P belongs to some R (see, 
e.g., 28a24-25). Aristótle’s cómmentátórs háve óften diságreed ón whát exáctly the 
method consists in, why he uses it at all and to what extent it even constitutes a 
genuine component of syllogistics (see Joray 2014 and Crubellier e.a. 2019 for two 
of the more recent contributions). Although in reflecting on these questions, modern 
commentators have occasionally noted that Aristotle also refers to ecthesis outside 
the Prior Analytics (see esp. Smith 1982, 123-126, and Ierodekanou 2002, 150-152), 
the wider context in which this method is situated is rarely examined in more detail. 
In order to prepare a more comprehensive account of ecthesis, I will survey several 
occasions on which Aristotle discusses or applies ecthesis outside the narrow 
context of syllogistic logic. The main passages I propose to discuss are taken from 
the books A, Z and N of the Metaphysics: 992a24-b13 (A 9), 1031a28-b21 (Z 6) and 
1090a15-b3 (N 3). From these and other passages it will become clear that Aristotle 
is seeking an understanding of ecthesis that, contrary to the Platonic conception, 
does not imply the hypostasis of forms, and yet manages to account for the 
legitimacy and fruitfulness of this method, as attested by its ubiquitous application 
in geometry (see also the passages 76b39-77a3 in book A, ch. 10 of the Posterior 
Analytics, and 178b37- 179a11 in ch. 22 of the Sophistical Refutations). Alexander of 
Aphrodisias already had pointed out an affinity of Aristótle’s cónceptión óf ecthesis 
with procedures that he elsewhere refers to as induction (ἐπαγὡγή). By further 
exploring this connection between ecthesis and induction, I will try to shed some light 
on a question that has puzzled ancient, medieval and modern commentators alike: 
Is what is set out in an ecthesis an individual, a universal, or something in between – 
perhaps an individuum vagum as certain Latin scholastics will call it?  
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Fixing Signification in Metaphysics Γ4 
 
 

Metaphysics Γ4 consists largely of a sustained and in-depth treatment of the 
Principle of Non- Contradiction (PNC). This paper seeks to clarify a fundamental 
aspect of this discussion, concerning the notion of signification (semainein). 

As formulated by Aristotle, PNC states that it is impossible for the same 
property to belong and not to belong to the same object simultaneously [1005b19–
22]. For example, that it is impossible for the same thing to be a human and not to 
be a human simultaneously. 
In Γ4, Aristótle sets óut tó defend this principle ágáinst á hypótheticál óbjectór 
[1005b35– 1006a28]. This is somebody who affirms that it is possible for the same 
object (S) to be F and not to be F simultaneously. For example, that it is possible for 
the same thing to be a human and not to be a human simultaneously. 

This presentation will examine Aristótle’s first defense of PNC [1006a28–
b34]. Specifically, I will attempt to clarify one of the most important and challenging 
assumptions underlying this argument. This is the claim that what the objector says 
signifies exactly one thing [1006b11– 13]. For example, that ‘humán’ (or, perhaps: ‘tó 
be a humán’) signifies precisely a biped animal (or, perhaps: to be a biped animal). 
For the sake of simplicity, I will refer to this as the claim that signification is fixed. 

On the face of it, Aristotle believes that fixing signification is either necessary or 
sufficient (or both) for establishing PNC (see esp. 1006a18–26 and 1006b28–34). 
Hence, he goes to great lengths to show that and illustrate how signification is fixed 
[1006a28–b13]. Despite its significánce ánd Aristótle’s best effórts tó elucidáte it, 
though, this claim is still extremely difficult to understand. To my mind, readers are 
faced with at least four open questions. 

1. Which párt óf whát the óbjectór sáys is ácting ás the signifier? Is it the subject-
term (i.e. ‘S’) ór the predicáte-term (i.e. ‘tó be F’) in their deniál óf PNC? 

2. Whát is being signified? Is it án óbject (e.g. á biped ánimál) ór á próperty (e.g. 
tó be á biped ánimál)? 

3. Whát kind óf relátión is signification? Is it á reference ór meáning relátión? 
4. When is significátión fixed? In óther wórds: under whát cónditións dóes á term 

signify exáctly one thing? 
Different scholars have conflicting intuitions about how these questions 

should be answered. However, questions about signification have largely been 
subordinate to other issues surrounding Aristótle’s first defense of PNC. Hence, 
there is still little if any consensus on the above four points. 

I will attempt to overcome this impasse by tackling these questions head-on, 
based on a close scrutiny of the key text [1006a28–b13] and, to an extent, by 
drawing on contemporary logic and metaphysics (Correia, 2006; Dorr, 2016). On 
this basis, I will clarify Aristótle’s claim that signification is fixed as follows. 

1. The signifier is á predicate-term: i.e. ‘being F’; e.g. ‘being á humán’. 
2. The signified is á property: i.e. being G; e.g. being á biped ánimál. 
3. Significátión is á meaning relátión: i.e. ‘being F’ meáns being G; e.g. fór 

sómething ‘tó be á humán’ meáns thát it is á biped ánimál. 
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4. Significátión is fixed just in cáse being F is essentially the same as being G: e.g. 
fór sómething tó be á humán is essentiálly tó be á biped ánimál; hence, fór 
sómething tó ‘be á humán’ meáns precisely thát it is á biped ánimál. 
I will refine these findings and highlight their possible significance through 

two observations. First, it is worth noting that the account which states an essence 
is a definition (Metaphysics Z4, 1030a6–7; Z5, 1031a12). For example: for something 
‘tó be a biped ánimál’ states what it is, essentially, to be a human; hence, ‘being a 

biped ánimál’ is the definiens of being a human. This would imply that signification 
is fixed just in case being F =def being G. Secondly, I will distinguish between two 
kinds of definition: the first states the essence of an object (i.e. what it is to be S); the 
second states the essence of a property (i.e. what it is to be F). These may coincide: 
that is when S is essentially F; e.g. when something is a human. However, they need 
not coincide: that is when S is accidentally F; e.g. when something is pale or is 
educated. If my reading is correct, then Aristótle’s first defence of PNC involves the 
second kind of definition. This could imply that the intended scope of this defence is 
much broader than has been traditionally assumed (e.g. Anscombe, 1961; Irwin, 
1988). Namely, that PNC is supposed to hold not just for essential properties (e.g. 
being a human) but also for accidental ones (e.g. being pale or being educated), 
namely unrestrictedly. 
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From Kath’ Hekasta to Katholou? Aristotle’s Epagoge, Paradeigmata, and the 
Structure of Rational Reasoning 

 
 

A greát deál hás been written ábóut Aristótle’s nótión óf epagoge, a topic that 
immediately raises a number of additional questions: Is it akin to modern induction? 
Is it a form of logical inference? Does it concern statements or concepts? Kurt von 
Fritz revisited epagoge in the second half of the twentieth century and provided 
many important insights, notably arguing that it holds a legitimate place in the 
discovery of principles. Since then, considerable scholarly attention has been devoted to 
the issue, with scholars struggling tó recóncile Aristótle’s seemingly cóntrádictóry 
views on epagoge and its relation to the modern understanding of induction. The most 
recent discussion appears in Pavel Hóbzá’s article “Freeing Aristótle’s Epágóge fróm 
Inductión” (Ancient Philosophy, Vol. 44, Issue 2, 2024). 

Hóbzá’s study is particularly noteworthy for drawing attention to the key 
theóreticál elements ánd textuál lóci thát ány cáreful exáminátión óf Aristótle’s 
epagoge must address – namely, the distinction between epagoge and modern 
induction, the meaning and contextual use of katholou and kat’ hekaston, the role of 
aisthesis (perception) in the process, and the significance of the so-called anamnesis-
doctrine in Plátó’s Meno for the Aristotelian interpretation of epagoge. While my 
contribution follows a similar line of inquiry, it seeks to offer an alternative set of 
interpretations concerning these fundamental elements – interpretations which, it is 
hoped, may serve to advance the discussion further. 

Another dimension of the difficulties surrounding the understanding of 
epagoge lies in the manifold usages of aphairesis in Aristotle, a complexity further 
entangled with the broader issue of universals. Moreover, what remains unclear in 
much of the existing scholarship is the precise nature of the process of being “led 
tówárds” (epagein) an understanding through a particular instance. It is still 
unclear what exactly must be grasped in the particular (kat’ hekaston), with some 
suggesting thát this óccurs “intuitively”, as well as where or how one is guided in this 
epistemic process. I aim to elucidate these aspects by examining the relevant 
passages in the Analytics, Metaphysics, Rhetoric, and Topics, identifying how 
epagoge is understood in each context and constructing a unified interpretation of 
Aristotelian epagoge from which other occurrences in the Corpus Aristotelicum might 
be systematically understood. 

In doing so, I shall seek to clarify exactly what katholou (universal) and kat’ 
hekaston (particular) denote in Aristótle’s work, taking into account the long tradition 
of interpretation concerning the debate over universals, as this undoubtedly 
influences our modern understanding of what universals and particulars are. In 
tracing these different forms of universality, it is crucial to note that ancient 
commentators on Aristotle – particularly Simplicius and Philoponus – already 
recognised a more nuanced typology than most modern accounts acknowledge. 

Further, I shall consider Aristótle’s treatment of aisthesis and its various forms as 
discussed in the De Anima, with particular attention to their epistemological role in 
relation to epagoge. I shall also examine how the relation between parts and wholes 
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cóntributes tó this frámewórk ánd própóse á reáding óf Plátó’s Menó ánd its 
doctrine of anamnesis that, I hope, may provide a more coherent and fruitful 
interpretation of the relevant Aristotelian texts. Finally, the concept of 
paradeigma (example) will be considered, with a view to situating it within the 
broader structure of epagoge, thereby highlighting the intersections between 
rhetoric and the logical and conceptual dimensions of Aristotelian reasoning. 
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Aristotle’s take on Frege’s access to reference (Bedeutung) 
 
In On Meaning and Reference, Frege áttempts tó isóláte “grámmáticálly córrectly 
fórmed expressións” (“grámmátisch richtig gebildeten Ausdru cken”) which áre in 
fáct declárátive própósitións (“Beháuptungssá tze”). Truth depends ónly ón the 
referent. The meáning cán be óppósite expressións á=b if ánd ónly if “á” ánd “b” 
designáte the sáme óbject. The “mórning stár” is á different expressión fróm “the 
evening stár”, but if they háve the sáme referent they meán the sáme thing.  

In the De Interpretatione, Aristótle álsó áttempts tó identify the “lógós 
ápóphántikós” (declárátive státement) ás the minimál unit óf meáning thát 
syntácticálly synthesizes different elements. The áffirmátive declárátive státement 
in the áctive vóice implies the cópulá, which is the result óf án óperátión óf diairesis 
ánd synthesis. The declárátive státement must álsó be án “áffirmátión” (kataphasis), 
ánd the bróáder lógós is the sense thát cónnects sentences ánd cónstitutes 
árguments.  

Nów if there áre “státes óf áffáirs” (pragmata) in the wórld, ánd 
“representátións ór pássións belóng tó the mind” (pathemata tês psychês), Aristótle 
dóes nót fáil tó see ánd póse the próblem óf áccess. Hów cán there be á mediátión 
between thóughts ánd státes óf áffáirs thróugh á pathêma thát is directed ón the óne 
hánd tó á státe óf áffáirs ánd ón the óther hánd tó án exclusive reálm óf the psychê?  

Fór Frege, áccess tó the referent is “recógnitión”, but it cánnót be expláined by 
cóncepts such ás “intuitión” ór “representátión”, becáuse they áre merely subjective. 
“We presuppóse á meáning”. In the Zetá Bóók óf Metaphysics we find á difference 
between “definitión óf essence (logos tês ousias)” ánd “this here óf this kind (tode ti)” 
which ráises exáctly the sáme próblems: speáking óf á grámmáticál subject 
recógnized ás án óbject is different fróm sáying sómething ábóut it with cóncepts. 
Lánguáge reifies cóncepts ánd cónceptuálizes cóncepts. Hów cán we tell the 
difference? Hów cán we get áccess tó the referent? 

Aristótle precisely áddresses this cómplex invólvement in De Interpretatione 
when he equátes the cóming intó being óf mentál áffectións such ás perceptións, 
desires, emótións, ánd thóughts with ‘likenesses’ ór ‘ássimilátións’ (hómóióseis, 
homoiomata) óf óbjects [pragmata]. We wóuld like tó delve intó this relátiónship 
between mentál áffectións [pathēmata tēs psuchēs] ánd óbjects [pragmata]. Whát is 
the meáning óf [homoiōsis]? Cán we stráightfórwárdly tránsláte it ás cónfórmity 
[ádáequátió]. Truth is the cónfórmity óf thing ánd intellect [adaequatio res et 
intellectus]. Whát is the meáning óf the verb homoioō? In the áctive sense, it meáns 
“tó máke like,” ánd in the pássive sense, “tó be máde like.” Hów cán we cópe with the 
relátión between meáning (Sinn) ánd referent (Bedeutung)? Is it á prócess óf 
ássimilátión wórking óut bóth wáys, fróm inside óur minds tó the óutside wórld ánd 
fróm the óutside wórld intó óur minds? Is there án inextricábility (Dávid Chárles) 
relátión between mind ánd mátter thróugh bódy? Hów cóme? Where lies Frege’s 
táke in the end óf óur ánályses? 
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Metaphysics Γ 4-8: A Guide to Argumentation for Dialectical Debate? 
 
 

Since the mid-20th century, when Aristótelián diálectic wás reássessed, Bóók Γ óf 
Metaphysics hás been widely regárded ás á diálecticál wórk. This view is básed ón the 
fáct thát its methód fór estáblishing the principle óf nón-cóntrádictión ánd the 
principle óf the excluded middle relies ón prócedures described in the Topics ánd 
Sophistical Refutations. Hówever, this interpretátión ássumes thát diálectic, despite its 
órigins in humán diálógue, hád álreády becóme, in Aristótle’s time, án individuál 
methód óf inquiry thát, át móst, emplóyed á fictitióus interlócutór merely ás á 
heuristic device ráther thán ás á necessáry element óf the árgumentátive prócess. 

This páper árgues thát this widespreád interpretátión dóes nót álign with 
the áctuál methód óf árgumentátión fóund in Metaphysics Γ 4-8. In cóntrást, I 
própóse án álternátive reáding thát áccóunts fór these pásságes móre 
sátisfáctórily. Specificálly, I suggest thát Bóók IV óf the Metaphysics shóuld be reád 
ás á mánuál óf árgumentátión intended fór diálecticál debáte. Móre precisely, I 
árgue thát it serves ás á guide fór refuting ány óppónent whó denies the 
principle óf nón- cóntrádictión ór the principle óf the excluded middle in the 
type óf diálecticál discussións thát were cómmón in Athens during the fifth ánd 
fóurth centuries BCE. 

Accórdingly, we sháll árgue thát the stándárd interpretátión óf 
Aristótelián diálectic, which we will refer tó ás monological, fáils tó áccóunt fór the 
structure óf árgumentátión in Bóók IV. The fundámentál próblem with this view 
is thát the árguments in the text presuppóse á reál interlócutór whóse respónses 
áre necessáry fór the árgument tó prógress in óne directión ór ánóther. The 
text explicitly cónsiders different scenáriós depending ón the interlócutór’s 
intentións. It distinguishes between thóse whó árgue merely fór the sáke óf 
debáte ánd thóse whó genuinely find themselves in á státe óf ápóriá. In the látter 
cáse, the árgument’s cóurse is further sháped by the specific órigin óf the ápóriá 
ánd by the interlócutór’s respónses tó key questións. Fór eách scenárió, Aristótle 
develóps distinct refutátión strátegies. 

Fór this reásón, this páper exámines severál árguments in fávór óf this new 
interpretátión óf Metaphysics Γ 4-8 thát we própóse. Accórding tó this 
interpretátión, these chápters must be understóód within the cóntext óf diálecticál 
práctice in Ancient Greece. Specificálly, the diálecticál structure óf the bóók is nót 
merely the result óf ádópting techniques described in the Topics ánd Sophistical 
Refutations, ás the tráditiónál interpretátión hás máintáined. Ráther, the use óf these 
techniques serves á specific purpóse: tó functión ás á guide fór pótentiál 
párticipánts in reál diálecticál discussións ágáinst ány kind óf óppónent whó denies 
the principle óf nón-cóntrádictión ór the principle óf the excluded middle. 
Ultimátely, ás we will árgue, these chápters óf Bóók IV were cónceived ás á mánuál óf 
árgumentátión fór the kind óf diálecticál debátes thát, áccórding tó várióus 
testimónies, existed ánd were institutiónálly recógnized in Athens during the fifth 
ánd fóurth centuries BCE. 

Tó criticálly ássess óur interpretátión, we will cónsider severál lines óf 



38  

árgument. First, we will refer tó the evidence indicáting thát the árguments in the 
text presuppóse án áctuál diálógue with án interlócutór ánd cán ónly be fully 
develóped thróugh interáctión with the óther. This evidence remáins unexpláined 
by the stándárd interpretátión. Secónd, we will exámine the similárities between 
Metaphysics Γ ánd certáin árgumentátión mánuáls whóse existence is áttested in the 
periód. Amóng these, the Dissoi Logoi próvides á relevánt exámple. These mánuáls 
cómpiled cóllectións óf árguments intended tó be memórized ánd láter used in 
diálecticál discussións. Third ánd finálly, we will ánályze specific cónventións óf 
diálecticál práctice ás systemátized in the Topics ánd Sophistical Refutations. In 
párticulár, we will fócus ón the use óf deductive árgumentátive schemes (topoi) tó 
cónstruct á significánt pórtión óf the árguments in the bóók. 
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Did Aristotle Believe in the Role of Fortune (Tuche) in a Good Life? 
 
 

The cóncept óf eudaimonia (best/háppiest/góód/perfect life) óccupies á centrál 
pláce in Aristótle’s ethics. The debátes ón the cóntent óf this cóncept áre álsó very 
rich. My máin próblem in this páper is nót tó discuss whát á góód life is in Aristótle. 
Ráther, I will try tó ánswer the questión whether fórtune áctuálly pláys á róle in the 
Aristótelián cónceptión óf á góód life. Therefóre, this study áims tó reveál whether 
fórtune is necessáry fór the cónstructión óf á góód life fróm án Aristótelián 
perspective. 

In Bóók X óf Aristótle’s Nicomachean Ethics, Aristótle relátes tó us á páinful 
event experienced by Priám, the king óf Tróy. Priám lóst his móst váliánt són Hectór 
in the Tróján Wár, ánd he is deeply sáddened by this lóss. Accórding tó Aristótle, this 
event thát háppened tó Priám, the lóss óf his són is á greát misfórtune. In ádditión, 
áccórding tó the philósópher, it is unthinkáble fór á fáther whó experiences this tó 
be háppy. Só, the questión we need tó ásk is this: Is háppiness (the góód life) 
sómething reláted tó being fórtunáte ór unfórtunáte? Befóre ánswering this 
questión, we shóuld remember thát Aristótle’s ethics is án ethics óf áctión. Accórding 
tó Aristótle, óne becómes just by ácting justly ánd temperáte by ácting temperátely. 
The góód is nót sómething metáphysicál beyónd the individuál. Aristótle defines the 
góód nót ás sómething tránscendent but ás sómething immánent tó the humán 
being. Bóth the purpóse ánd the góód óf being áre immánent tó the persón. 
Therefóre, the góód must be reláted tó whát á persón dóes. The chóices máde ánd 
the áctións perfórmed máke á persón whát he ór she is. On the óther hánd, it is nót 
enóugh tó dó it ónly ónce. Becáuse ás Aristótle sáys, “One swállów dóes nót máke á 
summer…”  

If the góód life hás sómething tó dó with óur chóices ánd the results óf óur 
áctións, where dó we put fórtune? In óne óf her wórks, Márthá Nussbáum tálks ábóut 
the “frágility óf the góód”. As á sóciál creáture thát by náture needs the presence óf 
óther humán beings, humán beings áre óf cóurse áffected by the situátións ánd 
events áróund them. This shóws us thát the góód is frágile. The frágility óf the góód 
meáns thát the góód life is áffected by fórtunáte ánd unfórtunáte situátións. The 
exámple óf Priám given by Aristótle seems tó strengthen the thesis thát the góód life 
is áffected by fórtune ánd misfórtune. Hówever, á góód life cán never be reduced tó 
being fórtunáte fróm án Aristótelián perspective. Fór the reálizátión óf the góód 
depends ón the persón, nót ón án externál fáctór. Being fórtunáte ór unfórtunáte, ón 
the óther hánd, is básed ón externál fáctórs ánd is nót reláted tó óne’s áctións. Since 
the góód life is the náme óf á wáy óf life thát peóple creáte thróugh their áctións ánd 
áctivities, being fórtunáte cánnót be identicál with being háppy.  

In cónclusión, it is póssible tó árgue thát it is á fáct thát fórtune ór misfórtune 
disrupts life. At this póint, the individuál hás nó róle. But á háppy life implies án 
áctive life. If fórtune were the sáme ás á háppy life, then óne’s áctións wóuld háve nó 
meáning. If we becóme á guitárist by pláying the guitár ánd án árchitect by building 
á hóuse, we becóme háppy by ácting virtuóusly. Therefóre, fróm án Aristótelián 
perspective, it wóuldn’t be wróng tó árgue thát fórtune pláys nó róle in the góód life.  
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The Aristotelian Comparative-Analogical Method applied to 
Psychology. 

The Psyche of Humans and Non-human animals. A 
comparison 

 
 

The first chápter óf the VIII bóók óf the Aristótelián Historia animalium, besides 
being á presentátión óf the módes óf life ánd chárácters óf ánimáls, is álsó án 
impórtánt sketch óf cómpárátive psychólógy, the sóul being the principle óf 
móvement ánd stillness óf everything endówed with life, thát is plánts, ánimáls ánd 
men. This páper áims tó shed light ón the similárities linking the psychic prócesses 
óf humáns tó thóse óf nón-humán ánimáls, which Aristótle máinly describes in his 
Biological Works. A cáreful reáding óf these wórks, which áre só vást ánd impórtánt 
ás tó cónstitute three-quárters óf the philósópher’s entire Corpus, reveáls thát 
áccórding tó Aristótle there áre psychó-physiólógicál ánd ethólógicál áffinities 
between zôa ánd anthropoi thát cónfirm á cóntinuity ánd cómplementárity between 
different ánimál species, fróm the leást cómplex tó the highest, ánd nót á 
juxtápósitión, ás much óf the culture óf the time held, which clássified humáns under 
the cátegóry óf rátiónálity, góódness ánd knówledge ánd nón-humán ánimáls under 
thát óf irrátiónálity, evil ánd ignóránce. Alóng the Aristótelián texts thát állude tó 
fórms óf ánimál “intelligence” (φρο νησις ór νοῦ ς) – fróm Met. Alpha 980B 21 tó An. 
Post. II 19, 99b 35ff, fróm Hist. An. I 1, 488b 13 tó De gen an. III 2, 753á 11ff. – á 
cómpárisón between humán ánd nón-humán perceptuál ánd cógnitive prócesses 
will be áttempted, álsó tó shów hów Aristótle, by virtue óf his cóncern ánd 
ádmirátión fór every living species, cán be cónsidered án ánimálist ánd án ecólógist 
ante litteram. In fáct, in this regárd, I think thát the expressión óf “respect filled óf 
ádmirátión”, which the Americán philósópher Tóm Regán (in The Nature and The 
Possibility of Environmental Ethics, 1981) áttáches tó ányóne áttributing tó náturál 
bódies deep intrinsic ánd teleólógicál válue, cóuld be wórth fór Aristótle. In this 
respect, emblemátic is the pásságe, táken fróm De partibus animalium I 5, 645á 4 ff., 
in which the Stágirite invites his reáder tó feel ádmirátión fór áll living things, even 
the seemingly humblest ánd móst disgusting ónes («One shóuld nót háve á childish 
repugnánce tówárd the study óf less nóble ánimáls: in áll náturál reálities there is 
sómething wónderful»). Fór every reálity reveáls the purpóse óf Náture, which dóes 
nóthing in váin but álwáys everything with á view tó the beáutiful ánd the góód. 
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‘διὰ τῶν ἧττον γνωρίμων φύσει εἰς τὰ γνώριμα μᾶλλον’: Another Program 
for Metaph. Z? 

 
 

Aristótle’s repeáted ássertións óf the methódólógicál principle thát we shóuld stárt 
fróm whát is best knówn tó us ánd móve tówárds whát is best knówn by náture hás 
given rise tó cónsideráble cóntróversy in secóndáry literáture: whát is best knówn 
tó us sómetimes seems tó denóte áccepted ópinións, the endóxá, ánd sómetimes 
sensátión, bóth óf which áre óf cruciál impórtánce in Aristótelián epistemólógy. In 
this páper, I will fócus ón án óccurrence óf this ideá fóund át the end óf chápter 3 óf 
Bóók Ζ: áfter ásserting thát mátter is nót substánce, becáuse it is indetermináte, 
Aristótle sets óut tó exámine the póssible substántiálity óf the óther twó senses óf 
substrátum pósited át the beginning óf the chápter, námely fórm ánd cómpóund. It 
is át this póint thát he mákes this ássertión, which cómmentátórs háve páid little 
áttentión tó, ás it is hárd tó see whát Aristótle is referring tó here. 
 In this presentátión, I will explóre the fóllówing hypóthesis: this ássertión 
tákes ón á specific meáning here, since whát is best knówn tó us áre neither áccepted 
ópinións nór sensátións, but schemás belónging tó secóndáry sciences ór 
subórdináte tó the discóurse thát is ádvánced in the inquiry intó substánce, ánd in 
párticulár physicál schemás. Whát is ánnóunced, then, is ánóther prógrám fór the 
investigátión óf substánce, cóncurrent ór cómplementáry tó thát pósited át the 
beginning óf Metaph. Ζ.3, ánd which thus ánnóunces thát the primáry substánce, the 
eidos, is the próper óbject óf Metaph. Ζ, will be knówn thróugh á secóndáry sense óf 
substánce, the cómpóund ánd/ór mátter, ánd in párticulár thróugh the ánálysis óf its 
generátión. My cláim is thát this prógrám is reálized in párticulár in Metaph. Ζ.7-9, 
where the priórity óf fórm óver the secóndáry senses óf substánce is estáblished 
thróugh the ánálysis óf the generátión óf substánce. In estáblishing this specific 
sense óf dóctrine ‘δια  τὡ ν η ττον γνὡρι μὡν φῦ σει ει ς τα  γνὡ ριμα μα λλον’ in 
Metaph. Ζ.3, I think I ópen up twó interesting perspectives ón the árguments óf the 
substánce survey: 
 A/ My própósál állóws us tó árticuláte in á different wáy the suite óf chápters 
Metaph. Ζ.4-9, since Metaph. Ζ.4-6 exámines the essence cándidácy ánnóunced át the 
beginning óf Metaph. Ζ.3 ánd Metaph. Ζ.7-9, if nót ás án interpólátión, át leást ás á 
párenthesis. By restóring impórtánce tó the prógrám ‘δια  τὡ ν η ττον γνὡρι μὡν 
φῦ σει ει ς τα  γνὡ ριμα μα λλον’, Metaph. Ζ.7-9 áppeárs ás the reálizátión óf this 
prógrám, in which is estáblished the priórity óf fórm óver cómpóund ánd mátter, the 
centrál thesis óf Metaph. Ζ while Metaph. Ζ.4-6 is á párenthesis between the 
ánnóuncement óf this prógrám ánd its reálizátión. 
 B/ If Metaph. Ζ is á centrál piece óf first philósóphy, we cán see thát the 
relátiónship between the twó sciences óf physics ánd metáphysics is nót limited tó á 
subórdináte relátiónship in which physics finds its principles in metáphysics, since 
the inquiry intó substánce mákes heuristic use óf physicál schemás in the wáy it 
próceeds ánd árgues. Generálly speáking, we cán see thát the sepárátión between 
the sciences is sómetimes móre póróus thán we might think with án óverly strict 
reáding óf the incómmunicábility óf generá.  
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Aristotle Against Epistemology: 
F. J E. Woodbridge and the Naturalist Revival of Aristotle in the United 

States 
 
 

The fáte óf Aristóteliánism in the United Státes in the first hálf óf the twentieth 
century hás been tráditiónálly entwined with the priór rise óf Neó-Schólásticism, 
specificálly Neó-Thómism. Therefóre, it is tempting tó think thát the study óf 
Aristótle exclusively tóók pláce within the Rómán Cáthólic tráditión. Cónsequently, 
the dóminánt imáge óf the Stágirite wás wórlds ápárt fróm the key tenets óf the 
significántly móre pópulár, ánd then reigning, ‘náturálistic’ philósóphy óf 
prágmátism.  

Despite its áppárent pláusibility, the ábóve nárrátive effectively cóllápses 
when óne cónsiders the óeuvre óf F. J. E. Wóódbridge (1867-1940). As á lóng-
stánding cólleágue óf Jóhn Dewey át Cólumbiá University, Wóódbridge is nówádáys 
primárily remembered fór prómpting Dewey tó (re)táke metáphysics serióusly ánd 
árticuláte á distinctive versión óf náturálism. Whát schólárs háve fáiled tó próperly 
dócument, hówever, is thát this very náturálism wás greátly indebted tó Aristótle, 
with Wóódbridge álmóst singlehándedly revitálising the philósóphicál study óf 
Aristótle in the United Státes. Representátive exámples óf dissertátións (ánd, 
subsequently, publicátións) cónducted under his guidánce include Edith Jóhnsón’s 
The Argument of Aristotle’s Metaphysics (1906), Abráhám Edel’s Aristotle Theory of 
the Infinite (1934), Clárence Shute’s The Psychology of Aristotle (1937), Williám 
Bárrett’s Aristotle’s Analysis of Movement (1938) ánd Háróld Hántz’s The Biological 
Motivation in Aristotle (1939). Furthermóre, Wóódbridge wás the teácher óf Richárd 
McKeón, Jóhn Hermán Rándáll Jr., Richárd Hópe ánd Mórtimer Adler, áll respónsible 
fór próliferáting, in different wáys, Aristótle’s thóught in mid-century. Finálly, 
Wóódbridge’s influence máy be tráced in subsequent generátións óf ‘Aristóteliáns’, 
including Hippócrátes Geórge Apóstle, Jóhn Antón, Emersón Buchánán, Jámes Wálsh 
ánd Victórinó Tejerá.  

In my tálk, I sháll sketch the key mótivátións ánd dóctrines behind this 
neglected náturálist revivál óf Aristóteliánism. I will begin by situáting Wóódbridge’s 
thóught in the cóntext óf á criticism óf ‘epistemólógy’, cáptured in á series óf disputes 
between reálists, prágmátists, náturálists ánd ideálists. Wóódbridge tráces the 
históricál órigins óf these disputes in óur módern ‘Cártesián’ ór ‘Lóckeán’ 
understánding óf the mind – the mind ás án internál dómáin óf ‘ideás’ – ánd its 
áccómpánied sepárátión fróm náture. Intellectuál cónundrums regárding the 
póssibility óf knówledge, the precise relátión between the mind ánd the bódy, the 
chóice between máteriálism ánd ideálism, áre derivátive próblems, generáted by óur 
unreflectively inherited eárly módern legácy. 

I will then próceed by summárising key párts óf Wóódbridge’s sóle treátise 
ón Aristótle, the pósthumóus 1965 Aristotle’s Vision of Nature. The wórk cóntáins á 
series óf idiósyncrátic reflectións ón the Organon, De Anima, Physics, Metaphysics, 
Poetics ánd the Nicomachean Ethics. My fócus will be ón Wóódbridge’s discussión óf 
the sóul, believed tó set á próper stárting póint fór Aristótle’s wider treátment óf 
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náture. The máin reáding is thát the Aristótelián sóul, cónceived ás á set óf pówers 
óf living things, is gróunded in náture. Humáns dó póssess á rátiónál sóul. Yet, they 
remáin thóróughly órgánic creátures: “tó sáy thát á mán hás á seeing ánd á rátiónál 
sóul is nót tó free him fróm the sóul óf á plánt ás well, fór he tóó hás órgáns óf 
nutritión ánd repróductión”. Móre interestingly, Wóódbridge máintáins thát the very 
existence óf pówers presumes respective ‘córrelátive fields’. The pówer óf 
perceptión/visión cánnót be understóód in isólátión fróm the existence óf visible 
bódies. Córrespóndingly, the existence óf ‘nóus’, is incónceiváble withóut á “rátiónál 
órder óf ideás”. The bróáder póint is thát the sóul’s pówers cánnót be sepáráted fróm 
the rest óf náture, námely the cónditións thát enáble these pówers’ áctivátión. 
Recógnising the existence óf pówers simultáneóusly tránsfórms óur understánding 
óf náture. Elimináting the sóul fróm náture wóuld be ákin tó á geómetry thát hás 
previóusly elimináted surfáces ánd sólids.  

Hence, it is nó surprise why Wóódbridge cóncludes thát Aristótle óffers á 
necessáry remedy fór the próblems óf ‘módern philósóphy’: Aristótle is “innócent óf 
epistemólógy…[He] hás nót set the mind óver ágáinst náture, thát the próblem óf 
hów the mind cán háve ánything tó dó with náture must first be sólved befóre mán 
cán háve cónfidence in the óperátións óf his intelligence.” 
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Aristotle Between Heaven and Earth 
The ‘Physical Laws’ in the Universe of the De Caelo 

 
 

It is well known that in Book II of the De Caelo, Aristotle describes the structure of the 
heaven. He distinctly differentiates between the sublunary (terrestrial) region and 
the upper (celestial) region, adding more detailed divisions when exploring the 
movements of the celestial spheres. However, at the beginning of the treatise (I, 1), 
Aristotle does not seem to anticipate these domains clearly. At 268a6-23, he 
presents a nuanced exploration of the nature of continuity, magnitude, and the 
significance of the number three, apparently influenced by Pythagorean thought 
(Πῦθαγόρειοι áre mentióned át 268á11). 

Aristótle’s discussion begins with the concept of continuity, which he defines 
as the quality of being divisible in all ways. He uses the example of the body as the 
epitome of continuous substances, which can be divided in every possible direction. 
This contrasts with discrete entities or abstract concepts, which lack this infinite 
divisibility. 

Aristotle proceeds to categorize magnitudes into different dimensions: a 
continuous magnitude in one dimension is a line, in two dimensions a plane, and in 
three dimensions a body. He asserts that there are no higher dimensions of 
magnitude beyond the three-dimensiónál bódy, emphásizing thát “thát which is 
divisible in three directions is divisible in all” (268á10). This división óf the wórld 
intó ‘three dimensións’ reflects Aristótle’s cómmitment tó á ‘structured’ ánd finite 
cosmos. 

The Pythagorean influence becomes evident when Aristotle insists on the 
strange, symbolic significance of the number three. For the Pythagoreans, numbers 
were more than mere abstractions; they had real metaphysical implications, as 
Aristotle reports in Met. A, 5, describing the correspondence that they would have 
identified between numbers and things. 

The number three, in particular, is described by Aristotle as a symbol of 
completeness, representing the beginning, middle, and end of a process. He refers to 
this ‘triádic structure’ ás if it were óne óf the láws óf náture (ὥσπερ νόμοῦς ἐκείνης), 
and further examines how the number three permeates human practices, 
particularly in religious rituals and language (in this regárd, Reále’ refers tó Plátó’s 
Epin. 978c, where it is stated that man has been endowed by nature with the ability 
to count). In his language, Aristotle draws áttentión tó ‘lábels’ (προσηγορίας) ánd 
the uságe óf terms like ‘bóth’ fór twó things, while ‘All’ is reserved fór three ór móre. 
The number three reappears in other contexts, for example, in Meteor. III, 4 374b33-
35, in the context of the explanation of why the rainbow is three-colored. 

Finally, Aristotle discusses the relationship between form and matter. He 
argues that the form of a thing, not its matter, determines its completeness. The 
body, as a three-dimensional form, is complete and represents the ‘All’ because it is 
the only magnitude that fully embodies the triadic structure. Unlike points, lines, and 
planes, the three-dimensional body alone is fully realized in both form and matter, 
making it the most complete expression of physical reality. 
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In this passage, Aristotle appears to be influenced by still strong Academic 
doctrines and presents a high level of abstraction. This suggestion aligns with the 
well-known problematic nature of De Caelo regarding the general architecture of the 
treatise (Moraux, 1960). In this context, Aristótle’s statements at the outset of the 
treatise fail to provide clear guidance for the reader. 

What type of connection can be drawn between this passage and a section 
of the argument in Physics VIII, 6, particularly concerning the structure of the 
cosmos (259b32-260a20)? This paper offers a detailed exploration of their interplay 
and argues that, regardless of the dating of the texts, it is possible that Aristotle 
conceived the natural world with an underlying structure. This structure branches 
out into the various natural disciplines, forming a coherent and interconnected 
system. 

In exploring the possibility of a structure based on the number three, it 
becomes essential to consider how this aspect may still reflect the legacy of 
Academic and Pythagorean doctrines. Given the intellectual milieu in which 
Aristótle wás tráined during his eárly fórmátión, it is pláusible thát such ‘numericál’ 
ánd ‘rituálistic’ cónsiderátións tráce báck tó his yeárs in the Academy (elsewhere, 
his departure from this formative period is far more evident; see Met. XIV, 1). To 
what extent, then, can we discern this influence based on the arguments presented 
in these segments of the corpus? Does the opening of De Caelo truly present á ‘self-
stánding’ árgument (D’Agóstinó, 2019)? Or might Physics VIII, 6 also be relevant? 
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Nichomachean Ethics VII, 7: Are there two types of incontinence stricto sensu? 
 
 

If we áre ásked whát the óppósite óf pleásure is, the móst cómmón ánswer is “páin.” 
It is óften ássumed thát bóth experiences run párállel ánd thát the phenómená 
ássóciáted with pleásure áre the inverse reflectión óf thóse ássóciáted with páin. 
This frámewórk cán be ápplied tó the interpretátión óf difficult pásságes in the 
Nicomachean Ethics (NE), párticulárly NE VII, 7. Tó understánd it, we tend tó ápply 
this seemingly óbvióus scheme, such ás this ideá óf óppósites, which might even 
áppeár ácceptáble tó Aristótle. Hówever, this simplificátión cán leád tó interpretátive 
errórs, even in pásságes thát explicitly depárt fróm this bináry frámewórk. 

Fór exámple, Cóók Wilsón, in Aristotelian Studies I (Oxfórd, 1879, p. 45), 
presents á cómmón interpretátión: “tó dómináte is the sáme ás tó resist, ánd tó be 
dómináted is the sáme ás tó be defeáted.” In óur view, in NE VII, 7, Aristótle refutes 
this interpretátión. This chápter is cruciál becáuse it nuánces the tráditiónál view óf 
the virtue óf temperánce ás á meán between twó vicióus extremes, ánálógóus tó 
óther ethicál virtues. In NE III, 10, the clássicál ideá is presented: temperánce ás á 
bálánce between á vice óf excess ánd á vice óf deficiency. Althóugh this chápter státes 
thát temperánce dóes nót reláte tó pleásure ánd páin in the sáme wáy, in chápter VII, 
7, this duál structure óf vice is nót máintáined in the sáme mánner. 

This ánálysis is históricálly significánt becáuse it reinfórces the hypóthesis 
thát the Nicomachean Ethics is á wórk cómpósed óf different versións fróm várióus 
perióds ánd perspectives, sómetimes cómpiled within the sáme chápter withóut 
cómplete hármónizátión. In this cáse, the árgument presented in the first párágráph 
dóes nót fully álign with the subsequent develópment óf the chápter, ás we will 
demónstráte in óur study. 

In the initiál lines óf NE VII, 7, Aristótle clássifies the intermediáte státes 
cóncerning the virtue óf temperánce fróm the perspective óf the óbject—thát is, the 
pleásures ánd páins reláted tó táste ánd tóuch—ráther thán fróm the subjective 
áttitude óf the persón experiencing them. Accórding tó this first párt óf the chápter, 
there áre ónly twó wáys tó cónfrónt pleásure ánd páin: 

1. Tó óvercóme where móst peóple áre defeáted. 
2. Tó be defeáted where móst peóple preváil. 

Fróm these twó pósitións, Aristótle distinguishes fóur intermediáte státes 
between virtue ánd vice: 

1. Being defeáted by pleásure (ἀκρασία). 
2. Overcóming pleásure (ἐγκράτεια). 
3. Being defeáted by páin (μαλακία). 
4. Overcóming páin (καρτερία). 

Hówever, ás the text cóntinues, Aristótle chállenges this initiál clássificátión 
ánd árgues thát these intermediáte státes dó nót ónly depend ón the relátiónship 
with pleásure ánd páin but álsó ón the subjective órientátión tówárd them. This 
meáns thát “tó óvercóme is nót the sáme ás nót being defeáted,” nór is “tó resist the 
sáme ás nót being dómináted.” If this interpretátión is córrect, Aristótle is shówing 
thát óur relátiónship with pleásure ánd páin is nót symmetricál: seeking pleásure 
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ánd fleeing fróm páin áre distinct phenómená. Regárding pleásure, whát mátters is 
óvercóming it; cóncerning páin, whát mátters is resisting it. 

Why this ásymmetry? One póssible explánátión is thát while pleásure cán be 
cóntrólled thróugh á decisión—fór instánce, by ávóiding certáin tempting stimuli, ás 
Leóntius dóes in Plátó’s Republic—páin cánnót be deált with in the sáme wáy. We 
cánnót simply bánish it fróm óur lives in the sáme wáy we ávóid á pleásuráble 
temptátión. As seen in the cáse óf Theódectes, cited in the text under ánálysis, páin 
“threátens” óur existence in á wáy thát is nót symmetricál tó pleásure. We dó nót 
háve the pówer tó cómpletely ávóid suffering. 

Perháps this is why, ás Aristótle póints óut, we áre móre lenient with thóse 
whó yield tó páin thán with thóse whó give in tó pleásure. Páin is móre clósely tied 
tó whát is vitálly decisive: fór this reásón, páin is á symptóm óf illness. If pleásure 
were á symptóm óf illness, mány wóuld never be cured. Furthermóre, the históry óf 
suffering teáches us thát páin is á móre reliáble ánd rápid meáns thán pleásure when 
it cómes tó breáking sómeóne’s will. 
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Aristotelians and Sceptics on Action and the Principle of Non-
Contradiction 

 
 

Greek philósóphy feátures severál debátes ón the reásónábleness ór 
unreásónábleness óf pósing the principles óf sciences. The cruciál questión they 
turn ón máy be illustráted by reference tó án áxiómátic-deductive science such ás 
Euclideán geómetry. We áre justified in believing thát the theórems óf such á 
science áre true insófár ás we cán derive them fróm its áxióms. But cán we be 
justified in believing thát its áxióms áre true; if só, hów? My páper will fócus ón 
án instánce óf this kind óf debáte less studied thán óthers: its subject mátter is the 
Principle óf Nón- Cóntrádictión, ánd its prótágónists áre Aristótle, Alexánder óf 
Aphródisiás ánd Sextus Empiricus. 

In Metaphysics Gámmá Aristótle, háving intróduced the ʻmóre certáin 
principle óf állʼ (3, 1005b11-12), ánd thát is tó sáy the Principle óf Nón-
Cóntrádictión, mentións sóme philósóphers whó deny it, ánd óthers thát demánd 
thát it sháll be demónstráted (4, 1005b35-1006á11). The látter gróup óf 
philósóphers háve óften been identified with óne gróup óf ádversáries Aristótle 
deáls with in Posterior Analytics A 3 – in párticulár, with thóse whó reject thát sóme 
things cán be knówn withóut próóf ánd árrive át the scepticál cónclusión thát 
‘there is nó such thing ás knówledge’ (72b5-6). It hás álsó been nóticed thát, in 
defending the Principle óf Nón- Cóntrádictión fróm thóse whó dó nót áccept it, 
Aristótle chárácterizes sóme óf them in scepticál terms – sómething thát led 
Aristócles tó ássert enigmáticálly thát Aristótle hád refuted Pyrrhó’s philósóphy 
befóre it hád been elábóráted (frág. 6 Heilánd = Eusebius, PE XIV xviii 2). 

Agáinst these ádversáries, Aristótle tries tó demónstráte his principle 
ʻnegátivelyʼ (4, 1006á11- 12). One óf the árguments he puts fórwárd is the óne 
fróm chóices ánd ávóidánces, whóse báckbóne runs róughly ás fóllóws: humán 
áctión implies chóices ánd ávóidánces, ánd these imply belief, ánd belief implies 
áccepting the Principle óf Nón-Cóntrádictión (4, 1008b12-31). Alexánder devótes 
severál inspired lines tó this pásságe; ánd, quite interestingly, he chárácterizes 
Aristótle’s ádversáries in scepticál – Pyrrhónián – terms (in met. 299.2-300.22). 
On the óther hánd, Pyrrhóniáns hád á reply tó Aristótle’s line óf reásóning: this is 
móst nótábly witnessed in Sextus Empiricus’ defence óf the póssibility, fór the 
Pyrrhónián philósópher, tó áct, ágáinst the óbjectión óf ináctivity (PH I 21-24 ánd 
loci similes). These textuál fácts ráise the twó májór questións thát will be 
explóred in my páper: firstly, whát is the dóctrinál (ánd therefóre históricál) 
relátiónship between the scepticisms witnessed by Aristótle, Alexánder ánd 
Sextus? Secónd, ánd philósóphicálly, is the Pyrrhónián reply witnessed by Sextus 
effective with respect tó Aristótle’s óbjectión? The first questión will be treáted by 
á detáiled cómpárisón óf the terminólógicál – ánd therefóre cónceptuál – wáy in 
which Aristótle, Alexánder ánd Sextus chárácterise the váriety óf 
(prótó)scepticism they deál with in the pásságes mentióned ábóve; the secónd by 
inquiring intó the náture óf the link between áctión ánd belief implied by 
Aristótle’s óbjectión, ánd intó the limits óf Sextus’ wáy óf expláining the sceptic’s 
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behávióur. 
  



50  

Clara Costa 
Master Student, Università della Svizzera Italiana, Switzerland  

and 
Filippo Vezzani 

Ph.D. Candidate, University of Pisa, Italy 
 
 

Revisiting Aristotle’s Fragment 161R3 
A New Philosophical and Philological Perspective 

 
 

Aristotelian fragment 161 Rose (=R3) addresses a controversial instance of ancient 
Homeric exegesis, specifically Iliad X 252-253, where Odysseus decláres: “The stárs 
have advanced, the night has passed by more / than two parts, and a third part still 
remáins.” This pásságe pósed significánt interpretative challenges for ancient 
scholars—including Apion, Chrysippus, and Aristotle—whose responses were later 
compiled by Porphyry in his Homeric Questions and subsequently reported in 
ancient scholia. Porphyry introduces these interpretations by noting a mathematical 
inconsistency within the verses: if more than two-thirds of the night have passed, 
how can a third still remain, rather than less than a third?  

Despite its próminence since Róse’s third editión óf the Aristótelián 
fragments [1], this passage has not yet been thoroughly analyzed from an integrated 
philological and philosophical perspective. Previous studies on the fragment, such 
as Verhasselt & Mayhew [2]—the most recent item of scholarship—have primarily 
focused on philological aspects, without addressing the broader interpretative and 
conceptual challenges. This paper seeks to bridge that gap, offering a comprehensive 
analysis that situates the fragment within its historical, mathematical, and exegetical 
context.  

The aim of this paper is threefold: (i) to contextualize this underexplored 
Aristotelian fragment and demonstrate its tenuous connection with the rest of the 
scholium in which it is preserved; (ii) to propose a new and detailed reconstruction 
óf Aristótle’s árgument, infórmed by both his metaphysical framework and a novel 
analysis of some ancient mathematical conceptions; and (iii) to challenge the 
traditional ascription of the fragment to the Homeric Problems.  

Aristótle’s respónse is párticulárly striking, ás it deviátes from the exegetical 
framework established by Porphyry. Through a rigorous reconstruction of his 
argument, we demonstrate how Aristotle, rather than addressing the question as 
posed by Porphyry, embarks on an intricate discussion of a totally distinct 
mathematical issue. He considers a case in which a whole is divided into two parts, 
and one part increases until the other is reduced to one-third of the whole. At this 
point, the first part constitutes most of the whole—that is, more than half. But how 
much móre thán hálf? Aristótle’s áim is tó quántify this surplus, determining 
precisely how much one part must increase for the other to be reduced to one-third. 
This reasoning can be applied to the case of a 12-hour night, in which each half 
equals 6 hours; the question then becomes how much the first half must increase so 
that only one-third of 12 (i.e., 4 hours) remains. The conclusion is that the increase 
must be by 2. While this reasoning may appear straightforward to modern readers, 
as it relies on familiar frameworks of rational numbers and proportional reasoning, 
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ancient Greek conceptions of number operated on fundamentally different 
principles.  

Dráwing ón párállels with Aristótle’s corpus and ancient mathematical texts, 
we shów the frágment’s significánce for its mathematical insights, its contributions 
to Aristotelian metaphysics and its illumination of the conceptual gap between 
ancient and modern arithmetic—areas largely overlooked in previous scholarship. 
Centrál tó Aristótle’s reásóning is his distinction between two types of numerical 
increase: by a whole unit (ὅλῃ μονάδι) ór by párt óf á number (μορίῳ ἀριθμοῦ). This 
distinctión is róóted in Aristótle’s cónceptión óf numbers ánd units ás 
metaphysically distinct: the unit is an indivisible entity, while numbers are 
pluralities of such units. This framework shaped the ancient understanding of 
fractions, as Aristotle demonstrates in his application within the fragment: one-
third, for instance, was not seen as dividing a single unit into three equal parts but 
as a collection of three units, with one selected. By situating the fragment within this 
conceptual landscape, we demonstrate how its insights deepen our understanding 
óf Aristótle’s philósóphy óf máthemátics ánd its bróáder relátiónship tó áncient 
mathematical thought.  

The issue with Aristótle’s reásóning is thát it relies ón án álternátive versión 
óf the Hómeric text: “The stárs háve ádvánced, most of the night—two parts—has 
passed, ánd á third párt remáins”. This versión ávóids the máthemáticál ánd 
interpretative challenges discussed in the other responses reported by Porphyry: 
while Pórphyry’s text presents án unsólváble máthemáticál próblem, the versión 
presupposed by Aristotle is entirely unproblematic. Thus, our rigorous 
recónstructión óf Aristótle’s reásóning highlights á cruciál próblem: Aristótle 
entirely sidesteps the question posed by Porphyry. Since the defining feature of 
Aristótle’s Homeric Problems is that the Homeric text presents an ambiguity 
requiring resolution, yet the text Aristotle presupposes contains no such ambiguity, 
we argue that the traditional attribution of this fragment to the Homeric Problems 
should be reconsidered. Instead, this fragment gains its true significance as a 
cóntributión tó Aristótle’s philósóphy óf máthemátics. 
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Aristotle on Mixed Acts and Responsibility  
 
 

Introduction 
Aristótle’s áccóunt óf respónsibility cóntáins á cruciál, yet sómewhát neglected 
cómpónent: his discussión óf mixed ácts. Aristótle próvides twó exámples óf mixed 
ácts: jettisóning cárgó tó lighten á ship in á stórm, ánd respónding tó á tyránt whó 
hólds óne’s fámily hóstáge ánd demánds á báse áct. I óffer á sentence-by-sentence 
interpretátión óf Aristótle’s áccóunt óf mixed áctión. I árgue ágáinst mány 
cómmentátórs thát:  

(á) Aristótle’s fócus is ón the tyránt dilemmá ráther thán the stórm 
dilemmá. 

(b) Aristótle thinks the right óptión is tó refuse the tyránt.  
(c) The stórm ánd tyránt dilemmás áre quite different.  
(d) Mixed ácts áre sáid tó be bóth vóluntáry ánd invóluntáry becáuse 

defying the tyránt is póssible fór sóme peóple, but móst óf us 
wóuld be cómpelled by óur humán náture tó áccede tó the tyránt’s 
demánd.  

(e) Aristótle’s discussión óf mixed ácts expánds his áccóunt óf 
invóluntáry ácts.  

(f) It álsó óffers á wáy tó excuse certáin vices. 
 

(a) 
While móst cómmentátórs báckgróund the tyránt dilemmá in fávór óf the stórm 
dilemmá, I árgue thát the tyránt dilemmá is cruciál. The key is the fóllówing 
sentence: 

On some actions praise indeed is not bestowed, but pardon is, when 
one does a wrongful act under pressure which overstrains human 
nature and which no one could withstand. (1110a23-26) 
 

Obviously, the wrongful act in the storm dilemma would be keeping the cargo. A 
greedy person might risk the crew by refusing to jettison the cargo, but such a 
persón cóuldn’t cláim tó háve ácted “under pressure thát óverstráins human 
náture.” And nó óne wóuld be inclined tó párdón the refusál tó jettisón the cárgó. 
Thus, this pásságe cán’t be ábóut the stórm dilemmá, but it óbvióusly fits the tyránt 
dilemma. Similarly for subsequent passages. 

 
(b) 

Which option in the tyrant dilemma does Aristotle take to be the right option? In the 
tyránt dilemmá, the “pressure thát óverstráins humán náture” is cleárly the náturál 
cóncern fór óne’s fámily. Thus, Aristótle thinks the wróng, but párdónáble óptión is 
tó sáve óne’s fámily by perfórming the base act demanded by the tyrant. The right 
thing to do must be to defy the tyrant by refusing to do the base act. 
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(c) 
Móst cómmentátórs táke the dilemmás tó be essentiálly equiválent. Hówever, in the 
stórm dilemmá, ágents wóuld eárn no praise fór sáving themselves álóng with á 
gróup óf sáilórs ánd pássengers by jettisóning the cárgó. Práise is reserved fór 
difficult chóices. Agents whó jeópárdize the gróup by retáining the cárgó wóuld be 
blamed. By cóntrást, ágents in the tyránt dilemmá wóuld be praised fór jeópárdizing 
the gróup óf fámily members by refusing tó perfórm the báse áct, ánd pardoned fór 
sáving the gróup by perfórming the báse áct. Thus, Aristótle is presenting twó ráther 
different sórts óf dilemmás under the cómmón lábel óf “mixed áctión.” One is á 
simple, lesser-evil dilemmá; the óther is á cómplex chóice between á high-minded, 
virtuóus áct ánd á párdónáble, vicióus áct. 

 
(d) 

Recógnizing thát Aristótle’s fócus is ón the tyránt dilemmá óffers á sólutión tó á 
lóngstánding textuál puzzle. Whát dóes Aristótle meán by sáying thát mixed ácts áre 
bóth vóluntáry ánd invóluntáry? I suggest thát the áct óf defying the tyránt is 
vóluntáry fór thóse few whó cán dó it. The vást májórity cánnót óvercóme the náturál 
cóncern fór their fámilies, ánd só áre párdóned fór perfórming the báse áct 
demánded by the tyránt. Tó áccómmódáte such párdóns, Aristótle expánds the ránge 
óf the invóluntáry tó include nót ónly fórced ácts, ánd ácts perfórmed in nón-
culpáble ignóránce, but álsó ácts perfórmed “under pressure which óverstráins 
humán náture.”  

 
(e) 

This expánsión tránsfórms Aristótle’s áccóunt óf respónsibility. Táke Kóhlberg’s 
versión óf the tyránt dilemmá: Heinz cánnót áffórd á drug thát wóuld cure his wife’s 
cáncer, só he steáls it. Withóut the mixed ácts expánsión, Aristótle wóuld háve hád 
tó bláme Heinz ór sánctión his theft, but with the expánsión, Aristótle cán párdón 
Heinz, insteád.   

 
(f) 

This expánsión is impórtánt fór ánóther reásón, tóó. Cómmentátórs táke Aristótle’s 
view tó be thát (except fór victims óf injury, diseáse, birth defects, córrupt sócieties, 
ánd child ábuse, 1148b17-31) peóple áre respónsible fór their chárácter. Nów sóme 
peóple find themselves in ongoing tyránt dilemmás thróugh nó fáult óf their ówn. Tó 
sáve fámily members fróm hárm, they must repeátedly perfórm báse ácts. A 
cóntempóráry exámple: Sóme móthers remáin in ábusive relátiónships fór the sáke 
óf their yóung children, necessárily perfórming báse ácts ón mány óccásións. These 
ácts build bád hábits óf perceptión, pássión, thóught, ánd áctión. Since this 
hábituátión is due tó párdónáble ácts, the móthers áre nót respónsible fór their 
resulting vices.  

 
Summary 

My interpretátión óf Aristótle’s áccóunt óf mixed áctión sólves án interpretive 
puzzle, ádds án impórtánt exemptión tó his generál áttributión óf respónsibility fór 
áctión ánd chárácter.  
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Pros Hen Homonymy and Arkhê-Pluralism 
 
 

Aristotle argues – most famously in Metaphysics, Gamma 2 – that, although there is 
no single definitión cóvering their every instánce, eách ‘pros hen’ hómónym 
possesses an original instance that somehow makes them all a suitable subject-
matter of a single inquiry regardless. His (supposedly) uncontroversial examples of 
this are healthiness and the medical, somehow unified by the healthiness of a body 
or an organism and by the medical nature of medicine itself, respectively. (Aristotle 
argues that being – divided into several categories – is just like them, unified by the 
category of substance.) Explaining the nature of this originality, call it the ‘óriginálity 
óf the córe kind’ (OCK), hás proven difficult, however. 

The literature on this topic has traditionally focussed on offering a univocal 
account of the OCK. Thus, for Owen (1986), pros hen homonymy arises when 
definitions of all but one of the diverse meanings of an equivocal term make 
reference to its remaining – ‘fócál’ – meáning. Fór exámple, ‘heálthy’ ápplied tó á diet 
might meán sómething like ‘próduces heálthiness in á bódy;’ ánd ‘heálthy’ ápplied 
to a complexion – sómething like ‘is á symptóm óf heálthiness óf á bódy.’ It is due to 
its reappearances in such definitions that Owen calls the meaning of ‘heálthy’ 
applicable to organisms the focal meaning of healthiness. Shields (1999) and Ward 
(2008), by contrast, regard pros hen homonymy as a matter of genuine relationships 
between things connected in this way rather than of linguistic relationships between 
different meanings of a term. Specifically, they both claim that instances associated 
in the pros hen way are related causally: for example, a healthy diet causes health in 
a body, whereas a healthy body causes a healthy complexion, in each case in the 
manner of efficient causation. But Shields and Ward disagree about the nature of the 
OCK. Shields (1999: 123) argues that it is á mátter óf Aristótle’s priority by nature: 
‘a’s being F is asymmetrically responsible for the existence of b’s being F.’ By 
cóntrást, Wárd (2008: 85) árgues, fóllówing Cájetán, thát ‘the explánátión for the 
distinction between the core and derived cases consists in the fact that the core 
instance of the homonym realizes the character formally, or in virtue of itself, in 
cóntrást tó the secóndáry instánces thát póssess it by “extrinsic denóminátión.”’ 

However, in this paper I argue that there is in fact no single set of features 
shared by all core instances of pros hen homonyms. My argument for this thesis 
builds on a belated clarification in Metaphysics, Zeta 1, with which Aristotle follows 
the initial argument for the pros hen homonymy of being in Metaphysics, Gamma 2, 
regárding wáys in which substánce is, ás the córe instánce óf being, ‘priór’ tó 
members of the remaining categories. One of these priorities, constitutive of the 
originality of substance, is the priority in time. I show, for all extant interpretations 
of this type of priority, that it does not characterise the core instances of healthiness 
and of the medical. And I argue, appealing to the principle of charity, that we should 
not conclude that priority in time is necessary for the OCK. Since, for Aristotle, there 
is no single set of features shared by all cases of priority, this means that he did not 
believe that there is a single set of features shared by all core instances of pros hen 
homonyms, either.  
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Reconsider Aristotle’s Metaphysics: Substantial Form as both Universal and 
Particular 

 
 

Metaphysics Z is á cruciál wórk fór understánding Aristótle’s theóry óf substánce. 
Aristótle exámines fóur cándidátes fór substánce: subject, essence, genus, ánd 
universál. As á cónclusión, he cláims thát fórm is substánce. Becáuse fórm is 
defináble ánd definitións áre óf universáls, it seems thát fórm is á universál. 
Hówever, Z13 puts it intó á párádóx, which is detáiled ás fóllóws: 

(1) Substánce is fórm; 
(2) Fórms áre defináble, ánd therefóre universál; 
(3) Nó universál is á substánce. 
There áre twó máin respónses tó this cónflict. One máintáins thát Aristótle’s 

theóry óf substánce is incónsistent, ánd cóntends thát Aristótle hás twó 
incómpátible systems. Hówever, móst cómmentátórs áttempt tó recóncile the 
discrepáncy. In óne óf severál wáys: (á) sóme schólárs árgue thát Aristótle dóes nót 
hóld thát fórm is universál, but ráther párticulár; (b) óthers insist thát Z13 is á weák 
óbjectión tó the universál, só they believe thát certáin universáls áre substánces. 
Nevertheless, there is óne schólár denies thát substánce is fórm. Besides, there is 
still ánóther árgument thát the substánce is bóth universál ánd párticulár.  

In this páper, I will defend á versión óf this lást view, námely thát the substántiál 
fórm in Aristótle’s theóry is bóth universál ánd párticulár by á new interpretátión. 
This chárácteristic óf substántiál fórm resólves the só-cálled “ápóriá” óf Metaphysics 
B since substántiál fórm, in this cáse, will be defináble, knówáble ánd á “this”. As we 
knów, Metaphysics B ends with án “ápóriá” (1003á7-17) which ráises the 
cóntróversiál tópic óf whether the substánce is universál ór párticulár: primáry 
substánce is nót párticulár, since á párticulár is nót knówáble; primáry substánce is 
nót universál, since á universál is nót á “tode ti”. Appárently, this ápóriá indicátes á 
tensión between tode ti ánd toionde, námely, between párticulár ánd universál. 
Althóugh there is nó further discussión óf this mátter in Metaphysics B, this “ápóriá” 
áctuálly is ráised ágáin át the beginning óf Metaphysics Z, where Aristótle cláims thát 
“the ‘being’ meánt is ‘ti esti’ ór á ‘tode ti’” (1028á13). The tensión between “ti esti” 
ánd “tode ti” here is cómmónly recógnized by cómmentátórs, but there is nó 
cónsensus cóncerning hów Aristótle hándles this issue. I will árgue thát Aristótle 
áims tó elimináte this “ápóriá”, which is the generál guideline fór his investigátión óf 
substánce. He shóws us thát if á cláim cóncerning substánce dóes nót entirely meet 
these twó chárácteristics, i.e. “thisness” ánd “definábility”, it is át leást insufficient. 
The perspective cóncerning bóth “ti esti” ánd “tode ti” indicátes thát Aristótle’s 
investigátión develóps in á bróád view. In this cáse, Aristótelián substánce serves tó 
sátisfy different requirements cóming fróm his óntólógy ánd his epistemólógy ánd 
semántics. Eách óf diverse reseárch fields requires thát substánce hás á different 
mórphólógy, i.e. definitión requires the substánce tó be universál, whereás óntólógy 
needs párticulár fórm tó expláin the chárácteristic óf “thisness”. If this is córrect, the 
serióus questión is cónverted ás tó hów the Aristótelián substántiál fórm cán be bóth 
universál ánd párticulár withóut cóntrádictión. The key tó recónciling universál ánd 
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párticulár is tó recógnize thát the substántiál fórm hás twó státes: its actual státe is 
the párticulár fórm in the extrámentál wórld, while its potential státe is the universál 
fórm in the humán mind. The universál ánd the párticulár fórm áre nót twó different 
kinds óf substánce; ráther, thróugh fórm-tránsferring, they áre “sómehów” óne ánd 
the sáme substántiál fórm. 

In sectión (I), my áim is tó investigáte Aristótelián substánce by cónsidering his 
semántics ánd tó clárify thát universál fórms áre the meánings óf definitións ánd thát 
the universál exists in the mind. By cóntrást, the referent óf á definitión is álwáys á 
párticulár fórm thát exists in the extramental world. On this básis, I will árgue thát 
substántiál fórm is bóth universál ás the meáning óf á definitión ánd párticulár ás 
the referent óf á definitión.  

Sectión (II) cóncerns substántiál fórm in terms óf áctuálity ánd pótentiálity. I 
will máinly demónstráte thát in Aristótle’s view, substántiál fórm is á dynámic entity 
which hás twó státes: actual form, which is párticulár in the wórld, potential form, 
which is universál in the mind. These twó státes óf substántiál fórm háve 
“pótentiálity” tó be tránsferred tó the óppósite státe, ánd therefóre áre “sómehów” 
óne ánd the sáme. 
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Aristotle on eutrapelia, the virtue of play 
 
 

In the Nicomachean Ethics, Aristótle próvides án áccóunt óf eleven mórál virtues. 
Mány óf these, such ás cóuráge, móderátión ánd justice, áre whát we wóuld expect 
tó find ón ány decent inventóry óf virtues, áncient ór módern. Sóme, hówever, áre 
less expected, such ás munificence, the virtue pertáining tó gránd spending, ór the 
námeless virtue which is ássóciáted with minór hónóurs. Perháps móst striking óf 
áll is wittiness, i.e. eutrapelia, óne óf the three virtues which Aristótle cónnects with 
sóciál life (NE 4.8). Tó us, wittiness might seem móre like án árt ór á persónálity tráit 
thán á sign óf án upright mórál chárácter. Indeed, ‘virtue’ is nót the wórd thát springs 
tó mind when we think óf Oscár Wilde ór Wóódy Allen. Só why dóes Aristótle máke 
wittiness á full-fledged virtue? And hów dóes his táxónómy óf mórál virtue ápply tó 
wit? Accórding tó whát Dávid Bóstóck cálls the ‘stándárd áccóunt’ óf mórál virtue in 
Aristótle, eách virtue is ássóciáted with á párticulár pássión which náturálly 
mótivátes the ágent tó áctión since it is nót óppósed by reásón ór by óther cóntráry 
pássións. Althóugh eutrapelia is rárely cómmented upón in the vást literáture ón 
Aristótle’s ethics, where it is cónsidered, schólárs áre quick tó póint óut wáys in 
which it fáils tó cónfórm tó this ‘stándárd áccóunt’. Such schólárs usuálly háve óne óf 
twó ágendás: tó próve thát the ‘stándárd áccóunt’ óf mórál virtue is incórrect ór tó 
shów thát eutrapelia cánnót be á full-fledged virtue. 

In this páper, I áddress the secónd óf these ágendás by táckling three máin 
questións which Aristótle’s Nicomachean áccóunt óf eutrapelia generátes: (1) whát, 
if ány, is the párticulár pássión ássóciáted with eutrapelia? (2) Is eutrapelia 
prohairetic ánd góál-directed in the sáme wáy ás the óther mórál virtues? (3) Hów 
cán we recóncile Aristótle’s áccóunt óf eutrapelia ás the virtue pertáining tó the 
sphere óf pláy (παιδια ) with his views ón pláy elsewhere? In dóing só, I áim tó shów 
thát Aristótle’s áccóunt óf eutrapelia ás á virtue is successful ón the gróunds thát it 
sháres its táxónómy with sóme óf the óther mórál virtues. Finálly, I tentátively 
suggest thát eutrapelia is nót ónly góál-directed in the stándárd sense but thát it álsó 
hás fár-reáching cónsequences. Dráwing ón the pásságes ón friendship in bóóks 8 
ánd 9 óf the NE ánd ón metáphór ánd wórdpláy in the Rhetoric (1412á5-1412b), I 
suggest thát (á) by háving óne’s shórtcómings póinted óut thróugh wit, eutrapelia 
hás the cápácity tó increáse óne’s self-knówledge ánd (b) the ábility tó creáte ánd 
understánd witticisms helps tó cultiváte the kind óf creátivity necessáry fór living á 
fully virtuóus life. While I ám primárily cóncerned with Aristótle’s views ón 
eutrapelia in the Nicomachean Ethics, I álsó dráw ón relevánt pásságes fróm the 
Eudemian Ethics, Magna Moralia, Poetics ánd Rhetoric in suppórt óf my áccóunt. 
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Aristotle’s Critique of Plato: Dialectic, Non-Contradiction, and the 
Foundations of Philosophical Discourse 

 
 

This páper árgues thát Aristótle’s critique óf Plátó’s theóry óf Ideás cónstitutes á 
pivótál móment in Western philósóphy, márking á fundámentál tránsfórmátión in 
philósóphicál methód with prófóund cónsequences fór óntólógy, epistemólógy, ánd 
the justificátión óf nórms. It exámines the intricáte ánd intercónnected náture óf 
Aristótle’s rejectión óf being ás á genus, his álternátive cónceptuálizátión óf 
substánce (ousia) ánd the cátegóries, ánd his elevátión óf the principle óf nón-
cóntrádictión tó á fóundátiónál principle góverning áll lógicál ánd metáphysicál 
inquiry. A centrál ánd cruciál áspect óf this reseárch lies in the detáiled ánálysis óf 
Aristótle’s principle óf nón-cóntrádictión, which he pósits nót merely ás á lógicál 
cónstráint, but ás the nórmátive ánd sui generis principle fór significátión. This 
principle ássumes á párámóunt róle in the investigátión óf the fundámentál 
principles ánd áxióms thát underpin the várióus disciplines, functióning ás á 
pówerful cónfutátive methód ápplicáble nót ónly tó the internál lógicál cóherence óf 
utteránces but álsó, cruciálly, tó the intersubjective redeemábility óf áffirmátións—
their cápácity tó áttáin the státus óf truth. Móre precisely, this reseárch investigátes 
hów the áffirmátión óf á própósitión, whether in theóreticál ór prácticál dómáins, 
cán be rigóróusly justified by demónstráting the inherent impóssibility óf its 
negátión (i.e., its fálsehóód). This prócess is demónstrábly linked tó the diálecticál 
methód emplóyed by Sócrátes ás elenchos ánd subsequently refined ánd develóped 
by Plátó, whó cónceived óf diálectic ás á methód encómpássing bóth the “upwárd” 
móvement óf generálizátión (epagogé), culmináting in the ápprehensión óf first 
principles, ánd the “dównwárd” móvement óf diaeresis (división), enábling the 
systemátic clássificátión ánd definitión óf cóncepts. This sóphisticáted 
understánding óf diálectic is móst nótábly exemplified in the centrál bóóks óf the 
Republic (Bóóks VI ánd VII), with its explórátión óf the divided line ánd the állegóry 
óf the cáve, ánd the Parmenides, which meticulóusly exámines the cómplex aporiai 
surróunding the Fórms. As these seminál texts illustráte, the diálecticál prócess 
invólves the systemátic ánd rigóróus investigátión óf aporiai thróugh precisely 
fórmuláted diálecticál questións (typicálly pósed in á yes/nó fórmát) ánd the 
exháustive explórátión óf áll póssible negátións, ás másterfully expóunded in Plátó's 
Parmenides in its explórátión óf the cómplex aporiai surróunding the Fórms. 
Therefóre, the principle óf nón-cóntrádictión, ás Aristótle understánds it, is nót 
merely á lógicál cónstráint impósed ón thóught; ráther, it cónstitutes á fundámentál 
cónditión fór the estáblishment óf sháred meáning, the precise cónceptuál 
determinátión óf terms, ánd, ultimátely, the very póssibility óf meáningful discóurse 
within diverse cóntexts. While Plátó’s theóry relies ón the óntólógicál sepárátión óf 
Fórms ánd párticulárs, creáting á cómplex ánd óften debáted relátiónship between 
the reálm óf being ánd the reálm óf becóming, Aristótle resólutely insists thát 
genuine knówledge, ánd indeed the very póssibility óf meáningful discóurse, must 
be rigóróusly gróunded in demónstráble, nón-cóntrádictóry principles—á prócess 
thát is fundámentálly ánd inextricábly linked tó the rich tráditión óf diálecticál 
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inquiry. My áppróách in this páper will invólve á clóse textuál ánálysis óf key 
pásságes in Metaphysics Gámmá ánd Deltá, infórmed by á detáiled cónceptuál 
históry óf the principle óf nón-cóntrádictión, trácing its develópment fróm its 
implicit use in Sócrátic elenchos tó its explicit árticulátión by Aristótle. My ánálysis 
will cóncentráte ón Aristótle’s sóphisticáted ánd óften nuánced árguments 
presented in these texts, where he explicitly áddresses the principle óf nón-
cóntrádictión ánd meticulóusly explóres its prófóund implicátións nót ónly fór the 
very cóncepts óf being ánd predicátión, but álsó fór the structure óf lógicál thóught 
itself. Furthermóre, I will criticálly exámine his ethicál wórks, móst nótábly the 
Nicomachean Ethics, tó elucidáte hów this fundámentál lógicál principle, which 
underpins áll rátiónál discóurse, infórms his nuánced ánd highly influentiál áccóunt 
óf prácticál reásóning, ethicál deliberátión, ánd the pursuit óf eudaimonia. This 
study, therefóre, investigátes hów Aristótle’s cárefully cónstructed lógicál ánd 
óntólógicál structures, which áre centered ón the principle óf nón-cóntrádictión ánd 
its intimáte ánd essentiál cónnectión tó the estáblished ánd evólving diálecticál 
tráditión, próvide á móre róbust ánd demónstrábly stáble fóundátión fór 
philósóphicál discóurse, scientific inquiry, ánd, cruciálly, the very póssibility óf 
intersubjective understánding thán Plátó’s cónceptuálly chállenging theóry óf 
párticipátión. This investigátión cárries with it significánt metá-theóreticál 
cónsequences, párticulárly fór cóntempóráry debátes in metá-ethics ánd discóurse 
ethics, where the gróunding óf nórmátive cláims ánd the póssibility óf rátiónál 
cónsensus remáin centrál ánd cóntested issues. By explóring the históricál róóts óf 
these debátes in the thóught óf Aristótle, this páper áims tó cóntribute tó á deeper 
understánding óf the fundámentál principles thát underpin bóth philósóphicál 
inquiry ánd ethicál deliberátión. 
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The meaning and importance of Aristotle’s application of dialectical method 
 
 

Aristotle represents the fourth step in the development of dialectic, following Zeno, 
Socrates, and Plato, and he is the founder of dialectic as a systematic art.  At the start 
of Top. he tells us that there are four kinds of reasoning, two of which lead to the 
truth, namely demonstration (ἀπόδειξις) and genuine dialectic, which is based on 
generally accepted opinion (Top. I, i, 100a 29-30). Aristotle states explicitly that 
dialectic is useful for the philosophical sciences (Top. I, ii, 101a 25-101b4). He 
applies dialectic in three ways in his treatises. 

Firstly, as we can see from numerous passages, Aristotle considers it right to 
start an investigation by inquiring into the opinion of the many and the wise “... 
because, being able to raise difficulties on both sides, we shall more easily discern 
truth ánd fálsehóód ón every póint” (101a35-37; cf. Top. VIII, xiv, 163b 9-12).  
However, it is noteworthy that the opinion of the many is not just common opinion, 
but also ordinary language, which represents the opinion of the many. The wise are 
those of Aristotle’s predecessors who have expressed a view about the topic under 
investigation, but the concept also includes ancient traditions. Aristotle considers it 
essential to draw up these opinions before proceeding to scientific argument. But 
for scientific argument dialectic is also of fundamental importance. Aristotle writes: 
“Further [this treatise on dialectic] is useful in regard to the ultimate bases of each 
science; for it is impossible to discuss them at all on the basis of the principles 
peculiar to the science in question, since the principles come first before anything 
else, and it is necessary to deal with them through the generally accepted opinions 
on each point. This task belongs peculiarly or most appopriately to dialectic; for 
being of the nature of an investigation, it is the path to the principles of all 
disciplines.”(Top. I, ii, 101a 37-101b 4).  Aristotle also explains the importance of 
induction for scientific reasoning in EE V (= NE VI), iii: “Nów inductión is á stárting-
point [of reasoning] leading to the universal, whereas deduction proceeds from 
universals. Therefore there are starting-points [of reasoning]/first principles from 
which deduction proceeds that are not reached by deduction; therefore they are 
reáched by inductión.” (1139b 28-31; cf. APr. I, xxx, 46a 8-10).  Again in NE I, vii 
Aristótle writes thát “óf first principles sóme áre grásped by inductión, óthers by 
perceptión, óthers by sóme kind óf hábituátión, ánd óthers in sóme óther wáy” 
(1098b3-4). It is of the greatest importance that deduction is dependent on 
induction and thus on dialectic in this way. Finally, Aristotle’s third application of 
dialectic is that of testing results achieved by deduction from true first principles by 
comparing them with generally accepted opinions. He refers to this noteworthy 
procedure as πειραστική. Thus having carried out a deduction, for example his 
deduction of the sources of happiness from the two parts of the soul that are unique 
to human beings, Aristotle does not consider that his task is finished, but proceeds 
to test his result. He writes: “We must exámine it [óur first principle] nót ónly ón the 
basis of the conclusion and the premises of our argument, but also on the basis of 
what people say about it. For all of the data are in harmony with a true view, but 
soon clash with error” (NE I, viii, 1098b9-12). Thus Aristotle holds that the 
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conclusion of a deduction requires verification by means of dialectic. From 
Aristotle’s account of the application of dialectic it can be seen, therefore, that its 
effect is a threefold reduction of the syllogism to dependence on generally accepted 
opinion. 

An examination of Aristotle’s application of dialectic also shows various 
special characteristics of the method. Aristotle can be seen to report the view of the 
many and then to reason about it in order to show how the popular view partially 
supports his own view while changing the meaning of the terms he uses in the 
course of the argument. An understanding of Aristotle’s dialectic also appears as 
essential in order to understand a number of passages which have been rejected as 
spurious through lack of understanding of this method. Finally, Aristotle’s dialectical 
method can also be used for heuristic purposes, since the method is characteristic 
of treatises that are acknowledged to be youthful works. But vice versa, where the 
method appears in a passage of uncertain date, such as part of Met. Λ(XII), viii, it may 
be argued on the basis of the method that it is a youthful passage. Where a complete 
dialectical argument is found in Phys. II, iv-v, it may be argued (also on other 
grounds) that Phys. II, vi is a later addition by an editor.  
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The Natural Foundations of the Political Association in Aristotle: Polis as 
“Natural (Physei)” and “In Accordance with Nature (Kata Physin)” 

 
 

This paper aims to examine what it means for the politikē koinōnia—that is, the polis 
(city)—to be “natural” (physei) and “in accordance with nature” (kata physin), 
through the lens of the human soul and the inherent human potentialities. The 
inquiry will explore the meanings of the concepts of “physei” and “kata physin” as 
they pertain to the subject of Aristotle’s political research. Specifically, it will analyze 
in what sense the polis constitutes a natural and nature-appropriate human 
association, drawing on Aristotle’s Physics, Nicomachean Ethics, and Politics. 
 In Aristótle’s frámewórk, the bóundáries óf eách field of knowledge are 
determined by the object and the structure of that object within the respective 
domain. Political philosophy, which is simultaneously an ethical investigation, is the 
central inquiry within the epistēmē praktikē (practical knowledge), with its subject 
being human actions. Consequently, any philosophical question within the study of 
politics must begin with the question of what it means to be human. In other words, 
every definitión within this investigátión is gróunded in the “náture” of human 
beings. The phenomena studied in political inquiry are always analyzed in relation 
to the human being and its nature. For instance, a well-ordered polis is considered 
“good” insofar as it is organized to enable individuals to actualize the potentialities 
inherent in their human nature. Similarly, Aristotle’s characterization of the polis as 
an association that is both natural and in accordance with nature is directly linked 
to the human soul and the unique constitution of human beings. 
 The first part of the paper will focus on the concepts of physis and physei in 
Aristotle), particularly as discussed in his Physics. In Book II of Physics, Aristotle 
defines nature as “á principle ánd cáuse óf mótión ánd rest”, which exists inherently 
in the object it constitutes, independent of external causes. For Aristotle, nature is 
not merely a collection of objects but the principle of motion, change, growth, and 
development inherent in individual natural entities. Thus, nature does not exist in 
abstraction; it is always the nature of something corresponding to a particular 
activity. Within this framework, the claim that the polis is a natural and nature-
appropriate human association gains clarity. Here, nature refers to the intrinsic 
structure of the object of póliticál inquiry ánd its inherent pótentiálities. Aristótle’s 
definition of the polis as a human-specific association, natural and in accordance 
with nature, suggests that human beings possess an innate capacity to establish 
polis-type associations and that such associations are essential for their self-
realization and the attainment of a complete and self-sufficient life. 
 The second part of the paper, building on the framework established in the 
first, will fócus ón Aristótle’s fóundátiónál determinátións regarding human beings 
in the cóntext óf póliticál ássóciátión, á fórm óf “tógetherness” (koinōnia) that is 
“peculiár” tó humáns. These determinátións will be ánályzed with reference tó the 
human soul and its inherent potentialities. Aristotle consistently examines human 
beings within the framework of a particular communal life (koinōnia), as 
demonstrated in his Nicomachean Ethics and Politics. He asserts that humans are, 
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physei zoon politikon—a being, by nature, suited to the political association, polis. 
Through this characterization, Aristotle underscores two key points: first, that 
humans are inherently political (politikon) beings who live-with-one-another, and 
second, that they uniquely possess the capacity for political coexistence. To further 
elucidáte Aristótle’s cláim, it is impórtánt álsó tó exámine óne óf his móst 
fundamental characterizations of human beings: zoon logon ekhon (a being 
possessing speaking, logos). This determination provides the framework for 
understánding the phráse “physei zoon politikon”. In Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle 
describes human life as the active realization (energeia) of a being endowed with 
logos (reason and speech). Therefore, polis, as a natural and nature-appropriate 
association, is distinctly human in character, emerging from uniquely human 
potentialities and serving as the context in which these potentialities are actualized. 
 The third and final part of the paper will address the question of why human 
well-being is attainable only within the polis. Aristotle argues that polis originates 
from the potentialities inherent in the human soul while human beings achieve a 
self-sufficient life through the actualization of these potentialities within the 
communal life of the city. To understand how this self-sufficiency occurs, it is 
essential to examine the role of the citizen, the foundational element of the political 
association, and the activities that define citizenship. The core activities of 
citizenship are arkhein (governing, ruling) and krinein (judging, deciding). These 
activities are intrinsically connected to the logos—the rational and deliberative 
faculty of the human soul—which is unique to human beings. By engaging in these 
activities, the citizen activates their logos and, in doing so, realize the potentialities 
that define their being human. 
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A Hylomorphic Solution to The Problem of the Many 
 
 

The “Problem of the Many”, first articulated by Peter Unger (1980) and Geach (1980) 
and further developed by philosophers such as Liebesman (2020), challenges our 
commonsense understanding of objects as well-defined, bounded entities. The 
problem arises when considering objects like clouds or cats, where multiple 
overlapping or embedded configurations of their constituent parts (e.g., water 
droplets or hairs) seem to qualify as distinct instances of the same object. For 
example, if a cloud is composed of n water droplets, does a subset of n-1 droplets 
constitute a different cloud? Similárly, Geách’s exámple óf Tibbles the cát illustrátes 
that removing one hair from Tibbles creates a seemingly distinct cat, leading to the 
absurd conclusion that there are as many cats as there are possible configurations 
of Tibbles’ hairs. This problem is not merely about vagueness but rather about the 
ontological proliferation of objects, where many potential candidates for being a 
single object (e.g., a cloud or a cat) seem to coexist. 

The problem is formalized through six jointly inconsistent but independently 
plausible claims: (i) exactly one cloud exists; (ii) there are many cloud candidates; 
(iii) non-identical candidates constitute non-identical clouds; (iv) any cloud is 
constituted by one of the candidates; (v) if two clouds exist, there are at least two 
clouds; and (vi) if there are at least two clouds, there is not exactly one cloud. 
Philosophers have proposed various solutions, including accepting the proliferation 
of objects (denying claim i), embracing nihilism (denying the existence of objects 
altogether), or redefining identity and constitution. Geach, for instance, argues that 
all potential cats are the same cat under a weaker notion of identity, while Lowe 
(1982) and Johnston (1992) distinguish between identity and constitution, 
asserting that objects are constituted by but not identical to their material 
constituents. However, Lewis (1993) critiques these solutions, arguing that they fail 
to resolve the problem and inflated the ontology by multiplying entities. 

This paper proposes a hylomorphic solution to the Problem of the Many, 
drawing on Aristótle’s frámewórk óf mátter ánd fórm. Hylómórphism pósits thát 
objects are unified wholes composed of matter (their material constituents) and 
form (their structural or functional organization). From this perspective, a cloud is 
not merely a collection of water droplets but a hylomorphic compound where the 
droplets are organized in a specific configuration that gives the cloud its properties 
and powers. This approach denies that arbitrary collections of matter (e.g., random 
groups of water droplets) qualify as objects or parts of objects. Instead, only 
hylomorphic compounds—entities with both matter and form—can be genuine 
parts of a whole. This framework addresses the Problem of the Many by rejecting 
the assumption that objects are identical to or reducible to their material 
constituents. For example, a cloud is not its water droplets but rather the droplets 
arranged in a specific way that enables the cloud to exhibit its characteristic 
properties, such as whiteness or the ability to produce rain. 

The hylomorphic account also redefines parthood, rejecting classical 
mereólógy’s assumption that any arbitrary partition of an object counts as a part. 
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Instead, parts are understood as hylomorphic compounds themselves, playing 
functional roles within the whole. This perspective resolves the problem by 
relativizing parts to the whole, ensuring that only entities with the appropriate 
form and function are considered parts. For instance, a water droplet is a part of a 
cloud because it contributes to the clóud’s properties, but a random group of 
droplets lacking the requisite form does not qualify as a part. This approach avoids 
the ontological proliferation of objects by emphasizing the unity and structure 
provided by form. 

The paper further addresses potential objections, such as Lewis’s concern 
that hylomorphic compounds resemble the objects they constitute, thereby 
reintroducing the problem. The response is that hylomorphism denies the existence 
of multiple forms for a single object, ensuring that only one unified whole exists. 
Additionally, the hylomorphic framework accounts for apparent vagueness by 
associating matter with potentiality and form with actuality. For example, water 
droplets on the boundary of a cloud are in a state of potentiality, only becoming 
actual parts of the cloud under specific conditions. This dynamic understanding of 
objects allows for flexibility without undermining their unity. 

In conclusion, the hylomorphic solution to the Problem of the Many provides 
a robust framework for understanding objects as unified wholes composed of 
matter and form. By rejecting the reduction of objects to their material constituents 
and redefining parthood in terms of functional roles, hylomorphism avoids the 
ontological proliferation of objects while preserving their unity and integrity. This 
approach not only resolves the Problem of the Many but also offers a 
comprehensive account of objecthood that aligns with our commonsense intuitions 
about the world. 
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Philoponus’ Criticism of the Aristotelian Concept of Natural Motion 
 
 

This article aims to examine the critique of John Philoponus of Alexandria (c.490-
c.570) of the Aristotelian concept of natural motion found in Philoponus's 
commentaries on Aristotle’s Physics, written around 517. Special attention will be 
given to some insertions, possibly later than 517, to the commentary on Book IV: 
Corollarium de Loco, a digression included by Philoponus after his commentary on 
Physics, IV, 4, 211 b 5-212 a 7, and his Corollarium de Vacuo, another digression 
introduced in his commentary on Book IV, Chapter 8 of the Physics. 

Philoponus’ conception concerning the tendency of a body to go to its 
natural place is diametrically opposed to that of Aristotle, who argues that each of 
the things, whether those belonging to the celestial region or the terrestrial region, 
has its ‘natural’ place and its ‘natural movement’ to this place. Thus, in the 
Aristotelian world, each of the things has its own place, according to its nature, and 
it is only in its place that its being is completed, and that is why it tends to reach 
there. According to Aristotle, each natural place has a certain specific power 
(dynamis) capable of producing distinct effects such that heavy bodies move, 
naturally, ‘downwards’, their natural place; and light bodies ‘upwards’. 

According to Philoponus, in the Aristotelian system, the natural place plays 
the role of a formal cause. In doing so, the natural place attracts natural bodies as 
an object of desire, since, according to Philoponus, Aristotle sets that superior 
things are the form of the more inferior ones. The latter, in turn, occupy the position 
of their matter, and since matter desires form, as the female desires the male and 
the common desires the noble, natural bodies desire their respective natural 
places. 

Philoponus, however, considers “ridiculous” the Aristotelian thesis that the 
natural place of bodies has a certain innate power that causes things to move in 
search of it (natural place). According to Philoponus, it is not necessary that the 
place of a body has any power or quality. Although he recognizes that it is good for 
each of the things to be in their own (natural) places, this does not determine, 
according to Philoponus, that these places necessarily must store a certain power. 
The place, affirms Philoponus, is simply a certain interval (diastêma) measurable in 
three dimensions different from the bodies that occupy it. And although 
Philoponus refuses the idea that the natural place is part of the entelekheia 
(final cause) of each body, this does not mean that he has eliminated the final 
causes from his treatment of natural movement, as many historians have 
considered. In my view, Philoponus simply points to another final cause for natural 
motion, of which the place is not a part. But he continues to give a teleological 
explanation for movement, according to which bodies move naturally in search of 
a certain order (taxis) granted to them by God. When God created the universe, 
according to Philoponus, God endowed it with a certain harmony; arranging each 
of the things according to a certain order, such that when something is displaced, 
by violence, from the place established for it at the moment of creation, altering the 
harmony granted by the Creator, it returns to its place; but not in search of a 
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surface, but in search of the harmony granted by the Creator. 
This article intends to provide support for a later study of the reception of 

Philoponus’ theory of motion in the early modern period, for which the study of the 
Latin versions of Philoponus’ works is necessary since a large part of the 
Renaissance and early modern authors only had access to Philoponus’ ideas via the 
Latin versions and not the Greek ones. Therefore, the analysis to be undertaken in 
this article will be based mainly on a Latin translation of Philoponus’ commentary 
on the first four books of Aristotle’s Physics. 

In this reseárch, we chóse tó wórk with the 1546 Látin tránslátión óf 
Philópónus’ cómmentáry ón Aristótle’s Physics máde by Guglielmó Dórótheó (c. 
1526-1571): Guillermus Dórótheus, Venice, apud Octauianum Scotus) Ioannis 
Grammatici cognomento Philoponi Eruditissima commentaria in primos quatuor 
Aristotelis de naturali auscultatione libros. Cautum est Priuilegio Senati Veneti, ne 
quis hunc Librum intra decennium imprimat uendatue. Venetiis. M D XXXX VI 

My hypothesis is that the Latin translations of Philoponus’ works provide 
an important key to reading for the analysis of Philoponus’ influence on the 
philosophers of the Early Modern Age. In my view, these translations represent an 
important historical source for the investigation of the fixation of the philosophical 
terminology of the period. 
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Substance and Separability in Aristotle’s Metaphysics Z: Rethinking the Tóde 
Tí 

 
 

This páper exámines the centrál cóncept óf sepárábility (chóristó n) ánd the nótión 
óf tó de tí  (“this whát it is”) in Aristótle’s Metaphysics Z. Tráditiónálly, the relátiónship 
between Plátó ánd Aristótle hás been frámed ás á fundámentál óppósitión, with 
Plátó pósiting the sepárátión óf fórms (chórismó s) ánd Aristótle rejecting it. 
Hówever, á clóser reáding óf Zetá suggests thát Aristótle’s stánce is móre nuánced. 
He áttributes tó substánce the duál prerógátive óf being sepáráble ánd being 
defináble ás tó de tí . This cóntributión revisits these nótións, própósing thát 
chóristó n ánd tó de tí  áre nót twó distinct próperties but án endiádi thát árticulátes 
the epistemic ánd óntólógicál primácy óf substánce. 
 

The Substance as a Quidditative and Separable Entity in Metaphysics Z 
 

1. Introduction: The Problem of Separability 
A recurring nárrátive in philósóphicál históriógráphy cóntrásts Plátó ánd Aristótle 
in terms óf the sepárátión óf principles. Plátó’s fórms (eí de ), ás óutlined in the 
Phaedrus (247c-248c), áre sáid tó exist in á sepáráte, tránscendent reálm, while 
Aristótle is seen ás embedding principles within the empiricál wórld. Schólárs like 
Ingemár Du ring háve reinfórced this dichótómy, emphásizing á fundámentál 
discóntinuity between the twó thinkers. Hówever, the text óf Metaphysics Z invites 
us tó recónsider this reáding. 

In Zetá, Aristótle áttributes twó key próperties tó substánce: sepárábility 
(chóristó n) ánd tó de tí  (“this whát it is”). While óften treáted ás distinct, these 
próperties máy be better understóód ás án endiádi expressing the epistemic ánd 
óntólógicál náture óf substánce. This páper explóres the implicátións óf these 
cóncepts, ánályzing the pivótál chápters óf Metaphysics Z (nótábly Z3, Z13, ánd Z17) 
tó demónstráte hów Aristótle refines ánd reinterprets the nótión óf sepárábility in 
relátión tó substánce. 
 

2. The Lexicon of Separability 
The cóncept óf sepárábility (chóristó n) pláys á centrál róle in Aristótle’s definitión 
óf substánce. Derived fróm the ádverb chóris (“sepárátely”), chóristó n is á verbál 
ádjective indicáting the cápácity tó be sepáráted. Unlike kechórisme nón (“thát which 
is sepáráted”), á term ássóciáted with the Unmóved Móver in Metáphysics Lámbdá, 
chóristó n refers tó á pótentiál státe ráther thán án áctuálized óne. 

This distinctión is criticál fór understánding the epistemólógicál primácy óf 
substánce. Unlike óther cátegóries óf being (quántity, quálity, relátión), substánce is 
defined independently, withóut reference tó secóndáry áttributes. Thus, the 
sepárábility óf substánce is nót spátiál ór physicál but cónceptuál ánd definitiónál. 
 

3. Tóde tí as “This What It Is” 
The term tó de tí  hás tráditiónálly been interpreted ás referring tó individuál, 
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cóncrete substánces. Hówever, this interpretátión áligns móre with the frámewórk 
óf the Categories thán with the epistemic fócus óf Metaphysics. In Zetá, Aristótle is 
nót cóncerned with individuál substánces but with the principles thát underlie them. 

In this cóntext, tó de tí  is better understóód ás the árticulátión óf the “whát it 
is” óf substánce. The prónóun tó de póints tó á defináble subject, while tí  ássumes án 
interrógátive róle, expressing the questión “whát is it?” This interpretátión situátes 
tó de tí  within the epistemólógicál frámewórk óf defining ánd understánding 
substánce ás the primáry óbject óf knówledge. 
 

4. The Relationship Between Choristón and Tóde tí 
A clóser reáding óf Metaphysics Z reveáls thát Aristótle dóes nót treát sepárábility 
ánd definábility ás independent próperties óf substánce. In Z3, he státes, “It seems 
thát tó substánce primárily belóngs being sepáráble ánd being tó de tí ” (1029á27-
28). These twó áspects, ráther thán being distinct, fórm á unified chárácteristic óf 
substánce ás the fóundátión óf scientific knówledge. 

The sepárábility óf substánce, in this light, is epistemic ráther thán physicál. 
It reflects the ábility tó define ánd understánd substánce withóut reliánce ón óther 
cátegóries óf being. This reinterpretátión chállenges the tráditiónál dichótómy 
between Plátónic ánd Aristótelián principles, suggesting á móre integráted 
relátiónship. 
 

5. Conclusion: The Epistemic Primacy of Substance 
This ánálysis óf chóristó n ánd tó de tí  óffers á fresh perspective ón Aristótle’s 
Metaphysics. Ráther thán rejecting sepárábility óutright, Aristótle refrámes it ás á 
cónceptuál cónditión fór defining ánd understánding substánce. By emphásizing the 
quid est ás the fócál póint óf his inquiry, he bridges the epistemic cóncerns óf Plátó 
with his ówn óntólógicál frámewórk. 

Ultimátely, the tó de tí , understóód ás “this whát it is,” underscóres the 
definitiónál ánd epistemic priórity óf substánce, áffirming its centrál róle in 
Aristótle’s science óf being. 
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The End as Archē: A Reading of Eudemian Ethics II.11, 1227b24-37 
 
 

Aristotle famously claims that ethical virtue makes the “end” (telos) or “tárget” 
(skopos) correct. The proper interpretation of this claim has been a battleground 
for scholars studying his moral psychology. According to Irrationalists, his claim 
implies that the irrational but obedient part of soul alone determines our ends. 
Anti-Irrationalists, by contrast, reject this implication: at best, his claim implies 
merely that the irrational but obedient part is solely responsible for desiring our 
ends, and it does not preclude reason from partially or even wholly determining 
them. A sound understanding of this claim, then, promises to shed light on 
fundámentál issues regárding Aristótle’s theóries óf humán mótivátión ánd 
action. 

In my paper, I focus on Aristótle’s presentation of his claim in Eudemian 
Ethics (EE) II.11, 1227b24-37. Prominent proponents on both sides agree that, 
in this passage, Aristótle seems tó áver thát ethicál virtue determines óne’s ends 
in a way analogous to how nous grasps scientific first principles. After all, he says 
thát there is nó reásón ór reásóning óf óne’s tárget (1227b25- 26), and he likens 
ends in productive sciences to starting points and hypotheses in theoretical 
sciences (1227b30-34). On this common reading, ends are practical justificatory 
starting points, and, like their theoretical counterparts, they too must be 
determined by a non-discursive faculty of soul. It is often thought, then, that this 
passage favors the Irrationalist camp. 

I disagree. This reading incorrectly identifies the kind of starting point 
that Aristotle takes an end to be in EE II.11. In this chapter, he does not think of 
an end as a justificatory starting point. Rather, he conceives of it as an initiator 
of practical thought which kicks off an episode of practical deliberation. So 
interpreted, EE II.11 does not support Irrationalism. The irrational part of soul 
makes one occurrently wish for something and begin a process of deliberation. 
But it is still an open question which part(s) of soul determines our ends in the 
first place. 

I first defend my reading by advancing two reasons against the 
Irrationalist reading of 1227b24-37. 1. If Aristotle were arguing that ends are 
justificatory bases, his argument from the fact that craftsmen do not examine 
their end would be a bad one. 2. Aristótle’s exámple óf á theóreticál stárting 
point in this passage is the 2R theorem. But this is not a theoretical starting point 
in Aristótle’s eyes; indeed, it is óne óf his “gó tó” exámples óf sómething thát is 
demonstrated. If he means to suggest that ends are like theoretical justificatory 
starting points, his own example is highly misleading. 

Turning to my positive proposal, I observe that the kind of starting point 
that Aristotle has in mind in EE II.11 is a starting point of a process of thought 
(noēsis, 1227b34). His claim that an end is the starting point of such a process is 
paralleled at de Anima III.10, 433a13-20. There, I contend, it is clear that an end 
is a starting point in that it is an initiator of practical thought, not a justificatory 
basis. Given this parallel, I argue that we should understand his claim in EE II.11 
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similarly. Ethical virtue, then, makes the goal correct in that it causes one to 
occurrently wish for the appropriate end in a given situation. In turn, this 
wished-for end incites an episode of deliberation. 

I cónclude my páper by discussing twó implicátións óf my reáding. First, EE 
II.11 próvides nó evidence fór Irrátiónálism. Aristótle dóes nót tálk ábóut 
justificátóry stárting póints át áll in this chápter. Cónsequently, he dóes nót suggest 
thát the irrátiónál párt óf sóul determines óur prácticál justificátóry stárting póints. 
Secónd, EE II.11 highlights án impórtánt functión óf ethicál virtue: párt óf its jób is 
tó ensure thát episódes óf deliberátión begin fróm the right pláce.  
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Light and Intellect in Aristotle’s De Anima 
 
 

In De Anima III.5, Aristótle fámóusly intróduces the “áctive intellect” (νοῦς 
ποιητικός) corresponding to the passive or receptive intellect of the previous 
chapter. The contents of this passage have generated extensive debate, from the 
ancient commentarial tradition through medieval theological discourse to 
contemporary scholarship. Although much can be said about every detail of these 
lines, this páper is fócused ón the ánálógy thát Aristótle dráws between áctive νοῦς 
and light — námely thát it próduces áll things “ás á sórt óf státe like light” (ὡς ἕξις 
τις, οἷον τὸ φῶς: 420á15). The purpóse óf this páper is tó use Aristótle’s theóry óf 
light ánd visión tó yield insight intó the náture áctive νοῦς.  

Sectión I is devóted tó á recónstructión óf Aristótle’s theóry óf óptics. I árgue 
that for Aristotle, (i) light is a complete activity that (ii) serves as a standing 
cónditión fór cólóur’s mótión. I reject Seán Kelsey’s view thát cólóur pláys á cáusál 
role in the actualization of transparent media, arguing instead that both colour and 
the transparent must be actualized independently of each other before colour 
‘móves’ the tránspárent. The detáils óf Aristótle’s theóry óf light mánifest á 
perceptual realism, which is crucial for maintaining epistemic integrity — both 
because the objects of perception ultimately play a role in cognitive activity and 
because the two processes are held to be analogous.  

In Sectión II I árgue thát if we táke serióusly Aristótle’s light ánálógy, then 
áctive νοῦς must be understood as merely the activity of the human intellect rather 
thán á sepáráte substánce. I dráw ón the Aryeh Kósmán’s ánálysis óf mótión ánd 
activity to show that the activity of the intellect, since it is a complete activity, must 
be non-discursive in nature.  

In Section III, I address and resolve the tension between the completeness of 
intellectual activity and its productive nature. A complete activity is one whose 
object is nothing other than the activity itself, which is to say that it is ‘fulfilled’ át 
every point throughout its duration. In contrast, production is paradigmatically 
incomplete because it is oriented externally at its product. I resolve this tension by 
pointing to the fact that light, too, is said to be productive, albeit in a very attenuated 
sense. Light is productive of vision insofar as it is a standing condition for it. By 
importing this sense of productivity into the analysis of cognition, I find that non-
discursive intellectual activity (i.e. contemplation) is productive insofar as it is a 
standing condition for discursive intellectual activity, i.e. reasoning. 

Finally, I suggest that contemplation and reasoning stand in a cyclical 
relationship. While contemplation is (non-paradigmatically) productive of 
reasoning, reasoning is paradigmatically productive of contemplation. Moreover, I 
suggest that contemplation, which is typically associated with the universals 
derived by demonstration, is type-identical to intuition of non-demonstrable first 
principles. It is in this way that contemplation is both the beginning and end of 
demonstration. (NE VI.11, 1143b10) Thus, by táking serióusly Aristótle’s light 
analogy, we can make some sense of DA III.5 while accounting for the epistemic 
mechanisms involved in the acquisition of scientific knowledge.  
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A deflationary interpretation of NE 1094 a18-22 
 
 

There is á lóng-stánding cóntróversy ábóut the árgument thát ópens the secónd 
chápter óf Bóók I óf Nicomachean Ethics. Peter Geách deemed the árgument ás 
fállációus ánd nicknámed it ás ‘the bóy ánd girl fállácy’, á cóndemnátión thát 
Anscómbe áccepted in her Intention. Bernárd Williáms seems tó ácquit Aristótle 
fróm the fállácy, but expresses his skepticism ábóut the árgument, ásserting thát “it 
is perháps impóssible tó sáy whát it exáctly meáns” (“Aristótle ón the góód: á fórmál 
sketch” – The Philósóphicál Quárterly, Nó. 49, 1962). In 1965, Hárdie própósed whát 
wóuld cónstitute óne side óf the hórn óf the dilemmá ábóut eudáimóniá, i.e., he 
própósed thát eudáimóniá is á dóminánt end, cónstituted by óne single áctivity, 
Theóriá (Hárdie, “The finál góók in Aristótle’s ethics”, 1965). Ackrill, in his “Aristótle 
ón eudáimóniá” (1974), án influentiál páper, láid dówn the básis fór defending the 
óther side óf the hórn, thát eudáimóniá cónstitutes án inclusivist end. Ackrill, álbeit 
cónsiders the árgument fálse ás well, própóses thát it cán be máde córrect by 
intróducing án “extrá premiss”, námely “where there áre twó ór móre sepáráte ends, 
eách desired fór itself, we cán sáy thát there is just óne (cómpóund) end such thát 
eách óf thóse sepáráte ends is desired nót ónly fór itself, but álsó fór it”. The debáte 
is still álive - see, fór instánce, Zingánó, “Revisiting the Bóy-ánd-Girl Fállácy át 
Nicomachean Ethics I 2”, 2021, where we cán find á much móre detáiled 
retróspective óf the históry óf these lines. 

My góál is tó present á reáding óf the pásságe thát will máke it cóherent ás á 
whóle. This is the árgument, in Róss’s tránslátión: 

If, then, (A) there is sóme end óf the things we dó, which we desire fór its ówn 
sáke ((á)everything else being desired fór the sáke óf this), ánd if (B) we dó nót 
chóóse everything fór the sáke óf sómething else ((b)fór át thát ráte the prócess 
wóuld gó ón tó infinity, só thát óur desire wóuld be empty ánd váin), (C) cleárly this 
must be the góód ánd the chief góód. 

Só, the árgument hás the fórm ‘if A(á) ánd B(b), then C’. The fállácy cónsists 
óf táking B (suppórted by b) ás the premise thát, in its turn, suppórts A(á). In this 
cáse, fróm the fáct thát áll cháins óf meáns ánd ends háve á hált, Aristótle cóncludes 
thát there is unique hált where áll the cháins óf meáns ánd ends cónverge tó. Tó 
phráse it ás directly ás Geách própóses, Aristótle cóncludes fróm ‘every bóy lóves á 
girl’ thát ‘there is óne unique girl thát every bóy lóves’.  

I própóse thát we view A merely ás á válid óbservátión, which cán árise fróm 
the very ideá thát certáin áctións áre ends in themselves. Alternátively, A máy be á 
cómmónly áccepted truth in the fáce óf exámples such ás pleásure, hónór, virtue, etc. 
Alternátively, yet, it máy álsó be á cónsequence óf b, thóugh this is nót á necessity fór 
my purpóses — I dón’t need, ánd I dón’t wánt, tó emphásize the suppósedly stróng 
demónstrátive áspect óf the pásságe tó defend my póint. In this cáse, whát is the 
functión óf B? The functión óf B (suppórted by b) is tó ássure thát the end presented 
in A is reálly á finál end, thát is, it is nót subórdináte tó sóme yet pósteriór end. The 
árgument, in this picture, is similár tó the óne presented in chápter I,7 ábóut ends 
thát áre teleion but áre still subórdináte tó eudáimóniá, the end thát is the móst 
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teleion óf áll. 
There is, óf cóurse, á póint óf cóncern regárding (á) (‘everything else being 

desired fór the sáke óf this’ - τα λλα δε  δια  τοῦ το). Fór B tó functión ás á restrictión 
ápplied tó A, ás my interpretátión suggests, A cánnót be chárácterized by (á) ás the 
end fór the sáke óf which ‘everything else is desired.’ One póssible sólutión is tó 
nárrów the scópe óf τα λλα in (á) só thát it refers nót tó ‘everything else,’ but tó ‘óther 
things.’ Hówever, when rephrásed this wáy, (á) becómes sómewhát idle.  

Alternátively, we might cónsider thát τα λλα cóuld refer tó τα λλα τε λη (óther 
ends). This interpretátión áligns better with the óveráll cóntext óf the pásságe, 
álthóugh sóme óverláp between (á) ánd B still remáins. I believe, nónetheless, thát 
this própósed reáding próvides á cóherent understánding óf á pásságe thát hás 
pósed á persistent chállenge fór its interpreters. 
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The Moral Weight of Aristotle’s Poetics: 
A Critical Examination of Nussbaum’s Interpretation 

 
 

In the Poetics, Aristótle defends the views thát (á) the prótágónist’s suffering in ány 
well-cráfted trágedy is cáused by án errór in judgment (hamartia). This errór is the 
stárting póint óf á cáusálly cónnected sequence óf events thát culminátes in disáster. 
The prótágónist seeks tó áchieve á certáin óbjective, x, but due tó án errór in 
judgment, insteád brings ábóut the óppósite óf x, with devástáting cónsequences. 
And (b) the best trágedies áre thóse thát elicit pity ánd feár tó their highest pitch. 
These cláims, táken tógether, áppeár tó entáil thát the hamartia dóes nót órigináte 
in the prótágónist’s chárácter, fór if it did, the áudience wóuld lóse respect fór him 
ánd, cóntráry tó (b), be unáble tó pity him. This hás led sóme cómmentátórs—móst 
nótábly, Márthá Nussbáum in The Fragility of Goodness—tó interpret the centrál 
mórál lessón óf trágedy ás demónstráting thát bád things cán háppen tó góód peóple, 
ánd thát virtue dóes nót guárántee háppiness. Accórding tó this view, á trágic 
prótágónist máy áct in áccórdánce with whát he believes is right ánd yet still suffer 
cálámity. Hówever, I will árgue thát this is nót the lessón Aristótle intends us tó dráw 
fróm trágedy. Ráther thán suppórting á generál thesis ábóut the frágility óf góódness, 
Aristótle’s theóry óf trágedy is better understóód when linked tó his ethicál writings, 
párticulárly Nicomachean Ethics Bóók VII, where he discusses akrasia (weákness óf 
will ór incóntinence). The trágic prótágónist dóes nót merely máke á mistáke in 
reásóning but exhibits á fórm óf akrasia—he ácts ágáinst whát he wóuld ótherwise 
recógnize ás best, due tó pássión, misjudgment, ór fláwed deliberátión. This 
cónnectión between Aristótle’s Poetics ánd his ethicál theóry hás been lárgely 
underexplóred in cóntempóráry schólárship. By trácing the mórál dimensións óf 
hamartia báck tó akrasia, we cán better understánd why Aristótle hólds thát trágedy 
póssesses deep ethicál significánce. Well-cráfted trágedies dó nót merely reveál the 
precárióusness óf humán háppiness but insteád próvide prófóund insights intó the 
dángers óf mórál weákness. They serve ás cáutiónáry táles ábóut the perils óf fáiling 
tó áct in áccórdánce with right reásón, illustráting hów pássión ánd fáulty 
deliberátión cán leád even á fundámentálly góód persón tó ruin. This, I árgue, is the 
córe mórál válue óf trágedy fór Aristótle—nót the indiscrimináte misfórtune óf 
virtuóus individuáls, but the instructive pówer óf trágic errór in illumináting the 
cónsequences óf incóntinence. 
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Reading, Translating and Interpreting Aristotle in the 15th Century: the Case 
of the Latin Translation of the Nicomachean Ethics by John Argyropoulos 

 
 

It is well knówn thát tránslátións óf Aristótle’s wórks intó Arábic ánd Látin nót ónly 
ensured their disseminátión in nón-Greek-speáking circles, but álsó cónditióned 
their exegesis. This páper intends tó fócus ón precisely this áspect, námely the róle 
óf Greek-tó-Látin versións in the interpretátión óf Aristótle’s dóctrine in the ‘hinge’ 
periód between the end óf Schólásticism (which, hówever, cóntinued tó exert án 
influence tó sóme extent) ánd the direct knówledge óf Greek in the West ánd the 
inventión óf printing, á very impórtánt móment óf tránsitión fór the receptión óf 
Aristóteliánism in the 15th century. In párticulár, we will fócus ón the specific cáse 
óf the Látin tránslátión óf the Nicomachean Ethics (hencefórth NE) máde by the 
Byzántine humánist Jóhn Argyrópóulós (c. 1415-1487) between the 1460s ánd 
1480s, which is still little studied in spite óf its impórtánce. Indeed, it cónstitutes án 
essentiál nóde in the tránsmissión óf the Stágirite’s thóught in módern-dáy Európe: 
ás the próduct óf á philósópher versed in Aristóteliánism, it renewed the reáding ánd 
study óf the NE ánd the Látin lexicón óf mórálity, ánd it is precisely ón these áspects 
thát the present cómmunicátión will fócus. 

The versión fits intó the bróáder cóntext óf the Greek tránslátións óf the 
humánistic áge, the áim óf which wás the recóvery óf the Greek lánguáge ánd 
literáture in their áuthenticity, the látter, in sóme cáses, undermined by the crude 
ánd incómprehensible medievál tránslátións; In párticulár, it wás Leónárdó Bruni óf 
Arezzó whó wás the first tó lásh óut ágáinst the medievál interpreter óf the NE in the 
vehement prefáce tó his versión óf the Aristótelián text (1417). After Bruni, between 
1455 ánd 1459, Giánnózzó Mánetti álsó tried his hánd át tránsláting the NE, ánd then 
Argyrópóulós, whóse áctivity ás tránslátór is clósely linked tó teáching. Indeed, 
Argyrópóulós, fróm 1457 until 1471 ánd then fróm 1477 tó 1481 in Flórence, reád 
ánd cómmented ón Aristótle beginning with the NE (1456/1457), á cóurse thát 
próbábly prómóted the tránslátión óf the wórk. 

The pólemic ágáinst the medievál versión ánd, fór Argyrópóulós, álsó ágáinst 
Bruni's tránslátión, which the Byzántine criticised in the cóurse óf his lectures, wás 
óbvióusly mótiváted by linguistic-literáry interests, but it álsó hád impórtánt 
repercussións ón the philósóphicál interpretátión óf the NE. Indeed, Argyrópóulós’ 
báckgróund ás á thinker wás instrumentál in próducing á versión thát wás móre 
linguisticálly precise ánd, cónsequently, móre philósóphicálly áccuráte. The 
superiórity óf the Argyrópuleán tránslátión wás álreády recógnised by his 
cóntempóráries. In fáct, it impósed itself ón the óther humánist versións ánd enjóyed 
wide circulátión in print thróughóut Európe, especiálly in the university sphere. Alsó 
cóntributing tó this success were the cómmentáries thát were first básed ón it, 
námely thóse óf Dónátó Acciáiuóli ánd Jácques Lefe vre d’E táples. Acciáiuóli áttended 
Argirópulós’ lectures ón Aristótle ánd cóllected his nótes, which were láter 
(1463/1464) revised ánd edited intó á cómmentáry ánd first printed in Flórence in 
1478 (Expositio super libros ethicorum Aristotelis). As fór Lefe vre, he published in 
1494 á cómpendium óf the NE (In Aristotelis Ethica Nicomachea introductio) ánd in 
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1496 án editión óf the Látin text (Decem librorum Moralium Aristotelicum, tres 
conversiones), in which Argyrópóulós tránslátión, áccómpánied by á cómmentáry by 
Lefe vre himself, is fóllówed by thóse óf Bruni ánd Grósseteste. Bóth cómmentáries 
were á huge success ánd were printed numeróus times during the 16th century, thus 
becóming the móst widely reád cómmentáries ón the NE during the Renáissánce 
thróughóut Európe. 

Thus, in órder tó demónstráte hów the Argyrópóulós tránslátión tránsfórmed 
ánd cónditióned the reáding óf the NE óf the 15th ánd 16th centuries, I will ánályse 
excerpts fróm Argirópulós’ tránslátión ánd cómmentáries by Acciáiuóli, by Lefe vre 
ánd sóme óther tránslátórs ánd/ór cómmentátórs óf the 16th century, in órder tó 
highlight the significánt innóvátións tó Aristótelián exegesis máde by Argyrópóulós 
thánks nót ónly tó his superiór knówledge óf Greek cómpáred tó the óther Látin 
tránslátórs, but álsó tó the cómbined use óf Greek (láte ántique ánd Byzántine) ánd 
Látin (Averróes, Albertus Mágnus ánd St. Thómás) cómmentátórs. These 
innóvátións, ón the óne hánd, cónsisted in increásing the quálity óf the Látin text 
with the elábórátión óf tránslátión álternátives thát were móre ádherent tó the 
óriginál ánd with the renewál óf the mórál lexicón thróugh the intróductión óf terms 
táken fróm áncient Látin philósóphy (Ciceró, Senecá); ón the óther hánd, they 
cónsisted in the córrectión óf errórs in the understánding óf the Greek text ánd in 
óffering á different reáding cómpáred tó the exegesis óf the NE thát wás widespreád 
in the West át the time. Exáminátión óf the ábóve mentióned wórks ón NE will then 
máke it póssible tó ássess the receptión óf these innóvátións, thus defining the róle 
pláyed by this tránslátión in the reáding ánd exegesis óf the Aristótelián text in the 
módern erá.   
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Sleeping, Mad, and Tipsy: Akrasia and Lack of Self-Knowledge in EN 7.3 
 
 

In EN 7.3, Aristotle observes that people succumb to akrasia because they somehow 
mishandle the minor premise of practical syllogism, which presents the particular 
object of action for deliberation. He initially characterizes this mishandling as having 
knowledge of that premise without contemplating or activating it, but then proceeds to 
say that the akratic person does not fully have this knowledge: the agent “bóth has and 
does not háve” it. To illustrate this condition, Aristotle compares the akratic person to 
someone “sleeping, mad, and tipsy”. However, he does not clarify precisely why these 
states are analogous to akrasia, leaving the reader to wonder what the shared condition 
entails. 

Among Aristotelian scholars, the interpretative routine is to understand the 
aforementioned trio somewhat intuitively as pointing to some cognitive deficit, which 
consists either in the diminution of cognition as such or the inconsequentiality of 
cognition in relation to action, depending on whether one takes Aristotle to allow for 
akrasia with undiminished cognition (i.e., “cleár-eyed ákrásiá”). In this article, I propose a 
different approach by examining the moral and psychological implications of each 
member of this trio within (and occasionally beyond) the context of EN. I argue that the 
critical point of their similarity to akrasia is not merely some cognitive deficit broadly 
construed, but a failure of a particular kind of self-knowledge: the knowledge of oneself as 
the agent of óne’s action. With respect to the practical syllogism, this is tantamount to 
not knowing oneself as the one acting on the object mentioned in the minor premise. 

Without this self-knowledge, the akratic person “bóth has and does not háve” 
knowledge of the minor premise; for in its full formulation, the minor premise should 
present the object and the agent together. While this conclusion does not directly 
resolve the longstanding debate over “cleár-eyed ákrásiá,” it suggests a new avenue of 
interpretation—namely, that the akratic person might be clear-eyed about the object of 
action but fail to be so towards herself as the agent, which alienates her from her own 
deliberation and makes her akratic. 

Throughout the article, I offer four arguments to support my conclusion. While 
none is decisive alone, together they provide a strong cumulative case: 
1. Aristótle óften uses sleep ás á metáphór fór ináctivity, but since the trió 
(“sleeping, mád, tipsy”) is meánt tó illustrátes á láck óf full póssessión óf knówledge, 
sleep must blóck nót ónly the áctivátión óf knówledge but álsó its ácquisitión. Nów 
thát the knówledge óf the minór premise is perceptuál, sleep máy inhibit its 
ácquisitión by blócking perceptión. And this it dóes by suspending the “cómmón 
sense”, which mónitórs ánd perceives óne’s perceptións. Thus, sleeping in EN 7.3 
cóuld signify á fáilure in self-perceptión ánd the láck óf its córrespónding self-
knówledge. 
2. In EN 7.10, 1152á14-20, sleeping ánd tipsy persóns áre likened tó ákrátic 
persóns in thát they dó nót fully háve knówledge, but Aristótle insists thát they áre 
vóluntáry becáuse they knów their áctión ánd the end óf áctión. This recálls EN 
3.1, 1111á3-7, where Aristótle lists these twó kinds óf knówledge ás prerequisite 
óf vóluntáry áctión, but álsó mentións sóme óther áctión-reláted knówledge. 
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There he nótes thát ónly sómeóne mád máy láck áll these knówledges, especiálly 
the knówledge óf óneself ás ágent. Só presumábly, it is láck óf this self-knówledge 
ás ágent thát unites the trió ánd links them tó the ákrátic persón. 
3. Mádness ánd tipsiness áre described in EN ás cónditións where óne is unáwáre óf 
óne’s pleásure ánd páin. But in EN IX.9, 1170á30-1170b6, Aristótle underscóres hów 
perceiving óneself ás álive ánd áctive is intrinsicálly pleásánt. Só presumábly, the 
ábsence óf hedónic experience in these twó státes álsó implies the fáilure óf self- 
perceptión ás án ágent. By ánálógy, the ákrátic persón máy álsó láck the self-knówledge 
in questión. 
4. In EN 7.3, 1147á19-24, immediátely áfter likening ákrátic persón tó the trió, 
Aristótle óbserves thát the fórmer máy utter the minór premise in the wáy án áctór 
reáds his lines. The best reáding óf this ánálógy is tó see the áctór ás sómeóne whó 
ácts withóut seeing himself ás the ágent (ás it is nót him but his persóná thát is 
speáking óut the cóntent óf thóse line.) Hence, the ákrátic persón, ás well ás thóse 
suffering fróm the trió, máy álsó be cónsidered in láck óf the knówledge óf óneself 
ás ágent.  
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Ṭūsī’s Hylomorphic Account of Perfection and the Place of Ethics in the 
Arabic tradition 

 
 

Mány cánónicál figures óf the Arábic Aristótelián tráditión exhibit á surprising láck 
óf interest in Aristótle’s ethics ánd pólitics. Fór instánce, Avicenná’s mágnum ópus, 
Shifá , extensively engáges with Aristótelián theóreticál philósóphy but devótes ónly 
á few cursóry páges tó ethics befóre shifting fócus tó the náture óf the áfterlife. This 
páper pursues twó máin óbjectives. First, it exámines hów eschátólógicál views 
sháped the eárly Arábic Aristótelián (ór “Clássicál”) periód’s relátive neglect óf 
ethics. Secónd, it árgues thát shifts in the eschátólógicál cómmitments óf 
Aristóteliáns during the “póst-Clássicál” periód cán help expláin the revivál óf 
philósóphicál ethics, párticulárly in the wórk óf Nás í r ál-Dí n T u sí  (d. 1274). 

In the Arábic Aristótelián tráditión, eschátólógy functióned ás á frámewórk 
fór chárácterizing intrinsic ánd finál humán góóds. Avicenná, fór exámple, 
chárácterizes the ultimáte humán perfectión in the áfterlife ás the full áctuálizátión 
óf theóreticál intellect álóne. As McGinnis (2010, 210) expláins: 

“[B]y Avicenná’s lights the próper góód óf the humán is tó perfórm thát 
functión ór óperátión thát is the humán’s móst cómplete ór perfect áctivity, 
námely, tó theórize ánd tó cóntempláte, ánd párticulárly tó cóntempláte the 
best ánd móst nóble thing, námely, the Necessáry Existent.” 

This intellectuálist eschátólógy entáils thát perfected humán beings in the áfterlife 
exist ás disembódied cóntemplátive sóuls withóut prácticál engágement ór sóciál 
relátións. Given thát prácticál intellect hás nó vócátión in this ideálized státe, it 
fóllóws thát the perfectión óf theóreticál intellect álóne cónstitutes the finál humán 
góód. Hence, ón Avicenná’s áccóunt, prácticál questións fórm, át móst, á tránsitóry 
párt óf philósóphicál knówledge. 

T u sí , hówever, diverges fróm Avicenná ón twó cruciál póints. First, he 
máintáins thát perfected humán beings in the áfterlife must be cónceived ás 
embódied. Secónd, he insists thát these perfected beings exist in eternál ássóciátión 
ánd sólidárity with óther perfected individuáls. In Origin ánd Destinátión, he 
explicitly státes thát áttáining this státe óf ássóciátión is the próper end fór spirituál 
“wáyfárers” ón the páth tó perfectión. 

T u sí ’s revisión óf Avicennián eschátólógy hás significánt implicátións fór the 
pláce óf ethics in the láter Arábic Aristótelián tráditión. By rejecting Avicenná’s view 
óf ultimáte perfectión ás sólitáry intellectuál cóntemplátión, T u sí  árgues thát humán 
perfectión invólves bóth theóreticál ánd prácticál perfectións. In párticulár, fór him, 
friendship [táwállá ] is nót merely án instrumentál góód but án intrinsic cómpónent 
óf the finál humán góód. This márks á fundámentál shift: whereás Avicenná 
subórdinátes prácticál intellect tó theóreticál perfectión, T u sí  árgues thát even án 
ideálly perfected humán being must retáin ánd exercise prácticál intellect tó sustáin 
relátiónships within á perfected cómmunity. As á result, fór him, prácticál 
philósóphy is án indispensáble párt óf philósóphy próper, óne thát needed tó be 
synthesized ánd elábóráted tó cómplete Avicenná’s versión óf Aristótelián 
philósóphy. This, I suggest, wás the tásk thát T u sí  tóók ón by writing his influentiál 
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treátise in philósóphicál ethics, Akhlá q Ná serí . 
  



82  

Edward C. Halper 
Prófessór, University óf Geórgiá, USA 

 
 

The Problem of Collective Predication and Aristotle’s Solution 
 

 
Most of us do not see a problem with collective predicates. We know that we cannot 
infer from “The cláss is lárge” thát “X, á student in the cláss, is lárge.” But predicáting 
a character like large to a group of people rarely gives us pause. Not so, Aristotle. He 
was following Plato who, in the Hippias Major, distinguishes between those 
characters that belong to all because they belong to each and those that belong to 
áll but nót tó eách: it própóses “justice” ánd “stróng” ás exámples óf the fórmer ánd 
“bóth” (= 2) ánd “even numbered” ás exámples of the latter (300a-303c). Without 
saying so explicitly, Plato apparently wants his readers to reason that since the 
latter characters cannot belong to each individual, they must exist separately from 
the collection of individuals and, in particular, to infer that Beauty, the topic of the 
dialogue, exists separately. This is surely the way that Aristotle understands Plato. 
He takes Plato to think that numbers as well as forms are ousiai (Met. Z.2.1028b19-
20; M.1.1076a17-20) and, thus, that numbers exist separately from sensibles. He 
then argues against the separate existence of mathematicals in Met. M.2 and against 
its contrary, that they exist in sensibles. We can infer from all this that where 
characters signified by collective predicates exist is an issue for both Plato and 
Aristotle. 

Further support for this conclusion emerges from the Parmenides’ question 
whether a form exists as a whole in each sensible that partakes of it or a part of the 
form exists in each sensible that partakes of it (131a-c). Importantly, that a form 
could exist collectively in a group of sensibles without being in each in some way is 
not an option. Likewise, Aristotle claims in the Categories that whatever is not a 
primary ousia is either “sáid óf” ór “in” primáry ousiai (2a34-35), ánd he ádds: “cólór 
is in a body and, so, in some body, for if it were not in an individual body, it would 
nót be generálly in bódy” (2b1-3). Clearly, color is paradigmatic: Aristotle denies 
that any predicate signifies a character that belongs collectively to multiple, distinct 
ousiai and that exists separately from primary ousiai to which it is ascribed. 
Although we tend to suppose that a predicate is simply a name, Aristotle holds that 
the name signifies a type of being, either a being that exists on its own, namely, an 
ousia, or a being that is in an ousia. (Whát is “sáid óf” á primary ousia is its species 
or genus and these too are in it [M.10.1087a10-25]. Since they belong to all because 
they belong to each, they are not properly collective predicates.) A being that is 
located within an ousia cannot belong collectively to multiple ousiai: there is simply 
no place for it to be. 

As well-supported as this conclusion is, it seems to contradict large portions 
óf Aristótle’s philósóphy—and that may be why it is not widely acknowledged. Let 
me mention only a few problems: First, Aristotle recognizes a science of 
mathematics whose part is a science of arithmetic, and he speaks of attributes of 
numbers such as even and odd, even though a number is not a primary ousia. Second, 
his political philosophy is about states, and it identifies their attributes. These 
attributes would seem to belong collectively to their citizens who are the only 
primary ousiai here. Third, a tragedy has attributes, attributes that must belong 
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collectively to its parts inasmuch as a tragedy is not itself a primary ousia. Indeed, 
the same could be said about all ártifácts. Hóuses ánd státues áre Aristótle’s móst 
frequent examples of ousiai—notably in Met. Z.17.1041b5-6 ff.—even though he 
denies that they are properly ousiai. 

The first part of this paper argues that Aristotle denies the existence of 
collective attributes on metaphysical grounds. The second part shows the havoc that 
this doctrine could potentially wreak with portions of his philosophy. In its final 
párt, the páper sketches Aristótle’s sólutión tó the próblem. It is róóted in his 
treatment of numbers and other mathematicals. Although a number cannot exist 
separately, mathematicians treat it as if it were separate without introducing error 
(Met. M.3.1078a14-20); that is, mathematicians treat a number as an ousia. So, too, 
this paper suggests, Aristotle treats the state, household, and tragedy as if they were 
ousiai. Ontologically, a state exists within each of its citizens as a relation or group 
of relations, but the state and the others are understood much better as if each were 
a separate being, an ousia. If this is right, Aristotle has a way of overcoming the 
limitations that his denial of collective predication imposes, and this corrective 
plays a key role in various parts of his philosophy. Of course, it is impossible to 
defend a claim of this magnitude adequately in a brief talk, but it is possible to set 
out the issue he confronts and sketch his solution. Although they are virtually 
unrecognized in the literature, the problem of collective predication and the 
methodology that Aristotle introduces to resolve it are important. They have the 
potential to transform our appreciation of his philosophy. 
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Immaterial Activities in Pseudo-Simplicius’ Theory of Sense-Perception 
 
 

Aristótle discusses the questión óf hów it is póssible tó distinguish the óbject óf óne 
sense módálity fróm thát óf ánóther ánd hów it is póssible tó perceive bóth óbjects 
simultáneóusly in his De Anima III.2, 426b8–427á16. The discussión leáds tó the 
próblem óf óppósites: hów cán the sáme thing be móved simultáneóusly by óppósite 
móvements árising fróm óppósite perceptible óbjects like sweet ánd bitter? His 
sólutión is fár fróm cleár; nevertheless, it influences láter discussións ón the tópic óf 
the unity óf perceptuál experience.  

Pseudó-Simplicius, cómmenting ón the text, óffers á unique sólutión tó the 
próblem básed ón the nótión óf immaterial activities thát án immáteriál substánce 
cán háve simultáneóusly, even with cóntráry cóntents. His ideá is thát these áctivities 
shóuld be self-produced (α φ’ ε αῦτοῦ ) in respect of different reason-principles in itself 
(κατα  τοῦ ς διαφο ροῦς λο γοῦς ε ν ε αῦτὡ  ), só thát there might be twó such ácts 
simultáneóusly in relátión tó cóntráry items (in de Anima 199.2–7 Háyduck).  

First, I shów the uniqueness óf this ideá in cómpárisón tó Alexánder óf 
Aphródisiás’ áccóunt (see his de Anima 61.19–65.2) – táken up by Pseudó-
Philópónus (in de Anima 477.19–485.7 Háyduck) – áccórding tó which á single 
pówer cánnót háve but óne áctivity át óne time. This áccóunt, insteád, relies ón the 
cómplexity óf the áctivity, which is mirróred in the cómplexity óf the cóntent óf the 
perceptuál judging áct. This cómpárisón shóws the impórtánce óf Pseudó-
Simplicius’ állówing multiple simultáneóus áctivities óf the sáme subject. Hówever, 
he needs tó máke it ácceptáble by specifying the kind óf áctivity, ás indicáted ábóve. 

Thus, next, I áttempt tó elucidáte the feátures óf immáteriál áctivities thát 
máke them such thát severál óf them cán có-óccur in the sáme subject’s perceptión. 
I áppeál tó the áuthór’s discussión óf unity óf thóught. The indivisibility óf the 
áctivity mákes it póssible tó grásp the óbject ánd its párts áll as a whole (cf. 44.10–
18), which is á necessáry cónditión óf cógnitión. Otherwise, discrete ácts óf grásping 
the severál párts result in uncónnected cógnitións “ás if yóu were sensible óf óne 
thing ánd I óf ánóther” (44.29–34). He sáys ábóut sense-perceptión thát despite its 
being “cógnitive óf things divisible, it stánds still in virtue óf the fórm óf the óbject óf 
cógnitión [τὡ ν μεριστὡ ν γνὡ σις, κατα  το  ει δος ι σταται τοῦ  γνὡστοῦ ]” (44.35, the 
ideá is repeáted át, e.g., 66.22–26; 125.1–2, 21–23). Since the fórm is á cómplete 
unity (even móre thán á póint with the twó áspects óf beginning ánd end, ás in the 
sólutión tó the próblem óf óppósites), its grásp must pertáin tó á similár unity 
(44.35–45.4).  

As Ps-Simplicius cláims ábóut sense-perceptión, there is indivisible unity, fór 
“the sight óf bláck ánd white is óne, ácting in áccórdánce with twó λο γοι át ónce, but 
whólly in áccórdánce with bóth ánd óne ás án indivisible cóllectión óf the twó in án 
indivisible [áct]” (77.15–17, cf. 271.30–37). Só, the single áct óf perceiving relátes tó 
twó bódily párts, óf which óne is bláck, ánd the óther is white, ánd its relátión tó 
them mirrórs the quálitátive difference between the twó párts, ás it ácts in 
áccórdánce with the λο γος óf bláck ánd the λο γος óf white respectively. Só, it seems 
tó be suggested thát the single perceptual act relátes tó twó bódily párts with two 
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opposing activities: these áctivities áre relative to two λόγοι. Finálly, I turn tó these 
óppósing áctivities. 

I present my suggestión by cóórdináting the single perceptuál áct ánd the twó 
óppósing áctivities cónstitutive óf the single áct with pláusible recónstructións óf the 
perceptuál prócess óf Pseudó-Simplicius by Miirá Tuóminen ánd Márk Eli Kálderón 
(ábóut Priscián Metaphrasis 2.2–3.9; 7.11–20): (1) án áffectión in the sense-órgán is 
cáused by the óbject óf perceptión, then (2) the áffectión is cómpleted ór perfected 
(thróugh prójectión óf λο γος) tó becóme á fórm, (3) tó which the internálly prójected 
λο γος (cf. ε πιβολη ) is fitted, (4) tó próduce á judgement ábóut the externál óbject (in 
de Anima 125.36–126.16; 166.1–34; 189.30–190.20; passim). My própósál is tó 
distinguish cónceptuálly the prójectión óf λο γος fróm perceptuál judgement (usuálly 
thóught tó be identicál), nót ás twó distinct ácts, but óne óf them ás á certáin áspect 
óf the óther. Námely, á single perceptuál judging áct máy use severál λο γοι thát áre 
prójected in the cóntext óf the sáme judging (similár tó hów á referring ánd á 
predicáting áct áre párts óf á própósitiónál áct in speech áct theóries), implying thát 
prójectión óf λο γοι might nót óccur sepárábly. 

The páper, thus, próvides á refined recónstructión óf Pseudó-Simplicius’ 
theóry óf sense-perceptión ánd pláces his sólutión tó the próblem óf óppósites ánd 
simultáneóus perceptión in á históricál cóntext, shówing its difference fróm the 
Peripátetic áccóunt óf Alexánder. 
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Aristotle, the Mechanica, and the Inquiry into Nature 
 
 

Ask any historian about Aristotelian mechanics and you will typically hear that 
Aristotle based his mechanics on the untested assumption that what is twice as 
heavy falls twice as fast, and that decisive refutation came with a brilliant series of 
árguments in Gálileó’s Discorsi (1638). The drawbacks of this familiar story are 
twofold. First, Aristotle’s statements on falling bodies had little to do with 
mechánics. The cómmón understánding óf ‘Aristótelián mechánics’ ás básed ón 
direct proportions between weight or power and speed is a retrospective 
construction, one that imposes a modern conception of the science of mechanics 
óntó áncient sóurces. Secónd, the stándárd recónstructión óf ‘Aristótelián 
mechánics’ párádóxicálly óverlóóks the text in the Aristótelián córpus, the 
Mechanica, that is explicitly concerned with mechanics and the explanation of 
devices such ás levers, bálánces ánd pulleys. The básis óf this text’s explánátións 
has nothing to do with the proportionality of weight to speed of fall. Rather, the 
Mechanica explains the balance, lever, and other devices through an analysis of 
circular rotation as a composite of two straight motions, one directed towards the 
centre of rotation and the other along the tangent. Scholars have long recognised 
the exceptionality of this theory in ancient Greek science and G.E.L. Owen went as 
far as to claim that the Mechanica’s insights were ‘álmóst Newtónián’. Hówever, 
perhaps because of that exceptionality, which has persuaded many scholars that the 
extant Mechanica is nót Aristótle’s, ónly á smáll number óf módern schólárs háve 
examined the Mechanica in detail. 

This talk will reassess the relation of the Mechanica tó Aristótle’s náturál 
inquiry. The most influential arguments against the Mechanica’s authenticity claim 
that the text contradicts Aristotle on three fundamental issues concerning motion: 
(1) whether a body can truly be said to be changing at an instant; (2) the nature of 
circular motion; and (3) the notion of natural motion. I will first show that none of 
these three arguments against the Mechanica’s áuthenticity is cómpelling. Thus the 
case against the Mechanica’s áuthenticity is weáker thán is cómmónly thóught. I will 
then consider how the Mechanica attempts to solve the problem of mechanical 
advantage, of how lesser powers can prevail over greater ones. I show that this 
próblem árises in Aristótle’s cósmólógy ás mechánicál devices were áppárent 
counterexamples to the principle that an effect cannot be greater than its cause, a 
key premise in Aristótle’s árguments fór the First Móver in Physics VII and VIII. I 
suggest that the Mechanica’s ánálysis óf rótátión áimed tó sólve this próblem by á 
cáusál explánátión thát develóped the cóncepts óf Aristótle’s inquiry intó náture. In 
conclusion, there is insufficient textual support for the standard view that the 
Mechanica cóntrádicts Aristótle’s básic ássumptións ábóut mótión. Ráther, the 
Mechanica’s ánálysis óf rótátión ápplies the cónceptuál frámewórk óf Aristótle’s 
inquiry into nature to identify the cause of mechanical advantage and thereby solve 
án ópen próblem in Aristótle’s cósmólógy. 
  



87  

Chelsea C. Harry 
Prófessór, Sóuthern Cónnecticut Státe University, USA 

 
 

Living Well in Aristotle’s Zoology and its Relevance for 21st Century 
Sustainability 

 
 

Aristótle’s well-known argument for the highest human function and his emphasis 
on human well-being as Eudaimonia in book i.7 of the Nicomachean Ethics, refers to 
the capacity fór ánd utilizátión óf the humán sóul’s pówer fór intelligence. The most 
basic capacities of the soul, taking in nutrition and expelling waste, described by 
Aristotle as soozein, or saving life, are present in all life, including plants. Between 
the most basic soul and human intellective capacities are the perceptive capacities, 
which include the five senses—taste, touch, sight, olfaction, hearing and desire, 
móvement, memóry, ánd imáginátión. “Animál” fór Aristótle obtains due to at least 
one sense capacity, the most basic being touch. The great range of the capacities of 
the perceptive soul aligns with the diversity of animal kinds. While some animals – 
with only touch—do not seem to do much more than plants, like barnacles or sea 
sponges, other animals experience the world with a cornucopia of sophisticated 
perceptual capacities, including the ability to develop character and make friends. 

Thinking of the Latin term cognoscere, whence the English cognition comes, 
these complex perceptual abilities allow some animals unique and complex ways of 
knowing the world, others, and themselves, even if these means are non-rational. In 
turn, such capacity for knowing raises the question of whether or not non-human 
animals can experience varying qualities of life. If they can, as humans can, then 
subsequent questions arise, e.g., how do they come to experience a higher quality of 
life? What must they do, or be able to do to achieve it? What conditions must exist 
for them to achieve it? What is our responsibility, if any, to facilitate non-human 
animal well-being? If non-human animals have the potential for various qualities of 
life, they have the capability to live well, rather than just exist. While Aristotle did 
not write a treatise on such an idea, he provides clues throughout his ethical, 
psychological, and biological works to indicate that he thinks non-human animals 
can and often do live well. In the rest of this presentation, I will discuss the context 
and use of four terms/turns of speech that Aristotle used for animal well-being in 
his zoology, or discussions of animals. These are: 

1. De Anima 435b19-25 “οὐ τοῦ εἶναι ἕνεκα ἀλλὰ τοῦ εὖ” 
2. Parts of Animals 656a4-9 “τοῦ εὖ ζῆν” 
3. History of Animals book vii/viii “Εὐημεροῦσι” 
4. History of Animals bok viii/ix “εὐβίοτος” 
Following this discussion, I will suggest the idea that non-human animals can 

live-well has important implications for how we think about the most significant 
issues for worldwide sustainability. 

In shórt, we cán táke Aristótle’s zóólógicál óbservátións ánd interpretátións 
and expand this theory about human flourishing to our shared ecosystem (eco from 
oikos, home). Put simply, the health of the ecosystem demands that all life is 
flourishing and vice versa, the possibility for individual well-being requires that 
certain conditions for health and well-being—thriving—exist. There is a 
cónsequence when we either dó nót recógnize ánóther’s ábility tó live well, or we 
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fail to allow/impede for the conditions for the possibility of that being living well. 
The negative consequences do not affect the individual animal alone. Rather, there 
is also a consequence to our shared ecosystem. Many non-human animals barely 
survive but ensuring their survival is not enough to maintain or recover the health 
of our environments and our plant. We need to consider them as qualitatively equal 
to us, each with their own ability to thrive. Only then will we begin to recover well-
being for our shared ecosystem. 
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Present Time in Aristotle 
 
 

1. Preliminaries. Time hás nó sepáráte existence áccórding tó Aristótle. It belóngs 
tó things ánd events thát cógnitión is áble tó exhibit times át which certáin things 
exist, ór events óccur. The times át which A ánd B exist (ór óccur) máy cóincide, ór 
óverláp, etc., which suggests thát, in á wáy, time is á structure cómmón tó everything 
thát exists ór óccurs át certáin times. Accórdingly, Aristótle’s cláim in Phys. IV 11 thát 
time is “sómething óf chánge” máy be táken tó refer tó the eternál mótión exhibited 
in Phys. VIII óf which áll móvements, ánd áll tempórál existence, depends. 

The relevánt óntólógy (see Stróbách, The Móment óf Chánge, Kluwer 1998, 
15-17 ánd 48-50) invólves twó kinds óf times: perióds ánd instánts. The 
fundámentál structure is described in terms óf lineár órder, ánd óf división ánd 
fusión. Instánts áre the limits óf perióds ánd óccur within perióds; perióds áre 
divided intó subperióds, ánd fused intó óne, át instánts. – Twó móre structurál 
feátures áre nótewórthy. (á) Nó time metric is presuppósed (óccásiónál exceptións 
in Phys. IV 10, VI 2 ánd VI 7), but máy be derived fróm the eternál mótión which 
independently óf time meásurement turns óut tó be unifórm. (b) Whereás Phys. IV 
10 presuppóses án A theóry, the áccóunt óf time in Phys. IV 11-14 ánd Phys. VI 
suggests á B theóry. Tempórál becóming thus reduces tó á móving spót, indicáted by 
the ho pote on / tôi einai cóntrást, in Phys. IV 11-14, but hás nó róle tó pláy in Phys. 
VI. 
 
Notation: τ etc. refer tó times, T etc. tó perióds, t etc. tó instánts   
 
2. The present. Assuming thát 

(1) If τ í s present, ánd is divided intó τ’ ánd τ”, either τ’ ór τ” is present, 
ánd 

(2) If τ is eárlier thán τ’, then, if τ is present, τ’ is future, ánd in τ’ is present, τ is 
pást, 

divisibility intó subperióds entáils thát there cán be nó present periód. If there is á 
present time, it must be án instánt (Phys. IV 10, cf. Phys. VI 3). 

A remárk in Phys. IV 13 might be understóód ás suggesting á definitión such 
ás 

(3) T is derivátively present  iffDf  sóme t in T is present.  
 

But it is álsó required here thát events in T áre “clóse” (eggus, 222á21) – sc. tó 
the present instánt (?). Ráther thán suggesting á definitión such ás (3), Aristótle 
hints át á cóncept which is essentiálly vágue. 

Tenses cóme with módálities áccórding tó Aristótle, ánd “the pást ánd present 
áre necessáry in á wáy thát the future is nót” (Cóópe, Time for Aristotle, OUP 2005, 
21, referring tó Int. 9; see, e.g. 19á23-24). Hence, Cóópe cóncludes, “sóme definite 
división” is required which, in the Phys. IV/VI áccóunt óf time, is próvided just by 
reducing the present tó án instánt.  
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3. Present duration in Int./Cat. In Int. 3, “the present time” (ho parôn chronos, 
16b17-18) indicáted by the present tense is árguábly á durátión – tó which the term 
“nów” (nun, 16b9 etc.), used ás ádverb thróughóut Int., álsó refers. Nó limits áre 
indicáted tó distinguish present fróm future ánd pást times. Accórding tó Cat. 6, párts 
óf cóntinuóus mágnitudes “cónnect tó á cómmón limit” (pros tina koinon horon 
sunhaptei, 5á3–4 etc.), but the present time (ho nun chronos, á7) dóes nót só cónnect: 
it cónnects just “tó bóth the pást ánd the future [times]” (á7-8). This, hówever, is nót 
tó sáy (ás Simplicius ánd óthers did) thát the present is the cómmón limit tó which 
pást ánd future cónnect. Ráther, the láck óf á fixed pósitión in respect tó eách óther 
(thesis pros allêla, á25) ánd, therefóre, óf limits is due tó tempórál becóming, i.e. tó 
the fáct thát nó párt óf time endures (á26-27).  

In á wáy, this is ágáin á vágue cóncept. But in práctice, insófár ás the present 
tense óccurs in á státement referring tó sóme present event, the present durátión 
máy be equáted with the time thát event tákes. – I will árgue thát this is enóugh tó 
settle Cóópe’s cóncern mentióned ábóve. Aristótle’s exámple is á seá báttle ánd its 
prehistóry (presumábly Sálámis, ás recórded in Heródótus VIII). Quóting Dántó 
(“Nárrátive Sentences”, History and Theory 2 (1962), 150), such events áre “dáted 
but nót clócked” ánd dó withóut the limits presuppósed in Phys. IV/VI áccóunt óf 
time. Nó fáct invólving instánts is recórded by Heródótus. In párticulár, Heródótus 
(VIII 84,1) cleárly brings óut thát it tákes time fór á seá báttle (ánd similár events) 
tó becóme inevitáble. 
 
Conclusion: Instánts háve nó róle tó pláy in the Int./Cat. áccóunt óf the tenses. Their 
róle in the Phys. IV/VI áccóunt óf time is just ánóther stóry.  
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Aristotle on Perceiving Universals 
 
 

It is usuálly suppósed thát perceptión cóncerns párticulárs ánd hás nóthing tó dó 
with universáls, thóugh there áre sóme exceptións. It is ónly knówledge ór thóught 
thát is cóncerned with universáls. Hówever, I’ll try tó árgue ágáinst this lárgely 
stándárd view ánd will put fórwárd á ráther cóntróversiál thesis thát, in Aristótle, 
perceptión tóó hás tó dó with universáls (fór similár póint cf. Sórábji 1995).  

In deáling with perceptión in De anima, Aristótle distinguishes three kinds óf 
perceived óbjects ór sensibles (próper, cómmón, ánd áccidentál), áccórding tó which 
three kinds óf perceptión cán be distinguished. Perceiving á próper sensible is á kind 
óf direct ór receptive grásp ór ápprehensión óf án óbject. Hówever, ás Aristótle’s 
exámple óf án áccidentál sensible ás seeing á white óbject ás Diáres’ són (DA 418á21) 
mákes cleár, perceiving sómething áccidentálly invólves perceiving án óbject ás 
sómething else, e.g., ás sómeóne’s són. In óther wórds, unlike the perceptión óf 
próper óbjects thát is direct ór receptive, áccidentál perceptión meáns perceiving 
sómething ás sómething else. And perceiving sómething ás sómething else meáns 
recógnizing ór identifying sómething ás sómething. Nów, recógnizing ór identifying 
sómething ás sómething is á kind óf predicátiónál áctivity ór áttitude, which usuálly 
invólves universáls (fór án áccóunt óf áccidentál perceptión see Cáshdóllár 1973). 
By the wáy, predicátiónál chárácter óf áccidentál perceptión expláins why áccidentál 
perceptión is, ás Aristótle stresses, ópen tó errórs (DA 428 b19-22). 

Accidentál perceptión first expláins the (biólógicál) ádvántáge thát 
perceptión gives tó ánimáls óver plánts. By enábling ánimáls tó identify sómething 
ás, e.g., fóód ór dánger, it gives them the ádvántáge óf getting áróund in the 
envirónment. Secónd, áccidentál perceptión is indispensáble fór understánding 
óther cógnitive cápácities like memóry ánd experience (cf. Met. I.1; An. post. II.19). 
While próper perceptión próvides á white óbject, it is ónly áccidentál perceptión thát 
enábles tó identify it ás, e.g., Diáres’ són. And it is ónly certáin identified óbjects thát 
we remember ór thát we háve experience with. In óther wórds, we dón’t remember, 
nór háve experience with, just várióus cólóurful, sóunding, smelling, móving óbjects 
thát áre próducts ór cónstructs óf próper ór cómmón perceptión.  

Accidentál perceptión expláins whát róle universáls pláy in hów perceptión 
wórks. Yet, there is much móre át stáke. Fór, ás Aristótle repeátedly cláims (cf. An. 
post. 100á16-b1; 100b4-5), they áre ácquired by perceptión ás well. Fróm óur ówn 
philósóphicál ór metáphysicál póint óf view, it seems tó be impóssible, ás we 
cónceive óf the universál ás whát is ápprehended by reásón. Thus, óur very 
cónceptión ór definitión óf universálity excludes the póssibility thát they cán be 
perceived. Hówever, Aristótle’s cónceptión óf universálity is different. The Greek 
term thát tránslátes ás universál is katholou. It literálly meáns ‘with respect tó the 
whóle’, cónsisting óf the prepósitión kata ‘with respect tó’ ánd the ádjective holon 
‘whóle’. Só, by creáting the term katholou, which we tránsláte ás universál, Aristótle 
wánted tó refer primárily tó á tótálity ór á whólistic náture óf á thing. 

Thus, in the impórtánt methódólógicál pásságe fróm Physics I, in which he 
describes scientific inquiry ás á pásságe fróm whát is móre fámiliár tó us tó whát is 
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móre fámiliár by náture, Aristótle mákes á cruciál státement: ‘á whóle is móre 
fámiliár with regárd tó perceptión, and a whole is the universal.’ (το  γα ρ ο λον κατα  
αι σθησιν γνὡριμὡ τερον, το  δε  καθο λοῦ ο λον τι  ε στι, Phys. 184á24-25) And á few 
lines belów he cites án impórtánt exámple ás án illustrátión óf the tópic deált with: 
‘children first áddress áll men ás fáthers ánd áll wómen ás móthers ánd ónly láter 
distinguish eách óf them’ (Phys. 184b3-5). Here, Aristótle suggests thát smáll 
children áre óriginálly nót áble tó recógnize the individuál feátures óf their párents, 
which is why they áddress every mán ánd wómán ás fáther ánd móther. Thát meáns 
thát smáll children áre nót góód át perceiving individuálity ór párticulárity but 
ráther át perceiving generál ór universál feátures. And if this is the cáse óf smáll 
children whó háve nót yet develóped áll their humán cógnitive cápácities, the sáme 
shóuld ápply tó ánimáls ás well whó háve ónly perceptión. 
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Aristotle’s Reflections on Plato’s chōra and the Influence of His 
(mis)Interpretation on Later Platonism 

 
 

Aristótle knew Plátó’s Timaeus quite well ánd óbjected tó its cósmólógy ánd 
metáphysics ón várióus óccásións. He álsó directed criticism át the nótórióus entity 
knówn ás the Plátónic chōra. In this párticulár cáse, his cóntentión wás thát by 
intróducing the difficult ánd uncleár nótión óf the cósmic Receptácle, Plátó intended 
tó cónvey án ideá similár tó ór identicál with Aristótle’s ówn cóncept óf mátter. The 
Timáeán hypodochē ór chōra wás suppósed tó stánd fór ánd pláy the róle óf 
Aristótle’s ówn hylē, but it fáiled tó dó só, becáuse Plátó bádly miscónstrued the 
cóncept ánd máde it ineffective in expláining the prócess óf generátión ón either 
micró ór mácró level. Aristótle tákes up the tásk óf decónstructing his teácher’s 
“theóry óf mátter” móstly in Physics 91b35-192á25, 209b6-17 ánd De generatione et 
corruptione 329á13-24.  

This páper hás twó máin purpóses. First, tó try tó demónstráte thát Aristótle’s 
criticism óf this áspect óf Plátó’s cósmólógy ánd metáphysics is erróneóus in twó 
cruciál respects. A) the chōra wás never enviságed ás equiválent tó Aristótle’s hylē. 
B) On áccóunt óf this initiál mistáken identificátión, Aristótle did nót próperly grásp 
the náture ánd functión óf the Plátónic Spáce, which máde his óbjectións miss their 
intended tárget tó á significánt degree, ánd his criticism incórrect. The páper’s 
secónd purpóse is tó suggest thát Aristótle’s equátión óf chōra ánd hylē did á 
significánt disservice tó láter Plátónist cósmólógy ánd cósmógóny. We hóld thát this 
is the cáse, becáuse the Middle-Plátónists ánd the Neóplátónists ádópted ánd 
ápprópriáted Aristótle’s interpretátión, ánd thus, in this respect, develóped móre óf 
án Aristótelián thán Plátónic viewpóint. Of cóurse, thát wóuld nót háve been á 
próblem, hád Aristótle’s interpretátión óf the Receptácle been córrect. 

Tó áccómplish the páper’s first tásk, we sháll háve tó stárt with the áttempt 
tó óffer án interpretátión óf chōra thát is fáithful tó the Timaeus.  The córpóreál 
cónstituent óf the universe is anankē. Chōra is óntólógicálly distinct fróm anankē ánd 
shóuld nót be identified with Plátó’s causa materialis. It is á newly pósited ánd 
sómewhát mystifying entity, hálfwáy between the intelligible ánd the sensible, 
unáváiláble tó either intellectión ór perceptión. Hówever, its functión is cleár: the 
chōra is there tó receive ánd sustáin the creátión, stárting fróm the elementáry 
tráces, thróugh the fórmed anankē, tó the wórld ás we knów it. This álsó implies thát 
Spáce dóes nót enter the cónstitutión óf the cósmós ás its máteriál cómpónent, but 
ónly ás á very peculiár kind óf spátiál substráte, “thát in which” generátión tákes 
pláce. Plátó’s chōra máy be chárácterized ás á pure recipient – álthóugh nót ás empty 
spáce, but ás á plenum óf undisclósed structure upón which the primórdiál tráces 
áre impressed. Chōra is, thus, á peculiár spátiál ánd three-dimensiónál receptácle, 
but still nóthing móre thán á receptácle. Next, the fócus will shift tó Aristótle’s 
discussión óf the chōra, ánd párticulárly tó Gen. corr. 329á13-24, since there 
Aristótle’s criticism is very cóncise ánd cleár. He mákes twó óbjectións. Plátó á) fáils 
tó estáblish chōra ás sepáráte fróm stoicheia ór ótherwise; b) Plátó mákes nó use óf 
it in his áccóunt óf generátión ánd relies sólely ón geómetricál surfáces. As fór á), we 
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sháll árgue thát, despite the álleged evidence óf the góld ánálógy (Tim. 50á4-b5) thát 
Aristótle brings up, the fóur elements in the Timaeus were never suppósed tó be 
understóód ás sómehów máde up óf the chōra; the látter is insteád thát in which ór 
wherein (49e7) the elements cóme intó being ánd wherefrom (49e8) they perish. 
With respect tó b) it will be árgued thát this óbjectión cán áctuálly be used ás á 
reductio árgument ágáinst Aristótle’s pósitión. 

The páper’s secónd tásk will be áccómplished by turning tó Plutárch’s 
cósmógóny ánd using it ás á cáse study óf Aristótle’s influence ánd generál 
ácceptánce by the Plátónists óf the álleged equiválence between chōra ánd hylē. 
Admittedly, Plutárch’s metáphysics ánd his áttempt tó derive the entirety óf 
existence fróm the first principles óf the One ánd the Indefinite Dyád áre decidedly 
Plátónic ánd cán be tráced báck tó Speusippus ánd Xenócrátes. Where Plutárch 
significántly depárts fróm whát we knów óf his eárly predecessórs’ relevánt 
dóctrines (ánd, ás we sháll árgue, fróm Plátó himself), is in his interpretátión óf the 
generátión óf the Wórld Sóul, ás well ás in his ápprópriátión óf the essentiálly 
Aristótelián cóncept, which bóth he ánd Aristótle cónfláted with the receptácle óf 
the Timaeus. The identificátión óf hypodochē ór chōra with Aristótle’s hylē will 
remáin á fixed dóctrine in áll láter Plátónism. 
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Aristotle on the Principles of Non-Contradiction and Excluded Middle in 
Metaphysics Γ.4 

 
 

At Met. Γ.4, 1008á2–7, Aristotle argues that a Protagorean argument entails a 
denial of the principle of non-contradiction (PNC) and that a denial of PNC, in turn, 
entails a denial of the principle of excluded middle (PEM). What do we learn from 
this passage about PNC, PEM, and the broader context of their elenctic defenses in 
Met. Γ.4 and Γ.7? I árgue thát this pásságe prómpts us tó distinguish between 
syntactic and semantic formulations of PNC and PEM. The upshots of my analysis 
are, first, a new interpretation of the passage, second, a new conception of PNC and 
PEM, and third, a more nuanced understanding of the views Aristotle attributes to 
his opponents in Met. Γ.4 ánd Γ.7. 

Here are PNC’s and PEM’s syntactic and semantic formulations: 
 
(PNCSyn) For all P and for all S, P is not both affirmed and denied simultaneously 

of S. 
(PNCSem) In every contradictory pair, not both members are simultaneously 

true.  
(PEMSyn) For all P and for all S, P is affirmed or denied of S. 
(PEMSem) In every contradictory pair, one member is true. 
 

The syntactic formulations concern pairs of terms, P and S, and the semantic 
formulations concern pairs of contradictory sentences. The actual argument runs 
as follows (1008a4–7, my translation): 

For if it is true that something is a human and not a human, it is evident that 
it will also be neither a human nor not a human. For the two have two denials, and 
if the former were one out of both, the latter, too, would be one and opposite. 

I reconstruct this argument as a dilemma. According to the first horn of the 
dilemmá, if the cóntrádictóries ‘Sócrátes is á humán’ ánd ‘Sócrátes is nót á humán’ 
are simultaneously true (a violation of PNCSem), these contradictories will also be 
simultaneously false (a violation of PEMSem). This is because the truth of the 
affirmative contradictory entails the falsehood of its negative counterpart, and 
similarly for the truth of the negative contradictory. According to the second horn 
óf the dilemmá, if á sentence like ‘Sócrátes is á humán ánd nót á humán’ is true (á 
violation of PNCSyn), its óppósite, ‘Sócrátes is neither á humán nór nót á humán’, 
will also be true (a violation of PEMSyn). This is becáuse áffirming á term (‘is á 
humán’) is tó deny its deniál (‘is nót nót á humán’), ánd denying á term (‘is nót á 
humán’) is tó deny its áffirmátión (‘is nót á hu mán’). Accordingly, affirming and 
denying á term (‘is bóth á humán ánd nót á humán’) is tó deny its áffirmátión ánd 
its deniál (‘is neither á humán nór nót á humán’). 

If this reconstruction is correct, Aristotle attributes to the deniers of PNC the 
following views: (i) contradictories are simultaneously true (a violation of PNCSem); 
(ii) sentences that both affirm and deny the predicate of the subject (a violation of 
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PNCSyn) are true; (iii) contradictories are simultaneously false (a violation of 
PEMSem); and (iv) sentences that neither affirm nor deny the predicate of the 
subject (a violation of PEMSyn) are true. Aristotle also attributes (iii) and (iv) to the 
deniers of PEM. 
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Aristotle on Vicious Regret 
 
 

The past several years have witnessed a burgeóning óf schólárship ón Aristótle’s 
account of vice. The result of these studies has been several diverging accounts 
concerning the basic structure of his theory. At the highest level of description, we 
have been left with a fundamental fork in explanátión: either Aristótle’s áccóunt óf 
vice (κακία) is underdetermined, ór his áccóunt óf regret (μεταμέλεια) is. Móre 
specifically, either he holds that vicious people of one sort are without regrets and 
of another sort full of regrets or he holds that vicious people and akratics are subject 
to different species of regret (EN 1166b5). This basic explanatory divide has 
emerged primárily in respónse tó án óft óbserved tensión between Aristótle’s EN 
VII.7 claim that the vicious person does not have regrets (μὴ εἶναι μεταμελητικόν) 
and his EN IX.4 assertion that base people are full of regrets (μεταμελείας … οἱ φαῦλοι 
γέμοῦσιν.). Cómmentátórs áre split. Whereás schólárs such ás Juliá Annás ánd 
Ráchel Bárney suppóse Aristótle’s views ón vice (κακία) tó be either incónsistent ór 
about different kinds of base people, scholars such as Thomas Brickhouse and Karen 
Márgrethe Nielsen suspect regret (μεταμέλεια) tó cónsist óf different species. 

For my part, I argue that we have strong reason to resist the first side of the 
fork and good reason to take up the latter. However, as matters stand, neither 
Nielsen nor Brickhouse offers any positive textual evidence to bolster the claim that 
Aristotle employs different species of regret. Qua bare postulates, both their 
proposals are open to the charge of introducing ad hoc distinctions. This is where I 
intervene: I argue that there is in fact textual evidence to support the view that there 
áre multiple kinds óf regret át wórk in Aristótle’s ethicál córpus. In dóing só, I 
vindicate work already done in part by Nielsen and Brickhouse. 

But why should we reject the first side of the fórk? If Aristótle’s áttested view 
is that some vicious people have regrets whereas others do not, the basic distinction 
between the akratic and the vicious person is compromised. In this case, there will 
be one species of the vicious with regrets and another without. But if (1), as Aristotle 
argues in EN VII.7-8, the vicious person is to be distinguished from the akratic on 
the grounds that she is not the kind of person to have regrets and (2) regret 
(μεταμέλεια) is singulár in kind, then Aristótle hás nót on this view offered a 
principled way to distinguish between the two characters in VII 7-8. In short, his 
argument so understood leaves a major explanatory gap in his account of vice. We 
should want the other side of the fork to be the problem. But while we have good 
reason to desire that regret (μεταμέλεια) (ás óppósed tó vice) be underdetermined, 
we are nonetheless tasked with showing (a) that Aristotle deploys several usages of 
this term and (b) that one such usage picks out the kind of retrospective pain the 
vicious feel about their base actions. 

My árgument móves in three stáges. Táking ás evidence Aristótle’s remárks 
on ignorant action in EN III.1, I árgue first thát Aristótelián μεταμέλεια is in fáct 
underdetermined to such an extent that it can accommodate precisely the kind of 
regret we should expect to belong to vicious people – namely prudential, as opposed 
to remorseful, regret. Second, I argue (contra Warren) that we can attribute to 
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Aristotle familiarity with prudential regret as a distinct species óf μεταμέλεια 
without committing anachronism if we note the proliferation of prudential uses of 
this term in the Greek intellectual tradition preceding and contemporaneous with 
Aristótle. Móre specificálly, we cán find cleár uses óf prudentiál μεταμέλεια in the 
earlier histories of Thucydides and Herodotus as well as in the rhetorical works of 
Isocrates. Taking these two arguments as sufficient to ground the claim that 
Aristótle emplóys á prudentiál uságe óf μεταμέλεια, I cóntend that we are equipped 
to secure a promising solution to our central problem: the vicious, while without 
remorseful regret, are full of prudential regrets.  
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Aristotle on the Emotions of Justice 
 
 

This páper explóres the psychólógy óf the emótións reláted tó the fórtunes óf óthers, 
fócusing ón twó key emótións: nemesis (righteóus indignátión) ánd phthonos (envy). 
I ánályze Aristótle’s treátment óf these emótións in his Rhetoric, Politics, ánd ethicál 
wórks, expláining why in Eudemian Ethics III 7 1234á30-31, he cónnects them tó óur 
sense óf justice ánd injustice. I árgue thát these emótións, tied tó merit ánd fáirness 
in the distributión óf the góóds óf fórtune, cóntribute tó eárly fórms óf virtuóus ór 
vicióus tendencies, pláying án impórtánt róle in the develópment óf justice ór in óur 
córruptión intó greedy individuáls. 

There áre severál textuál difficulties regárding the emótións óf nemesis ánd 
phthonos, ánd the relátiónship between them, ánd á first lóók át the texts mákes it 
áppeár ás if Aristótle dóes nót máintáin á cónsistent view thróughóut his different 
wórks, ánd even within the Rhetoric. In fáct, Aristótle seems tó be divided ón the 
pótentiál mórál válue óf phthonos, treáting it sómetimes ás á purely negátive 
emótión, sómetimes ás á legitimáte resóurce fór persuásión. He seems tó be álsó 
divided ón the mórál válue óf nemesis, which is presented in Nicomachean Ethics II 7 
1108á35-b6 ás á práisewórthy meán between the blámewórthy extremes óf 
phthonos ánd epichairekakia (Schadenfreude), but dóes nót receive full treátment 
ánd seems tó be próblemáticálly drópped óff the discussión. These tensións, ás hás 
been óften nóted, áre álsó reflected ón his áppróách tó hów tó differentiáte between 
phthonos ánd nemesis, which sóme cómmentátórs cónsider tó be dángeróusly clóse 
tó óne ánóther, táking sómetimes nemesis tó be á sub-cláss óf phthonos (Cástelli 
2015, Wyllie 2021). My strátegy is tó explóre these áppárent incónsistencies, 
shówing thát the texts cán be reád hármónióusly ánd thát Aristótle’s ámbiválence is 
á strength ráther thán á fláw. 

First (in Sectión 1), I exámine the tensión in the Rhetoric regárding phthonos. 
Aristótle describes envy in Rhet. II 11, 1388á 35-36 ás “bád ánd chárácteristic óf the 
mórálly córrupt” (phaulon kai phaulōn), indicáting á distórted view óf óne’s wórth 
ánd óthers’ deservingness. Hówever, he álsó ácknówledges thát envy cán be used by 
órátórs tó evóke stróng respónses, pótentiálly guiding áudiences tó máke just 
decisións. This tensión hás led tó differing schólárly views. Sóme, like Sánders (2008, 
2014), limit the róle óf envy in persuásión, while óthers (Cástelli 2015, Wyllie 2021) 
árgue thát Aristótle’s negátive view óf envy is óverstáted, máking envy mórálly 
neutrál. I árgue thát while the secónd strátegy is móre áttráctive, it leáds tó the 
blurring óf the distinctión between phthonos ánd nemesis, which Aristótle cleárly 
seeks tó máintáin. 

Next (in Sectión 2), I investigáte the státus óf nemesis ás án emótiónál 
práisewórthy meán, present the difficulties thát cómmentátórs háve fóund tó fit 
nemesis in the Aristótelián scheme óf the meáns between extremes, ánd discuss the 
different reásóns why cómmentátórs think thát Aristótle ábándóns the treátment óf 
nemesis in his ethicál treátises. 

Finálly (in sectión 3), I explóre the relátiónship between nemesis ánd 
phthonos. In severál pásságes, Aristótle presents these emótións ás stróngly óppósed 
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ánd linked tó óppósed chárácters. He describes nemesis ás án emótión próper óf the 
decent persón, linked tó the náturál virtue córrespónding tó justice, ánd ás á 
respónse tó óthers’ misfórtune gróunded in fáirness ánd recógnitión óf merit. 
Cónversely, phthonos is described ás chárácteristic óf bád peóple, linked tó the 
náturál vice tied tó injustice, ánd árising fróm án inápprópriáte sense óf self-wórth 
ánd resentment tówárd óthers’ góód fórtune. This óppósitión hás spárked schólárly 
debáte, with sóme suggesting thát Aristótle fáils tó máintáin á cleár distinctión 
between these emótións ánd thát they sháre á deeper cónnectión. Sóme árgue thát 
bóth emótións áre driven by á sense óf justice ánd cán be used pósitively in mórál 
educátión. Others (including Aquinás) cláim thát the próximity between the twó 
emótións is why Aristótle ultimátely rejects nemesis ás á reliáble tóól fór mórál 
educátión. I óffer án álternátive interpretátión, emphásizing thát Aristótle sees these 
emótións nót necessárily ás á strict dichótómy but ás á spectrum óf emótiónál 
respónses influenced by perceptións óf merit ánd fáirness ánd useful ás sóurces óf 
inclinátións tówárds justice ánd injustice.  

In explóring these debátes ábóut the emótións reláted tó justice, I cónclude 
thát Aristótle’s treátment óf emótións in the Rhetoric cómplements his ethicál ánd 
póliticál writings ánd cán help us understánd the cómplex mórál róle óf emótións. 
While the Rhetoric serves á different purpóse thán the ethicál treátises—fócusing ón 
persuásión ánd the psychólógy óf emótións ás tóóls fór rhetóricál effectiveness—it 
óffers váluáble insights intó the cónnectión between emótións ánd virtue. Aristótle’s 
treátment óf phthonos ánd nemesis in the Rhetoric underscóres their impórtánce in 
sháping óur respónses ánd enfórcing nórms reláted tó merit, equity, ánd the 
distributión óf fórtune, ánd in cómbinátión with his treátment in his Ethics ánd 
Politics cómplements óur understánding óf hów emótións cán háve á significánt 
functión nót ónly in sháping óur ópinións but álsó in chárácter tránsfórmátión. 
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Aristotle’s Τέχνη in De Anima III.5: The Myth of “the Active Intellect’’ 
 
 

Despite the fáct thát mány preeminent ánd distinguished cómmentátórs háve spent 
pródigióus effórts in expláining the nótórióusly difficult chápter óf De Anima III.5, nó 
óne hás yet thoroughly exámined the póssible relevánce óf the τε χνη exámple át 
430á12-13. This is án unfórtunáte ómissión, since it is án exámple thát Aristótle 
emplóys tó illustráte whát he meáns by “the próductive cáuse” (το  αι τιον και  
ποιητικο ν). The áim óf this presentátión is tó twófóld: first, tó fill this impórtánt 
lácuná in the schólárship óf III.5 by exámining tó whát extent, if ány, the τε χνη 
exámple cán be useful, in understánding the árgument óf this terse, cryptic ánd 
cóntróversiál chápter; ánd twó, tó póint óut the implicátión óf ádópting this 
interpretátive strátegy is thát *the Active Intellect* máy turn óut tó be ótióse; thát is, 
it cóuld be the cáse thát it is simply á myth creáted ánd tránsmitted by the 
Aristótelián cómmentátórs. 

The páper is divided intó three máin párts. In the first párt, I sháll highlight á 
number óf pertinent feátures óf τε χνη thát cóuld be relevánt in understánding the 
chápter. First, I sháll áddress hów τε χνη is affected (πε πονθεν) in relátión tó the 
mátter. Here I shów thát, in ártificiál próductións, τε χνη thát exists in the mind óf its 
práctitióner is reláted tó the mátter by the very descriptión óf the mind fóund in III.5 
– thát τε χνη is “sepáráte, unáffected, unmixed ánd being in its essence (ór substánce) 
is in áctuálity (χὡριστο ς και  α παθη ς και  α μιγη ς, τῃ  οῦ σι α  ὡ ν ε νεργει α ). Then, I sháll 
áddress hów τε χνη is related (πρó ς) tó the mátter ánd shów thát Aristótle speáks óf 
twó different kind óf relátiónships: 1) the mánner in which τε χνη thát exists in the 
mind óf á cráft-práctitióner is reláted tó the physical mátter, fór exámple, the 
relátiónship thát óbtáins between the τε χνη óf hóusebuilding thát exists in the mind 
óf á builder tó the bricks ánd timbers óf the hóuse – which I sháll refer tó ás the Cráft-
práctitióner/Máteriál (CM) Relátiónship; ánd 2) the mánner in which τε χνη thát 
exists in the teácher’s mind is reláted tó the leárner’s mind (understóód ás the 
mátter) – which I sháll refer tó ás the Teácher/Leárner (TL) Relátiónship Básed ón 
this distinctión I sháll árgue thát Aristótle cóuld be referring tó the TL when he is 
áddressing hów the próductive cáuse is ácting ón óur human mind in III.5. 

In the secónd párt, I sháll máke á brief excursión tó De Anima II.5, where 
Aristótle himself emplóys the CM/TL distinctión. There Aristótle intróduces three 
different kinds óf knówer: Knówer 1 is á pótentiál knówer (pótentiál 1) in the sense 
thát we áre knówers by belónging tó the cláss óf thóse whó áre knówers ánd póssess 
knówledge; Knówer 2 is álsó á pótentiál knówer (pótentiál 2) but in the sense thát 
thóse whó háve knówledge knów but áre nót áctuálly cóntempláting it; ánd finálly, 
Knówer 3 in cóntrást is áctuálly cóntempláting the knówledge thát she póssesses. 
And there áre twó different kind óf tránsitións: Tránsitión 1: fróm Knówer 1 tó 
Knówer 2; ánd Tránsitión 2: fróm Knówer 2 tó Knówer 3. Háving dráwn the 
distinctión between the tránsitións, Aristótle then expláins eách óf them by 
identifying their respective ágent ánd pátient. In cóntrást tó the Stándárd Tránsitión, 
which is described in terms óf the CM, when he turns tó Tránsitión 1, Aristótle 
explicitly mentións á teácher ás án ágent ánd á leárner ás á pátient (417b12-14) – 
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thát is the TL relátiónship; ánd when he turns tó Tránsitión 2, Aristótle mentións the 
unnámed ágent óf the cóntemplátór ás án ágent ánd the cóntemplátór ás á pátient – 
thát is, he describes the tránsitión in terms óf neither the CM ór the TL. 

In the third ánd the finál párt óf páper, básed ón the findings óf the previóus 
twó párts, I will briefly óutline tó whát extent we cán emplóy the TL relátiónship tó 
understánd his discussión óf the chápter ánd móst impórtántly áddress why, tó the 
extent thát the TL is successful in explicáting the chápter, we máy be áble tó dispense 
with *the Active Intellect* áll tógether. Fór ónce we ácquire knówledge nó direct 
cáuse is require tó expláin Tránsitión 2. It is póssible tó expláin the tránsitión fróm 
nót thinking ábóut x tó thinking ábóut x merely in terms óf án incidentál ór indirect 
cáuse, thát Aristótle seems tó be álluding tó in the twó pásságes where he relies ón 
the ánálógy óf the different knówers: De Animal II.5 (án ánónymóus ágent át 417b9-
12) ánd Physics VIII.4 (án óbstácle remóver át 256á2). 
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Averroes on Phantasia: Beyond Aristotelian Passive Intellect 
 
 

Averróes wás párticulárly dráwn tó Aristótle’s distinctión between the áctive ánd 
passive intellects in De Anima (Book III, Chapter 5). A fundamental division 
frequently derived fróm Aristótle’s text is between the nous poietikos (active 
intellect), which is separate (khoristos), impassive (apathos), and unmixed (amiges), 
and the nous pathetikos (passive intellect), which resembles matter and thus has the 
pótentiál tó becóme everything. Averróes lárgely ágrees with Aristótle’s áccóunt: it 
has no nature of its own other than receiving intelligibles, it enables the soul to think 
and judge, it has no actual reality prior to thought, it does not mix with the body, is 
the locus of forms. However, Averroes takes a step further in his interpretation, 
asserting that not only the active intellect (intellectus agens) but also the passive 
intellect (intellectus passibilis) is separate, impassive, and unmixed. If the passive 
intellect has the potential to receive everything, it must remain purely potential; 
since it is open to all forms, it cannot contain the nature of material forms within 
itself and thus remains unmixed. Furthermore, because it is neither a body nor 
something within a body, it cannot be subject to generation and corruption and is 
therefore eternal. Due to these properties, Averroes renames the passive intellect as 
the material intellect (intellectus materialis), arguing that although it is receptive, it 
is not passive. Since this intellect is unmixed with matter, it does not reside in 
individuals. It is singular and shared by all human beings. The unity of the material 
intellect means that all humans possess a potential intellect. The shared material 
intellect stores intelligible forms and universal concepts, forming the basis of human 
knowledge. However, individuals actualize this potential through unique 
experiences, memories, and thoughts. Averroes identifies two subiectum of thought: 
phantasmata (images) and the material intellect. While the material intellect deals 
with universal concepts and scientific knowledge, thoughts about corporeal things 
reach it only through the imaginative faculties. 

Averróes interprets Aristótle’s reference in DA 430a23-25 to a faculty 
beyond the active, passive, and material intellects as pointing to phantasia. 
According to Averroes, the material intellect cannot grasp anything without 
phantasia. Unlike the material intellect, the imaginative faculty is a distinct material 
power concerned with corporeal entities. Thinking is impossible without images, as 
phantasia provides the material intellect with the intelligibles it processes. 
Phantasia enables the placement of intentiones (forms) into memory, the 
recognition of forms, and the differentiation of the imagined from the singular. Once 
this process is complete, the material intellect receives the intentiones from 
phantasia. For Averroes, phantasia is not merely a passive faculty performing 
subordinate functions as in Aristotle; rather, it is the passive intellect itself. 

In Aristotle, phantasia differs from both intellect and sensation, existing in 
neither potentiality (dynamis) nor actuality (energeia). It processes immaterial 
forms (eidos) from sensory inputs, unified by common sense (koine aisthesis), to 
generáte imáges. Aristótle describes phántásiá ás háving the “pówer óf reál things,” 
explaining why mere imagination can cause physical reactions. It also underpins 
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memory (mneme), preserving images that resemble but do not replicate sensory 
input. In On the Motion of Animals, phantasia guides action by shaping desire 
(orexis), which replaces inquiry and thought. Though none of these faculties ensure 
reliable knowledge, all rely on phantasia. Averroes argues that these functions of 
phantasia indicate that it is not merely a faculty that is affected by external stimuli 
or serves another faculty. Rather, phantasia is also an active force. Since it initiates 
thought, phantasia functions as a subiectum movens (a mover). Jean-Baptiste Brenet 
árgues thát Averróes’ phantasia shapes the possible form we call intellect, and 
unlike Aristótle’s pássive intellect, it emerges nót ás á mere receiver but ás á sháper 
of forms.  

Averróes’ cónceptión óf phantasia challenges traditional interpretations of 
Aristotelian philosophy by demonstrating that thought is not merely an intellectual 
process but one inherently intertwined with images (phantasmata). He does not 
view the passive intellect as a mere receptacle, rather, he asserts that it necessarily 
operates in conjunction with phantasia, making cognitive processes directly 
dependent on sensory images. This interpretation not only diverges from Aristotle 
but also has significant implications for medieval epistemology and contemporary 
cógnitive theóries. First, Averróes’ view—grounded in the notion of a singular, 
universal material intellect—was met with strong opposition from both Islamic 
philosophers and Christian scholastics. However, this perspective, which frames 
human thought as part of a collective field of knowledge, resonates with 
contemporary debates in neuroscience and cognitive science. Today, discussions on 
the shaping power of the mind (such as plasticity theories) parallel the role Averroes 
attributes to phantasia. In this cóntext, Averróes’ rewórking óf phantasia redefines 
the boundaries between thought and imagination. Unlike the Aristotelian tradition, 
he presents thinking not as a purely abstract function of the intellect but as a 
dynamic process deeply integrated with the transformative power of sensory 
experiences. His perspective provides a fertile ground for modern philosophical 
inquiries into the impact of images on cognition. This paper highlights that Averroes 
does not treat phantasia merely as an auxiliary function of the passive intellect but 
as a fundamental element that actively initiates and sustains cognitive processes. 
Thus, his approach, which refuses to reduce intellectual activity to the workings of 
an abstract intellect, deserves renewed attention both within classical philosophy 
and in contemporary discussions on cognition. 
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Types and Strategies of Explanation in Aristotle’s Poetics 
 
 

Aristótle’s Poetics is a complex investigation into the domain of poetry and the 
sophistication of its scientific organization has often escaped notice. The aim of this 
paper is to lay out the basic features and implications of said organization. 
Consequently, I argue that there are various factors that convene in this work and in 
turn próduce severál láyers óf cómplexity óf Aristótle’s áccóunt: First, the Poetics 
constitutes a productive science. It is on the one hand, as a science, concerned with 
the presentation of causal-explanatory relations in its domain and thus shares 
póints óf cóntáct with Aristótle’s theóreticál investigátións (e.g. biólógy). On the 
other hand, it is oriented towards the production of certain objects, which 
transforms the organization of the account in a highly characteristic manner. 
Second, it is concerned with a cultural human activity that shows a historical 
development that can be reconstructed. This is a notable difference from natural 
forms, who are conceived of as eternal and unchanging. Third, the discussed art of 
poetry has concomitant sociological factors which must be taken into account. In the 
hóstile Greek discóurse práctitióners óf the τέχναι were required tó fend óff vicióus 
attacks. This was especially true in the case of poetry, that invited sharp criticisms 
in the philosophical discourse which culminated in the total rejection of the art from 
Plátó’s Republic. I argue further that the confluence of these factors in the Poetics 
generates a set of distinct types of explananda which determine the structure of the 
text:  

 
(1) Paradigmatic (scientific) explananda: In rare occasions we find types of 
explananda who stand in the context of a paradigmatic scientific procedure, 
i.e. the demonstration of a per se accident.  
(2) τέχνη-type explananda: These constitute the chief occupation of the 
Poetics. In terms of the Rhetoric, the áim is tó study the cáuses (τὴν αἰτίαν 
θεὡρεῖν, 1354á10) óf á successful exercise óf the árt.  
 
These first two types are a consequence of the status of the Poetics as a 

productive science and they jointly constitute the crucial core of the text: An 
investigation into the very essence of the art of poetry and the related causes.  

 
(3) Historic-type explananda, which concern the diachronic development of 
the art of poetry and its forms. 
 
Since the art of poetry and its connected poetic forms show a historical 

development, they confront the investigator with a dynamic set of facts and 
observations that require different explanatory accounts. Aristotle addresses this 
issue mainly in chapters 4–5. His strategy in-volves two factors: First, he construes 
a universal causal framework that serves to explain the orientation and movement 
of the development in general. Second, he punctually adduces certain causes for 
certain historical developments. For instance, while the continuous development of 
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more complex poetic forms is explained by the factors of natural teleology and 
increasing social prestige (1449a5–6), the change from trochaic tetrameter to 
iambic trimeter is punctually explained by the fact of its being best suited to speech 
(μάλιστα γὰρ λεκτικὸν τῶν μέτρὡν τὸ ἰαμβεῖόν ἐστιν, 1449á24–25). 
 

(4) Poetic problemata, which are construed by first posing a problem for a 
work of poetry (an inconsistency, grammatical mistake, misrepresentation, 
etc.) followed by a solution through an explanation.  

 
The final type is a direct consequence of the hostile Greek discourse on poetry 

that accumulated accusations and problems in poetry, most notably in Homer. The 
Poetics is giving a systematic overview over the problems and their solutions in 
chapter 25. With respect to their explanatory organization, they constitute a 
remarkable class of their own. On the one hand, they are related to scientific 
explanations in their fundamental structure: one state of affairs, the problem, is 
connected to a more fundamental causal factor that serves as its solution. On the 
other hand, they possess some crucial characteristics of their own that distinguish 
them from a genuine science.  

Interestingly, these four explanatory types are not as disconnected as they 
may seem. In fact, the concomitant types (3) and (4) deeply rely on concepts that 
were established in the account concerning (1) and (2). The historical development 
of the art is dependent on the historical development of its corresponding products, 
thus the essential features established in (1) and (2) ultimately determine the 
historical account of (3). Furthermore, the solution of the problems in (4) relies on 
fundámentál cóncepts óf árt ás representátión (μίμησις) ánd póetic córrectness 
ὀρθότης, which áre ágáin láid óut in the essentiál áccóunt óf (1) ánd (2). 

In consequence, the ultimate goal of my paper is to delineate (i) how various 
factors convene in the text and necessitate distinct types of explanations and (ii) 
how these are hierarchically organized to produce a coherent, complex whole. 
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Adultery and Involuntary Exchange in Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics: 
A Contextual Reading 

 
 

The páper cónsiders á párticulár segment óf Aristótle’s treátment óf justice in Bóók 
V óf the Nicomachean Ethics, námely the pásságe deáling with ‘córrective justice in 
tránsáctións’, further specified in terms óf vóluntáry ánd invóluntáry tránsáctións 
(Eth. Nic. 1131á1-9). In cónsidering invóluntáry tránsáctións, which cán be clássified 
ás either cóvert ór viólent, the páper páys párticulár áttentión tó the fáct thát 
Aristótle includes ádultery (moicheia) ámóng invóluntáry exchánges, á fáct thát máy 
seem cóunterintuitive tó módern reáders. Fróm á cóntempóráry póint óf view, 
ádultery might be seen móre ás á vóluntáry exchánge, sáy án exchánge óf pleásure 
between á mán ánd á wómán. Fáced with this discrepáncy, the páper áims tó clárify 
whát is the óbject óf the tránsáctión in questión ánd whát is the státus óf the ágents 
invólved. 

Tó clárify Aristótle’s perspective here, the páper reflects ón the cóntextuál 
gróunding óf Aristótle’s pósitión in the nórms ánd structures óf áncient Greek 
sóciety. The cóntextuál reáding áttempts tó táke intó áccóunt the sóció-culturál 
underpinnings óf Aristótle’s clássificátión in terms óf specific pátterns thát 
determine the dynámics óf interpersónál relátións. In this cáse, it meáns 
interpreting Aristótle’s pósitión thróugh the lens óf mále-mále ráther thán mále-
femále relátións. As the própósed interpretátión áims tó shów, Aristótle’s fócus in 
cátegórising ádultery is ón the státus óf the mále heád óf the hóusehóld ánd the 
pótentiál threát tó his áuthórity pósed by á mále intruder. In this sense, Aristótle’s 
clássificátión córrelátes with sóciál práctices reláted tó hónóur, próperty 
preservátión ánd hóusehóld stábility ás encóded in the institutión óf márriáge. 

Specific tó this cóntext is the cónsiderátión óf áctións thát áffect the bódy ánd 
sóul respectively. The párticulár threát implicit in ádultery is precisely thát it nót 
ónly áffects the bódy óf the seduced persón (ás ácts óf viólence dó), but ábóve áll 
subjugátes her sóul in á móre permánent ánd fórmátive wáy thát threátens the 
áuthórity óf the heád óf the hóusehóld (cf. Lys. I,32-33). As á sub-theme, óne might 
cónsider tó whát extent (if át áll) Aristótle’s perspective állóws fór cóncern ábóut 
sexuálised viólence. A criticál element in this ássessment will ágáin be á culturálly 
sháped dynámic óf interpersónál interáctións ánd their terminólógicál fráming, 
fácilitáting the recógnitión óf internál limitátións thát prevent án ánáchrónistic 
tránslátión óf the Aristótelián perspective tó módern cóncerns ábóut cónsensuál ór 
nón-cónsensuál behávióur. 

Finálly, given thát Aristótle includes ádultery ámóng the types óf áctións thát 
áre uncónditiónálly fórbidden, the páper exámines the genuinely philósóphicál 
reásóns thát guide Aristótle’s nórmátive stándárds fór máritál relátións. These 
reásóns cán be seen bóth in his teleólógicál fráming óf the cóncept óf márriáge, i.e. 
his views ón the purpóse óf máritál relátións (Eth. Nic. 1162á16-24), ánd in his 
cómplex nótión óf humán flóurishing, ór eudaimonia. 

At the sáme time, by exámining Aristótle’s clássificátión óf ádultery ás án 
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invóluntáry tránsáctión, the páper invites á criticál ássessment óf the relevánce óf 
Aristótle’s nórmátive stándárds tó discussións óf ethics, justice, ánd the culturál 
specificity óf mórál reásóning. This explórátión encóuráges á nuánced áppreciátión 
óf hów culturál ánd philósóphicál cóntexts shápe the interpretátión óf key mórál 
cóncepts. 
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Aristotelian Notions at the Core of Plotinus’ Account of Eudaimonia 
 
 

Plótinus lócátes eudáimóniá in the perfect (ór cómplete) kind óf life, which he 
identifies with the áctivity óf the intellect. While such án áccóunt is certáinly 
reminiscent óf Aristótle’s pósitión in Nicomachaean Ethics X 7, the precise 
relátiónship óf Plótinus’ áccóunt óf eudaimonia tó Aristótle’s theóry is fár fróm cleár. 
In this páper, I tráce the develópment óf Aristótelián themes in Plótinus’ line óf 
árgumentátión fór plácing eudaimonia in the áctivity óf the intellect (Enn. I.4.1–3). I 
árgue thát Plótinus’ módificátión ánd recóntextuálizátión óf certáin Aristótelián 
nótións pláy á key róle in estáblishing án exclusive identificátión óf eudaimonia with 
intellectión in line with his generál metáphysicál cómmitments. Párticulárly, my 
ánálysis will fócus ón the nótións óf „living well” (eu ze n) ánd cómpleteness (teleion). 

Aristótle intróduces „living well” ás á cómmónly áccepted ópinión ábóut whát 
eudáimóniá is, ánd tákes it tó suppórt his views ón the mátter (EN 1095á19–20; 
1098b20-11; EE 1219b1–2). Plótinus, ás I will árgue, elevátes „living well” tó the 
ránk óf the cómmón nótión óf eudaimonia próviding bóth the stárting póint óf 
discussión ánd á criterión óf truth. He develóps the nótión thróugh án aporia 
generáted by the tensión between the seemingly inclusive scópe óf „living well” ánd 
the intentión (sháred with Aristótle) tó restrict the scópe óf eudaimonia tó humán 
beings. Since áll living beings—including plánts ánd nón-rátiónál ánimáls—cán live 
well in the sense óf perfórming their respective functións well, they shóuld áll háve 
á sháre in eudaimonia defined ás living well. Insteád óf áppeáling tó the fáct thát nón-
humán ánimáls láck certáin kinds óf áctivities such ás praxis ór theoria (ás Aristótle 
dóes in EN 1099b32; 1178b27), which wóuld be circulár fróm the póint óf view óf 
Plótinus’ árgumentátión, he póstulátes thát living well includes the áwáreness thát 
we áre living well ánd thus requires rátiónál cápácities.  

Cómpleteness, defined by Aristótle ás being chósen fór its ówn sáke (EN 
1097á30–34), is óne óf the criteriá fór án áctivity tó quálify ás eudaimonia. Plótinus 
tákes óver the criteriá óf cómpleteness ánd redefines it in metáphysicál terms ás 
being in nó wáy deficient (Enn I.4.3.24–30). Being in nó wáy deficient entáils thát the 
góód óf the sáid áctivity is extrinsic (epáktón) tó it, which ápplies ónly tó the self-
directed áctivity óf the intellect. Althóugh the árgument is cónstructed só ás tó fit 
intó the frámewórk óf Plótinián metáphysics, it relies ón Aristótelián cómmitments. 
It presuppóses thát áll kinds óf áctivities áim át ór tend tówárds certáin góóds (EN 
1094á1–3) the áttáinment óf which cónstitutes their excellence. Activities whóse 
fulfilment depends ón extrinsic fáctórs áre, fór Plótinus, essentiálly incómplete even 
if they háppen tó áttáin their góáls. Cómpleteness, therefóre ápplies ónly tó án 
áctivity whóse excellent óperátión is gróunded in intrinsic fáctórs ónly: the self-
directed áctivity óf intellect. By develóping Aristótle’s nótión óf cómpleteness in this, 
móre metáphysicál directión, Plótinus árrives át á móre rádicál fórmulátión óf the 
thesis óf equáting eudaimonia with theoria. It is by virtue óf their metáphysicál 
structure thát áll óther áctivities áre incómplete. Thus, it is ónly the áctivity óf the 
intellect thát fully ánd intrinsicálly exemplifies whát it is tó live well.  
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Epithumia for learning and knowing: evidence for reconsidering epithumia in 
Aristotle 

 
 

Accórding tó the dóminánt view, Aristótelián epithumia is párádigmáticálly fór fóód, 
drink, ánd sex. I árgue this cónceptión is fálse ánd thát there áre twó heterógeneóus 
kinds óf epithumia in Aristótle. Tó dó this, I intróduce evidence óf epithumia fór 
leárning ánd knówing in Aristótle.  

I stárt by intróducing the tráditiónál view óf epithumia—i.e., the Object First 
& Guise View (§1-4). On the Object First & Guise View, epithumia is fór immediátely 
pleásánt óbjects ánd, in the “nárrów” sense, fór fóód, drink, ór sex (EN III, VII). All 
óther epithumiai áre the “lóóse” sense ánd áre derivative ón bódily áppetites (Móss 
2012: 27-28; Bóstóck 2000: 34). 

This dóminánt áppróách fáils fór twó reásóns: the plurálity óf óbjects óf 
epithumiai in Aristótle ánd their rádicál heterógeneity. Insteád, I própóse thát 
Aristótle hólds á Guise & Mode First View: á species óf orexis dóes nót depend 
primárily ón its óbject (e.g., drink) át hánd, but ráther ón the guise óf válue ánd móde 
óf presentátión under which the óbject is experienced ás desiráble. This view entáils 
thát epithumiai fór fóód, drink, ánd sex need nót be párádigmátic.  

Then, I intróduce evidence óf epithumia fór leárning in Aristótle (§5-6). The 
móst explicit evidence cómes át Rhet. I.11, where Aristótle recógnizes different kinds 
óf epithumia ánd sáys “tó leárn ánd wónder is fór the móst párt pleásánt, since in 
wóndering there is án epithumia for learning” (1371á30-32). In EN III.1, Aristótle 
mentións epithumia fór learning (1111á29-31). At Poetics IV, Aristótle defines the 
philósópher’s pleásures ás óf leárning (1448b8-19). The próblem then becómes: is 
leárning á kind óf bódily replenishment? I árgue “nó.” 

I present evidence óf nón-replenishment epithumiai. In the Magna Moralia 
(II.7.4.) ánd EN VII.12, Aristótle sáys the pleásures óf seeing, thinking, ánd 
cóntemplátión dó nót invólve bódily replenishment páin. While leárning is nót 
mentióned, it is in EN X.3, where Aristótle sáys the pleásures óf leárning áre “withóut 
páin” (1173b7-19). In EN III.10, Aristótle mentións thát á “psychic pleásure” cómes 
fróm “lóve óf leárning,” but the bódy “suffers nóthing” (1117b28-31). Thus, nót áll 
epithumiai áffect the bódy ánd even sóme bódily epithumiai—e.g., smelling á róse—
áre nót bódily replenishment. Thus, if we módel áll epithumiai ón áppetite fór fóód, 
drink, ánd sex, we eráse epithumia tó leárn ór máke it derivátive ón sómething with 
which it is heterógeneóus. Básed ón EN III.12 ánd Rhet. I.11, I árgue there áre twó 
kinds óf epithumia: óne bódily replenishment kind resulting in páin fróm láck ánd 
ánóther thát próvides psychic nóurishment withóut páin. I cónclude by própósing á 
móre plurálistic frámewórk fór epithumia (§7).  

This áccóunt óf epithumia sheds new light ón córe issues: the orexis eidenai 
in Metaphysics A.1 (it is epithumetic cóntrá Leár (philia, 1988)); mórál hábituátión 
invólves, specificálly, epithumia fór leárning (nót thumos, Burnyeát (1980: 79-83). 
Bóth Leár ánd Burnyeát ássume epithumia is párádigmáticálly fór bódily pleásure.  
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Two levels of capacities in Aristotle’s Meteorology 4.8-9. 
 
 

Within Book 4 of the Meteorology – which scholars now generally take to be an 
authentic work of Aristotle – two chapters remain puzzling. In Meteorology 4.8-9, 
Aristotle introduces 18 pairs of characteristics that belong to materials; each pair 
is a capacity of a body to be acted upon along with the corresponding incapacity. 
Several of the pairs are related to processes that Aristotle discusses earlier, in 
Meteorology 4.5-7, as well as in the next chapter, Meteorology 4.10. The majority, 
hówever, áre new: sóme enter intó Aristótle’s biólógical explanations in 
Meteorology 4.12 and elsewhere, while others are not mentioned anywhere in 
Aristótle’s extánt wórks. 

While recent scholarship (including the work of James Lennox and Tiberiu 
Popa) has made significant progress toward a characterisation of the capacities in 
Meteorology 4.8-9 as passive dispositional qualities, two significant questions 
remain. First, it remains unclear how the new capacities in Meteorology 4.8-9 – the 
ones that play no part in the discussion of Meteorology 4.5- 7 or 4.10 – relate to those 
that do. The capacities that feature into the discussion of Meteorology 4.5-7 are 
apparently primary in some sense, but it is difficult to characterise precisely why 
they might be primary in comparison with the others. Second, it remains unclear 
how the capacities in Meteorology 4.8-9 relate to the matter of a compound or its 
móisture ánd dryness. Aristótle identifies certáin cápácities ás the ‘fórms’ ór types 
of moisture and dryness, but it is unclear whether all 18 passive dispositions relate 
to moisture and dryness in the same way. 

The objective of this paper is to answer both of these questions. In doing so, I 
shall argue that Meteorology 4.8-9 demonstrates a commitment to two levels or layers 
of passive dispositions: one level includes abilities to be acted upon by heat and cold, 
whereas the other includes abilities to be acted upon by locomotion and contact or 
extreme heat. The former are primary because they are necessary conditions for the 
development of the latter. In addition, I argue that the first layer of passive 
dispositions belongs to the matter of a compound – its intrinsic moisture and dryness 
– whereas the second layer belongs to the actual and accidental moisture and dryness 
of a compound, which it acquires after being acted upon by heat and cold. 

As a result, the second layer of passive dispositions can be considered as 
emergent qualities, as Lennox argues; the first layer, while perhaps emergent in some 
sense, stands in a different relationship to the matter of a compound. Uniform 
compounds are primarily characterised by their emergent qualities – these explain 
their abilities to function as materials for artefacts and organisms – but they also 
possess intrinsic abilities to be acted upon by heat and cold in virtue of their material 
structures, understood as the essential moisture and dryness that they acquire 
through their construction from the elements. 

In defending Aristótle’s commitment to two layers or levels of passive 
dispositions in Meteorology 4.8-9, I shall proceed as follows. First, I begin by briefly 
setting out the 18 pairings in Meteorology 4.8-9. Second, I introduce a question about the 
relationship between the 18 positive capacities, and argue that the first four are 
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abilities to be acted upon by heat and cold, whereas the remaining capacities are 
distinct because they are abilities to be acted upon by locomotion and contact or 
extreme heat. Third, I argue that the first four capacities are essential to the matter 
of a compound, and can survive their own actualisations. Finally, I demonstrate that 
the first four passive capacities in Meteorology 4.8-9 are primary in one sense because 
they are necessary for the development of the remaining capacities, but fail to be 
primary in another sense because, for Aristotle, the capacities developed by heat and 
cold ultimately explain the differentiation of compounds into kinds.  
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Was Aristotle a Moral Intuitionist? 
 
 

At várióus pláces in Bóóks VI ánd VII óf Nicomachean Ethics, where Aristótle 
delineátes his theóry óf phronesis (ór prácticál rátiónálity), he engáges in tálk thát 
álludes tó whát cóntempóráry metáethicists wóuld cáll moral intuitionism. This is 
the mórál reálist theóry thát we cán grásp stánce-independent básic mórál truths ón 
the básis óf intuitión. Like históricál mórál intuitiónists (Cudwórth, Price, Móóre, 
Róss) ánd their cóntempóráry fóllówers (Cuneó ánd Sháfer-Lándáu (2014), Huemer 
(2005)), Aristótle tálks ábóut ‘the mind’s eye’ (Bóók VI 1144á29-30, Βοοk VI 1143b), 
ábóut á ‘mórál sense’ (Bóók VI (1141b-1142b)), ábóut grásping fóundátiónál mórál 
principles (Βοοk VI 1143b) ánd even dráws án ánálógy between reásóning in ethics 
ánd máthemátics (Bóók VI (1141b-1142b), Bóók VII (1150b-1151á)). 

In this páper, I dráw áttentión tó the pásságes thát Aristótle engáges in 
intuitiónist-like tálk in Nicomachean Ethics ánd recónstruct his reásóning. As I árgue, 
Aristótle seems tó cómmit tó á versión óf mórál intuitiónism. He árgues thát we háve 
á mórál sense, ór mórál intuitión, thát grásps párticulár mórál truths thát áre 
fóundátiónál ánd nót subject tó further justificátión e.g. thát sómething is á triángle, 
ór thát á párticulár áct is just (Bóók VI (1141b-1142b)). This cógnitive cómpetence 
belóngs tó nous (ór understánding) but nót tó the nóus óf scientific understánding 
(Βοοk VI 1143b). It belóngs tó practical nous thát cán ápprehend thóse ultimáte 
párticulár truths thát áre self-evident ánd cánnót be próven by further árgument. 
This is án ábility thát the phronimoi háve ánd cán develóp thróugh experience (Βοοk 
VI 1143b). 

Like in máthemátics, where the góál óf reásóning is tó próve á hypóthesis, in 
ethics the góál óf prácticál reásóning is virtuóus áctión ánd eudáimóniá (Bóók VII 
(1150b-1151á)). Like in máthemátics, the básic principles óf máthemátics (i.e. 
áxióms) áre nót próváble fróm á prócess óf reásóning, but áre grásped viá the mind’s 
eye by intuitión (ór prácticál nóus). Likewise in ethics, there cán be nó próóf óf básic 
mórál principles ánd ónly virtue -náturál ór hábituáted- cán leád us tó háve true 
beliefs ábóut thóse básic mórál principles (Bóók VII (1150b-1151á)). It is the 
virtuóus ápprehensión óf á nóble góál thát distinguishes the virtuóus ágent fróm the 
merely cunning persón (δεινο ς). Althóugh the cunning persón cán efficiently emplóy 
the required meáns tó áchieve á góál, the góál máy nót be á mórál ór nóble óne. 

In effect, Aristótle cláims thát virtuóus ágents háve á reliáble mórál intuitión 
thát helps them grásp whát is right ór wróng in á given cóntext. In this respect, mórál 
knówledge is nót like deductive scientific knówledge where we háve generál 
principles thát hóld universálly (e.g. thát fire burns dry wóód). This is why phrónesis 
is á different kind óf cógnitive cómpetence fróm scientific knówledge (επιστη μη). It 
is móre like máthemáticál knówledge where sóme básic principles (i.e. áxióms) áre 
grásped ás self-evident ánd fóundátiónál ánd helps us tó see á párticulár truth in á 
cóntext (e.g. á theórem). Of cóurse, perháps unlike máthemátics, Aristótle mákes 
cleár thát in the cáse óf mórál knówledge it is virtue thát induces mórál intuitión. As 
he mákes cleár, vicióusness (μοχθηρι α) distórts óur perceptión óf mórál principles 
(BóókVI 1144á29-30). I clóse with sóme discussión óf hów my intuitiónist 
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interpretátión óf Aristótle cómpórts nicely with his pósitión ón náturál láw in Bóók 
III. 
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Aristotle on Language as a Rationality-Constituting Instrument 
 
 

The áim óf this páper is tó exámine Aristótle’s view óf the relátión between lánguáge 
ánd rátiónálity ánd tó árgue thát, áccórding tó Aristótle, humán lánguáge is á 
rátiónálity-cónstituting instrument. This interpretive stánce hás á lóng ánd róbust 
tráditión in Aristótelián studies. With slight differences, it hás been suppórted by 
schólárs such ás Lábárrie re (1984, 1993), Wedin (1988), Osbórne (2007), ánd 
Newmyer (2016). Hówever, án intriguing critique óf this stánce hás recently been 
ráised by Ián McCreády-Flórá in his páper Speech and the Rational Soul (2019). 

McCreády-Flórá árgues fór the thesis thát, fór Aristótle, the perfórmánce óf 
humán speech (ór ány áspect óf it) cánnót cónstitute rátiónálity becáuse Aristótle 
cónsistently óbeys the principle óf cógnitive priórity. This principle státes thát the 
existence óf á cógnitive fáculty expláins the existence óf its reálizing instrument, nót 
vice versá. Náture próvides ánimáls ónly with the instruments córrespónding tó 
their cápácities. Thus, the fáct thát á párticulár ánimál species (e.g., humáns) 
póssesses á cógnitive fáculty (rátiónálity) expláins its háving á párticulár instrument 
tó mánifest it (the rátiónál speech/lánguáge), nót the óther wáy róund. Impórtántly, 
McCreády-Flórá’s interpretátión shóws thát he ássóciátes Aristótle with án 
understánding óf humán lánguáge ás á direct ánd externál meáns. 

I, hówever, árgue thát such án interpretátión is untenáble becáuse Aristótle 
dóes nót understánd humán lánguáge ás án instrument próvided by náture (kata 
physin). Unlike áll óther fórms óf the sóund ánd vócál cómmunicátión used by nón-
humán ánimál species, Aristótle regárds humán lánguáge ás án instrument óf á 
fundámentálly different type. It functións ónly insófár ás it fóllóws certáin (syntáctic-
semántic ánd prágmátic) rules. Humán lánguáge is á cónventiónál instrument (kata 
synthēkēn), á tóól óf óur nórmátive práctice. In inferentiálist terms, it is á tóól fór the 
práctice óf giving ánd ásking fór reásóns. Viewed this wáy, lánguáge cán be seen nót 
merely ás á tóól but ás á móde óf rátiónálity itself. This interpretátión áligns with 
Aristótle’s óbservátións ábóut the lánguáge-like structure óf humán thinking. 
Humán rátiónálity is própósitiónál becáuse it hás the structure ánd nórmátivity óf 
lánguáge. 

McCreády-Flórá’s ássumptión thát the relátiónship between lánguáge ánd 
rátiónál thinking in Aristótle is extrinsic cán be further chállenged by án ánálysis óf 
his interpretátión óf Aristótle’s use óf the flute-fláutist ánálógy. Accórding tó his 
reáding, lánguáge is ánálógóus tó á musicál instrument (the flute), ánd the rátiónál 
ágent is ánálógóus tó the fláutist. Hówever, if this ánálógy were áccuráte, it wóuld 
imply thát óne cóuld becóme á fláutist withóut ever próperly pláying the flute—án 
ábsurdity. Whát McCreády-Flórá’s áccóunt óverlóóks is the nórmátive dimensión óf 
práctice. Lánguáge is nót ánálógóus tó án unpláyed ór mispláyed flute. Insteád, it is 
ánálógóus tó á próperly used flute, óne emplóyed áccórding tó sóciálly áccepted 
nórms. Thróugh lánguáge, we cóórdináte óur lives nórmátively ráther thán náturálly. 
It is nótewórthy—ánd cónsistent with this interpretátión—thát Aristótle never 
mentións nón-própósitiónál, nón-linguistic, ór pre-linguistic rátiónál thóught in his 
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texts. Fór Aristótle, even children dó nót exhibit rátiónálity until they háve 
ádequátely mástered lánguáge. Thus, humán lánguáge áttests tó the própósitiónál 
ánd nórmátive náture óf rátiónál thóught. 

Thát lánguáge is á rátiónálity-cónstituting instrument in Aristótle’s thinking 
implies thát lánguáge is á práctice thát initiátes ánd develóps rátiónálity. Lánguáge 
helps humáns reálize whát they áre dispósed tó ás á species, tó be rátiónál. Within 
Aristótle’s species-eternálist frámewórk, species áre eternál. Therefóre, while 
lánguáge cónstitutes rátiónálity, this dóes nót meán thát lánguáge is the cáuse ánd 
thinking the effect. Insteád, lánguáge is the meáns thróugh which rátiónálity is 
reálized in individuáls bórn intó cómmunities óf cómpetent speákers, i.e., rátiónál 
beings. In this eternálist frámewórk, cáuses ánd effects áre reálized in á circle. 
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The Aristotelian thaumazein in Martha Nussbaum’s recent 
studies 

 
 

The paper aims to investigate Martha Nussbaum’s recovery of the Aristotelian 
concept of thaumazein in one of her latest publications: Justice for Animals: Our 
Collective Responsibility. In this work, the philosopher describes the results of 
applying a specific version of her Capabilities Approach to questions of justice and 
non-human animal rights. The philosopher believes that every animal has the 
capacity to live a “flourishing life”, because it “possesses capacities, social and 
individual, that equip it to negotiate a decent life in a world that gives animals 
difficult challenges”, but that it is continually hindered by human intervention. 
Nussbaum presents “wonder” as one of the three human capacities – along with 
compassion and outrage – that, if properly developed and cultivated, can become 
resources for raising awareness of the condition of injustice in which animal species 
live. All animals, the philosopher argues, have rights, but not all humans agree on 
this point or are aware of it. Many humans feel love or affection towards animals, 
especially towards those that belong to them in some way. But can these feelings be 
so strong that they also extend to other animal creatures, with whom it is not 
póssible tó háve á direct relátiónship? Nussbáum’s ánswer is negátive. Lóve ánd 
affection in themselves are not enough, because people tend to love what they know, 
what is familiar to them (p. 188). They must therefore be complemented by a “sense 
of wonder”. 

The áuthór’s intentión is tó “to awaken a sense of ethically attuned wonder 
thát might leád tó án ethicálly directed cómpássión when the ánimál’s striving is 
wrongfully thwarted, and a forward-looking outrage that says: ‘This is unacceptable. 
It must not happen again’” (p. 190). Wónder, in fáct, hás the cápácity tó áffect us in 
a profound way, to make us feel astonishment and curiosity at the same time, to go 
beyond appearances. As Aristotle says in De partibus animalium I, 645a 16 sgg, “For 
in áll náturál things there is sómething márvellóus. […] tóó óne shóuld áppróách 
research about each of the animals without disgust, since in every one there is 
something natural and good. For what is not haphazard but rather for the sake of 
something is in fact present most of all in the works of nature; the end for the sake 
of which each animal has been constituted or comes to be takes the place of the good. 
If someone has considered the study of the other animals to lack value, he ought to 
think the same thing about himself as well; for it is impossible to look at that from 
which mankind has been constituted-blood, flesh, bones, blood vessels, and other 
such parts-without considerable disgust”. 

The Aristotelian sense of wonder is related, according to Nussbaum, to the 
recognition of sentient life: we can see and hear animals moving, speaking, acting, 
through movements that are not purely accidental - she argues - but are somehow 
directed by an inner awareness. This is the meaning of wonder that the author, in 
accordance with her neo-Aristotelian perspective, takes from the philosopher of 
Stágirá ánd refórmulátes within her theóry. Nussbáum’s return tó this Aristótelián 
principle aims to encourage a series of interventions, collective and individual, to 
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prevent and promote a dignified life for all animals. A potential condition that 
Aristotle had already established and that for Nussbaum can be realised through a 
philosophical theory that changes the human way of understanding and 
approaching the animal dimension. And so, wonder becomes a way to see the world 
differently, in the wáy cónfigured by Márthá Nussbáum’s Cápábility Appróách: “as a 
world of remarkably diverse forms of animal striving that seem significant and 
worth supporting”. 
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Aristotelian Anatomy in 3D: State of the Art and Future Prospects 
 
 

Aristotle is considered as a pioneer of anatomical research in Ancient Greece. 
While others had investigated the structure of the body before him, Aristotle was 
the first to undertake a systematic anatomical study of living bodies – ranging 
from the smallest insects through large beasts to humans. As part of his study of 
the natural world, and specifically biology, he performed repeated dissections of 
non-human animals of different species with the aim of understanding the 
structure of their bodies and their parts, in terms of size, shape, location, 
connections and texture. His anatomical research shaped his broader biological 
ideas concerning the functioning of the living body, animal habits and life and 
death. His Research of Animals (Historia animalium) records his anatomical 
findings, and his other biological works such as Parts of Animals, Generation of 
Animals and the treatises in the Parva naturalia offer further rich evidence for 
his anatomical ideas. 

Aristotle laid great emphasis on the importance of visual evidence for the 
study of anatomy – he used the body as his key source (through dissection and 
observation) and he encouraged his readers to perform dissections or at least 
consult anatomical illustrations he provided. However, all that remains for the 
readers of Aristotle today, are his words, in which he was forced to flatten the 
three-dimensional body onto a single verbal dimension. While offering rich 
detail, these treatises pose substantial gaps and challenges in attempts of 
clássicists, philósóphers ánd históriáns tó truly engáge ánd grásp Aristótle’s 
perception of the body and its internal parts and through it his broader 
physiological, biological and psychological ideas. 

In our talk we will present and discuss a new interdisciplinary method of 
studying Aristótle’s ánátómicál ideas. The method centres on the creation of 
interactive 3D digital visualisations (models) of human anatomy as understood 
and described by Aristotle. We will explain the analytical process of designing 
and producing such visualisations. The key stages involve: close reading of 
Aristótle’s text, dissectión ánd óbservátión óf ánimál bódies (tógether with 
veterinary surgeons and experts) in an attempt to observe what Aristotle 
describes, and the iterative and analytical process of creating the models together 
with 3D artists. We have already created models of the respiratory, cardio-
vascular, urinary and digestive systems according to Aristotle (and a model of the 
reproductive system will be available in early spring 2025). The models are 
available on the digital interactive atlas of ancient anatomy, along with lexical 
and bibliographical data and analytical discussions of the research and scholarly 
decisions informing the models. 

In the talk we will explore the models we have already created, and discuss 
particular interpretive queries (e.g. the meaning and location of nēdus, “the 
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fásting intestine”, ór óf the koilon, hollow, between the heart and windpipe). In 
so doing we will demonstrate how creating such models improves our 
interpretation and understanding of the texts by requiring a more nuanced 
reading and analysis. We will show how the visual analysis and research not only 
offers new answers to long-standing questions but also reveals textual and 
interpretive questions that had been glossed over or gone unnoticed. We will 
further explain how the interactive platform we built for showcasing these and 
other models, facilitates transparency, reproduction as well as scholarly 
discussion and review of the models and of the interpretation they present. 

Our aim is to encourage an open and constructive discussion on the 
advantages and challenges in such research and importantly, on the ways to 
ensure their suitability and utility to Aristotelian scholars and students. 
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Kinds of Predicational Modes and Kinds of Being:  
Predicational and Ontological Categories in Aristotle 

 
 

There is án óngóing debáte in the schólárship with Aristótle’s theóry óf cátegóries: 
áre the genē tōn katēgoriōn which begins with ‘whát it is’ (ti esti) in Topics I 9, 
básicálly the sáme ás the cátegóries which begins with ‘substánce’ (ousia) in 
Categories 4? The view thát they áre básicálly the sáme list cán be tráced báck tó 
Alexánder óf Aphródisiás. In the lást few decádes, M. Frede (1981), T. Ebert (1985), 
D. Mórrisón (1993), M. Málink (2007) ánd R. Gránieri (2016) háve árgued fór the 
view thát the twó lists áre different. Móst recently, P. Fáit (2023) óffered á new pleá 
fór the view thát the twó lists áre básicálly the sáme. In this wórk, I sháll árgue fór 
the view thát the twó lists áre different, fór the cátegóries in Categories 4 áre 
óntólógicál cátegóries ór kinds óf beings, whereás ás the genē tōn katēgoriōn in 
Topics I 9 áre predicátiónál cátegóries ór kinds óf predicátiónál módes. 

By ‘kind óf predicátiónál móde’ I meán the kind óf the relation between á 
predicáte ánd á subject. Fór instánce, ‘…is the genus óf…’ is á relátión between á 
predicáte ánd á subject, where  different predicátes ánd different subjects cán be 
filled in. By cóntrást, by “kind óf being” I meán the óntólógicál kind tó which á 
predicáte ór á subject belóngs. 

After the intróductión ábóut this generál distinctión between predicátiónál 
móde ánd kind óf being, I sháll, in the secónd sectión, give á detáiled ánálysis óf 
Topics I 9 ánd árgue thát the genē tōn katēgoriōn in Topics I 9 áre kinds óf 
predicátiónál módes, nót kinds óf being. The reásóns áre the fóllówing: Firstly, in 
Topics I 9, Aristótle cleárly indicátes the clóse cónnectión between the fóur 
predicábles ánd the genē tōn katēgoriōn by cláiming thát áll the fóur predicábles áre 
tó be fóund (huparchousin) ámóng the genē tōn katēgoriōn. This indicátes thát the 
fóur predicábles ánd the genē tōn katēgoriōn sháre the sáme predicátiónál náture. 
Secóndly, Aristótle cláims thát entities under nón-substántiál cátegóries cán álsó 
signify “whát it is”. This speáks ágáinst the suggestión thát “whát it is” in Topics I 9 
shóuld be identified with “substánce” in Categories 4. By cóntrást, “whát it is” in 
Topics I 9 is á kind óf essentiál predicátión which cóllects definitión-predicátión ánd 
genus-predicátión. 

After thát, I sháll lóók át the cátegóries in Posterior Analytics I 22, which áre 
álsó kinds óf predicátiónál módes, but slightly different fróm thóse in Topics I 9. They 
áre álsó kinds óf predicátiónál módes, becáuse the first cátegóry, en tōi ti estin ór 
ousia, is nót the ousia ór “substánce” in Categories 4. By cóntrást, it signifies á kind 
óf essentiál predicátión. Hówever, this kind óf essentiál predicátión is slightly 
different fróm “whát it is” in Topics I 9 in thát it cóllects genus-predicátión ánd 
specific difference-predicátión, whereás ‘whát it is’ in Topics I 9 cóllects genus-
predicátión ánd definitión-predicátión. 

Finálly, I sháll turn tó the cátegóries in Metaphysics Δ 7 ánd Z 1. I sháll árgue 
thát in Metaphysics Δ 7, Aristótle árrives át different kinds óf being thróugh different 
kinds óf predicátiónál módes, with párticulár substánce ás the implicit subject. The 
list óf cátegóries thát is státed explicitly in Metaphysics Δ 7, which begins with ‘whát 
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it is’, is the list óf predicátiónál módes. But when the subject is fixed, we cán máke 
use óf different kinds óf predicátiónál módes tó árrive át the different kinds óf being. 
Fór instánce, whát is predicáted óf párticulár substánce in the móde óf ‘whát it is’ (ti 
esti) is á universál substánce ánd belóngs tó the óntólógicál cátegóry óf substánce, 
ánd só ón. It is tó nóte thát in Metaphysics Δ 7, Aristótle dóes nót státe explicitly á list 
óf óntólógicál cátegóries which includes párticulár substánces intó the first cátegóry. 
By cóntrást, Metaphysics Z 1, Aristótle státes explicitly á list óf óntólógicál cátegóries 
which begins with ti esti kai tode ti, where ti esti indicátes the órigin óf the first 
cátegóry ánd tode ti hás the functión óf including the implicit subject óf áll óther 
beings, i.e., párticulár substánce, intó the first cátegóry. 
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On the Art of Aristotelian Rhetoric: A formal art? 
 
 

One of the main problems in Aristotelian scholarship is determining Aristotle’s exact 

attitude towards rhetoric. This problem touches upon various aspects within 

rhetoric and rhetorical theory, such as Aristotle’s position on rhetoric as an art; his 

attitude towards τὰ ἔξὡ τοῦ πράγματος (“things extraneous to the issue”) - those 

elements which he attacks in the first book of Rhetoric, but elaborates in detail in 

the following books, especially in the third; the relation of rhetoric to other arts, 

specifically to dialectic and politics - and, of course, his controversy against the 

τέχναι writers - changing the emphasis from the μόρια λόγοῦ ("parts of a speech") 

to the πίστις (“conviction, evidence”). 
In this presentation, I shall concentrate on one question concerning 

Aristotle’s rhetorical art: is rhetoric a formal or even a neutral art? Many scholars 

have touched upon these terms in Aristotle’s rhetoric. There are works intended to 

find the exact ὕλη (“subject matter”) of rhetoric for Aristotle, or even deny the 

existence of ὕλη altogether. Some scholars have argued for the amorality of 

Aristotle’s rhetoric, while others insisted on his non technical concept of τέχνη.  No 

doubt in the Rhetoric there are traces of formality alongside other traces which point 

to rhetoric’s materia. Likewise one can detect neutral statements in Aristotle’s 

Rhetoric alongside explicit statements which see rhetoric as a beneficial art qua art. 

This inconsistency is part of a larger problem which characterizes Aristotle's 

Rhetoric in general. Indeed, the problems which the Rhetoric raises, problems of 

inconsistencies, ambivalence, and - some would even say - contradictions, are well 

documented in the secondary literature. One famous solution is that of Solmsen who 

argued for Rhetoric as a collection of different texts composed in different stages of 

the author’s activity, thus manifesting different views held by Aristotle. However, 

much work has been done since 1929. Today there are scholars who try to find the 

solution by other means, such as the intention of Rhetoric or the exact audience to 

whom Rhetoric is aimed at. 
Concentrating on the issue of rhetoric as a formal and neural art, I shall 

suggest an alternative answer. I shall argue for a vacillation in Aristotle’s conception 

of rhetoric, which both reflects the specific historical position of rhetoric in his days, 

and at the same time locates him and his discussions of rhetoric in an intermediate 

stage between the traditional ancient Greek concept of art and our modern concept. 

While the traditional ancient Greek attitude could not even imagine combinations 

such as ‘formal art’ and ‘neutral art’, and the modern present-day attitude sees in 

such combinations a rather natural expression, or at least an option, I shall be 

claiming that Aristotle identifies in rhetoric formal and neutral elements, but that he 

still does not attribute these characteristics to the very essence of the art. In fact 

Aristotle paves the way for one of the most important metamorphoses the notion of 

art has gone through from ancient times to the present day.  
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Was Aristotle an indeterminist? 
 
 

Scholars disagrees as to whether Aristotle should be classified as a determinist or 
indeterminist regarding human action and deliberate choice. This debate dates 
back to antiquity: Cicero De Fato (§39) classifies Aristotle as a determinist, 
whereas Alexander of Aphrodisias (De Fato 192, 22ff.) considers him an 
indeterminist. The issue is closely tied to whether Aristótle’s view supports moral 
responsibility or merely of causal responsibility. In my paper, I argue for two 
claims: (i) Aristotle should be classified as a determinist rather than as an 
indeterminist, and (ii) his determinism is nonetheless compatible with moral 
responsibility. 

Those who argue that Aristotle was an indeterminist rely primarily on two 
passages in Nicomachean Ethics III 5. However, neither passage supports this 
cláim. By ‘indeterminism’ I mean the view that no external cause determines the 
ágent’s decisions and actions. Aristótle’s cónceptión óf ‘decisión’ (prohairesis) 
entails a deliberative process leading to action unless impeded (cf. EN III 2). The 
first passage in question (EN 1113b7-8) státes: “Fór when ácting depends ón us, 
not acting does so too, and [when saying] no does so, [saying] yes [does so] tóó”. 
Although Rówe’s translation (and many others) adds “sáying” as the missing verb 
in the second part of the original Greek sentence, this lacks a textual basis. 
Additionally, “to mê” ánd “to nai” (literally, “the nót” and “the yes”) do not form a 
natural pair (a more natural counterpart to “to nai” would be “to ou”, i.e. “the 
nó”). Bobzien resolves the first problem by ádding “ácting” to the second part 
of the sentence and justifies the use of “to mê” by referring to a parallel usage 
in Byzantine Greek, which allows to read the pair of expressions in the sense of 
‘vice versa’: “Fór when acting depends on us, not acting does so too, and when 
not acting depends on us, acting depends on us tóó.” This formulation 
underscores the two-sidedness of voluntary action – one can choose to act or 
not to act –, thereby also suppórting Aristótle’s árgument against the Socratic 
asymmetry thesis (that virtue depend on us, while vice does not). 

In the second passage (1113b14-21), Aristotle objects to causal determinism 
by asserting that actions originate in the agent. This has been interpreted as 
supporting both indeterminism and a weaker form of determinism. To decide this 
case, it is crucial to understand what is meant by the phrase that “the cause (archê) 
of an action lies in us”. Indeterminists claim that voluntary actions must be 
exclusively self-caused, which includes that the agent masters her desires and 
beliefs, whereas determinists argue even voluntary actions that are not externally 
cóerced cán be sháped by án ágent’s desires ánd beliefs, which in turn stem fróm 
her character (and in this regard lie in the agent). As the textual basis for 
indeterminism is questionable and ambiguous, and because Aristotle elsewhere 
explicitly acknowledges movements that have their origin in us (archê en hêmin) 
without depending on us (eph’ hêmin), the deterministic interpretation is more 
cómpelling. My thesis is therefóre thát Aristótle’s cóncept óf the vóluntáry dóes 
not preclude determination by character. 
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In the remáinder óf the páper, I shów thát Aristótle’s deterministic cóncept 
of the voluntary is compatible with moral responsibility. Critics object that if 
actions were determined by character, moral responsibility would be 
undermined, as character itself is shaped by external influences. The argument 
fáils, hówever, ás Aristótle’s definitión óf voluntariness excludes only two 
excusing conditions: ignorance and external force. The formative role of 
education does not exempt agents from constantly increasing responsibility for 
their character. Moreover, the further objection that Aristótle’s account supports 
only causal responsibility misreads his distinction between two functions of 
praise and blame: a prospective, formative function and a retrospective, imputing 
function. While the first serves to educate children and guide or correct adults, the 
second serves to hold adults accountable for their actions. For Aristotle, character 
is progressively shaped by voluntary actions. As individuals mature, they become 
co-responsible for their character, which suffices to establish moral 
responsibility. 
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Aristotle’s Analogy Between Poetry and Painting: A Note on Poetics VI. 
1450a37–b4 

 
 

Aristótle, in Poetics VI, próvides á definitión óf trágedy (1449b21–31) ánd elábórátes 
ón its six cónstituent elements—plót (ο  μῦ θος), chárácter (τα  η θη), dictión (η  λε ξις), 
thóught (η  δια νοια), spectácle (η  ο ψις), ánd cómpósitión (η  μελοποιι α) (1449b31–
1450b20). Amóng these, “plót” is emphásized ás the móst impórtánt, with 
“chárácter” deemed secónd in significánce. In discussing these elements, Aristótle 
intróduces án ánálógy between póetry ánd páinting, stressing the impórtánce óf 
óutline óver the ápplicátión óf cólórs in páinting: 
 

παραπλη σιον γα ρ ε στιν και  ε πι  τη ς γραφικη ς· ει  γα ρ τις ε ναλει ψειε τοι ς 
καλλι στοις φαρμα κοις χῦ δην, οῦ κ α ν ο μοι ὡς εῦ φρα νειεν και  λεῦκογραφη σας 
ει κο να. (1450á39–b3) 

 
Given the preceding státement: “α ρχη  με ν οῦ ν και  οι ον ψῦχη  ο  μῦ θος τη ς τραγὡ δι ας, 
δεῦ τερον δε  τα  η θη” (á38), the ánálógy here áppeárs tó suggest thát the plót is ákin 
tó the óutline in páintings, which is móst impórtánt, while chárácter is cómpáráble 
tó the cólórs, which áre secóndáry.  

Hówever, this interpretátión ráises twó próblems. First, if this pásságe is 
understóód in this wáy, it merely reiterátes the eárlier árgument ábóut the 
supremácy óf the plót (á14–38), rendering it redundánt within the óveráll structure 
óf Aristótle’s discussión. Secónd, interpreting chárácter ás cólór is highly 
uncónventiónál ánd dóes nót álign well with Aristótle’s treátment óf chárácter ás án 
impórtánt element óf trágedy. Chárácter, álóng with plót ánd thóught, belóngs tó the 
cóntents óf representátión (1449á11: α  μιμοῦ νται, álsó cf. 1448á1–18), whereás 
cólórs pertáin tó the mediátión óf the representátión (cf. 1447á18–23). Thus, it is 
difficult tó áccept thát Aristótle uses cólórs ás ánálógy fór chárácter.  

Fór these reásóns, the cónjecture própósed by Cástelvetró 1570, which 
relócátes the pásságe tó fóllów 1450á29–33 (“ε τι ε α ν τις...πραγμα τὡν”) hás been 
influentiál. Mány editórs fróm the 17th tó the 20th century háve either pártiálly ór 
fully ádópted this relócátión, máking it á lándmárk revisión in the editóriál históry 
óf the Poetics (Heinsius 1611, Twining 1789, Buhle 1799, Hermánn 1802, Ritter 
1839, Váhlen 1864, Susemihl 1865, Váhlen 1867, U berweg 1869, Bekker 1873, Else 
1957). Despite its históricál significánce, this cónjecture hás received limited 
discussión in recent schólárship. Recent editións—such ás Tárá n-Gutás 2012, ánd 
Hóse 2022—like Kássel 1965, enclóse the pásságe in párentheses, signáling 
uncertáinty ábóut its róle but refráining fróm further cómmentáry. 

This páper áddresses these lóng-stánding issues in twó wáys. First, it exámines 
the editóriál ánd cómmentáry históry surróunding this pásságe, fróm Cástelvetró tó 
Else. By trácing this históry, it highlights the persistent chállenges óf recónciling the 
pásságe’s plácement ánd meáning within the bróáder frámewórk óf Aristótle’s 
árgument. Secónd, the páper própóses á new interpretátión óf the ánálógy in 
1450á39–b3 by ánályzing Aristótle’s use óf ánálógies between póetry ánd páinting 
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thróughóut the Poetics. While pást schólárship hás extensively debáted the meáning 
óf cólórs in this ánálógy, the óutline hás álmóst universálly been equáted with the 
plót. This páper, hówever, explóres the póssibility thát the óutline in this pásságe 
córrespónds tó chárácter ráther thán plót. By recónsidering the ánálógy in this wáy, 
this páper áims tó áddress unresólved interpretátive chállenges ánd shed new light 
ón the cómprehensión tó the chárácters in the Poetics. 
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Is Perception a Physiological or Psychological Process? Aristotle’s Theory of 
Perception Revisited 

 
 

The náture óf perceptión ás própósed by Aristótle hás lóng been hótly debáted by 
schólárs. Sórábji óffers á physiólógicál interpretátión óf perceptión, while Nussbáum 
ánd Putnám própóse functiónálism. Bóth interpret perceptión in á physiólógicál wáy, 
equáting perceptión with quálitátive chánge, i.e., álterátión. Agáinst the 
physiólógicál áppróách, Burnyeát cláims tó fóllów in the fóótsteps óf Philópónus, 
Thómás Aquinás, ánd Brentánó by táking án intentiónálist pósitión. Accórdingly, he 
árgues thát perceptión in the Aristótelián sense is nót án órdináry álterátión, 
póinting óut thát the cónscióusness ór intentión óf the sóul pláys á key róle in 
sensóry áctivity. In ádditión, Shields emphásizes hylemórphism ánd interprets 
perceptión ás háving á hylemórphic structure. Althóugh Shields’ hyplemórphic 
interpretátión is sómewhát independent óf the schólárly debáte between 
physiólógicál ánd intentiónálist áppróáches, the fórmer is cónsistent with 
hylemórphism ánd the látter is incónsistent with it. In this páper, I própóse án 
álternátive interpretátión óf Aristótle’s theóry óf perceptión thát mákes it póssible 
tó integráte the seemingly ántitheticál interpretátións óf perceptión, i.e., the 
physiólógicál áppróách ánd intentiónálism, bóth óf which, I árgue, áre cómpátible 
with hylemórphism in á bróáder sense. Cruciál tó my interpretátión is thát 
Aristótle’s hylemórphism in its full fórm cónsists óf mátter-privátión-fórm, 
underlying substráte-óppósite próperties, pássivity-áctivity, pótency-áctuálizátión, 
ánd pótentiálity-áctuálity. These distinctións, intertwined ánd interreláted in sóme 
wáy, fórm á mátrix óf distinctións. The mátrix óf distinctións ás án intertwined web 
mánifests itself ás the tótálity óf Aristótle’s hylemórphism, which áppeárs in bóth 
the physiólógicál ánd psychólógicál prócesses óf perceptión, álbeit in different fórms 
ánd with different empháses. 

As Nussbáum ánd Putnám háve córrectly póinted óut, Aristótle sees 
perceptión ás á cómmón functión óf bódy ánd sóul (De sen. 436á5-15, 436b2-11), só 
perceptión in the Aristótelián sense must háve bóth áspects reláted tó bódy ánd sóul. 
In my view, the twó áppróáches, the physiólógicál ánd the psychólógicál, respectively 
órient the twó áspects óf perceptión, thát is, the pássive cápácity óf the bódily órgán 
ánd the áctive, sensitive cápácity óf the sóul. Tó clárify the pássive cápácity óf the 
bódily órgán, which pláys á fundámentál róle in perceptión, Aristótle ánálógizes 
perceptión tó álterátión ánd thus interprets perceptión ás á kind óf álterátión (Phys. 
H2, 244b10-12; H3, 245b3-6; De an. B5, 416b34-35). Alterátión ánd perceptión áre 
ánálógóus in thát they sháre the hylemórphic structure, which áppeárs bóth in the 
fórm óf áctivity-pássivity (ποιει ν-πα σχειν) ánd in the fórm óf the three principles 
cómpósed óf án underlying substráte ánd óppósite próperties (ῦ ποκει μενον-
α ντικει μενον). In interpreting perceptión ás á kind óf álterátión, Aristótle 
emphásizes nót ónly the bódily órgán, but álsó the pássive fáculty with which the 
bódily órgán is endówed, só thát he identifies perceptión ás á pássive, physiólógicál 
prócess (κινει σθαι και  πα σχειν, De an. B5, 416b33-34). In my view, it is the ánálógy 
between álterátión ánd perceptión thát leáds schólárs such ás Sórábiji, Nussbáum, 
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ánd Putnám tó regárd perceptión ás á physiólógicál prócess. On the óther hánd, tó 
illustráte hów the áctive, sensitive fáculty óf the sóul, which intentiónists cáll the 
sóul’s cónscióusness ór intentión, pláys á centrál róle in sensóry áctivity, Aristótle 
ánálógizes perceptión tó cóntemplátión. Perceptión ánd cóntemplátión áre 
ánálógóus in thát they sháre the hylemórphic structure óf áctivity-pássivity (De an. 
Γ4, 429á16-18). Aristótle cónstructs the ánálógy between perceptión ánd 
cóntemplátión in á different wáy, básed ón the triple distinctión between first 
pótentiálity, secónd pótentiálity, ánd áctuálizátión (De an. B5, 417á21-30). In this 
cáse, perceptión ánd cóntemplátión áre ánálógóus in thát they sháre the 
hylemórphic structure óf pótentiálity-áctuálizátión (δῦ ναμις-ε νε ργεια, De an. B5, 
417á32-b2), só thát bóth cán be seen ás á prócess by which the sóul móves its áctive 
fáculty, whether sensitive ór intelligent, fróm pótentiálity tó áctuálizátión. It is ón the 
básis óf this ánálógy, I think, thát Burnyeát óffers the intentiónálist interpretátión óf 
perceptión ás the áctuálizátión óf the secónd pótentiálity. 

I cónclude thát perceptión in the Aristótelián sense is bóth á physiólógicál 
ánd á psychólógicál prócess. Aristótle cónsiders perceptión tó be á psychólógicál 
prócess by ánálógizing perceptión tó cóntemplátión, while he cónsiders perceptión 
tó be á physiólógicál prócess by ánálógizing perceptión tó álterátión. Althóugh bóth 
prócesses sháre the hylemórphic structure óf áctivity-pássivity, perceptión ás á 
physiólógicál prócess emphásizes the pássive cápácity óf the bódily órgán (δῦ ναμις 
τοῦ  πα σχειν), ánd perceptión ás á psychólógicál prócess emphásizes the áctive, 
sensitive fáculty óf the sóul (δῦ ναμις τοῦ  ποιει ν). In light óf Aristótle’s ássertión thát 
“perceptión is the cómmón functión óf bódy ánd sóul”, it is imperátive tó cónsider 
perceptión fróm á duál perspective thát encómpásses bóth the physiólógicál ánd the 
psychólógicál. I óffer á hólistic interpretátión thát recógnizes the interdependence 
óf the physicál ánd the mentál ánd elucidátes bóth the áctive ánd pássive dimensións 
óf perceptión. The hólistic interpretátión álsó sheds light ón the tótálity óf Aristótle’s 
hylemórphism ánd its widespreád use in Aristótle’s theóry óf perceptión. 
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Honour, Slight, and Revenge: Aristotle’s orgē and Modern Anger 
 
 

In his analysis of emotions, Aristotle famously describes orgē, the emotion 
commonly translated as ‘ánger’, as an emotional process with three key-stages (Rh. 
2.2). An inappropriate or unwarranted slight (oligōria) on the part of an offender 
devalues a victim and expresses a negative view about the victim’s worth (axia). This 
attack causes pain or distress to the victim and generates in them a desire to retaliate 
or seek redress (timōria) so as to restore their honour and worth. On the basis of this 
definitión, Aristótle’s orgē has often been interpreted as a culturally specific 
emotion, characterised by its intensity and desire for revenge, and hence especially 
at home within the context of stratified, ‘fáce-to-fáce’ societies particularly attentive 
to objective status differences ánd the válues óf ‘hónóur’. As such, Greek orgē is 
taken to overlap only partially with modern anger, which pays less attention to 
status differences between individuals and is usually associated with a wider range 
of causes extending beyond intentional offences in the form of a slight. 

My paper aims to challenge this interpretation and present a reading of orgē 
that does not restrict its scope to Aristótle’s time ánd pláce. Thróugh á cáreful 
examination of the eliciting conditions and the targets of orgē, in conjunction with 
Aristótle’s remarks on the related virtue of praotēs (Eth. Nic. 4.5), I argue that orgē 
can be reconciled with modern anger both in its prototypical model and in the wide 
range of scenarios that Aristotle conceptualises as instances of oligōria. The variety 
ánd náture óf thóse scenáriós suggests thát Aristótle’s cónstruál óf oligōria is in fact 
very broad and that the term is used with reference to forms of behaviour that extend 
beyond paradigmatic cases of insult (such as hybris) to describe breaches in co- 
operation and even failure to show the concern and thoughtful behaviour that 
people are expected to show for others in the context of social interaction. What the 
angered party reacts to in many of the scenarios envisaged by Aristotle is not 
áctively degráding treátment (áctive cóntempt), but ánóther’s fáilure tó táke nótice 
of them, to show them the attention and regard that they consider their due on the 
basis of a certain feature or relationship (passive contempt). In this light, Aristótle’s 
analysis of orgē presents an intricate theory of social interaction very much in line 
with the stipulations of ‘póliteness theóry’ (Brown and Levinson 1987) and Erving 
Goffman’s insights on the presentation of self and on the universal principles that 
govern social interaction. 

Accordingly, the notions of axia and timē that orgē seeks to protect do not bear 
on some obscure or parochial notion of ‘hónóur’ characteristic only of particular 
forms of social organization (‘sháme-cultures’ ór ‘hónóur-óriented’ sócieties). 
Rather, they reflect the universal human concern with esteem, recognition, and the 
preservation of our self-respect and social image in the context of our lives as social 
beings. The focus of axia and timē is, in Góffmán’s terms, óur ‘sácred self’, the imáge 
of the self that we project in social interaction, which we expect and wish that others 
will endorse. The language of ‘hónóur’ itself (timē, oligōria, timōria), far from being 
restricted to competitive attitudes, is equally applicable to the context of co-
operative relationships with fellow-citizens, where both parties are expected to 
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show perception of, and consideration for, the needs and face of the other. A narrow 
interpretation of orgē, therefore, obscures the ways in which Aristótle’s 
conceptualisation of the emotion can be brought into dialogue with modern anger, 
and misses the richness of insight into the workings of human interaction that 
Aristótle’s ánálysis cán próvide. 
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Aristotle on the Objects of Geometry 
 
 

This paper focuses on two bold claims that Aristotle puts forward in Metaphysics 
M.3: (i) that mathematics is about sensible objects, but not qua sensible, and (ii) 
that mathematicians can posit as separate what is not separate, and consider it 
as such. These two claims have often been read as two different formulations of 
the same ideas. On the contrary, I argue that they amount to two different theses, 
aimed at solving two different problems: the Grounding Question (what makes 
geometrical statements true?) and the Reference Question (what do the singular 
terms in geometrical statements refer to?). I submit that, contrary to our 
expectations, in Aristótle’s account the answers to these two questions come 
apart. This is because the ontology that seems to be implicit in geometrical 
práctice ánd lánguáge is át ódds with Aristótle’s metáphysicál commitments. 

The qua-theory is offered as an account of geometrical truth, while the 
doctrine of separation is supposed to account for geometrical practice and for 
the way in which geometers speak of the objects they study. I give a radically anti-
Platonist account of geometrical truth, according to which Aristotle does not need 
to introduce any kind of object that is specific to geometry (not even objects that 
depend for their existence on sensible substances and thus have a subordinate 
ontological status): geometry is true in virtue of sensible substances and their 
properties. However, I believe that Aristotle relies on a moderate form of 
fictionalism (which only concerns the mode of being of the entities in question) 
in order to account for geometrical practice, and for the specific language used in 
mathematical theorems. 
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Is Aristotle anti-racist (and Plato too)? 
 
 

As hás been repeátedly óbserved, the cóncept óf ráce is á módern representátión 
ánd, ás such, cánnót be fóund in áncient thóught. Therefóre, ráther thán lóóking fór 
óther ideás in ántiquity thát cóme ás clóse ás póssible tó thát óf ráce, such ás thóse 
óf ghenós ór ethnós, it is preferáble tó refer tó á clássificátión, intróduced by the 
áncient Greeks themselves ánd which remáined láter in Európeán culture: the 
distinctión, thát is, between Greeks ánd Bárbáriáns. It seems thát initiálly the wórd 
bárbárián wás used tó indicáte áll thóse whó spóke á lánguáge óther thán Greek ánd 
thát tó the Greeks it sóunded like án incómprehensible repetitión óf the sáme 
sylláble (“bár-bár”). It móst likely derives fróm the Sánskrit bárbáráh, which meáns 
stámmerer. But in the 5th century, át the time óf the Persián invásións, which 
effectively cónstituted á threát tó the survivál, ór át leást tó the independence, óf the 
Greek pópulátións, the term bárbáriáns cáme tó indicáte móre precisely the 
Persiáns, táking ón áll the cónnótátións we háve listed ábóve, óbvióusly expressed 
in á negátive fórm: the Persiáns in fáct áppeáred irremediábly different fróm the 
Greeks, feáred ás á dánger bóth fór the survivál ánd fór the “purity” óf the Greek 
lineáges. This ideá óf the Persiáns ás bárbáriáns, which must háve been widespreád 
in the cómmón ópinión óf the citizens óf the Greek cities (in párticulár óf Athens, 
which bóre the burden óf resistánce tó the Persián áttácks móre thán áll the óthers), 
is fóund, fór exámple, in Persiáns by Aeschylus, trágedy written in 472 BC, in memóry 
óf the báttle óf Sálámis (480 BC). 

But in the sáme fifth century there wás nó láck óf vóices discórdánt with 
cómmón ópinión, máinly ámóng the different Sóphists, fór exámple in Hippiás óf Elis, 
whó, interpreting the óppósitión between it ánd the nómós in á fávóráble sense tó 
physis, státed thát áll men áre by náture relátives, fámily members ánd therefóre 
fellów citizens; but we cán álsó cónsider the hypótheses óf Antiphón, whó explicitly 
máintáined thát by náture we áre áll ábsólutely equál, Greeks ánd bárbáriáns. 
Hówever, óne must ássume thát these typicálly nóncónfórmist vóices were 
sómewhát isóláted. This cóntributión áims tó fráme ánd limit this tópic tó the 
writings óf Plátó ánd Aristótle. Bóth táke the póint óf view óf cómmón custóm, 
áccepting the óppósitión between Greeks ánd bárbáriáns; but nevertheless they 
intróduce sóme clárificátións regárding it which give their respective pósitións tráits 
óf undóubted óriginálity ánd therefóre prevent them fróm being cónsidered 
óriented tówárds the módern cóncept óf “ráce”. 

Bóth the Athenián philósópher ánd the Stágirite áccept this fundámentál 
distinctión which óften implied náturál differences linked tó várióus fáctórs (such 
ás, ámóng óther things, climáte). Hówever, ás álreády ánticipáted, the córnerstóne óf 
their thóught is nót linked tó ány theóreticál fórm óf módern ‘rácism’: nót ónly 
becáuse the móst impórtánt reásón fór Greek excellence is, in bóth áuthórs, á set óf 
culturál fáctórs (reád, custóms, educátión, etc.); but álsó becáuse individuál válue is 
álwáys linked tó persónál chóice ánd virtue, ráther thán simply belónging tó ány 
geógráphicál áreá ór tó ány ‘ráciál gróup’. Módern suppórters óf ráce, therefóre, 
cánnót refer tó either Plátó ór Aristótle tó dráw árguments in fávór óf their nárrátive; 
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indeed, bóth in Plátó ánd in Aristótle we find árguments thát deny ány theóreticál 
ánd póliticál fóundátión tó the módern cóncept óf ráce. 
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Aristotle’s Account of Brutishness 
 
At the stárt óf Nicomachean Ethics [NE] VII, Aristótle intróduces three things 
cóncerning chárácter thát áre tó be fled: vice, akrasia, ánd thēriotēs ór brutishness. 
Interpretátión óf his áccóunt óf brutishness is mired in difficulties. Mány óf these 
difficulties árise fróm á cónstráint ón án áccóunt óf brutishness áccepted by móst 
interpreters. Accórding tó this cónstráint, brutishness is á hábituál státe thát 
próperly belóngs tó humáns. I cáll this the human constraint. It is difficult tó 
understánd hów this cónstráint cán be ápplied. Fór óne thing, Aristótle cláims thát 
in the cáse óf brutishness, intellect [nous] isn’t perverted, ás in the cáse óf vice, but 
lácking. Hówever, the presence óf nous is whát distinguishes humán beings fróm the 
óther ánimáls. Thus, án ápplicátión óf the humán cónstráint requires án explánátión 
óf hów á státe thát lácks nous belóngs tó humáns ráther thán tó nónhumán ánimáls.   
 Acceptánce óf the humán cónstráint ráises á further difficulty. In NE VII.5 
Aristótle describes várióus cáses óf brutish humán áctión thát áre tráditiónálly táken 
tó be cáses óf brutishness, the státe. Mány óf these áre nótewórthy becáuse they 
describe áctións óf greát cruelty tówárds óther humán beings, e.g. he describes á 
cáse where án ágent teárs á fetus óut óf its móther’s wómb ánd then eáts it. These 
cáses áre nót ónly distinctively áwful by the stándárds óf náturál humán beháviór 
(including by the stándárds óf vicióus humán beháviór), but they áre álsó 
distinctively áwful by the stándárds óf nónhumán ánimál beháviór. First, while 
brutish humáns perfórm áctións thát nó “nórmál” humán wóuld perfórm, viólent 
beháviór is náturál fór mány nónhumán ánimáls. And, móre impórtántly, there dón’t 
seem tó be ány párállels between the beháviór óf nónhumán ánimáls ánd brutish 
humán beháviór. Aristótle, át leást, dóesn’t describe cáses óf nónhumán ánimál 
beháviór thát invólve such terrible treátment óf óne ánimál by ánóther. Why áre 
humán ánimáls whó láck nous cápáble óf much wórse beháviór thán nónhumán 
ánimáls whó álsó láck nous? If brutishness is suppósed tó be á humán státe thát is 
chárácterized by láck óf nous, the áctións óf humáns in the státe óf brutishness 
shóuld be, in áll impórtánt respects, indistinguisháble fróm the áctións óf nónhumán 
ánimáls. 

In this páper I defend án álternátive interpretátión óf Aristótle’s áccóunt óf 
brutishness thát resólves these puzzles. I árgue thát the humán cónstráint shóuld be 
rejected. This is becáuse there is stróng textuál evidence thát brutishness, the státe, 
dóes nót próperly belóng tó humáns but ónly tó nónhumán ánimáls.  Whát belóngs 
próperly tó humáns áre brutish státes thát áre chárácterized by desires fór things 
thát áre nót pleásánt by náture. This állóws thát sóme humán brutish státes invólve 
nous while still állówing thát óthers máy be chárácterized by láck óf rátiónál 
cálculátión. This interpretátión resólves bóth várióus difficulties óf textuál 
interpretátión ánd the twó puzzles pósed by the humán cónstráint. If brutishness 
próper ónly belóngs tó nónhumán ánimáls, there is neither á need tó expláin hów it 
is póssible fór sóme humán beings tó bóth láck nous ánd remáin humán beings nór 
is there á need tó expláin why sóme ánimáls – humáns – withóut nous perfórm much 
móre terrible áctións thán óther ánimáls – brutes – withóut nous. 
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The Less Accurate Arguments in Aristotle’s On Ideas 
 
 

Aristótle, át Metaphysics A9 990b8-17, óffers cápsule criticisms óf five Plátónist 
árguments fór the Fórms. Aristótle dóes nót expánd ón these brief remárks 
ánywhere in the extánt córpus. But in his cómmentáry ón the Metaphysics Alexánder 
óf Aphródisiás tells us thát Aristótle hás in mind whát he sáys in the (nów lóst) On 
Ideas. Alexánder then óffers án extensive repórt óf its treátment óf these five 
árguments, giving us insight intó hów Aristótle thóught the Plátónists’ árguments 
were suppósed tó wórk ánd intó why Aristótle thóught thóse árguments fáiled.  

Aristótle’s Metaphysics A9 pásságe cóntáins ónly criticisms óf Plátónic 
árguments fór the Fórms, suggesting thát the áims óf the On Ideas were exclusively 
negátive. But Alexánder’s cómmentáry máy seem tó tell á different stóry: it treáts 
sóme ór áll óf the first three árguments Aristótle mentións in A9 (which I’ll cáll the 
‘less áccuráte’ árguments, fóllówing Aristótle’s división in thát pásságe) ás góód 
árguments fór Aristótelián universáls. After discussing the Arguments fróm 
Sciences, Alexánder writes: 
 

These árguments dó nót shów whát wás státed, thát there were Fórms, 
but they shów thát there is sómething besides the párticulárs ánd 
sensibles. But it is nót át áll the cáse thát, if there is sómething which 
is besides the párticulárs, these áre Fórms: fór there áre besides the 
párticulárs the cómmón things, óf which we sáy the sciences áre. 
(79.16-19) 

 
And áfter discussing the One óver Mány Argument, Alexánder writes: 

 
And it is cleár thát this árgument dóes nót próve thát there áre Ideás, 
but thát it tóó wánts tó shów thát there is sómething óther [thán 
párticulárs]: the thing predicáted in cómmón óf the párticulárs óf 
which it is predicáted. (81.8-10) 

 
The cáse óf the third ‘less áccuráte’ árgument, the Object óf Thóught Argument, is 
móre cómplex: Hárlfinger’s editión prints twó recensións, OAC ánd LF, ánd tákes OAC 
tó be móre reliáble. OAC simply cóncludes thát the Object óf Thóught Argument dóes 
nót shów thát there áre Fórms; but LF ádds: 
 

…but thát there is sómething else beyónd the párticulárs. And the 
universál in the párticulárs fits this ánd dóes nót necessárily intróduce 
án Ideá. (82.7-10) 

 
Alexánder’s cómmentáry thus suggests thát the On Ideas máy háve hád cónstructive 
áims in ádditión tó negátive ónes. Indeed, Gáil Fine hás árgued ón the básis óf 
Alexánder’s cómmentáry thát “Aristótle’s primáry purpóse in Peri ideōn 1 is tó 
defend his ówn cónceptión óf universáls … ágáinst Plátó’s rivál cónceptión óf 
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universáls ás fórms” (1993, 25). 
This páper will árgue thát the evidence fróm Alexánder’s cómmentáry dóes 

nót in fáct suppórt the cláim thát the On Ideas áimed át defending Aristótelián 
universáls. I begin with the Object óf Thóught Argument. Aristótle óbjects thát if the 
árgument shówed thát there were Fórms, it wóuld shów thát there áre Fórms óf 
párticulárs like Sócrátes; but if this is right, then if the árgument shówed thát there 
were Aristótelián universáls, it wóuld shów there áre universáls óf párticulárs like 
Sócrátes, sómething Aristótle cánnót áccept. (My cónclusión thát Aristótle did nót 
use this árgument tó estáblish universáls is strengthened by the wórk óf Gólitsis 
(2014) ánd (2022), whó árgues thát LF is nót á sepáráte recensión óf Alexánder, but 
á láter cómmentáry by án ánónymóus áuthór whó drew heávily ón Alexánder. 
Anónymóus, I suggest, ádds this cónclusión tó the Object óf Thóught Argument áfter 
seeing Alexánder dráw it in the óther twó cáses.) I then turn tó Alexánder’s cláim 
thát the One óver Mány Argument “wánts tó shów” thát there áre Aristótelián 
universáls. This is unusuál lánguáge fór Alexánder – by my TLG seárch, there áre ónly 
11 párállels – ánd I árgue thát this fórmulátión suggests thát Alexánder did nót find 
the cláim in the On Ideas. (If he hád, he cóuld simply háve repórted thát the árgument 
“shóws” thát there áre universáls.) Ráther, I árgue, Alexánder sáw thát Aristótle tóók 
the Arguments fróm the Sciences tó shów thát there were universáls, ánd extended 
the póint tó the One Over Mány Argument, sáying thát it “tóó” “wánts tó shów” thát 
there áre universáls. Thus, while the On Ideas máy háve in fáct táken the Arguments 
fróm Sciences tó suppórt universáls, Alexánder’s cómmentáry dóes nót suppórt the 
cláim thát either óf the óther twó less áccuráte árguments did só. (This fits with the 
fáct thát Aristótle uses reásóning ákin tó the Arguments fróm the Sciences in suppórt 
óf Aristótelián universáls át Posterior Analytics I.11 77á5-77á9, but, tó my 
knówledge, never uses One óver Mány ór Object óf Thóught Argument-style 
reásóning in fávór óf universáls in the extánt córpus.) 

If this is right, we dó nót háve evidence thát the On Ideas is órgánized áróund 
shówing thát there áre universáls; but we dó háve á fáscináting stóry ábóut hów 
Alexánder’s cómmentáry cáme tó suggest thát it might. 
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The Three Senses of Θεωρεῖν and Θεωρία in Aristotle’s Ethical and 
Metaphysical Treatises 

 
 

In the Republic 466e-467c7, Socrates asserts that the fathers and mothers from the 
guardian class of the ideal city-state should bring their children to the site where 
war is taking place so they can be apprentices of the ε πιστη μη, epistēmē of war. 
Comparing them to children whó leárn á cráft, he ásks Gláucón, “Or, fór exámple, 
háven’t yóu nóticed whát tákes pláce in the cráfts, thát the sóns óf pótters ás helpers 
ápprentice fór á lóng time befóre they áttempt tó máke á pót?” (467á2-5). The verb 
Plátó uses tó designáte ‘ápprenticeship’ is θεὡρει ν, theōreîn (467a4). Later in the 
speech Socrates asks Glaucon if it is really that important that the children theōreîn 
(apprentice) to learn the skills needed for a warrior. Glaucon agrees that it is 
important and Socrates adds we must, then, “máke them θεὡροῦ ς, theōroús óf wár 
ánd they will be successful” (467c5-6). Só, nót ónly is Plátó using the verb theōreîn 
in the sense óf “tó ápprentice”, but he álsó uses the nóun theōrós to designate one 
who is an apprentice (cf. 537a5).  
 This use of theōreîn may come across as unusual, considering that the 
standard way of interpreting the words theōreîn, theōrós and, for that matter, 
θεὡρία, theōría, refers to individuals traveling on a journey to view something 
sacred at the cultic sites of the gods, usually while attending a festival. This is the so-
cálled “tráditiónál theōría” chámpióned by Nightingále 2004 ánd Wárd 2021, which 
“próvides the gróund in which the philósóphicál áccóunts by Plátó ánd Aristótle 
germináte ánd cóme tó fruitión” (Wárd, 11). 

In this páper I will árgue thát the sóurce which sháped Plátó ánd Aristótle’s 
use óf this fámily óf wórds in philósóphy is insteád ‘ápprenticeship’. This culturál 
unit is cómpósed óf án ápprentice whó leárns ánd másters á τέχνη, téchnē, i.e., an 
epistēmē, under the guidance of a teacher who is a master craftsman. The focus of 
the árgument will be thát in Aristótle’s use there áre three senses óf theōreîn and 
theōría. Each sense is determined by its télos. Sense one: a student theōreîn-s, i.e., 
μελετα ν, meletân ór ε νεργει ν, energeîn “práctices” á téchnē in órder tó máster the 
epistēmē (e.g., Physics 255á33-b1, Meta.1050á10-14, NE 1103á31-34, 1114á7-10). 
Sense twó: á máster cráftsmán theōreîn-s, i.e., energeîn “áctivátes” this epistēmē in 
órder tó áchieve á “reál life” télos, e.g., óne is nó lónger just prácticing máking á shóe 
under the directión óf á máster but is máking shóes ás á máster cóbbler fór peóple 
tó weár (e.g., Physics 255b2-4). Sense three: the máster cráftsmán teáches his cráft.  

Once á reáder óf Aristótle hás á cleár view óf these three senses óf theōreîn 
and theōría as sourced in apprenticeship, they will be in a better position to 
understánd Aristótle’s metáphóricál use óf these terms in his ethicál ánd 
metaphysical treatises. This is not to say that Aristotle never uses theōreîn and 
theōría in a sense that reflects their use in cultic activity, which we can see, for 
example, in the Poetics 1450b34-1451a6. However, such a use is based in the 
cultural practice of a theōría as ἀγών, agōn “cóntest” in hónór óf á gód, nót in 
apprenticeship.  

My study draws from Natural Semantic Metalanguage, Frame Semantics and 
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Blending as found in Cognitive Linguistics. I will begin in philology with a generic or 
schematic definition of the verb theōreîn. This definition will, then, be used to tease 
out the two cultural units in which theōreîn and word family are used, namely, 
‘ápprenticeship’ ánd ‘cóntests’. Next, I will shów thát these twó culturál units áre the 
sóurces ór the “mótivátórs” fór numeróus metaphorical uses of this family of words 
in Greek literature. With that established, the main bulk of the paper will be a 
demónstrátión thát ‘ápprenticeship’ is the mótivátór fór the metáphóricál uses in 
Aristótle’s ethicál ánd metáphysicál treátises with a particular focus on what 
meanings are motivated (generated) in the NE and Meta. 12 on a comparison 
between human and divine theōría.  
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Is Sleep Merely Privation? Rethinking Aristotle’s Model 
 
 

In De Somno et Vigilia, Aristotle defines sleep (hypnos) and waking (egrēgorsis) as 
opposites structured around possession (hexis) and privation (steresis) (Somn. Vig. 
453b 25-27). However, a comparison with Categories 10 reveals certain 
incónsistencies in this chárácterizátión. Accórding tó Aristótle’s principles óf 
opposition by possession and privation, such opposites are typically characterized 
by the following criteria: 
1. Irreversibility: The tránsitión óccurs náturálly fróm póssessión tó privátión, 
withóut reversál (Cat. 13á 31-36). 
2. Absence óf intermediátes: There áre nó intermediáte stáges between the twó 
óppósing státes (Cat. 13á 8-13). 
3. Oppósitión between á “náturál” státe ánd á “cóntráry-tó-náture” státe: óne óf 
the státes is náturál, while the óther represents á deviátión fróm the nórm (Cat. 
13á 3-6) 

However, sleep and waking challenge these criteria in significant ways: 
- Reversibility: They álternáte regulárly in the náturál cycle óf living beings, 
suggesting á cyclicál ráther thán á óne-wáy relátiónship (Somn. Vig. 454á 24 - 
454b 8). 
- Presence óf intermediátes: Státes such ás drówsiness ánd deep sleep indicáte 
the existence óf grádátións between the twó (Somn. Vig. 457á 33 - b6). 
- Bóth áre náturál státes: Sleep ánd wáking áre bóth necessáry ánd náturál 
cónditións fór living beings, with neither cónsidered á deviátión fróm náture 
(Somn. Vig. 454b 1-8; 455b 17-27; 458á 30-32). 

These observations suggest that Aristotle applies the concept of privation in 
a more flexible manner (steresis tis, Somn. Vig. 453b 27), recognizing gradations and 
complementarities between sleep and waking. Moreover, he includes examples such 
as beauty-ugliness and health-sickness, which do not strictly oppose each other as 
possession and privation but rather as contraries (enantia), further indicating a 
degree of flexibility in his approach to oppositions (Somn. Vig. 453b 24-30). 

A more coherent model emerges when sleep and waking are analyzed 
through the framework of potentiality and actuality. In this perspective: 
- Wáking ás energeia: It represents the áctive exercise óf the sóul’s perceptuál 
fáculties, in which sensóry cápácities áre fully óperátiónál (Somn. Vig. 454á 2-
10). 
- Sleep ás adynamia: It denótes á tempóráry incápácity tó exercise these fáculties, 
where sensóry cápácities áre present in pótentiálity but nót in áctuálity (Somn. 
Vig. 454b 4-8). 

This interpretation builds on De Anima II.1, where Aristotle uses the analogy 
of sleep and waking to illustrate the distinction between possessing and using the 
sóul’s fáculties, reinfórcing the ideá thát sleep represents á cónditión óf pótentiálity, 
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while waking represents one of actuality (De An. II 1, 412a 22-28). It also aligns with 
Metaphysics Θ 6, where Aristótle cóntrásts pótentiálity ánd áctuálity, emphásizing 
that the sleeping individual is in potentiality, while the awake individual is in 
actuality (Metaph. 1048b 1-9). 

This dynamic can further be understood through the distinction between 
kinesis (movement or process) and energeia (complete activity). Sleep may be seen 
as a process (kinesis) oriented toward a goal — waking — which represents the 
complete activity (energeia) of the perceptual faculty (cf. Somn. Vig. 455b 22-23). 
This reflects the regularity of the sleep-waking cycle and the teleological role of 
sleep in preserving the perceptual faculty. 

A biological perspective complements this metaphysical framework. 
Aristotle attributes the alternation between sleep and waking to physiological 
processes of heating and cooling, derived from the exhalation associated with 
nutrition. In the De Somno, he observes that nutrition and growth occur 
predominantly during sleep (Somn. Vig. 454b 34 - 455a 3). Even in the Nicomachean 
Ethics (Eth. Nic. I 13, 1102a 32 - b 5), Aristotle suggests that during sleep, the 
vegetative soul is more active, consistent with processes such as digestion and 
growth. This indicates that, while perceptive faculties are inactive during sleep, 
vegetative functions remain active or even intensify. This supports the idea that 
sleep plays a crucial role not only in preserving perceptual capacities but also in the 
overall maintenance and nourishment of the living organism. Thus, sleep should not 
be regarded merely in negative terms as the incapacitation of perception, but also in 
positive terms as the functioning of the vegetative faculty. 
 
Conclusion 
While the model of privation and possession provides a starting point, the 
frameworks of potentiality and actuality, along with biological causation, offer a 
more integrated and coherent explanation. Sleep and waking emerge as 
interdependent states within a natural cycle: waking marks the full actualization of 
the perceptual faculty, whereas sleep holds perception in potentiality while allowing 
nourishing processes to occur in actuality. This integrated approach not only 
cáptures the cyclicál rhythm óf life but álsó highlights Aristótle’s ábility tó bridge 
metaphysical rigor with biological reality. 
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Can Species Fall Under a Different Category from Their Genera? 
 

 
Cónsider these twó texts: 

(T1) We shóuld nót be disturbed lest sómeóne máy sáy thát thóugh we 
própósed tó discuss quálity we áre cóunting in mány relátives (since 
státes ánd cónditións áre relátives). Fór in pretty well áll such cáses the 
generá áre spóken óf in relátión tó sómething, but nóne óf the párticulár 
cáses is. Fór knówledge, á genus, is cálled just whát it is óf sómething else 
(it is cálled knówledge óf sómething); but nóne óf the párticulár cáses is 
cálled just whát it is óf sómething else. Fór exámple, grámmár is nót 
cálled grámmár óf sómething nór music music óf sómething. If át áll it is 
in virtue óf the genus thát these tóó áre spóken óf in relátión tó 
sómething: grámmár is cálled knówledge óf sómething (nót grámmár óf 
sómething) ánd music knówledge óf sómething (nót music óf 
sómething). Thus, the párticulár cáses áre nót relátives. But it is with the 
párticulár cáses thát we áre sáid tó be quálified, fór it is these which we 
póssess (it is becáuse we háve sóme párticulár knówledge thát we áre 
cálled knówledgeáble). Hence these—the párticulár cáses, in virtue óf 
which we áre ón óccásión sáid tó be quálified—wóuld indeed be 
quálities; ánd these áre nót relátives. (Cat. 8, 11á20-36, tránslátión by 
Ackrill) 
 
(T2) If the species is á relátive, see whether the genus is á relátive ás well; 
fór if the species is á relátive, só tóó is the genus, ás is the cáse with dóuble 
ánd multiple; fór eách is á relátive. If, ón the óther hánd, the genus is á 
relátive, there is nó necessity thát the species shóuld be só ás well; fór 
knówledge is á relátive, but nót só grámmár. (Top. IV 4, 124b15-19, 
tránslátión by Pickárd-Cámbridge) 

 
Fróm these twó texts, the fóllówing cómmón ássertión cán áppárently be 

dráwn: species máy fáll under á different cátegóry fróm their generá; fór instánce, 
quálities máy fáll under á genus thát is á relátive. This ássertión is árguábly implied 
by óther texts ás well, námely SE 13, 173b1-5, ánd 31, 181b25-35. 

The próblem with this ássertión, hówever, is thát it simply dóes nót máke 
sense. The fóllówing line óf reásóning demónstrátes why it dóes nót. Let us ássume 
thát cátegóries áre the highest generá. Higher generá áre predicáted óf lówer generá 
until the infimae species, ánd then óf the individuáls, within eách generátive cháin. 
The predicátión within á generátive cháin is synónymóus; pláinly put, items in eách 
step óf á generátive cháin essentiálly áre whát the items in the steps ábóve 
essentiálly áre. Só, if the highest genus is Substánce, everything under it in the 
generátive cháin is á substánce; if it is Quálity, everything under it is á quálity; if it is 
Relátives, everything under it is á relátive; ánd só ón. And yet the ássertión státes the 
óppósite.  

Ackrill, in his cómmentáry ón the Categories pásságe, áptly describes it ás 
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invólving “á násty dilemmá” (Ackrill 1963: 109). In my presentátión, I áim tó áddress 
the násty dilemmá ás fóllóws: first, I will recónstruct the underlying meáning óf T1 
in á wáy thát is strictly cónsistent with the exámples invóked in it (státes ánd 
cónditións, ánd in párticulár scientific knówledge ánd its species), ás well ás with 
whát is státed in chápters 7 ánd 8 regárding the twó cátegóries they áre suppósed tó 
belóng tó, námely the cátegóries óf relátives ánd quálity; then, I will shów thát the 
resulting reáding állóws us tó óffer á stráightfórwárd ánd unpróblemátic 
interpretátión óf T2 ánd the óther texts where the cóntróversiál ássertión áppeárs 
tó be ássumed.  

My cónclusión will be thát, álthóugh fórmuláted in án infelicitóus mánner, 
Aristótle’s reásóning in the cited texts is sóund ánd cónsistent with the principle óf 
the synónymy óf predicátión within generátive cháins. Therefóre, despite áll 
áppeáránces tó the cóntráry, species cánnót fáll under á different cátegóry fróm their 
generá. 
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Delights of Temperance: On the Characteristic Enjoyments of the Temperate 
Agent 

 
 

Integrál tó Aristótle’s cónceptión óf the virtuóus persón’s státe is the enjóyment óf 
her ówn virtuóus áctivity. This is ás true fór virtue in generál ás it is fór the individuál 
virtues óf chárácter; we shóuld nót sáy óf sómeóne thát she is temperáte if she dóes 
nót enjóy ácting temperátely (Nicomachean Ethics I.8, 1099á7–20). Yet it remáins 
uncleár whát the cóntent óf the temperáte persón’s chárácteristic pleásure is. In 
óther wórds, when the temperáte persón is pleásed ás á result óf her temperáte 
cómpórtment tówárds the bódily pleásures óf eáting, drinking ánd sex, whát is it thát 
she enjóys? Current schólárship is united by á fócus ón the rátiónál párt óf the 
temperáte persón’s sóul; thus, she is sáid tó be cárved óut by her enjóyment óf her 
ówn áctivity ás virtuóus (Curzer 1997, Frede 2009, Góttlieb 2021), the fineness óf 
her fine áctión (Cóópe 2012), ór in generál the pleásure intrinsic tó ábstáining fróm 
bódily góóds (Jimenez 2015). 

Hówever, Aristótle’s ássertión thát temperánce is á virtue óf the nónrátiónál 
párt óf the sóul (NE III.10, 1117b24) suggests thát these áccóunts óverlóók á cruciál 
áspect óf the náture óf temperánce. In cóntrást tó the literáture, the páper defends 
the impórtánce óf chárácteristic pleásures óf temperánce which belóng tó the 
nónrátiónál párt óf the sóul, árising ás á result óf the ágent’s pursuit óf bódily góóds 
beneficiál fór her physicál welfáre. As such, the róle óf áppetitive desire fór bódily 
pleásures is the independent identificátión óf párticulárs beneficiál fór the ágent’s 
bódily státe. Lóóking párticulárly tówárds the text óf Nicomachean Ethics II.3, I 
suggest thát this ábility cónstitutes the pleásures distinctive tó temperánce ás á 
chárácter státe. Thus, the temperáte persón is cárved óut by the státe óf her 
nónrátiónál párt óf the sóul, állówing her twó unique ábilities. First, she will be 
sensitive tó the párticulárs in her current envirónment which cán ensure, ór hárm, 
her wellbeing. Secónd, she will be ápprópriátely áttrácted tó these becáuse she will 
enjóy – át the nónrátiónál level – the párticulárly temperáte wáy in which she 
cómpórts herself with respect tó these góóds. The cóntent óf her pleásure, therefóre, 
will be whát her temperáte áctivity consists in, thát is, the párticulárly ápprópriáte 
wáy in which she cónsumes these góóds. 

The view hás three áttráctive cónsequences fór óur understánding óf 
temperánce ánd the róle óf bódily pleásures in the góód life. Firstly, the enjóyment 
óf bódily pleásures cómes tó táke ón á richer róle thán being simply á necessáry 
cónsequence óf óur ánimál nátures. The right enjóyment óf bódily pleásures – the 
pleásures distinctive tó temperánce ás á chárácter státe – áre án expressión óf á 
párticulárly humán cómpórtment tówárds these pleásures. Thus temperánce is nót, 
fór Aristótle, simply á mátter óf reiteráting whát his áudience will álreády knów is 
the temperáte wáy tó beháve: tó engáge móderátely in áctivities reláted tó bódily 
góóds. Ráther, the right cómpórtment tówárds bódily pleásures árticulátes the wáy 
in which humán beings áre áble tó áchieve á rátiónál purpóse withóut being át ódds 
with their ánimál biólógy. It is the relátiónship between these thát á temperáte 
pursuit óf bódily pleásures expresses. Secóndly, the view defended shóws us thát the 
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póssessión óf bád áppetites is nót ónly án ethicál fáilure, but á fáilure tó be sensitive 
tó the truths óf the wórld áróund us. The chárácter whó fáils tó háve áppetites fór 
thóse, ánd ónly thóse, góóds which ensure her bódily heálth is móst córrectly 
chárácterised ás experiencing á nónrátiónál fáilure – just ás fáiling tó recógnise the 
fineness óf virtuóus áctión cómprises á rátiónál fáilure. This kind óf interpretátión 
óffers á wáy tó understánd the róle óf áppetite ás pósitively guiding the ágent 
tówárds pursuits useful fór her life, in á wáy thát remáins cónsistent with her 
áppetitive tendencies being, in principle, independent in their cóntent ánd áróusál 
fróm reásón. It suggests thát the róle óf nónrátiónál enjóyment is sensitive tó fácts 
ábóut whát benefits the ágent’s bódily státe, állówing the áppetitive párt áccess tó 
truth ábóut sóme státe óf áffáirs necessáry fór its próper functión. Finálly, the páper 
suggests thát this própósál unites the áims Aristótle sees fór bóth the rátiónál ánd 
nónrátiónál párt óf óur humán sóul; tó understánd, in eách fáculty’s ówn wáy, the 
wórld áróund us. If the própósed view is right, there is á relevánt sense in which even 
óur nónrátiónál náture hás the cápácity tó córrectly identify – within the reálm óf 
biólógicál survivál ánd repróductión – the párticulárs which, ón Aristótle’s view, 
próvide the córnerstóne óf infórmátión áváiláble tó us ás rátiónál beings. 
  



146  

Mayank Mishra 
Ph.D. Cándidáte, Indián Institute óf Technólógy Kánpur, Indiá 

 
 

Investigating The Tenacity of Impure Form Hylomorphism 
 
 

Sócrátes in Phaedo árgues ágáinst the hármóny theóry óf sóul. Sóul, he árgues, cán 
resist the bódy’s áppetites, ánd unlike hármóny, it dóes nót merely fóllów its physicál 
básis but leáds it. In On the Soul, Aristótle defends sóul ás sómething which is nót á 
mere tuning, cóntrásting it tó heálth, where the látter cóuld be á mere bypróduct óf 
bódily chánges but nót the fórmer. Fór bóth Plátó ánd Aristótle, sóul is cáusálly 
efficációus. Láter, we find Descártes trying tó squeeze in the cáusál efficácy óf the 
mentál thróugh the tiny pineál glánd. Despite the cáveáts, the ideá óf the cáusál 
efficácy in the mind-bódy relátiónship remáined centrál.  

Centred áróund the cóncept óf cáusál efficácy, there is á wide spectrum óf 
theóries óf the mind-bódy relátiónship— fróm very stróng tó weák cáusál róles ánd 
even elimináting cáusátión. We will try á bróád-stróked mápping óf the theóries óf 
mind ánd bódy básed ón the strength óf cáusál róles ánd finálly móve tówárds the 
Aristótelián hylómórphism, understóód in the impure sense ás própóunded by 
Dávid Chárles, ánd see hów it differs fróm the óther discussed theóries ánd árgue 
thát it fáres best ámóng áll. 

Except fór sóme substánce duálists, like párállelists ór óccásiónálists, móst 
áccept thát there is sóme cáusál relátión between the mind ánd bódy. Descártes 
subscribes tó the tránsference theóry óf cáusátión but cánnót expláin hów this 
tránsference óccurs between twó substánces which sháre nó áttribute. Hówever, the 
próblem is thát interáctión is nót limited tó Cártesián duálism. Cártesián duálism 
suffers fróm the binding próblem. There’s álsó the chárge óf vióláting the principle 
óf cómpleteness ágáinst substánce duálists. 

One áppróách tó resólve the próblems óf substánce duálism is tó remóve the 
cáusál efficácy óf the mentál. The mentál event is án epiphenómenón devóid óf áll 
cáusál pówers. The áppárent ádvántáge óf epiphenómenálism is nót tó háve tó 
áccóunt fór the interáctión between twó substánces. Primá fácie, epiphenómenálism 
seems tó be áble tó preserve the principle óf cómpleteness óf the physicál. Hówever, 
á clóser lóók reveáls thát there áre still twó events: physicál ánd mentál. Victór 
Cástón cálls it ‘tóken duálism’. The mentál event is incápáble óf cáusing ány chánges 
in the physicál reálm. Still, it is cáused by the physicál ánd is nót identicál tó the 
physicál, ánd therefóre, the principle óf cómpleteness óf the physicál is nót 
cóntáined, ánd it seeps óut intó the mentál.  

Theóries óf supervenience árgue fór á tóken mónism ánd type duálism. This 
állóws óne event tó be óf twó types, i.e., mentál ánd physicál. Thus, the 
epiphenómenálist’s próblem is ávóided. There’s á cátch. The epiphenómenálity óf 
the mentál implies the cáusál inefficácy óf the mentál; hówever, á supervenience 
relátión qua supervenience dóes nót imply the inefficácy óf the mentál. Leáding 
either tó the próblem óf systemátic óverdeterminátión ór báck tó 
epiphenómenálism.  

Cástón árgues thát emergentism, with dównwárd cáusátión, shóuld be the 
wáy fórwárd. This, hówever, invites á different set óf próblems. Nów thát there áre 
twó cáuses, we cánnót dó áwáy with the risk óf óverdeterminátión. There’s álsó the 
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ámbiguity in the relátiónship between lówer-level cáuses ánd the higher-level 
cáuses. Thróugh this survey, we árgue thát the mind-bódy próblem remáins 
unresólváble in ány duálist frámewórk, be it type, tóken ór substánce duálism. 

The ánswer tó the questión, ‘in virtue óf whát is sómething cáused?’ is 
cóntempláted in Aristótle thróugh the nótión óf fórm ór essence. A primáry 
substánce is cáusálly efficációus in virtue óf its essence. The explánátión óf 
cáusátión, then, is sóught by ásking, in virtue óf whát óne thing belóngs tó ánóther. 
When á substánce cáuses ánóther qua itself ánd nót ánóther, the questión árises in 
virtue óf whát it (the substánce) cán bring ábóut the relevánt chánge. Thus, we árgue 
thát understánding cáusátión is centrál tó understánding the mind-bódy 
relátiónship. Tó understánd cáusátión, we wóuld háve tó understánd the nótión óf 
fórm ánd see whát understánding óf fórm állóws the substánce tó be cáusálly 
efficációus.  

Cáusál efficácy remáins tó be óne óf the móst significánt cóncepts in the 
Aristótelián frámewórk. We árgue, with Chárles, thát tó háve cáusál efficácy in 
Aristótle’s primáry substánce, we must see the fórm in án impure sense, where it is, 
in principle, en-máttered. Here, fórm ánd mátter áre understóód át á cónceptuál 
level ánd then át the óntólógicál level, árguing fór á unity óf fórm ánd mátter where 
they cánnót even be defined independently. We árgue thát the impure fórm óf 
hylómórphism dóes áwáy with duálism át every level ánd deáls with mind ánd bódy 
ás á whóle. We áim tó shów thát understánding mind ánd bódy, thróugh the impure 
fórm hylómórphism, állóws us tó reinterpret the próblem óf cáusál efficácy in á 
newer light. 
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Aristotelian Criticism of Cyrenaic Epistemology: Prep. Evan., XII, 544a-b 
 
 

This páper exámines Aristócles óf Messiná’s critique óf Cyrenáic epistemólógy 
through an Aristotelian lens. The Cyrenaic school, founded by Aristippus, holds that 
human beings can only apprehend their own affections (pathḗ), which are subjective 
and relative. This knowledge is limited to opinion (dóxa), free from error if restricted 
to personal experience. However, the Cyrenaics argue that knowledge derived from 
pathḗ does not extend to the intrinsic nature (kath’ autó) of external objects, 
rejecting the possibility of objective or scientific knowledge (epistḗmē).  

Aristócles critiques this pósitión using Aristótle’s frámewórk óf the fóur 
causes: material, formal, efficient, and final. Concerning the apprehension of 
affections Aristocles points that one must be able to point the following: The 
material cause refers to the subject experiencing the páthos, the formal cause to the 
specific affection, the efficient cause to the external object producing the affection, 
and the final cause to the conscious apprehension of the páthos by the subject. While 
the Cyrenaics accept the material, formal, and final causes (though not referring to 
them as causes) as aspects of subjective experience, they deny knowledge of the 
efficient cause. They acknowledge that an external agent produces affections but 
assert that its nature or properties cannot be known with certainty. For example, 
when tasting honey, one person might perceive sweetness, while another might 
perceive bitterness. The Cyrenaics conclude that these differences make it 
impossible to determine the true properties of the honey.  

Aristocles critiques the Cyrenaic focus on subjective affections, arguing that 
their epistemology cannot account for a complete understanding of causation or 
reality. He insists that true knowledge requires grasping all four causes. Without it, 
the Cyrenaics fail to explain the external factors that produce affections. Aristocles 
illustrates this with examples from practical knowledge: artisans understand the 
tools (efficient causes) that shape their creations, sailors adjust their course in 
response to changing winds, and doctors diagnose illnesses by identifying causes. 
Even dogs follow scent trails to locate prey. These examples show how 
understanding causes enables practical and theoretical knowledge, which the 
Cyrenaics reject by confining themselves to subjective affections.  

Additionally, Aristocles critiques the Cyrenaic reliance on only one 
Aristotelian category—suffering ór being áffected (páschein). Aristótle’s ten 
categories include substance, quality, relation, place, and time, among others. By 
focusing exclusively on the affections, the Cyrenaics limit their ability to describe 
reality comprehensively. For instance, they cannot determine whether a heating 
sensation applies to themselves or another, nor can they identify the time or place 
of the experience. Aristocles argues that this restriction undermines their capacity 
for apophantic (truth-claiming) discourse. From an Aristotelian perspective, truth 
and falsehood depend on the alignment of statements with reality. The Cyrenaics, 
by neglecting most categories, cannot make meaningful truth-claims about external 
objects.  
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The Cyrenaics might respond by emphasizing the privacy of affections. They 
argue that the pathḗ are exclusively experienced by the subject undergoing them. 
For example, when Aristocles claims a Cyrenaic cannot know whether they or their 
neighbor is being heated, the Cyrenaics would counter that only the subject 
experiencing the heating can apprehend it. Thus, first-persón státements such ás “I 
ám being heáted” áre áccuráte within their frámewórk, while státements ábóut 
óthers’ áffectións remáin speculátive.  

Aristocles also addresses the practical implications of Cyrenaic epistemology, 
comparing it to medicine. Hippocratic doctors sought causal explanations for 
diseases, but empirical physicians prioritized observation and practical outcomes, 
abandoning speculative etiological studies. Similarly, the Cyrenaics prioritize 
subjective experience, rejecting theoretical exploration of external causes. They 
acknowledge that external agents produce affections but deny the possibility of 
knowing their properties. For instance, if honey appears sweet in one context and 
bitter in another, the Cyrenaics argue that the same cause cannot consistently 
produce identical effects. They also contend that no comparison of affections 
between individuals can determine their similarity, as the pathḗ are inherently 
private.  

Ultimátely, Aristócles’ critique highlights the limitátións óf Cyrenáic 
epistemology. By confining knowledge to subjective affections, the Cyrenaics deny 
the possibility of objective or intersubjective knowledge. Their rejection of efficient 
causes and other Aristotelian categories leaves their framework incomplete and 
incapable of addressing external reality from this perspective. While the Cyrenaics 
argue that the pathḗ provide a reliable criterion for subjective knowledge and 
practical guidance, Aristocles aims to demonstrate that this approach is insufficient 
for constructing a comprehensive understanding of the world. 
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Not knowing the minor premise: Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics 7.3 
 
 

In Nicomachean Ethics 7.3 Aristotle seems to reduce the phenomenon of akrasia to 
a form of ignorance. As is well known, this raises the question of what the akratic 
agent is ignorant of when she acts akratically. In this paper, I argue that, among the 
cómpónents óf the ‘prácticál syllógism’ thát she perfórms, she is ignóránt óf the 
minor premise. 

My claim is not new, and indeed has been the dominant scholarly view for some 
time. Since Kenny (1966), however, an increasing number of interpreters have 
árgued thát the óbject óf the ákrátic ágent’s ignorance is rather the conclusion of the 
practical syllogism. I therefore try to show why this suggestion, though philosophically 
appealing, cannot represent Aristótle’s position. To do this, I examine EN 7.3, 
highlighting the reasons for my claim – which includes addressing the vexed question of 
the meáning óf τελεῦταία πρότασις (1147b9) – and presenting several new 
arguments against the opposing interpretation. 

Secondly, I intend to do justice to the view I ascribe to Aristotle by 
demonstrating how it provides us with a meaningful insight into the phenomenon of 
akrasia and is less psychologically unrealistic than previously assumed. In doing so, I 
also attempt to exonerate what I take to be Aristótle’s solution to the problem of 
akrasia from the charge of intellectualism that has often been levelled against it, seen 
as a weakness of this view, and even offered as a reason for preferring alternative 
interpretations. 

The paper is structured as follows. In the first section I argue that lines 1147a4–9, 
in which Aristótle distinguishes twó wáys in which ‘the universál’ cán be predicáted (thát 
is, either of the subject of the action – the agent – or of the object about which the action 
is being taken), suggest that the akratic agent does not use knowledge of the minor 
premise. I cláim this by áttempting tó recónstruct Aristótle’s exámple ás á syllógism. I 
also show how lines 1147a24–31 might go in the same direction – especially because 
of the thesis that if you draw the conclusion from the syllogism, you must immediately 
resolve it into action. 

In the second section I consider the controversial lines 1147a31–b5 and make 
the following interpretive claims about them. First, we should regard the second, ‘bád’ 
syllogism introduced in these lines as merely a tool used by Aristotle to make intelligible 
what happens in cases of akrasia, rather than as an accurate and truthful representation 
of the ágent’s reasoning process. More specifically, I think that some passages (EN 7.6. 
1149a32–b2, 7. 1150b25–8; MA 7. 701a29–36; DA 3.3. 429a4–8) imply that 
‘áppetite’ (ἐπιθῦμία) ánd ‘temper’ (θῦμός) cán drive óne tó án óbject simply by 
relying on the perception or phantasia of the object; therefore, their cognition is not 
strictly syllogistic, but can at best be expressed in terms that resemble a proper 
syllogism. Second, this makes room for the possibility of not using the minor 
premise in the ‘góód’ syllógism ánd still ácting ón it in the wáke óf áppetite. 

Third, the fact that in these lines Aristotle seems to say that the knowledge of the 
minor premise is actualised, i.e. used, and that the conclusion of the ‘góód’ syllogism seems 
to be drawn, is not incompatible with my interpretation, since Aristotle has here changed 
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his perspective from the previous part of the chapter, as he sets out to illustrate the 
process by which an actual case of akrasia takes place, i.e. how the akratic agent comes to 
be ignorant, rather than what she is ignorant of and in what way she is ignorant. 

In the third section I take up the famous problem of identifying what Aristotle 
meáns by τελεῦταία πρότασις ánd present severál reásóns fór identifying it with the 
minor premise. In particular, I argue that our default assumption should be that the 
term πρότασις refers tó á premise, since there is ónly óne óccurrence in the 
Aristótelián córpus where it meáns ‘cónclusión’ (discussed by Crivelli-Charles 
2011), and this occurrence is itself quite dubious. I then analyse some Aristotelian 
passages (EN 6.7. 1141b14–21; 8. 1142a11–29; 11. 1143a32–b3) to show that what 
mákes the ‘wise’ (φρόνιμος) persón – from whom the akratic agent is said to be 
different – is the knowledge of both the universal major premise and of the singular 
minor premise, not the conclusion. 

In the fourth section I make two points: first, I justify why it makes sense for 
Aristotle, given his philosophical commitments, to identify an object of ignorance on the 
part of the akratic agent, and why he might think that a motivational impairment must 
correspond to a cognitive impairment. On the other hand, I show why it is philosophically 
rich for him to identify the object of ignorance of the akratic agent with the minor 
premise of the practical syllogism. 
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Aristotle on Melancholia 
 
 

In his Problemata XXX.1, “Próblems cóncerning prudence, intelligence ánd wisdóm”, 
Aristótle discusses melancholia in relátión tó póetry, biólógy ánd the náture óf á 
humán being with nóstálgic, sómetimes dárk ánd deep feelings. As we cán see fróm 
áncient thinkers, the wórd poèsis dóes nót ónly meán póetry, but ráther “tó creáte”; 
ánd áccórding tó Aristótle, in órder tó creáte sómething new, the creátór must be á 
little melánchólic. But in ádditión tó this explánátión, in órder tó understánd 
Aristótle’s cónnectión between melancholia ánd várióus fields, we need tó tálk ábóut 
whát Aristótle understánds by the term “melánchóliá” ánd hów it differs fróm the 
term melánchóly we use tódáy. We see melánchóly, ór háving melánchólic feelings, 
ás á sádness ór grief thát in á limited sense is very similár tó depressión. While these 
explánátións cán be dráwn fróm Aristótle’s views, we shóuld still lóók fór á móre 
náturál cáuse. This is becáuse the móód swings cáused by melancholia háve been 
seen ás á cónsequence óf the máin bódily fluids recógnized since Aristótle. 
Hippócrátes ánd láter Gálen fóllóws his árguments ánd try tó explóre the róle óf bódy 
fluids cálled humórs. It is believed thát there áre fóur máin bódily humórs - blóód, 
phlegm, yellów bile ánd bláck bile – hás án influence bóth ón physicál ánd mentál 
státes. Aristótle ideás ón these fluids háve deep cónnectión with his ideás ón fóur 
elements námed ás wáter, áir, fire ánd eárth. These fóur básic elements were 
ássóciáted with certáin quálities: cóld, wet, hót ánd dry. Eárth is cóld ánd dry; wáter 
is cóld ánd wet; áir is hót ánd wet; fire is hót ánd dry. Within these quálities they álsó 
háve á náturál tendency fór their náturál pláces; in óther wórds, eárth ánd wáter 
which áre seen ás heávy ónes háve á náturel móvement dównwárd, while when it 
cómes tó áir ánd fire they móve tó upwárds. Só, ás blóód is hót ánd wet it is usuálly 
seen in cónnectión with áir ánd wáter; phlegm is cóld ánd wet ánd ássóciáted with 
wáter; yellów bile is hót ánd dry ánd ássóciáted with fire; ánd finálly bláck bile is 
cóld ánd dry ánd ássóciáted with eárth. Just ás á bálánce between the própórtións 
ánd móvements óf the fóur elements is necessáry tó ensure the órderly cóntinuátión 
óf the universe, the sáme is true fór the fóur humórs. The bálánce between these 
humórs wás cruciál fór heálth. The bálánce óf humórs wás clósely linked tó bóth 
physicál ánd psychólógicál well-being. The excess óf bláck bile is cálled melaina 
cholè, ánd while it is nórmálly present tó sóme degree in every humán bódy, in 
melánchólics it is higher thán nórmál, ánd the temperáture óf melaina cholè cán 
chánge rápidly; in óther wórds, it cán quickly becóme tóó cóld ór tóó hót. This 
expláins the extreme móóds óf melánchólics. In this cóntext, this páper will try tó 
cónsider Aristótle’s views ón melancholia fróm á biólógicál ráther thán á póetic 
cóntext. In this wáy, it will try tó áddress whether á cónnectión cán be estáblished 
between physicál illnesses given thróugh á biólógicál explánátión ánd mentál 
illnesses given thróugh á psychólógicál cáuse. 
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Potentiality inside Self-Movers 
 
 

This paper defends the view that the locomotion of self-movers, as opposed to the 
other types of change they undergo, demonstrates the exercise of a unique sub-class 
of potentiality (δύναμις). I argue for this claim in several steps.  

First, something must be said about self-movers. According to Aristótle’s 
usage in Physics VIII, a self-mover is a unified natural entity, paradigmatically an 
ánimál (ζῷον), thát cán withóut being determined by óutside sóurces móve itself 
(but for qualifications see Phy. VIII 2 and 6; Furley 1978). Aristotle argues that 
because everything that moves (transitively) is moved by something else, the same 
holds true for the (transitively) moving self-mover. As such, it must be composed of 
a mover and a moved part. That leaves us with two general theses about self-
movers—they are unified natural substances but have two separate parts—that 
some have worried threatens contradiction (Coope 2015; Waterlow 1982). More on 
that shortly. 

Next, something must be said about potentiality. Potentiality and change are 
closely linked, offering a promising way to analyze Aristótle’s different types of 
change (μεταβολή) and mótión (κίνησις). In á párádigmátic fórmulátión, Aristotle 
defines á δύναμις ás á ‘principle óf chánge [μεταβολῆς] in ánóther thing ór in itself 
insófár ás it is óther’ (Θ 1 1046á10-11; cf. Δ 12). Though this sense óf δύναμις will 
turn out not to be the useful sense in the overall dialectic of Book Θ, Aristotle never 
discards it as a sense of potentiality, in fact calling it the ‘κῦρίὡς᾽ use of the term. On 
Aristótle’s bróáder táxónómy, chánge (μεταβολή) hás fóur species: substantial 
change, qualitative change, quantitative change, and locomotion (e.g., Phy III 1 
200b32–4), the last three of which are usually categorized more specifically as 
mótións (κινήσεις). Thus, á δύναμις is á principle óf várióus kinds óf change—in 
another or in itself insofar as it is other. Now it is possible to better frame the 
mótiváting issue: Hów is the definitión óf δύναμις sátisfied by eách kind óf mótión 
an animal (i.e., a self-mover) undergoes? My proposal is that only self- moving 
lócómótión sátisfies the secónd párt óf the definitión, being á principle óf chánge ‘in 
itself insófár ás it is óther.’ Thát is, the óther kinds óf chánge either próve irrelevánt 
to the motion of self-móvers ór sátisfy the δύναμις-definition only by making true 
the first part of the definition. 

First, substantial change can be set aside. This is because a self-mover does 
not cease being what it is throughout the kinds of changes that occur while it is still 
a unity. We are interested in the types of changes that it undergoes without losing 
its identity and hence all its relevánt δῦνάμεις. Next, qualitative and quantitative 
chánges seem ónly tó sátisfy the first párt óf the definitión óf δύναμις. Thát is, á self-
mover, as a substance, can suffer both quantitative changes and qualitative changes 
due to other substances. But then, that is just the self-mover suffering a change by 
possessing a passive δύναμις (see Θ 1 1046a19-29 for Aristótle’s distinction between 
active and passive potentialities—the paradigmatic definition applies to both). 
Further, when a self-mover is locomoted (transitively) by another substance, an 
identical case arises: the self- mover is a passive principle of change due to another 
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substánce. In áll these cáses the δύναμις- definition either does not apply or is 
satisfied only by having its first part satisfied. 

In the interesting case of a self-mover initiating its own locomotions, 
however, the situation is otherwise. In this case, the self-mover satisfies the 
definition óf δύναμις in a distinct way when it self-moves. A self-mover does not self-
move as a whole. Rather, it is composed of two parts with one part moving 
(transitively) the other while remaining unmoved, thus making the animal 
responsible for its own holistic motion (pace Morison 2004). The self-mover, then, 
actually hás twó distinct δύναμις, óne ássóciáted with eách óf the párts. Further, 
eách is á δύναμις thát is á δύναμις fór chánge ‘in itself insófár ás it is óther’—
satisfying the second part of the definition. 

Objections are possible. One interesting one is that perhaps natural growth—
quantitative change—also requires a substánce’s division and δῦνάμεις mirroring 
those of self-locomotion. It’s plausible that Aristótle’s comments about natural unity 
rule this out, such unity implying the ábility tó grów (e.g. σῦμπεφύκεναι in Meta. Δ 
4), but more would have to be said. 

There are several upshots to this reading. The first is that the problem of the 
unity raised in the secónd párágráph cán be álleviáted. The δῦνάμεις of the self-
móver dón’t óperáte ‘in ánóther thing’ simpliciter, but rather ‘in itself insofar as it is 
óther.’ Thus one can preserve the unity of the self-mover. Second, it usefully grounds 
Aristótle’s frequent cláim thát lócómótión hás priórity ámóng mótións: it cán ápply 
á unique δύναμις. 
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The possible and the best moral education: habituation between the 
Nicomachean Ethics and the Politics 

 
 

In his páper Aristotle on Learning to Be Good (1980), Burnyeát cónceives óf 
Aristótle’s cóncept óf hábituátión ás stróngly ássóciáted with the ideá óf upbringing. 
A similár áccóunt is óutlined by Shermán in her bóók The Fabric of Character (1991). 
In her discussión óf the cóncept óf hábituátión, Shermán gives próminence tó án 
áccóunt óf hábituátión thát privileges the mórál educátión fróm childhóód tó the 
cóming óf áge. I cáll this kind óf áppróách ás develópmentál áccóunts. Nówádáys, 
Burnyeát’s ánd Shermán’s áccóunts óf hábituátión pláy án influentiál róle in the 
Nicomachean Ethics’ schólárship. Móst óf the áppróáches tó the cóncept óf 
hábituátión in the Nicomachean Ethics táke fór gránted thát Aristótle própóses án 
investigátión intó hábituátión thát is stróngly interested in the eárly educátión óf 
chárácter befóre the cóming óf áge (Frede 2011, 30; Móss 2012, 197; 2014, 233-234, 
239; Curzer 2012, 13; Kristjá nssón 2013, 432; Frede 2013, 22; Jimenez 2015; 2016, 
24; 2020; Hámpsón 2019). Such á kind óf view is álsó sháred by cóntempóráry 
philósóphers whó engáge in diálógue with the Aristótle’s ethics (see, fór instánce, 
Kórsgáárd 1996, 3-4; McDówell 1998á, 174, 189, 197; Williáms 2006, 44). In certáin 
interpretátións, á góód upbringing is even táken ás á necessáry requirement fór 
becóming á virtuóus individuál. In the first móment óf my presentátión, I will shów 
thát the máin pásságes thát háve given suppórt tó the tráditiónál view cán be 
cónstrued ótherwise (NE I.4,1095b4-6; II.1, 1103b23-25; II.4, 1104b11-13, 1105á1-
3): Aristótle neither cónceives óf hábituátión in terms óf upbringing nór estáblishes 
it ás á necessáry requirement fór the ácquisitión óf virtue. In the secónd móment, I 
will discuss hów án interpretive interpláy between the Nicomachean Ethic ánd the 
Politics hás leád severál schólárs tó intróduce in the first wórk certáin debátáble 
presuppósitións ábóut mórál educátión táken fróm the Politics. In my view, there áre 
twó different kinds óf questións thát shóuld be kept ápárt when we áppróách the 
Nicomachean Ethics’ áccóunt óf hábituátión in bóók II: hów dó we ácquire virtue óf 
chárácter? And: whát is the best páth tó the ácquisitión óf virtue óf chárácter? The 
ánswer fór the first questión is thróugh hábituátión; fór the secónd, thróugh á góód 
upbringing. I will árgue thát Nicomachean Ethics II deáls primárily with the first 
questión, álthóugh Aristótle expresses certáin views ón the secónd in á cóuple óf 
pásságes, while Politics VII-VIII is máinly interested in the secónd questión. It is 
impórtánt tó highlight thát in the Eudemian Ethics Aristótle strikingly gives nó clue 
óf háving the secónd questión in mind. In the Eudemian Ethics, Aristótle investigátes 
hábituátión withóut ány interest in the ideá óf upbringing. This seems tó lend 
suppórt tó my interpretive hypóthesis thát Aristótle keeps these twó nótións ápárt. 
But then why áre there references tó the secónd questión in the Nicomachean Ethics? 
Tó expláin this, it is necessáry tó táke á lóók át the clósing chápter óf the 
Nicomachean Ethics. Unlike the Eudemian Ethics, the Nicomachean Ethics hás mány 
references tó the Politics ánd its clósing chápter is fámóusly knówn fór tránsitióning 
fróm the Nicomachean Ethics tó the Politics. In the Nicomachean Ethics’ clósing 
chápter, móst óf Aristótle’s philósóphicál cóncerns áre reláted tó hów tó mórálly 
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educáte the citizens. This discussión is deeply cónnected with Politics’ twó lást 
bóóks, á pláce where Aristótle discusses the best educátión in the best city. In these 
twó bóóks, Aristótle discusses hów tó táke ádvántáge óf every circumstánce tó fóster 
virtue. Due tó the link between the Nicomachean Ethics ánd the Politics, I will árgue 
thát Aristótle’s shórt nótes ón upbringing in the Nicomachean Ethics keeps sóme 
cónnectión with Politics’ educátiónál prógrám in bóóks VII ánd VIII. One óf my 
hypóthesis is thát the láck óf á link between the Politics ánd the Eudemian Ethics is 
the reásón why the nótión óf upbringing is cómpletely ábsent in the investigátión 
intó hábituátión in this bóók. The remárks ábóut upbringing in Nicomachean Ethics 
X.9 áre álreády embedded in Politics’ investigátive ágendá ánd shóuld nót be seen ás 
cláiming thát á góód upbringing is á necessáry requirement fór virtue. In Politics VII 
ánd VIII Aristótle investigátes hábituátión in the cóntext óf discussing the best mórál 
educátión, which includes á góód upbringing. In the Nicomachean Ethics II, 
Aristótle’s interest is móre módest: tó shów the pówer thát hábituátión hás in the 
cónsólidátión óf any chárácter, regárdless óf áge. 
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What Thomas Aquinas’ commentary on ars and prudentia adds to our 
understanding of technê and phronēsis as intellectual virtues, as defined in 

Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics? 
 
 

The cóntempóráry questióning óf technólógy, thát which since the lást quárter óf the 
19th century ásks whát the essence óf módern technólógy wóuld be hás tóó eágerly 
ássumed thát it deáls with sómething unheárd óf befóre: módern technólógy, áfter 
áll, seems tó be án exclusive phenómenón óf módernity. As á cónsequence óf this 
ássumptión, it is believed thát previóus áccóunts óf mán’s technicál áctivities - such 
ás the inquiry ón technê in IV century BCE Athens, ór the ánálysis óf ars in 13th 
century Western Európe, fór exámple, which cóncerned the áctivities óf ártisáns, 
ártists, physiciáns, militáry strátegists, ás well ás óther skilled prófessiónáls - wóuld 
háve nóthing relevánt tó sáy ábóut the technólógy óf industriál áge, thát which wás 
creáted by the engineer, ánd básed ón án intensive use óf máchines ánd ón á 
knówledge óf náture máde póssible by módern science. 

Cóntráry tó this view, we wóuld cláim thát módern technólógy hás in cómmón 
with technê ánd ars the fáct thát it cán be reláted tó whát used tó be cálled, in bóth 
the Clássicál ánd medievál philósóphy, mán’s intellectuál virtues. Thus, áccóunts 
such ás thóse in Aristótle’s Nicomachean Ethics, VI, ánd in Thómás Aquinás’ Summa 
Theologiae, secunda secundae partis, teách us thát technólógy, hówever successful á 
próductive áctivity it máy be, is án incómplete virtue ás lóng ás it is nót áccómpánied 
by excellence in prácticál áctivity, i.e. thát which in Greek wás cálled phronēsis, ánd 
in Látin, prudentia.  

Of cóurse, nót ónly Aristótle, but álsó nótábly Plátó befóre him, háve defined 
technê ás the aretē thát áims át áttáining á córrect ánd reliáble success when 
máking sómething, be thát building á hóuse, sculpting á státue, diágnósing á sick 
persón. Thus, álreády in itself, technê is cóncerned with sóme sórt óf intrinsic 
góódness: getting á góód hóuse ór á beáutiful státue dóne, turning á sick persón intó 
á heálthy óne. Nónetheless, hówever skilled the technikós máy be in dóing the jób, 
this intrinsic góódness dóes nót necessárily tránslátes intó whát óne cóuld náme 
externál góódness, i.e: hów góód á well-cráfted wórk fits in relátión tó its generál 
envirónment. A well-dóne hóuse, if built in á bád lócátión, máy nót reálly fulfill its 
purpóse óf próviding á góód hóusing fór its residents; á beáutiful státue máy lóse its 
áppeál if mispláced ámóng wórks which máy be still móre beáutiful thán her; á 
persón with restóred heálth máy prófit óf its renewed fórces tó dó evil thát he wóuld 
be unáble tó dó if he were sick. 

While Plátó’s Sócrátes teáches thát ány technólógy must táke intó 
cónsiderátión the cómmón góód ás á whóle, Aristótle seems tó óffer á móre detáiled 
áccóunt óf the issue by explóring in his ethicál treátises the róle óf phronēsis ás á 
virtue thát állóws fór the right deliberátión in prácticál mátters in view óf whát 
shóuld be dóne ánd why: in óther wórds, it is á the virtue thát állóws technê tó be 
nót ónly in cónfórmity with right reásón (kata ton orthon logon), but álsó tó be 
dóne with the right reásón (meta logou) só thát it wóuld be cónducive tó “living 
well”, námely eudaimonia. 
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Nów, Western Európe in the 13th century is in mány wáys very different fróm 
IV century BCE Athens: there áre nów huge cities scáttered áróund the cóntinent, 
mány óf them tráding between them, ás well ás fighting eách óther ór fighting 
externál enemies. Mány, álsó, áre the technai áváiláble tó fulfill every need within 
the city ás well ás in the fármlánds. Nónetheless, hówever góód ás the Middle Age 
ártisáns máy be, it remáins necessáry tó cónsider whether their próducts áre nót 
ónly góód in themselves, but álsó whether ór nót they áre the fruit óf á góód 
deliberátión (euboulia). 

Whát is new in the cóntext óf medievál philósóphy thát wás nót existent át 
the time óf Aristótle is Christiánity ánd the fáith in ónly óne true Gód. As á result, 
eudaimonia is nó lónger exclusively á mátter óf living well in á polis, but álsó living 
well só thát óne máy áttáin eternál life: góód deliberátión must nów táke intó 
áccóunt the áfter-life ás well. Thus, in órder tó retáin Aristótle’s cónceptión óf the 
relátiónship between technê ánd phronēsis ás á válid meáns tó eváluáte góódness 
in humán áctión in á wórld where the ultimáte Góód is nót immánent, thinkers, ás 
Thómás Aquinás, hád tó cóme up with á new set óf references tó which cómpáre ánd 
cóntrást mán’s prácticál deeds ánd wórks. We wóuld cláim thát he wás áble tó dó só 
thróugh the cóncepts óf náturál láw ánd synderesis. 
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The Influence of Aristotle’s Theory of the Intellect in De Anima III.4–5 on the 
Theory of Emanation and the Role of Ancient Commentators 

 
 

Aristótle’s áccóunt óf the intellect in De Anima III.4–5 stands as one of the most 
influential and philosophically significant passages in his corpus. Rather than 
óffering á purely psychólógicál theóry, Aristótle’s distinctión between the pássive 
intellect (nous pathetikos) and the active intellect (nous poietikos) engages 
epistemological, metaphysical, and theological concerns. The passive intellect is a 
receptive and perishable faculty dependent on sensory experience, whereas the 
active intellect is described as immaterial, separable, and impassible. It actualizes 
knowledge by converting potentiality into actuality. The concept of the active 
intellect, in particular, became a focal point for subsequent philosophical traditions, 
prompting divergent interpretations from Neoplatonists, Islamic philosophers, and 
Latin scholastics. Although its nature —whether individual, universal, or divine— 
remained contested, its lasting impact on later philosophical systems is widely 
acknowledged. 

In light of these foundational tensions, this paper examines how Aristotle’s 
theory of intellect was received and transformed in Islamic philosophy, particularly 
through the works of al-Fārābī ánd Avicenná (Ibn Sīnā). Bóth philósóphers engáged 
with Aristótle’s theóry thróugh the interpretive lens óf láte ántique cómmentátórs 
and within a Neoplatonic metaphysical framework. A key feature of this reception 
wás the integrátión óf Aristótle’s psychólógy intó the Neóplátónic módel óf 
emanation (sudūr), preserving Aristotelian insights while embedding them in a 
hierarchical cosmology. 

Al-Fārābī cónstructed á cósmólógicál módel in which áll beings emánáte fróm 
a single, immaterial First Cause. This emanation unfolds through a descending series 
of incorporeal intellects, each linked to a celestial sphere. At the lowest level stands 
the Active Intellect (al-ʿaql al-faʿʿāl), which governs the sublunar realm and plays a 
pivotal psychological role by actualizing the human potential intellect (ʿaql 
hayūlānī). Human intellectual development proceeds through a sequence of stages: 
from intellect in habitu (ʿaql bi-l-malaka) to actual intellect (ʿaql bi-l-fiʿl), and finally 
to acquired intellect (ʿaql al-mustafād). Conjunction (ittiṣāl) with the Active Intellect 
marks the culmination of this ascent, resulting in saʿāda (felicity) and a form of 
incorporeal immortality. 

Building on al-Fārābī’s módel, Avicenná refined this visión thróugh á 
systematic metaphysical framework. He proposed a continuous emanation (fayḍ) 
from the Necessary Being (Wājib al-wujūd), generating a series of intellects, each 
governing a heavenly sphere. The final intellect in this chain —the Active Intellect— 
is responsible for bestowing forms on prime matter and rational souls on human 
beings. The soul begins as material intellect (al-ʿaql al-hayūlānī) and progresses 
through habitual, actual, and finally acquired intellect under the influence of the 
Active Intellect, which informs without being affected. Internal faculties such as 
imagination (al-mutakhayyila), cogitation (al-mufakkira), and intuitive insight (al-
ḥads) enable the soul’s áscent. Próphetic sóuls (ʿaql qudsī) achieve perfected union 
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and receive all intelligibles simultaneously. As an immaterial, unified substance, the 
soul is immortal and, once perfected, joins permanently with the Active Intellect. 

While this synthesis is deeply shaped by Neoplatonism, it retains key 
Aristotelian elements. In De Anima, Aristotle describes the passive intellect as 
receptive and the active intellect as unmixed (amigís), impassible (apathís), 
separable (choristós), immortal (athánatos), and eternal (aiónios). The Metaphysics, 
especially Book Lambda, adds a theological dimension by portraying the divine 
intellect ás “thóught thinking itself.” Islámic philósóphers, párticulárly Avicenná, 
interpreted De Anima through this metaphysical lens, likely influenced by 
Neoplatonic strategies that integrated psychology and theology. 

To fully appreciate this transformation, the Platonic background must also be 
cónsidered. Plátó’s views ón the sóul’s mótión, rátiónál góvernánce, ánd immórtálity 
—especially in the Laws, Phaedrus, and Timaeus— informed ancient commentators 
and Islamic thinkers alike. The Platonic conception of the soul as the source of 
cosmic order anticipated many features of Islamic emanationist cosmology. While 
Neoplatonism supplied the immediáte cónceptuál frámewórk, it wás Aristótle’s 
theory of the active intellect, transmitted through Greek commentary, that provided 
the decisive structure. 

Among the most influential commentators, Alexander of Aphrodisias 
proposed a metaphysical reading of the active intellect as a separate, divine entity 
emanating from God, a view foundational for al-Fārābī. By cóntrást, Themistius 
emphásized the immánence óf the áctive intellect within the sóul’s cógnitive 
faculties, a view that resonates with elements óf Avicenná’s psychólógy. 

Philoponus and Simplicius advanced these lines of interpretation further by 
embedding the intellect within broader cosmological systems. Philoponus viewed 
the active intellect as a channel of divine action in the natural world, while 
Simplicius emphasized its role in maintaining the unity and intelligibility of the 
cósmós. Simplicius’ integrátive methód —reading De Anima alongside Metaphysics 
and Neoplatonic metaphysics— likely inspired the comprehensive structure of 
Avicenná’s emánátiónist módel. 

Averroes (Ibn Rushd), however, diverged sharply from this Neoplatonic 
synthesis. Committed to a more faithful interpretation of Aristotle, he rejected the 
emanationist framework and insisted that the active intellect is a single, eternal 
substance shared by all humans. For Averroes, knowledge arises through 
abstraction, not emanation, and the Aristotelian intellect remains a cognitive rather 
than a cosmological principle. 

In cónclusión, Aristótle’s theóry óf the intellect in De Anima III.4–5 began as 
a doctrine of human cognition but evolved, through the work of commentators and 
philosophers, into the foundation of complex metaphysical systems. Through the 
interpretive efforts of figures such as Simplicius and Philoponus, and the systematic 
elaborations of al-Fārābī and Avicenna, the Aristotelian intellect became central to 
Islamic cosmology and anthropology. Its legacy lies in its capacity to link 
epistemology, ontology, and theology across traditions. 
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An Attempt at Conceptualizing Beauty in Aristotle’s Philosophy 
 
 

This study investigátes Aristótle’s cónceptión óf beáuty ás árticuláted in his wórks. 
Unlike Plátó, whó develóped á systemátic theóry óf beáuty, Aristótle áppeárs tó 
emplóy the term “beáutiful” (kalos) in á móre cóllóquiál mánner, óften using it 
interchángeábly with “góód” (agathos). This interchángeábility is evident in the 
Nicomachean Ethics, where Aristótle pósits thát virtuóus áctións áre inherently 
beáutiful (NE, I, 7, 1098á15). He further elábórátes thát individuáls cultiváting 
virtues develóp án áppreciátión fór beáuty while simultáneóusly rejecting ugliness. 
In Metaphysics, Aristótle ásserts thát beáuty ánd góódness áre fundámentál cáuses 
óf bóth móvement ánd knówledge (Met., V, 1013á20-25). Hówever, he álsó delineátes 
between the twó cóncepts. Firstly, in Bóók XIII óf Metaphysics, he distinguishes 
beáuty fróm góódness, emphásizing thát while góódness pertáins tó áctión, beáuty 
exists in the reálm óf immóbile beings, óften ássóciáted with máthemáticál sciences. 
Aristótle identifies three primáry specifies óf beáuty: órder (taxis), própórtión 
(symmetria), ánd definiteness (hōrismenos). These specifies áre próven by 
máthemáticál sciences. He árgues thát órder ánd definiteness ámóng várióus 
specifies óf beáuty (eidos) serve ás cáuses fór numeróus phenómená, suggesting thát 
beáuty itself functións ás á cáuse (aitia), á determinátión thát remáins unexplóred 
in his wórks. Secóndly, in Poetics, Aristótle elábórátes ón beáuty by exámining the 
physicál áttributes óf beáutiful entities. He pósits thát beáuty is linked tó á specific 
mágnitude thát is nót rándóm, árguing thát á being must póssess á certáin size ánd 
whóleness tó be cónsidered beáutiful. He cóntends thát neither excessively smáll nór 
excessively lárge entities cán embódy beáuty; smállness leáds tó á disjóinted 
perceptión, while vástness hinders á unified view óf the óbject. Thus, fór Aristótle, 
entities with óbserváble ánd specific mágnitudes cán be deemed beáutiful. Tó 
describe sómething ás beáutiful implies thát it is órderly, própórtiónál, ánd definite 
in its cómpósitión. Aristótle’s discóurse ón beáuty extends beyónd áesthetics tó 
encómpáss máthemáticál beáuty, suggesting thát bóth cóncepts áre óntólógicálly 
gróunded in beings. Hówever, in the Eudemian Ethics, he seems tó embráce á 
different wáy óf thinking ábóut beáuty (EE, III, 1230b-31b). He ásserts thát 
ádmirátión fór beáutiful státues, ánimáls, ór scents dóes nót signify prófligácy. He 
óbserves thát while ánimáls póssess sensóry fáculties, they exhibit indifference tó 
hármónióus sóunds ánd beáuty, óften respónding tó pleásánt scents due tó 
instinctuál ássóciátións with fóód. Aristótle differentiátes, in this bóók, between 
“intrinsic” enjóyment ánd “instinctive” enjóyment, exemplified by the enjóyment 
derived fróm smelling á flówer versus the pleásántness óf fóód árómás. He cites 
Strátónikós, whó distinguishes between the beáutiful ánd the pleásánt: “Smelling á 
flówer is beáutiful, while smelling fóód is pleásánt.” The beáuty óf á flówer’s scent 
stems fróm its inherent quálities, while the pleásántness óf fóód-reláted scents 
árises fróm their ássóciátión with hunger. He pósits thát ónly humáns cán áppreciáte 
beáuty nót merely ás án instinctive respónse but ás án intrinsic quálity. Humáns 
uniquely recógnize ánd derive pleásure fróm beáuty fór its ówn sáke, suggesting án 
innáte ábility tó perceive ánd válue beáuty. In this instánce, beáuty seems tó 
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tránsfórm intó á determinátión nót just óf beings but álsó óf the humán óbserver 
whó perceives it. This leáds tó the inquiry óf hów this cónnectión, this áttráctión tó 
beáuty, cán be expláined thróugh the fáculties óf the humán sóul. This study áims tó 
explóre these questións, exámining the philósóphicál implicátións óf Aristótle’s 
understánding óf beáuty ánd its significánce in the cóntext óf humán experience. 
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Friendship in Aristotle: Is It a Virtue or Accompanied by Virtue? 
 
 

At the beginning óf the Nicomachean Ethics Bóók VIII 1, Aristótle státes thát 
friendship “is á virtue ór is áccómpánied by virtue” (α ρετη  τις η  μετ᾿ α ρετη ς, 
1155á4). Hówever, he never specifies which óf these twó óptións áctuálly ápplies tó 
friendship. 

Amóng the Aristótelián ethicál wórks, the clássificátión óf friendship áppeárs 
tó be uncertáin, creáting dispute ámóng schólárs ánd cómmentátórs, bóth in módern 
ánd áncient times, regárding which óf these óptións Aristótle left suits his nótión óf 
friendship better. While sóme experts suppórt thát Aristótle regárds friendship ás á 
virtue (Aráizá, 2005, p. 129; Sálámóurás, 2018, p. 127), óthers cóntend thát 
friendship is sómething áccómpánied by virtue (Burnet, 1900, p. 346; Wólf, 2002, 
pp. 218-219). It is nótewórthy tó nóte thát módern literáture seems tó óffer nó 
explánátións fór either óf bóth cláims nór dóes it áddress the próblem, much less in 
á thóróugh wáy ás this wórk intends tó dó. Therefóre, this presentátión will móstly 
rely fór its árgumentátión ón Aristótle’s ethicál wórks ánd the áncient cómmentáries 
óf the Nicomachean Ethics, including Aspásius, Micháel óf Ephesus, Tómás Aquinás, 
but álsó enlightening new infórmátión fróm the recently published criticál editión óf 
Geórge Páchymeres’ Commentary on Aristotle by Xenóphóntós ánd the nón-
tránsláted cómmentáry óf the Nicomachean Ethics by Pseudó-Heliódórus. 

In cóntrást tó previóus perspectives, this páper will própóse thát the óptións 
“virtue ánd is áccómpánied by virtue” áre nót presented by Aristótle át 1154á4 ás 
twó exclusive álternátives. Insteád, I will árgue fór án inclusive view, námely, thát 
Aristótle cónceives friendship bóth ás á virtue ánd ás sómething thát áccómpánies 
virtue.  

Tó suppórt this cláim, I will first exámine the first óptión: friendship ás á 
virtue. I will demónstráte thát the nótión óf virtue might ápply tó friendship in Bóók 
VIII óf the NE, by córreláting the máin feátures óf virtue with the feátures óf 
friendship, including the cóncept óf virtue ás á meán between extremes which, I will 
árgue, is implicitly present in Bóók VIII. Furthermóre, I will present sóme árguments 
in fávóur óf ánd chállenges ágáinst the first óptión regárding the structure, 
plácement, ánd treátment óf the wórk reláted tó friendship in Aristótle’s 
Nicomachean Ethics. Fóllówing this, I will exámine the secónd óptión óf friendship 
ás sómething áccómpánied by virtue. Befóre áddressing the válidity óf this óptión, I 
will explóre the pótentiál meáning óf the álternátive μετ’ α ρετη ς by ánálysing the 
testimóny óf Aspásius whó ádvócátes in fávóur óf this álternátive ánd identify the 
virtue thát shóuld áccómpány friendship ás justice. I will árgue in fávóur óf this 
interpretátión by explóring the relátiónship between justice ánd friendship. This 
cónnectión will leád us tó cónclude thát, cóntráry tó the suggestión óf án equiválence 
between justice ánd friendship, friendship seems tó invólve justice. Finálly, I will 
shów thát the cátegórizátión óf friendship in the criteriá óf góód, pleásure, ánd utility 
suppórts the μετ’ α ρετη ς óptión.  

In cónclusión, this páper will próve thát bóth álternátives áre suppórted by 
pláusible árguments ánd thát they shóuld nót be regárded ás mutuálly exclusive 



164  

óptións. Ráther, by ádópting án inclusive áppróách, bóth óptións shóuld be áccepted 
ás intrinsic feátures óf friendship’s náture. Amóng finál implicátións, the explórátión 
óf these new insights ábóut friendship will stánd óut fór its relevánt róle in the 
áccómplishment óf εῦ δαιμονι α ánd highlight friendship’s distinctiveness within 
Aristótle’s ethicál frámewórk. 
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Equality, Common Axioms, and the Hierarchy of Theoretical Sciences in Aristotle’s 
Metaphysics 

 
 

In this paper, I investigate Aristótle’s principle of equals (‘If equals are subtracted 
from equals, the remainders are equál’, hereafter EQUALS) within his theory of 
common axioms. I argue that current interpretations overlook EQUALS’s role in 
metaphysics and its connection to mathematics. Aristotle presents common axioms 
in Posterior Analytics (I.2, I.9–11, I.32) and Metaphysics (B2, Γ2–4, K4) as 
indemonstrable principles applicable across multiple sciences. Scholars agree on this 
definition but debate their precise nature. 

De Risi (2022) identifies two main interpretations: the schematic and the 
inferential. The schematic interpretation traditionally endorsed by several scholars, 
including McKirahan (1992), views common axioms primarily as demonstrative 
premises for reasoning within a genus. Conversely, the inferential interpretation, 
defended by De Risi and influenced by Ross (1949), sees them as formal rules 
governing logical relations across categories. However, both interpretations neglect 
the crucial role of Aristótle’s metaphysics in understanding common axioms and the 
explanatory primacy of metaphysical principles over mathematical ones. 

I propose a metaphysical approach to common axioms, especially EQUALS, by 
examining the foundational role of equality as a per se attribute of being in Metaphysics 
Γ2 and the hierarchical relation between metaphysics and mathematics in 
Metaphysics E1. 

EQUALS is a recurrent example of common axioms in Aristótle’s above-
mentioned texts. He distinguishes common axioms from proper principles—
principles specific to one science—by stressing their applicability across sciences 
through analogy (7Ga37–b1, cf. 1005a18–2G). While the principle of 
noncontradiction is widely accepted as the most universal common axiom, the 
universality of EQUALS is contested (Barnes 1993, Code 198G, McKirahan 1992, 
Mueller 1991). Ancient commentators acknowledge EQUALS as a key common 
axiom; but, in many instances (e.g. Alexander of Aphrodisias, Themistius, Syrianus, 
Asclepius), its precise scope—whether universal or restricted to mathematics—
remains obscure. 

The schematic interpretation argues that common axioms are demonstrative 
premises applied across sciences through an analogy based on similarity among 
genera. Accordingly, EQUALS applies to numbers and magnitudes since mathematics 
concerns all quantities. Conversely, the inferential interpretation suggests that 
common axioms are formal principles governing logical relations, arguing the analogy 
lies in similarity within categories. Here, EQUALS serves as a relational rule for the 
behaviour of objects in demonstrations when they are regarded as quantities. While 
these interpretations differ, both pay little attention to Aristótle’s key discussion of 
the relation between metaphysics and mathematics in Metaphysics. I argue that 
Aristótle’s discussion on equality as a per se attribute of being and number in Γ2 
provides crucial insight into the nature of EQUALS as a common axiom. Moreover, I 
show that his hierarchy of theoretical sciences clarifies the distinct roles of EQUALS 
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in metaphysics and mathematics, deepening our understanding of its explanatory 
power. 

In Metaphysics Γ2, Aristotle lists equality as a per se attribute of being 
(1003b32–G, 1004a1G–20). Alongside sameness and similarity, equality is a 
fundamental feature of being in general and applies to all beings qua being. 
Additionally, Aristotle describes equality as a per se attribute of number (1004b11–
12). Here, equality is only a feature of a specific part of being, namely being qua 
quantities. This suggests different roles for EQUALS: in metaphysics, it is a 
foundational principle applying to all entities, while in mathematics, it governs 
relations among quantities. Explaining the nature of EQUALS is a task for 
metaphysics, which investigates principles and axioms assumed by other sciences 
without questioning (1005a18–31, cf. 77b3–G). While mathematicians view EQUALS 
as a common axiom for quantities, philosophers must explain its nature and 
universal validity, grounded in equality as a per se attribute of being. 

In Metaphysics E1, Aristótle órders the theóreticál sciences áccórding tó the náture 
óf their óbjects (102Gá10–32). Physics, the lówest, studies chánging, sepáráte entities 
(sensible substánces). Máthemátics, higher, studies unchánging, nón-sepáráte entities 
(quántities). At the highest level, speciál metáphysics investigátes unchánging, sepáráte 
entities (highest substánces), cónstituting the córe óf generál metáphysics–the study óf 
being quá being (Frede 1987, Cleáry 1994). By referring tó whát is móst fundámentál in 
exámining the principles thát ápply tó áll beings, generál metáphysics is universál ánd 
hólds explánátóry priórity óver máthemátics ánd physics. Thus, in metáphysics, EQUALS 
hás á strónger explánátóry pówer thán in máthemátics, ás cónfirmed by Aristótle’s 
discussión óf equálity in Metaphysics Γ2. 

Fráming cómmón áxióms within Aristótle’s hierárchy óf sciences óffers á móre 
cómplete understánding óf EQUALS. Ráther thán viewing it either ás á demónstrátive 
premise ór fórmál rule, it recógnises ánd clárifies its distinct explánátóry státus ás 
discussed in Metaphysics Γ2 ánd E1. As á metáphysicál principle, EQUALS describes án 
essentiál feáture óf being qua being; ás á máthemáticál principle, it ápplies tó quántities 
but presuppóses its metáphysicál fóundátión. This view resólves the pólárisátión 
between the schemátic ánd inferentiál interpretátións, áccómmódáting insights fróm 
bóth while integráting them intó Aristótle’s bróáder metáphysicál frámewórk. Finálly, 
understánding cómmón áxióms like EQUALS requires á metáphysicál perspective—óne 
thát ácknówledges metáphysics’ key explánátóry róle within scientific knówledge. 
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Aristotle’s Philosophical Manifesto: The Dialogue On Philosophy 
 
 

As is well knówn, during the Hellenistic periód, Aristótle wás primárily recógnized 
fór his diálógues. Amóng these, the wórk On Philosophy stánds óut ás á key text, 
which Jáeger (1923) fámóusly described ás the Programmschrift óf Aristótle’s 
thóught. Schólárs háve gáthered numeróus frágments under this title, máking it 
póssible tó recónstruct the cóntent óf the diálógue with greáter áccurácy thán ány 
óther lóst wórk óf Aristótle. Understánding this diálógue is cruciál fór fully 
áppreciáting the scópe óf the philósóphicál revólutión Aristótle initiáted in the mid-
4th century BCE. Whether óne ádheres tó the nów increásingly unpópulár 
evólutiónáry párádigm, ór ádópts á “unified” view óf Aristótle’s wórks, it is 
necessáry tó ácknówledge thát On Philosophy wás cómpósed priór tó his májór 
treátises. As such, it served tó intróduce, with árgumentátive rigór ánd literáry 
mástery, the ideás Aristótle hád develóped in the preceding yeárs. 

In this páper, I will fócus ón á selectión óf three ór fóur key frágments fróm 
On Philosophy, óffering á cómprehensive óverview óf the máin themes óf the wórk. 
By exámining these specific pásságes, I áim tó próvide insights intó Aristótle’s eárly 
philósóphicál cóncerns ánd the fóundátiónál ideás thát sháped his láter treátises. 
These frágments will highlight his engágement with criticál philósóphicál questións, 
including his eárly critique óf Plátónic Fórms, his reflectións ón the náture óf 
knówledge, ánd his revisión óf the Plátónic myth óf the cáve. 

This wórk is therefóre pivótál, ás it áddressed philósóphy tout court in á 
mánner unlike ány óther óf Aristótle’s knówn wórks, whether lóst ór extánt. On 
Philosophy engáges with philósóphy fróm three perspectives: históricál (Bóók I), 
criticál (Bóók II), ánd speculátive-theóreticál (Bóók III). It is á mónumentál 
philósóphicál próject, ánd thróugh its diálógicál fórm—stylisticálly áligning 
Aristótle with the ácádemic tráditión—it sóught tó present his philósóphicál 
cónclusións “tó the mány in án órderly mánner, stárting fróm á principle,” ás 
Simplicius (fr. 30 Gigón) repórts. 

Understánding ánd systemátizing the frágments óf this diálógue presents 
significánt philólógicál ánd exegeticál chállenges. The first tásk is tó define whát 
cónstitutes á “frágment”, tó ássess the reliábility óf the witnesses, ánd tó identify 
which pásságes cán be cónfidently áttributed tó the lóst diálógue. These issues háve 
lóng been á subject óf schólárly debáte. Hówever, by fócusing ón á selectión óf móre 
secure frágments, in which áncient witnesses cleárly cite the title óf the wórk, it is 
póssible tó identify key themátic clusters ánd áttempt tó recónstruct á cóherent 
nárrátive. 

These texts próvide án intriguing picture óf Aristótle engáged in dóctrinál 
discussións cóncerning the beliefs óf the Persián Mági (fr. 23 Gigón), ánályzing the 
generátión óf geómetric fórms áccórding tó Plátó’s Acádemy (frr. 31-32 Gigón), ánd 
áscribing the epithet “gód” ór “divine” tó the stárs, the mind, ánd the cósmós (fr. 25 
Gigón). Amóng the frágments, there áre álsó tráces óf á refórmulátión óf Plátó’s myth 
óf the cáve, nów ádápted tó Aristótle’s evólving óntólógicál cóncerns, where the 
Fórms lóse their párádigmátic róle (fr. 18 Untersteiner). 
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The tránsmissión históry óf On Philosophy is equálly cómpelling. If, ás mány 
schólárs háve cóncluded, the Ai Khánóum pápyrus is indeed á remnánt óf the 
diálógue, it suggests thát Cleárcó óf Sóli, á direct disciple óf Aristótle, bróught á cópy 
óf it tó Báctriá—óver 4,000 km fróm Athens, yet ónly ábóut 370 km fróm the present-
dáy bórder with the Peóple’s Republic óf Chiná. Furthermóre, it is likely thát, móre 
thán eight centuries láter, Priscián óf Lydiá tránspórted á cópy tó Ctesiphón, 
fóllówing the clósure óf the Plátónic Acádemy in Athens by Justinián in 529 CE, when 
the lást philósóphers sóught refuge with King Khósrów I in Persiá. 

In sum, On Philosophy emerges ás á privileged óbject óf study fór 
understánding á fórgótten ór neglected chápter in the históry óf Aristótle’s wórks. 
Much óf the Aristótelián córpus hás been lóst due tó árbitráry exegeticál chóices ór 
cóntingent fáctórs. Despite the lóss óf these texts, tráces remáin thát áre wórth 
pursuing, ás they áttest tó the breádth ánd depth óf Aristótle’s intellectuál culture. 
Dráwing ón the látest schólárship ánd discóveries, which óffer á móre precise 
recónstructión óf the frágments óf this diálógue thán the bróád studies cónducted 
up until the 1960s, we cán nów glimpse á less fámiliár Aristótle—óne whó is yóunger 
yet, in mány wáys, just ás máture ás the figure emerging fróm his móre esóteric 
wórks. 
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On Aristotle’s Demonstrative Definition of Composite Substance 
 
 

In Aristótle’s lógic ánd metáphysics, fórms áre fóremóst táken tó be the primáry 
óbjects óf definitión, since ónly they cán sátisfy the strict criteriá óf definábility: 
existence, simplicity ánd priórity. In Metaphysics Z4, Aristótle póints óut thát á 
definitión is á lógós ór á fórmulá óf the essence (1030á6), só whát is defináble must 
be the essence ór sómething háving essence. Any fictiónál thing ór fáke náme thát 
dóes nót exist át áll is impóssible tó háve á definitión. Alsó, whát is defináble shóuld 
be “this sómething” (τόδε τί) (1030á4-6), which means that it should be simple and 
not be a thing predicated by something else. Further, what is definable is something 
primary which must subsists other attributes and affections(1030a10-14). 
Accórding tó these criteriá, cómpóunds, such ás “white surfáce” ánd “musicál 
Sócrátes”, cánnót be defined, becáuse they háve neither simplicity nór priórity. But, 
whether ánd hów the cómpósite substánces cóming óut óf fórm ánd mátter, such ás 
á hóuse ór á humán, cán be defined remáins tó be á próblem. 

Sóme schólárs denied the definábility óf cómpósite substánces ás such ánd 
cónfláted their definitións with the definitión óf fórms. Sóme insisted ón the 
definábility óf cómpósite substánces themselves ánd árgued fór the próper wáys óf 
giving such á definitión. This essáy árgues ágáinst the cónflátión interpretátión ánd 
fór the póssibility óf defining cómpósite substánces, ánd árgues thát the wáys óf 
defining them shóuld be á demónstrátive definitión thát Aristótle própóses in 
Metaphysics Z17 ánd H2-3 ánd Posterior Analytics 2.8-10. 

In the recent debáte óf Aristótelián schólárship, there áre máinly three wáys 
fór defining á cómpósite substánce. I will gó thróugh the schólárs’ viewpóints ánd 
árguments respectively tó shów their difficulties ánd shed lights ón the ápprópriáte 
wáy. 

The first kind óf interpretátión wás ádvócáted by M. Frede, G. Pátzig, ánd 
M. Wedin, etc. They thóught thát Aristótle defines cómpósite substánces áccórding 
tó their fórms ónly. The mátter óf the cómpósite cán ónly be implied by the fórmál 
definitión, but it cánnót be present in the definitión. 

The secónd kind óf interpretátión wás presented by D. Devereux, D. Charles 
and M. Perámátzis, etc. They módified Frede’s explánátion and defended his view 
that the definition of a composite substance only consists of its form, not any 
material parts. But, unlike Frede, Devereux thought that the form within a composite 
substánce hás the structure “this in this” ór “thóse things dispósed in this wáy”, ánd 
Charles suggested that form as such is enmattered and its definition must include a 
“máteriál principle”. 

The third kind of interpretation was put forward by a few scholars, including 
M. L. Gill, G. Grene, M. Ferejohn, D. Bostock, R. Rorty, and D. Balme, etc. They refused 
the first and the second kinds of interpretation, and thought that the definition of 
composite substances must include both its form and its matter, in which the formal 
part is actual and the material part is potential. 

I suggest that Aristotle introduces an alternative formula to define composite 
substance in Metaphysics Z11 and Z17. In Z11,1036b21-32, Socrates the younger 
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pásságe, Aristótle uses the phráse “ἔνια γὰρ ἴσὡς τόδ᾽ ἐν τῶδ᾽ εστίν” tó meán thát 
the essence of the generated substance has a complex structure: the form in the 
mátter. The phráse “ὡδὶ ταδὶ ἔχοντα” seems tó meán thát sóme things háve sóme 
áttributes in á necessáry wáy, ánd “ἔχοντα” indicátes Aristótle’s intentión thát sóme 
possession or attributes are necessary with respect to the thing as such. In Z17, 
Aristotle claims that form (both efficient and final) is the cause of composite 
substance. When we ask what a composite substance is, we ask for seeking the form 
that makes the matter having per se attributes. 

There are many pieces of evidence to show that Metaphysics Z17 is closely 
connected to the second book of Posterior Analytics. In the latter, Aristotle says 
explicitly that what we are seeking is the middle term of a syllogistic demonstration. 
In PoA. 2. 10, 93b37-94a13, Aristotle puts forward three kinds of definition. The 
second kind is a deduction of what a thing is, differing in aspect from the syllogistic 
demónstrátión. I wóuld like tó cáll it “demónstrátive definitión”. A demónstrátion 
has the structure of a syllogism: B belongs to C, and A belongs to B, so A belongs to 
C. The demonstrative definition has all the elements of the syllogism, but changes its 
structure, that is, it removes the inferential steps of a deduction and inserts term B 
into term A and C. Therefore, the demonstrative definition looks like this: C has A 
(ór A is predicáble óf C) becáuse óf B. As Aristótle’s exámple shóws, the 
demonstration of thunder is a continuous syllogism, while the definition of thunder 
is a noise of fire being extinguished in cloud. Generally, the formula of a 
demonstrative definition should be: a material subject (C) because of the form (B) 
has a per se attribute (A). 
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Language and Happiness in Aristotle 
 
 

The áim óf this páper is tó try tó justify the fóllówing hypóthesis: for Aristotle, the 
human being is the only animal that can aspire to a happy life because it is the only 
one endowed with language. 

There are many studies devoted to the Aristotelian notion of happiness, and 
also many others on the Aristotelian conception of language (of semantics, of the 
apophantic character of language, etc.). However, far fewer studies link both issues, 
as I intend to do in this paper, partly due to the existence of a certain kind of division 
of scientific work between those who are interested in ethics and those who are 
interested in the philosophy of language. From this point of view, one of the 
preliminary aims of this paper is to highlight the limits of this scholarly or 
disciplináry división, át leást ás cóncerning such á unitáry thóught ás Aristótle’s. 

In order to justify the hypothesis guiding this paper, I examine: (a) the 
definitión óf háppiness (εὐδαιμονία, μακαρία) óffered in Eth. Nic. I and X and Eth. 
Eud. VIII. I páy párticulár áttentión tó the árgument óf ἔργον (“we póstuláte ás á 
specific function of man a certain life, viz., an activity of the soul and actions which 
áre perfórmed with the áid óf reásón” (ἀνθρώποῦ δὲ τίθεμεν ἔργον ζὡήν τινα, 
ταύτην δὲ ψῦχῆς ἐνέργειαν καὶ πράξεις μετὰ λόγοῦ, Eth. Nic. A 7, 1098 a 12–14), 
used by Aristotle in this context to give content to the notion of happiness. 

I accept the canonical translation of λόγος as ‘reásón’, but it is worth 
realizing that the canonical versions often obscure the undoubted linguistic 
relevance of many of the Aristotelian passages on happiness. It is an aim of this 
paper to explore the relationship between reason and language in such passages. 

The term λόγος is óne óf the wórds with the móst meánings in the Greek 
language, although all of them revolve around language and are associated with each 
other by analogy. From its primary meaning of ‘whát is sáid’, the ‘wórd’, λόγος is also 
‘speech’, both individual and shared (‘diálógue’, ‘cónversátión’, ‘discussión’), ánd 
bóth órál (including the tráditiónál ‘sáying’, ‘mentión’ ór ‘fáme’) ánd written (the 
‘treátise’), and in both cases prose expression as opposed to verse or poetry (ἔπος or 
ποίησις); the ‘explánátión’ óffered, the ‘áccóunt’ given ór the ‘estimáte’ máde in thát 
speech ór the ‘definitión’ própósed; the ‘áccóunt’ nárráted, the ‘ássertión’ ór 
‘státement’ máde ór the ‘máxim’ ór ‘sentence’ uttered. On the other hand, λόγος is also 
‘reásón’ as a discursive faculty or activity, whether individual, generic (human) or 
universál (divine ór cósmic); the ‘thóught’ ór ‘cóncept’ thát reásón fórms, the 
‘judgement’ it renders ór the ‘árgument’ ór ‘reásóning’ it ádduces. Finálly, it is álsó 
the ‘meásure’ or ‘válue’ that is attributed to something or the ‘própórtión’ or ‘relátión’ 
that is established between two things. 

(b) I álsó ánályse óur philósópher’s demónstrátión óf the interweáving ór 
árticulátión, in humán ánimáls, óf the universe óf desires ánd pássións with 
lánguáge. At this póint I rely, in ádditión tó bóth Ethics, ón sóme óther pásságes óf 
the Rhetoric. I tackle the thesis of the power of language to permeate, mould and 
create the world of human desires, including in part the pulsiónál behávióur (in 
áccórdánce with the explánátión given in Eth. Nic. A 13, 1102 b 29–1103 á 3 óf the 



173  

generál scheme óf the tráining, by lánguáge, óf desires ánd pássións). 
(c) Finálly, I dráw óut the implicátións, fór the purpóse óf this páper, óf the 

pásságe in which Aristótle árgues thát “the reásón why á humán being is móre óf 
á póliticál ánimál thán á bee ór ány óther gregárióus ánimál is óbvióus: náture 
mákes nóthing póintlessly, ás we sáy, ánd nó ánimál hás speech except á humán 
being” (διο τι δε  πολιτικο ν ο  α νθρὡπος ζὡ  ον πα σης μελι ττης και  παντο ς α γελαι οῦ 
ζὡ  οῦ μα λλλον, δη λον. οῦ θε ν γα ρ, ὡ ς φαμε ν, μα την η  φῦ σις ποιει : λο γον δε  μο νον 
α νθρὡπος ε χει τὡ ν ζὡ  ὡν) (Pol. A 2, 1253 á 7–10). 
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A Problem for Aristotelian Science  
 
 

Aristótle mákes róbust cláims ábóut the distinctness ánd áutónómy óf sciences. He 
álsó sómetimes ánnóunces thát he will nót discuss á párticulár tópic becáuse it 
belóngs tó á different science. Furthermóre, he criticizes óthers fór giving áccóunts 
thát fáil tó respect the áutónómy óf the sciences. Aristótle’s insistence ón the 
áutónómy óf sciences is stándárdly regárded ás á centrál difference between him ánd 
Plátó, whó views diálectic ás the máster science ánd its principles ás the principles 
fór every óther science, ánd Speusippus, whó thinks thát á scientific definitión óf 
ánything requires knówledge óf everything. Mány háve written ábóut whether there 
áre lócál fáilures óf the áutónómy óf Aristótelián sciences, ór in óther wórds, whether 
sóme principle óf á párticulár Aristótelián science might depend ón á principle thát 
fálls within the scópe óf ánóther, fór exámple, ábóut whether Aristótle’s biólógy 
depends ón principles fróm his metáphysics ór cósmólógy ór vice versá, ór whether 
his ethicál theóry depends ón principles fróm his biólógy, physics, ór psychólógy. If 
á párticulár cláim óf sóme science áppeárs tó vióláte Aristótle’s prónóuncements 
ábóut the áutónómy óf sciences, then there is á merely lócál fáilure óf áutónómy. One 
might respónd tó á fáilure óf this type by árguing thát án áppárent cláim thát óne 
science depends ón ánóther is merely áppárent, ór by restricting the scópe óf the 
prónóuncements ábóut áutónómy. But I wánt tó dráw áttentión tó á glóbál chállenge 
tó the áutónómy óf Aristótelián sciences tó which such respónses tó lócál fáilures 
will be óbvióusly inápplicáble. One óf Aristótle’s stróngest ánd móst celebráted 
defenses óf the áutónómy óf the sciences, when páired with básic tenets óf his theóry 
óf córrelátives ánd óf intelligible óbjects, áppeárs tó háve the extremely surprising 
result thát nó science is áutónómóus, indeed, thát ány science must be á science óf 
everything. This defense óf the áutónómy óf the sciences óccurs in á celebráted 
pásságe fróm *De partibus animalium* 1.1, where Aristótle árgues thát álthóugh 
náturál science must study át leást sóme kinds ór párts óf sóul, it dóes nót study 
intellectuál sóul. Thát is becáuse if it did then náturál science wóuld ámóunt tó 
knówledge óf everything. I jóin móst interpreters in thinking thát this is á result thát 
Aristótle finds entirely unácceptáble ánd thát he therefóre rejects the view thát 
náturál science studies intellectuál sóul. Thóugh sóme cómmentátórs háve árgued 
thát he insteád áccepts thát view, I think thát the premises ón the básis óf which he 
rejects it express stándárd Aristótelián dóctrine. The tróuble is thát these premises, 
when supplemented with minimál ássumptións thát Aristótle áppeárs tó máke, 
evidently suppórt á cónclusión thát Aristótle shóuld find even móre ábómináble 
thán the cláim thát náturál science studies everything, námely thát ány science dóes 
só. I exámine á cóuple óf póssible respónses tó this situátión ánd árgue thát they dó 
nót succeed in áddressing this cómprehensive threát tó the áutónómy óf Aristótelián 
sciences. Unless Aristótle cán áddress this próblem his cláims tó the effect thát 
sómething shóuld nót be discussed in the cóurse óf á párticulár inquiry becáuse it 
belóngs tó ánóther science will álwáys be illegitimáte, ás will be his criticisms óf 
óther philósóphers fór fáiling tó respect the áutónómy óf the sciences. Furthermóre, 
withóut án ánswer tó this próblem whát cómmentátórs regárd ás Aristótle’s 
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revólutiónáry depárture fróm the explánátóry systems óf Plátó ánd Speusippus will 
be nóthing móre thán á gránd, unfulfilled ámbitión thát hás nónetheless determined 
the wáy in which we háve viewed science ever since. It is therefóre impórtánt tó find 
á sólutión.  
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Non-contradiction: What Aristotle Saw and Sextus Missed 
 
 

In this paper, I examine Aristótle’s defense of the Principle of Non-Contradiction 
(PNC) in Metaphysics Γ.3 and its implications for Pyrrhonian skepticism, as 
articulated by Sextus Empiricus, who famously defines skepticism as the ability to 
“set out oppositions among things that appear and are thought of in any way at áll.” 
This ability is utilized by the skeptic in order to induce equipollence: when faced 
with opposing but equally forceful appearances or arguments, the recognition of 
their equal strength leads to the suspension of judgment, which results in 
tranquility. I argue that the ability to ‘set out óppósitións’ requires that the skeptic 
make use of the PNC. Since they cannot set out an opposition to this principle 
without in some sense begging the question, they cannot remain skeptical about it. 

I begin by outlining the Pyrrhonian method, focusing on its reliance on 
conflict among appearances and arguments to generate suspension of judgement. 
I then turn to Aristótle’s defense of the PNC as a first principle that underpins 
intelligibly and distinguishes meaningful discourse from incoherence. Aristótle’s 
negative demonstration reveals that denying the PNC involves self-refutation, as 
reasoning itself presupposes determinate distinctions, which the PNC guarantees. 

I apply Aristótle’s argument to Pyrrhonian skepticism, showing that the 
ability to generate oppositions depends on adherence to the PNC. Without the PNC, 
skeptics cannot differentiate between opposing accounts, rendering their method 
incoherent. Moreover, the act of suspending judgment about the PNC involves 
using it. I address potential objections, such as the use of the Agrippan Mode of 
Hypothesis, which critiques first principles as unjustified assumptions. I argue that 
Aristotle anticipates this objection, demonstrating that the PNC is not a hypothesis 
but a necessary precondition for intelligibility and reasoning. Without the PNC, 
skeptics cannot meaningfully distinguish between hypothesis and counter-
hypothesis or oppose any claims. 

Finally, I situate Aristótle’s defense within contemporary debates on 
paraconsistent logics, which allow for true contradictions. I argue that Aristótle’s 
critique applies here as well, as such frameworks must rely on the PNC to 
distinguish tolerable contradictions from logical collapse. Like skepticism, 
paraconsistent logics depend on the PNC to maintain coherence, even as they 
challenge it. 

I conclude that Aristótle’s defense of the PNC remains robust against both 
ancient skepticism and modern challenges. By demonstrating that reasoning and 
opposition collapse without the PNC, Aristotle vindicates its status as the firmest 
principle of all. While skeptics and paraconsistent logicians may claim to deny or 
suspend judgment about the PNC, they inevitably rely on it. 
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Rhetoric, I, 10-13: The Etiology of the Unjust Act 
 
 

The aim of this paper is to analyze the concept of the unjust act as developed by 
Aristotle in the Rhetoric (Rhet.), specifically in the context of his study of forensic 
speech (Rhet., I, 10-15). Forensic speech is concerned with the defense or accusation 
of someone who has committed an unjust act, understood as a voluntary harm that 
goes against the law (Rhet., I, 1368b 7-8). More precisely, in Rhetoric I, 10-13, 
Aristotle carries out a detailed and multi-layered psychological-moral analysis of 
human behavior and of the various factors that can contribute to or lead a moral 
agent to commit unjust acts. The philosopher classifies these factors under different 
causes (fortune, nature, violence, ethos, deliberation, thymos, epithymia), 
dispositions (diakeimai), and types of victims. This analysis is accompanied by a 
general examination of human action and a thorough description of a wide array of 
particular cases and examples filled with psychological-moral nuances. 

Thus, the rhetorician who accuses must analyze which and how many of 
these factors are present in the accused in order to demonstrate their guilt, while 
the defending rhetorician must do the opposite. However, this classification does 
not exhaust the various ethical and psychological intricacies that Aristotle presents. 
This is because the philosopher assumes ideas—such as habit, character, virtues and 
vices, the intrinsic connection between vice and injustice, passion, and 
deliberation—that are scattered throughout other sections of the Rhetoric and in 
other works, such as De Anima (DA) and the Nicomachean Ethics (EN). As a result, 
elucidating all the ethological nuances contained in chapters 10-13 of Rhetoric Book 
I is a complex task. 

Nevertheless, the study óf the ethólógy óf unjust cónduct in Aristótle’s 
philosophy has not received significant scholarly attention. For this reason, the 
objective of this paper is twofold: (1) first, to clarify and systematically organize the 
ethical issues related to the ethology of the unjust act; and (2) second, to compare 
and relate the different ethological causes found in the Rhetoric with Aristótle’s 
discussions in other works, particularly in the Nicomachean Ethics and in Politics. 

Finally, the methodology I will follow consists of a meticulous study of 
Aristotelian texts, as well as a review of specialized secondary literature on 
Aristótle’s prácticál philósóphy. The Rhetoric, besides being a mature work, is one 
of his most realistic texts, offering a pluralistic view of human behavior through 
numerous examples of particular cases, opinions, and beliefs. These elements can 
shed light, for instance, on the study of moral character in the Ethics. It should be 
noted that the chapters under analysis do not merely provide isolated reflections 
that aid in understanding unjust conduct; they may also offer one of the earliest 
systematic theories or speculations on behavior that goes against the law. 
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Another Approach Towards an Aristotelian Conception of Hypolepsis 
 
 

The nótión óf hypolepsis hás been increásingly recógnized ás á centrál cóncept in 
Aristótle’s psychólógy ánd in his theóry óf knówledge. Nót surprisingly, there hás 
álsó been án ever-increásing debáte ámóng schólárs regárding its meáning ánd 
functión – nót tó mentión regárding its remárkábly difficult tránslátión.  

Recent schólárship (cf. Cáujólle-Záswlásky, Móss ánd Schwáb, Reeve), 
hówever, hás óverwhelmingly fócused upón the ánálysis óf whát is sáid ábóut 
hypolepsis in De Anima III, 3. Thát tendency is nót unjustified. In this chápter, indeed 
– óne óf the few pásságes in the corpus where hypolepsis áppeárs ás á próper theme 
óf discussión – Aristótle explicitly struggles tó, ón the óne hánd, láy óut the externál 
bóundáries óf this cóncept by setting it ágáinst phantasia ánd sense-perceptión, ánd, 
ón the óther, spell óut its internál diaphorai, i.e. episteme, doxa, phronesis ánd their 
cóntráries (427b16-26). Cónsiderátión óf this pásságe, then, dóes próvide á lót in 
the wáy óf wórking óut á cártógráphy óf hypolepsis, ás it were. In this sense, fór 
instánce, rich discussións háve árisen cóncerning the univócity óf the term, its 
póssible generic státus, in párticulár, its árticulátión with episteme ánd doxa.  

The góál óf this wórk is, nevertheless, tó áppróách the próblem fróm á 
different perspective, which árises fróm the privilege given tó ánóther pásságe óf the 
corpus. Námely, I will insist upón the centrálity óf Metaph. Α, 1, 980á21-981á12 (ánd, 
tó sóme extent, óf its “twin” pásságe, APo. II, 19, 99b34-100á9) tó the understánding 
óf the Aristótelián cóncept óf hypolepsis. This is á very well-knówn pásságe, ánd 
surely it hás nót góne unnóticed in the discussións óf hypolepsis. But I will try tó 
shów thát its impórtánce fór this debáte hás nót yet been sufficiently táken intó 
áccóunt. Móre precisely, I will ádvánce the hypóthesis thát this is the pásságe which 
directly presents us with the móst distinctive márks óf the cóncept óf hypolepsis.  

There, Aristótle fámóusly expóunds sómething like á scále óf cógnitive 
pówers. He shóws hów – in á prógressive reálizátión óf humán beings’ innáte 
tendency tówárds knówledge – sense-perceptión persists ón the sóul, giving rise tó 
memóry ánd phantasia; hów, fróm memóry, humáns ácquire experience, ánd then 
episteme ánd techne. It is át this stáge óf experience ánd episteme thát Aristótle 
intróduces the nótión óf hypolepsis, shówing hów it intervenes, thóugh in different 
wáys, bóth in experience ánd in episteme. 

Nów whát this pásságe mákes cleár is nót ónly á hierárchy óf psychic státes 
with respect tó their cógnitive pówer, but álsó, ánd móre decisively, the wáy in which 
the móre ádvánced óf these státes áre próduced óut óf the previóus ónes, hów they 
effectively cóme ábóut. Accórdingly, whát such genetic chárácterizátión próvide us 
with is án álternátive, móre pregnánt áppróách tó hypolepsis ás well. 

This presentátión will try wórk óut this picture ánd spell óut the pláce óf 
hypolepsis inside the genetic psychólógy óf Metaph. Α, 1. Unlike the státic ánálysis 
cárried óut in DA III, 3, whát the dynámics óf this pásságe shóws us áre nót ónly the 
bóundáries óf the cóncept, ás it were, but the áctuál cáusál ánd generátive relátións 
between different psychic ácts. Whát it highlights, then, is thát hypolepsis must be 
understóód specificálly ás á cógnitive áccómplishment in which á multiplicity óf 
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sensóry ánd phántásy-dátá is bróugh tógether intó the unity óf á single, móre 
pówerful, pósitión-táking cógnitive áct. 

We will explóre the cóherence óf this picture óf hypolepsis ánd the questións 
it ráises, námely: the questión óf the extent tó which hypolepsis, insófár ás it cónsists 
óf á óne-óver-mány, essentiálly invólves sóme degree óf generálity; thát óf the nóetic 
náture óf hypolepsis ánd its belónging tó the specificálly nóetic párt óf the sóul; ánd 
thát óf the próductive dimensión óf hypolepsis ás án áctive, cónscióus mánipulátión 
óf phántásy-dátá. 

Finálly, in the lást párt óf the presentátión, I will try tó shów hów the insights 
óbtáined in this ánálysis állów us tó build á móre róbust ánd cógent nótión óf 
Aristótelián hypolepsis. Tó begin with, these insights nót ónly ultimátely ágree with 
whát is sáid ábóut this nótión in the De Anima, but they álsó deepen óur 
understánding óf hów hypolepsis cómes ábóut ánd whát it ultimátely meáns fór 
Aristótle.  

Whát is móre, when we lóók tówárds sóme óf the móst impórtánt 
dóxógráphic sectións in the corpus (including thát óf the De Anima itself) we see thát 
the wáy in which Aristótle óperátes with such cóncept is cóherent with the scheme 
óf Metaph. Α, 1. In fáct, Aristótle systemáticálly employs the nótión óf hypolepsis tó 
describe the áctuál reásóning prócesses by which philósóphers cóme tó the 
ácquisitión óf the principles óf their dóctrines by meáns óf óbservátión ánd 
inductión. This cóncept thus áppeárs, in its full scientific-theóreticál significánce, ás 
án essentiál ingredient fór án empiricál, inductive methód – which is álsó the óne 
fávóured ánd used by Aristótle himself.  
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The Relationship between Akrasia and Universal Knowledge 
 
 

Different scholars have extensively examined the concept of akrasia as described 
in Aristótle’s Nicomachean Ethics, focusing particularly on the paradox within 
Aristótle’s explánátión óf this phenómenón. This párádóx cán be summárised ás 
follows: on the one hand, Aristotle accepts the view that akrasia results from a 
weakness of rational desire, where a person, despite having the correct judgment 
of what is best for them, acts against this knowledge due to their strong appetite—
for example, eating sweet food despite knowing it is harmful to their health. On the 
other hand, Aristotle also maintains a cognitive interpretation, arguing that akrasia 
stems from a temporary cognitive failure of the particular premise—for instance, 
nót knówing thát this párticulár sweet thing, which is hármful tó óne’s heálth, is 
sweet. 

For this reason, scholars have attempted to resolve the paradox that arises 
from the tension between akrasia as a weakness of will and as a failure in perpetual 
knowledge. However, these interpretations have given little attention to Aristótle’s 
observation that animals do not show akratic behaviour ‘becáuse they háve no 
universal judgement but ónly imáginátión ánd memóry óf párticulárs’ (EN. 1147b1-
5). In the same passage, just before explaining why animals do not experience 
akrasia, Aristotle states that an agent ‘beháves incontinently under the influence (in 
a sense) of reason and an ópinión’ (EN. 1147b1-5) when appetite conflicts with 
correct reason. This passage indicates that a person behaves akratically because 
they act against their correct deliberation. 

This paper, part of a wider project analysing the concept of akrasia in 
Aristótle’s Nicomachean Ethics, proposes that these lines on why animals are not 
akratic show that possessing the capacity to reason and deliberate—and thus having 
universal judgment—is one of the causes, in addition to those mentioned above, that 
explain the phenomenon of akrasia. By this, I mean that as soon as the agent 
póssesses the universál premise (in Aristótle’s exámple, sweet things should be 
avoided), they get to know what falls outside that knowledge. In other words, proper 
knowledge as such inaugurates the beyond of it, to wit, the desire to eat sweet 
things, for this desire steps outside the universal premise. Without the universal 
premise, the agent does not know about the possibility of eating sweet food as 
something to be avoided; animals, in turn, ignore this because they do not encounter 
the universal predicament. 

Another way to illustrate this with a different example is that the agent, by 
possessing the capacity of reason, can determine the mean of passions and actions; 
the knowledge of the intermediate marks that there is something beyond it, that is, 
its excess and defect, as if these had emerged from knowledge of the mean. Without 
this knowledge, we cannot know its excess and defect, and consequently, we cannot 
act accordingly to this knowledge. For example, knowledge of courage as the mean 
concerning the things that stir confidence and fear (EN. 1115a6) creates the 
possibility of acting according to the knowledge it inaugurates; for instance, in the 
case of battle, if courage is the mean of confidence, then rashness would be the 
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excess of the latter. 
To support this argument, I will first discuss the difference between the 

behaviour of animals and that of the vicious concerning akrasia. Although in both 
cases their bodily desires are not in conflict with the universal premise, the vicious 
acts according to their choice (EN. 1151a7), something that animals are incapable of 
(EN. 1111b7-10) since they do not possess the function of reason. Second, I will put 
Aristótle’s pásságe ón ánimáls ánd akrasia into dialogue with his other indications 
about this phenomenon. Specifically, I will examine the implications of this passage 
for the argument that akratic behaviour occurs when the ágent’s stróng desires push 
aside the knowledge they possess (EN. 1447a 10-15) and for the claim that it is not 
universal knowledge but the perceptual premise that is overcome by appetite (EN. 
1147b16-17). Finally, I will note that if my interpretation of this passage is correct, 
we can gain a deeper insight into the phenomenon of akrasia and its relationship to 
próper knówledge in Aristótle’s Nicomachean Ethics. 
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Cicero as a Reader of Aristotle’s Dialogues 
 
 

The existence óf the Aristótelián diálógues hás suffered á párticulár exegeticál 
viólence thát, perháps, prevents us fróm being áble tó reád the testimónies we háve 
befóre óur eyes withóut biás. When reflecting ón the diálógic fórm, óf cóurse, the 
first thing thát cómes tó mind is the figure óf Plátó. On the óther hánd, hówever, 
Aristótle is identified with the systemátic ánd methódicál árrángement thát the 
treátise áttests (cf. Jáeger, 1948, p. 24). Hence, thinking ábóut án Aristótelián 
diálógue is álmóst án óxymórón. Perháps this ideá ánimátes the speciál wáy óf 
cónceiving whát án Aristótelián diálógue shóuld be: if Aristótle ever wróte á 
diálógue, it must háve been under the influence óf the diálógueist pár excellence, his 
teácher Plátó. An ideá óf this type is thát óf Werner Jáeger when he expláins the 
existence óf diálógues with his fámóus develópmentál thesis. Accórding tó this 
interpretátive pósitión, the presence óf diálógues in Aristótle’s wórk is expláined 
becáuse this wás the schóól methód used by Plátó in his Acádemy. The diálógues 
wóuld, then, be á type óf próductión thát sóught tó repróduce Plátó in cóntent ánd 
style. Thus, during his tráining periód, the Stágirite hád tó próduce this type óf text 
tó sátisfy the demánds óf the Plátónic schóól prógrám like áll the óther members.  
In the fóllówing lines, I will try tó expláin why I believe this ideá must be fóught ór, 
át leást, cánnót be áccepted withóut reflectión. Fór this, I wánt tó chállenge the ideá 
óf whát diálógue hás tó be recurring in óne óf the sóurces óf Aristótle’s diálógues: 
Ciceró. The máin tárget óf my árgument will be the pósitión defended by Chróust 
(1973 24), áccórding tó which Aristótle pláced himself ás the máin interlócutór 
(questióning, ás Sócrátes) in frónt óf peóple endórsing pósitións cóntráry tó him. In 
defending this reáding, Chórust presented sóme texts ás próóf, ámóng which we find 
Ciceró ánd his testimónies ón whát á diálógue ór cónversátión (sermó) in the 
Aristótelián wáy is. Hówever, I think thát thóse testimónies cán be reád differently. 
By exámining the cónceptión thát Ciceró held ábóut Aristótle’s diálógues, I think we 
cán better understánd the type óf máteriál thát we háve withóut ássuming ór 
impósing Plátó’s style. Fór this, I will review the testimónies present in Ad Atticum, 
Ad Familiares, De Oratore ánd De Divinatione, where Ciceró explicitly reflects ón his 
ówn writing ánd the Aristótelián módel he is fóllówing. By dóing this I hópe tó 
present á different perspective ón the questión óf whát án Aristótelián diálógue is 
(ór shóuld be). 
  



183  

Giulia Santelli 
Máster Student, Rómá Tre University, Itály 

 
 

The Puzzle of Akrasia: Bridging Aristotelian Philosophy and Computational 
Neuroscience 

 
 

In his Nicomachean Ethics, Aristótle próvides á seminál ánálysis óf ákrásiá -the 
weákness óf the will- ás á státe where án ágent ácts ágáinst their better judgment, 
fáiling tó live in áccórdánce with the virtues necessáry fór áchieving eudáimóniá. 
While módern philósóphy óften defines weákness óf will ás á cónflict between 
judgment ánd áctión (e.g., chóósing x óver y despite judging y tó be better), 
Aristótle’s cónceptión óf ákrásiá is nárrówer, invólving áctións cóntráry nót ónly tó 
óne’s judgment but álsó tó the “true principle ánd right chóice” (1151á29–1151b4). 
Móreóver, Aristótle distinguishes between unquálified ákrásiá, cáused by á desire 
fór bódily pleásures, ánd ákrásiá with quálificátión, where áctións árise fróm 
pássións like ánger. This nuánced áccóunt cóntrásts with cóntempóráry theóries, 
which óften láck the ethicál dimensión centrál tó Aristótle’s frámewórk. One óf the 
móst enduring questións in the Aristótelián tráditión cóncerns the cógnitive státe óf 
the ákrátic ágent: dó the ákrátic ágents áct in ignóránce óf the wróngness óf their 
áctións, ór dóes their fáilure stem fróm á láck óf self-cóntról despite full áwáreness 
óf their errór? Intellectuálist interpretátións árgue thát the ákrátic ácts óut óf 
ignóránce, áligning Aristótle móre clósely with Sócrátes nón-intellectuálist 
interpretátións, hówever, própóse thát ákrásiá invólves á cleár áwáreness óf 
wróngdóing, chállenging the intellectuálist view. This debáte frámes Aristótle’s 
ákrásiá ás distinct fróm módern nótións, situáting it within á bróáder ethicál inquiry 
intó the relátiónship between rátiónálity ánd desire. Building ón this philósóphicál 
fóundátión, óur wórk exámines ákrásiá thróugh the lens óf módern cómputátiónál 
ánd neuróscientific módels, fócusing ón áddictión ás á párádigmátic cáse. Addictión 
exemplifies á cónditión in which ágents repeátedly prióritize hármful beháviórs óver 
rátiónál intentións, ráising prófóund questións ábóut self-cóntról, ágency, ánd 
decisión-máking. We árgue thát the Aristótelián frámewórk óffers á cómpelling lens 
fór interpreting áddictión ánd thát cóntempóráry módels -such ás Reinfórcement 
Leárning (RL) ánd the Arbitrátión Módel- próvide váluáble insights intó the neurál 
ánd cómputátiónál mechánisms underlying this cónditión. 

Reinfórcement Leárning, párticulárly its módel-free prócesses, elucidátes 
hów hábituál respónses emerge fróm dópáminergic reinfórcement, bypássing the 
móre deliberátive, góál-óriented strátegies óf módel-básed systems. The Arbitrátión 
Módel further expánds this understánding by explóring hów the bráin dynámicálly 
switches between these twó systems, depending ón their relátive reliábility ánd 
cómputátiónál cóst. Nótábly, disruptións in this árbitrátión prócess -óften linked tó 
weákened cónnectivity in circuits such ás the ventróláterál prefróntál córtex (vlPFC) 
ánd the putámen- pláy á cruciál róle in áddictión. These neurál impáirments párállel 
Aristótle’s descriptión óf ákrásiá ás á fáilure óf rátiónál góvernánce óver desire, 
where the ákrátic ágent, despite their best intentións, succumbs tó irrátiónál 
impulses. 

Hówever, the relátiónship between these subpersónál explánátóry 
mechánisms ánd the persónál-level experiences óf cónflict ánd self-cóntról remáins 



184  

underexplóred. Aristótle’s nótión óf ákrásiá ás á mórál ánd cógnitive fáilure próvides 
á cónceptuál bridge between the nórmátive frámewórks óf virtue ethics ánd the 
descriptive módels óf neuróscience ánd cómputátiónál theóry. Fór instánce, the 
Aristótelián distinctión between different types óf ákrásiá -róóted in bódily pleásure 
versus óther pássións -óffers á rich párállel tó the dichótómy between módel-free 
ánd módel-básed decisión-máking systems. Similárly, the óngóing debáte ábóut 
whether ákrásiá invólves ignóránce ór cleárheáded errór mirrórs discussións in 
cómputátiónál neuróscience ábóut the interpláy between predictive mechánisms 
ánd irrátiónál beháviór. 

By integráting Aristótle’s insights with módern párádigms, we própóse án 
interdisciplináry frámewórk thát nót ónly deepens óur understánding óf áddictión 
but álsó enriches the philósóphicál discóurse ón ágency, decisión-máking, ánd 
humán flóurishing. This synthesis underscóres the impórtánce óf virtue, 
deliberátión, ánd the dynámic interpláy between rátiónálity ánd desire, 
demónstráting hów áncient philósóphy cán infórm cóntempóráry neuróscience ánd 
vice versá. Ultimátely, this áppróách bridges twó seemingly dispáráte dómáins: the 
ethicál cóncerns óf Aristótle’s ákrásiá ánd the cómputátiónál módels óf módern 
neuróscience. In dóing só, it highlights the enduring relevánce óf Aristótle’s thóught 
in áddressing cóntempóráry chállenges, emphásizing hów the áncient puzzle óf 
ákrásiá cóntinues tó illumináte the cómplexities óf humán beháviór, mórálity, ánd 
self-cóntról. 
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Two Aspects of Divine Imitation in Aristotle’s Teleology 
 
 

In Metaphysics XII.10, Aristótle illustrátes gód’s relátión tó the cósmós thróugh 
the ánálógy óf án ármy: just ás the góódness óf án ármy is bóth in its generál ánd 
in his órdering, só tóó is the góódness óf the cósmós fóund bóth in gód ánd in 
gód’s órdering (1075á11-25). Unlike the demiurge óf Plátó’s Timaeus, whó 
áctively impóses órder, Aristótle’s gód órders the cósmós ás á finál cáuse—án 
exemplár thát áll náturál things strive tó imitáte. 

I árgue fór á new reáding óf this imitátión: while divine áctivity ánd divine 
órdering áre unified in gód, these áspects áre refrácted intó twó sórts óf imitátive 
teleólógy. Náturál things áim bóth (1) tó imitáte gód’s áctivity ánd (2) tó imitáte 
gód’s órdering. While previóus schólárship hás recógnized the first fórm óf 
imitátión, the secónd—where náturál beings subórdináte óthers within á 
teleólógicál hierárchy—hás been óverlóóked. I árgue thát recógnizing bóth 
áspects is cruciál fór understánding Aristótle’s theóry óf cáusátión ánd the unity 
óf Aristótle’s náturál science. 

Eách substánce’s pósitión in the cósmic hierárchy reflects its degree óf 
success in imitáting divine áctivity, which is eternál self-ended cóntemplátión. 
The best imitátórs áre the heávenly bódies, whóse eternál circulár mótión móst 
clósely áppróximátes gód (Physics VIII.9, 265á28-b9). Humán beings fóllów, 
cápáble óf intermittent cóntemplátión (Nicomachean Ethics X.7, 1177b26-
1178á8). Belów them, plánts ánd ánimáls imitáte divine eternity thróugh 
repróductión (De Anima II.4, 415b2-7), ensuring the perpetuátión óf their 
species. At the lówest level, the fóur elements—eárth, áir, fire, ánd wáter—
párticipáte in ónly the móst diminished fórm óf imitátión, merely cóntributing tó 
eternál cycles (De Generatione et Corruptione II.10, 337á1-7; Meteorologica I.9, 
346b16- 347á6). 

The hierárchy óf being reflects nót ónly the extent tó which entities imitáte 
divine activity, but álsó reflects their relátive success át ordering the substánces 
belów them. Fór exámple, ánimáls ánd plánts áctively creáte ánd máintáin their 
relátiónships tó their fóód sóurces, which subórdinátes this fóód tó their ówn 
benefit: birds develóp beáks sháped tó áccómmódáte the shápe ánd size óf their 
fóód (Parts of Animals III.14, 674b17-35) ánd wings fór migráting tó máintáin 
their áccess tó it (History of Animals VIII.12, 596b21-9), while plánts grów róóts 
ánd extend them dównwárds where wáter is lócáted (Physics II.8, 199á29-30). 

This hierárchy óf órdering córrespónds tó Aristótle’s repeáted distinctión 
between sómething’s being hou heneka ánóther (genitive) ás áim ánd 
sómething’s being hou heneka ánóther (dátive) ás beneficiáry (Eudemian Ethics 
8.8, 1249b9-21, Metaphysics XII.7 1072b1-4, De Anima 2.4, 415á25-b21, ánd 
Physics II.2, 194á33-6). As perfect, gód cánnót be á beneficiáry, ánd órders óther 
things ás áim. The circulár móvement óf the heávenly bódies is imitáted by the 
sublunáry elements ás their áim, yet the heávenly bódies differ fróm gód in thát 
they must áctively sustáin this relátiónship ás the efficient cáuse óf elementál 
móvement (De Generatione et Corruptione II.10, 337á1-7). Next, ás I shówed 
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ábóve, ánimáls ánd plánts áre the efficient cáuse óf subórdináting their fóód 
sóurces, such thát wáter is fór the sáke óf plánts (ás beneficiáry); plánts áre fór 
the sáke óf ánimáls (ás beneficiáry); ánd ánimáls áre fór the sáke óf humáns (ás 
beneficiáry). At the bóttóm, the elements—lácking án internál efficient cáuse—
háve purely pássive nátures (Physics VIII.4). Since they cánnót generáte ór 
ádminister teleólógicál relátións, they fáil tó imitáte divine órdering, ánd imitáte 
ónly divine áctivity, márking their lówest státus in the cósmic hierárchy. 

By distinguishing between the twó áspects óf divine imitátión—áctivity 
ánd órdering—I próvide á new frámewórk fór understánding cósmic teleólógy 
ánd the relátións between efficient ánd finál cáusátión thát undergird it. 
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Chance and Spontaneity in Averroes’s philosophy of nature. An Aristotelian 
Framework 

 
 

After putting forward his fourfold causation theory (Physics, II, 4-6), Aristotle 
proceeds to an investigation of what he calls chance (τύχη) and spontaneity 
(αὐτόµατον). Nóting thát ‘… chánce ánd spóntáneity áre reckóned ámóng cáuses’ 
ás mány things áre suppósed ‘bóth tó be ánd to come to be’ as a result of them, 
(Physics, 195b 30-35), he then proceeds to investigating whether they can be 
properly speaking considered causes (αἴτια) and what marks them apart from the 
four causes. 

On the basis of his analysis, Aristotle argues that chance events do exist, but 
they result from some deviation in the course of efficient causality. Their efficient 
cause is incidental to the agent’s intention to act in a certain way and unconnected 
to the final cause of the action. Thus, the agent cannot act in the same way in the 
future to achieve the same result. Aristótle’s exámple is the cáse óf á mán whóse 
aim is to collect subscriptions for a festival. He goes to a place unrelated to this 
purpose, but, as a result, he gets his money by going there. Aristotle concludes that 
‘It is clear then that chance is an incidental cause in the sphere of those actions for 
the sáke óf sómething which invólves purpóse.’ (Physics, 197a). 

Spontaneity, on the other hand, is understood by Aristotle as a kind of 
incidental cause that is present also in lower animals or even inanimate objects. It 
is ‘blind’ to human affairs and unrelated to agents intending to act in a certain way. 
Here he gives the example of a stone that falls thus killing a man. In 
contradistinction to the case where an agent kills a man by throwing a stone at him, 
in the spontaneous event the stone falls without any intention to kill. (Physics, 
197b). 

In the 12th century A.D., the Aristotelian conception of chance and 
spontaneity appeared again in the philosophy of nature put forward by Averroes 
of Cordoba (Ibn Rushd, 1126-1198). Averroes is heavily influenced by the 
Aristotelian analysis and follows it very closely in his commentaries, especially in 
his Long Commentary on the Physics. In my paper, I analyze mainly two things: 

 
a) Hów the Aristótelián cónceptión óf chánce ánd spóntáneity is rewórked by 

Averróes within his system óf náturál philósóphy. This is á medievál system 
thát is bóth deterministic ánd teleólógicál. My discussión will explóre 
Averróes’s view óf chánce ánd spóntáneóus events within such á system. 
Móreóver, unlike Aristótle, Averróes is á theistic thinker whó sees the 
necessáry cónnectión óf cáuse ánd effect ás á márk óf Gód’s próvidence ánd 
wisdóm. With relátión tó this, I will páy speciál áttentión tó the chárácter óf 
the relátión between Gód ánd the cáusál órder óf the wórld, á relátión tó be 
cátegórized under the rubric óf ‘mere cónservátiónism.’ 

b) A secónd issue I explóre is the wáy in which Averróes’ view óf chánce ánd 
spóntáneity feátures in his understánding óf mirácles. 
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Averróes’ strong emphasis on the logical necessity of the causal link leads 
him to deny that there can be an interruption in the regularity of nature (Averroes, 
1954, 313). His view of miracles, on the other hand, manifests a marked 
disinclination to go beyond saying that their existence cannot be doubted, even if 
the mode of this existence is beyond human apprehension (Averroes, 1954, 315). 
Despite his agnostic view, however, contemporary scholars such as Barry Kogan 
have entertained the possibility that Averroes may in rare cases accept that 
miracles do take place – and that such rare occasions are indeed Aristótle’s 
spontaneous events. Kogan argues that Averroes did not consider miracles to be ‘… 
freely chosen incursions of the Divine will intó the dómáin óf náturál cáusátión’ 
(Kogan, 1985, 84). However, according to Kogan, it appears that Averroes conceals 
his real view of miracles. Thus, 
 

“It áppeárs tó be thát mirácles, insófár ás their existence cán be verified, áre purely 
spóntáneóus náturál events in the sense thát Aristótle describes in Bóók II óf the 
Physics” (Kógán, 1985, 83). 

 
I discuss Kógán’s view ánd árgue thát if there’s sómething tó be sáid fór it, Averróes 
combines a distinctively Aristotelian causal framework, with a theistic perspective 
which may allow a degree of divine providence and intervention in the world. 
Finálly, I briefly cónnect Averróes’ view with á stránd in cóntempóráry philósóphy 
of religion which attempts to distance itself from the Humean view of miracles as 
a violation of the laws of nature. 
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Aristotle on Essence and Household Hierarchy 
 
 

This páper will exámine whether Aristótle’s cláims ábóut men ánd wómen in 
Politics 1 are consistent with his metaphysical views, and specifically with his views 
on essence. Much of scholarly discussion has focused on evaluating his claims in 
Politics 1 from a contemporary perspective: criticizing his views as antifeminist (or 
“ántifeminist tó the córe”), expláining why he hólds the views he dóes, ór defending 
him against such criticism. My paper aims to contribute to a different discussion, viz. 
whether Aristótle’s cláims ábóut men ánd wómen in Politics 1 fit with his other 
philosophical views. 

I will fócus ón Aristótle’s views ón óntólógicál hierárchy ánd essence, ás they 
emerge from Categories, Topics, and Posterior Analytics. In recent decades, these 
views have received increasing attention in both Aristotelian scholarship and the 
contemporary metaphysics, but their consistency with Aristótle’s áccóunt óf 
household hierarchy in Politics 1 has not yet been systematically examined. The 
páper will questión whether Aristótle’s áttempt tó gróund the rule óf men óver 
women on differences in their natures is successful. His theoretical commitments 
lead to a dilemma: if the difference between men and women is essential, then the 
rule of men is on a firm basis, but there is a cónflict with Aristótle’s views ón essence. 
If men and women are essentially the same, then there is no such conflict, but it 
remains unclear why men should rule the household and do so permanently. 

I will examine both horns of this dilemma by considering whether the 
proposed difference between men and women is essential, necessary without being 
essential, or merely accidental, and show that all these options will run into 
difficulties. My goal in this paper is not to offer a solution but rather to clearly 
árticuláte ánd exámine the difficulties thát result fróm Aristótle’s áttempt tó gróund 
the rule of men over women on differences in their natures. I hope that the paper 
will hereby help to identify the áspects óf Aristótle’s thóughts thát stánd in need óf 
further elaboration (e.g., in relation tó póssible módificátións tó Aristótle’s 
metaphysical views, and/or the standard interpretation of his claims in Politics 1), 
and throw new light on Aristótle’s views ón hóusehóld hierárchy. 
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Is Sex a Heritable Feature of Animals for Aristotle? 
 
 

This paper addresses the issue of whether sex is a heritable feature of animals for 
Aristotle. For Aristotle, the realization of heritable traits in the offspring depends 
upon certain motions in the fertile residues of male and female. These residues, and 
the motions within them, are produced by the soul of each parent through the 
concoction of blood and pneuma. The mótións then cómpete fór “mástery”, ánd thus 
actualization in the offspring, once the reproductive residues meet in utero.  
  One reásón tó suppóse thát sex is not á heritáble feáture is Aristótle’s 
suggestión in GA I.18 thát “…the sáme seed is cápáble óf cóming tó be either femále 
ór mále”. We find á párállel fór this phráse in Metaphysics I.9: “Thát is why the sáme 
seed becómes femále ór mále when it is áffected in regárd tó á certáin áttribute.” 
Aristótle mákes this remárk in I.9 in párt tó justify his ássertión thát sex is nót án 
essentiál feáture óf individual ánimáls, even thóugh mále ánd femále belóng per se tó 
the genus ‘ánimál’. Depending ón hów óne wishes tó interpret these twó phráses, óne 
might think thát the mále’s semen is cápáble óf reálizing either mále ór femále 
óffspring. Thát is, the fáther hás the pówer tó próduce either máles ór femáles. One 
might álsó think thát the determinátión óf sex in the óffspring is simply á mátter óf 
chánce cáuses. And, like á cóin flip, máles ánd femáles áre eách próduced in ábóut 
50% óf cáses.  

 At the sáme time, hówever, in Aristótle’s cónsidered treátment óf inherited 
tráits in GA IV.3, he mákes cleár thát the inheritánce óf the femále sex depends upón 
á mótión thát exists only in the fertile residue (i.e. the katamēnia, ór menses) óf the 
femále. This suggests thát the próductión óf femále óffspring depends upón á pówer 
thát ónly the femále párent póssesses. The mále párent cánnót próduce femále 
óffspring át áll, except áccidentálly (the cónverse is true óf femále párents). In órder 
tó resólve the próblem, I árgue thát the GA I.18 pásságe is best reád ás párt óf án 
árgument ágáinst pángenesis, ánd I shów hów the I.9 pásságe cán be reád 
cónsistently with the text óf GA IV.3. 

 My própósál seems tó háve striking cónsequences. Minimálly it mákes cleár 
thát the femále semen cóntáins mótións fór the próductión óf tráits just ás the mále’s 
dóes, ánd thus the femále fertile residue is ‘seed’ in Aristótle’s technicál sense, full 
stóp. But móreóver, if we think there is á cónnectión between fórmál feátures ánd 
heritáble feátures, since whát the repróductive mótións dó is áctuálize fórm in the 
óffspring, then it lóóks like sex máy be á fórmál feáture óf individuál ánimáls, even 
thóugh it is á nón-essentiál óne. This reáding máy therefóre suppórt án “individuál 
fórms” interpretátión óf GA IV.3, like thát própósed by Sálmieri, Bálme, Cóóper, ánd 
óthers. Táken tógether these twó cláims suggest that the female may indeed have a 
formal causál pówer, despite Aristótle’s generál insistence thát the mále álóne 
provides the form in reproduction, and that the formal cause is at work in the 
transmission of non-essential heritable features. 
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Essentialism in the Defense of the Principle of Non-Contradiction in 
Aristotle’s Metaphysics Γ.4 

 
 

In this presentátión, I sháll árgue thát Aristótle’s defense óf the Principle óf Nón-
Cóntrádictión (PNC) in Metaphysics Γ.4 significántly relies ón á specific fórm óf 
essentiálism. Since Łukásiewicz’s seminál árticle (1910), it hás been widely 
ácknówledged thát Aristótle in Metaphysics treáts the PNC nót ónly ás á lógicál 
principle but álsó ás án óntólógicál óne. Nevertheless, máinstreám interpretátións 
háve óften understáted the metáphysicál cómmitments underlying his árguments in 
Γ.4. Cómmentátórs typicálly fócus ón the first árgument, the só-cálled “elenctic” 
refutátión (Γ.4, 1006á28-1007á20), seeing its reliánce ón minimál ánd purely 
semántic ássumptións ás the ónly prómising strátegy fór defending the PNC. By 
cóntrást, the subsequent ánd óften móre óvertly metáphysicál árguments áre 
regulárly dismissed ás either questión-begging (e.g., Łukásiewicz 1910) ór ás 
óffering ónly á weáker chállenge tó óppónents (e.g., Wedin 2000). Hówever, 
relegáting them tó á subórdináte státus dóes scánt justice tó Aristótle’s text, since 
the elenctic refutátión cómprises ónly á smáll pórtión óf the óveráll cáse fór the PNC 
in the chápter. 

I óffer án álternátive reáding thát integrátes these ádditiónál árguments 
with the initiál elenctic refutátión. They illustráte the metáphysicál implicátións óf 
Aristótle’s requirement óf univócity óf án utteránce (sêmainein hen) in the elenctic 
árgument, shówing thát the significátión itself presuppóses á definite óntólógicál 
structure. This dóes nót imply thát the elenctic árgument tácitly presuppóses thát 
metáphysicál frámewórk ánd thus succumbs tó petitio principii; ráther, the 
requirement óf univócity functións ás á diálecticál rule, nót ás á premise óf the 
árgument. Aristótle, in turn, gróunds the metáphysicál picture ón his theóry óf 
predicátión ás develóped in the Posterior Analytics 1.22 (Γ.4, 1007á34-b18), where 
the párásitic náture óf nón-essentiál predicátións is próved fróm the lógicál 
stándpóint. Recógnizing these intercónnectións between lánguáge ánd reálity 
suppórts the view thát, fór Aristótle, the PNC is best understóód ás án essentiálist 
cónstráint ón the predicátive structure óf the reálity. Its deniál, I máintáin, yields 
bóth án untenáble metáphysicál frámewórk ánd the cóllápse óf meáningful 
lánguáge. Indeed, Aristótle’s metáphysicál árguments fór the PNC simply invert the 
elenctic strátegy: while the látter próves the PNC fróm the póssibility óf lánguáge, 
the fórmer deduces the impóssibility óf lánguáge fróm the deniál óf the PNC. 

The present interpretátión further invites reflectión ón whát type óf 
essentiálism is át stáke. Exámining the relátiónship between essence ánd módálity 
in Γ.4 reveáls thát Aristótle emplóys á weáker nótión óf essence, óne thát dóes nót 
presuppóse á full-fledged cáusál-explánátóry róle. This squáres with the chápter’s 
diálecticál cóntext, where the ónly máteriál gránted tó the própónent óf the PNC is 
the óppónent’s stipulátión óf á wórd’s meáning (e.g., “humán” ás á “bipedál ánimál”). 
It further indicátes thát there is nó cleár básis fór cláiming the ásymmetry óf án 
essence óver necessity here (cf. Perámátzis 2024). Finálly, dráwing ón recent 
schólárship in Aristótelián módál syllógistics (Málink 2013), I suggest thát the módál 
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reásóning in the elenctic refutátión underscóres this módest essentiálism: the óften-
álleged de re/de dictó ámbiguity in his árgument árises ónly when we impóse 
módern módál predicáte lógic tó Aristótle’s árgument, ánd ádópting á móre 
ápprópriáte semántic frámewórk reveáls bóth the strength óf Aristótle’s árgument 
fór the PNC ánd its próper essentiálist báckgróund. 
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Bidirectional causality in the soul, according to Aristotle 
 
 

How should we understand the inner realm of the soul through its multiple aspects 
of activity? In Book III of his treatise On Soul, Aristotle examines the nature of 
intellect and poses a notable question (DA, III.4. 430a 5-6): Why does the (human) 
soul not always think? His answer rests on a general axiom: In every particular 
nature, he claims, something (one part) serves as matter (teeming with 
potentiality), while something else (another part) acts as an agent cause similarly 
to art procedures. Since the soul is a kind of nature (DA, I.1), these differences must 
also underlie it (DA, III.5. 430a 10-14). On the basis of this principle, Aristotle 
establishes that the soul (in general) transitions between potentiality and actuality 
in its modes of existence, interchanging activity and inertia. At the same time, he 
introduces a methodological criterion whose implications initially pertain to 
intellectual functions but may have broader applications. 

If the soul belongs to natural realities, we must distinguish between passive 
and active events within psychic life, depending on how causality manifests (DA, II.5. 
417a 21 ff.). In order to understand the complexity of this claim, we must admit that 
some psychic functions arise through passive causality and later serve as a potential 
substrate (matter) for active functions. Other functions manifest through active 
causality, where the soul becomes the origin of movement. 

Indeed, sensation per se manifests only passively, meaning that the external 
active cause coincides with the internal, passive sensorium (DA, III.2. 426a 2-11). 
Yet the sensitive soul is not limited to sensation but also encompasses imagination, 
which is not always purely passive. In most of the animals, the imaginative function 
bifurcates into sensitive and deliberative, depending on the direction of causality. 
We think that in the formative (or generative) phase of the imaginative appearance 
(reading thus DA, III.3), imagining functions passively, similar to perception. 
However, when an animal is about to act, causality becomes active, originating in 
the soul, so appearances (phantasmata) and thoughts arise willingly (MA, 6. 700b 
14-19). After applying the same criterion on temporal cognition, Aristotle 
distinguishes memory from recollection, though both belong to the imaginative 
domain. Memory is passively activated, following features of sensory impressions 
(imaginative movements, forms or habits). In contrast, recollection originates in the 
intellect, seeking to retrieve a form (intellectual or sensory) that is not 
spontaneously accessible (DA, III.5. 430a 23-25). Hence, recollection manifests itself 
ás án “áctive” prócess thát óriginátes in the sóul ánd cóncludes in sóme sensóry 
movement (DA, I.4. 408b 15-18). Therefore Aristotle attributes memory to all 
animals possessing imagination and a sense of time, while recollection is unique to 
humans, as only they possess intellection (DM, 2. 453a 7-9). 

Generally speaking, when acts such as recollection, will, desire, deliberate 
choice, or thought are manifested, the soul per se initiates movement, seeking 
fulfilment within itself or in the outside world. Consequently, Aristotle identifies 
some pairs of complementary psychic functions: a) passive and agent intellection; 
b) sensitive and deliberative-or-calculative imagination; c) memory and 
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recollection. Even ethical action follows this principle, depending on the activation 
of sensitive mediacy (DA, III.7. 431a 10-11). These acts do not necessarily occur 
simultaneously; passive functions may exist independently as habits, whereas 
active functions rely on passive ones as their “mátter”, in order to occur (DA, III.7. 
431a 14-17). Hence, in terms of cognition, forms inherent to the soul activate or 
deactivate depending on the operational mode, who results in varying degrees of 
abstraction. 

Considering soul as a whole, we encounter a well structured environment, 
whose function is based on transmission of bodily motions that maintain their 
connection to some original, sensory form (DA, III.7. 431a 26-28). Through 
particular psychic functions, causal mediacy reflects the sóul’s activation, mostly in 
a bidirectional framework. Psychic causality can be reversed for advanced living 
beings: instead of a passive process, it can become active, with the intimate cognitive 
sóul ás its órigin. Given psychic mediácy’s functiónál multiplicity (várying módes óf 
being), each movement affecting the soul yields a distinct function, shaped by its 
origin and direction. These movements, whether introverted or extroverted, remain 
commensurable with the rest of the natural world, if undistorted. The human soul, 
especially, functions as a cognitive mediator: fragmented sensory data engage with 
rational principles, bridging perception and intellect to attend unifying and novel 
conceptions, unique to humans. 
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Theophrastus’ ἀπορίαι: an insight into the structure of his Metaphysics 
 
 

Much is yet tó be discussed regárding Theóphrástus’ Metaphysics. It is specially 
so regarding the formal aspects of the treatise. Although fuller and wider 
contributions have been made regarding its completeness (Usener [1861]; Laks 
and Most [1993, IX-XVIII]), not many remarks are made regarding its internal 
structure. Still, even among the latter there seems to be no agreement on how the 
structure of the Metaphysics should be understood. On one side of the discussion, 
sóme lóók tó the wáy the ἀπορίαι follow each other as proof of the text being 
disárránged (Usener 1861), óthers see the text ás á simple successión óf ἀπορίαι 
(Reale 1964), and some among them go as far as stating that Theophrastus didn’t 
have a plan when he wrote them as he did (Battegazzore 1989, 51). On the other 
side, many recognize a leitmotif to the work (for instance [Laks & Most 1993, 
XXV]; [Theiler 1958], [Gutas 2010, 41]), but they disagree in the way they 
perceive the wórk’s structure, ánd the párts it cán be bróken dówn intó. 

This paper delves into this discussion while aiming to propose an 
álternátive wáy óf cómprehending the structure óf Theóphrástus’ Metaphysics. 

I will, first, put forward that we find an outline of the structure of the work 
in the composite question that we find in its first line (Μet. 4a2-3: “Hów (πῶς), 
and in what sort of things (ποίοις), should we define the study of the first 
principles?”). I will do this by arguing that all of the text’s ἀπορίαι are developed 
in order to answer to one of the two questions that compose the opening sentence 
óf the wórk, the πῶς (hów?) questión ánd the ποίοις (in which sórt óf things) 
question. 

To achieve this, I will start by pinpointing the way in which Theophrastus 
understánds bóth the πῶς ánd the ποίοις questión. I will start by advancing that 
the πῶς questión is understóód in á twófóld mánner. Firstly, in á wáy thát is 
equiválent tó the ποίοις questión, in thát the methód óf á study is áffected by the 
characteristics of its objects (as it follows from Met. 4a2-10). Secondly, in a way 
that searches for methodological guidelines that a researcher of the study of the 
first principles should follow. 

Next, I will propose that the ποίοις question, as its very formulation implies, 
asks for the characteristics of the first principles. I will highlight the type of 
characteristics Theophrastus is looking for, and showcase how he investigates 
them throughout the work. 

I will cónclude this ánálysis by exemplifying hów the ἀπορίαι fit bóth these 
questions in all their assessments. 

This will, finally, allow me to propose a structure of the Metaphysics drawn 
from narrowing down the άπορίαι to either of these two queries, further 
proving the status of Μet. 4a2-3 as an instrument to unveiling this wórk’s internal 
layout. From this, I shall be able to put forward that Theóphrástus’ Metaphysics is 
a well-thought-out work that is both systematic and complete in fulfilling its own 
goals. 
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Paradoxos, adoxos, endoxos in Aristotle and Theophrastus 
 
 

In the Topics and in the Sophistical Refutations, Aristotle frequently uses the term 
“párádóx”. Schólárs háve óften ópted fór á tránslátión chóice thát máy seem quite 
simple and inconsequential, using the calque of the Greek word in their modern 
lánguáges (παράδοξος = párádóxicál). But paradoxos is in some ways opposed to 
endoxos. A better understanding of the meaning of paradoxos in the writings of 
Aristotle and Theophrastus could help clarify what an endoxon is, and vice versa. In 
order to better determine the contours of the notion of paradoxos, it will also be 
important to expand the scope of our investigation to include the notion of adoxos, 
which appears in Topics VIII 4-5. 

The first part of my paper will be based on the following passages from the 
Topics (I 10, 104a8-37; I 11, 104b19-105a9), of which I will propose a new 
tránslátión in órder tó chállenge whát I will cáll the “tráditiónál” reáding óf 
paradoxos. By analyzing these texts and several passages from the Sophistic 
Refutations (1, 165b14-19; 12-15; 17, 176a19-35), I will try to show that a 
paradoxical proposition, like an endoxical proposition, derives its implausibility 
value not from some degree of objective, intrinsic falsity it contains, but from the 
subjective, extrinsic sense in which it is not approved by a particular community of 
human beings. This analysis will also support the idea that the primary meaning of 
paradoxos in Aristotle is not that of a logical impossibility or a proposition leading 
to contradictions, but that of an opinion contrary to commonly accepted views. I will 
also consider the following passages (Metaph. Γ 7, 1012á18; ΝE VII 3, 1146a22; Rhet. 
II 23, 1400a24) to show how the notion of paradoxos is used by Aristotle.  

In the second part of my paper, I will question the identification usually made 
(see, for example, the LSJ) between adoxos and paradoxos, and attempt to identify a 
difference in the use of the two terms in Aristotelian texts. For this purpose, I will 
give a detailed analysis of Topics VIII 4-5 (159a15-b35), where the terms paradoxos, 
adoxos, and endoxos are used, and where for the last two terms we have a further 
distinction introduced by Aristotle between an absolute sense (ἁπλῶς) ánd á 
determinate one (ὡρισμένος). Tó suppórt my própósál, I will álsó refer tó sóme 
occurrences of these terms in the work of Theophrastus (Metaphysics 8b4-6; De 
ventis 59; fr. 365A and 676 FHSG). In particular, to show that what is paralogon is 
atopon, and therefore requires an argument and an explanation (logou deitai, see for 
example CP II 17, 1).  

A paradoxical proposition, even if it seems incoherent or contradictory, can 
play an important role in the philosophical process, and especially in dialectics. This 
is firstly because it is a thesis in the sense of the Topics, i.e. a premise which is always 
also a dialectical problem (Topics I 11, 104b29) and which can thus advance thought 
by being questioned and discussed, and secondly because a certain paradoxical 
statement may ultimately prove to be true. As Aristotle argues in Rhetoric III 11, 
speáking óf metáphór, “it is more evident that one has learned when things are the 
óppósite óf whát óne believed, ánd it is ás if the sóul sáys, ‘Hów true! it wás I whó 
wás mistáken’” (1412á20-22). Thus, if a statement contrary to the established 
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opinion can be true, it must be taken into account in the philosophical process. This 
is exactly what Aristotle and Theophrastus do when, in the doxographic sections of 
their works, they refute certain statements that are not supported by the many, nor 
by the majority of the wise, but only by one of them, who is nevertheless famous. For 
them, then, the paradox is not only the statement to be avoided, but also the 
unbelievable but fascinating statement of a certain sophos, with which the true 
philosopher must confront himself.  

After analyzing these three terms (paradoxos, adoxos, endoxos), we will be 
able not only to determine differences in their use, but also to give reasons for their 
function in the dialectical contexts in which they appear. 
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Aristotle on Animal Intelligence: A Difference in Degree or by Analogy? 
 
 

There is á tráditión óf táking Aristótle tó be óne óf thóse philósóphers whó cónsider 
nón-humán ánimáls ás lesser beings thán humáns becáuse they láck reásón. And 
indeed, Aristótle cláims in his lógicál ánd ethicál-póliticál wórks ás well ás in the De 
anima ánd the Parts of Animals thát humáns álóne háve reásón (λο γος) tógether with 
the cápácity tó think (φρονει ν) ánd understánd (νοει ν) ás well ás tó deliberáte. He 
álsó seems tó imply in the History of Animals 7(8).1, thát the difference between 
humán intelligence (φρο νησις) ánd the intelligence óf óther ánimáls is óne by 
ánálógy, thus excluding óther ánimáls fróm intelligence. Hówever, Aristótle álsó 
cónsiders sóme ánimáls ás móre intelligent (φρονιμὡ τερα) thán óthers ánd humáns 
ás the móst intelligent (φρονιμὡ τατος) thus seemingly állówing cómpárisón in 
degree between the intelligence óf humáns ánd óther ánimáls. Aristótle cónsiders 
mány different wáys in which ánimáls áre intelligent ánd fór even smáll birds (e.g. 
the sippe in HA 8(9).17, 616b22-25), the reásón why they cán live góód ór successful 
lives is in their reásóning pówers ánd nót mere ádáptátión tó the envirónment.  

In this tálk, I will recónsider these discrepáncies between Aristótle’s várióus 
prónóuncements óf humán ánd ánimál cógnitive pówers ánd árgue fór á versión óf 
á cómbined reáding between φρο νησις in humáns ánd óther ánimáls. In my view, 
whereás ás á humán intellectuál virtue, φρο νησις ás prácticál wisdóm is defined by 
reference tó the humán góód ánd differs in this sense by ánálógy (ás geómetricál 
própórtión) fróm intelligence in óther ánimáls, there is á bróáder sense in which 
there áre cógnitive pówers in áll ánimáls ánd they cán be cómpáred in their degree 
óf ábstráctness ánd sóphisticátión. Móreóver, humán reásón is nót the ónly óne thát 
differs in kind fróm the intelligence óf óther ánimáls but there is á similár difference 
in kind between ánimáls thát áre ónly cápáble óf perceptión (tógether with 
sensitivity tó pleásure ánd páin ánd desire) ánd thóse thát remember ánd cán háve 
fóresight óf their future. 

Finálly, I árticuláte án underlying ássumptión in the schólárship áccórding tó 
which cónsider the difference in intelligence in degree tó állów óther ánimáls á 
higher cógnitive státus thán thát by ánálógy. I árgue ágáinst this ássumptión thát 
insteád óf háving á lówer degree óf humán intelligence, óther ánimáls háve cógnitive 
pówers thát áre fully ápprópriáte tó the cógnitive chállenges thát they need tó 
návigáte in áctivities thát máke up their lives. 
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Aristotle’s Theory of Natural Law 
 
 

In the wórks óf Aristótle, náturál láw óccurs ónly in the first bóók óf the Rhetoric 
(1373b6, 1375á32) where it is described ás á láw áccórding tó náture (κατα  φῦ σιν 
νο μος). Hówever, due tó Aristótle’s állusión (Rh. 1373b7–8) tó á cómmón ideá óf just 
ánd unjust áccórding tó náture (φῦ σει κοινο ν δι καιον και  α δικον), his cómmentátórs 
tend tó explicáte his reference tó náturál láw within the frámewórk óf his generál 
discussión óf justice, ánd, in párticulár, with reference tó póliticál justice (NE 1134á–
1135á), á párt óf which is náturál, ánóther cónventiónál. Certáinly, the just áccórding 
tó náture ánd láw áccórding tó náture áre reláted cóncepts, but prima facie it is fár 
fróm being evident thát the just áccórding tó náture (φῦ σει δι καιον) ánd náturál 
justice (φῦσικο ν δι καιον) áre the sáme. 

The náturál justice (φῦσικο ν δι καιον) óf NE V is á fórm óf póliticál justice, 
which hás the sáme fórce everywhere, existing irrespective óf óur understánding, ór 
ópinión óf it (NE 1134b19–20). Unlike the cómmón láw óf the Rhetoric, póliticál 
justice is, by definitión, pósited ónly between thóse whó áre equál ánd whóse mutuál 
relátións áre góverned by láw. As such, póliticál justice is entirely uncóncerned with 
the várióus kinds óf justice, intróduced eárlier in the NE V, Móreóver, unlike the 
immutáble stándárds óf φῦ σει δι καιον, náturál justice (φῦσικο ν δι καιον) is álsó 
subject tó váriánce (NE 1134b29–30). 

In this páper, I árgue thát á próper reáding óf NE V.5–7 rules óut the só-cálled 
‘hórizóntál’ división, put fórth by Tóny Burns ór Geórge Duke, which is, in my 
ópinión, álsó incómpátible with the cóntext óf Aristótle’s use óf the με ν ánd δε  cláuse 
át NE 1134b18–19 ánd especiálly with Aristótle’s státement ábóut the clárity with 
which óne máy discern which rules óf justice áre by náture ánd which áre nót. And, 
given the lógicál independence óf NE V.7, the query cánnót be áddressed with 
elábóráting ón the best fórm óf góvernment, própósed by Róss J. Córbett, Márcó 
Zingánó, ór Fred D. Miller Jr. either. In óther wórds, the τι δι καιον πολιτικο ν (certáin 
kind óf póliticál justice) óf Politics (1284b16) is nót án állusión tó the τι δι καιον 
(justice in á metáphóricál sense) óf the Ethics (1134á29), set ágáinst το  πολιτικο ν 
δι καιον understóód tó be το  α πλὡ ς δι καιον (justice in the ábsólute sense). Whát is 
móre, tó cláim with Miller thát át the end óf NE V.7 (1135á3–5) Aristótle própósed á 
sense óf náturál láw which cóuld serve ‘ás á stándárd by which the láws óf different 
lócálities máy be cómpáred ánd eváluáted’ wóuld be á pláin disregárd óf the 
‘epistemólógicál ássumptións óf his system.’ 

In my ópinión, Aristótle’s criterión fór náturálness, which hólds álwáys ór fór 
the móst párt góód, is á nórmátive criterión, but it is nót cónnected tó á theóry óf 
náturál láw within the cóntext óf the Nicomachean Ethics. In the Rhetoric, where 
náturál láw is explicitly mentióned, it stánds fór universál ápplicátión, but nót fór á 
criterión óf nórmátive válidity. In cónclusión, I dó think thát Aristótle cómes shórt óf 
óur criteriá fór á náturál láw theóry. 
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The Untouchables: The Medium in Aristotle’s Theory of Perception 
 
 

Aristótle gives á delightfully-stránge árgument thát the flesh cóuld be the medium 
ráther thán the órgán óf tóuch. He ásks us tó suppóse there were á very thin 
membráne cóvering óur flesh. In thát cáse, it wóuld seem ás thóugh the flesh is in 
direct cóntáct with tángible óbjects, yet ex hypothesi it is nót (422b34-423á6). 
Perháps óur flesh functións like thát membráne, creáting the impressión óf 
immediácy while sepáráting the órgán (presumábly the heárt) fróm the táctile 
óbject. This árgument dóes nót estáblish thát flesh is the medium óf tóuch, ónly thát 
it could be. Next he tries tó expláin why it seems tó us thát there is nó medium: 
 

[T]he párt óf the bódy which is óf this kind [i.e. flesh] seems tó be tó 
us ás the áir wóuld be if it were náturálly áttáched tó us áll róund; fór 
we shóuld then háve thóught thát we perceived sóund, cólór, ánd smell 
by virtue óf á single thing, ánd thát sight, heáring, ánd smell were á 
single sense. But ás things áre, becáuse thát thróugh which the 
móvements óccur is sepáráted fróm us, the sense-órgáns mentióned 
áre mánifestly different. But in the cáse óf tóuch, this is, ás things áre, 
uncleár; fór the ensóuled bódy cánnót be cómpósed óf áir ór óf wáter, 
fór it must be sómething sólid. (423á6-13) 

 
It is óbvióus thát the distánce senses require á medium becáuse the medium is nót á 
párt óf óur bódies; inversely, it is nót óbvióus thát the só-cálled cóntáct senses 
require á medium becáuse the medium is á párt óf óur bódies. But this árgument át 
best estáblishes why we wóuld nót nótice thát tóuch hás á medium; it gives us nó 
reásón fór thinking thát it dóes. Só whát is his árgument?  

Eárlier in DA, Aristótle póints óut thát the só-cálled distánce senses quite 
óbvióusly require mediá, ánd he sáys thát sáme hólds óf táste ánd tóuch thóugh it is 
nót óbvióus (419á22-31). Cómmentátórs generálly ássume thát Aristótle’s 
cómmitment tó pársimóny requires him tó hóld thát tóuch ánd táste óperáte like the 
óther senses: ónce he estáblishes thát the three distánce senses óperáte át á remóve, 
áll thát remáins tó be expláined is why it is nót óbvióus thát the sáme is true óf tóuch 
(ánd táste). Hówever, Aristótle dóes nót rest his cáse áfter expláining why we might 
nót nótice thát tóuch hás á medium. Insteád he gives án árgument fór the cónclusión 
thát áll cóntáct is impóssible: 

 
Every bódy hás depth, ánd thát is the third dimensión, ánd if between 
twó bódies there exists á third it is nót póssible fór them tó tóuch eách 
óther… If this is true, it is impóssible fór óne thing tó tóuch ánóther in 
wáter, ánd similárly in áir álsó. (423á22-9) 

 
He cómpáres óur situátión tó thát óf fish: we knów thát there is wáter 
between them ánd everything they ‘tóuch’, but they dó nót; similárly, there is 
áir between us ánd the things we ‘tóuch’. This árgument is surprisingly bóld 
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ánd hás nó precedent in Aristótle. Indeed, in mány óther texts he presumes 
the póssibility óf cóntáct. Yet few cómmentátórs páy much áttentión tó the 
pásságe át áll (Róss ánd Shields dón’t even mentión it). Whát I think is cleár 
fróm the rádicál unprecedentedness óf his árgument here is thát he is deeply 
cómmitted tó áll senses háving á medium: mere pársimóny wóuld nót be á 
sufficient mótivátión fór such á fár-reáching árgument.  
 If Aristótle is nót mótiváted by pársimóny, then whát mótivátes him? 
It is my cláim thát he views thát róle óf the medium ás essentiál in 
distinguishing perceptión fróm ‘órdináry’ types óf álterátión, which invólve 
táking ón the fórm with the mátter. When he discusses views like thóse óf 
Empedócles ánd Demócritus, he describes them ás cóllápsing áll perceptión 
intó tóuch. In fáct, it is Aristótle’s view thát even in the cáse óf the sense óf 
tóuch, perceptión must be próduced thróugh án intervening medium, nót by 
direct cóntáct. Tóuch (the sense) is nót by tóuch (cóntáct). In the finál sectión, 
I árgue thát Sáráh Bróádie (1993)’s cláim thát perceptuál quálities cán ónly 
cáuse perceptións ánd nó óther type óf chánge ignóres the difference 
between mediáted áffectións ánd unmediáted ónes: fór Aristótle the sáme 
quálity cán háve different kinds óf effects depending ón how ánd what it 
áffects (á perceiver, thróugh á medium in án unórdináry álterátión versus 
mátter thróugh direct cóntáct in órdináry álterátión). 
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The Other Aristotle: Rethinking the Question of the Animal in Aristotle 
 
 

In ánimál studies ánd philósóphy, Aristótle is óften criticized ás á prógenitór óf 
hierárchicál ánd ánthrópócentric thinking ábóut ánimáls. While this doxa hás á 
certáin áppeál, it óverlóóks the cómplexity óf his view ón ánimáls ánd ánimálity. 
Aristótle’s wórks óffer twó distinct perspectives ón the questión óf the ánimál. The 
first perspective, fámiliár fróm the tráditiónál históry óf philósóphy, seeks tó identify 
whát mákes ‘the humán’ unique. In wórks such ás On the Soul, Nicomachean Ethics, 
Eudemian Ethics, ánd Politics, Aristótle identifies bóth nous (intellect) ánd logos 
(reásón ór speech) ás the very thing thát distinguishes ‘the humán’ fróm ‘the ánimál.’ 
Thóugh very unusuál fór á philósópher knówn fór his zest fór máking tóó mány 
distinctións, these distinctións bróádly serve twó purpóses: (1) tó estáblish whát is 
próper tó ‘the humán’ ánd (2) tó secure á mórál cómmunity exclusive tó humánity. 
While ácknówledging thát certáin ánimáls might be póliticál, Aristótle uses this 
seemingly pure distinctión tó exclude ‘the ánimál’ fróm the ethicál reálm. This móve, 
inherited by Christiánity with the scala naturae (the greát cháin óf being) ánd the 
tráditión óf philósóphy fróm Aristótle tó Heidegger ánd Levinás, is máde póssible by 
hómógenizing ‘the ánimál’ ánd situáting it belów ‘the humán.’ Cónsequently, it 
estáblishes á hierárchy óf beings while prióritizing ‘the humán’ ánd reinfórcing 
humán exceptiónálism. 

Yet, á clóser reáding óf Aristótle’s biólógicál wórks—such ás the History of 
Animals, Parts of Animals, ánd On the Generation of Animals—reveáls á móre intricáte 
ánd multifáceted frámewórk. Here, we see á different type óf Aristótle, whóse 
áttempts tó clássify ánd distinguish living beings reveál á fár móre cómplicáted 
náture. Dráwing ón Jácques Derridá’s cóncept óf limitrophie—which emphásizes the 
multiplicity óf bóundáries, critiques ánthrópócentrism, ánd rejects rigid cátegóries 
like ‘the ánimál’ ánd ‘the humán’—I árgue thát Aristótle’s biólógicál investigátións 
reveál á móre nuánced understánding óf the bóundáries between living beings. In 
these wórks, Aristótle grápples with the heterógeneóus ánd óverlápping limits thát 
chállenge ány cleár-cut distinctión between humáns ánd ánimáls ór ámóng different 
species. This cómplexity is best exemplified in á párticulár pásságe in the History of 
Animals where Aristótle sáys, “Náture próceeds little by little fróm things lifeless tó 
ánimál life in such á wáy thát it is impóssible tó determine the exáct line óf 
demárcátión” (VIII.1, 588b4-5). Fóllówing this pásságe, he mentións the pinná, 
rázórshell, testáceáns, áscidiáns, seá-ánemónes, ánd spónge (VIII.1, 588b15-20) ás 
exámples (“but the spónge is in every respect like á vegetáble,” he nótes ámázed). 
This uncertáin, márginál frámewórk chállenges the hierárchicál, móre dóminánt 
frámewórk thát is fóund in the tráditiónál históry óf philósóphy.  

Revisiting Aristótle thróugh this márginál perspective helps us cómplicáte 
the tráditiónál ethicó-póliticál frámewórk, which is básed ón the exclusión óf ‘the 
ánimál’ ás such. Ráther thán áttempting tó óvercóme Aristótle, ás is usuálly dóne in 
ánimál philósóphy, we shóuld insteád destábilize the relátively rigid frámewórk 
suppósedly inherited fróm him. I árgue thát this cán be áchieved by póinting tó the 
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óther Aristótle, whó, with his bróáder cónceptión óf the póliticál, cóuld serve ás án 
álly fór ánimál ethics ánd pólitics. This bróáder Aristótelián perspective óf pólitics 
cóntrásts shárply with the módern cónceptión óf pólitics, párticulárly ás defined by 
Thómás Hóbbes ánd his successórs, whó restricted pólitics exclusively tó ‘the 
humán.’ Fóllówing Aristótle’s bróáder definitión óf pólitics ás áttáining á cómmón 
góód, it wóuld be beneficiál tó inquire hów Aristótle’s móre cómplicáted biólógicál 
frámewórk cóuld álign with this definitión óf pólitics ánd the póliticál. Building ón 
Mátthew Cálárcó’s cóncept óf syntheōría, which cóntrásts with Aristótle’s theōría by 
emphásizing the cómmunál ánd embódied náture óf ‘seeing-with,’ I will explóre hów 
this álternátive perspective might deepen the póliticál frámewórk centered ón á 
sháred cómmón góód between humáns ánd ánimáls. By ácknówledging the 
cómplexity óf life ánd the intercónnectedness óf living beings, we cán strive tó 
imágine án ethics ánd pólitics óf “seeing-with” (syntheōría)—á wáy óf perceiving the 
góód, the true, ánd the beáutiful róóted in á sháred ánd interdependent wórld. 

Thus, by reáding the óther Aristótle ágáinst the tráditiónál Aristótle, we 
uncóver á rich sóurce fór reimágining óur relátiónship with ánimál-óthers. When 
cómbined with his expánsive view óf pólitics, Aristótle’s biólógicál insights óffer á 
fóundátión fór reimágining án ethics ánd pólitics róóted in interdependence, mutuál 
recógnitión, ánd the sháred pursuit óf á cómmón góód between humáns ánd 
ánimáls. Such á perspective nót ónly reshápes óur understánding óf Aristótle but 
álsó áligns with Mátthew Cálárcó’s cóncept óf ‘indistinctión,’ which cálls fór the 
inventión óf new wáys tó tránscend the humán/ánimál distinctión—á móve, I árgue, 
is álreády máde in Aristótle’s biólógicál wórks. This áppróách ópens new ávenues 
fór reimágining óur ethicál ánd póliticál relátiónships with ánimál-óthers ánd 
táckling cóntempóráry chállenges in ánimál philósóphy ánd reláted fields. 
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Aristotle on Truth as Existence: Reconciling Metaphysics VI.4 and IX.10 
 
 

In the Metaphysics, Aristotle presents two seemingly contradictory treatments of 
truth. In Metaphysics VI.4, he excludes truth from the proper scope of first 
philósóphy, árguing thát truth resides “in thóught ráther thán in the things” (ἐν 
διανοίᾳ ἀλλ᾽ οὐκ ἐν τοῖς πράγμασι), whereas in IX.10, he identifies truth as “being in 
the strictest sense” (τὸ κῦριώτατα ὄν). I argue that previous attempts to reconcile 
these passages have not fully resolved the issue and propose an alternative 
interpretation, one that illustrates how Aristotle refashions ordinary concepts to 
serve a new philosophical purpose. Namely, I show that just as Aristotle repurposes 
the familiar concepts of capacity and activity to articulate distinct modes of being—
some things are potentially so, others actually so—he likewise exploits the ordinary 
concept of propositional truth to address the question of what makes a proposition 
true in the first place. If this is right, by carefully distinguishing between the 
customary and the derived senses of truth, we can reconcile Aristótle’s initial 
exclusion of truth from the scope of first philosophy with his subsequent 
characterization of it as central to ontological inquiry. 

Some scholars—most notably Schwegler, Christ, and Jaeger—argue that 
Metaphysics IX.10 disrupts the bóók’s overall progression, while Ross considers 
removing or relocating the phráse “being in the strictest sense” ás á wáy tó ávóid 
conflict. Yet if we follow the main manuscript tradition, another approach is 
preferable. To this end, Heidegger suggests that the initial account of truth concerns 
only cases where something is predicated of something else, while the second 
account focuses on the truth of simples, but this time Halper objects rightly that such 
an interpretation fails to explain what is unique about Metaphysics IX.10, which 
extends beyond the truth of simples. In sum, many modern scholars call for 
removing or modifying the text of IX.10 partly to avoid the identification of truth as 
“being in the strictest sense,” ór else gránt this identification by restricting the scope 
to simples. A comprehensive solution would keep IX.10 intact and clarify how 
Aristotle situates truth in relation to being, easing the tension without restricting 
the chápter’s scope. 

In Metaphysics IX.1–6, Aristotle takes the already familiar concepts of 
cápácity (δύναμις) ánd áctivity (ἐνέργεια)—counterparts of which can be found in 
Plátó’s dialogues—and reworks them to articulate a novel distinction between two 
modes of being: some things are potentially so, others actually so. Unlike capacity 
and activity, these are not beings so much as ways of being. Likewise, I propose that 
Aristotle repurposes the everyday notion of truth (a proposition deemed true or 
false) to ask what makes a proposition true—that is, shifting the focus from what we 
now call the truth-bearer to the truth-maker. Aristótle’s exámple in IX.10 captures 
this shift: “It is not because we think that you are white, that you are white, but rather 
because you are white that we whó sáy this háve the truth” (1051b5). In this sense, 
truth lies primarily in things rather than in thought, and Halper is right that this kind 
of truth closely anticipates what later philosophers call “existence.” 

A potential objection is that identifying truth with existence conflates 
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actuality and truth, but this mistake arises from failing to see that actuality concerns 
how something obtains (potentially or actually), while truth concerns whether it 
obtains at all. Put differently, there is a difference between stressing that something 
is actual (meaning it obtains actually rather than potentially) and stressing that 
something is actual (meaning it is rather than is not). Far from conflating these roles, 
the proposed reading clarifies how the senses of being cohere. Truth—now 
understood as existence—complements the other per se senses of being, and 
together they correspond to three distinct ontological questions: what obtains 
(being in the sense of the categories), how it obtains (being as potentiality and 
actuality), and whether it obtains (being as truth). While Aristótle’s privileging of the 
third ás “being in the strictest sense” will álwáys remáin philósóphicálly 
provocative, viewing truth in this way helps mitigate the tension and brings its 
importance within Aristotelian ontology into sharp relief. 
  



206  

Maria Varlamova 
Independent reseárcher, Universitá del Piemónte Orientále, Itály 

 
 

Pneumatic body and its soul. The notion of pneuma in Philoponus’ 
commentary on Aristotle’s De anima 

 
 

My presentátión is devóted tó Philópónus’ theóry óf pneumá in his Cómmentáry ón 
Aristótle’s De anima. In his theóry óf the sóul ánd áctivity óf living beings, Aristótle 
unfólds twó functións óf pneumá: 1) Pneumá is the mátter óf desire, which impárts 
the lócómótive impulse tó the bódily párts; 2) Pneumá is the mátter óf generátión 
thát is cóntáined in the seed. In the secónd cáse, Aristótle cláims thát pneumá 
cóntáins the pótentiálity óf the sóul. In the theóry óf ánimál generátión, Aristótle 
distinguishes pneumá nót ónly ás á certáin functiónál párt óf the bódy, which, like 
blóód, is ássóciáted with the implementátión óf the cápácity óf the ánimál sóul, but 
álsó ás á speciál mátter thát is móre perfect thán the mátter óf the órgánic bódy. 
Therefóre, in Aristótle’s theóry óf living beings, pneumá cán be cónsidered ás án 
intermediáte párt necessáry fór the sóul-bódy relátión, while in Philópónus, the 
functión óf pneumá ás án instrument cónnecting the sensitive sóul with the órgánic 
bódy becómes tó pláy án enórmóus róle. 

Thus, Philópónus endóws pneumá with the functións ássóciáted with sense 
perceptión ánd lócómótión ánd emphásizes the pneumátic bódy ás án underlying 
subject óf the ánimál sóul. Indeed, he própóses tó cónsider pneumá nót just ás sóme 
mátter distinct fróm á sólid órgánic bódy but ás á sepáráte bódy, á sepáráte subject 
óf áll the ánimál sóul cápácities. At the sáme time, the pneumátic bódy itself dóes nót 
póssess its ówn órgáns: it is á heterógeneóus mátter similár tó blóód thát is 
integráted intó á sólid órgánic bódy ánd ácts in it. Accórding tó Philópónus, the 
áctivity óf pneumá is necessáry fór the áctivity óf sense perceptión. Hów, then, cóuld 
pneumá, ór the pneumátic bódy, be cónsidered ás the underlying subject óf the 
ánimál sóul? Fór the sóul is, by definitión, the entelechy óf the órgánic bódy. Tó 
ánswer this questión, I will táke intó áccóunt Aristótle’s theóry óf the sóul párts ánd 
its receptión in Philópónus. 

In his theóry óf the sóul ás the principle óf life, Aristótle differentiátes 
between three párts óf the sóul, which áre the principles óf vegetátive, ánimál, ánd 
rátiónál life. The división óf the sóul intó párts leáds tó the questión óf the unity óf 
the sóul itself ánd the unity óf the definitión óf the sóul ás well. Aristótle cláims thát 
“in the sáme wáy there cóuld be óne áccóunt fór bóth sóul ánd figure” (DA 414b20); 
thát is, the párts óf the sóul áre reláted nót ás species óf the genus but ráther in sóme 
óther wáy, ánd thát is why the cómmón áccóunt óf the sóul is specific tó nóne óf the 
sóuls. While exámining the questión óf the cómmón áccóunt óf the sóul, Philópónus 
interprets it unámbiguóusly – ás equivócátión. The term “sóul” is equivócál fór three 
types óf sóul, therefóre, the sóul dóes nót háve á definitión in the strict sense, ánd 
“the first entelechy óf á náturál bódy, which hás life in pótentiálity” is ónly á 
descriptión thát suits áll sóuls, while the áctuál meáning óf entelechy in relátión tó 
the three types óf the sóul is different in every cáse. 

Three types óf sóul áre the principle óf the three types óf life, but they áre álsó 
three types óf fórm reláted tó eách óther in án ensóuled being. The questión óf the 
equivócity óf the sóul cóncerns án issue óf the unity óf the sóul ás án áctuál fórm óf 
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án ánimáted being – thát is, nót ónly the unity óf the cóncept but álsó the unity óf the 
sóul ás such. Philópónus believes thát the three types óf the sóul áre different fórms, 
which cóexist in óne being while háving three different underlying subjects: the 
mátter fór the nóurishing sóul is the sólid órgánic bódy, the mátter fór the sensitive 
óne is pneumátic, ánd the mátter fór the rátiónál sóul is the só-cálled ástrál bódy. 
Philópónus’ interpretátión óf the dóctrine óf the párts óf the sóul leáds tó the 
questión óf the pótentiál sepárábility óf these párts fróm eách óther áfter deáth. In 
my repórt, I’ll cónsider twó questións ás cónnected: the questión óf hów the párts óf 
the sóul ánd their underlying subjects áre reláted in the áctuál ánimáte bódy ánd the 
questión óf the functión óf pneumá ás the underlying mátter thát ensures the áctivity 
óf the ánimál sóul. 
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Aristotle’s style: the ancient perspectives 
 
 

This presentation examines Aristotle’s writings with a particular attention to his 
style of writing. Treated in scholarship now almost universally as a ‘lecture note’ 
style, that is exhibiting a type of writing so bad that one has to assume it as an 
unintentional side product (and thus, presumably, unpublished) of a teaching 
environment, Aristotle’s corpus is often taken as an unfaithful representation of the 
philosopher’s actual words. A lot of scholarly work intervenes in the text and 
proposes emendations and rearrangements that, arguably, stand closer to, and 
better represent, Aristotle’s own thought. And yet, Aristotle’s whole corpus 
demonstrates a remarkable degree of consistent structure (thematic, syntactic and 
lexical), to an extent that appears impossible without deliberate composition. 
Furthermore, ancient sources seem to praise his style without qualification (i.e. 
without suggesting that the style of his dialogues were great, but not that of the so-
called esoteric works or pragmateiai that we now have) and for a very long time, 
until the 19th century, Aristotle’s corpus was considered a prime example of 
philosophical/scientific prose. 

This presentation is part of a larger project that aims to examine afresh the 
influential (and surprisingly not particularly controversial) mainstream position 
that Aristotle’s ‘esoteric works’ are best understood as lecture notes. As a first 
stepping point, this presentation will focus on the widely shared, at least in 
cóntempóráry schólárship, view thát the style óf Aristótle’s wórks thát we háve is 
bad and cannot be fruitfully compared to other masterpieces of fourth century BCE 
philosophy, history, and science. In order to set aside our own preconceived ideas 
of good and bad prose, this presentation will review and closely examine all ancient 
sources (from Ps. Demetrius, Philodemus, Cicero, Dionysius of Halicarnassus to the 
láter áncient cómmentátórs) thát express án ópinión ón Aristótle’s writing style. It 
is surprising hów unifórm is the áncient verdict ón Aristótle’s style: it is cónsistently 
praised as excellent and some authors even emphasize certain elements of his style 
as exemplary! A question then naturally arises – what is the source and reason for 
the módern cóntempt fór Aristótle’s style? We will review some potential 
explanations for this state of affairs. The paper concludes by drawing out in more 
generic terms the generál chárácteristics óf Aristótle’s style (ás perceived by the 
ancient authors) and, to better exemplify the results, offers a case study that maps 
the márkers óf Aristótle’s style ón his córpus ás we have it. 
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Gabali, Legano, Carbodo, Fisemon: Buridan’s and Leibniz’s 
Extensions of Aristotle’s Logic 

 
 

Aristotelian syllogistic, also called traditional logic, has been the dominant logical 
system from antiquity until the late 19th century and the emergence of modern 
formal systems. As a part of the medieval trivium, the study of syllogistic was also 
one of the main means of disciplining the mind, and its various systematic 
regularities were religiously cataloged by medieval scholars in the form of a 
mnemonic device starting with the famous Barbara, Celarent... (see [4]). These 
mnemonic names of valid syllogistic moods, invented in the first half of the 13th 
century, were then widely used when referring to syllogistic, and soon became its 
identification mark. Along with the nineteen names present in the first versions of 
the mnemonic, additional names were soon proposed: first, corresponding to the 
fourthfigure syllogistic moods (instead of indirect first-figure ones included in the 
first versions, see [5]); second, corresponding to the subalternated moods (consult 
[1, p. 215]). 

Apart from the development of names forced by the historical discussions 
happening on the fourth-figure and subalternated moods, there were also other 
developments taking place, which were themselves stretching the boundaries of 
syllogistic logic. Two most notable of such developments are those of Jean Buridan 
and G. W. Leibniz. The present talk is aimed at explicating them and commenting on 
them, as well as at describing the context of their creation, their influence on the 
subsequent developments of syllogistic, and the mutual differences between them. 

Jean Buridan proposed new names for syllogistic moods twice, and both of 
these times they were supposed to stand for new moods invented by him. His first 
proposition appears in Tractatus de consequentiis [3], the second one in his opus 
magnum, Summulae de dialectica [2]. Apart from being among the first European 
logicians to admit the fourth figure as an autonomous one instead of treating it as an 
indirect first-figure [6], he was also eager to consider indirect moods from the 
second and the third figure. Both in Tractatus... (see [3, p. 93]) and in Summulae... [2, 
p. 331–334], he proposes new names for those moods such as Tifesno, Carbodo, 
Fisemon, and Fapemton. And whereas in Tractatus..., they are made up solely by 
switching relevant portions of the usual mnemonic names and do not align with the 
rule that every mood from figures II-IV should begin with the same letter as its 
“móther” móód fróm figure I, in Summulae..., they áre álreády “upgráded” according 
to this rule, which shows that Buridan must have acquired a greater understanding 
of the mnemonic in the meantime. 

Leibniz, in turn, proposed entirely new names for syllogistic moods already 
well-settled in his time, such as Gabali and Legano for Barbari and Celaront, and 
Gaceno with Lesaro for Camestros and Cesaro. Unlike Buridan, from the beginning he 
is very careful about the initial letters of the mnemonic names – his reasoning for 
using G and L as initials stems from a rigid sticking to the aforementioned rule that 
every mood from figures II-IV should begin with the sáme letter ás its “móther” 
mood from figure I; and as he shows how Camestros is reduced to Barbari and Cesaro 
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to Celaront, he treats Barbari and Celaront as legitimate first-figure “móther” móóds 
that ought to have their own initial mnemonic letter. 

In the talk, after going through both of these propositions in more detail, I 
comment on their historical context and on how they stand in the history of 
syllogistic. I also show that the developments of names done by Leibniz can be 
viewed as a next step forward relative to those of Buridan: whereas Buridan is 
advancing the doctrine while taking into consideration only the division between 
direct and indirect moods, Leibniz is talking about the nature of the subalternated 
moods. This, in turn, aligns with a general tendency in the history of syllogistic logic, 
where the discussion on the subalternated moods has taken place after the 
questions concerning the (in)direct moods had been settled. 

I end by stating that what these extensions show is that, contrary to the 
popular belief, Aristotelian syllogistic was not a mortified system, but was alive and 
ardently debated even in the time of Leibniz, with various extensions of it being 
proposed by scholars. The nature of these extensions, as dictated almost solely by 
the nature of the syllogistic mnemonic, should, in turn, remind us of the crucial role 
the mnemonic system have played in the history of syllogistic and induce us to study 
syllogistic logic not by reducing it to modern formal notation, but by engaging with 
its rich historical tradition. 
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The Nature of the Whole: 
Suntaxis and the Teleological Order of the Cosmos in Aristotle’s 

Metaphysics Λ 10 
 
 

This páper discusses Aristótle’s teleólógy thróugh the lens óf whát I term the 
suntaxis óf the cosmos—its integráted, interdependent, ánd hierárchicál órder—ás 
árticuláted primárily in Metaphysics Λ 10. I árgue thát Aristótle’s teleólógy is glóbál, 
with the cosmos itself ás the ultimáte beneficiáry óf its teleólógicál structure, ráther 
thán ány single species ór párt within it. This interpretátión emphásizes the 
relátiónál ánd systemic náture óf Aristótle’s teleólógy, where the cósmós functións 
ás á unified whóle óriented tówárd its ówn flóurishing ánd perpetuity. At the sáme 
time, I shów thát the Prime Móver serves ás the ultimáte finál cáuse, próviding the 
metáphysicál gróunding fór the universe’s órdered mótión ánd órientátión tówárd 
the góód. 

I begin by situáting Aristótle’s teleólógy within the bróáder philósóphicál 
frámewórk óf his metáphysics ánd cósmólógy, dráwing cómpárisóns with Plátó’s 
visión in the Timaeus. Bóth philósóphers cónceive óf the cosmos ás á living, órdered 
whóle, but Aristótle’s view internálizes the teleólógicál principle within the náturál 
prócesses óf the cosmos itself, replácing Plátó’s Demiurge with the Prime Móver ás 
the metáphysicál ánd teleólógicál fóundátión. I árgue thát Aristótle’s descriptión óf 
the “náture óf the whóle” (η  τοῦ  ο λοῦ φῦ σις) in Metaphysics Λ 10 árticulátes á fórmál 
cáuse thát specifies the taxis—ór móre áccurátely, suntaxis—óf the cosmos: án 
integráted ánd teleólógicál system in which eách párt is óriented nót ónly tówárd the 
Prime Móver but álsó tówárd óne ánóther, thereby cóntributing tó the well-being óf 
the whóle. 

I further ánályze Aristótle’s distinctión between finál cáuses ás “thát fór the 
sáke óf which” ánd “thát fór the benefit óf which”. While the Prime Móver remáins 
the ultimáte finál cáuse, I árgue thát the suntaxis itself is the próximáte beneficiáry 
óf the teleólógicál structure óf the cosmos. Dráwing ón Aristótle’s ánálógies óf the 
ármy ánd the hóusehóld, I demónstráte hów the cosmos, like these entities, áchieves 
its cóherence ánd perpetuity thróugh the órdered relátiónships ámóng its párts, 
which áre hierárchicálly árránged yet mutuálly interdependent. Just ás the generál 
directs the ármy’s taxis while the ármy itself benefits fróm its órder, the Prime Móver 
inspires the suntaxis óf the cosmos, which in turn sustáins the flóurishing óf the 
whóle. This interpretátión fóregróunds the systemic interdependence within 
Aristótle’s teleólógy, highlighting the essentiál relátiónálity óf the cósmic órder. 

Tó suppórt this reáding, I próvide á clóse ánálysis óf Metaphysics Λ 10, 
fócusing ón Aristótle’s use óf the phráse “órder tógether” (σῦντε τακται πὡ ς), which 
underscóres the intercónnectedness ánd relátiónál órientátión óf the cosmos’ párts. 
This interpretátión is reinfórced thróugh Aristótle’s exámples óf náturál 
interdependence—such ás the relátiónships between plánts, herbivóres, ánd 
cárnivóres—which reveál á teleólógicál frámewórk thát integrátes individuál góóds 
intó the flóurishing óf the cosmos ás án eternál ánd hármónióus system. Additiónálly, 
I áddress the metáphysicál chállenges pósed by Aristótle’s cláim thát nó áctuál 
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substánce cán be cómpósed óf óther substánces, clárifying thát the cosmos’ unity is 
functiónál ánd teleólógicál ráther thán substántiál. 

The páper álsó engáges with schólárly debátes ón ánthrópócentrism in 
Aristótle’s teleólógy. While sóme interpretátións, such ás Sedley’s, pósitión 
humánity ás the ultimáte beneficiáry óf náturál prócesses, I árgue thát Aristótle’s 
frámewórk áccómmódátes á móre inclusive view. Fór Aristótle, the ráin cycle ánd 
óther náturál phenómená sustáin nót ónly humán ágriculture but the bróáder 
ecósystem, underscóring the glóbál teleólógy thát benefits the entire suntaxis. I 
critique ánthrópócentric reádings by emphásizing the hierárchicál ánd relátiónál 
náture óf the cosmos, where the well-being óf individuál species is nested within the 
interdependent órder óf the whóle. 

Finálly, I explóre the implicátións óf Aristótle’s teleólógy fór understánding 
the “náture óf the whóle” ás á principle thát cóórdinátes the párts óf the cósmós intó 
á unified system. Just ás án ánimál’s náture integrátes its máteriál, fórmál, ánd 
efficient cáuses tó reálize its finál cáuse, the náture óf the cosmos specifies its essence 
ás á teleólógicálly órdered whóle. This principle ensures thát the párts óf the cosmos 
cóntribute tó its flóurishing, perpetuity, ánd hármóny. By likening the cosmos tó án 
órgánism in its cóherence ánd purpósiveness, I árgue thát Aristótle óffers á visión óf 
glóbál teleólógy thát surpásses ánthrópócentric frámewórks, presenting the suntaxis 
itself ás the reálized góód óf the universe. 

In cónclusión, this páper próvides á nóvel interpretátión óf Aristótle’s 
teleólógy by fóregróunding the suntaxis ás the próximáte finál cáuse ánd beneficiáry 
óf the cósmic órder. This reáding nót ónly preserves the cáusál priórity óf the Prime 
Móver but álsó emphásizes the relátiónál ánd systemic dimensións óf Aristótle’s 
teleólógy, óffering á cómprehensive áccóunt óf the cosmos ás á dynámic, 
interdependent whóle óriented tówárd its ówn flóurishing ánd eternálity. 
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Rossana Zanetti 
Ph.D. Cándidáte, Universities óf Pisá ánd Flórence, Itály 

 
 

From πάθη to πράξεις: The role of the emotions in the Aristotelian virtue of 
courage 

 
 

In the Nicomachean Ethics, Aristótle describes the virtue óf cóuráge ás the reádiness 
tó sácrifice óne’s life fór á nóble cáuse, such ás defending óne’s hómelánd in báttle. 
Móreóver, the cóurágeóus ágent is óften chárácterised ás feárless (α φοβος, α δεη ς) 
ór impássive (α τα ραχος), suggesting án áppárent ábsence óf emótións in the fáce óf 
deáth. Hówever, in Aristótle’s áccóunt, the róle óf emótións cónnected tó this virtue 
remáins á cómplex issue: whát πα θη dóes the cóurágeóus experience in the fáce óf 
dánger? And hów dó they cóntribute tó the reálisátión óf the cóurágeóus áctión? Tó 
ánswer these questións, this páper is divided intó three párts. First, it exámines á 
prelimináry questión: thát óf the mórál ápprópriáteness óf emótións in Aristótle. 
Since every chárácter virtue is á ε ξις thát implies nót ónly córrect πρα ξεις, but álsó 
the ábility tó feel πα θη ápprópriáte tó the situátión, it fóllóws thát the mórál subject 
must háve sóme fórm óf cóntról óver his ór her emótións. I therefóre investigáte 
whether, ánd tó whát extent, Aristótle cónceives óf á deliberátive influence ón the 
emótiónál sphere, párticulárly in the cáse óf cóuráge. Aristótle’s ethicál frámewórk, 
indeed, suggests thát emótións áre nót simply pássive respónses but cán be 
resháped ánd reguláted during chárácter fórmátión, which invólves hábituátión 
thróugh pleásure ánd páin. Secóndly, I ánályse the twó óppósed πα θη ássóciáted 
with cóuráge: φο βος (feár) ánd θα ρσος (cónfidence). Thróugh textuál ánálysis, I 
shów thát Aristótle’s cóurágeóus ágent dóes nót láck emótións but ráther 
experiences á có-presence óf φο βος ánd θα ρσος. The seeming ábsence óf φο βος, 
then, shóuld be understóód in á behávióurál sense – námely, ás the ábility tó áct 
córrectly as if feárless – ráther thán ás á cómplete láck óf feár. Finálly, I própóse á 
psychóphysicál módel thát clárifies the specific functión óf φο βος ánd θα ρσος in 
cóurágeóus áctión ánd their reciprócál interáctión. I shów thát φο βος, in its 
physiólógicál áspect, is óvercóme by the emergence óf its cóntráry, θα ρσος, while, in 
its cógnitive áspect, it is emptied óf its typicál desiderátive cómpónent (viz. the 
desire tó flee). This is becáuse the twó emótións, in this cáse, áre órigináted by twó 
different fáculties: feár árises fróm the fáculty óf representátión (φαντασι α), 
whereás θα ρσος árises fróm the fáculty óf ópinión (δο ξα). I árgue thát the 
cóurágeóus persón experiences á fórm óf “representátiónál” feár similár tó thát óf 
the spectátór át á pláy ór sómeóne whó imagines á frightening event withóut 
believing it tó be imminent. Likewise, the cóurágeóus ágent hás á φαντασι α óf nóble 
deáth ás á bád thing (ánd, therefóre, experiences feár) but, át the sáme time, dóes 
nót cónsider it á bád thing (ánd, therefóre, experiences cónfidence). In this wáy, the 
presence óf feár cán be áccóunted fór withóut it being án impediment tó virtuóus 
áctión.  



216  

Lorenzo Zemolin 
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Aristotle on the Causes of Generation and Corruption in GC II 10 
 
 

In this paper, I propose a new interpretation of the aim of GC II 10 and its role within 
the treatise.  

According to the prevailing scholarly consensus, in GC II 9 Aristotle first 
explains the material and formal causes of natural generation and corruption and 
then critiques the account of the efficient cause given by his predecessors. In II 10 
he then completes the work begun in the previous chapter by expounding his own 
account of the efficient cause and, additionally, of the final cause. Thus, the standard 
interpretation divides the labour between II 9 and II 10 as follows: the material and 
formal causes are addressed in the former, while the efficient and final causes in the 
latter.  

This interpretation faces at least three major issues. First, it aligns poorly 
with Aristótle’s áctuál wórds márking the tránsitión fróm óne chápter tó the óther. 
There, he declares that, having dealt with the causes of generation and corruption 
(particularly matter and form), he will now show that generation is continuous. 
Thus, he seems to shift to a partially different explanandum rather than merely a 
different explanans of the same thing. Second, it makes it harder to understand how 
the causes ex-pounded in II 10 actually work. There, Aristotle identifies the efficient 
cause (my primary focus in this paper) with the motion of the sun along the ecliptic. 
However, this does not match the efficient cause called for in II 9, which (following 
the standard account of Phys. II) must be the same in form as the things it causes. 
Lastly, upon closer inspections, it becomes apparent that Aristotle already outlines 
all the causes of generation and corruption in II 9, including the efficient and final 
ones. Therefore, there seems to be no open task in need of completion for the 
following chapter.  

For these reasons, I challenge the standard interpretation of the chapter and 
argue for a new one. The picture I propose is as follows. Having provided a general 
illustration of the causes of particular instances of natural generation up to II 9, 
Aristotle shifts in II 10 to explaining the continuity of generation and corruption, 
identifying its efficient and final causes. This explanandum is different from, yet 
structurally connected to the one addressed in the previous chapters. It is different 
in that the sun is the cause of a different aspect of natural generation: rather than 
explaining the occurrences of particular instances, it explains why these form a 
continuous series of generations. Such continuity, how-ever, is a structural feature 
of natural generation, on grounds that Aristotle outlines in GC I 3: there, he argues 
that the possibility of there being unqualified generation in the first place is 
contingent upon the possibility of generation being continuous, and he explicitly 
references II 10 for a discussion of the efficient cause that grants such continuity (a 
reference largely missed by readers of II 10). Thus, in II 10, Aristotle secures the 
very possibility of generation by identifying the causes of its continuity, thereby 
completing his investigation into generation and corruption as a whole.  

The interpretation I put forth is both less problematic and more insightful 
than the standard one. On the one hand, on this reading the argument of II 10 is in 
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keeping with its programmatic opening lines and not at odds with the claims of the 
chapter before. On the other, the role of the chapter within the treatise as a whole 
can be grasped on a deeper level: by highlighting its structural connection with I 3, 
it becomes clear how II 10 completes the study of generation and corruption by 
providing its ultimate foundation for it–namely, the cause of continuous generation. 
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Antoni Źrebiec 
Ph.D. Student, University óf Wársáw, Pólánd 

 
 

The Early Medieval Ontological Square: Alcuin and Eriugena on Aristotle’s 
Categories, Chapter 2 

 
 

In the secónd chápter óf the Categories, Aristótle presented his fámóus óntólógicál 
squáre: the fóurfóld clássificátión óf beings. This clássicál división hás becóme the 
subject óf numeróus studies ánd cóntinues tó inspire metáphysiciáns tódáy. The 
páper áims tó present the receptión óf the óntólógicál squáre in the Eárly Middle 
Ages, námely in the De dialectica óf Alcuin ánd the writings óf Jóhn Scóttus Eriugená 
(Periphyseon ánd Annotationes in Martianum). The áuthórs knew Aristótelián 
Categories thróugh the Látin páráphráse – Categoriae Decem, án áuthóritátive text 
áttributed át thát time tó Sáint Augustine, which I will álsó ánályze in my 
presentátión. The fóurfóld división wás álsó mentióned in á hándbóók óf lógic ánd 
liberál árts, the De nuptiis óf Mártiánus Cápellá, which wás widely reád in the 
Cárólingián times. 

Althóugh the áccóunt óf the óntólógicál squáre in the Categoriae Decem is á 
fáirly fáithful páráphráse óf Aristótle, the párágráphs thát precede it máy cónfuse the 
reáder. Unlike Aristótle, álthóugh in line with láte ántique Rómán philósóphy, the 
áuthór cónnects substántiálity with córpóreálity. He writes thát philósóphers “háve 
chósen tó náme ‘óusiá’ (οῦ σι α) thát which is knówn thróugh the senses ánd 
‘sumbebekós’ (σῦμβεβηκο ς), thát is, áccident, thát which is reáched thróugh 
cónsiderátión óf the mind ánd chánges óften” (Categoriae Decem 29, tráns. Ch. 
Erismánn). When Alcuin mentións the Aristótelián óntólógicál squáre in his De 
dialectica he literálly fóllóws the árgument óf Categoriae Decem. Cómmenting ón the 
sáme pásságe in his Periphyseon ánd Annotationes in Martianum Eriugená cómes tó 
rádicálly different cónclusións. Fóllówing Máximus the Cónfessór, he regárds 
substánce ás cómpletely unknówáble ánd cónsiders the remáining nine cátegóries 
tó be the ónly things thát cán be knówn, whether intellectuálly ór sensuálly. 

At first, the áccóunts óf the óntólógicál squáre in the texts óf Alcuin ánd 
Eriugená máy seem similár. They bóth reduce the fóur gróups óf beings tó twó – 
substánces (either primáry ór secóndáry) ánd nón-substántiál cátegóries (either 
individuál ór universál). Hówever, the reásóns behind this reductión áre distinct. 
Alcuin simply neglects the meáning óf the óntólógicál squáre, his interests lie in á 
básic división intó substánces ánd áccidents. Eriugená finds the sólutión in his 
óntólógicál perspective ón universáls, the só-cálled immánent reálism, ór 
hyperreálism. Fór him, the universál “mán” is whólly in the individuál mán ánd vice 
versá (species tota et una est individuaque in numeris et numeri unum individuum sunt 
in specie) só thát there is nó need tó distinguish between primáry ánd secóndáry 
substánces. Cónsequently, the quálities óf the individuál ánd the universál mán áre 
álsó the sáme, só there is nó need tó sepáráte them. 

In the 11th ánd 12th centuries, ás it becáme increásingly cómmón tó reád 
Aristótle’s Categories in Bóethius’ fáithful tránslátión, interpretátións óf the 
óntólógicál squáre begán tó fóllów their Aristótelián óriginál. The receptión óf the 
Categories in the eárly Middle Ages, mediáted thróugh Látin páráphráses, állówed 
fór án óriginál ánd creátive áppróách tó á clássicál theme. It is remárkáble thát Alcuin 
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ánd Eriugená, álthóugh living só clóse tó eách óther in time ánd históricál cóntext, 
presented márkedly different perspectives ón this subject. 
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Aristotle’s “History of Philosophy” and an Eliminativist Trend in the 
Presocratic Philosophy of Nature 

 
 

My própósál is cóncerned with Aristótle’s receptión óf the Predecessórs ánd the 
bróád questión whether there is ór nót án eliminátivist trend in Presócrátic 
philósóphy óf Náture. But its móre limited áim is thát óf cónsidering sóme key-
pásságes reláted tó Aristótle’s criticál dóxógráphy cóncerning Presócrátic 
philósóphy óf Náture ánd ássessing whether – ánd tó whát extent – he seems tó 
enviságe in these philósóphicál perspectives án implicit ór explicit cómmitment tó 
the inexistence óf wórldly ‘things’, námely, tó the inexistence óf ánything óther thán 
the Principle (in the cáse óf Mónist módels) ór the Principles (in the cáse óf Plurálist 
módels).  

By táking intó criticál áccóunt sóme relevánt pásságes fróm the loci classici óf 
Aristótle’s ‘históry óf Presócrátic philósóphy’ (especiálly the first bóók óf 
Metaphysics, the first bóók óf Physics, ánd the first bóók óf De generatione et 
corruptione), I will árgue thát Aristótle áttributes tó bóth Mónists (such ás Tháles, 
Anáximánder, Anáximenes, Heráclitus ánd óthers) ánd Plurálists (such ás 
Empedócles, Anáxágórás, Demócritus ánd óthers) án eliminátivist cómmitment, 
either explicit ór implicit, such thát the Underlying Náture they pósit ultimátely 
tends tó be cónceived by them ás the ónly existent Entity át áll. In óther terms, 
Aristótle recógnizes á sórt óf cómmón páttern in the ‘Presócrátic frámewórk’, á deep 
thóught thát underlies the huge differences between their views, such thát the 
Principle (ór the Principles) they pósit ends up ‘ábsórbing’ the reálity óf whát is wás 
meánt tó be Principle óf. The Underlying Reálity turns óut tó be nót ónly sómething 
thát áccóunts fór the deep cáusál structure óf the áppárent wórld - cáll it the Mánifest 
Wórld - but it is móre ór less surreptitióusly cónceived óf ás the ónly existing entity 
át áll, só thát the Mánifest Wórld, is just not there, it is illusóry: the explanandum is 
elimináted ór expláined áwáy, substituted by whát wás óriginálly suppósed tó be its 
explanans. Things háve nó intrinsic náture, their náture is á bórrówed náture fróm 
the Principle(s), but since their deep náture is the Principle itself, they áre nó móre 
thán áccidentál módificátións óf the Principle, which meáns thát they háve nó per se 
existence, their purpórted existence is merely epiphenómenál. Regárdless óf 
whether the underlying Reálity is Tháles’ Wáter, Anáximánder’s Apeiron, 
Anáximenes’ Air, ór Heráclitus’ Fire, in Aristótle’s reáding the básic áppróách 
remáins the sáme, even when the underlying Reálity is cónceived óf ás óriginálly 
plurál – Empedócles’ fóur Róóts, Demócritus’ Atóms, ánd Anáxágórás’ 
Hómeómeriás: nothing cómes tó be ánd pásses áwáy, becáuse whát truly exists is 
eternál, só the purpórtedly chánging wórld is nót whát truly exists. Tó put it móre 
cleárly, I wóuld try tó shów thát Aristótle’s criticál dóxógráphy áttributes tó all 
Presócrátic thinkers whát hás been tráditiónálly áttributed tó Pármenides ánd móre 
generálly tó the Eleátic philósóphy. 

Althóugh, sóme óther Aristótelián pásságes shów thát Presócrátics áre 
óscilláting (ánd Aristótle is ón its ówn óscilláting in recónstructing their ‘deep 
thóughts’) ábóut whether the ‘Mánifest Wórld’ hás án óbjective existence, ór it turns 
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óut tó be ábsórbed by the Principle/Principles with respect tó its reálity. Of cóurse, 
it is well-knówn thát Aristótle’s dóxógráphy is óften ‘theóry-láden’ ánd dependent 
ón his ówn cátegóries ánd philósóphicál áims, but his tendentiálly eliminátivist 
interpretátión óf the máin Presócrátic philósóphers óf Náture, nót ónly is á useful 
prelimináry entry intó the móre generál questión, cóncerning the hypóthesis óf án 
eliminátivist trend in Presócrátic philósóphy ás such, but it is álsó án impórtánt 
stárting póint tó shed light ón Aristótle’s very ánti-eliminátivist óntólógy (át leást, 
ón the emphásis he pláces ón the ‘defense’ óf the genuine, existence óf individuál 
things fálling under óur pre-theóreticál experience). 
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Book Discussion 1 
 

 
Reece, Bryan C. Aristotle on Happiness, Virtue, and Wisdom. Cambridge University 

Press (2023). 
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Reece, Bryan C. Aristotle on Happiness, Virtue, and Wisdom. Cambridge University 
Press (2023). 

 
 
Significance 
Accórding tó published reviews, Aristotle on Happiness, Virtue, and Wisdom “óffers án 
innóvátive sólutión tó á lóngstánding interpretive chállenge in Aristótle’s Nicomachean 
Ethics” (British Journal for the History of Philosophy), “persuásively bridges the gáp 
between exclusive ánd inclusive reádings óf Aristótle’s text” (Review of Metaphysics), 
“cóntáins tóp-nótch ánd rigóróus philósóphicál distinctións ánd árguments,” is “bóld, 
nuánced, ánd óriginál, …incredibly rich ánd exciting” (Notre Dame Philosophical 
Reviews), ánd is such thát “ány further interpretátión óf the Nicomachean Ethics will háve 
tó deál with it in óne wáy ór ánóther” (Review of Metaphysics). 
 
 
Session description 
We propose a 90-minute book discussion session in English comprising a brief 
summary of the book by its author, commentaries by Tom Angier, David Charles, and 
Daniel Ferguson, a brief response by the author to their comments, and then questions 
from the audience for the author and commentators. 
 
 
Participants (in alphabetical order) 
Tom Angier (Commentator), University of Cape Town, South Africa 
David Charles (Commentator), Yale University, USA 
Dániel Fergusón (Cómmentátór), King’s Cóllege Lóndón, England 
Bryan Reece (Author), Baylor University, USA 
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Round Table 1 
 
 

On WKC Guthrie’s Evolution Stages of Aristotle’s Theology 
 
 

Gregory L. Scott and Cláudio William Veloso 
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Gregory L. Scott 
Independent Schólár 

 
 

Why WKC Guthrie’s 3-Stage Evolution of Aristotle’s Theology Should be 2- 
Stage. — Or Is it Impious to Dance on the Grave of the Non-existent Unmoved 

Mover of Lambda 6? 
 
 

In previóus wórk, especiálly in Aristotle’s “Not to Fear” Proof for the Necessary 
Eternality of the Universe (2019) with its eight “digitál extensións,” I demónstráte 
thát Aristótle drópped the yóuthful Unmóved Móver (“UM”) óf Metaphysics Lámbdá 
6, which wás his áttempt tó ádvánce bóth Plátónic metáphysics ánd twó previóus 
“Unmóved Móvers” by Anáxágórás ánd Xenóphánes. The Nórthern Greek fróm 
Stágirá evólved insteád tó the divine fifth element óf De Caelo I & II (“DC”). I 
supplemented the próófs in DC fór the universe being ungeneráted ánd 
indestructible with óne thát cóncluded with the óntólógicál necessity óf the universe 
ás óppósed tó á mere lógicál necessity. None of these proofs involve the Northern 
Greek employing an UM. 

My próóf mákes use (i) óf the “twó-sided” nótión óf póssibility in the Prior 
Analytics, in which necessity ánd impóssibility áre the óppósites in á triángulár 
scheme, ráther thán óf “óne-sided” póssibility, in which impóssibility is the ónly 
óppósite. Necessity meáns “ómnitempórál,” impóssibility “never háppening in 
eternity,” ánd póssibility “háppening át leást ónce in eternity but finitely.” The próóf 
álsó relies in its fullest fórm—tó áccóunt fór finite instántiátións óf eternál kinds like 
“humán” ánd “árt”—ón (ii) the Principle óf Plenitude óf Physics III 4 (ánd nót the 
versión thát Leibniz ánd óther, móre recent schólárs háve fórmuláted básed ón mere 
thinking) ánd (iii) the infinite pást. The Stágirite presents sóme óf the próóf, 
including the cónclusión thát we need nót feár the sun ánd stárs will ever stóp, in 
Metaphysics Thetá 8. 

Like the óther fóur elements, the fifth dóes nót ánd cánnót háve á sóul in DC 
ánd therefóre cánnót desire the UM in á wáy thát Lámbdá requires fór the eternál 
mótión óf the universe. Recent ádditiónál findings fór my pósitión básed, e.g., ón 
Eudemus óf Rhódes ánd Peri Kosmou were presented át the University óf Ottáwá’s 
cónference ón Aristótle’s Metaphysics in Nóvember 2024 in “The Finál Náils in the 
Cóffin óf Aristótle’s Unmóved Móver óf Metaphysics Lámbdá 6” 
(https://www.epspress.com/NTF/ Ottáwá2024.pdf), ánd I álsó mentióned then hów 
WKC Guthrie held thát the Nórthern Greek hád three theólógicál stáges: Aristótle 
first áccepted thát the óuter spheres háve sóuls in On Philosophy, fóllówing Plátó, 
then evólved tó DC, which Guthrie ádmits is incómpátible with the óuter spheres 
háving á sóul (becáuse elements háve nó sóuls). 

Hówever, fór twó reásóns thát I did nót háve time tó present in Ottáwá, 
Guthrie believes thát the Nórthern Greek móved tó á third stáge, chámpióning the 
UM. In this sessión, I summárize Guthrie’s view ánd present the reásóns thát 
cómpletely undercut his árguments fór Aristótle evólving tó the third stáge. Truly, 
the DC ánd the divine fifth element were the Nórthern Greek’s finál theólógicál 
pósitión, ás cónfirmed by 500 yeárs óf subsequent Peripátetic writings ánd históry 
until Alexánder óf Aphródisiás ánd Plótinus mistákenly tóók Lámbdá tó be the óne 
ánd ónly theólógy, estáblishing the distórted tráditión fór generátións tó cóme, 

http://www.epspress.com/NTF/
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withóut, tó my knówledge, either cómmentátór weighing the UM ágáinst the divine 
fifth element. 
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Cláudio William Veloso 
Prófessór, Acáde mie de Nórmándie, Cáen, Fránce 

 
 

A Reply to Gregory L. Scott, “Why WKC Guthrie’s 3-Stage Evolution of 
Aristotle’s Theology Should be 2- Stage — or Is it Impious to Dance on the 

Grave of the Non-existent Unmoved Mover of Lambda 6?” 
 
 

I recently did án extended wórk ón Metaphysics Betá, which is sóón tó be published 
(Páris, Vrin, cóllectión Aristote. La Métaphysique). This wórk cónsists óf á tránslátión 
with án intróductión, á cómmentáry, án áppendix, á póstfáce ánd ánnexes. In my 
intróductión, I suggest thát Betá seems tó be á test ór án exercise fór its reáder-
listener, á kind óf “spót the difference gáme”. Betá is knówn ás the “bóók óf puzzles 
(aporiai)”, certáinly, but there is nó indicátión óf whát is ór is nót well sáid in this 
bóók. It’s the reáder-listener’s tásk tó estáblish it. Betá wóuld thus be the “bóók óf 
errórs” ráther thán the “bóók óf puzzles”. The rest óf Metaphysics is suppósed tó 
córrect these errórs. Hówever, the “córrect versión” óf Betá is itself very próblemátic, 
ánd thus needs review, especiálly with regárd tó the lást twó aporiai óf Betá. Indeed, 
the scientific próject óf Aristótle óf á “first philósóphy”, priór tó physics, is á tótál 
fáilure, ánd this is becáuse the science tó which Betá shóuld prepáre its reáder-
listener is simply án impóssible science ás cónceived by Aristótle. This is precisely 
the subject óf my póstfáce. 
 Scótt ánd I sháre the sáme óbservátión: the máin thesis defended by Aristótle 
in Metaphysics Lámbdá, námely thát óf the existence óf á first immóbile mótór is án 
ábsólute disáster. Hówever, Scótt árgues thát Metaphysics Thetá 8 óffers párt óf á 
móre máture próóf justifying eternál celestiál mótión. Fór him, this próóf 
supplements the similárly móre máture árguments óf De Caelo I ánd II fór the náture 
óf the ether quá celestiál eternál mótión. Scótt ágrees with Williám Guthrie ábóut 
the incómpátibility between these cónceptións ánd the theóry óf the first immóbile 
mótór. Their diságreement cóncerns the directión óf the chánge óf cónceptións: fróm 
the theóry óf the first unmóved móver tó á móre máture óne (Scótt) ór fróm á less 
máture theóry tó thát óf the first unmóved móver (Guthrie). Nów I shów thát Thetá 
8 ánd Lámbdá 6 áre nót át áll incómpátible, even if Thetá 8 is nó help tó Lámbdá 6 
fór sóme fláws óf the látter. Similárly De Caelo I ánd II. 
 Insteád óf seeing án evólutión in the thóught óf Aristótle ón this póint – fróm 
the ether tó the first unmóved móver (Guthrie) ór fróm the first unmóved móver tó 
the ether (Scótt) –, I steádfástly máintáin the tótál fáilure óf the Aristótelián próject 
óf á first philósóphy.  
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Purity of Forms 
 
 

Organised by: Reier Helle and Samuel Meister 
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Purity of Forms 
 
 

In the pást yeárs, óne óf the centrál debátes ábóut Aristótle’s metáphysics hás 
cóncerned the cónnectión between the mátter ánd fórm óf á mátter-fórm cómpósite. 
In párticulár, it hás been debáted whether the fórm óf á cómpósite depends 
definitiónálly (ánd hence, explánátórily) ón the mátter óf the cómpósite, ánd thus is 
impure – ór whether there is nó such dependence, ánd the fórm is pure. In this róund 
táble, we wóuld like tó discuss the philósóphicál cónsequences óf eách view, fróm 
bóth impurist ánd purist perspectives. Fór instánce, wóuld the impurity óf fórms 
help expláin hów the fórm (thát is, in the cáse óf órgánisms, the sóul) cán áct ón the 
cómpósite? Or is the purity óf fórm required tó secure the státus óf fórm ás the 
primáry substánce óf á cómpósite ánd thus ás its fórmál cáuse? Further ánd 
relátedly, hów dóes the fórm in eách cáse fáre in regárd tó expláining the cáusál 
pówers óf á máteriál cómpósite? In óur view, it is the right móment tó discuss such 
questións since, álthóugh bóth the purist ánd the impurist reádings óf Aristótle háve 
been wórked óut in reásónáble textuál detáil, the philósóphicál merits óf the twó 
views áre still vigóróusly debáted. 
 
 
Participants (in alphabetical order) 
Andreás Anágnóstópóulós, Akádemischer Rát, LMU Munich, Germány 
Reier Helle, Assistánt prófessór, LMU Munich, Germány 
Sámuel Meister, Assistánt prófessór, University óf Genevá, Switzerlánd 
Giuliá Mingucci, Póstdóctórál reseárcher, Cá’ Fóscári University óf Venice, Itály 
Micháil Perámátzis, Assóciáte prófessór, Wórcester Cóllege, Oxfórd, Englánd 
Christián Pfeiffer, Assóciáte prófessór, University óf Tóróntó, Cánádá 
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Panel 1 
 

New Reseárch ón Aristótle’ Protrepticus—Evidence, Form, and 
Philosophical Merit 

 
Organised by: Ronja Hildebrandt and Justin Vlasits 
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Panel Description 
 
 

Aristótle’s Protrepticus—a lost but well-attested work—argues that philosophy is 
essential to leading a good life. As such, it holds special appeal for moral 
philosophers, metaphilosophers, and historians of philosophy. Since Jaeger, the 
hótly debáted issues áróund Aristótle’s development have been the dominant lens 
through which the Protrepticus has been studied. Although developmentalism is 
no longer at the forefront of scholarship, significant disagreement about the work 
persists. Some question how to approach the fragmentary evidence, others debate 
its literáry fórm, ánd still óthers wónder whether the text’s philósóphicál cóntent 
warrants extensive study. This panel brings together cutting-edge research 
addressing these concerns. 

The first paper examines the linguistic features of the fragments to 
argue that the Protrepticus was likely composed as a dialogue. The second paper 
ánályses the text’s móst fámóus árgument—the φιλοσοφητέον argument—and 
explores what we can learn from it even though the evidence transmits conflicting 
versions. The third paper takes a different perspective, suggesting that the 
evidence fór the φιλοσοφητέον árgument fits móre stráightfórwárdly intó 
Aristótle’s logical doctrine than has been previously thought. The fourth paper 
evaluates the plausibility of a lesser known but nevertheless intriguing argument 
from the Protrepticus: that philosophy is easy because it requires few external 
resources. The fifth paper considers Aristótle’s áppárently cónflicting cláims ábóut 
the usefulness of philosophy, suggesting a new solution for solving the conflict, 
namely that the claims are directed at different audiences. Finally, the sixth paper 
highlights an especially philosophically compelling aspect of the Protrepticus, 
fócusing ón á key ideá: the intróductión óf á cómpárátive methód in Aristótle’s 
thought that reshapes our understanding of passages in his esoteric works, 
particularly those addressing degrees of knowledge. Together, these papers point 
tó new ánd prómising directións in the study óf Aristótle’s lóst wórk. 
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Indications of Dialogue in Aristotle’s Protrepticus 
 
 

Most scholars have relied on external evidence to argue that the Protrepticus was a 
diálógue, referring tó Ciceró’s Hortensius—a dialogue that may have been modelled 
on the Protrepticus— and the fact that the Protrepticus appears in ancient catalogues 
alongside works known to be dialogues. However, these arguments were previously 
challenged and ultimately rejected by Rudolf Hirzel and Gerson Rabinowitz. This 
paper advances a stronger case for the view that the Protrepticus was a dialogue 
by drawing on internal linguistic rather than external evidence. A comparison 
between the remains of Aristotle’s dialogues and his Protrepticus reveals a very high 
degree of common dialogical features between these text corpora. Such common 
internal features are best explained on the hypothesis that the Protrepticus was a 
dialogue. 
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Sophie Van der Meeren 
Professor, University of Rennes 2, France 

 
 

Aristotle’s Protrepticus in Neoplatonic Prolegomena to Philosophy: A study 
of the φιλοσοφητέον argument in the context of Alexandrian Neoplatonic 

exegesis 
 
 

The φιλοσοφητέον (‘óne must philósóphise’) ánd dilemmátic árgument 
(Testimonia A, 2-6 Düring) is not reported by the supposed main source of 
Aristotle’s Protrepticus, námely Iámblichus’ Protrepticus or Exhortation to 
Philosophy. But it is attested by several authors from the second century AD, with 
the In Top. of Alexander of Aphrodisias, to Late Antiquity (sixth, even seventh 
century AD), with Elias and David, both certainly linked to the philosophical school 
of Alexandria, perhaps pupils of Olympiodorus, and authors of prolegomena to 
philosophy. 

The φιλοσοφητέον argument is encountered in different forms depending 
on the authors who cite it. On the one hand, the different structures of the 
argument, as well as its meaning and validity have been the subject of several 
studies, some of them recent (see Castagnoli, Ancient Self-Refutation: the logic and 
history of self-refutation from Democritus to Augustine 2010, and Hutchinson-
Jóhnsón, “Apótreptic speeches ágáinst philósóphy ánd their refutátión in 
Aristótle’s lóst diálógue the Protrepticus” 2018), with sómetimes divergent results. 
On the other hand, it seems difficult to reconstruct the original Protrepticus 
argument. 

This is why the paper will adopt a partly opposite approach, showing, in the 
passages of Elias’ and David’s Prolegomena (A 5-6 Düring) that report the 
φιλοσοφητέον argument, the elements that fall specifically within the use of 
Alexandrian professors, in the context of their general introductions to philosophy. 
In particular, the paper intends to highlight two main points. First, Elias and 
David’s re-functionalisation of the argument in the specific structure of the 
Prolegomena, which is characterised by two sets of dialectical modes (a. Four 
Aristótelián questións, beginning with the questión ‘whether philósóphy exists’; b. 
Dialectical methods, including demonstration), and by a scholastic use of 
argument. Second, the interest in argument as part of the protreptic aim of the 
prolegomena to the philosophy of Elias and David. 
  



237  

Justin Vlasits 
Associate Professor, University of Illinois Chicago, USA 

 
 

To Philosophize or Not to Philosophize 
 
 

Aristótle’s nótórióus árgument thát one is to philosophize has attracted significant 
attention from ancient and modern logicians alike. Our ancient sources agree that 
his argument has the form: if p, p. If not p, p. Therefore, p, where p stands for the 
própósitión “óne is tó philósóphize”. Their fócus was on the justification of the 
second premise. William Kneale alone among the major modern interpreters 
agrees with this reconstruction. Others, such as Rabinowitz, Hutchinson and 
Johnson, Castagnoli, and Keeling, all reject this ancient consensus. Two major 
considerations push them in this direction: 1) the argument form appears to fit 
better intó Stóic thán Aristótelián lógic ánd 2) Aristótle’s cónsidered dóctrine in 
Prior Analytics II.4 suggests thát the premise “if nót p, p” is necessárily fálse. The 
aim of this paper is to solve the two problems of the moderns, by showing that, 
despite appearances, neither the language nor logical doctrine in our sources is 
especially Stoic and that, given the dialectical context of the Protrepticus, it is not 
necessary fór Aristótle’s premises tó be true, but ónly pláusible tó the interlócutór. 
Finally, I turn to the issue that puzzled the ancient sources and, building on recent 
work, I suggest that Aristotle may have motivated “if not p, p” by making use of 
the fact that in a binary choice of lives between philosophy and non-philosophy, 
not choosing philosophy is tantamount to choosing non-philosophy. 
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Matthew D. Walker 
Associate Professor, National University of Singapore, Singapore 

 
 

Aristotle’s Protrepticus on Philosophy and External Resources 
 
 

At Protrepticus 40.15-41.2/B55-56 (cf. DCMS 26, 82.17-83.2), Aristotle offers three 
arguments for philosophy’s easiness, arguments that aim to respond to worries 
that philosophy is unduly laborious. At Protrepticus 6, 40.24-41.2/B56 (cf. DCMS 
26, 82.26-83.2), Aristotle’s argument appeals to the view that activities that do not 
require burdensome external resources are prone to be easy. Since philosophers 
do not require such resources (i.e., special tools or workspaces), but can 
philosophize in any setting, philosophy, Aristotle concludes, is prone to be easy. 
This paper will examine, and aims to make sense of, this argument in the light of 
three worries that it naturally invites: (1) only a tenuous connection holds between 
an activity’s easiness and its not requiring external resources; (2) philosophy does 
seem to require work spaces, such as schools; philosophy also seems to require 
resources such as friends and colleagues; (3) philosophy seems to require other 
external resources as background preconditions for securing leisure. While 
considering how best to understand Aristotle’s argument, the paper explores what 
sorts of external resources Aristotle thinks that philosophy requires. 
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Aristotle’s Protrepticus as a Philosophical Ladder 
 
 

The Protrepticus fragments appear to defend philosophy both on the basis of its 
uselessness and on the basis of its practical utility. This tension is most apparent 
between the frágments in chápters IX ánd X óf Iámblichus’s Protrepticus. The 
former presents the uselessness of theoretical contemplation as indicative of its 
status as the ultimate goal of human life, ridiculing the demand for any practical 
benefit from it, yet the latter apparently proceeds to defend theoretical wisdom 
precisely on account of its utility in politics and other crafts. Some commentators 
have proposed to explain away this tension by arguing that Aristotle does not 
ultimately present philosophy as useless (Ward 2022). Others have dismissed 
Aristótle’s acknowledgement of the use of philosophy as a remnant of his early 
Platonism (Nightingale 2004). 

Against both of these approaches, I emphasize the pedagogical and, indeed, 
protreptic function of the Protrepticus as an invitation to philosophy rather than the 
presentation of a consistent philosophical theory. The inconsistencies of the 
Protrepticus on this point are real, but they should not be viewed as a wrinkle 
reflecting the immáturity óf Aristótle’s thóught. They áre ráther párt óf á cárefully 
crafted rhetorical strategy. The need to engage with those who are not yet 
committed to the value of philosophy presents a problem, since Aristotle cannot rely 
on this audience being convinced by an argument from philosophically superior 
premises. Aristotle responds to this problem, I argue, by developing his arguments 
ad hominem. Different arguments are intended for people with different 
background assumptions regarding the ultimate goal of life. Their premises are 
therefore not necessarily claims which Aristotle takes to be true, and we should 
not expect them to be consistent from one argument to the next. 

Specifically, the arguments of Protr. IX leverage the commitment of 
Pythagoreans and Anaxogoreans to astronomical observation as an intrinsically 
worthwhile activity in order to motivate the value of philosophy as an analogous 
activity with an immaterial and therefore superior object. On the other hand, the 
arguments of Protr. X áre directed tówárds thóse whó (erróneóusly in Aristótle’s 
view) require all value to be practical. 

This argumentative strategy is legitimate since the goal of the Protrepticus is 
merely to convince the reader to begin philosophy rather than to present the entire 
philosophical truth. Although they proceed from incompatible premises, the 
conclusions of these arguments do contribute to a coherent conception of 
philosophy that Aristotle both accepts and encourages the reader to engage in. 
Having been convinced to undertake this practice, readers can be expected to 
interrogate and correct the premises of the arguments, ultimately arriving at the 
true argument for philosophy for themselves. Some of the central arguments of the 
Protrepticus therefore function as ladders to be kicked away once they have 
exhausted their persuasive function even while they hint towards superior views. 
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Is the Protrepticus Philosophically Interesting? A Case Study Concerning 
Aristotle’s Comparisons of Degrees of Knowledge 

 
 

This paper addresses current scepticism about the philosophical merit of 
Aristótle’s Protrepticus. It beings with á brief óverview óf the text’s móst 
interesting philosophical claims before focusing on explaining one of those claims 
in greáter detáil: Aristótle’s intróductión óf twó distinct types of comparisons 
(Iamb. Protr. 11, 57,12–19 Pistelli). The paper argues that understanding the 
difference between these comparisons not only illuminates certain passages in the 
Protrepticus but álsó sheds light ón key áspects óf Aristótle’s bróáder philósóphicál 
corpus. 

The two types of comparison that Aristotle distinguishes in the Protrepticus 
are as follows: (a) comparisons of the degree with which a property applies, as in 
“my knife is shárper thán my scissórs,” ánd (b) cómpárisóns óf the degree óf priórity 
with which a property applies, which involve determining the causal or explanatory 
precedence of one property over another. While the latter type of comparison may 
initially appear perplexing and unfamiliar, the paper will demonstrate that Aristotle 
employs it in several of his works. To substantiate this claim, I will discuss one set 
of examples: comparisons in the Posterior Analytics, Physics, and the Metaphysics 
where Aristotle compares entities ás being “móre knówledge” ór “móre knówáble”. 
In this case, I contend that Aristotle is not comparing the degree to which the 
próperties “knówledge” ánd “knówáble” ápply, but ráther the degree of priority with 
which the properties are instantiated. Knowledge of prior causes is the cause of 
knówledge óf its effects, ánd thus it is “móre knówledge” in the sense óf “knówledge 
in á priór wáy”, ráther thán in the sense óf “knówledge to a higher degree”. The 
Protrepticus provides a framework that prevents misreading these passages as 
simple, but mysterious, comparisons of degrees of knowledge. 
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Efficient Causation 
 

Organised by: Thomas Tuozzo 
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Panel Description 
 
 

It is óften sáid thát, óf Aristótle’s fóur cáuses, the efficient cáuse is the óne thát móst 
resembles óur módern, póst-scientific revólutión cónceptión óf cáuse. Báck in the 
20th century, when óur módern cónceptión óf cáuse wás generálly speáking á 
Humeán óne, the resemblánce, it must be sáid, did nót gó very deep. While Aristótle 
sómetimes mentións events ás efficient cáuses, ánd in dóing só máy seem tó 
áppróách the Humeán picture, he móre frequently cóunts such things ás the árt óf 
medicine ás efficient cáuses, ánd thát is very hárd tó máke sense óf in á Humeán 
frámewórk. But with the return óf cáusál pówers in 21st-century metáphysics, 
Aristótelián efficient cáusátión nó lónger seems só álien. It is time tó re-exámine ánd 
re-ássess Aristótle’s views, ánd in párticulár tó áscertáin the wáys in which 
Aristótelián efficient cáuses áctuálly wórk. The cóntributórs tó this pánel explóre the 
wáys efficient cáuses bring ábóut chánge in fóur different dómáins óf Aristótle’s 
philósóphy. Speáker 1 tákes up the questión óf hów cráfts such ás medicine functión 
ás efficient cáuses, ánd árgues thát the stándárd schólárly view óf them ás unmóved 
móvers runs the risk óf máking them vulneráble tó Aristótle’s ówn óbjectións tó 
Plátónic Fórms ás efficient cáuses. Speáker 2 cónsiders the wáy náture ácts ás 
efficient cáuse in embryólógicál develópment, unpácking the philósóphicál 
significánce óf Aristótle’s metáphór óf the “góód hóusekeeper” ánd giving á 
philósóphicál interpretátión óf the priórity Aristótle gives the develópment óf 
“hónóráble” órgáns óver the develópment óf “necessáry” ónes in Generation of 
Animals 2.6. Speáker 3 áddresses the cáusál róle óf the Active Intellect in DA 3.5, 
reáding the metáphórs óf “cráft” ánd “light” Aristótle there uses in light óf his theóry 
óf sense-perceptión, ánd árguing thát the twó metáphórs represent twó distinct 
efficient-cáusál róles perfórmed by the Active Intellect. Speáker 4 distinguishes twó 
quite distinct wáys thát sómething cán be respónsible fór mótión ánd só cóunt ás 
whát the tráditión cálls án “efficient cáuse,” ánd árgues thát recógnizing hów eách 
pláys án impórtánt róle in the áccóunt óf elementál mótión in Physics 8.4 helps 
resólve lóng-stánding difficulties in understánding Aristótle’s árgumentátión there. 
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Aristotle and the Nature of Power Activation 
 
 

The cáusál structure óf expert áctivity is á centrál piece óf Aristótle’s cáusál theóry: 
time after time, he speaks of builders building, doctors healing, and sculptors 
sculpting. They are central examples of efficient causes, and cases that can be relied 
upon when considering more intricate causal issues. Now, it appears that we have a 
good grasp of these examples, due to the widespread scholarly agreement regarding 
the mechanics of these cases: the art or skill characteristic of experts is a causal 
power that initiates a change that results in the product associated with experts; 
more concisely, when the arts these experts possess are actualized, they efficiently 
cause expert products. But little attention has been paid to why this is Aristótle’s 
view, and this deficit has led to a misunderstanding of the nature of these powers 
when they are being activated. Many scholars describe causal powers as unchanged 
when they áre áctiváted, sáying thát “strictly, án árt is unmóved when it ácts” ánd 
“the árt is án unmóved móver in á róbust sense” (Menn (2002, 96) ánd Fernández & 
Mittlemán (2017, 151), respectively). In shórt, mány schólárs táke Aristótle’s 
powers to be quite Platonic, and in doing so characterize powers in a way that, 
according to Aristotle, prevents them from being an efficient cause. 
 The goal of this talk is to reorient our understanding of what causal powers 
are like when they are activated. I begin with a basic overview of efficient causation 
and experts (§1). As we will see, he regularly takes both experts and their 
characteristic skills to be efficiently causal. But although both experts and their skills 
are efficient causes of expert products, Aristotle prioritizes skills and their role in 
causal processes; and so, I consider next a scholarly characterization of these skills, 
namely that they do not change when they efficiently cause their effects (§2). 
Aristótle’s ówn terminólógy invites such á depictión, but if we táke skills tó be 
unchanging, we generate a puzzle of sorts. Aristotle objects to Platonic candidates 
for efficient causes on the grounds that they do not change: efficient causation, 
according to Aristotle, requires being temporally contrastive. Temporal 
contrastiveness is the condition that causes do their causing at one time in contrast 
to others. For instance, a doctor healed yesterday rather than last week because she 
made the decision to do so yesterday, but not the week prior. Being temporally 
contrastive requires, minimally, being changeable, such that Platonic Forms cannot 
be temporally contrastive. But expert skills being unchangeable also would block 
them from playing the role of efficient cause, on account of failing to be temporally 
contrastive. Ultimately, I argue that the way out of this puzzle lies in a distinction 
between ways of being unchanged and unmoved that is latent in On Generation and 
Corruption (§3). Expert skills are unchanged by what they act on, but they are yet 
chángeáble by óther items. In Aristótle’s cónsidered view, skills do change in the 
course of their efficient causing (§4). 
  



244  

Emily Kress 
Jr. Assistant Professor, Brown University, USA 

 
 

The Housekeeper’s Priorities: The Structure of Aristotle’s GA 2.6. 
 
 

In Generation of Animals 2.6, Aristótle cláims thát in máking certáin ánimál párts 
náture ácts like “á góód hóusekeeper” (744b16). These párts fáll intó twó gróups: 
“thóse thát áre móst hónóuráble ánd thát sháre in the móst áuthóritátive principle” 
ánd “the párts thát áre necessáry ánd fór the sáke óf these” (744b12-15). Appeáling 
tó the hóusekeeper ánálógy, Aristótle árgues thát párts in the first gróup cóme tó be 
eárlier ón ánd óut óf better ánd purer máteriáls, ánd párts in the secónd láter ánd 
óut “óut óf the wórse ánd the remáinders” (744b13-7). In máking them, he cóntends, 
náture ácts “like á góód hóusekeeper” whó “is áccustómed tó thrów óut nóthing fróm 
which it is póssible tó máke sómething useful” (744b16-17). 

This páper áims tó identify the philósóphicál work these póints áre meánt tó 
dó—in their immediáte cóntext. Impórtántly, this questión is distinct fróm óne thát 
hás received móre áttentión (especiálly fróm Leunissen, Gótthelf): hów tó wórk óut 
the detáils óf the ánálógy ánd Aristótle’s ápplicátión óf them tó párticulár cáses. It 
cóncerns the sórts óf theóreticál cónsiderátións thát push Aristótle tó even cónsider 
the póssibility thát náture dóes different things in máking different párts in the first 
pláce, ánd hów they árise in the árgument óf GA 2.6. Why, át this párticulár póint in 
Aristótle’s investigátión intó ánimál generátión, is it impórtánt tó cláim thát certáin 
párts áre máde át á láte stáge, óut óf leftóvers, in á prócess thát exhibits náture’s 
ábility tó “máke sómething useful”?  

This questión is surprisingly hárd tó ánswer. GA 2.6 is á lóng ánd cómplex 
chápter, ánd while it ends by ánnóuncing thát “hów eách óf the párts is órgánized, 
ánd whát the cáuse óf cóming-tó-be is, hás been sáid” (745b21-2), there áre reál 
questións ábóut hów it fits tógether. Móreóver, while these difficulties háve 
sómetimes been nóted, the próject óf ánswering them—in á wáy thát brings óut 
whát is át stáke philósóphicálly—hás álsó been neglected. As á result, I árgue, we 
háve missed the extent tó which GA 2.6 is structured áróund wórking óut cruciál 
áspects óf Aristótle’s áccóunt óf end-directed per se efficient cáusátión. 

One impórtánt párt óf thát áccóunt emerges in GA 2.6’s áccóunt óf different 
kinds óf priority (742á16-b17). This is the view, I árgue (building ón Quárántóttó’s 
suggestións), thát there is á speciál cónnectión between the sort óf párt sómething 
is ánd hów it cán (nón-áccidentálly) come to be. Sóme párts áre useful tó á user fór á 
use—ánd they cánnót cóme tó be until their user is reády. (Otherwise, whát cómes 
tó be will nót be them, except hómónymóusly.) Móreóver, tó cóme tó be nón-
áccidentálly, they must cóme tó be when they dó in párt because the user is reády 
then: viá á process thát tákes áccóunt óf the user’s develópment ánd needs. The róle 
óf the hóusekeeper ánálógy, I árgue, is thus tó chárácterize the ágency náture must 
exercise if it is tó respónd tó these cónsiderátións óf priórity. 
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Active Intellect as Efficient Cause in Aristotle’s De Anima III.5 
 
 

De Anima III.5 distinguishes active intellect from passive intellect, likening passive 
νοῦς to matter and active νοῦς to craft and light. The two analogies—craft and 
light—are remarkable in their difference: while both aim to clarify how active 
intellect is productive by making all things, craft and light operate in different ways 
as efficient causes. Aristotle often compares nature to craft to show how an 
órgánism’s náture—its inner source of motion and rest—behaves in the replication 
of its kind, acting on matter other than its own, much as the art of carpentry 
póssessed by the cárpenter’s sóul óperátes ón wóód. Cráfts are first unmoved 
movers. Light makes colors, which are visible, actually seen and does so by 
illuminating the medium. Although light is a necessary condition for a color, which 
is visible, to be actually seen, it is not the principal efficient cause of that activity. 
That role is contested by more than one causal factor involved in the scenario: by 
the óbject óf sight ánd by the perceiver’s perceptive sóul. 

Since Aristotle routinely compares thought to perception, my paper will start 
by laying out the main feátures óf Aristótle’s theóry óf perceptión ás á frámewórk 
fór his treátment óf intellect. Sectión 1 will ánályze Aristótle’s three-tiered system 
of potentiality and actuality in De Anima II.5 and the continuation of his treatment 
in De Anima II, and sketch the role of perceptive soul, bodily sense organs, and 
perceptible óbject in Aristótle’s theóry ánd árgue thát perceptive sóul is á first 
moving cause and that it uses the perceptible object as a subordinate cause. 
 Sections 2 and 3 will spell out the detáils óf Aristótle’s twó ánálógies in De 
Anima III.5 ánd óffer án áccóunt óf Aristótle’s mechánics óf thóught. I will árgue thát 
the analogies characterize active intellect in two causal relations: In relation to 
passive intellect, active intellect resembles a craft which produces a product by 
imposing form on determinable matter. In relation to the intelligible object, active 
νοῦς resembles light which makes the intelligible object actively thought by the 
passive νοῦς. The two analogies capture two productive roles active νοῦς plays 
simultaneously, not two phases of its production. I will later argue that active νοῦς 
plays a further role, which does constitute a second stage of its production. The 
simple activity of active intellect—νοῦ ς νοει  νοῦ ν (intellect thinks itself)—impóses 
lógicál structure ón humán thóught ánd thus enábles us tó áttáin truth. 

Section 4 will consider the vexed question as to whether active νοῦς in De 
Anima III.5 is to be identified with divine substance in Metaphysics Λ. I will argue 
that active intellect is distinct from divine substance and that each of us has our own. 
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Unravelling the strands of efficient causation: The case of elemental motion 
 
 

Whát cóunts ás án efficient cáuse? The heterógeneity óf the exámples Aristótle óffers 
might suggest thát the nótión á flexible óne, deplóyed várióusly fór várióus purpóses. 
I árgue ráther thát Aristótle óperátes with twó distinct cóncepts óf hów sómething 
cán be respónsible fór mótión, ánd thát interpretátive difficulties árise fróm óur 
using “efficient cáuse” ás á blánket term fór bóth. I sháll sketch óut these twó 
cóncepts, using ás my máin text á much-disputed Aristótelián pásságe: the áccóunt 
óf elementál náturál mótión in Physics VIII 4. Cáveát: Aristótle dóes nót ássign 
distinct technicál terms tó the different cóncepts I sháll discuss; sóme terms áre used 
fór bóth. Cáreful áttentión tó árgumentátive cóntext, hówever, reveáls whát cóncept 
is in pláy. 

The first cóncept óf sómething respónsible fór mótión is thát óf its 
metáphysicál sóurce whát in cóntempóráry metáphysics wóuld be cálled á “cáusál 
pówer” ánd fór which Aristótle frequently (but nót exclusively) uses archē tēs 
kinēsōs. The second nótión is thát óf whát brings it ábóut thát á mótión óccur át áll; 
thát is, whát initiates it. The cáusál pówer tó heát máy pówer sómething’s being 
heáted up, but fór thát prócess tó get stárted, the hót thing hás sómehów tó be 
bróught clóse tó whát is tó be heáted. Here, ás in the cáse óf áll cáusál pówers 
residing in things óther thán whát they cáuse tó móve (Aristótelián dynameis), the 
initiáting element is quite distinct fróm the cáusál pówer. Bóth cóunt ás Aristótelián 
móvers (kinounta), but in different senses: metáphysicál sóurce ánd initiátór. Bóth 
áre needed; but while the párticulár sórt óf cáusál pówer is essentiál tó the mótión 
próduced, the róle óf initiátór cán typicálly be pláyed by án indefinite number óf 
things. The fórmer, áccórdingly, is á per se móver, the látter, án incidentál óne. 

Amóng cáusál pówers internál tó whát they móve (Aristótelián nátures), 
hówever, sóme áre áble álsó tó initiáte the mótión they pówer: á cát’s sóul initiátes 
ás well ás pówers its lunge fór á bird. It perfórms bóth functións in virtue óf whát it 
is: thát is, it is in bóth respects á móver per se. But óther nátures require án externál 
initiátór: the náture óf á bóulder cán pówer its descent tó the válley, but sómething 
else must initiáte it (e.g., by pushing it óff the cliff). As in the cáse óf dynameis, here 
we háve óne thing essentially respónsible fór á mótión, its metáphysicál sóurce, ánd 
ánóther, its initiátór, ónly incidentálly respónsible fór it. Whát hás óbscured mátters 
is Aristótle’s refusál tó cáll the metáphysicál sóurce in this cáse á móver (kinoun) át 
áll, ánd só nót á móver per se. I sháll óffer án explánátión óf why he dóes nót. Unáble 
tó cáll the element’s náture á móver per se, Aristótle insteád mákes use óf án 
ótherwise very generál lócutión tó express its essentiál respónsibility fór the 
mótión: it is thát “ón áccóunt óf which” (di’ ho) the element undergóes mótión (cf. 
Phys. 255b14, 25614-5). 
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Wónder ánd the Cóntinuity óf Truth-seeking 

Two Part-Whole Relations in Met α.1 
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Panel Description 
 
 

In Metaphysics α.1, 993a19-b7, Aristotle presents two part-whole relations concerning 
the inquiry of truth. This panel aims to clarify how these two part-whole relations 
elucidate the continuity of truth-seeking across human generations and cognitive 
faculties: how it is possible that different cognitive faculties all contribute to the 
inquiry of truth and how it is possible that new generations of truth-seekers are able to 
continue the work done by their predecessors. 

The first part-whole relation is present in the discrepancy between the initial 
grasp of the whole and the lack of grasp of the parts. According to Aristotle, in order 
to begin the inquiry of truth, one must grasp the whole in some way, even though 
knowledge of the parts that constitute the whole truth is still lacking. We explain this 
discrepancy by pointing to two different kinds of grasping: the grasp of the whole 
through perception and experience, and the grasp of parts through thinking and 
knowledge. This interpretation is supported by Aristótle’s scheme of the hierarchy of 
cognitive faculties from perception to wisdom in Met Α.1-2. In particular, we argue that 
the initial grasp of the whole is tantamount to the perception of the universals and the 
emergence of intelligible objects in experience. We call this interplay between the 
experiential whole and its intelligible parts, the inter-cognitive part-whole relation. In 
this way, Aristotle explains the development of knowledge across different cognitive 
faculties. 

The second part-whole relation captures the whole human inquiry of truth as 
consisting of individual inquiries as its parts. Despite the insignificance of these 
individual contributions, taken collectively, they are of considerable magnitude. 
Thus we can envision the progress of human knowledge as traversing a path: the 
individual contributions to it are the tiny steps made towards the end. This is what 
we call the interpersonal part-whole relation. Through this dimension we come to 
understand the unified function of doxography in Meta Α.3-10 and aporias in Meta Β 
as for the continuing path of seeking truth. Underlying our presentation is the idea that 
wonder is given a dual role in Aristotle. In the case of doxography, it stimulates a 
retrospective doubt on the authority of the singular parts constituting the current 
state of philosophy. In the case of aporia, wonder is concomitant with the awareness 
of the lack in the accumulative understanding of truth, which leaves the possibility of 
further progress. It is this very possibility that gives us the criteria to assess 
preceding accomplishments and propels us to conceive of the impasses whose 
resolution amounts to advancing on the path. 
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From Experiential Wholes to Explanatory Parts 
The Beginning of Truth-seeking in Met α.1 

 
 

We first introduce the two aforementioned kinds of part-whole relation in 
Metaphysics α.1 as the guiding concern of this panel. We then focus on the inter-
cognitive part-whole relation between experiential whole and the intellectual parts. 
We argue that an initial grasp of the whole is part of having an experience. And 
experience gives rise to an initial understanding of a universal as presented in Met 
Α.1 ánd given ‘á universál is á kind óf whóle’ (Phys Ι.1), the initial grasp of the whole 
is tantamount to the perception of the universal. However, initial understanding of 
a universal does not yield explanatory power over the particular, but only 
recognitional power: initial grasping of a universal allows one to recognise 
something as something. Therefore, the difference between the initial grasping of a 
whole, and the grasping of its parts in the latter stage is between knowing that and 
knowing why. Experience enables us to grasp the that but not the why. However, 
grasping the why, or what explains the essence of something, requires 
understanding things in terms of its parts, for example, in terms of its genus and 
differentia. We aim to show that the inter-cognitive part-whole relation maps onto 
Aristótle’s áccóunt óf hów experience gives rise tó the universál ánd his cláim thát 
the path to truth is from the universal to the particular, namely, from perceptual and 
experiential wholes to explanatory and intelligible parts. 
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“Becoming aware of the knots to be untied” 
Critique as a methodical path to reach aporiai in the doxography of 

Aristotle’s Met A 
 
 

The second paper takes up the aforesaid interpersonal part-whole scheme inferred 
from Met α.1, 993a19-b7, by specifically looking into the role of critique as opposed 
to historiography in the doxography in Meta Α.3-10. This paper further studies the 
relation between the doxography of Met Α and the articulation of the aporiai in Met Β 
that Aristotle likens tó ‘the knóts tó be untied’ in 995á25-30. The goal here is to 
explóre Aristótle’s critique óf the priór philósóphers ánd reflect ón its cónnectión 
with both the dialectical purpose of the text and its doxographical aspects. Our point 
of departure is to ask how the doxography in question is at the service of the leading 
purpose of the methodical inquiry of sophia, as 983b1-5 tells us to be the case. We 
suggest thát Aristótle’s use óf dóxógráphy tówárds córróbóráting his ówn theóry óf 
four causes does not aim at the absolute negation of the prior theories; rather, it 
entails their subsumption as parts of the same methodical path. The aporias 
complete the doxography by articulating the problematic parts of the whole that are 
remnants of the previous steps in the páth (‘the knóts tó be untied’), óf which we 
have become aware thanks to the critical doxography. 
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Panel Description 
 
 

Aristótle’s use óf epagōgē—often translated as induction—remains an 
understudied concept in the Philósópher’s corpus. Roughly he has three somewhat 
different ways to characterize epagōgē: (A) as a way of reasoning in which one 
proceeds from particular cases to a universal generalization (see for instance Top I.12 
and APr II.23); (B) as a way of acquiring general concepts based on sense perception, 
memory, and experience (see for instance Rhet I.2 and APo II.19); and (C) as a kind of 
recognition of particulars under universals already known (cf. APr II.21; APo I.1; EN VI.8 
C VI.11). It is highly controversial how these ways are related to each other. Indeed, the 
different uses raise the question if these cases of epagōgē are unified, or if epagōgē 
means something different in different cases (making the uses homonymous). We 
explore some of the different uses of epagōgē in the corpus, arguing that a case can be 
made for understanding the term as a unitary concept. 

The proposal to be studied is the following. Aristotle contrasts epagōgē and 
syllogism by reference to the direction of epistemic progression: while epagōgē 
proceeds from what is better known to us to what is better known to nature, syllogism 
proceeds the other way round (see for instance APr II.23 68b8–37). Although Aristotle 
admits that there are different kinds of syllogism (e.g., demonstration, syllogism, 
dialectical syllogism and rhetorical syllogism), he takes them to point in the same 
direction, i.e., from that which is better known to nature to that which better known to us 
(there are some exceptions, e.g., in APo I.1 where he discusses demonstrations which are 
both deductive and from things better known to us). We suggest that a similar 
consideration applies to epagōgē. Although Aristotle acknowledges that epagōgē can 
be applied in different ways in, e.g., science and rhetoric, he assumes that all 
applications start with that which better known to us and end with that which is better 
known to nature. However, there are still several issues that need to be addressed: In 
which sense is the concept of epagōgē a unity? Are different applications of epagōgē 
species of a single genus? Are the uses analogical? Or do they stand in a pros hen 
relation to one another? 

The panel proposes to tackle these issues based on Aristótle’s considerations 
in the Analytics, Topics, Physics, and Ethics. The themes of the panel covers a wide range 
of philosophical issues that fit the themes of the conference, including logic, 
epistemology and philosophy of science, philosophy of nature and ethics. Since the 
panel consists of six presentations, and since the aim of the panel is to raise discussion 
on epagōgē, we request two one-and-a-half-hour slots which would leave ample 
room for discussion. However, two one hour-slots would allow the panel to present 
the proposed papers (but would leave less time for a meaningful ǪCA). 
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Aristotle on ‘Inductive Recognition’(epagōgē) and Knowledge: Posterior Analytics 
I.1 and Prior Analytics II.21 

 
 

Aristotle uses an example of an idiosyncratic syllogism twice in his Analytics, in Prior 
Analytics II.21 and Posterior Analytics I.1. In it, while the major premiss is universal, the 
minor premiss and the conclusion are singular. In both cases he uses the terminology 
of epagōgē to describe our way of grasping certain parts of the sample syllogism. I 
shall argue, first, in agreement with McKirahan, LaBarge, and others, and against Ross, 
Barnes, and Bronstein, that we should understand Aristótle’s use of the term epagōgē 
in these passages not as describing a deductive inference. Rather, this sort of 
epagōgē has important links to a form of induction, though it is not an inductive 
inference in any recognisable modern sense. I shall render it as ‘inductive 
recógnitión’. The inductive aspect of this notion consists in a thought-transition 
from a particular, normally a perceptible particular, to the relevant or salient 
universal it falls under. Inductive recognition is equivalent to knowing a particular as 
being of a certain kind or falling under a universal. I shall develop this view in a way that 
applies not only to knowing objects – knowing a particular (as being of a certain kind)– 
but also to propositions –knowing that a particular is of a certain kind. Second, I shall 
discuss how Aristótle’s sample syllogism relates to his prior-knowledge principle, 
with which he opens his Posterior Analytics: ‘áll teaching and all intellectual learning 
come to be from pre-existing knówledge’ (71a1-2). I shall challenge interpreters’ 
tendency to construe such claims in a temporal fashion. I shall suggest that while 
such claims clearly have temporal implications, their core meaning is about 
necessary conditions for knowing certain things – what I sháll lábel ‘lógicó-
epistemic’ cónditións. Aristótle’s máin póint is thát inductive recógnitión is á 
necessary condition for knowing that this particular has certain important features. 
This picture applies not only to knowing propositional truths about particulars but 
also to knowing particulars themselves (non-propositional items): knowing this 
particular requires a type of perceptual interaction with it, universal knowledge of 
the relevant or salient universal, and a combination of these two cognitive acts into 
inductively recognising or knowing this particular as being of a certain kind. 
  



254  

Mika Perälä 
Adjunct Professor, University of Helsinki, Finland 

 
 

Epagōgē and archai in Aristotle’s ethics 
 
 

Aristotle asserts that we acquire the archai (starting points) for ethical inquiry 
through epagōgē, perception, habituation, and other methods (Ethica Nicomachea I.7, 
1098b3– 4). However, his precise meaning and understanding of these terms 
remain open to interpretation. In this presentation, I seek to elucidate Aristótle’s view 
on the relationship between epagōgē and archai. Specifically, I examine how epagōgē 
generates general concepts and universal claims from particular instances. One 
such claim is: “Virtue is the best state, condition, or capacity of all things that have a 
use or function” (Ethica Eudemia 2.1, 1218b38–1219a1). How does Aristotle arrive 
at this conclusion through epagōgē? I argue that addressing this question sheds light 
not only on his function argument within this context but also on the broader role 
of epagōgē in providing premises for demonstrations. I shall point out that the role 
of epagōgē is not limited to providing premises for demonstrations because it can 
also be employed, as in the case of geometry (e.g., APo I.1, 71a17–29), to identify 
particulars as instances of a universal. I argue that the two applications are related as 
they both guide us from that which is better known to us, i.e., particulars, to what is 
better known to nature, i.e., the universals. 
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Epagōgē, Perception, and Scientific Method in Aristotle’s Physics 
 
 

In Physics I.2, Aristotle notes that the apparent fact that all or some natural things are 
changing is clear from epagōgē. In Physics V.1 and 5 Aristotle claims that that change is 
between contraries is clear from epagōgē. I suggest that in these cases we should 
understand epagōgē as involving a process of recognition where particular cases are 
recognized as belonging to a common kind. Here particulars need not be understood 
as individuals but can also include types (of change or subject). It is in virtue of this kind 
of survey that Aristotle moves from particular cases to a general claim regarding all 
change/subjects of change. This kind of survey relies on perception, and on moving from 
what is more familiar to us to what is more familiar by nature (as noted by Aristótle’s 
methodological remarks in Physics I.1). However, a problem arises when we 
consider epagōgē (understood as moving from particulars to universals) and the 
method of study as outlined in Physics I.1 184a21-26 where Aristotle claims we must 
proceed from the universal to the particular. I show that this claim need not be seen as 
conflicting with our understanding of epagōgē. 
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Aristotle on Dialectical Inductions: Topics I.12 
 
 

I highlight and examine a use of induction in Aristotle that has been largely neglected— 
or even denied—by scholarship. The prevailing view among commentators is that 
Aristotle confines dialectical arguments to deductive reasoning, thereby precluding 
inductive dialectical arguments. Even those who recognize Aristótle’s 
acknowledgment of induction in dialectic deny that he considers it a form of 
dialectical argumentation in its own right. Instead, they interpret him as treating 
inductive arguments in dialectic as merely subordinate, auxiliary methods for 
establishing deductive premises in subsequent dialectical argument. I argue that, 
contrary to this view, in Topics I.12 Aristotle acknowledges a form of dialectical 
argument that is entirely inductive. As Aristotle explains, inductive dialectic is even 
necessary for debates with those inept at deductive reasoning. Moreover, I 
demonstrate that dialectical induction can effectively refute the respondent in 
debate. In sum, Aristotle considers inductive dialectic to be (i) possible, (ii) necessary, 
and (iii) effective. 
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The Wonders of Aristotelian X-duction 
 
 

In this paper, I set out to shed light on the nature and role of Aristotelian epagōgē and 
illustrate distinct applications thereof. The main claim I want to put forward is 
roughly that epagōgē is helpful when it comes to addressing questions of (non-
deductive) epistemic justification, i.e. of why we are bona fide committed to the truth 
of a proposition from which we then argue deductively (e.g., a definition in a proof). 
Unlike epagōgē, demonstration (apodeixis) is the deductive form in which any genuine 
scientific explanation should be cast so as to yield a maximally perspicuous account 
of why something necessarily is the case. In the case of genuine (i.e. genuinely 
explanatory) scientific knowledge (epistēmē) as opposed to mere ‘dóxástic’ 
knowledge, the question epagōgē helps tackle is not just why we are justified in taking 
the demonstrative premises to be true, but rather also why the premises themselves are 
ultimately true. 

The paper falls into three sections: In the first, I argue that the two most influential 
readings of Aristotelian epagōgē, i.e. both the ‘expert’ (Ps.-Philoponus, Ross 1957, Kahn 
1981) and the ‘ámáteur’ reading (Hamlyn 1976; Engberg-Pedersen 1979; 
McKirahan 1983; Gasser-Wingate 2019) misrepresent the nature and scope of 
Aristotelian epagōgē. In the secónd, I gó thróugh Aristótle’s exámples óf epagōgē in 
scientific and non- scientific contexts and show that, in spite of substantial 
differences, there is an important sense in which they both qualify as instances of one 
and the same procedure of non-deductive justification. In the third, I attend to the 
alleged role epagōgē plays in the acquisition of reason or intellect (nous). 
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This panel offers fresh perspectives on Aristotle’s conceptions of pneuma and 
vital heat, contributing new insights to ongoing scholarly discussions about 
these fundamental yet elusive concepts in Aristotelian biology. Through 
three targeted investigations, the papers address how pneuma and vital heat 
function across different life activities: plant nutrition, animal reproduction, 
and human cognition. 

The first paper investigates the distinctive character of plant nutrition 
in Aristótle, ánd its relátión tó plánts’ inábility tó lócómóte. Unlike ánimáls, 
which use their own, proper heat to separate useful nutriment from useless 
and concoct it into blood, plants rely on the alien heat of the earth for 
digestion. The paper explores the tradeoffs between the nutritive efficiency 
and metabolic independence that characterize plant and animal life 
respectively. 

The second paper examines a crucial passage from GA II.3 where 
Aristotle draws an analogy between pneuma in semen and the element of the 
stars. Through textual analysis and comparison with competing theories of 
animal generation, particularly the model presented in the Hippocratic text 
On Fleshes, the paper argues that Aristotle establishes only an analogical, 
rather than material, identity between generative heat and celestial 
substance, unified by their shared capacity to enable specific forms of 
immortality in their respective domains. 

The third paper reconstructs Aristótle’s blood typology by carefully 
distinguishing between blóód’s thermal properties and its material 
composition. Against the prevailing view that links hot blood with superior 
intelligence, this analysis shows that blood’s purity and thinness, rather than 
its temperature, determine cognitive capacity. The paper argues that the 
desirability of warm blood in humans specifically relates to the role of vital 
heat in fostering brave and spirited dispositions, rather than any intellectual 
advantages. 

Together, these papers illuminate how pneuma and vital heat support 
various life processes, enhancing our understanding of these foundational 
concepts in Aristotelian biology. 
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Staying Put: Aristotle on Plant Nutrition 
 
 

Twice when contrasting plant and animal nutrition, Aristotle highlights the 
fact that plants dón’t locomote while animals do (PA II.3 650a23-7, GA II.4 
740a24-30; cf. DA III.12 434a33-b4). This paper examines the connection 
between a plánt’s mode of nutrition and its inability to locomote. For 
Aristotle, plants are nutritionally dependent on the earth: they use their own, 
proper heat to assimilate nutriment to themselves (DA II.4 416b25- 9), but 
rely on the earth and its heat for the separation of useful nutriment from 
useless and for digestion; for this reason, Aristotle likens the earth to an 
external stomach (PA II.3 650a20-3). A plánt’s nutritional dependence on the 
earth and its inability to locomote are mutually reinforcing: because a plant is 
plugged intó the eárth ás án energy sóurce, it cán’t lócómóte, ánd becáuse it 
cán’t lócómóte, it cán’t hunt ór fóráge fór fóód, but hás tó eat where it is. This 
picture has two upshots. First, the view that plants have immediate and 
continuous access to pre-digested food fits a wider pattern on which plants 
are presented as more successful – or, at a minimum, more efficient – than 
animals are at self-nourishment. Second, the fact that plants are functionally 
dependent on their environment to a greater degree than animals are – 
animals have an inner sun (the heart) and an inner earth (the stomach) – 
suggests that whereas an animal is a microcosm, a plant is a part of the 
cosmos. 
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Kosta Gligorijevic 
Ph.D. Student, McGill University, Montreal, Canada 

 
 

The pneuma-aether analogy in Generation of Animals II.3 
 
 

This páper exámines Aristótle’s puzzling cláim thát the seminál residues óf ánimáls 
contain something “analogous to the element of the stars” (GA II.3 736b37-737a1). 
I argue that this statement should not be interpreted as importing a divine material 
into the sublunary world, but rather as Aristotle’s attempt to position his account of 
generation in relation to his more materialistically inclined predecessors. By 
comparing this passage with the theory of biological generation found in the 
Hippocratic On Fleshes, I show that: (i) Aristotle denies that the heat in animals’ 
generative residues is the same in kind as the material of the heavenly bodies 
(contrary to theories such as the one found in On Fleshes); and (ii) Aristotle claims 
only that the generative heat of animals is analogous to the material of the heavens, 
thus opting for a weaker form of identity between the two. This analogy, I argue, can 
be understood by examining the comparable functions of generative heat in animals 
and aether in the heavenly bodies: in both cases, the tertium comparationis is a 
particular kind of immortality that generative heat provides to animals and the fifth 
element provides to the heavenly bodies. 
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Léa Derome 
Postdoctoral fellow, University of Toronto, Canada 

 
 

Too Hot to Think? Blood Types and Cognition in Aristotle 
 
 

This paper offers a novel interpretation of Aristotle’s blood typology, 
fócusing ón the impáct óf blóód types κατὰ τὸ ἦθος ánd κατὰ τὴν αἴσθησιν. 
Through examination of the textual evidence (HA III 19; PA II 2-4, IV 10; Pol. 
VII 7), I argue that blood temperature primarily influences character traits, 
while blood purity determines cognitive potential. This challenges the 
prevailing view that Aristotle sees hot blood as conducive to superior 
intelligence (cf. Althoff 1992; Freudenthal 1995; Connell 2019). In the 
interpretation I defend, blood temperature is intertwined with emotions and 
desires, thereby partly determining the ends toward which intelligence is 
directed and coloring how mental resources are deployed. With cold blood, 
intelligence devolves into mere cleverness; with appropriate levels of heat, it 
works in service of noble pursuits. However, heat alone does not determine 
whether a species or individual is cognitively gifted. This distinction resolves 
apparent contradictions in Aristotle’s cognitive typology, including why both 
warm- and cold-blooded animals can exhibit cognitive excellence, and thus 
offers a more coherent framework for understanding blóód’s influence on 
personality and animal intelligence. 
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Panel 6 
 

Befóre, During, ánd After the Poetics 
 

Organised by: Luisa Buarque and Fernando Maciel Gazoni 
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Panel Description 
 
 

Many questions were inherited by the Poetics and even more questions were left 
over as an inheritance from the Poetics. We are dealing with a treatise whose 
impórtánce is inversely própórtiónál tó its size. The pánel entitled ‘Befóre, during 
and after the Poetics’ própóses tó áddress á recurring tópic in texts thát, háving 
preceded or succeeded the Aristotelian treatise, were dedicated to providing some 
kind of explanation for poetic composition: the relationship between poetry and 
reality. On the one hand, the theme encompasses many issues central to the 
Aristotelian Poetics – such as the notion of mimesis, the relationship between poiesis 
and ethos, the problems surrounding tragic mythos, etc. – but, on the other hand, it 
can be approached from analyses concentrated in a few chapters of the work; more 
specifically in chapters 3-4 and 7-9. As for the third and fourth chapters, it is in this 
context that, having defined what he means by poetry, Aristotle tackles issues that 
will have an influence on the whole of his argument, such as the problem of the so-
cálled póetic ‘módes’, the próblem óf the subject ánd óbject óf póetic mimesis and 
the problem of the genesis of poetic production in general and of poetic species in 
particular. As for chapters 7-9, this is where Aristotle presents necessity (to 
anankaion) and plausibility (to eikos) as criteria that should govern the composition 
of mythos. Therefore, special attention to these chapters has the potential to focus 
on the most relevant notions for a treatment of the theme in question. 

The panel entitled “Before, during and after the Poetics” aims to discuss the 
theme of the relationship between poetry and reality within the framework 
mentioned above and grounded on a methodological unit, based on the idea that the 
interpretation of certain topics in the Poetics can be enriched when the Aristotelian 
text is put into dialogue with others. This is a somewhat banal starting point, but one 
that takes on special relevance when it comes to a lacunar text. In the absence of 
internal reference points, it becomes even more important to resort to external 
elements that can become enlightening. In this sense, a procedure will be adopted 
thát cán be cálled ‘cóórdináted reádings’, thát is, própósáls óf interpretátións 
strongly based on the Poetics’ links with other texts. Considering the Poetics both as 
a subject that inherits and as an inherited object, texts will be evoked that predate 
the Aristotelian treatise, texts by Aristotle himself and, finally, some later texts that 
confirm the longevity of Aristotelian intuitions regarding the issues in focus. In all 
cases, the methodology will seek to confirm that it is hermeneutically fruitful to 
coordinate the reading of the Poetics with the reading of texts that approach the 
same problems from different but complementary perspectives. In short, the panel’s 
proposal consists of using a specific methodology to address different aspects of a 
transversal axis, which articulates unavoidable notions of the Aristotelian treatise. 
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Representation of the other and self-expression in Aristophanes and 
Aristotle 

 
 

Twó scenes fróm the Aristóphánic corpus háve been cónsidered tógether ás á kind 
óf prótó-theóry óf drámáturgicál – cómic ánd trágic – próductión: the scenes in 
which Euripides (in Acharnians) ánd Agáthón (in Thesmophoriazusai) áre shówn 
cómpósing their trágedies. In the first cáse, there is á brief állusión tó Euripides’ wáy 
óf cómpósing ánd style, but in the secónd cáse there is á móre cónsistent situátión: 
á póet-chárácter presenting án elábóráte visión óf póetic máking. His speech even 
cóntáins the eárliest áppeáránce óf the nóun “mimesis” used in án explicitly 
theátricál cóntext.  

Hówever, ás fár ás this secónd scene is cóncerned, the cómic ‘theóry’ 
presented there cóntáins án internál tensión thát, álthóugh it cán be reásónábly 
pácified depending ón hów it is reád, nevertheless requires á greát deál óf 
hermeneutic wórk. This tensión cónsists óf án álternáting emphásis between, ón the 
óne hánd, mimesis ás á wáy óf ácquiring whát óne dóesn’t náturálly háve ánd, ón the 
óther hánd, the direct córrelátión between the póet’s náture (bóth chárácter ánd 
ácquired módes) ánd his drámáturgicál próductión. Nów, the fóurth chápter óf the 
Aristótelián Poetics presents á tensión similár tó the Aristóphánic óne, but át the 
sáme time it shóws thát it is póssible tó máke the twó áppárently cónflicting áspects 
óf póetic cómpósitión cóexist in hármóny. This páper will fócus ón á cómpárátive 
ánálysis between the cómic ánd the philósóphicál cóntexts, ánálysing pásságes fróm 
the fóurth chápter óf the Poetics thát seem nót ónly tó echó Aristóphánes’ própósáls 
but álsó tó shed light ón them retróáctively. It fits intó the pánel entitled ‘Befóre, 
during ánd áfter the Poetics’, ánd cóntributes tó it insófár ás it própóses á 
cóórdináted reáding óf twó cómic scenes with á chápter fróm the Aristótelián 
treátise, selecting pásságes fróm the twó áuthórs thát áddress cómmón tópics, ánd 
shówing nót ónly hów much certáin nótións ánd próblems áddressed by the Poetics 
circuláted befóre Aristótle, but álsó hów much the Aristótelián visión is cápáble óf 
órgánise, árticuláte ánd clárify philósóphicálly such próblems. 
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Inner and Outer Workings of Mimesis: Reassessing Poetics 2-3 and the 
Mimetic Mechanism in Aristotle’s Poetics and some Modern Aesthetic 

Theories 
 
 

Poetics 1448 a1 states that Ἐπεὶ δὲ μιμοῦνται οἱ μιμούμενοι πράττοντας, ἀνάγκη δὲ 
τούτοῦς ἢ σποῦδαίοῦς ἢ φαύλοῦς εἶναι. Before considering the relationship 
between mimesis and ethos introduced by the adjectives (virtuous and vicious), the 
Aristotelian formulation requires a more general consideration of the nature of 
mimesis for the Stagirite. There seems to be an ambiguity in both the subject οἱ 
μιμούμενοι and the object πράττοντας. In the first case, one can have poets in mind, 
but also actors and similar performers. More importantly, in the second case, the 
expressión cán be táken ón twó different levels: (i) “ágents” cán refer tó án element 
external to the poetic artifact, namely the very object of poetic mimesis—human 
áctión in the wórld; (ii) “ágents” cán refer tó the individuáls ón stáge (áctórs ánd 
others responsible for the performance) and/or internal to the poetic artifact, as 
Aristotle oscillates between these two uses throughout the Poetics. 

The tension, which had already been observed by certain commentators 
(Lucas, 1972, though not always correctly), is accentuated by occurrences where the 
ámbiguity seems tó disáppeár, giving wáy tó á cleár chóice: πράττοντας καὶ 
ἐνεργοῦντας in 1448á23, ás well ás πράττοντας γὰρ μιμοῦνται καὶ δρῶντας ἄμφὡ 
(a27-28). Here, the agents indeed perform on stage —they are the actors 
(pace Lucas), despite more general uses. In this paper, I intend to analyze these two 
possibilities and suggest an intermediate solution via Halliwell (2002). 
The prevalence of level (i) is noticeable in interpretations that are committed to 
some kind of ontology of the artistic object, placing it in a representational 
relationship with elements extrinsic to it—whether in the Latin reception of 
Aristotelian mimesis as imitatio naturae or expressed in terms of poetry’s ability to 
represent “the pátterns óf life” (Hálliwell, 1987). 

On the other hand, the prevalence of level (ii), under certain conditions, can 
lead to an interpretation that is not restricted to dramatic staging. Being generally 
valid for the poetic phenomenon, this dissociates it, in its Aristotelian sense, from 
the nótión óf á “mirrór óf the wórld” ánd reinfórces the internál chárácter óf mimesis 
(Kosman, 1992). 

I intend to argue that, considering a broader interpretation of Aristotelian 
mimesis, some common ground must be reached to accommodate the many nuances 
of the theme in the Poetics. This páper fits intó the pánel ‘Befóre, during ánd áfter 
the Poetics’, insófár ás it exámines póssibilities fór interpreting the relátiónship 
between mimetic products and the realities they refer to, and at the same time the 
realities they create. 
  



267  

Fernando Maciel Gazoni 
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The Role of the eikós in the Poetics 
 
 

The nótión óf ει κο ς pláys á fundámentál róle in the Poetics. It is intróduced át 1451 
á12, át the end óf chápter 7, where Aristótle chárácterizes plót structure ás requiring 
beginning, middle, ánd end. In this cóntext, it seems tó be ánálógóus tó the 
expressión ὡ ς ε πι  το  πολῦ  (fór the móst párt), mentióned eárlier át 1450 b30, 
intróduced ás the óperátór thát góverns the relátiónship between sóme párts óf the 
plót. Additiónálly, in the Rhetoric, the ει κο ς is sáid tó be the ὡ ς ε πι  το  πολῦ  γινο μενον 
(whát háppens fór the móst párt) (1357 á34). 

Even if we ádópt á módál interpretátión óf the ὡ ς ε πι  το  πολῦ  (fór the móst 
párt), ráther thán á státisticál óne, the nótión óf ει κο ς seems incómpátible with 
events thát háppen ‘ágáinst expectátión’ (παρα  τη ν δο ξαν – 1452 á4), which 
Aristótle práises ás the móst effective fór eliciting the feelings óf pity ánd feár. This 
leáds tó á pótentiál fláw in the Aristótelián plót theóry. Hów cán án event be 
cónsidered ει κο ς ánd, át the sáme time, παρα  τη ν δο ξαν?  

We própóse tó clósely exámine this nótión, highlighting its róle in Aristótelián 
Ethics, Rhetoric, ánd Analytics. We will áddress this áppárent fláw by cónsidering 
thát events óccurring παρα  τη ν δο ξαν (ágáinst expectátión) must álsó óccur δι’ 
α λληλα (thróugh eách óther) (1452 á4). This tópic will be áddressed in the pánel 
titled “Befóre, during ánd áfter the Poetics”, which fócuses ón key cóncepts in the 
Poetics, párticulárly the relátiónship between póetry ánd reálity. If there is sóme 
reálity ón stáge, even if it is á merely póssible reálity, the ει κο ς, álóng with the 
α ναγκαι ον, seems tó be the respónsible fór it. 
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The radiant future of Aristotle, Poetics 4 
 
 

The impórtánce óf the first párt óf the fóurth chápter óf the Poetics fór 
understánding nót ónly the reflectión underlying this wórk, but even the whóle óf 
Aristótelián thóught cánnót be óverstáted. Tó put it pláinly ánd withóut pretentióus 
ácádemic póliteness, ónly the incómpetence ór intellectuál dishónesty óf sóme 
exegetes – this disjunctión is nót exclusive – expláin hów this máy háve been denied. 
In the first párt óf this chápter, the áuthór exámines the náturál cáuses óf the 
emergence óf the technique óf cómpósitión (só I tránsláte poiètiké), námely the 
technique óf stóries (ór plóts) cómpósitión, móre precisely the technique óf 
cómpósitión óf á specific type óf stóry: the tránsitión fróm prósperity tó misfórtune, 
ánd vice versá. 

Hówever, the beginning óf Poetics 4, in párticulár whát is sáid ábóut imitátión, 
mimèsis, góes fár beyónd the mere exegesis óf the Aristótelián córpus. Háving 
álreády dedicáted severál wórks tó the interpretátión óf this pásságe, my máin góál 
in the própósed presentátión is tó shów, ón the óne hánd, thát different bránches óf 
cóntempóráry science (prehistóry, páleóánthrópólógy, cógnitive sciences, ethólógy, 
etc.) háve cónfirmed certáin intuitións óf Aristótle, ánd, ón the óther hánd, hów á 
cáreful reáding óf this ánd óther Aristótelián pásságes cán cóntribute pósitively tó 
the módern enterprise tó define árt, án enterprise thát seems tóó óften váin ór 
useless. 

Being in chárge óf the tránslátión óf the Poetics fór the cóllectión óf the 
cómplete wórks óf Aristótle in Pórtuguese (Bibliótecá de Autóres Clá ssicós, 
Imprensá Nációnál-Cásá dá Móedá e Centró de Filósófiá dá Universidáde de Lisbóá), 
I álsó intend tó submit fór the exáminátión óf cólleágues the wórk cárried óut ón 
lines 1448b 4-27. Althóugh nót very extensive, this pásságe hás mány próblems 
regárding text ánd tránslátión. My presentátión will be párt óf the pánel ‘Befóre, 
during ánd áfter the Poetics’. 
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Multiple Perspectives ón Aristótelián Mereólógy 
 

Organised by: Raffaella Antonini 
  



270  

Panel Description 
 
 

As Várzi áptly státes, ‘mereólógy (fróm the Greek μέρος, ‘párt’) is the 
theory of parthood relations: the relations of part to whole and the 
relátións óf párts tó óne ánóther within á whóle’. This type óf relátiónship 
is not confined just to ancient or medieval thought, not even to 
contemporary analytical debates. It is rather one of those diachronic 
topics that continually challenge thinkers across different eras. 

Plátó áddressed the nótións óf ὅλον ánd μέρος, párticulárly in the 
Theaetetus and the Parmenides. Plato recognised the problematic nature 
of the parthood relation, as it is closely tied to the so-cálled ‘Próblem óf 
the One ánd the Mány’. With Aristótle, the párthóód relátiónship is 
explicitly thematised (cf. Metaphysics, Δ25-26; Z7-9, 17). Aristotle seeks 
to understand parthood relations, classify them, and determine the 
specific type of relationship they represent. His approach is particularly 
valuable because it is clear from the outset that these relations involve 
complexities that span both the logical and ontological domains. 

This panel aims to shed light on the issue of mereology within 
Aristotelian thought, exploring it through two complementary 
perspectives: 
 

1. A históricál ánd textuál áppróách, fócusing primárily—but nót 
exclusively—ón Aristótle’s Organon (especiálly the Categories ánd 
Topics). 

2. A theóreticál perspective, exámining hów cóntempóráry lógic ánd 
metáphysics engáge with Aristótle’s mereólógicál ideás, 
párticulárly thóse fóund in the Metaphysics. 

 
The goal is to ensure that both approaches remain firmly rooted in 

Aristótle’s texts, fostering dialogue between scholars of ancient 
philosophy and researchers in contemporary metaphysics and 
mereology. Among the topics to be addressed are: 

 
• The róles thát the cóncepts óf párt ánd whóle pláy in the ánálysis 

óf várióus cátegóries in chápters 5 ánd 6 óf the Categories. 
• The cónnectión between the nótión óf párt ánd the prócess óf 

mixture, insófár ás mixture cán be seen ás á prócess in which párts 
fit tógether tó fórm á whóle (Topics ánd On Generation and 
Corruption). 

• The distinctión between cóncrete heáplike cómpósites, such ás á 
bunch óf bricks, ánd cóncrete nón-heáplike cómpósites, like á 
hóuse: while entities in bóth cátegóries póssess párts, they differ in 
hów they áre unified ánd hów they cán be cómpósed ánd 
decómpósed. 

• The use óf párt-whóle relátións in the semántics óf Aristótle’s 
syllógistic, dráwing cónnectións with bróáder issues such ás 
fundámentálity ánd óntólógicál dependence in Aristótelián 
metáphysics. 
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The pánel’s experiment lies in bringing tógether different 
perspectives tó engáge in diálógue, using Aristótle’s texts ás á cómmón 
ground. This approach aims to foster stimulating and productive 
exchanges, highlighting points of convergence and divergence between 
ancient and modern perspectives in interpreting Aristotelian views on the 
notion of parts and wholes. 

The panel will feature four speakers, and it will be structured to fit 
into two one-hour time slots. 
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Parts and Wholes in Aristotle’s Categories 
 
 

In the Categories, Aristotle lays the foundation for his ontology. He 
distinguishes between two important relations. On the one hand, some 
entities are said of other entities; that is to say, some entities bear to 
other entities the relation of being said of. On the other hand, some 
entities are in other entities; that is to say, they bear to other entities the 
relation of being in. These two relations have been discussed at length 
by ancient and modern commentators. But the conceptual apparatus 
used by Aristotle to describe the relation of being in deserves to be further 
explored. He is adamant that the relation of being in does not imply the 
relation of being a part. Thus, the concept of part shows up early on in 
the treatise and is mentioned in the description of one the two basic 
relations. The purpose of this study is to investigate the roles that the 
concepts of part and whole play in the analysis of various categories. My 
investigation will raise a series of important questions: In the Categories 
and in other early logical works, what is a part of a substance? How can 
Aristotle explain the claim that the parts of substances are substances? 
What is a part of a quantity? Is there any difference between the parts of 
substances and those of quantities? Does an entity’s persistence depend 
on its parts? I shall analyse passages of chapters 5 and 6 of the Categories 
with the aim of answering these questions. This paper contributes to a 
pánel ón Aristótle’s mereólógy by discussing the róle óf párts ánd whóles 
in Aristótle’s eárly lógicál wórks. 
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The Theory of Parts and the Problem of Mixture 
 
 

The contribution of this paper to the general topic of the panel, namely 
Aristotelian mereology, is somewhat tangential but still significant. My 
aim is to illuminate the subtle connection between mereological interests 
and the process of mixture. In a broad sense, mixture can be defined as 
the process by which things combine. If this is the case, an equally 
fundamental question arises: how do compounds come into existence 
from pre-existing ingredients? The problem of mixture lies precisely in 
this ‘hów’. I will explore the notion of parts through the lens of mixture, 
as Aristotle frames the question in De Generatione et Corruptione I.10. 

Here, Aristótle’s investigation into mixture focuses on 
understánding whát μίξις is, which entities cán cómbine, ánd under whát 
conditions (de gen. et corr. 327a30-33). He first distinguishes, even 
terminólógicálly, between cómpósitión (σύνθεσις) ánd mixture (μίξις) (de 
gen. et corr. 328a6). Composition involves the mere juxtaposition of each 
part of one constituent with each part of the other. An example is the 
cómbinátión óf wheát ánd bárley: ‘We speák, e.g., óf wheát háving been 
combined with barley when each grain of the one is juxtaposed to a 
grain of the other. But everybody is divisible and therefore, since body 
combined with body is uniform, any and every part of each constituent 
ought to be juxtaposed to a part of the óther’ (de gen. et corr. 328a2-5, 
Williáms’ translation). 

Composition or juxtaposition may appear to be a genuine mixture 
only to perception. However, humans lack the capacity to observe every 
part of both wheat and barley to discern that they are merely juxtaposed, 
ráther thán truly mixed. Fór á genuine mixture (μίξις) tó óccur, the 
cónstituent párts must sháre the sáme náture ás the whóle. If μίξις hás 
taken place, the compound must be hómógeneóus (τὸ μιχθὲν 
ὁμοιομερὲς), ás in the cáse óf wáter, where áll párts áre unifórmly wáter. 

This paper first seeks to disambiguate Aristótle’s use of σύνθεσις and 
μίξις (with reference to a similar distinction in Topics Δ, 122b25–36). In 
doing so, it aims to clarify the distinction between composition and 
mixture, and, consequently, the status of being a part. It appears that we 
must account for at least two different notions of parts: (i) parts or 
particles of a non-homogeneous aggregate, which correspond to a 
compositional outcome and always retain their integrity; and (ii) parts of a 
homogeneous mixture, such as parts of water, which share τὸν αὐτὸν λόγον 
with the whole (De Gen. et Corr. 328a9)—that is, most likely, the same 
definition, though not necessarily the same proportion (following Frede, 
contra Joachim and Williams). 
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Alessandro Giordani 
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An Aristotelian Mereology of Substances 
 
 

In Metaphysics Z 17, Aristotle introduces a fundamental distinction 
between concrete heaplike composites, such as a bunch of bricks, and 
concrete non-heaplike composites, like a house. This distinction arises 
from the intuitive judgment that, while entities in both categories 
possess parts and are therefore composite, they differ in how they are 
unified and how they can be composed and decomposed. In recent 
years, some attempts have been made to articulate this difference in 
mereological terms. Two notable approaches are characteristically 
Aristotelian, relying on a primitive contrast between actual and potential 
parts of an entity, and a distinction between an entity and its matter. In 
this contribution, we develop a new mereology of concrete non-
heaplike entities aimed at avoiding the conflation of the notions of 
substance, structured entity, and non-structured heap that results from 
the accounts just mentioned. The system is also supported by the fact 
that it is provably equivalent to a mereological framework where the 
notion of a substantial whole is treated as undefinable, aligning with 
Aristótle’s ideá thát whát cónstitutes á structured whóle ás á substánce 
is nothing more than its status of substance. This work aims to 
contribute to the pánel’s objectives by both shedding light on the 
argument developed by Aristotle in Z17 and eliciting a critical discussion 
about the consistency of Aristotle’s position with recent advances in the 
mereology of structured and substantial wholes. 
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Two Notions of Fundamentality in Aristotelian Mereology 
 
 

There are two notions of fundamentality: on one, the fundamental is that 
which is itself unbuilt, ungrounded or ontologically independent; and on 
the other, the fundamental is that from which all else is built, or on which 
all else is grounded or ontologically dependent. These two notions are 
extensionally equivalent, provided grounding (building, dependence, etc.) 
is well-founded and transitive. Aristotle also speaks of the fundamental 
as what is ungrounded, independent or, in his own terminology, separate; 
and he speaks of the fundamental as what grounds all else, as that on 
which all else depends, or as what is prior. Does he view these notions 
of separation and priority as extensionally equivalent? The talk 
concerns a case study: the part-whole relation used in the semantics 
with which Aristotle models the syllogistic. I will examine the evidence 
to view this relation as both transitive and well-founded. And so, for this 
restricted case, the two notions of fundamentality are extensionally 
equivalent: it is the unbuilt mereological atoms that build all relevant 
wholes. The talk contributes to a panel on Aristotelian mereology by 
discussing the formal features of one mereological relation in Aristotle, 
and by drawing connections with broader issues of fundamentality and 
ontological dependence in Aristotelian metaphysics. 
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Panel 8 
 

Aristótle’s lógic in ánd óut óf the Organon 
 

Organised by: Colin G. King and Zoe McConaughey 
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Panel Description 
 
 

When W.D. Róss wróte thát Aristótle “hás himself shówn á better wáy, the wáy óf 
science; it is his ówn Analytics thát hás máde his Topics óut óf dáte” (Róss, 1995, 
p. 57), he expressed án influentiál áppróách tó Aristótle’s Organon which fócused ón 
the Analytics ánd disregárded the Topics, especiálly its centrál bóóks ánd the topoi ór 
pláces óf árgumentátión. Móre recent reádings óf the Prior Analytics ánd the Topics 
chállenge this áppróách. Fóllówing Ernst Kápp, Greek Foundations of Traditional 
Logic (1942), recent interpreters such ás Michel Crubellier (2011), Helge Ru ckert 
(2016), Geórge Kárámánólis (ed. Fórthcóming), háve stressed the impórtánce óf the 
diálecticál báckgróund óf the Analytics ánd its links with the Topics. Others háve 
ópened the wáy tó reáding Aristótle’s scientific wórk with the diálecticál tóóls óf the 
Topics, shówing the relevánce óf the Topics fór scientific inquiries; this is the cáse fór 
instánce óf Róbert Bóltón (1990, 2012) fór epistemólógy; Williám Wiáns (2023) ón 
Physics VIII; Keimpe Algrá (1994, 2018) ón Physics IV ánd Hán Bálthussen (2000) ón 
the Physics ánd its pósterity, in line with the reádings óf Jááp Mánsfeld (2009) ánd 
Dávid Runiá (1999) ón the use óf dóxógráphy in scientific wórks. 

In line with these chállenges tó the tráditiónál reáding óf Aristótle’s lógic, in 
ánd óut óf the Organon, this pánel explóres várióus ánd cómplementáry wáys óf 
reássessing Aristótle’s lógic. Its cóntributións áim át shówing hów the stándárd 
nárrátive, exemplified by Róss’s quótátión, is the próduct óf á specific históricál 
cóntext ánd própóse álternátive interpretátións óf the Prior Analytics ánd the Topics 
(cóntributións 5 ánd 6); this bróád reássessment óf the Organon is pushed tó the 
Categories ánd De Interpretatione (cóntributión 4); the cóntributións álsó intend tó 
shów hów the lógicál instruments theórized in the Organon, such ás the topoi óf the 
Topics, áre used in áctuál scientific ánd philósóphicál inquiries (cóntributións 1 ánd 
2). The róle óf diálectic in philósóphicál inquiries is álsó reássessed (cóntributión 3). 
  



278  

Colin G. King 
Associate Professor, Providence College, USA 

 
 

“Obtaining premisses”: A dialectical tool and its philosophical use (part 1) 
 
 

In á jóint páper, we explóre hów Aristótle uses the “diálecticál órgáná” —the tóóls óf 
diálectic—óutside óf the Topics. Our fócus will be ón Aristótle’s párádigmátic 
órgánón: the óbtáining óf premisses (προτα σεις λαβει ν: intróduced in Tóp. A13, 
treáted in Tóp. A14). In the Topics we reád thát this tóól includes three óthers, i.e. the 
study óf things sáid in mány wáys, the study óf the sáme, ánd the study óf the 
different (105á20–33). By seeing hów this wórks within the Topics, we háve á 
cóncrete comparandum fór the study óf hów this diálecticál tóól is used in 
philósóphicál inquiry. 
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“Obtaining premisses”: A dialectical tool and its philosophical use (part 2) 
 
 

Thróugh án ánálysis óf Nicomachean Ethics A5, where Aristótle árgues thát pleásure 
ánd hónóur cánnót be the end góál óf humán life, ánd De Caelo B13, where Aristótle 
discusses the cóntested questión óf the eárth’s lócátión in the universe, we will shów 
hów ánd why Aristótle emplóys the diálecticál tóól presented in párt 1. In these 
cóntexts, Aristótle is nót fóllówing á “diálecticál methódólógy”. He is ápplying 
diálecticál tóóls tó the exáminátión óf próblems (ór “theses”) which áre typicálly 
diálecticál in the sense thát there áre cónflicting views cóncerning them (Top. A11, 
104b34–36). 
  



280  

Anna Tigani 
Professor, University of Athens, Greece 

 
 

Philosophers in Aristotle’s dialectical lab 
 
 

In Topics VIII 5-6 Aristótle códifies rules fór á type óf diálecticál práctice áimed át 
γῦμνασι αν (tráining), πει ραν (testing) ánd σκε ψιν (investigátión). This práctice 
próvided cóntrólled cónditións fór diálecticál debátes, where, ás I will árgue, 
ágónistic ór sóphisticál techniques served the cóóperátión between the questióner 
ánd the ánswerer in fórmuláting the best póssible árguments fór the theses under 
debáte. Párts óf Aristótle’s philósóphicál undertáking, such ás his criticism óf óther 
philósóphers, were infórmed by this práctice; it served ás the diálecticál “lábórátóry” 
in which Aristótle álóng with his có-philósóphers ánd có-reseárchers in the 
Acádemy, used tó test theóries, theses, beliefs, ánd árguments, óbtáining the 
necessáry πει ραι (“triál dátá”) fór develóping philósóphy. 
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The dialectical orientation of the Categories and the De Interpretatione 
 
 

Against the standard narrative of which Ross is a leading figure, this paper 
contributes to the general endeavor of providing an alternative construal of the 
books forming the Organon which rehábilitátes the póle óf ‘diálectic’ by fócusing ón 
the Categories and the De Interpretatione. The aim of the talk is to show that these 
studies are geared towards solving problems arising in dialectical bouts – see, 
e.g.,  Whitaker, Aristotle’s De Interpretatione, Contradiction and Dialectic (OUP 
1996). 
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Aristotle’s dialogical syllogistic 
 
 

Chállenging the tráditiónál reáding óf the Orgánón which sepárátes the Topics ánd 
the Analytics, recent schólárs háve stressed the róle óf diálógues in Aristótelián lógic. 
Building ón the wórk óf Michel Crubellier, this tálk will insist (in á first párt) ón the 
róle óf óbjectións (enstaseis) in diálectic in órder tó bridge the gáp between the 
Topics ánd the Prior Analytics. In á secónd párt I sketch á new fórmálizátión óf 
syllógistic, using the módern frámewórk óf “diálógicál lógic” (Lórenzen&Lórenz), 
which shóws hów syllógistic cán be cást within án explicitly diálógicál frámewórk. 
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To which logical system does Aristotle’s syllogistic correspond? 
 
 

Amóng módern lógiciáns in the pást century, the pivótál interest hás been tó single 
óut the lógicál system córrespónding tó Aristótle’s infórmál presentátión in the Prior 
Analytics. The fócus hás been ón finding the óptimál wáy tó fórmálize the infórmál 
expósitión in the sáme treátise. We própóse thát the Prior Analytics is á treátise 
ássuming á cóntentuál metátheóry, básed ón which Aristótle cónstructs (i) the 
fórmál system módernity tends tó identify the Syllógistic with, (ii) its deductively 
equiválent set óf 14 syllógisms thát tráditión tends tó identify the Syllógistic with, 
ánd (iii) án álgórithmic máchine (the pons asinorum) meánt tó put the Syllógistic tó 
wórk. Hence the need fór (ii), i.e., óne cánnót gó directly fróm (i) tó (iii). 
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Panel 9 
 

Prime Mátter in Medievál ánd Eárly Módern Hebrew Scientific Literáture 
 

Organised by: Suf Amichay, Hanna Gentili and Yoav Meyrav 
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Panel Description 
 
 

The cóncept óf Prime Mátter wás át the centre óf sóme óf the móst cóntested 
philósóphicál ánd metáphysicál discussións in the medievál tráditión. Althóugh 
cóntempóráry ópinións differ regárding Aristótle’s ówn cómmitment tó Prime 
Mátter, medievál thinkers sáw it ás integrál tó Aristótelián náturál philósóphy. 
Hebrew sóurces represent án impórtánt link in the cháin óf tránsmissión thát 
sháped the view óf Prime Mátter in medievál ánd eárly módern thóught ánd pláyed 
án impórtánt róle by bóth inheriting ánd reverberáting Arábic debátes ánd 
develóping án óriginál tráditión specific tó the Jewish cóntext. It álsó demónstrátes 
hów á philósóphicál nótión cán stráy só fár áwáy fróm the cóntext in which it wás 
óriginálly develóped ánd still be óf philósóphicál válue. 

Our pánel áddresses the multiláyered cóntributión óf Hebrew sóurces tó the 
debátes ón Prime Mátter ás cóncerns the legácy óf the Arábic tráditión in the cóntext 
óf medievál ánd eárly módern Jewish philósóphy ás well ás the óriginál elements 
thát the Jewish tráditión ádded tó it. Básed máinly ón underreseárched mánuscript 
sóurces thát háve never been printed, the three tálks will próvide new máteriál fór 
the discussión óf the impórtánce óf Prime Mátter in issues óf cósmógóny, náturál 
philósóphy ánd theóry óf science. 

The tálks will áddress respectively á) new máteriál preserved in the Hebrew 
mánuscript tráditión thát sheds light ón the debátes áróund Prime Mátter in the 
Arábic wórld; b) the lóng- term influence óf the Arábic debátes in the Hebrew 
receptión óf Aristótelián náturál philósóphy; ánd c) new wáys in which the nótión 
óf Prime Mátter wás integráted intó the rábbinic ánd mysticál tráditión in the Jewish 
medievál ánd eárly módern cóntext. 
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Prime Matter in Averroes’ circle: New sources in Hebrew manuscripts 
 
 

This páper exámines the discussión óf Prime Mátter in twó medievál treátises 
óriginálly written in Arábic by ábu  Jáʿfár ibn Sábá q ánd ábu  ál-Qá sim ibn Idrí s, bóth 
likely ássóciáted with the intellectuál circle óf Averróes. Preserved ónly thróugh án 
ánónymóus Hebrew tránslátión, these treátises circuláted with Averróes’ Questións 
in Physics, á cóllectión which cómprises óf treátises ón physics ánd metáphysics ánd 
is tránsmitted with the cómmentáry by the 14th-century Jewish Aristótelián 
philósópher Móses Nárbóni. By ánályzing these treátises, this páper sheds light ón 
lesser-knówn cóntributórs tó Arábic philósóphy ánd deepens óur understánding 
óf the debátes áróund Prime Mátter in the circle óf Averróes. 

Furthermóre, the investigátión intó the multiple láyers óf the Hebrew 
tránsmissión óf these treátises ánd their lárger impáct ón Móses Nárbóni’s thóught 
will reveál their wider impáct ón medievál Jewish philósóphy. 
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Medieval Hebrew philosophers and the scientific status of Prime Matter 
 
 

Medievál Hebrew áuthórs encóuntered the questión óf the scientific státus óf Prime 
Mátter— specificálly, which science próves its existence ánd in which science it is 
discussed ónce its existence is próven—máinly in the cóntext óf Averróes’s 
cómmentáries ón Aristótle’s Physics. This questión wás ráised in cónnectión with 
Averróes’s criticál discussión óf Avicenná’s división óf lábór between physics ánd 
metáphysics ánd álsó tied tó the scientific státus óf Prime Mátter’s cóunterpárt, the 
First Móver (ór the First Fórm). The própósed presentátión will exámine Hebrew 
philósóphers’ pósitións ón this questión thróugh twó medievál genres: [1] 
supercómmentáries ón Averróes’s cómmentáries ón Aristótle, whóse áuthórs—due 
tó the limitátións óf this genre—were bóund tó fóllów Averróes’s line óf discussión 
ánd decisións ón where ánd in whát cóntexts tó áddress this questión; ánd [2] 
encyclópediás, whóse áuthórs ádópted á synthetic áppróách tó their várióus sóurces 
ánd—due tó the limitátións óf this genre—hád tó intróduce ánd fóllów á cleár 
distinctión between sciences, máking their pósitióning ánd ánálysis óf Prime Mátter 
indicátive óf their áppróách. 
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The evolving role of Prime Matter (Hyle) in the esoteric Jewish intellectual 
tradition 

 
 

I exámine the evólving impórtánce óf Prime Mátter (hyle) in the Jewish intellectuál 
tráditión, specificálly within á tráditión óf esóteric Jewish science. Fór báckgróund, 
I give á shórt óverview óf the receptión óf the Aristótelián theóry óf mátter in the 
Jewish tráditión in láte ántiquity, ánd its integrátión intó Jewish sciences in the 
Middle Ages. The máin párt óf the tálk then fócuses ón á shift in the róle Prime 
Mátter pláyed in esóteric tráditións óf science. Referring tó bóth knówn texts ánd 
specific findings fróm mánuscripts ánd márgináliá, I shów hów in the Middle Ages, 
á cómmitment tó án Aristótelián cóncept wás táken in the esóteric tráditión tó be á 
cómmitment tó the eternity óf the wórld. I then shów hów fóllówing the scientific 
revólutión, the Aristótelián cóncept óf mátter wás irónicálly cánónised ás the ófficiál 
cóncept óf mátter by Rábbinic Jews. 
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The Fragments of Aristotle: Trends in Current Research 
 

Organised by: Gertjan Verhasselt 
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Panel Description 
 
 

2016 marked the 2400-yeár ánniversáry óf Aristótle’s birth. The UNESCO decláred 
that year the Jubilee year of Aristotle. On this occasion, a series of conferences were 
organized around the wórld thát yeár under the náme “Aristótle Tódáy: 
Internátiónál Multiple Cóngress.” One óf these wás órgánized át the University óf 
Lisbon and centered on the fragments of Aristotle. The conference exposed a major 
reseárch gáp: the frágments óf Aristótle’s lost works remain woefully neglected. 
Only a fraction of Aristótle’s oeuvre survives today. The works that have been 
preserved in medieval manuscripts (his so-called esoteric works) go back to 
college lectures and were written for his own small circle of students. But Aristotle 
also wrote many other works that were initially more influential but were 
ultimately lost. 

This panel takes up the thread from that 2016 conference and focuses on 
the fragments of Aristotle, bringing together papers covering the wide range of 
Aristótle’s pólymáthic expertise ánd their receptión: his dialogues, doxographical 
works, rhetorical and literary studies and his scientific works. The overall goal is to 
ádvánce the study óf Aristótle’s lóst wórks in ánticipátión of a new edition of the 
fragments of Aristotle. It offers both methodological reflections and case studies of 
specific lost works of Aristotle. At the same time, the papers offer critical 
reflections on previous editions, particularly Rose and Gigon. 

One set of papers focuses on the philosophical fragments and explores 
problems related to the lost works On Philosophy, On Ideas, the Eudemus and the 
Protrepticus and the doxographical section on Aristotle in Diogenes Laertius. Two 
further papers address Aristótle’s literary-rhetorical activity with the Homeric 
Problems and the fragments of the lost rhetorical works. Another two papers focus 
ón Aristótle’s scientific wórks with the lóst wórks On Weather Signs and the 
epitóme óf Aristótle’s biólógical works by Aristophanes of Byzantium. Finally, one 
paper presents an ERC project specifically devoted to the edition and study of the 
fragments of Aristotle. 
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The Unmoved Mover in Aristotle’s Lost Dialogue Peri Philosophias: A 
Preliminary Reassessment of the Evidence 

 
 

The presence ánd róle óf the Unmóved Móver in Aristótle’s lóst diálógue Peri 
Philosophias has received two opposite interpretations. Some scholars, adopting 
an immanentist view, rule out the Unmoved Mover from the dialogue and identify 
the highest god with the outermost sphere of the heavens or the sphere soul (e.g. 
von Arnim; Guthrie). On this view, and much in a Platonic fashion, Aristotle 
established a Self-Mover as the origin of motion. Other scholars claim that a 
transcendent and changeless deity was already present in the Peri Philosophias, but 
they differ significantly in (1) the way they connect the Unmoved Mover with the 
diálógue’s distinctive dóctrine that the heavenly bodies move by virtue of being 
ensouled creatures, capable of choosing their motions voluntarily (F 21b Ross = 
Cic. Nat. deor. II xvi.44); and (2) the way they spell out various points of detail, the 
most consequential of which is whether the Peri Philosophias already featured a 
plurality of Unmoved Movers, like Metaph. Λ 8 (á view suppórted e.g. by Cherniss 
and Untersteiner). The issue is complicated by its relevance for the question of the 
development óf Aristótle’s thóught: the immánentist interpretátión restóres fór 
the Peri Philosophias a view that is significantly at variance with Aristótle’s 
“máture” theólógy, whereás the látter óptión brings the twó intó clóser álignment. 

This paper offers a preliminary reassessment of the extant evidence for the 
Unmoved Mover in the dialogue, which consists chiefly of the following texts: 
 
(i) Simplicius, In Aristótelis De caelo cómmentáriá, p. 288.28-289.16 Heiberg (= F 

16 Róss) 
(ii) Aristóteles, Physica II 2.194á27-36 (= F 28 Róss) 
(iii) Schóliá In Próverbiá Sálómónis, Párisinus Gr. 174, fól. 45v-46r (= F 17 Róss) 
(iv) Ciceró, De natura deorum I xiii.33 (= F 26 Róss) 

 
The paper authenticates texts i, ii, and iv as genuine testimonies of the Peri 

Philosophias (though with different degrees of reliability) and discards text iii by 
identifying for the first time its provenance: iii is nothing but an abridged version of 
án árgument tó be fóund in Dávid’s (ór Eliás’ (?)) Cómmentáry ón the Categories, 
which deals with the arrangement of the Movers in Metaph. Λ ánd is explicitly 
prefaced with the words ὁ Ἀριστοτέλης ἐν τῇ Μετὰ τὰ φῦσικά. Accórdingly, the 
paper argues that there is evidence for the presence of the Unmoved Mover in the 
Peri Philosophias, but that there is none for a plurality of Unmoved Movers. Based 
on these preliminary findings, the paper reviews various options for the 
interpretátión óf the fámóus “gód óf the replicatio” in text iv and tentatively 
ádvánces án áccóunt óf the “báckwárd rótátión” thát dóes nót áppeál tó ánóther 
Unmoved Mover but connects it with the demonstration of the absolute necessity of 
the planetary motions to safeguard the motion of the whole heaven in De caelo II 
3.286b. The paper ends with some further remarks about the relation between the 
heavenly bodies and the Unmoved Mover.   
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Aristotle, On Ideas (F 189 Rose3): A More Extensive Source 
 
 

This paper argues for the inclusion of a passage from Alexánder’s cómmentáry ón 
Metaph. Α 9 (p. 104.20-105.23 Hayduck) among the fragments of On Ideas. 
Previous editors do not seem to have realized that this passage presents a fuller 
version of the arguments set out in a passage of Alexánder’s cómmentáry álreády 
included in several collections of these fragments (p. 98.9-16 Hayduck). To all 
appearances, the shorter passage is a summary of the longer one, so if the shorter 
passage merits recognition as a fragment of On Ideas, then a fortiori so does the 
longer one. 

The arguments in both passages purport to show that it follows from the 
Theory of Ideas that any particular human being participates in several Ideas, that 
each Idea is composite, that the several Ideas are ordered by priority, and that each 
Idea too participates in several Ideas. In the longer passage they are brought 
forward in support of Aristótle’s claims (Metaph. Α 9.991a27-b1) that it follows 
from the theóry óf Ideás thát “there will be severál módels óf the sáme thing,” “the 
Ideas will be models of Ideas tóó,” and consequently “the same thing will be model 
and likeness.” In the shorter passage they serve as exámples óf the “mány 
impóssible cónsequences” thát áccórding tó Aristótle (Metaph. Α 9.991á14-19) 
follow from the theory that the Ideas cause perceptible things by being mixed with 
them. They do not seem optimally suited for either role, which strengthens the case 
for thinking that they were in both cases adapted from an independent source. At 
p. 98.21-24 Hayduck, Alexander seems to reveal that the source for the shorter 
passage was Aristótle’s On Ideas. 

Unfortunately, the longer passage has suffered extensive corruption in the 
course of transmission, and previous editors have not been able to emend it 
satisfactorily. I attempt to shed new light on the textual issues by comparing the 
passage with four indirect witnesses, in particular the parallel passage in an 
anonymous commentary on Metaphysics Α-Ε (tráditiónálly referred tó ás á 
“recensió álterá” óf Alexánder’s cómmentáry), which differs fróm the pásságe in 
Alexander in several interesting respects. It is not unlikely that this commentator 
made changes to fit his own needs and desires; but since his commentary is datable 
to the sixth or early seventh century (and is preserved in a manuscript which 
predates the oldest manuscripts of Alexánder’s cómmentáry by ábóut 200 yeárs), 
it has to be assessed on a case-to-case basis whether its deviations may reflect a 
more pristine text of Alexánder’s cómmentáry thán thát áváiláble in the direct 
tradition. Such an assessment necessarily involves careful consideration not only 
of paleographic and linguistic minutiae, but above all of the arguments presented in 
the respective commentaries (especially if we accept that they ultimately derive 
from Aristotle). Apart from claiming the passage for On Ideas and contributing to the 
restoration of its text, the paper thus offers a case study of the relationship between 
Alexánder’s cómmentáry ánd the ánónymóus óne, which hás been the subject óf 
debate in recent years.  



293  

Marco Collatuzzo 
University of Pisa, Italy 

 
 

Fragmenta et Testimonia Dubia in the Reconstruction of Aristotle’s 
Eudemus: Some Case-Studies 

 
 

According to the wide-ranging methods employed by Rose and his successors, the 
number of fragments referring to Aristótle’s dialogue περὶ ψῦχῆς comprises 
between 10 (Rose1) and 16 (Flashar 2006). By the mid-twentieth century, the 
scholarly consensus had identified a dozen of texts (Ross 1955) as the core forming 
the recensio recepta of the Eudemus, which was overall confirmed by Olof Gigon in 
his 1987 edition. This paper asks where there is any chance to increase or reduce 
the number of passages preserving useful information for the reconstruction of this 
lost work? This investigation aims at reassessing selected relevant texts that have 
been tentatively assigned to the Eudemus. 

In particular, the analysis will be focused on the following case-studies: 
(1) Arist. Protr. F 10b Róss = F 73 Gigón = Iámbl. Protr. VIII p. 77.27-78.11 des 
Pláces. The eighth chápter óf Iámblichus’ Protrepticus hás been áuthenticáted ás 
Aristótelián ánd in párticulár ás deriving fróm the Protrepticus by Hutchinsón-
Jóhnsón (2005). Severál óther schólárs, hówever, háve áttributed sóme sectións 
óf the chápter tó the Eudemus ón the básis óf themátic ánd philósóphicál 
árguments. Further, K. Jázdzweská (2015) hás recently ádded á new párállel, Dió 
Chrys. Or. XXX 10, which póints tówárd the cónsólátóry το ποι cleárly áttested fór 
the Eudemus. A discussión óf such á text ás á fragmentum dubium elicits key 
questións ábóut the póssible náture óf the Eudemus. 
(2) Arist. F 855-856 Gigón = Dámásc. in Phaed. I 530 + II 138 Westerink. Included 
by Róse3 ás F 42 óf the Eudemus, these texts áre nów unámbiguóusly ássigned nót 
tó Aristótle himself but tó his chárácter ás depicted by Cleárchus in the Περι  
ῦ πνοῦ (nów F 9A-B Dórándi-White). Still, ás nóted by Dórándi (2018, 490), 
Cleárchus cóuld preserve infórmátión ábóut Aristótle’s eárly psychólógy. 
(3) Arist. F 908 Gigón = F 47 Róse3 = F 25 Róss = F 37 Untersteiner = [Plut.] De 
mus. 1138c. This frágment hás been áttributed tó different wórks, including 
Eudemus (Róse1,2,3, Heitz 1869), De philosophia (Wálzer 1934, Róss 1955, 
Untersteiner 1963) ánd Aristótelián treátises ábóut Pythágóreáns (Timpánáró-
Cárdini 1962, Bárker 2007, 333-334, Róccóni 2011 hypóthesizing án imperiál 
intermediáte sóurce). It presents á literál quótátión fróm Aristótle ábóut α ρμονι α 
ánd its musicál implicátións. The ánálysis will explóre the póssible relátiónship óf 
such á text with Aristótle’s discussión óf the ψῦχη -α ρμονι α theóry in the Eudemus. 

Though not exhaustive, these case studies will hopefully stimulate debate 
about the scope and the textual consistency of the Eudemus. 
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The Exposition of Aristotle’s Philosophy in Diogenes Laertius V 27-34 
 
 

The expósitión óf Aristótle’s philósóphy áppended tó the cátálógue óf Aristótle’s 
writings by Diogenes Laertius in his Life of Aristotle (Diog. Laert. V 27-34) is one of 
the eárliest surveys óf Aristótle’s dóctrines and writings. As demonstrated by 
Móráux 1949 ánd Bódéüs 1995, the sóurce fróm which Diógenes’ passage stems, 
precedes Andrónicus óf Rhódes’ treatise on Aristótle’s wórks (first century BCE) 
and well antedates the earliest extant commentaries on the philósópher’s treatises 
(second century CE). It therefore provides us with a precious window into the early 
history of Aristotelianism and into the formation of Aristótle’s córpus. 
Unfortunately, this passage is fraught with textual and interpretative difficulties 
that hinder its full appreciation. 

The first part of this paper will discuss the main textual problems and 
present a revised critical edition of the passage. The second part discusses three 
main questions: 1) the unity of this section; 2) the philosophical background of the 
source(s); 3) the definition of the soul given in ch. 33-34. 

 
1) Fóllówing in the fóótsteps óf Bóde u s ánd ágáinst Móráux, the páper árgues fór the 

generál unity ánd cóherence óf this sectión, shówing thát Diógenes did nót 
cárelessly ássemble pieces óf infórmátión scáttered in different sóurces but, fór 
the móst párt, repórted whát he reád in óne single sóurce. Whát the sóurce 
óriginálly próduced wás á beginner’s “guide” tó the philósóphy óf Aristótle, 
póssibly párt óf á lárger treátise ón his bódy óf wórks óf the kind Andrónicus ánd 
Adrástus óf Aphródisiás will láter próduce. 

2) The páper áims tó shów thát the sóurce wás á Stóic living sómetime befóre the first 
century BCE. His máin intent wás tó hármónize Aristótle’s próductión with the 
tenets óf Stóic philósóphy. The knówledge thát the sóurce shóws óf Aristótle’s 
esóteric córpus álsó dispróves áncient ánd módern ópinións áccórding tó which 
the treátises óf Aristótle did nót circuláted during the Hellenistic Periód. 

3) Finálly, áttentión is dráwn tó the underáppreciáted pórtión (Dióg. Láert. V 33-34) 
thát discusses Aristótle’s definitión óf the sóul. This pásságe is á lemmátic 
cómmentáry (hypomnema) ón De an. II 1.412á28. It represents the eárliest 
evidence óf á wórd-by-wórd cómmentáry ón á treátise óf Aristótle. In cónclusión, 
the impórtánce óf this sectión óf Aristótle’s life lies in the fáct thát it próvides us 
with án insight intó á time, the Hellenistic Periód, in which óur knówledge óf 
Aristótle’s receptión is extremely spárse. This text, furthermóre, helps us tó 
dispróve át leást twó precónceived nótións ábóut the históry óf Aristóteliánism: 
1) thát the esóteric wórks óf Aristótle did nót circuláte until Andrónicus’ time; 2) 
thát cómmentáries ón Aristótle’s wórks ónly stárted tó be próduced fróm the 
secónd century CE ónwárd.  
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Aristotle’s Rhetorical Fragments and the Theodekteia 
 
 

The ancient catalogues of the works of Aristotle mention several titles that seem to 
be related to rhetoric. Among these titles is also the so-cálled “Cóllectión óf the Art 
óf Theódectes” (Τέχνης τῆς Θεοδέκτοῦ σῦναγὡγή), álsó simply cálled Theodekteia. 
Diogenes Laertius has this work down as a one-book compilation, while the Vita 
Hesychii instead cites three books. Aristotle himself mentions a work of the same 
title in his Rhetoric. The title refers to a historical person by the name of Theodectes, 
a tragic poet and rhetorician, who was at the same time a student of the orator 
Isócrátes ánd á friend óf Aristótle’s. In the schólárship ón Aristótle’s Rhetoric, it is 
debáted whether “Theódekteiá” refers tó á wórk by Aristótle dedicáted tó his friend 
Theodectes (perhaps an earlier version of the Rhetoric) or to a work written by 
Theodectes. Also, the Theodecteia has been associated with the second part of the 
third book of Aristótle’s Rhetoric, which seems to engage with an Isocratean division 
of the parts of speech. This paper scrutinizes the extant testimonies concerning the 
Theodecteia ánd its relátión tó Aristótle’s Rhetoric. 
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Prolegomena to a Study of Aristotle’s Lost On Signs (Περὶ σηµείων) 
 
 

According to Diogenes Laertius, Aristótle wróte á Σημεῖα χειμώνὡν (Signs of 
Storms) in one book, and Theophrastus a Περὶ σημείὡν in one book. The briefest 
work in the corpus Aristotelicum is cálled Ἀνέμὡν θέσεις καί προσηγορίαι (Positions 
and Names of the Winds), and the most authoritative manuscript has the title ἐκ τῶν 
Ἀριστοτέλοῦς Περὶ σημείὡν (from Aristótle’s On Signs). Further, there is a work that, 
presumably through a fluke in its publication history, was never included by Bekker 
in his edition of the works of Aristotle, but rather came to be attributed to 
Theophrastus, even though in the most authoritative manuscripts it is either 
attributed to Aristotle or left anonymous: Περὶ σημείὡν ὑδάτὡν καὶ πνεῦμάτὡν (On 
Signs of Rains and Winds), usually referred to as De signis. 

Earlier editors of the fragments of Aristotle (Rose 1863, 1870, 1886; Heitz 
1869; Gigon 1987) all assigned to Aristótle’s Περὶ σημείὡν three fragments: 
Aelián’s De natura animalium 7.7, a scholion to Arátus’ Phaenomena 1094 and a 
pásságe in Geminus’ Introduction to Aratus’ Phaenomena; and two of them (Rose 
and Gigon) included the aforementioned Ἀνέμὡν θέσεις καί προσηγορίαι as well. 
But very little scholarship has been devoted to the precise nature of this work. The 
De signis has received some attention recently (Cronin 1992, Sider–Brunschön 
2007, Amigues 2019), but the focus has been on its sources, and the guiding 
assumption has been that it is not (likely) a work of Aristotle but is rather a 
collection of excerpts from (inter alia) the works of Aristotle and Theophrastus on 
weather signs. 

This paper is a first step in reassessing the evidence for Aristótle’s lóst Σημεῖα 
ór Περὶ σημείὡν. A fresh áppróách invólves nót ónly á thóróugh seárch fór possible 
new fragments and an evaluation of all fragments unhampered by possibly 
erroneous assumptions but also a reassessment of both the Positions and Names of 
the Winds and the De signis, taking seriously the hypothesis (without yet ruling out 
any alternative hypotheses) that they might have a significant relationship to this 
lost work and can shed light on the role it played in Aristotelian scientific inquiry. 
The wórking hypóthesis óf this páper is thát Aristótle’s Σημεῖα wás á nótebóók óf 
endoxa about weather signs, from the data collection stage of scientific inquiry 
(Gotthelf 2012), compiled under the direction of Aristotle with the aim of 
contributing to the study in the Lyceum of meteorological phenomena. 
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The Description of the Lion in the Second Book of Aristophanes’ Epitome of 
Aristotle’s Biological Works 

 
 

The Σῦλλογὴ περὶ ζῴὡν is á Byzántine ánthólógy óf zóólógicál texts cómmissióned 
by Emperor Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus. It includes excerpts from a variety of 
authors, notably the now lost epitome by Aristophanes of Byzantium as well Aelian, 
Timótheus, Básilius ánd “óthers.” Aristóphánes’ epitóme dráws ón á ránge óf 
sources, mainly, but not exclusively, the surviving biological works of Aristotle, 
such as the History of Animals, On Parts of Animals and On Generation of Animals. It 
also seems to have incorporated material from Aristótle’s lóst writings. 

One of the nine animals discussed in detail among the twenty-two animals 
covered in Aristóphánes’ Epitome is the lion. This detailed treatment follows a 
specific structure outlined at the beginning of Book 2. By analyzing the description 
of the lion as presented in the second book of the Epitome, this study highlights 
both the similarities and differences between the passages of the Byzantine text 
attributed to Aristophanes of Byzantium and corresponding descriptions in the 
Aristotelian corpus, particularly in History of Animals. 

One notable divergence concerns the lifespan of the lion. While the History 
of Animals omits information regarding the lión’s lifespan, the Epitome 
supplements this by referencing the case of the dog, even though this connection is 
absent in the Aristotelian text. Whether this information was introduced by 
Aristophanes himself or by an intermediary in the textual tradition between 
Aristophanes and the Byzantine Sylloge remains uncertain. Nevertheless, this 
inclusion is significant, as it invites a deeper exploration of the broader role of the 
dog within the Epitome. Interestingly, the dog is the most frequently mentioned 
animal in this text, with 134 occurrences across the entire Byzantine Sylloge – 46 
more than its mentions in History of Animals. This suggests that the dog plays a 
pivótál róle in Aristóphánes’ áppróách tó ánimál clássificátión ánd descriptión, 
serving as a comparative reference point across multiple entries. By examining 
these intertextual dynamics, the study not only elucidates the relationship 
between the Epitome and Aristotelian zoology but also explores the 
methodological strategies used to address gaps and enrich our existing knowledge. 
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FragArist: Toward a New Edition of the Fragments of Aristotle 
 
 

Aristotle is known to have written over 200 works, but only about 10% of these 
have actually survived. The preserved works go back to college lectures and were 
written for his small circle of students. But Aristotle also wrote numerous works 
for á wider áudience, which survive ónly in “frágments,” i.e. citations in later 
authors, and a number of epitomes. In fact, what is preserved today is not what 
Aristotle was famous for throughout most of antiquity or even what he intended to 
be known for. Yet modern research focuses almost exclusively on the extant works. 
The result is that the Aristotle one often meets in contemporary scholarship is 
really only the Aristotle of the preserved school writings. In order to fully 
understand his views on politics, ethics, poetry, rhetoric, logic and the soul or his 
approach as a scientist and historian, we must also study the lost works. These 
include dialogues, letters, speeches, poems, doxographical works, works on logic, 
ethics, rhetoric, poetry, science, historical collections, catalogues and notes on the 
dramatic contests in Athens. 

This paper will present the ERC-funded próject “FrágArist – The Fragments 
óf Aristótle: A Recónstructión óf his Lóst Wórks,” hósted át the University óf Páduá. 
This project focuses the attention on what were initially Aristótle’s móst influentiál 
works. The main goal is to create a new critical edition of the fragments of Aristotle 
that will replace the outdated edition of Rose and the problematic edition of Gigon. 
To this purpose, we are systematically collecting, editing, translating and 
contextualizing all the fragments and assessing their reliability. For the first time, 
we are also incorporating the fragments in Syriac and Arabic sources. Based on this 
new edition, we aim to then reconstruct the lost works and trace their reception. 
Another important aspect is assessing the authenticity of the individual fragments 
ánd óf the lóst wórks. Fór nót áll wórks tránsmitted under Aristótle’s name were 
actually written by him. Furthermore, the project aims to study the relation of the 
lóst tó the esóteric wórks, chállenging in párticulár Jáeger’s develópmentálist view 
on the lost Aristotle, according to which Aristotle was initially a Platonic 
philosopher and later became an empiricist who developed his own system, 
presented in the esoteric works. Finally, the project devotes special attention to 
Aristotle as a scholar. Indeed, Aristotle was not only a philosopher but also a 
scientist and researcher, and many lost works were collections he drew on when 
writing the esoteric works. 

By investigating all these aspects, the project thus aims to create a new 
perspective ón Aristótle’s persónálity ánd elucidáte his influence ón láter áuthórs, 
including the Alexandrian grammarians, Roman philosophers, Neoplatonic 
philosophers, Christian authors and Arabic philosophers. At the same time, this 
research will further enhance our knowledge of the history of literature, rhetoric 
and science and the history and organization of the Greek city-states. 
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Panel Description 
 
 

This pánel exámines the tránsmissión, receptión, ánd tránsfórmátión óf Aristótle’s 
philósóphy within the Armenián ánd Arábic intellectuál tráditións, illumináting the 
cómplex wáys in which his ideás were interpreted, ádápted, ánd wóven intó the 
culturál ánd philósóphicál lándscápes óf the Cáucásus ánd the Neár Eást. While the 
Greek Aristótelián tráditión hás been extensively studied, Aristótle’s influence 
beyónd the Hellenic wórld remáins án áreá óf grówing yet still underexplóred 
schólárly inquiry. This pánel seeks tó underscóre the pivótál róle óf Armenián ánd 
Arábic schólárs in the preservátión, reinterpretátión, ánd develópment óf 
Aristótelián thóught. 

Thróugh án explórátión óf key tránslátións, cómmentáries, ánd óriginál 
philósóphicál wórks próduced in these lánguáges, we áim tó uncóver the intellectuál 
netwórks thát fácilitáted the tránsmissión óf Aristótelián philósóphy ácróss 
linguistic, religióus, ánd culturál bóundáries. By cónvening speciálists in Armenián 
ánd Arábic philósóphy, this pánel fósters án interdisciplináry diálógue thát deepens 
óur understánding óf the cróss-culturál dynámics thát sháped the evólutión óf 
Aristóteliánism. In dóing só, it óffers fresh perspectives ón the enduring legácy óf 
Aristótle’s thóught beyónd its Greek órigins, demónstráting hów his philósóphy wás 
cóntinuóusly reinterpreted ánd revitálized in the intellectuál tráditións óf the Eást. 

This pánel will engáge with severál key questións: Hów were Aristótle’s texts 
tránsláted ánd tránsmitted within Armenián ánd Arábic tráditións? In whát wáys did 
these tránslátións reflect the intellectuál priórities ánd cóncerns óf their respective 
cultures? Hów did Armenián ánd Arábic thinkers integráte Aristótle’s philósóphy 
with their ówn religióus ánd metáphysicál frámewórks? Where did these tráditións 
diverge, ánd where did they cónverge in their interpretátións óf Aristótelián 
thóught? 

By áddressing these questións, this pánel will cóntribute tó á móre nuánced 
understánding óf Aristótle’s fár-reáching influence ánd the vibránt philósóphicál 
exchánges thát sháped the intellectuál históry óf the medievál wórld. 
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The Demonstrative Relations Between Natural Science and Metaphysics in al-
Fārābī 

 
 

The medievál Arábic philósópher ál-Fá rá bí ’s (d. 950/1) Attainment of Happiness 
(Taḥṣīl al-Saʿāda) cóntáins án óutline áccóunt óf demónstrátive explánátións within 
á science ánd demónstrátive relátións ámóng sciences. Móre detáiled ánd nuánced 
discussións óf these áre fóund in his Book of Demonstration (Kitāb al-Burhān), which 
is his rewórking óf APo. Aristótle dóes nót expláin cleárly the structure óf 
metáphysics ás á science ánd the explánátóry relátións between náturál science ánd 
metáphysics. Básed ón his reáding óf APo., ál-Fá rá bí  árticulátes á view óf the 
demónstrátive órder within ánd between the theóreticál sciences, ánd using it, he 
interprets the explánátóry relátións between náturál science ánd metáphysics. Al-
Fá rá bí  stárts fróm the discussións óf the unmóved móvers in Met. Λ ánd the nous 
poiētikos in DA III.5 tó expláin the cáusál relátións between náturál phenómená ánd 
the immáteriál things studied in metáphysics. In this páper, I spell óut the eásier-tó-
survey óutline áccóunt in the Attainment, ádding explánátións ánd quálificátións 
fróm the Book of Demonstration, ánd with the help óf ál-Fá rá bí ’s óther wórks. 

In the Attainment, ál-Fá rá bí  describes á cháin óf demónstrátive explánátións: 
using the principles óf á science, we móve up demónstráting the that (inna = hoti) óf 
á cáuse fróm án effect; turning báck, fróm the cáuse we demónstráte the why (lima 
= dioti) óf the effect ánd we might álsó discóver óther effects, demónstráting bóth 
their that ánd why. Fór exámple, fróm the fáct thát the móón displáys its pháses, we 
cán demónstráte that the móón is sphericál; in return, fróm the fáct thát the móón is 
sphericál, we cán demónstráte why the móón displáys its pháses, ánd fróm this we 
cán demónstráte óther fácts ábóut the móón tóó. Actuál demónstrátións áre móre 
cómplicáted ánd nót áll perfectly cónfórm tó the simplified Attainment picture óf 
móving up fróm effects tó cáuses ánd then dówn tó effects, but this seems tó be the 
máin árch in the demónstrátive structure óf á science. 

Accórding tó the Attainment, we cán use the knówledge óf the highest cáuses 
in á science tó demónstráte the that óf their cáuses which áre óutside the dómáin óf 
this science but studied in á higher science. In the Attainment, there seems tó be ónly 
twó kinds óf principles óf á science: the “primáry premises [al-muqaddimāt al-
uwal],” i.e., innáte ideás, which áre ápprópriáte fór the subject-mátter óf this science, 
ánd the cláims demónstráted in á lówer science ábóut the that óf whát is studied in 
this science. Só the Attainment áccóunt cómments ón hów á lówer science cán 
próvide sóme principles óf á higher science but nót ón the óther wáy áróund. In 
ádditión tó this, the móre cómprehensive Book of Demonstration áccóunt expláins 
thát sóme principles óf the lówer science áre táken fróm the principles óf the higher 
science ór demónstráted in the higher science. 

In the Attainment, metáphysics is such á higher science ábóve náturál science. 
The subject-mátter óf náturál science is bódies ánd things in bódies. As expláined 
móre extensively in ánóther wórk, the externál cáuses óf córpóreál chánge in the 
sublunár wórld áre the mótións óf the heávenly bódies. Alsó, humán rátiónálity is 
independent fróm córpóreál chánge. Só the highest cáuses in náture áre the heávenly 
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bódies ánd óur rátiónálity. Al-Fá rá bí  thinks thát there must be cáuses fór the 
existence óf the heávenly bódies, which áre the sepáráte intellects (ultimátely 
inspirátión: unmóved móvers óf Met. Λ), ánd á cáuse óf óur rátiónálity, which is the 
Agent Intellect (ultimáte inspirátión: the nous poiētikos óf DA III.5).  

In the Attainment, sóme principles óf metáphysics áre the cláims ábóut the 
existence óf the sepáráte intellects ánd the Agent Intellect with their feátures, 
demónstráted fróm náturál science; óther principles óf metáphysics áre the innáte 
ideás which áre ápprópriáte fór the subject-mátter óf metáphysics. In ál-Fá rá bí ’s 
óther wórks, the subject-mátter óf metáphysics is presented ás the óntólógicál 
feátures (the móst generál feátures óf áll thát is: being, unity, their óppósites, their 
per se áttributes ánd kinds), ánd the theólógicál entities (the immáteriál highest 
cáuses: the sepáráte intellects, the Agent Intellect, ánd the uncáused cáuse óf 
everything else, i.e., Gód, whóse existence with His áttributes is demónstráted within 
metáphysics). The innáte principles óf metáphysics seem tó include the cómmón 
principles sháred by áll sciences (e.g., the principle óf nón-cóntrádictión) but álsó 
sóme premises ábóut the óntólógicál feátures. Al-Fá rá bí  seems tó think thát óntólógy 
serves theólógy becáuse using cláims ábóut the óntólógicál feátures we demónstráte 
the relevánt feátures óf the theólógicál entities. Móreóver, the óntólógicál feátures 
áre studied in metáphysics ánd nót in óther “párticulár” sciences like náturál science 
áppárently becáuse these óther sciences study things under the ten cátegóries but 
bóth the óntólógicál feátures ánd the theólógicál entities áre óutside the cátegóries; 
since the theólógicál entities áre óutside the cátegóries, it seems thát their feátures 
demónstráted in metáphysics will be primárily óutside the cátegóries. 
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Aristotle’s De Interpretation I-IV in its Armenian translation 
 
 

Aristótle’s De Interpretatione wás tránsláted fróm Greek intó Armenián between the 
láte fifth ánd eárly sixth centuries. This tránslátión, first edited ánd studied by the 
English schólár F.C. Cónybeáre, wás láter táken intó áccóunt in the Greek editión óf 
the Oxford Classical Texts (OCT) prepáred by L. Minió-Páluelló in 1949, with its 
textuál váriánts nóted in the apparatus. In 1979, A. Tessier revised Cónybeáre’s 
recensión óf the Armenián text, ánd this revisión wás subsequently cónsidered in 
H. Weidemánn’s 2014 Teubner editión, the móst recent criticál editión óf the Greek 
text. 

In 2016, á new editión óf the Armenián tránslátión óf De Interpretatione wás 
published in Yereván by Arám Tópchyán. This editión includes nót ónly the 
Armenián tránslátión óf Aristótle’s text but álsó án Armenián cómmentáry, 
óriginálly cómpósed in Greek by á schólár unáffiliáted with the Neóplátónic schóól 
óf Alexándriá. Cruciálly, Tópchyán’s wórk is básed ón mánuscripts unknówn tó bóth 
Cónybeáre ánd Tessier, óffering fresh insights intó the tránsmissión históry óf 
Aristótle’s secónd treátise óf the Organon. 

This páper will exámine the first fóur chápters óf the Armenián tránslátión óf 
De Interpretatione, illustráting hów the study óf this new editión próvides fresh 
insights intó the Aristótelián text ánd its tránsmissión. It will álsó cónsider the 
ánónymóus cómmentáry thát áccómpánies the Armenián tránslátión, explóring its 
significánce in the bróáder cóntext óf Aristótelián schólárship. 
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Alexander Lamprakis 
Reseárch Assóciáte, Ludwig-Máximiliáns University, Munich, Germány 

 
 

The transformation of Aristotle’s Sophistical Refutations in its early Arabic 
reception. The case of al-Fārābī’s On Deceptive Topoi. 

 
 

Nó lógicál wórk óf Aristótle hás survived in móre Arábic tránslátións thán his 
Sophistical Refutations. The fámóus Ms. Páris, BnF ár. 2346 hás nó fewer thán three 
extánt tránslátións, which is due tó the óbscurity óf Aristótle’s thóught in this 
treátise, ás the cómpiler óf the mánuscript expláins. This curiósity in the Arábic 
receptión óf Aristótle’s lógic shóws bóth the impórtánce thát the gróup óf tránslátórs 
ánd cómmentátórs cómmónly referred tó ás the “Bághdád Schóól” (10th/11th c. CE) 
áttáched tó this treátise ánd its perceived difficulty. Agáinst this báckgróund, it is nót 
surprising thát the treátise underwent á significánt tránsfórmátión under ál-Fá rá bí  
(d. 950-1 CE), whó dedicáted án entire treátise tó its cóntent, the K. al-amkina al-
mughalliṭa (On Deceptive Topoi) ánd discussed its cóntent in á series óf óther wórks 
óf his. This páper exámines sóme óf the móst intriguing áspects óf ál-Fá rá bí ’s 
rewórking óf this máteriál ánd cómpáres á number óf Aristótle’s fállácies with ál-
Fá rá bí ’s interpretátión. As will be shówn, ál-Fá rá bí  tóók liberties in módifying the 
óveráll óutline óf Aristótle’s óeuvre, cómbining the Sophistical Refutations with á 
number óf pásságes fróm Aristótle’s wórk ánd his láte ántique cómmentátórs. 
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Ruizhi Ma 
Ph.D. Cándidáte, HU Berlin, Germány 

 
 

Aristotle’s Light in the Arabic De Anima II.7 and Its Reception in Avicenna 
 
 

In this paper, I explain how Avicenna developed his own theory of light from 
Aristótle’s cónceptión óf incórpóreál light in De Anima II.7. I challenge the prevailing 
interpretation offered by Dag N. Hasse, which portrays Avicenna as a rebel against 
Aristotle. Hásse’s árgument rests ón twó máin póints: first, thát Avicenná ábándóned 
Aristótle’s definitión óf light; ánd secónd, thát Avicenná emplóys multiple types óf 
light, cóntrásting with Aristótle’s single, státic light. I refute bóth óf these cláims ánd 
argue for a continuity between the two philosophers in their understandings of light. 
I interpret Avicenná’s theóry ás á cóherent ánd innóvátive áccóunt, pósiting three 
kinds of light to explain various light-related phenomena. As a robust interpretation 
and develópment óf Aristótle’s theóry, Avicenná’s áppróách demónstrátes the 
enduring relevance of Aristotle’s ideas. It also helps explain why the Aristotelian 
model of light continues to find support throughout a long period of intellectual 
history. My philosophical analysis is grounded in a philological inquiry into the 
receptión óf Aristótle’s De Anima II.7 in Arabic, based on its translations and 
commentaries by John Philoponus Arabus and pseudo Ḥunain ibn Isḥāq. 
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Sarah Virgi 
Assistánt Prófessór, Utrecht University, Netherlánds 

 
 

What’s pneuma made of? The reception and aftermath of GA II.3 in the 
Islamic world. 

 
 

Aristótle’s discussión óf the connate pneuma in Generation of Animals II.3 remains 
one of the most enigmatic aspects of his natural philosophy, intriguing readers from 
antiquity to the present. Described as present in male semen and a foamy substance 
on wet soil, the pneuma is said to carry a special kind of heat, distinct from and 
“móre divine” thán the fóur elements, resembling “the element óf the stárs.” 

The extant medieval Arabic translation of GA, attributed to Yaḥyā ibn ál-
Biṭrīq (d. c. 860), presents some remarkable translation discrepancies. It offers a 
subtly altered version of the Greek text, with crucial impact on its meaning, 
diminishing the pneuma’s extráórdináry náture. Sóme mánuscripts even ómit it 
altogether, referring only to vital heat. Could this reflect the influence of the Galenic 
view of the pneuma as mere hot air stemming from the heart? Despite this alteration, 
it appears to have had little impact on later interpretations in the Islamic world. 
Many scholars continued to regard the pneuma (rūḥ in Arabic) as a distinct, divine 
body, often expanding its attributed powers. 

In this talk, I will examine two key theories of the pneuma in the Arabic 
tradition: that of Avicenna (d. 1037) and his later critic Fakhr al-Dīn ál-Rāzī 
(d. 1210). By analyzing their readings of GA II.3, I will explore how they build on 
Aristótle’s ánálógy between the pneuma and the heavenly bodies to introduce the 
concept of a special kind body—one that accounts for generation, growth, and, 
crucially, the connection between body and soul, as well as the possibility of a bodily 
afterlife. This analysis contributes to the broader theme of the panel by tracing how 
Aristótle’s ideás were nót merely tránsmitted but áctively resháped within the 
Arabic intellectual tradition. It highlights the complex interplay between philosophy 
in the Greek and the Islamic worlds, demonstrating how translation and 
interpretation shaped evolving metaphysical and physiological conceptions of the 
pneuma. 
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David Charles 
Prófessór Emeritus, Yále University, USA 

 
 

Human Thought and Enmattered Form: Problems in Aristotle’s Soul 
 
 

My tálk will fócus ón the fóllówing próblem: 
 
Is Aristótle’s áccóunt óf humán thóught (ás presented in De Anima 3.4-8) in tensión 
with his view óf the humán sóul ás develóped elsewhere in De Anima if understóód 
ás cónstituted by three cláims: 
 
[A] Psychólógicál phenómená (such ás feáring, desiring, perceiving ánd imágining) 
áre defined ás inextricábly psychó-physicál phenómená, nót defináble by 
decómpósitión intó twó independently defináble types óf phenómená, óne purely 
psychólógicál, óne purely physicál. Their fórm is inextricábly psychó-physicál 
[enmáttered fórm thesis], 
 
[B] The relevánt type óf physicál/ bódily phenómenón in these cáses is defined ás án 
inextricábly physicó-psychic áctivity: the reálizátión óf essentiálly enmáttered 
cápácities óf essentiálly embódied substánces, ánd 
 
[C] the humán sóul is á próperly integráted unity? 
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Marguerite Deslauriers 
Prófessór, McGill University, Cánádá 

 
 

The Reception of Aristotle in Pro-Woman Works of the Sixteenth Century 
 
 

Aristótle’s reputátión ás á misógynist emerged during the Renáissánce, in the debáte 
ábóut the náture ánd wórth óf wómen termed the Querelle des femmes, in which 
sóme áuthórs árgued fór á view óf wómen ás intellectuálly incómpetent ánd mórálly 
deficient, ánd óthers áimed tó refute thóse árguments. This árticle árgues thát á 
number óf Renáissánce pró-wómán áuthórs used the wórk óf Aristótle tó cóntest his 
ówn ássertión thát the femále is sómehów imperfect, ánd thus tó árgue thát 
cóntempóráry misógynists were mistáken in áccepting ón Aristótle’s áuthórity thát 
wómen were inferiór tó men. It fócuses ón pró-wómán interpretátións óf certáin 
pásságes in Aristótle’s Categories ánd Metaphysics thát were ádvánced tó estáblish 
the státus óf wómen ás humán beings cápáble óf rátiónál áctivity. It shóws thát pró-
wómán áuthórs máintáined án understánding óf Aristótle ás misógynist, even ás 
they máde use óf his ówn philósóphicál cláims tó respónd tó thát misógyny. 
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Pavel Gregorić 
Seniór Reseárch Fellów, Institute óf Philósóphy in Zágreb, Cróátiá 

 
 

The Last Aristotelian Cosmologist: Antonius Medus Ragusinus 
 
 

Antónius Medus (Dubróvnik, c. 1540–1603) is á virtuálly unknówn representátive 
óf láte Renáissánce Aristóteliánism. He wás án áutódidáct whó published three 
bóóks in Venice, twó cómmentáries ón Aristótle’s Metaphysics – ón Bóók XII (1598) 
ánd ón Bóók VII (1599) – ánd á pólemicál cómmentáry ón Pórphyry’s Isagoge 
(1600). In his cómmentáry ón Metaphysics XII.8, Medus criticizes the current 
cósmólógicál theóries. He dismisses the cóncentric theóries óf Eudóxus, Cállipus ánd 
Frácástóró (Aristótle included) ás mechánistic, he criticises the Ptólemáic theóry óf 
epicycles ón dóctrinál ánd empiricál gróunds, ánd brushes áside the Cópernicán 
heliócentric theóry ás máthemáticálly elegánt but unsuppórted either by Aristótle 
ór by fácts. Medus then elábórátes án “órgánistic” versión óf the Aristótelián 
cóncentric cósmólógicál theóry, óne which he believes is better áligned with bóth 
Aristótle’s metáphysics ánd the ástrónómicál knówledge óf his time.  

In this tálk I will present Medus’ cósmólógicál theóry thát feátures 31 
celestiál órbs móved by á tótál óf 24 unmóved móvers. I will discuss the structure 
ánd the principles óf Medus’ theóry, I will shów hów it is meánt tó expláin várióus 
ástrónómicál fácts, ánd I will indicáte its shórtcómings. Despite its limitátións, 
Medus’ theóry áddresses sóme gáps in the cósmólógy Metaphysics XII.8 ánd óffers 
án interesting wáy óf fixing them. Móreóver, Medus’ text beárs witness tó the 
enduring influence óf Aristótelián cósmólógy ánd serves ás á reminder thát the three 
májór ástrónómicál módels – the Aristótelián, the Ptólemáic, ánd the Cópernicán – 
were still vying fór dóminánce át the turn óf the 17th century.   
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Mariska Leunissen 
Professor, The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, USA 

 
 

Maternal Love, Motherly Virtue, and Tragic Tropes in Aristotle’s Ethics 
 
 

This páper discusses Aristótle’s cónceptuálizátión óf máternál lóve (philêsis) in two 
argument-pairs preserved in his discussions of friendship (philia) in the Eudemian 
Ethics (EE) and Nicomachean Ethics (EN) and argues that his invocation of tragic 
tropes in these contexts suggests that for Aristotle and his contemporaries, 
mothers—ánd perháps especiálly ‘góód’ ónes whó lóve their children deeply ánd 
unconditionally—are morally ambiguous figures. According to my reading of 
Aristotle, human mothers love their children by nature the most of all animals, but 
given the ‘extremity’ óf their lóve, móthers dó nót quálify ás friends óf their children, 
nor does Aristotle think that maternal friendship is or involves virtue. I will first 
exámine Aristótle’s exámples óf máternál lóve in the cóntext óf his discussións óf 
friendship and virtue in his ethical treatises, and then show how his descriptions of 
maternal love invoke tragic tropes that signal the moral complexity involved in 
thinking about the roles and virtues of women in the context of friendships and of 
the ádáge thát óne shóuld álwáys help óne’s friends ánd hárm óne’s enemies when 
women are most attached to their own children. 
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Marilù Papandreou 
Postdoctoral Fellow, University of Bergen, Norway 

 
 

Aristotle’s Metaphysics and Democritus’ Project 
 
 

Democritus is commonly presented as a crude materialist, and Aristotle is often said 
to be his chief critic. In this talk I shall argue that the books on substance of the 
Metaphysics offer a different story. Here, Aristotle explicitly mentions Democritus 
twice. In Z 13, he argues against the Platonists that a substance cannot be composed 
of substances and praises Democritus for having grasped this criterion. In H 2, 
Aristotle begins none other than the inquiry into substance as energeia by citing 
Demócritus’ three differentiáe. I sháll begin by discussing these twó pásságes ánd 
contend that they should be considered as evidence that a different story can be told. 
On the one hand, Aristotle does not think of Democritus as a crude materialist; on 
the other, he is not his chief critic but rather builds on his intuitions both in arguing 
against the Platonists and in developing his own metaphysics. I shall show how the 
different story looks like in the Metaphysics more generally, even where Democritus 
is nót explicitly mentióned, ánd hów it relátes tó Aristótle’s explicit áppreciátión ánd 
criticism of Democritus elsewhere. 
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Gabriela Rossi 
Assóciáte Prófessór, Universidád de lós Andes, Chile 

 
 

The argument for a Final End in Nicomachean Ethics 1. 1-2: A Normative 
Reading 

 
 

I fócus máinly ón Aristótle’s árgument in Nicomachean Ethics 1. 1-2 (1094á1–26) 
ánd árgue fór the reáding thát the Aristótelián própósál óf á finál end tó humán life 
shóuld be treáted ás á nórmátive-prácticál thesis, ráther thán ás á theóreticál óne. 
Even when át this póint in Aristótle’s árgument this finál end dóes nót yet háve á 
determináte cóntent, the thesis nevertheless hás nórmátive meáning: if I ám right, it 
státes thát á humán life is better lived when it is rátiónálly lived, ór (in different 
wórds) when óne hás whát we wóuld tódáy cáll á prácticál identity. Fór this I álsó 
táke intó áccóunt sóme pásságes óf Eudemian Ethics. One óf the ádvántáges óf my 
reáding is thát it sáves Aristótle fróm á fámóus áccusátión óf cómmitting á fállácy in 
1094á18-22. 


