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ABSTRACT

This study develops a systematic account of Aristotle’s essentialism through the
distinction between logical essence and causal essence, which are the two facets of
Aristotelian essence. It offers a comprehensive treatment of their historical origins,
philosophical motivations, and the relation between them.

The first part, which concerns logical essence, argues that the notion of logical
essence originates in the Platonic ‘What is it?” question and Plato’s theory of Forms,
and that it is philosophically motivated as a way of articulating essence through
essential predication.

The second part, which deals with causal essence, argues that this notion originates
in Aristotle’s attempt to answer the question ‘What is the principle, or what are the
principles, of something?’. It further shows that the notion of causal essence is
philosophically motivated as a way of articulating essence through the causal
explanation of the definiendum’s being.

The last part argues that, in the case of infimae species, the final specific difference
in a logical definition is ontologically based on the form or the cause in a causal
definition. This correspondence ensures that the same entity can possess both logical

and causal essence, without the unity of its essence being compromised.
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Introduction

‘Essentialism’, in its various forms, is the doctrine that at least some entities possess
essence and essential attributes.! In contemporary metaphysics, there has been a
renewed interest in Aristotle’s doctrine of essence, giving rise to what is often called
‘Aristotelian essentialism’. One distinctive feature of contemporary Aristotelian
essentialism, as opposed to ‘modal essentialism’, is its rejection of the view that
essences and essential attributes are to be determined in terms of modal notions such
as necessity. The present study, however, is not concerned with contemporary
Aristotelian essentialism, but rather with Aristotle’s own doctrine of essence—that is,

Aristotle’s essentialism as it appears in the history of philosophy.

General Features and Technical Expressions of Aristotle’s Essentialism

According to Aristotle, every existing entity has an essence,? although different kinds
of entities possess essences in different ways. More specifically, a substance possesses
an essence primarily (protos) and without qualification (haplos), whereas a non—
substantial entity possesses an essence only in a derivative sense.’> Non—substantial

entities include several kinds: non—substantial categorial entities (such as whiteness),

! On the definition of essentialism, see Quine 1966, 173—4; Yablo 1998, 417-22; and Ishii 2020.

2 For the claim that non—existing entities such as goat-stag do not possess an essence, see Posterior
Analytics 117, 92°5-8.

3 See Metaph. Z 4,1030°16-"13.



per se compounds (such as snub nose),* accidental compounds (such as white man),
trans—categorial entities (such as motion), entities capable of functioning as higher—
order predicates (such as species—hood),’ and the matter of a composite subject.

Since the present study examines not only the essences of substances but also those
of non—substantial entities, the term ‘essence’ will be used in a broad and general sense
unless otherwise indicated.

To refer to essence, Aristotle employs different expressions, among which the most

important are the following:®

(a) the what—it-is (¢o ti esti)’

(b) the what-it-is—to—be (o ti én einai)®

* Insofar as Aristotle maintains that a house can be causally defined (cf. DA I 1, 403°3—7, Metaph.
Z 17, 1041226-7, H 2, 1043*14-21), I take artefacts to be per se compounds possessing scientifically
knowable causes. For Aristotle’s treatment of the definition of per se compounds, see Metaphysics 7. 5.

5 Recently, Shapiro 2025 has defended a realist interpretation of entities that function as ‘higher—
order’ predicates such as individuality and species—hood. In Shapiro 2025, 13, he argues that ‘since
Aristotle accepts that “Socrates is an individual” is true, his theory of truth commits him to accepting the
existence of individuality. The same applies to species—hood, genus—hood, universality, and the other
problematic entities we have been considering.’

® For the following expressions and their occurrences in the Aristotelian corpus, see already Kung
1977, 361-2.

71t is to be noted that, although zo #i esti is sometimes used interchangeably with to ti én einai, in
other contexts it appears to have a broader sense. In this broader sense, to #i esti can refer not only to the
essence, but also to a genus. For this usage, see Topics 1 9. See also De Anima 111 6, 430°28, where
Aristotle speaks of ‘the what—it—is in the sense of the what—it—is—to—be’ (td i £o5Tt KoTd TO Ti fjv slvan).
On the distinction between fo ti esti and to ti én einai, see also Arpe 1938, 23—4.

8 For the choice of the imperfect fiv in 10 i fjv etvou, 1 follow Natorp 1921, 2; Arpe 1938, 17;
Bassenge 1960, 25-47; and Liske 1985, 261, 278 in taking it to be the so—called ‘philosophical
imperfect’, indicating that the meaning expressed by a definition is already known to us and remains
permanently identical. For discussions, see also Trendelenburg 1828, 479; Schwegler 1848, 372—4; Ross
1924b, 127.



(c) essence (ousia)’
(d) nature (phusis)'°

(e) ‘what it just is’ (hoper esti)'!

He likewise employs a number of expressions to refer to essential predication, among

which the most important ones are the following:

(1) “To be SAID OF!? ... as of a subject’ (kath’ hupokeimenou legesthai ...). This
expression is introduced in Categories 5, 2219-27. According to Categories 5,
2219-21, something is SAID OF another thing as of a subject if and only if both

its name and its account (logos) are predicated of that subject.'3 Such a

% It appears that ousia, when used in the sense of essence, is not restricted to the essence of
substances but may also refer to the essences of non—substantial entities. See, for example, Metaphysics
A 14, 1020°33, where Aristotle speaks of the difference of the essence (tés ousias). As an example, he
mentions the specific difference of the circle. See also Posterior Analytics 11 13, 97*13, 97°19.

10 For Aristotle, phusis refers to the essence of a natural substance (Metaphysics A 4, 1015%13-4).
One notable exception, however, occurs at Metaphysics B 3, 998°1, where Aristotle speaks of the phusis
of bed. It is possible that Aristotle uses phusis in that passage just because he is reporting the view of the
Pre—Socratics.

11t should be noted that hoper esti may refer either to a thing’s complete essence, as in Categories
7, passim, Topics V1 4, 141235, and Posterior Analytics 1 4, 738, or to a genus of it, as in Posterior
Analytics 122, 83227-30 and 1 33, 89%4, where Aristotle states that man is hoper animal.

12 Here 1 follow Rapp 2024 in capitalizing SAID OF and IN to mark their technical sense as
determined in Categories 5, 2*19-34. Elsewhere, kath’ hupokeimenou legesthai may be used in a broader
and non—technical sense, meaning simply ‘to be said of” or ‘to be predicated of’.

13 See Cat. 5, 2*19-21:—@avepov 3¢ &k v gipnuévov 6t Tdv Kad Vrokeévoy Asyopdvov

avaykaiov kol Todvopa kol Tov Adyov KotnyopeicHat 10D DTOKEUEVOL®
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predication is an essential predication.'* For example, since man is SAID OF a
particular man, man is predicated essentially of that particular man.

(2) ‘To inhere in the what—it—is’ (en to[i] ti esti huparchein). This expression is
discussed in connection with the sense of per se mentioned in Posterior
Analytics 14, 73%34-7.15 For example, line inheres in the what—it—is of triangle.
It should be noted, however, that the name of what inheres in the what—it—is of
something need not be ‘logically’ predicated of that thing. For example,
although line inheres in the what—it—is of triangle, ‘line’ is not logically
predicated of triangle. '

(3) ‘To be predicated in the what-it-is’ (en t0/[i] ti esti kategoreisthai).'” For
example, animal is predicated in the what—it—is of man. This expression

indicates that an essential predicate is a part of the essence of the subject.

141t is widely accepted in the scholarly literature that ‘to be SAID OF ... as of a subject’ and ‘to be
IN ... as in a subject’ correspond respectively to essential and non—essential predication. For this
interpretation, see, for example, Wedin 1979; Code 1985, 103—4; 1986, 429-31; Perin 2007, 128;
Ademollo 2021, 155. For a challenge to this interpretation, see Crivelli 2017, 540—1. For recent defenses
of the traditional view against Crivelli’s objections, see Shapiro 2023; Rapp 2024.

In the present study, I prefer the distinction between essential and non—essential predication to the
distinction between essential and accidental predication. The reason is that certain per se attributes
belong to a subject neither essentially nor merely accidentally. For example, ‘having interior angles equal
to two right angles’ (2R) holds of a triangle neither essentially nor merely accidentally, but per se. Such
per se attributes are of particular importance because they are studied by all demonstrative sciences.

15 See An. post. 73*34-7: Kb’ adtd & 8c0 Dmapyet 1€ &v 1 Ti 6TV, 0lov TPIYyGOVE YpaupT Kol
ypoppf otrypn (1) yop odcio adTt@®v €K TOOT®V £0Ti, Kai &V T@) AGY® T AéyovTt Ti €TV Evomdpyer), [...].

16 For this interpretation, see already McKirahan 1992, 86-7; Vlasits 2017, 68.

17See Top. 15, 102*31-5, Top. VII 3, 153°15-22, VII 5, 154*27-8, An. post. 1 22, 82°37-83%1,
83221-3.



(4) “What it just is’ (hoper esti). This expression can either refer to the whole
essence of something!'® or one of its genera. Only in the latter case does it refer

to an essential predicate in the proper sense.!’

Among these expressions, ‘to be SAID OF ... as of a subject’ and ‘to inhere in the
what—it—is’ refer to essential predication as ontological predication rather than logical
predication. By ‘ontological predication’, I mean the ontological fact that an attribute
belongs to or holds of an underlying subject.?’ By contrast, ‘logical predication’
concerns the propositional relation between two terms that represent the attribute and
the underlying subject. With ‘to be SAID OF ... as of a subject’, Aristotle explicitly
says that it is a relation between beings (fa onta).?! The expression ‘to inhere in the
what-it—is’ expresses ontological predication, since ‘line’ is not logically predicated of

triangle, though line as an entity holds of triangle ontologically. By contrast, ‘to be

18 See Categories 7, passim., Topics V1 4, 141235, Posterior Analytics 14, 73%8.

19 See Top. IV, passim. See also An. post. 122, 83%28-30, 1 33, 89°4-5.

20 For the distinction between ontological predication and linguistic (or logical) predication, see
Code 1985, 103; Code 1986, 422; Lewis 1991, 3—12; Perin 2007, 125-6, with note 2; and Zuppolini
2018, 122. For the view that ‘to be SAID OF... as of a subject’ and ‘to be IN ... as in a subject’ express
ontological rather than logical predications, see Ackrill 1963, 82; Furth 1988, 11-12; Lewis 1991, 54—
5; Perin 2007, 125—6, with note 2; Crivelli 2017, 531-2; Shapiro 2023, 362; and Rapp 2024, 147.

It should be noted that a logical predication may or may not mirror the structure of the corresponding
ontological predication. When it does, the logical subject coincides with the ontological subject and the
logical predicate with the ontological predicate. In such cases, Aristotle speaks of a ‘natural predication’
or a predication without qualification (haplos), as opposed to a predication made accidentally. For this
distinction, see An. post. 1 22, 83%2-5. See also An. post. 1 19, 81°24-9. For discussions of ‘natural
predication’ or predication ‘without qualification’, see Alexander, in An. Pr.290.29-291.31; Philoponus,
in An. Pr. 271.30-272.15; Philoponus, in An. Post. 235.17-236.10; Zuppolini 2019, 131; Malink 2022,
172; Gugumcu 2025, 2 note 8.

21 See Cat. 2, 1*20.



predicated in the what—it-is’ and ‘what it just is’ more usually refer to logical
predication, rather than ontological predication.

Essence is an ontological entity revealed by a definition, which is a logical account
(logos). Aristotle typically refers to definition by means of terms such as horismos,
horos,?* logos, and logos tés ousias.>® He frequently characterizes definition in terms
of the what—it-is—to-be or the what-it—is:?>* a definition is an account which signifies

the what—it—is—to—be? or an account about the what—it—is.2°

22 | maintain that horos and horismos, when used to refer to the definiens, can be employed
interchangeably. An alternative interpretation is offered by Chiba 2010, 219, who argues that horismos
denotes a sentential phrase, such as ‘Man is the two—footed animal’, whereas horos denotes the sub—
sentential defining phrase, such as ‘two—footed animal’. Furthermore, Chiba (ibid. 206, note 3) contends
that ‘definiens’ is not a proper rendering for horos, since the former presupposes an already established
definition, whereas horos designates a predicable that is, as she puts it, ‘located in advance of definitional
practice’.

B See Cat. 1, 172, 14, 1#7. According to Bodéiis 2002, 2, the tfic ovciog at 1°2 is attested in
numerous ancient commentaries, including those of Andronicus, Boethus, Ammonius, David,
Philoponus, Olympiodorus, Porphyry, and Simplicius. By contrast, Waitz 1844, 6 deletes the phrase,
while Bodéiis 2002, 2 brackets it, on the ground that it is uncertain whether it is from Aristotle himself
or was added by ancient commentators. See also Bodéiis 1996 for a detailed discussion.

I argue that the reading Adyog is preferable to Adyog tiic ovoiog. In Aristotle’s definitions of
homonym and synonym in Categories 1, the logos of something is given with respect to the
corresponding name, and such a /ogos need not be the definition of this thing. For example, Aristotle
says that man and ox are synonyms insofar as they share the name ‘animal’ and the account with respect
to the name ‘animal’. In this case, the common account given for man and ox are not definitions of man
and ox respectively. Rather, this account is the definition of animal. For Adyog tfic ovoiag, see also An.
post. 1113,97%19, Gen. an. A 1,715%5, B 1, 731°19-20, E 1, 77835, Metaph. B 3,998°12, A9, 1018*10—
11.

241t is to be noted that in the official determinations of what a definition is, Aristotle does not make
use of the notion of ousia or that of phusis.

25 See Top. 15, 101°38: 611 & Bpoc pgv Adyog 6 10 ti fjv eivon onuaivav, [...]. Top. VII 3, 153215—
16: £l yép €ottv 8pog Adyog 6 T Ti fv elvan T Tpdypatt SNA®Y, [...]. Metaph. A 8, 1017°21-2: &t 10 ti
v eivat, 00 6 Ady0g £oTiv OpIopdG, [...].

26 See An. post. 11 10, 93°29: Opiopndg & éneidn Aéyetar etvor Adyog tod i £ott, [...].
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With these technical expressions in place, we now turn to the puzzle that motivates

the present study.

The Tension between Multiple Kinds of Definition and the Unity of Essence

What motivates the present study is the tension between the multiple kinds of definition
and the unity of essence in Aristotle. Aristotle appears to recognize several distinct
ways of defining the same entity. For instance, with respect to a species, the classical
method is to define it by specifying its genus and specific differences. At the same time,
Aristotle explicitly identifies the form of a species with its essence (to ti én einai or
ousia). Moreover, he sometimes insists that the definition of a composite subject—
either a composite substance or a geometrical object—must include both its form and
the relevant kind of matter. Yet Aristotle is equally explicit that each entity has only
one essence. This gives rise to a natural question: how can these different kinds of
definitions be reconciled with the unity of essence?

To solve this problem, I first distinguish different kinds of definitions that can be
found in Aristotle. First, a definition consisting of genus and specific differences is a
kind of logical definition of a species. However, species are not the only entities that
have logical definitions, nor is this the only form that a logical definition can take. In

general, | determine a logical definition as follows:

(1) Logical definition: a definition that does not state the cause of the
definiendum’s being but consists of its essential predicates.

By contrast:



(i1) Causal definition: a definition that states the cause of the definiendum’s
being.
Among causal definitions, I further distinguish two subtypes:
(iil)  Pure causal definition: a definition that states only the cause of the
definiendum’s being.
(iv)  Impure causal definition: a definition that states both the cause of the

definiendum’s being and the proper subject for that cause.

These different kinds of definitions correspond to different aspects of essence:

(a) Logical essence: the aspect of essence revealed by a logical definition, that is, by
a definition consisting of essential predicates.

(b) Causal essence: the aspect of essence revealed by a causal definition, namely
one that states the cause of the definiendum’s being.

(c) Pure causal essence: the aspect of essence revealed by a pure causal definition,
which only states the cause of the definiendum’s being.

(d) Impure causal essence: the aspect of essence revealed by an impure causal
definition, which states both the cause of the definiendum’s being and the proper

subject for this cause.

It should be emphasized that a definition that does not state the cause of the
definiendum’s being is not necessarily a logical definition. In particular, a definition
that resembles the conclusion of a demonstration is not a logical definition, even though

it does not state the cause. For instance, ‘noise in the clouds’ is not a logical definition



of thunder. I shall refer to such a definition as a preliminary stage of causal definition.
It is an incomplete definition that awaits completion through the specification of the
cause. Because this kind of definition resembles the conclusion of a demonstration, it
is restricted to the entities whose essences can be shown through a demonstration,
namely attributes. As I shall argue later, the causal definition of a subject cannot be
shown through a demonstration.?” Accordingly, 1 define ‘preliminary stage of causal

definition’ as follows:

(v)  Preliminary stage of causal definition: the definition of an attribute that
does not state the cause of that attribute’s being, but merely specifies a
general term (like ‘noise’) together with the proper subject (like ‘clouds’)

to which both the attribute and its cause hold per se.

Summary of Literature

Before developing my own account, it is worth noting that the distinction between
logical and causal definition, together with the corresponding distinction between
logical and causal essence, is by no means unprecedented. Comparable distinctions
have already been employed in modern scholarship, although, as I shall argue, none
has been developed into a fully systematic account. In what follows, I examine several

representative studies and explain how the present account differs from them.

7 For the distinction between attributes and subjects, see Posterior Analytics 11 2. For how to show
the causal definition of an attribute through a demonstration, see Posterior Analytics 11 8. Later in 6.1, 1
shall argue that inquiry into ‘why it is’ of a subject as described in Metaphysics Z 17 cannot be recast in

the form of a demonstration.



In his monograph Das ti #jv eivar bei Aristoteles (1938), Curt Arpe distinguishes
three senses of essence in Aristotle: essence ‘in the logical sense’ (im logischen Sinn),
primarily associated with Topics and Posterior Analytics; essence ‘in the teleological
sense’ (im teleologischen Sinn), understood as cause in Physics; and essence ‘in the
ontological sense’ (im ontologischen Sinn), as developed in Metaphysics Z. Arpe’s
recognition of these different aspects of essence is pioneering. Nevertheless, his
account has several limitations. First, Arpe explains the different senses of essence
through a developmentalist approach,?® whose interpretative value is now increasingly
questioned. Second, by assigning different senses of essence to different groups of
works, his account suggests that each sense is confined to a particular stage or corpus
of Aristotle’s writings. However, this is not the case. Rather, different aspects of
essence sometimes operate within the same work. Third, the distinction between the
teleological and the ontological sense of essence appears unnecessary. Insofar as the
form discussed in Metaphysics Z functions as a cause no less than the form discussed
in Physics, I subsume both under the broader notion of causal essence.

In her article ‘La Définition chez Aristote’ (1939), LeBlond insightfully relates

Aristotle’s theory of definition to the method of analysis.?’ Corresponding to three

28 See Arpe 1938, 7: “ [...] da es sich um eine Entwicklung innerhalb dieser Bedeutungen handelt,
[...].” The developmentalist view regarding Aristotle’s philosophy was first systematically proposed by
Jaeger 1923.

% For instances of &vélvoic in Aristotle, see An. Pr. 138,49°19,145, 51218, Gen. corr. 11 1, 329°23.
Note that Aristotle himself does not distinguish between the different kinds of analysis, nor does he offer
an account of what analysis is. An account of analysis and a detailed classification of the different kinds
of analysis can be found in Alexander of Aphrodisias, in An. pr. 7. 11-33. See also Alexander of
Aphrodisias, in An. pr. 275, 32-7 and Quaestiones 4. 4-7. For classifications of different kinds of

analysis in other ancient scholars, see Alcinous, Didaskalikos 1567, Ammonius, in An. Pr. 5.10-7.25,
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types of analysis, she distinguishes between three kinds of definition: definition by
form and matter, definition by cause and effect, and definition consisting of genus and
specific differences.?® Whereas definition consisting of genus and specific differences
serves primarily to classify the definiendum, the other two kinds of definition are

intended to ‘explain and express the intrinsic nature of the object’3!

. According to
LeBlond, while definition by cause and effect applies to the non—substantial facts and
events, that by form and matter applies to substances.?? This distinction will also be
adopted in the present study. I depart from LeBlond, however, in two respects. First, |
argue that definition by form and matter applies not only to substances but to all
composite subjects, including geometrical objects and artefacts. Second, whereas
LeBlond reserves the expression ‘causal definition’ (la définition par la cause)
exclusively for definitions by cause and effect,* I argue that definition by form and
matter is also causal, insofar as the form of a composite subject is also its cause.
David Charles likewise distinguishes different levels in Aristotle’s theory of
definition in his monograph Aristotle on Meaning and Essence (2000). According to
Charles, Aristotle’s account has several ‘layers’: the general/logical notions about

definition in Topics, the ‘causal-definitional scheme’ in Analytics, and the ‘causal—

definitional scheme with physical notions’.?* In Charles’s view, the latter accounts are

Philoponus, in An. pr. 307. 6-8. I owe these references to Barnes/Bobzien/Flannery/Ierodiakonou 1992,
49, note 50.

30 LeBlond 1939, 356-9.

31 LeBlond 1939, 361:  [...] expliquer, pour exprimer le dynamisme intérieur de la chose elle-
méme.” The English translation is taken from LeBlond (1979), 69.

32 LeBlond 1939, 362-3.

33 LeBlond 1939, 363.

34 Charles 2000, 253.

11



progressively more determinate than the former ones. A similar distinction can be
found in Christof Rapp’s unpublished manuscript ‘Aristotle’s Three Approaches to
Essentialism’.3> Compared to Arpe and LeBlond, Charles and Rapp emphasize that
while hylomorphism plays no role in Aristotle’s treatment of essence in Posterior
Analytics and other logical works, it becomes central in Metaphysics. This observation
is of particular importance for the present study because it reveals two fundamentally
different approaches to the essence of subjects. In Posterior Analytics, Aristotle treats
a subject as having itself as cause. By contrast, in Metaphysics, Aristotle maintains that
the cause of a composite subject is the form, which is something different from the
composite subject itself.

With respect to the relation between logical definition and causal definition, and
how these two aspects are compatible with the unity of essence, scholars hold different
views. While Arpe explains this from a developmentalist perspective, LeBlond and
Rapp treat them as different approaches to essence. By contrast, scholars like Charlotte
Witt, David Charles, and Tianqin Ge deny that a logical definition is itself a complete
definition. In their view, an adequate definition must ultimately be causal; consequently,
logical definition must either be replaced by or completed through the statement of
cause. For example, in her monograph, Substance and Essence in Aristotle. An
Interpretation of Metaphysics VII-1X (1989), Witt has criticized what I call logical

definition in the following terms:

35 In his manuscript Rapp has distinguished three ‘layers’ of Aristotle’s essentialism: the non—
explanato eneral term essentialism (in Categories and Topics), the explanatory essentialism without
p ry g g pICS), p ry

forms (in Posterior Analytics), and the explanatory, exclusive, sortal form essentialism (in Metaphysics).
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On this interpretation, since Socrates and Plato are members of the same species, they share an
essence that is also shared by all other human beings. This idea—i.e., a universal essence shared
by all members of the same species—I call the species—essence. [...] First, it is wrong in holding
that the most important function of form or essence is to explain species membership. [...]
Aristotle describes form or essence as the cause of being of individual substances. What he
means is that the form or essence is (i) the cause of there being an actual individual substance
and (ii) the cause of its being a unity rather than a heap. [...] Second, the traditional
interpretation mistakenly holds that the essence of an individual, composite substance is
universal rather than individual. [...] Third, on my view, an essence is not a property (or a

cluster of properties) of the substance whose essence it is.3¢

I believe that this criticism loses its force once we acknowledge that definition can have
not only the function of causal explanation but also that of classification. I take logical
definition to be an adequate definition in terms of the function of classification.
Moreover, the acknowledgement of logical definition does not lead to the claim that
essence is a universal. Rather, it means only that essence is grasped as a universal.
Finally, the notion of logical essence does not imply that essence is a property of the
bearer of essence. The present study distinguishes between logical essence as a whole
and an essential predicate as a part of logical essence. While the latter is a property that
is predicated of the subject, the former is not.

David Charles proposes a different strategy for reconciling logical and causal
definition. In Aristotle on Meaning and Essence, he argues that a complete definition

combines genus and specific differences as explananda with the cause as explanans.

36 Witt 1989, 2-3.
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Thus, logical and causal elements are integrated into a single unified definition. For

instance, in the following passage, Charles says:

The Analytics, so interpreted, articulates a unified account of these definitions. Its
completed definitions may refer to differentiation through genus and differentia, and to the
unique, causally basic essence of the kind. [...] So understood, there is no contrast or
tension between definition by genus and differentia and definition by causally basic feature.
Both can be elements in one unified definition because both play a mutually supportive
role in an appropriate constitutive causal story. Nor is their integration an accident. The
differentiae are demarcated (in part) by their role as the explananda in the relevant causal
story. But equally the explananda are themselves (in part) selected because they are
differentiae which locate the particular kind in a wider system of classification. Some have
argued that Aristotle offers several distinct theories of definition, which fail to form a
unified whole: definition by genus and differentia, definition by basic causal feature, and
definition by matter and form. However, in the Analytics, the first two are integrated parts

of one account of definition. 3’

A similar approach can be found in Tiangin Ge’s recently published monograph in
Chinese (WH L2l “Ai” 5 “JEEKE” MEXRWMA) (The Relationship

between Essence and Cause in Aristotle) (2025). Ge argues that the definition arrived
at by division in Metaphysics Z 12 must ultimately be completed by the causal

investigation in Z 17.8

37 Charles 2000, 247.
38 See Ge 2025, 182.
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Unlike Charles and Ge, and following LeBlond and Rapp in this regard, I hold that
logical and causal definition constitute two independent, yet equally legitimate routes
to the same essence. Logical definition is not merely an incomplete stage awaiting
causal completion. Rather, it is itself a complete and final definition, although it reveals

essence under a different aspect from causal definition.

Thesis of the Present Study

The existing literature, however, has only employed distinctions comparable to the
distinction between logical and causal essence, but it has not explicitly defended their
philosophical legitimacy. The central aim of the present study is therefore to
demonstrate that Aristotle’s essentialism can be systematically reconstructed in terms
of this distinction. More specifically, I argue that the distinction between logical and
causal essence is historically grounded, philosophically motivated, and compatible

with the unity of essence.

Outline of the Present Study

The study is divided into three parts. Part I (Chapters 1-3) examines logical essence.
After that, Part II (Chapters 4—6) focuses on causal essence. Finally, Part III (Chapter
7) investigates the relation between logical essence and causal essence.

Chapter 1 traces the historical origin of the notion of logical essence. I argue that it

originates in the Platonic ‘What is it?” question and Plato’s theory of Forms, and that
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Aristotle adds some new twists to this notion so that it may fit his own metaphysical
and epistemological framework.

Chapter 2 argues that the philosophical motivation for the notion of logical essence
is the articulation of essence through essential predication. I shall first show that the
parts of a logical essence, namely genus and specific differences, are essential
predicates of their subjects, both on an ontological level and on a logical level. On an
ontological level, genus and specific differences are SAID OF their subjects. On a
logical level, they are predicated in the what—it—is of their subjects. I argue that the
ontological predication ‘to be SAID OF ... as of a subject’ underlies the logical
predication ‘to be predicated in the what—it—is’. After that, I shall deal with the puzzle
of how a specific difference can be SAID OF its subject, with both its name and account
being predicated of its subject. Finally, as part of the solution to the puzzle just
mentioned, I argue that since a specific difference is predicated in the category of ‘of
what sort it is’ (poion ti esti), it does not add its own genus to its subject when
constituting its essence. Consequently, the account of an entity qua specific difference
need not mention its own genus and can be predicated of its subject.

Chapter 3 deals with how we can grasp the logical essence of species through three
steps: induction, selection of essential predicates, and division. After that, it argues
against Bronstein (2016) that demonstrations are not required for grasping the nous of
a logical definiens.

Chapter 4 investigates the notion of causal essence. It argues that the notion of
causal essence has its origin in Aristotle’s attempt to answer the question, ‘What is the
principle, or what are the principles, of something?’. This chapter further examines the

two fundamental moves concerning the notion of causal essence in Posterior Analytics.
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Chapters 5 and 6 argue that the philosophical motivation for the notion of causal
essence is the articulation of essence through the causal explanation of the
definiendum’s being. Chapter 5 focuses on the causal essence of an attribute, whereas
Chapter 6 investigates the causal essence of a subject. In the case of an attribute, the
cause functions as the middle term in a demonstration that explains why an attribute
holds of its proper subject. In the case of a subject, by contrast, the cause is the form
and cannot function as the middle term in a demonstration.

Chapter 7 argues that there is a correspondence between logical essence and causal
essence. More specifically, in the case of infimae species, I argue that the final specific
difference in a logical definition is ontologically based on the form or the cause in a
causal definition, though the genus is only analogous to the matter. In this way, an
entity with a scientifically knowable cause can have both logical and causal essence

without undermining the unity of its essence.
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Part I: Logical Essence

1. The Origin of the Notion of Logical Essence and Its

Aristotelian Twists

Part I deals with the notion of logical essence. In Chapter 1, I argue that the notion of
logical essence originates in the Platonic ‘What is it?” question and Plato’s theory of
Forms. After that, I show the three twists Aristotle adds to the notion of logical essence.
First, Aristotle allows the possibility of asking the ‘What is it?’ question about a
sensible particular gua an instance of its species or genus. Second, Aristotle establishes
a hierarchy of essences. Third, Aristotle determines (logical) essence through per se

predication.

1.1.  The Origin of the Notion of Logical Essence

1.1.1. The Definitional Practice of the Pre—Socratics, Socrates, and Antisthenes

Recall that, in the Introduction, ‘logical essence’ was defined as the aspect of essence
that is revealed by a definition consisting of essential predicates. I suggest that this
notion ultimately originates with Plato, and more specifically, in his conjunction of

‘What is it?” question with the theory of Forms.

19



To be sure, the “What is it?” question as such does not originate with Plato but can
be traced back to earlier thinkers, though in a superficial and non—systematic way. In
Metaphysics A 5, 987%20-2, Aristotle reports that the early Pythagoreans had already
‘began to speak about the what—it—is (7o ti esti) and to define (horizesthai)’. However,
they defined things too superficially (AMlav & anAdc). Further, in Metaphysics M 4,
1078°19-23, Aristotle remarks that Democritus only °‘slightly touched upon’ (émi
pupov fjyato) the universal and defined the warm and the cold “in a certain way’ (mwg).
In that passage, Aristotle further observes that the early Pythagoreans defined only a
limited number of things by reducing them to numbers. 3°

In contrast to such ‘piecemeal’ definitional practice among the Pre—Socratics,
Aristotle reports in Metaphysics A 6, 987°1-4 that the historical Socrates was the first
philosopher to pursue definitions systematically and to turn from particulars to

universals:

The work Socrates did, on the other hand, was concerned with the ethical issues, not at all
with the nature as a whole. In these, however, he was inquiring into the universal (to

katholou) in these things and was the first to fix his thought on definitions (horismon). *°

39 See also Phy. B 2, 194*20-1, where Aristotle says that Empedocles and Democritus touched on
the form and the what—it—is—to—be very slightly (énl pukpov yap T pépog Epmedorhiig kai Anpdkpirog
10D &idovg Kol tod Ti §v sivon fiyovto). See also De Partibus Animalium 1 1, 642226-8: ‘Although
Democritus was the first to touch upon it, it was not as something necessary to the study of the nature
but because he was carried away by the facts themselves.’ (trans. Balme 1972, slightly modified: [...]
AN flyoto pEv Anpokpiltog Tp®dTOC, MG 0VK Avaykaiov 8¢ Tf) Lokl Bswpiq, GAL™ €k pepduevog v’
avtod 100 TPAypatog, [...]). I owe the references to Physics and De Partibus Animalium to Annas 1976,
154.

40 See Metaph. A 6,987°1-4, trans. C. D. C. Reeve 2016, slightly modified: Zokpdroug 8¢ mepi pév

T OWKA Tpary patevopévoL Tepl 8¢ Tiig OANG puoemg 000V, &v pévtol TovTo1g T0 KaBoov {nTobvtog Kol
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These remarks suggest that Socrates is the first philosopher to treat definition as a
serious philosophical undertaking. However, the Socratic ‘What is it?” question leads
only to the notion of logical definition but not yet to the notion of logical essence, since
it is not clear whether the historical Socrates is a realist regarding essence or not.
Another possible source of the notion of logical essence is Socrates’ follower
Antisthenes. According to Diogenes Laertius, ‘Antisthenes was the first to define
“definition”, saying: “A definition is an account revealing what a thing was or is.”
(Moyoc gotiv 0 10 i qv 1} Eott IAdV)’ (Vitae Philosophorum 6.3, 1-2)*' Antisthenes’s
philosophical reflection on definition may be due to Socrates’s inquiry into definition.
However, according to the evidence in Plato’s Theaetetus 201d8-202¢7 ** and
Aristotle’s Metaphysics H 3, 1043°23-32, Antisthenes seems to hold that a definition
of something consists of its material constituents.*’ Since such an account does not
consist of essential predicates, it neither constitutes a logical definition nor reveals
logical essence. Rather, it continues the Pre—Socratic tradition of explaining things in

terms of their primary material constituents. Moreover, insofar as the available

TEPL OPIOUAY EMGTAGAVTOG TPOTOL THV didvotay, [...]. See also Metaph. M 4, 1078°17-19, 27-31, EE
15,1216"2-9, Xenophon, Mem. 1.1.16.

4! Translation is taken from Malink 2024, 31: np®dtog T€ Mpicato Adyov indv, ‘Adyog £6Tiv 6 10 Ti
v 1} 511 SnAdv.” For a recent discussion of this phrase, see Meijer 2017, 56-61. Meijer ibid. 59 argues
that logos in Antisthenes should not be understood in the technical sense of definition, but rather in a
more general sense. Therefore, according to him, the Antisthenean logos cannot be regarded as a
precursor of the notion of definition.

42 Scholars have suggested that Antisthenes may be one proponent of the so—called ‘dream theory’
reported by Socrates in Theaetetus 201d8—202¢7. See, for instance, Burnyeat 1970, 108—117; 1990, 164—
73; Malink 2024, 35, 44.

43 According to Navia 2001, 61-2, for Antisthenes, one indicates what something is merely by

pointing to the thing at hand, which leads to his view that the non—sensible things cannot be defined.
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evidence indicates that Antisthenes held that only sensible particulars exist,* he can
hardly be regarded as a realist concerning essence.

If Socrates and Antisthenes were the first thinkers to reflect systematically on the
“What is it?” question and the notion of definition,* Plato may nevertheless be regarded
as the first philosopher to combine the ‘What is it’ question with a realist conception
of essence and thus as the first genuine essentialist. According to Plato, the essences
are the Forms.*® As Aristotle reports in Metaphysics A 6, 987°4-10, Plato maintains
that the proper objects of definition are entities distinct from sensible particulars, that

is, the Forms or Ideas:

Plato, following him [i.e. Socrates], took it that this fixing is done concerning other things
and not the perceptible ones, since it is impossible for there to be a common definition of
any of the perceptibles, as they at any rate are always changing. He, then, called beings of

this other sort ‘Ideas,” and the perceptibles are beyond these and are all called after these.*’

4 Scholars such as Cornford 1935, 243 often suggest that Antisthenes belongs to the ‘native
earthborn giants’ (o1 ye avt®v oraptoi 1€ kol avtdyboveg, 247¢5) as described in Sophist 246a4—249b8
(the so—called gigantomachia passage). According to them, only the tangible bodies are beings, whereas
the ‘friends of the forms’ (oi t@®v &id®dv @iloi, 248a4) take the Forms to be beings. For this view, see also
Navia 2001, 62, Meijer 2017, 59.

45 See also Arpe 1938, 9: ‘Die Frage i éottv in der Bedeutung der Frage nach der Definition gab es
nicht vor Sokrates.’

46 For a recent defense of the view that Plato is an essentialist according to whom essences are just
Forms, see Politis 2021.

47 Metaph. A 6, 987°4-9, trans. C. D. C. Reeve 2016, slightly modified: [...] ékgivov dmode&dpevog
816 10 TooDToV VIERAPEV MG TEPT ETépV TODTO YryvOUEVOY Kail 00 TdV aicOnTdv: ddVvatov Yap sivar
TOV KOOV 8pov TdV 0icONT@V TIvOG, del Y& HeTaBoALOVTI®OV. 0DTOG 0DV TG PEV TooDTA TdV BVTeV 15E0g
TPOCNYOpeELSE, T & aicbntd mopa Todto kol kata tadte AéyecBol mavta: See also Metaph. M 4,

1078°17-19, M 9, 1086°3-4.
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Aristotle’s report therefore suggests that Plato inherits from Socrates the search for
definitions and universals, while at the same time going beyond Socrates by positing
Forms as real entities that are both definienda and essences.*® In this sense, the
historical Socrates and Antisthenes may be regarded as the first thinkers to take
seriously the notion of definition, whereas Plato is the first philosopher to connect this
practice with a realist conception of essence. It is in this sense that the notion of logical
essence originates only when the ‘What is it?’ question is connected to the theory of
Forms. Thus, I propose that its origin, properly speaking, is the Platonic, rather than

Socratic ‘What is it?” question, and Plato’s theory of Forms.

1.1.2. The Definitional Practice of Plato

To clarify the origin of the notion of logical essence, it is necessary to examine Plato’s
definitional practice. In what follows, I shall sketch the practice of definition in both
his Socratic dialogues and the so—called ‘doctrinal dialogues’. #°

In Plato’s Socratic dialogues, Plato raises the ‘What is it?” question with respect to
various kinds of virtue. For instance, he asks what courage (andreia) is in Laches, what

beauty (to kalon) is in Hippias Major, what piety (hosion) is in Euthyphro, what

8 Note that Aristotle leaves out mathematical entities, which, according to Plato, are also definable,
insofar as they do not undergo generation and corruption. However, mathematical entities are not
essences but merely have the corresponding Forms as essences.

4 For the distinction between the ‘Socratic dialogues’ and the ‘doctrinal dialogues’, see Dancy 2001,
5. Compared with the chronological distinction between ‘early’, ‘middle’, and ‘late’ dialogues, this
distinction has the advantage that it need not consider the date of composition. More recently, Clark
2022, 3 emphasizes that the Socratic dialogues, which are connected in more than merely chronological

terms, can be seen as a thematic ‘family’.
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temperance (sophrosuné) is in Charmides, and what justice is in Book 1 of Republic.
In addition, he asks what virtue (areté) itself is in Meno and what rhetoric (rhétoriké)
is in Gorgias.>®

Already in these dialogues, Plato establishes several criteria that an adequate
answer to the ‘What is it?” question must satisfy>': First, it must state what the
definiendum itself is, rather than merely identifying an instance of it.’?> Second, it must
apply to all and only the instances of the definiendum.>® Third, it must provide a
standard by which one can determine whether a particular is an instance of the
definiendum >* Fourth, it must explain why a particular qualifies as an instance of the
definiendum.> 1 propose that the emphasis on the definiendum as being universal,
standard, and explanatory of its instantiations already implies the existence of the
theory of Forms, though Plato has not explicitly introduced and explicated it. Therefore,
I argue that the “What is it?” question as presented in Plato’s Socratic dialogues cannot
be called ‘Socratic’, but rather ‘Platonic’.

In Sophist and Statesman, which are among Plato’s ‘doctrinal’ dialogues, we find

definitions of various kinds of crafts, including angling, sophistry, weaving, and

30 For a list of 41 definitions offered by the interlocutors and Socrates himself in Plato’s Socratic
dialogues, see Santas 1979, 98—100.

3! For definition and the ‘What is it?” question in the Socratic dialogues, see especially Dancy 2001;
Politis 2015; Clark 2022.

52 See Euthpr. 6d9—¢2, La. 191e10-11, Men. 72c6-73c8. This is ‘the generality requirement’
mentioned in Politis 2015, 45.

3 See La. 192b—d. This is ‘the Substitutivity Requirement’ in Dancy 2001, 80-114 and ‘the co—
extensivity condition’ in Politis 2015, 45.

>4 See Euthpr. 6€3—6. This is ‘the Paradigm Requirement’ in Dancy 2001, 115-33 and ‘the standard
requirement’ in Politis 2015, 44.

55 See Euthpr. 9e1-11bl. This is ‘the Explanatory Requirement’ in Dancy 2001, 134-47 and ‘the

explanatoriness requirement’ in Politis 2015, 45.
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statesmanship. This shows that the project of definition is extended beyond the virtues
as compared with the Socratic dialogues. In these dialogues, Plato is less concerned
with the criteria that a definition must satisfy than with the methodological rules
governing division. Among these rules are that one should divide according to genuine
kinds rather than merely according to parts,>® which is in line with the famous motto of
dividing along ‘the natural joints’.>” Another rule is that we should not divide too
‘quickly’ so that no genuine difference between kinds is overlooked in the process of
division.’® Expressions such as ‘real kinds’, ‘natural joints’, and ‘genuine differences’
indicate that division presupposes the theory of Forms and that one should divide
according to the Forms. Recall that in the Socratic dialogues, the requirements for
successful definitions also presuppose the existence of Platonic Forms. Thus, Plato’s
definitional practice in both Socratic dialogues and ‘doctrinal dialogues’ presupposes
the theory of Forms.

A further commonality is that in both Socratic dialogues and ‘doctrinal dialogues’,
a definition consists of essential predicates and is thus a logical definition. At the risk
of interpreting Plato under an Aristotelian lens, one may say that the definitions found
in the ‘doctrinal’ dialogues consist of a genus together with specific differences. What,
then, should we say about the definitions in the Socratic dialogues? My suggestion is

that some of them, when seen under an Aristotelian lens, also consist of a genus and

%6 See, for instance, Plt. 262a8-263¢1, 285a4—7.

37 See Phdr. 265¢1-3: “This, in turn, is to be able to cut up each kind according to its species along
its natural joints, and to try not to splinter any part, as a bad butcher might do.” (trans. Nehamas/Woodruff,
in Cooper [1997]: T méhv kat’ £idn SVvacOo Statépvery kat’ dpOpa 1) TEQUKEY, Kai pT) STyElpelv
Kotoyvovor PEPOG UNdEV, KakKod LoyEIpov TPOT® XPOUEVOV").

38 See PIt. 285b1-3; Phlb. 16¢5—17a5. For discussions of the rules of division, see also Vlasits 2017,
42-52.
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specific differences. For instance, in Laches 192b8, courage is defined as ‘a certain
endurance of the soul’ (kaptepia t1g thg Yuyfic), and in 192d10, it is defined as ‘wise
endurance’ (ppovipoc xaptepia).>® By contrast, others consist of a single essential
predicate that cannot be further analyzed into genus and specific differences. For
instance, courage is defined as ‘a certain endurance of the soul’ (kaptepia T1g THg Woxfic)
in Laches 192b8. %°

Indeed, in Theaetetus 201d8-202¢7 and 206e6-208b10, Plato explicitly rejects the
attempt to answer the ‘What is it?” question by analyzing things into their primary
material constituents. This suggests that one important motivation for Plato’s
conception of logical definition—and consequently of logical essence—was to respond
to the ‘material definition’ that is predominant among Pre—Socratics.

Having shown Plato’s definitional practice in both Socratic dialogues and ‘doctrinal
dialogues’, I now turn to the twists added by Aristotle to the notion of logical essence.
These developments allow the notion of logical essence to fit Aristotle’s metaphysical
and epistemological framework.

First, unlike Plato, Aristotle regards particular substances as genuine beings and
indeed as primary beings, when hylomorphism is not yet introduced. Consequently, he
allows the ‘What is it?” question to be asked of a sensible particular insofar as it is an
instance of a species or a genus.

Second, Aristotle establishes a hierarchy of essences. For Plato, essences, namely
Forms, do not differ from each other qua essences: each Form is the essence for itself

in the same way. By contrast, for Aristotle, the essences of different kinds of entities

39 For more instances, see Santas 1979, 98—100.

% For more instances, see Santas 1979, 98—100.
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are not

called essences in the same way. Rather, there is a hierarchy of essences that is

parallel to the hierarchy of beings. In other words, if an entity is called being in a more

proper sense, then its essence is called an essence is a more proper sense.

Third, Aristotle determines the notion of logical essence through per se predication,

which is not yet explicitly introduced by Plato.

1.2.

Aristotelian Twist (1): The ‘What Is It?” Can Also Be Asked of a

Sensible Particular

According to Aristotle’s report in Metaphysics A 6, 987°4—10, for Plato, there can be

no definition of a sensible particular as such. Aristotle endorses the same view in

Metaphysics 7. 15:

This is also why there is neither definition (horismos) nor demonstration (apodeixis) of the
substances that are perceptible and particular, [namely,] because they have matter whose
nature is such that it is capable of both being and not being (which is why all the particular
ones of them can pass away). At all events, if demonstration is of necessary things and
definition is a matter of scientific knowledge (epistemé), and if, just as scientific knowledge
cannot be scientific knowledge at one time and ignorance at another (but instead it is belief
that is like that), so neither definition nor demonstration can be that way either. Rather, it
is belief (doxa) that is of what admits of being otherwise. Therefore, it is clear that there
will not be either definition or demonstration of such things. For things that pass away are
unclear to those who have scientific knowledge when they have departed from perception,
and, though the accounts (¢6n logon) are preserved the same in their soul, there will still

not be either definition or demonstration. That is why, in issues relating to definition, when
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someone is defining one of the particular things, we must not be ignorant of the fact that it

is always possible to do away with this definition, since particulars cannot be defined.®!

In this passage, Aristotle argues that there can be neither definition nor demonstration
of sensible particulars as such. As things that pass away, sensible particulars as such
are not objects of scientific knowledge (epistémé). Rather, they fall within the domain
of belief (doxa).®

In the simile of the divided line in Republic, Plato represents a similar view
according to which visible things, as belonging to the realm of becoming, are objects

of belief (doxa), rather than of knowledge (episteme).®* Although Plato never explicitly

1 Metaph. 7 15, 1039°27-1040?7, trans. C. D. C. Reeve 2016, slightly modified: 51 todto 8¢ xai
6V 0Vo1BY TAV aicOnTdY TV KO’ Ekacta obte OpIopdg 0bTe Amddertlg Eotiv, 811 Exovoty BAnV g 1)
PVGIC ToldT GOt Evoéyecban Kai elvon kai pn° 810 eOapTd mévta o Kad ExacTo adT@Y. £l 0OV § T
amodel&Ic TAV AvayKoimy Kol 0 OpIopOg <O0> EMGTNHOVIKOG, Kol 0VK EvoEyetal, Bomep 00O EMOTHUNY
OTE p&v émoTApNY 61€ & dyvotlow sivar, GALL S6E TO TO10DTOV £0TLy, 0DTME 008" AmdSE1EY 00S” OPIGUOV,
aALa 50Ea €Tl TOD Evdeyouévon GALmG Exety, OTAOV OTL OVK v €l aDT@Y 0UTE OPIGOG 0VTE ATOOEIEIC.
oG te yop T0 eOepdpeva Toig Exovat TNV EMoTHUNY, dTOV €K Tii¢ aictncemg anélin, kol c@lopévmv
TOV AOYOV €V T Woyi] T®V adTdV 00K EoTal 0DTE OPIGHOG £TL 0UTE AmOdel&ig. 010 OEl, TV TPOg Gpov
Otav Tig opilntai Tt Tdv Ko’ ExacTtov, U Ayvoelv Ot del dvarpelv EoTv: 00 yap Evoéyetar Opicachat.
Here, Aristotle appears to use ‘scientific knowledge’ (epistémé) in a broad sense, encompassing not only
the knowledge acquired through demonstration but also that attained through definition.

62 Aristotle says that even though we do not possess scientific knowledge about sensible particulars,
we possess accounts (logoi) about them in the soul. Such accounts, I suggest, are on the level of
experience (emperia). Although experience is concerned with particulars (see Metaph. A 1, 981215-16),
Aristotle nevertheless holds that it involves notions (ennoémata, see Metaph. A 1, 981%6), reason (logos,
see An. post. 11 19, 100?2), and rational accounts. An account of a sensible particular as such must apply
exclusively to it and enable us to recognize it as the individual that it is. For instance, in Plato’s
Theaetetus, Socrates offers an account of the sun as ‘the brightest of the bodies that moves round the
earth in the heavens’ (Tht. 208d2—3) and an account of Theaetetus as ‘a man with this specific form of
snub—nosedness and other specific bodily features’ (7ht. 209b2—c9).

%3 See Resp. V1 509d1-511e5, 533e7-534a8.
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states that there can be no definition of sensible particulars as such, this appears to be
his view, because Plato implicitly takes definition to be a kind of knowledge. This is
indicated by the fact that Plato consistently associates the ‘What it is?” question with
the cognates of eidenai,* gignoskein,® and apodeiknunai.®® Moreover, Plato’s own
definitional practice confirms that the definienda are never sensible particulars.

Thus, both Plato and Aristotle deny that there can be a definition of a sensible
particular qua that sensible particular, and they do so for basically the same reason. Put
differently, neither of the two allows the ‘What is it?” question to be asked of a sensible
particular simply insofar as it is that sensible particular. For example, we cannot ask
‘What is Socrates?’ insofar as Socrates is Socrates. However, Aristotle departs from
Plato in an important respect. Although Aristotle agrees that no definition can be given
of a sensible particular as such, he nevertheless maintains that the “What is it?” question
may be asked of a sensible particular insofar as it is an instance of a species or a genus.
No corresponding possibility is found in Plato.

That Aristotle allows the “What is it?” question to be asked of a sensible particular

qua an instance of a species or a genus is evident from Categories 5. There Aristotle

states that, in answering the question what a sensible particular is, one may state either

% See, for instance, Grg. 505e3-5: €1 pévrol momcopey, oipot Eywye ypiivar mévtog Hudc elovikmg
Exetv TPOC TO £idévan 0 GAN0EC Ti £oTIv TEPL AV Aéyopev kai Ti weddog Meno 71b3—4: & 8¢ ) oida. Ti
gottv, T dv Omoidv yé T €ideinv; Tht. 147b2: 1j ofst Ti¢ T1 cuVINGIV TIvoC dvopa, & pry 01deV Ti é0TIY;

6 See, for instance, Chrm. 165¢4-6: €l yop 81 yiyvdokew & 1l éottv 1 cwepocivn, dfAov 81t
EmoTUN TG AV €l Kol Tvog” 1j ov;

% See, for instance, Prt. 354e5-7: npdtov pdv yap od Pédtov dmodeiton i é5Tiv mote ToDTO O VYETG
Kogite v Ndovdv fitte eivon: Note that for Plato, apodeiknunai does not have the Aristotelian
technical meaning of ‘to demonstrate’. Rather, it has the broader sense of ‘to show forth (in a rational
way)’. For the broader sense of the cognate apodeixis and the contrast between apodeixis and mythos in

Plato, see Vlasits 2021, 279, note 20.
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a species or a genus to which it belongs. He further remarks that it is more knowledge—
conveying (gnorimoteron) and more appropriate (oikeioteron) to state a species than a
genus (Cat. 5,2°8-10, Cat. 5, 2°31-4).

In Metaphysics Z 4, 1029°13-16, Aristotle speaks of the what—it-is—to—be—you (to

soi einai), indicating that a particular instance also possesses an essence:

First let us say something about it [i.e. the what—it-is—to—be] in general (logikos): ¢ the
what—it—is—to—be for each thing (to ti én einai hekasto[i]) is what is said to be because of
itself (kath’ hauto). For what—it—is—to—be—you (fo soi einai) is not the what—it—is—to—be—
musical (fo musiko[i] einai). For you are not musical because of you. Rather, the what—it—

is—to—be—you is what you are because of you.®®

Here, the what—it-is—to—be—you is the what—it-is—to—be for a particular man, namely,
what that particular man is said to be in virtue of himself (kath’ hauton).®® 1t should be

noted that ‘in virtue of himself” does not imply that each particular possesses an essence

%7 For discussions of the meaning of logikés in this passage, see Waitz 1846, 353—4, who interprets
it as dialektikos; Bonitz 1966/2019, 181 (‘im allgemeinen’); Ross 1924b, 168; Lewis 2013, 76, note 20
(‘linguistic inquiries or considerations’); Frede/Patzig 1988b, 59 (‘rein formal’); Wedin 2000, 201
(‘logically’); Burnyeat 2001, 19-25 (“in general’). I follow Burnyeat’s interpretation, according to which
logikos here characterizes a mode of inquiry that proceeds from general and common premises, as
opposed to premises that are proper to a particular science. By contrast, phusikos characterizes a mode
of inquiry that proceeds from premises proper to natural philosophy. See also Ferejohn 1994, 292-3;
Angioni 2014, 76-7; Zingano 2017.

8 Metaph. Z 4, 1029*13-16, trans. C. D. C. Reeve 2016, modified: kai npdtov einmpev &via mepi
avTod Aoyide, 6T1 &oti 1O Ti v slvan £kdoTo & Aéyetan ko’ adTd. od Yap E0TL TO GOl EIVAL TO HOVGIKD
glvar oV Yap KATh GOUTOV €1 HOVGIKOC. O dpa kotd sovtdy. Following Jaeger 1957, 1 read 10 i fjv eivon
éxGote at 1029°14, rather than 10 ti v eivar £kéotov as Ross 1924b does.

% See also Metaph. A 18, 1022*25-7, where Aristotle speaks of the what—it-is—to-be for Callias,

who is a particular man.
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that is expressed by a distinct account. Rather, I propose that although the what—it—is—
to—be—you is proper to ‘you’ ontologically, it is epistemologically indistinguishable
from the what—it—is—to—be for another man.”® In other words, the account of the what—
it-is—to—be for a particular man is identical to that of the corresponding infima species
‘man’.

The reason for this difference between Plato and Aristotle lies in their contrasting
conceptions of sensible particulars. For Aristotle, each sensible particular possesses a
stable nature that is shared by all the sensible particulars under the same species,
whereas Plato denies this. Accordingly, Plato never asks ‘What is it?’ of a sensible
particular; rather, he always directs the question towards an intelligible entity, which
can be a Platonic Form or a mathematical object. Even if we assume the existence of a
Form ‘Man’, that Form is the essence not of any particular man but of the Form ‘Man’
itself. This is because, for Plato, the relation of participation between Socrates and the
Form ‘Man’ is not different in kind from that between Socrates and the Form ‘White’.
Indeed, Socrates’ participation in the Form ‘Man’ is no more necessary than his
participation in the Form ‘White’. Both relations are contingent.

The view that for Plato, sensible particulars possess neither a stable nature nor an

essence has already been defended by several scholars. For instance, Alan Code,

® However, my interpretation differs from that of Bostock 1994, 867, who argues that the what—
it-is—to—be—you is numerically identical to the what—it—is—to—be for another man. By contrast,  maintain
that the forms inhering in different particulars are ontologically distinct and thus numerically different,
although they are indistinguishable in account. For the view that an Aristotelian form is ontologically
particular, but epistemologically universal, see Kwon 2009. It should also be noted that proponents of
particular forms generally maintain that the forms of particular instances of the same species are defined

by one and the same formula. See, for instance, A.C. Lloyd 1981, 3641, Frede/Patzig 1988a, 48—57.
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drawing on his distinction of ‘X Is Y’ (Y belongs to X essentially) and ‘X Has Y’ (Y

belongs to X non—essentially), argues that:

Plato accounts for and explains the application of language to items in the sensible realm
in terms of what those items Have (at least in some key cases, in terms of the separable
Forms in which they participate), not in terms of what they Are—for there is nothing
definable or scientifically knowable that they Are. The forms, but not the sensible

particulars, are endowed with essential natures—the very natures that the Forms Are.”!

On this interpretation, sensible particulars possess neither essences nor essential
predicates, since the relation of participation between a sensible particular and a Form
is always accidental rather than essential.”?

A similar point is made by Wolfgang—Rainer Mann, who argues that sensible
particulars, for Plato, lack a stable nature precisely because they are always subject to

the process of becoming:

Plato’s distinction (as it is presented in the middle dialogues) partitions all the items that
are loosely speaking called beings into, on the one hand, the beings strictly speaking, that
is, the Forms; and, on the other hand, the becomings strictly speaking, that is, the
participants. Given that partition, it turns out that no claims made about the participants are
true in virtue of their nature. Indeed, as we will see, on Plato’s view, the participants do not

have natures at all.”

"I Code 1986, 427.
72 See also Mann 2000, 778, note 5. There, Mann argues that, for Plato, the relation of participation
between a sensible particular and a Form corresponds to accidental predication.

73 Mann 2000, 87.
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Mann has rightly pointed out that for Plato, a sensible particular, insofar as it belongs
to the realm of ‘becoming’, never ‘is’ anything, but always ‘becomes’ some other thing.
This leads to the result that the “What is it?” question cannot reasonably be asked of it.

So far, I have shown that for both Plato and Aristotle, there is neither essence nor
definition of a sensible particular qua that sensible particular. In other words, for both
of them, one cannot ask ‘What is it?’ about a sensible particular qua that sensible
particular. At the same time, while Aristotle admits that we can ask ‘What is it?’ of a
sensible particular insofar as it is an instance of a species or a genus, no corresponding

possibility can be found in Plato.

1.3.  Aristotelian Twist (2): The Hierarchy of Essences

The second twist Aristotle adds to the notion of logical essence is his establishment of
a hierarchy of essences concerning the different ways in which an essence is essence.
I suggest that Plato does not presuppose a hierarchy of essences concerning the
different ways in which an essence is essence. To be sure, for Plato, different entities
possess essences in different ways. For him, only intelligible entities, namely, Forms
and mathematical objects, possess essences, since only they are exempt from
generation and corruption. Platonic Forms and mathematical objects possess essences

in different ways: while the essence of a Form is simply the Form itself,”* the essence

74 Insofar as Platonic Forms have themselves as essences, I suppose that it is legitimate to claim that
Platonic Forms both are essences and have essences. By contrast, Politis 2021 argues that Platonic Forms

are essences rather than entities that have essences. This view appears to presuppose that, if something
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of a mathematical object is the corresponding Form. For example, the essence of the
Form ‘three’ is itself, whereas the essence of the mathematical number three is the
Form ‘three’.

However, what I mean by ‘hierarchy of essences’ does not concern the different
ways some entity possesses an essence, but the different ways an essence is essence. |
suggest that such a hierarchy of essences is not found in Plato, since for Plato, all Forms
are essences in the same way. To be sure, we may find some kinds of hierarchy among
Forms. For example, in Sophist, the megista gené are distinguished from the other
Forms in that they are structuring, whereas the other Forms are structured. Moreover,
if the kinds attained through the method of division in Sophist and Statesman are
themselves Forms, then there is also a hierarchy of generality among Forms. Neither
of these, however, constitutes a hierarchy of essences in the relevant sense, that is, a
hierarchy concerning the manner in which an essence is essence. Rather, Being is the
essence of itself just in the same way as another Form is the essence of itself. In other
words: even though there are different kinds of hierarchy among Platonic Forms, they
are essences in the same way.

Aristotle, by contrast, establishes a hierarchy of essences, parallel to his hierarchy
of beings. His account rests on two fundamental metaphysical assumptions. The first

is that ‘being’ is said in many ways, primarily of substances and derivatively of non—

has an essence, its essence must be distinct from the thing itself. See Politis id. 11, 231, 234. Yet Politis
himself speaks of ‘the essence of” a Form, while maintaining that this essence is simply the Form itself
(id. 231). As Politis id. 234 later remarks, ‘[...] if a thing has an essence in the strict sense, then it is
identical with its essence; [...].” (Emphases are mine.) In my view, this is precisely the sense in which it
is legitimate to say that Forms both are and have essences. Thanks to Béatrice Lienemann for pressing

me on this point.
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substantial entities. The second is that there is a parallel between being and essence.

The first assumption is explicated in Metaphysics T 2, 1003°5-10:

[...] so, too, being is said in many ways (to on legetai pollachas), but all with reference to
one principle. For some are said to be because they are substances, others because they are
attributes of substances, others because they are a route to substance, or else by being
corruptions, privations, or qualities of substance, or productive or generative either of
substance or of things that are said with reference to substance, or denials of one of these

or of substance. That is why we say even of non-being that it is not being.”®

Here Aristotle maintains that ‘being’ is said in many ways, but always with reference
to one ‘principle’, namely substances. Substances are beings in the primary sense,
whereas non—substantial entities are beings only insofar as they stand in an appropriate
relation to substance—as attributes of substances, as processes leading to them or as
corruptions of them, as privations or as qualities of them, and so forth.

Unlike Plato, who holds that only Forms are essences and that they are essences in
the same way, Aristotle acknowledges that the essences of different kinds of entities
are not called essences in the same way: if an entity is called being in a more proper

sense, its essence is likewise called an essence is a more proper sense.’® Such a parallel

> Metaph. T 2, 1003°5-10, trans. C. D. C. Reeve 2016, slightly modified: [...] obto 8¢ kai 10 dv
Aéyetat moAlay®dG PEV GAL dmay TpOC piay apyfv: Td eV yap Ott ovoiot, dvta Ayetat, T0 & &TL whon
ovoiag, Ta 6" &1L 680¢ gig ovaiov §| POopai 1 oTEPNOELS 1} TOLOTNTEG T} TTOMTIKA. T} YEVVWNTIKA 0VGIOG T TMV
TPOC THY OVGIaY AeyoUEVeV, T TOVTOV TIVOC AmopAacElc T ovciac 810 kol Td uf dv ivar pun &v eapey.

76 For the idea of a hierarchy of essences in Metaphysics Z 4, see already Loux 1991, 90-1;
Galluzzo/Mariani 2006, 139; Lewis 2013, 90-2. I argue that Aristotle’s hierarchy of essences is
structured according to two interrelated criteria: ontological priority and unity. These criteria are closely

intertwined since what is ontologically prior also possesses unity to a greater degree. This should come
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between being and essence can be found in Metaphysics Z 4, 1030217-103013, where

Aristotle extends the parallel also to definition, the logical counterpart of essence:

Or is the definition, like the what—it—is, also said in many ways? For the what—it—is signifies
in one way the substance and the this something, and in another way it signifies each of the
other things that are predicated—quantity, quality, and the like. For just as the being (fo
estin) holds of all of them, though not in the same way, but of one primarily, and of the
others in a derivative way, so also the what—it—is holds unqualifiedly of the substance and
in some way also of the others. For we can also ask what the quality is, and so quality is
also among the what—it—is, but not unqualifiedly. [...] We must, then, also investigate how
we should speak about each of them, but not more than how the thing in fact is. That is
why now too, since what is said is evident, it is also evident that the what—it—is—to—be will
hold similarly primarily and unqualifiedly of the substance, and derivatively of the others,
just as with the what—it—is—not what—it-is—to—be without qualification, but what—it—is—to—

be for a quality, or what—it—is—to—be for a quantity.”’

as no surprise, given Aristotle’s well-known correlation between being and unity. For the significance
of unity in establishing the hierarchy of essences, see, for example, Metaph. Z 4, 1030*7-12. Lewis 2013,
87-90 has already identified ‘unity’ and ‘primacy’ as two conditions governing definition and essence,
although he does not explicitly argue that the two conditions are intertwined.

T Metaph. Z. 4, 1030217-32, trans. C. D. C. Reeve 2016, modified: | koi 6 Opiopdg domnep koi 1o ti
€0TL TAsOVOY MG AéyeTal; Kol yap TO Ti €0tV Eval PEV TPOTOV GNUAIVEL THV 0VGIaV Kol TO TOdE T, BAAOV
8¢ EKaGTOV TOV KATNYOPOLUEV®V, TOGOV TTOOV Kai dca GALe TotadTa. Bomep yap Kol 0 EoTv Hdpyel
TAGY, GAL" 0OY OpOi®mG AAAL T® HEV TPOTOG TOIG 6 EMOUEVMG, OVTM Kol TO Ti £6TIV AMADS HEV TT] 0VGIY
TG O Toig BAAOIG Kol Yap TO OOV €poiped’ dv ti Eotiv, dote Kol TO TOWV TAOV Ti £€0TLV, AAL™ OVY
AmAGG, [...] —3el pév odv oKomelv Kai 1O Tdg Sel Aéyewy mepl EkacTov, 00 Py LEALGV ye 7 TO Tidg Eyet
810 koi VOV émei 10 Aeydpevov eavepdy, kod to Ti fv etvar Opoimg Vmapéel mpdTog Pev Kai amAdg Tf

ovoig, elto kai Toig dAlolg, domep Kai 1O Ti doTiv, ody GmAMS Ti v elvon dAAL To1d | mocd T fv elvar.
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According to Aristotle, the what—it—is and the what—it—is—to—be, like ‘being’ (fo estin),
hold primarily of substances, and derivatively of non—substantial categorial entities.
This leads to the claim that the what—it—is—to—be for a non—substantial categorial entity
is not the what-it-is—to—be ‘without qualification’ (haplos) but must instead be
qualified by expressions such as ‘for a quality’ (poio/i]) and ‘for a quantity’ (posa/i]).
In other words, the essence of a non—substantial categorial entity is called essence in a
less proper way than that of a substance. Later in Metaphysics Z 4, 1030°12-13,
Aristotle indicates that an accidental compound such as ‘white man’ also has a
definition and an essence. However, essence holds of an accidental compound in an
even more derived sense than of a non—substantial categorial entity. Correspondingly,
the essence of an accidental compound is called essence in an even less proper way
than that of a non—substantial categorial entity.”®

In sum, though both Plato and Aristotle admit that different kinds of entities possess
essences in different ways, Aristotle establishes a hierarchy of essences concerning the
way in which an essence is essence, whereas Plato does not. Aristotle’s hierarchy of
essences as presented in the passage cited above needs to be supplemented with further
details. First, since substantial forms turn out to be the causes of being of composite
substances, the essences of substantial forms, which are the forms themselves, should
occupy the highest level. Composite substances come next, followed by attributes and
then by per se compounds. Per se compounds rank below attributes because their being

dependents on both an attribute and its proper subject. On an even lower level, we find

8 Metaph. Z 4, 1030°12—13: ‘That is why there will be an account and a definition also of white
man, but in another way than there is of white and of substance.” (trans. C. D. C. Reeve 2016, modified:

S10 Kol Agvkod avOpdmov £otan Adyog kai Opiopdc, dAAov 8¢ TpOmOV kai ToD Agvkod Kol 0VGiag.)
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accidental compounds. Their position below per se compounds is explained by their
mode of being. The being of a per se compound is dependent on a per se predication
between an attribute and its proper subject, whereas the being of an accidental
compound is dependent merely on an accidental predication between an attribute and

a subject.”®

1.4. Aristotelian Twist (3): The Notion of per se Predication

1.4.1. Aristotle’s Determination of Logical Essence in Terms of per se

Predication

The third, and perhaps the most significant, Aristotelian twist with respect to the notion
of logical essence is that he determines it through per se predication. It should first be
noted that per se predication is broader than essential predication. Although every
essential predication is per se, most per se predications are not essential. For instance,
‘having interior angles equal to two right angles’ (2R) holds of the triangle per se but

not essentially.

7 The kinds of beings listed here are not exhaustive. Aristotle also recognizes trans—categorial
entities such as motion, entities that function as higher—order predicates such as species—hood and genus—
hood, and the matter of a composite subject. It is, however, difficult to determine where the essences of
these entities should be located on the hierarchy. Among these cases, I maintain that the essence of the
matter of a composite subject is the form which the matter is potentially. For this view, see Pfeiffer 2024,
152. See also DA 11 1, 412219-21, 412°11, where Aristotle identifies the soul as the what—it—is—to—be for
a natural body having life potentially. Concerning the essences of trans—categorial entities and entities
that function as higher—order predicates, Aristotle is not explicit about their status. It is probable that

their essences occupy an even lower position than those of accidental compounds.
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As noted above, in Metaphysics Z 4, 1029°13—16, Aristotle characterizes essence
in terms of per se predication: ‘essence is what something is said to be per se (¢o1i 10
i v etvan £kbote O Aéyeton ko  avtd)’. The notion of essence at issue here must be
that of logical essence, since an entity and its cause are not related through per se
predication.®°

Aristotle distinguishes several senses of per se in both Posterior Analytics 1 4 and
Metaphysics A 18. Essence is said to be per se in one specific sense, namely the one

described in Metaphysics A 18, 1022225-7:

In one way the what—it—is—to—be for something is what it is per se, for instance, Callias is

per se Callias and the what—it-is—to—be for Callias.}!

Aristotle thus explicates essence in terms of per se predication, according to a specific
sense of per se. We see that this specific sense of per se again makes use of the notion
of essence. In fact, in Posterior Analytics 1 4, 73234-°5, the two senses of per se
predication are determined in terms of the notion of the what—it—is. This mutual
determination of logical essence and per se predication indicates that both notions are
primary and must therefore be determined through their mutual relation.

It should be noted, however, that we should not take the determination of essence

in terms of per se predication to imply, as Charlotte Witt claims, that essence is a

80 Note that Aristotle acknowledges that we may say ‘Socrates is his soul’, where the cause also
becomes a predicate. However, it is unclear whether this can be seen as a per se predication. For the
possibility of stating that ‘Socrates is his soul’, see, for instance, Metaph. Z 10, 1035*7-9, 1036*16-19,
Z 11, 1037*7-8.

81 Metaph. A 18, 1022%25-7: translation is mine: &v p&v yap ko’ adtod 10 T v elvar kGoTe, olov O

KaAog kad’ antov Karlog koi T ti fv etvon Kailg:
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property of its bearer.®? I suggest instead that an essence is predicated of its bearer per
se in a different sense from that in which an essential predicate or property holds of it.
It is legitimate to say that ‘essence’ is predicated of its bearer per se, since the account
that signifies essence—namely, the definition—can take the place of a predicate. Such
a predication, however, is merely a logical predication that does not reflect any real
attribution of an attribute or property to a subject. In Posterior Analytics 1 4, we only

find the sense of per se in which an essential predicate or property holds of its subject:

The things that inhere in the what—it—is [of something] [hold of that thing] per se. For
instance, line [holds per se of] of triangle and point [holds per se of] line (for their essences

consist of these, and these are present in the account which states what it is.3

The examples of line and triangle and of point and line show that this sense of per se
applies not only to essential predicates, but more generally to whatever is contained in
the essence of a thing, even when its name is not logically predicated of the subject.
Aristotle refers to this sense again in Metaphysics A 18, 1022279, as a different sense
of per se from that in which an essence is predicated of its bearer, mentioned in
1022°25-7. If so, then Aristotle recognizes two distinct kinds of per se predications:
one between essence and its bearer, and another between an essential predicate (or a

constituent of essence) and its subject.®* Significantly, the sense of per se in which an

82 See Witt 1989, 105.

8 An. post. 1 4, 732347, translation is mine: Kaf  adtd 8 dco Omapyst te &v ¢ Ti £6TIV, Olov
TPYOVE Ypopun Kol ypoppt] ottypn (1 yop odcio adt®dv €K ToUTOV €0Ti, Kol &V T® AOY® T® AéyovTl Ti
€oTv &vomapyey), [...].

84 1 thus do not agree with Witt 1989, 105, 287, M.L. Gill 2024, 208, according to whom essence

holds of the thing also in the sense of per se mentioned in Posterior Analytics 14, 73*34-7.
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essence is predicated of its bearer is only described in Metaphysics A 18, but not in
Posterior Analytics 1 4. This omission is deliberate, since the discussion of the different
senses of per se in Posterior Analytics 1 4 is intended to determine the sense in which
the premises and conclusions of demonstrations must be per se.®> Predications in
demonstrations, however, must be predications ‘without qualification’ (haplos), which
scholars often call ‘natural predications’, in Posterior Analytics 1 22.% In such
predications, which correctly reflect the ontological predicative structure of reality, the
predicate is always a property, and the subject is always a substance or a mathematical
object.?

If the per se predication between an essence and its bearer is not a natural
predication, then essence need not be a property of its bearer. In fact, essence—
predication is not a predication of a property but an identity predication: the predicate
states what the subject is, rather than attributing a property to it.®® This, I suggest,
explains why Aristotle omits this sense of per se from Posterior Analytics 1 4, while
introducing it only in Metaphysics A 18, where the theory of demonstration is not at
issue. The same, I suggest, should hold for Metaphysics Z 4,1029°13-16, where
essence is determined through per se predication. There Aristotle does not mean to
attribute essence as a property to its bearer. Rather, the sense of per se predication there

is a special one, namely, identity predication.

8 See An. post. 1 4, 73*24-7: Mntéov Gpo &k Tivov kol molov oi dmodeifelg eiotv. mpdtov 8¢
dropicwpev Tt Aéyopev 1o KoTd mavtog kol ti To Kob' avto Kol Ti 10 kabdrov.

8 See An. post. 122, 83*18-21.

87 See An. post. 122, 8321-20.

8 For the idea that reflexive predication, that is, identity predication, is not applicable in
demonstration, since it is not the ‘predication without qualification (haplos)’ in Posterior Analytics 122,

see already Malink 2022, 198, note 107.
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1.4.2. The Notion of per se Predication as Not Introduced by Plato

I have argued that Aristotle determines logical essence in terms of per se predication,
according to one specific sense of per se. This raises the question of whether the notion
of per se predication is original to Aristotle or can already be found in Plato. I suggest
that Plato has not yet introduced per se predication explicitly. More specifically, I
defend the following points. First, in Plato, the phrase auto kath’ hauto and its feminine
form auté kath’ hauté do not refer to per se predication. Rather, these phrases refer to
the state of being considered separately from and independently of anything else.
Second, the notion of per se predication appears only implicitly and negatively in
Phaedo 102¢1-2. Third, predications like ‘snow is cold’ and ‘fire is warm’ in Phaedo
103c—105e express necessary predications that are not per se. Finally, the so—called
‘self—predication’ of Platonic Forms can only be seen as an anticipation, but not as an
explicit introduction, of per se predication. With these points taken together, I argue
that the notion of per se predication is not yet introduced by Plato.

The first point I wish to establish is that, in Plato, the phrase auto kath’ hauto and
its feminine form auté kath’ haute® do not refer to per se predication. Rather, they
characterize something as being considered separately from and independently of
anything else.

For example, in Phaedo 64c5-8, Socrates asks: ‘Do we believe that death is this,

namely, that the body comes to be separated by itself apart from the soul, and the soul

8 See, for instance, Phd. 64c5-8, 66a2, 78d5—6, 83b1-2, 100b6.

42



comes to be separated by itself apart from the body.”®® In this passage, auto kath’ hauto
and auté kath’ hauté describe the body and the soul as being separated from each other.

In Theaetetus, there are several instances of auto kath’ hauto that appear to qualify
the copula and thus to express per se predication (cf. Tht. 152d3, 153e4, 157a8, 182b3—
4). In these passages, Plato formulates the relativist claim that ‘nothing is kath’ hauto
one thing’ (see, for example, Tht. 152d2-3: &v pév o010 kKb’ avTO 005EvV EoTv). Does
auto kath’ hauto in these passages indeed express per se predication? I argue that closer
examination shows that auto kath’ hauto in these cases does not qualify the copula but
rather characterizes the ontological status of something as being considered separately
from and independent of any other thing. Accordingly, &v pév avtd kad’ adtd 003V
¢otv should not be understood to mean that ‘one thing’ is not a per se predicate of
anything. Rather, it means that ‘nothing, when considered separately from and
independent of anything, is one thing’. The background theory for this claim is the
relativist theory, according to which nothing becomes anything when considered in
isolation; rather, everything becomes what it is only in relation to something else. This

point is especially clear from the following passage in Theaetetus 156e7-157b1:

We must understand this account as applying in the same way to hard and hot and
everything else: nothing, as we were saying before, is in itself (auto kath’ hauto) any of
these. All of them, of all kinds whatsoever, are what things become through association
with one another (pros alléla homilia[i]), as the result of motion. For even in the case of

the active and passive motions it is impossible, as they say, for thought, taking them singly

% Phd. 64c5-8, trans. G.M.A. Grube, in Cooper 1997: kai givor todto 10 TE0vVavOL, Yopic uev 4md
THS Yuyfic amodiayev adto Ko’ avtd TO odUO yeyovéEval, yopic 6& TV youynyv [amo] tod chuotog

dmoddaygicay anTiv ko' ovTny eiva;
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(epi henos), to pin them down to being anything. There is no passive till it meets the active,
no active except in conjunction with the passive; and what, in conjunction with one thing
(tini sunelthon), is active, reveals itself as passive when it falls in with something else. And
so, wherever you turn, there is nothing, as we said at the outset, which in itself (auto kath’

hauto) is just one thing; all things become relatively to something (¢ini).”!

The same also applies to the occurrence of auto kath’ hauto at Theaetetus 205¢6, where

Socrates examines a theory that, as he says, he once heard in a dream:

Socrates: Now, my friend, a little while ago, if you remember, we were inclined to accept
a certain proposition which we thought put the matter very well—I mean the statement that
no account can be given of the primaries of which other things are constituted, because
each of them is in itself (auto kath’ hauto) incomposite; and that it would be incorrect to
apply even the term ‘being’ to it when we spoke of it or the term ‘this’, because these terms
signify different and alien things; and that is the reason why a primary is an unaccountable

and unknowable thing. Do you remember?°?

o1 Tht. 156e7-157b1, trans. M. J. Levett, rev. M. Burnyeat, in Cooper 1997: kai taAa 5% obto,
oxAnpov kai Oeppov kai Thvra, TOV ATV TpOTOV DIoANTTEOV, avTO ULV Ko abTd Undév eival, & o)
Kol TOTE EAEYOUEV, €V OE Tf] TPOG BAANAa Opukig Thvta yiyvesOon Kol mavToio 4o Tiig Kvioemc, £mel Kol
70 moodV £ivai Tt Kai TO Thoyov oTdV ml EvOC vofjoal, (¢ pacty, ovK elval moryimg. obte Yip molody
€0t TL TPIV OV T@ TAoYOVTL GLVEADY, 0VTE TTAGYOV TTPLV GV TA TOLOVVTL TO T€ TIVL GLVEADOV Kol TO1ODV
SAA® o TPOGTEGOV TAGKOV AVEPEVY. (BoTe € dmavTmv TovTey, dTep &€ dpyiic ELéyousy, ovdey sivar
&v o010 Kob' a0tod, GAAG TVt del yiyvesOan, [...].

2 Tht. 205¢4-10, trans. M. J. Levett, rev. M. Burnyeat, in Cooper 1997: {ZQ.}Méuvncat odv, @
@ike, 811 OMyoV &v 16 mpOcev dmedeydpuco yovpevol £d AéyecOan dTL TV TPHOTOV 0vK £ Adyog &€
OV TaAL0, sOyKerToL, S10TL oo Kad 0Td EKacTov £l AcHvOeToV, Kol 08¢ TO “slvar” mept oTod OpOHGS
€YO1 TPOCPEPOVTA ELMETV, 0VOE “TODTO,” MG ETEPa Kot BAAGTPLO AgyOueva, kol avTn O 1) aitio GAoyov Te

Kol dyveotov anTod To101;
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Here again, with the claim ‘each of the primaries is auto kath’ hauto incomposite’,
Plato does not mean that ‘incomposite’ is a per se predicate of a primary entity. Rather,
he means that when a primary entity is considered separately from and independently
of anything else, it is incomposite.

The second point I shall suggest is that while Phaedo 102c1-2 seems to express the
notion of per se predication, it is only an implicit and negative use. There Socrates says:
‘For it is not according to nature (pephukenai) that Simmias is taller in virtue of being
Simmias (t6/i] ximian einai). Rather, [it is according to nature that Simmias is taller]
in virtue of the tallness he happens to have.’?* I do not take pephukenai here to mean
that ‘it belongs to the nature of Simmias’ as though Plato were attributing a stable
nature to Simmias. Rather, 1 take pephukenai impersonally, as indicating what
corresponds to reality.”* Plato’s point, then, is that it is not the case that Simmias is
taller in virtue of being Simmias. Instead, Plato’s aim is to show that the cause of an
attribute belonging to a particular subject does not lie in the subject itself, but in the
attribute that it happens to possess. I propose that ‘the tallness Simmias happens to have’
is the immanent form inhering in Simmias, resulting from his participation in the Form
‘Tallness’, rather than the Form ‘Tallness’ itself. Thus, to say that Simmias is tall in
virtue of the tallness he happens to have amounts to saying that he is tall in virtue of
his participation in the Form ‘Tallness’. Since the cause of an attribute holding of a

particular subject lies in something other than the particular subject itself, this relation

9 Phd. 102c1-2, translation is mine: o0 y&p mov meQLIEVOL Tipupioy VIepéyey ToVTM, TG Tyupioy
glvat, GAAY T6 peyédet & Tuyydver Epov:

94 See Mann 2000, 132, note 97: ‘@ in its various forms need not imply a commitment to natures
in any strong sense of nature.” For the view that pephukenai indicates that the predicate holds in virtue

of the nature of the subject, see O’Brien 1967, 199.
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may, from an Aristotelian perspective, be regarded as a case of per accidens relation.
Plato himself, however, does not draw a distinction between per se and per accidens
predication. Rather, the phrase ‘not in virtue of being Simmias’ can only be seen as an
implicit and negative use of per se predication.

The third point I wish to establish is that predications like ‘snow is cold’ and ‘fire
is warm’ in Phaedo 103¢c—105¢ merely express necessary predications that are not per
se. This interpretation contrasts with the widespread view that such propositions are
instances of per se predication, or even of essential predication.’’

For example, in Phaedo 103c10—e5, Plato argues that snow admits the Form ‘Cold’,
but never the Form ‘Warm’, whereas fire admits the Form ‘Warm’, but never the Form

‘Cold’:

“Consider then whether you will agree to this further point. There is something you call
warm and something you call cold.”—*“There is”. “Are they the same as what you call
snow and fire?” —“By Zeus, no.” “So the warm is something other than fire, and the cold
is something other than snow?” —“Yes.” “You think, I believe, that being snow it will not
admit the warm, as we said before, and remain what it was and be both snow and warm,
but when the warm approaches it will either retreat before it or be destroyed.” —“Quite so.”
“So fire, as the cold approaches, will either go away or be destroyed; it will never venture
to admit coldness and remain what it was, fire and cold.” —“What you say is true.” “It is

true then about some of these things that not only the Form itself deserves its own name

% For the view that such claims are essential predications, see O’Brien 1967, 199-200 with note 1;
Nehamas 1973, 469—73; Nehamas 1975, 108-9; Gallop 1975, 207, 216; D. Frede 1978, 29; 2011, 147—
51.

46



for all time, but there is something else that is not the Form but has its character (morphé)

whenever it exists. [...].”%

At this point, it is unclear whether snow and fire are to be understood as Forms,
immanent forms, or particular instances. I follow Gallop (1975) in taking them to be
particular instances that participate in the Form ‘Snow’ and the Form ‘Fire’. One
argument offered by Gallop is based on Phaedo 106a3—10, where Plato says that ‘snow
would retreat safe and unthawed’ and that fire ‘would neither be quenched nor
destroyed, but retreat safely’.®” Gallop is right in pointing out that the predicates
‘unthawed’ and ‘quenched’ should qualify the particular instances. Another argument
from Gallop is that if snow and fire are immanent forms, the possibility that they might
perish would fail to be a genuine alternative.”® A further argument is indicated by the
final phrase in the passage cited above: °[...] but there is something else that is not the

Form but has its character whenever it exists’. In this phrase, I suppose that ‘something

else that is not the Form but has its character’ is a particular instance, and the character

% Phd. 103c10—€5, trans. G. M. A. Grube, in Cooper 1997, slightly modified: "Eti 8% pot kai 168¢
oxéyat, e, £l fpa cuvopoloyAcELS. Beppov Tt Koelc kol yoxpov; "Eyoye. Ap’ Snep ypovo kol whp;
Ma AT 00k &ymye. AAL’ €1epdv TL TUPOG TO BeppoV Kai ETepOV Tt Y1Ovog TO Yuypdv; Nai. AAG T6de v
oipot Sokel Got, 00démote y1ova ¥ odoav deEapévny 10 Bepudv, domep &v Toic npdcbev édéyouev, ETt
goecba Smep M, yrova kol Oeppov, GAd TpoctdvTog Tod Beppod § Drekympioey adtd 1 dmoleicOo.
ITévo ve. Kai 10 nidp ye abd mpocioviog tod yoypod avtd § vmebiévar fj dmodeicOat, od pévol motd
TOMMOEW SEAUEVOV TRV YupoTHTa ETL lvon Smep v, TOp Kol yuxpdv. Andfi, Eon, Aéysic. "Ectwv 8ipa,
N & 8¢, mepi Evia TdV To100TMV, BOTE [T LOVOV adTd TO £160¢ GE10DGOAL TOD adTod OVOLNTOC EiC TOV el
xPOVOV, BAAY Kail §AL0 T1 O EoTt P&V 0VK éxeivo, Exet 8 TV ékelvov popeTv dei, dtovmep 1.

7 Trans. G. M. A. Grube, in Cooper 1997.

% See Gallop 1975, 198. This view is followed by D. Frede 1978, 34. For the view that snow and
fire here are immanent forms, see Vlastos 1969, 318 with note 70 and Keyt 1963, 168 with note 2. I owe
these references to Gallop ibid., 198. More recently, Ebery 2023, 260, calls them ‘bringers’, which are

distinguished from both Forms themselves and the immanent forms.
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(morphé) of the Form is the relevant quality inhering that particular instance, like
tallness in Simmias, and coldness in snow, not the Form itself.

Unlike the case of ‘Simmias is taller’, ‘snow is cold’ is a necessary predication. In
the former case, Simmias can participate in the Form ‘Tall’ and the Form ‘Short’ at
different times or from different aspects. In the latter case, a particular instance of snow,
insofar as it is snow, must participate in the Form ‘Cold’, but never in the Form ‘Warm’.
Plato expresses the necessity by saying that each has the character (morphé) of the
relevant Form whenever it exists (aei, hotanper &)’ (Phd. 103e4-5).”

Is the claim that ‘snow is cold’ also a per se predication? In other words, is a
particular instance of snow cold per se, that is, in virtue of itself? I argue that Plato’s
claim that ‘snow, being snow (y16va y” oboav), will never admit the warm’ at Phaedo
103d5-6 indicates the opposite. A particular instance of snow is necessarily cold not in
virtue of its being that particular instance of snow, but insofar as it is snow. Since a
particular instance of snow is snow by participating in the Form ‘Snow’, it follows that
it is necessarily cold not in virtue of itself, but in virtue of its participation in the Form
‘Snow’.

The final point for which I argue is that the so—called ‘self—predication’ of Platonic
Forms should be regarded at most as an anticipation but not as an explicit introduction,
of the notion of per se predication.!? According to the ‘self-predication’ of Forms, a
certain Form is itself characterized by the very predicate to which it corresponds. For
instance, in Phaedo 76d5-6, Socrates asks whether the equal things are equal in the

same way as ‘what the equal is itself (auto to ho estin)’, that is, the Form ‘Equal’. Later

% See Phd. 103e4-5: [...] &xet 8¢ T ékeivov popenv det, dtavmep 1.

100 Thanks to Béatrice Lienemann for pressing me on this issue.
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in Phaedo 100c4-5, he asks whether ‘there is anything beautiful besides the Beautiful
itself” (&1 ti éotv GAA0 KOAOV ATV 0dTO TO KaAOV). 1!

In modern scholarship, self—predication of Form is most commonly discussed in
connection with the so—called ‘Third Man Argument’ in Plato’s Parmenides 132al-b2.
The outline of the ‘Third Man Argument’ is as follows. Suppose that all large things
are large in virtue of participating in the Form ‘Largeness’. If the Form ‘Largeness’ is
itself large in the same way as the large particulars, there must be a second Form
‘Largeness*’ in virtue of which both the Form ‘Largeness’ and the large particulars are
large. If ‘Largeness’, ‘Largeness*’, and the large particulars are again large, a third
Form ‘Largeness**’ will likewise be required. The process therefore continues without
end, yielding an infinite regress of Largeness.!'%> Given that this conclusion is plainly
unacceptable, at least one premise in the argument must be rejected. Vlastos argues that
we must either reject the self—predication of Form or the non—identity of something
that is F and that in virtue of which it is F.1%?

Scholars remain divided over how the self—predication of Platonic Forms should be
understood. According to one interpretation, which may be called the ‘identity

interpretation’, self—predication is not a genuine predicative statement but merely an

101 For other passages that indicate ‘self-predication’ of Forms, see Prt. 330c4—¢3, 331b, Hp. mai.
289c, 291e, 292e, 294a—b, Lysis 217a, Symp. 210e-211d, Soph. 258b11—cl. I owe these references to
Allen 1960, 148, note 3 and Lienemann 2011, 117, note 1.

102 See Parm. 13221-"2: Oipoi o ék 10D T01008¢ &v ExooTov £160¢ 0iecOan sivar étav TOAL™ Tt
peydia oot 86En sivar, pio Ti¢ Tomg Sowel ida 1) adTh sivan &ml mavTa 186vT, 80V &v TO péya yii stvo.
AMndij Aéysig, pévar. Ti & avtd 10 péyo kol TdAka o péydha, &ov GoadTog T Woydi éml mavra idne,
odyi & T od goveltar, @ Todto mAvTo peydha @oivecOon; "Eowev. AAlo dpo €doc peyéBovg
avapovicetat, ap” avTd Te 10 péyebog yeyovog Kai To HeTérovTa adhTod: Kod £l TovTolg ol Ticty ETEpov,
O tadTa ThVTo, peydAa EoTor Koi oUKETL 87 Ev EK0GTOV GOl TV £I8®V EoToL, GAAG Emelpa 1O AR OoC.

103 For ‘Self-Predication Assumption’ and ‘Nonidentity Assumption’, see Vlastos 1954, 324-5.
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identity statement about the Form. Thus, the proposition ‘Largeness is large’ does not
attribute the property of being large to Largeness. Rather, it merely states that
Largeness is identical to the property of ‘being large’.!% However, the passages where
self—predication is present indicate that Plato does aim to attribute the relevant property
to the Form. For example, in asking whether the Form ‘Equal’ is equal in the same way
as equal things, Plato clearly means to attribute ‘being equal’, whatever it means, to the
Form ‘Equal’.

By contrast, other scholars interpret self—predication of Form as a genuine case of
predication and seek to explain how the same predicate can be predicated both of a
Form and of its participants. For example, in his seminal paper ‘The Third Man
Argument in the Parmenides’ (1954), Gregory Vlastos argues that the participants in a
Form are F only ‘deficiently’, whereas the Form itself is F perfectly.!?

Alexander Nehamas (1979) develops a different account. According to him, when
Plato says that a Form is F, he attributes to the Form not merely the property of ‘being
F’, but rather ‘what it is to be F’. He takes the view that being F belongs to the nature
of the Form, so that the Form is F essentially, whereas its participants are F only
accidentally.'% Nehamas further emphasizes that a Form is F always, in every case, '’

‘purely’ and ‘really’.!%® Although he also maintains that a Form possesses the relevant

characteristic by being that characteristic itself, his interpretation goes beyond the

104 For this interpretation, see Cherniss 1944, 298; Allen 1960, 150.
105 See Vlastos 1954, 337.

106 See Nehamas 1979, 95-6.

107 See Nehamas 1979, 95.

108 See Nehamas 1979, 97.
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‘identity interpretation’. Similarly, Meinwald (1991) interprets self—predication of
Form as a statement about the Form’s nature and its relations to other Forms.

A different interpretation that treats self—predication of Form as a genuine case of
predication is proposed by Sandra Peterson (1973). Peterson draws attention to what
she calls ‘Pauline Predication’. In a ‘Pauline Predication’ like ‘Charity suffers long and
is kind’, what appears to be predicated of ‘charity’ is in fact attributed to the persons
and actions that are charitable.!?” She proposes that self—predication of Form should be
understood along similar lines. Moreover, Peterson maintains that Form is said to be F
only in the sense that it ‘brings about’ the fact that its participants are F.”!1°

This latter suggestion anticipates Gail Fine’s causal interpretation of self—
predication in her monograph On Ideas. Aristotle’s Criticism of Plato’s Theory of
Forms (2004). According to Fine, a Form is called F because it is the cause in virtue of
which all of its participants are F.!!! Fine further combines this causal interpretation
with the view that Forms are standards or paradigms, maintaining that a Form is F in a
perfect sense because it can never be non—F.!?

More recently, Béatrice Lienemann (2011) has argued that self—predication should
be understood literally, although the predicate is predicated of the Form without
qualification, whereas it is predicated of participants with qualification.!!* On this basis,
Lienemann criticizes all interpretations that do not interpret self—predication in a literal

way, including what she calls the ‘standard interpretation’ proposed by P. T. Geach

109 See Peterson 1973, 457-8.

110 See Peterson 1973, 470.

' See G. Fine 2004, 62-3.

112 See G. Fine 2004, 63—4.

113 See Lienemann 2011, 348—52.
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(1956), which, in her view, assumes that the Form and its participants are F in
qualitatively the same way.!'!'* By contrast, Lienemann’s distinction between ‘with
qualification’ and ‘without qualification’ already indicates that the Form and its
participants are F in qualitatively different ways.

I think this latter family of interpretations, according to which self—predication of
Form is a genuine case of predication, is more promising than the ‘identity
interpretation’. At the same time, I take the view that the varieties of this family of
interpretations are not mutually exclusive but complementary. In a sense, we are
entitled to claim that a Form is F essentially, without qualification, as a standard, and
as the cause for the instances’ being F. Here we need not suppose, as Bluck'!> and
Lienemann do, that an instance that is F and the standard of being F are called F in
qualitatively the same way. In any case, a Form is a standard for being F, not a standard
for being sensibly F. We can construe a way of being equal that is not sensible.

Now, let us return to the solution of the Third Man Argument suggested by Vlastos:
we must either reject the self—predication of Form or the non—identity of something
that is F and that in virtue of which it is F. As we said, self—predication of Forms is also
present in other dialogues. Therefore, we do not have sufficient reason to reject self—
predication of Form. The problem probably lies with the non—identity assumption.
With particular instances, the non—identity assumption certainly holds: a particular F is
F in virtue of the F—ness that is different from itself. However, a problem arises when

we apply it to a Form that is F. If F—ness is F in virtue of another F—ness, the regress

114 See Lienemann 2011, 287-317.
115 See Bluck 1957, 120.
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looms. If so, the implicit message in the Third Man Argument is that F—ness is F not in
virtue of some further F-ness, but in virtue of itself.

If we interpret it in this way, we can claim that F-ness is F per se. However, Third
Man Argument as it stands says nothing explicit about it. It is designed as a reductio
ad absurdum of some false premise that is still to be identified by the reader. Plato does
not say explicitly that a Form and its instances are F in different ways, or that a Form
is F in virtue of itself, though he may already have had these ideas in his mind. In this
sense, self—predication of Form can at most be seen as an anticipation, not an explicit
introduction, of per se predication.

Let me summarize the arguments developed above. First, in Plato, auto kath” hauto
and its feminine form auté kath’ hauté do not refer to per se predication, but to the
status of being taken separately from and independent of anything else. Second, we can
only find an implicit and negative use of the notion of per se predication in Phaedo
102c1-2, which is, however, not expressed by kath’ hauto. Third, predications like
‘snow is cold’ and ‘fire is warm’ in Phaedo 103c—105¢ are merely necessary
predications that are not per se. Fourth, self—predication of the Form can only be seen
as an anticipation but not an explicit introduction of per se predication. With these
points taken together, I argue that Plato has not yet explicitly introduced the notion of
per se predication. Rather, it is Aristotle who first explicitly and systematically
introduces the notion of per se predication and determines logical essence in terms of

per se predication.
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2. The Philosophical Motivation for the Logical Essence:

Articulating Essence through Essential Predication

In Chapter 1, I have sketched the origin of the notion of logical essence, that is, the
Platonic ‘What is it?’ question and Plato’s theory of Forms. In addition, I have
explicated the three twists Aristotle added to this notion. The present chapter examines
the philosophical motivation for logical essence as a way of articulating essence
through essential predication. In 2.1, I show that the parts of a logical essence, that is,
genus and specific differences, are essential predicates of their subjects both on an
ontological level and on a logical level. On an ontological level, genus and specific
differences are SAID OF their subjects. On a logical level, genus and specific
differences are predicated in the what—it—is of their subjects. I argue that the ontological
predication ‘to be SAID OF ... as of a subject’ underlies the logical predication ‘to be
predicated in the what—it—is’. Then, in 2.2, I deal with the puzzle of how a specific
difference can be SAID OF its subject, with both its name and account being predicated
of its subject. Finally, in 2.3, as part of the solution to the puzzle addressed in 2.2, I
argue that since a specific difference is predicated in the category of ‘of what sort it is’
(poion ti esti), it does not add its own genus to its subject when constituting its essence.
Consequently, the account of an entity qua specific difference need not mention its own

genus and can be predicated of its subject.
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2.1.  Genus and Specific Differences as Essential Predicates of Their

Subjects

In this section, I show that the parts of a logical essence, that is, genus and specific
differences, are essential predicates of their subjects both on an ontological level and
on a logical level. I begin with the ontological level, explicating Aristotle’s claim that
genus and specific differences are SAID OF their subjects, in the sense that both their
names and accounts are predicated of their subjects. Then, I argue that the ontological
predication ‘to be SAID OF ... as of a subject’ (kath’ hupokeimenou legesthai ...)
underlies the logical predication ‘to be predicated in the what—it—is’ (en to: ti esti
katégoreisthai).

The relation ‘to be SAID OF ... as of a subject’, together with its opposite, ‘to be

IN ... as in a subject’, is determined in Categories 5, 2219-34:

It is clear from what has been said that of what is SAID OF a subject, it is necessary that
both its name and its account are predicated of the subject.!!® For example, man is SAID
OF a subject, a particular man, and the name is of course predicated (since you will be

predicating man of a particular man), and the account of man will be predicated of a

116 Rapp 2024, 155-6 insightfully observes that the transition from ‘to be SAID OF as of a subject’
(kath’ hupokeimenou legesthai ...) to ‘to be predicated of ...” (katégoreisthai kata ...) makes a shift from
ontological to linguistic predication, since names and accounts are linguistic entities. It should be noted,
however, that even when a name or an account is predicated, the subject of predication may still be an
ontological entity rather than a linguistic one. For this point, see already Perin 2007, 128. Moreover, I
prefer to describe names and accounts as logical, rather than linguistic, entities. A single logical name
or account may be expressed by different linguistic expressions in different languages. For example, the

English ‘cat’ and the German ‘Katze’ are distinct linguistic expressions for the same logical name.
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particular man (since a particular man is also a man). Thus, both the name and the account
will be predicated of the subject. But as for things which are IN a subject, in most cases
neither the name nor the account is predicated of the subject. In some cases, there is nothing
to prevent the name from being predicated of the subject, but it is impossible for the account
to be predicated. For example, the white, which is IN a subject (the body), is predicated of
the subject; for a body is called white. But the account of the white will never be predicated

of the body.'!”

Regarding the two relations, ‘to be SAID OF ... as of a subject’ and ‘to be IN ... as in
a subject’, I follow the generally accepted view that they correspond, respectively, to
essential predication and non—essential predication.!!8 I also adopt the widely accepted
view that these are ontological rather than logical predications.'”

As the passage quoted above shows, the criteria for determining whether one entity

is SAID OF or IN another are as follows:

(SAID-OF) X is SAID OF Y as of a subject if and only if both the name and

account of X are predicated of Y.

"7 Cat. 5, 2219-34, trans. Ackrill 1963, slightly modified: —@avepov 88 éx tdv gipnuévaov 8t tdv
ko’ vmokeEVOL Aeyopévev avaykaiov kol tobvopa kol Tov Adyov katnyopeicBot Tod VTOKEWEVOL”
olov &vOpwmog kad’ vokeévoy Aéyetar Tod Tvog dvOpdmov, Kol kotnyopsital ye Tobvope,—Tov yip
GvOpomov kot Tod TVOG AvOp®OTOL Katnyopnoels—kai 0 Adyog 0& Tod AvOp®OTOL Kot TOD TIVOG
avBpmmov katnyopnnocetal, —o yap tig dvBpwmog kol dvOpwmog oty —@doTe Kol Todvopa Kol O
AOY0G Kot TOD DTOKELEVOD KatryopnOnoetat. T@v 6 &v DTOKEWEV® OVTOV £ HEV TV TAEicTOV 0UTE
Tobvopo ovte O AdYog katnyopeital oD VIOKEWEVOL® € &vimv 08 TOUVOUN HEV 0VOEV KOALEL
katnyopeicHon Tod vrokeEvo, TOV 8E Adyov AdHvaTov: 0lov TO AsVKOV &V DTOKEMEVM OV TG CHOUATL
KaTyopeiTol Tod DTOKEUEVOD, —AEVKOV YOp odpa Aéyetat, —O 0& Adyog Tod AevKOoD 0DOENOTE KOTA
T00 copartog katnyopndnoetot. Capitalizations are mine.

118 For references, see footnote 14 in Introduction.

119 For references, see footnote 20 in Introduction.
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(IN) Xis IN Y as in a subject if and only if the name of X is predicated of ¥ only

occasionally, whereas its account is never predicated of Y.!2°

Many scholars reconstruct these determinations as follows:

(SAID-OF*) X'is SAID OF Y as of a subject if and only if ‘X" is predicated of

Y and X belongs to the same ontological category as Y.

(IN*) X'is IN Y as in a subject if and only if X belongs to a different ontological

category from Y.!2!

According to these reconstructions, specific differences, which normally do not belong
to the same ontological category as their subjects, are not SAID OF their subjects.
However, Aristotle is explicit that a specific difference is not IN its subject but is rather
SAID OF it.'?> We therefore need alternative paraphrases of (SAID-OF) and (IN).

A more promising interpretation is suggested by Porphyry, who identifies ‘to be

SAID OF ... as of a subject’ with ‘to be predicated in the what—it—is’:!?3

120 T follow Lewis 1991, 59-60 in taking these two determinations to have the form of biconditionals
rather than mere conditionals. Recently, however, scholars have often interpreted them as one—way
conditionals. For this latter interpretation, see Shapiro 2023, 341; Rapp 2024, 148.

121 For similar reconstructions, see Furth 1988, 14; Lewis 1991, 74.

122 See Cat. 5, 3%21-8, Cat. 5, 3%33-29.

123 For a similar suggestion, see Rapp 2024, 145.
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He says that something is predicated of something as of a subject when it is predicated in
the what—it—is. For instance, ‘walking around’ is predicated of Socrates. But if we were to
state what Socrates is, we may not say that he is walking around. Therefore, ‘walking
around’ is not predicated of Socrates as of a subject. But ‘man’ is also predicated of
Socrates, for we may state: Socrates is man. But if you were asked “What is Socrates?’,

you may state that he is man, so that ‘man’ is predicated of Socrates as of a subject.!?*

This interpretation is supported by Aristotle’s remark that ‘a particular man is also a

> 125
man’,

which points to a close connection between ‘to be SAID OF ... as of a subject’
and ‘to state what it is’. However, it should be noted that while ‘to be SAID OF ... as
of a subject’ corresponds to an ontological predication, ‘to state what it is’ refers to a
logical predication. Given that ontological predication underlies logical predication, I
suggest that ‘to be SAID OF ... as of a subject’ underlies ‘to state what it is’.
Moreover, in Topics 1 5, 102232-5, Aristotle determines ‘to be predicated in the

what—it-is’ (katégoreisthai en toi ti esti) in terms of appropriate answers to the ‘What

is it?’ question:

124 Porphyry, in Cat. 80.4—11, trans. Strange 1992, slightly modified: Ko’ vmokeipuévov gnoiv
gKkgivo xonyopsicOai Tivog, dtav év Td T ot KatnyopfiTan £keivo <6> dmodidotat. olov TO mepuTATEV
KOTIYOPEITOL KOTO ZOKPATOVG GAN €dv dmodddpey, Ti €0ty ZOKPATNG, OVK Gv elmoyey avtov o
TEPITOTELV, DOTE OV KOO  DTOKEWWEVOL KOTNYOPELTAL TOD ZOKPATOVG TO TEPITATETV. KATIYOPEITOL OE TOD
YoKpatovg Kol 0 dvBpmrog gimolg yap av: Xokpdg dvOponog dAAa KbV Epatdiic, Ti Zokpdng,
amoddoing dv 81t GvOpwmog AAAL Kav Epotndiic, Ti Zwkpdrng, dmrodidoing dv ot dvBpwmog. 6 Toivov
GvOpTog Kot ToD ZmKpATovg Kb VTOKEPEVOL KATYOpETTOL.

125 Cat. 5, 2225-6: 6 yop Ti¢ EvOpomog kai EvOpomdg E6Tiv:
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Let us say that those sorts of things are ‘predicated in the what—it—is’ which it would be
appropriate to state when asked what the thing in question is, as in the case of a man, when

asked what it is, it is appropriate to state that he is an animal.'2¢

In this passage, Aristotle claims that any appropriate answer to the ‘What is it?’
question is predicated in the what—it—is. Since ‘to state what it is’ is a matter of logical
predication, it follows that ‘to be predicated in the what—it—is’ likewise belongs to the
level of logical predication. If the ontological predication ‘to be SAID OF ... as of a
subject’ underlies the logical predication ‘to state what it is’, then it also underlies the
logical predication ‘to be predicated in the what—it—is’. In fact, according to Topics VII
3 and 5, genera and specific differences are predicated in the what—it—is of their
subjects.!?” Accordingly, we can determine ‘to be SAID OF ... as of a subject’ and ‘to

be IN ... as in a subject’ as follows:

(SAID-OF**) X is SAID OF Y as of a subject if and only if, on the level of

logical predication, X is predicated in the what—it—is of ¥.!28

126 Top. 15, 1022325, trans. R. Smith 1997, slightly modified: év t@® ti ot 8¢ katnyopeichot Tt
toladta Aeyécbo Soa apuottel amododvar épmtbévta ti €o0TL TO mpokeipevov' kabdmep €mi TOD
avBpmdmov apuoTTEL, EpmTniéva Ti EoTLy, ginelv &1L {Pov.

127 See Top. VII 3, 153217-18: katnyopeiton & &v 16 ti €011 T YévN Kol oi Swopopai. Top. VII 5,
154227-8: kai 6Tt év T Ti £07T1 TO YEVOG KOl ol Slapopal Kot yopovvIaL

128 Shapiro 2023 interprets what is SAID OF another thing as of a subject as a formal part of that
subject, that is, a part that determines what something is. On his view, a species is also a formal part of
its particular instances. I am reluctant to adopt this terminology, however, because the expression ‘formal
part’ more naturally refers to the constituent parts of a form itself. What Shapiro has in mind is better

described as the constituents stated in a definition.
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(IN**) X'is IN Y as in a subject if and only if, on the level of logical predication,

X is not predicated in the what—it—is of Y.

According to these determinations, a specific difference is SAID OF its subject even
though it belongs to a different ontological category from its subject.

We have now shown that the parts of logical essence, namely, genera and specific
differences, are essential predicates of their subjects, both on an ontological level and
on a logical level. On an ontological level, they are SAID OF their subjects. On a logical
level, they are predicated in the what—it—is of their subjects. Moreover, the ontological
predication ‘to be SAID OF ... as of a subject’ underlies the logical predication ‘to be

predicated in the what—it—is’.

2.2. A Puzzle: How Can a Specific Difference Be SAID OF Its Subject?

I have shown in 2.1 that a specific difference is SAID OF its subject, in the sense that
both its name and its account are predicated of its subject. This, however, gives rise to
apuzzle. Given that a specific difference is a quality (see Metaph. A 14,1020333-2),129

how can its name and account be predicated of its subject, which is usually not a quality?

129 With regard to the categorial status of specific differences, Porphyry holds that a specific
difference is neither substance without qualification nor quality without qualification. Rather, it is an
essential quality (woldtng ovo1dING), because it is completive (copminpwtikn) of essence (ovoio)
(Porphyry, in Cat. 95.17-96.2). Similarly, Simplicius maintains that a specific difference occupies an
intermediate position between substance and quality (Simplicius, in Cat. 99.4-6).

Morrison 1993, however, criticizes this view as a ‘fudge’, arguing that ‘Aristotle has set up his

categories so that every being falls into one of them or another. The categories are discrete, not stages
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Consider the specific difference footed. If its account is ‘the state of having feet’, it
is difficult to see how this account can be predicated of man. Further, if its name is
‘footedness’, rather than ‘footed’, it is equally difficult to understand how the name
‘footedness’ can be predicated of man.

This difficulty was already noted by Dexippus in his Commentary on Aristotle’s

Categories.'>® He proposes the following solution:

For they, separating the footedness by thought (émvoig), are not prepared to accept that a
specific difference is that which is taken along with the subject. But it is one thing to
separate something by the thought (tfj émwvoiq), and another to grasp it as being together
with the subject. Therefore, when Aristotle, in connection with the definitional account,
says here that to be predicated synonymously holds of the specific differences, he has said
about the specific differences taken together with the matter, and we understand him in that

sense. 131

on a continuum.” (English original by Morrison, for which the French translation by Brunschwig in
Morrison 1993, 152 is ‘Aristote a édifi¢ ses catégories de fagon que tout étre tombe dans 1’une ou 1’autre
d’entre elles. Les catégories sont discrétes, elles ne sont pas des étapes dans un continuum.’). Instead,
Morrison (ibid., 149-50) argues that a specific difference may belong to any ontological category,
depending on its ‘intrinsic logical features’ (English original by Morrison, for which the French
translation by Brunschwig is ‘caractéristiques logiques intrinséques’). In support of this view, he appeals
to Topics VI 6, 145°13—18, where Aristotle states that the specific differences that qualify a relative are
themselves relatives. Thus, since knowledge is a relative, the specific differences that qualify it—
theoretical, practical, and productive—must likewise be relatives. This argument, however, is not
decisive. The fact that some specific differences are relatives does not preclude their also being qualities.
Aristotle himself observes in Categories 8, 11*37-8 that there is nothing absurd if the same thing is both
a quality and a relative. Consequently, the passage in Topics VI 6 does not establish that specific

differences cease to be qualities merely because they also belong to the category of relatives.
130 See Dexippus, in Cat. 49.26-50.9.

B! Dexippus, in Cat. 50.12-18, trans. J. Dillon 1990, slightly modified: émvoiq yap yopilovteg Thv

nelotnTa 00 PodAoval TO PETH TOD DIOKEUEVOD GUVEIAUUEVOV etvol Slapopdy. dAlo 84 6Tt yopicor
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According to Dexippus, the difficulty arises only when the specific difference is
considered in abstraction, that is, when it is separated ‘by the thought’ (tfj émwvoiq) from
the genus of which it is a determination. Once it is considered together with its proper
genus, its account can be predicated of its subject. This view is followed by Ackrill
(1963) and Oehler (2006).!32

The motivation for this view appears to lie in Aristotle’s claim that every specific
difference ‘brings’ (émpépet) with itself its proper genus (10 oikelov yévoc). For
example, footed always brings with itself its proper genus, animal, and odd always
brings with itself its proper genus, number.'*3 This claim, however, does not license
identifying a specific difference with the compound formed by that difference and its
proper genus. Rather, it implies only that a specific difference is a qualification that can
belong exclusively to its proper genus. For example, footed qualifies only animal, and
odd qualifies only number. It does not follow that footed is equivalent to footed animal,
or that odd is equivalent to odd number. Consequently, the view proposed by Dexippus

and adopted by Ackrill and Oehler cannot be sustained.'**

T T} émwvoiq, Ao g cvuvuTap OV T@ VTOKEWEVD GVAABETY. &mel ovv kol 6 AploTotédng mept Tod
optlotikod Adyov Ayer €vtadba kai O GLVEOVOHOG Katnyopeicbol €ml T®V Sopopdv eipnke TOV
GUVEMUUEVOV HETO TG VANG, Kol NElS obTog Ekdeydpedo

132 See Ackrill 1963, 86: ‘To ascribe the differentia “two—footed” to man is as good as to say that
he is a two—footed land animal. Thus the differentia is, in a way, the whole of the “what is it” of a
secondary substance.’ (emphasis in the original). See also Ochler 2006, 265.

133 Top. V1 6, 144°16-8: gmipépel yap £xdotn @V Slopopdv o oikelov yévoc, kabdmep 1o meldv kol
70 dimovv 10 {PHoV GLVETLPEPEL.

134 Mann 2000, 1945, 2024 suggests that the difficulty concerning specific differences shows that
the ‘name—and—definition—test’, precisely because it is linguistic or logical in character, cannot perfectly
mirror the underlying ontological relations. With respect to specific differences, he proposes that abstract

nouns such as ‘footedness’ should not be regarded as referring to specific differences. Moreover, he
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A different solution is proposed by [amblichus. According to him, the account of a
specific difference should be the account of it not qua quality, but qua what is
completive of the essence. As Simplicius reports in his Commentary on Aristotle’s

Categories:

“...The reason for the confusion is that sometimes they take the specific differences as
completing the essence and as parts of the species, but when they construct the defining
account, they no longer take the specific differences as completive, but regard them as a
quality, and the account of the states does not apply to all the subjects. If they took the
specific differences as completive in both these cases, as would be proper, both the name
and the defining account would certainly be predicated of the subjects.” This, then,

Iamblichus says by way of solution to the problem.!3

Simplicius does not report further how, according to Iamblichus, a specific difference
should be accounted for qua what is completive of the essence. Nevertheless,
Iamblichus’s proposal highlights two important points. First, an entity capable of

functioning as a specific difference may be considered either simply as a quality or as

maintains that even if such abstract nouns are unavoidable, we should not acknowledge their ontological
import. See ibid., 204. At ibid., 195, Mann suggests that ‘it seems most natural to assimilate differentiae
to ousiai after all.”

135 Simplicius, in Cat. 101.4-12, trans. De Haas/Fleet 2001, modified: ... oitiov 8¢ Tfic Tapoyfc,
OTL TOTE PEV DG GUUTANPOTIKAG TTiG 00Gi0g AupPfdvovot Tag dapopag Kal dg pépn tod idovg, dtav 08
TOV AOYOV TOV OPIGTIKOV TOIAVTOL, 0VY MG CUUTANPOTIKAG ETL TOG d1APOPAg AAUPAVOVGLY, AN’ OG KOTA
mototnTo, Bempovpévag, Kai Tov Adyov ov maotv Epapuolev Tolg DTOKEWEVOLS TOV TV EEe@V. €1 08
domep v mpoctikov EAGuPavov T’ AUPOTEP®Y TOVTOV TG S1POPAG (G CLUTANPOTIKAS, TEVTOG AV
Koi O dvopa kol O OpLoTIKdg AOY0g KATNYOpEito KAt T@V VIOKEWEVDY”. Todta pev odv O TauBAryog

™V dropiav SAd@V enoiv.
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that which completes the essence. Second, only when it is considered as completive of
essence will its name and account be predicated of its subject.

Building on Iamblichus’s insight, I propose that an entity capable of functioning as
a specific difference admits two distinct modes of consideration: it may be regarded
either as a full-fledged ontological entity or as a specific difference of something.
Corresponding to these two modes of consideration, it possesses two names and two
accounts. When considered as a full-fledged ontological entity, its name is a
substantive, such as ‘footedness’. By contrast, when considered as a specific difference
of something, its name is an adjective, such as ‘footed’.!3¢ The same distinction applies
to the corresponding accounts. The account associated with the substantive ‘footedness’
accounts for it as a full-fledged ontological entity and must mention its own genus. For
example, the account given for the name ‘footedness’ will be something like ‘the state
of having feet’. By contrast, the account associated with the adjective ‘footed’ accounts
for it as a specific difference of something. Such an account need only clarify what the
adjective ‘footed’ means, without mentioning the genus of footed, namely, quality. For
instance, the account given for the name ‘footed’ will be something like ‘having
feet’. 137 This is precisely how Porphyry defines ‘footed’ in his Commentary on

Aristotle’s Categories 94.34—6: ‘But as it is, one can say that man is footed and can

136 It should be noted that Aristotle almost always refers to specific differences by adjectives rather
than substantives. One passage where Aristotle uses substantives to denote specific differences is
Topics IV 5, 126°16: ‘For neither excess nor intensity is genus, but specific difference.’ (translation
is mine: odte yap 1 vrepPoin 000 1 6POIPOTNG YEVOS, AN dLapopd”).

137 Porphyry, in Cat. 94.34—6, trans. Strange 1992, slightly modified: viv 62 tov &vOpwmov &iroig

av elov, ginoig 8° av kol Adyov tod meloD, Omep €otiv €mi yiiG 610 oKEADV Pad1OTIKOV.
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also state the account of ‘footed’ (pezon) of man, that is, “capable of walking over the
earth by means of legs”.’

The following passage in Topics VI 12, 149*29-37 indicates that Aristotle defines
a specific difference in terms of an adjectival account, without mentioning its own

genus:

If he has given the definition (koros) of the specific difference, examine whether the given
definition (horismos) is also common to something else. For example, when he says that
the odd number is a number that has a middle, we must determine in which way it has a
middle. For ‘number’ is common to both phrases, while the account has been substituted
for ‘odd’; and both a line and a solid have a middle, although they are not odd. So that this
would not be a definition of odd. But if ‘having a middle’ (to meson echon) is said in many
ways, we must determine in what way it has a middle. So that there will be a criticism or a

deduction showing that he has not defined.!*®

In this passage, Aristotle derives the account of the specific difference ‘odd’ by
subtracting ‘number’ from the definition of ‘odd number’.!3® Admittedly, the resulting

account, ‘having a middle’, is not sufficiently determinate and must be further specified

138 Top. VI 12, 149%29-37, trans. A. Schiaparelli 2023, slightly modified: Ei 8¢ tfic Stapopdc tov
dpov amodédwie, okomelv &l kol dALOL TVOG KOvdC O Gmodofeic OpLGUAC. olov BTAV TOV TEPLTTOV
apOpov apbpov uécov Eyxovra giny, EMSIOPIOTEOV TO TAOG LEGOV EYOVTO. O HEV YAP APOUOC KOWVOG €V
AUPOTEPOLG TOTG AOYOIG VIThpyEL, TOD OE mepitTod peteidnmral 6 Adyog &xel 08 Kol Ypapun Kol cidpo
HEGOV, 00 TEPITTY vTa. (BoT  0vK dv i OPIGHOC 00TOC TOD TEPITTOD. €1 88 TOAAAYME AEYETON TO PEGOV
&xov, d1optoTtéov 10 TG PEsov Eyov. ot 1 Emtipnoig éotat, 1j GLALOYIGHOG OTL 00y dproTat.

139 With respect to the idea of deriving the account of a specific difference by subtraction, I have
been influenced by Sebastiano Belleggia’s talk ‘Definitions without Essences? The Residual Accounts
of Aristotle’s Paronyms’ held in the workshop ‘Definitions between Plato and Aristotle’ (November17—

18, 2023, Fribourg).
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as ‘having a middle in a certain way’. Nevertheless, the passage clearly shows that,
when an entity is considered as a specific difference of something, its account need not
mention its own genus. Rather, it is obtained simply by replacing the adjectival name
with its corresponding adjectival account.

It should be noted that my claim that an entity capable of functioning as a specific
difference has two accounts does not imply that one and the same entity has two
different definitions.'*" Rather, 1 propose that only the account given for an entity
considered as a full-fledged ontological entity counts as its definition properly
speaking. By contrast, the account given when the same entity is considered as a
specific difference of something is merely a ‘partial account’ of that entity.

Now, we see that both the name and the account of an entity capable of functioning
as a specific difference are twofold. When considered as a full-fledged ontological
entity, it is designated by a substantive, and its account must specify its own non—
substantial genus. Such an account cannot be predicated of its subject. By contrast,
when the same entity is considered as a specific difference of something, it is
designated by an adjective, and its account does not mention its genus. Such an account,
being only an adjectival phrase, can be predicated of its subject.

Why, then, does the account of an entity qua a specific difference of something not
need to mention its own genus? I suggest that the answer lies in Aristotle’s theory of
predicational categories. A specific difference is predicated, according to Aristotle, not
in the category of ‘what it is’ (# esti), but in that of ‘of what sort it is’ (poion ti esti)

with respect to its subject. Consequently, when it contributes to the constitution of the

40 In Topics V1 4, 141235, Aristotle explicitly states that there is only one essence or ‘what it

essentially is’ for one thing: £ékéot yop TV Svimv &v dott 10 givon dmep £oTiv.
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essence of a species, it does not introduce its own genus into the definition of that

species. The following section develops this claim in detail.

2.3.  Specific Difference as Predicated in the Category of ‘of What Sort It

Is’

2.3.1. The Predicational Categories in Topics [ 9

In claiming that a specific difference is predicated in the category of ‘of what sort it is’
(poion ti esti), 1 use the term ‘category’ not to refer to one of the ten ontological
categories in Categories 4, but rather to one of the predicational categories. By
‘predicational category’, I mean the manner in which a predicate is predicated of its
subject. One passage that, I suggest, provides a complete list of the predicational
categories is Topics 19. 141

In Topics 19, 103°21-3, Aristotle introduces the following list of categories,

beginning with ‘what it is’ (# esti):

Now then, after that, we must distinguish the kinds of the categories (fa gené ton
katégorion), in which the mentioned four items (hai rhétheisai tettares) inhere

(huparchousin). These are ten in number: what it is (# esti), how much (poson), of what

141 For the distinction between ontological or metaphysical categories and predicational categories,
see already Ebert 1985, 137-8, M. Frede 1987, 38-9, 47-8, Morrison 1993, 148. By contrast, Malink
2007 holds that both the categories in Categories 4 and those in Topics 1 9 are categories of predicates
or predications. More recently, Granieri 2016, 14 holds that while the categories in Categories 4 are

categories of predicates, those in Topics 1 9 are categories of predications.
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sort (poion), relative (pros ti), where (pou), when (pote), being—in—a—position (keisthai),

having (echein), doing (poiein), being—-affected (paschein).'*?

A comparison with the list of categories in Categories 4 shows that the two lists differ
only in their first item. Whereas the list in Categories 4 begins with substance (ousia),
the list in Topics 19 begins with ‘what it is’ (# esti). Because of this close resemblance,

scholars disagree as to whether the two lists are fundamentally the same!43

or represent
distinct classificatory schemes.!'** Because of space constraints, I simply adopt the
latter view without arguing for this stance in detail. I also suppose that the list beginning
with ousia classifies kinds of beings, whereas the list beginning with #i esti classifies
the different ways in which predicates are predicated of their subjects. Accordingly, the

former consists of ontological categories, whereas the latter consists of predicational

categories.

2.3.2. The Predicational Category of Specific Difference: ‘of What Sort It Is’

Suppose that the list of categories in Topics 1 9 is a list of predicational categories.

Under which predicational category, then, should a specific difference be classified?

142 Top. 19, 103°20-3, trans. R. Smith 1997, modified: Metd totvov tadta Sei SopicacOar td yévn
TRV KOTNYOPIBY, &V 01¢ VIapovcty ai pndsicon Téttapec. 0Tt 88 TadTa TOV Aptdudy SéKa, Ti £0TL, TOGOV,
7oLV, TPOG T1, oD, TOTE, KEIGOL, EYELv, TOLETY, MAGYELY.

143 For this view, see Alexander of Aphrodisias, in Top. 65.14-19; Arpe 1938, 11-14; Fait 2023,
Rapp (forthcoming).

144 For this view, see Ebert 1985, 137—8; M. Frede 1987, 37-9; Morrison 1993, 148; Malink 2007,
273; Granieri 2016, 4-5.

69



According to Topics 14, 101°18-19, a specific difference is to be treated together
with the predicable genus, since it is ‘genus—like’ (geniké) (cf. Top. 14, 101°18-19).
Moreover, in Topics 1 9, 103°35-9, Aristotle explicitly states that the genus as a

predicable is predicated of its subject in the category of ‘what it is’:

With each of these, both when the thing is said about itself and when the genus is said about
this thing, one signifies what it is. But when [the predicate] is said about something other

[than itself], then one does not signify what it is, but how much [it is] or of what sort [it is]

or one of the other categories.'#

This passage generalizes the condition under which a predicate is predicated in the
category of ‘what it is’, on the basis of the examples given earlier in Topics 19, 103%27—
35. In those examples, the predicate is either the subject itself (man, white, one—cubit—
long length) or its genus (animal, color). By ‘a thing is predicated of itself’, Aristotle
does not mean tautological predications such as ‘man is man’. Rather, what he has in
mind should be definiens—predications like ‘man is two—footed rational animal’.'#® By
contrast, whenever a predicate is said of ‘something other than itself’, then the predicate
is neither the definiens nor the genus of the subject. In such a case, one does not signify
‘what it is’, but one of the other predicational categories. For example, in the
predication ‘man is white’, the predicate ‘white’ is predicated of its subject in the

category of ‘of what sort it is’ (poion ti esti). It follows, therefore, that genus—

145 Top 19, 103°35-39, trans. R. Smith 1997, modified: &xactov yap TV 1010070V, £G4V TE AVTO TEPL
avTod Aéynton €4v T€ TO YEVOG mePl TOVTOV, Ti 0Tt onpaivel dtav O mepl £T€pov, 00 Ti £0TL oMpaivel
GALQ TOGOV 1| OOV 1| TVAL TOV BALOV KOTNYOPLDV.

146 For this view, see Alexander of Aphrodisias, in Top. 67.8-11; Malink 2007, 280-1.
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predications and definiens—predications belong to the predicational category of ‘what
itis’, whereas predications whose predicate is a peculiar property or an accident belong
to one of the other nine predicational categories.

Does the fact that a specific difference is genus—like imply that it is also predicated
of its subject in the category of ‘what it is’? In Topics VI 6, Aristotle states explicitly
that a specific difference does not signify ‘what it is’, but rather ‘of what sort it is’

(poion ti):

Therefore, if the state is a genus of virtue, it is clear that the good is not a genus, but rather
a specific difference. Furthermore, the state signifies what virtue is, but the good does not
signify “what it is”, but rather “of what sort it is” (ou #i esti alla poion). In fact, the specific

difference seems to signify “of what sort it is” (poion ti).'4

Accordingly, although a specific difference is genus—like, it is not predicated in the
category of ‘what it is’, but rather ‘of what sort it is’. However, in Topics VII 3 and 5,
Aristotle explicitly states that both genera and specific differences are predicated in the
what-it-is (en t6[i] ti esti katégoreisthai) of their subjects.!*® Does Aristotle thereby
commit himself to a contradiction? In the following, I shall deal with this puzzle in

more detail.

147 Top. V1 6, 144*15-19, trans. A. Schiaparelli 2023, slightly modified: &i obv 1 &&1¢ Tfig dpetiig
vévog, dfilov 6Tt TayaBov oV YEvog AL pdALoV dtopopd. ETL N pev EELC Tl 0Tt onpoivel 1} apet, T0
AyaBov oV Ti €0tV GAAL ToToV" JOKET & 1) S10QOPA TOLOV TL ONLOAVELY.

148 See Top. VII 3, 153217-18: xatnyopeitor & &v 1 Ti éot1 T8 yévn kod ai drapopai. Top. VII 5,

154°27-8: xoi 811 év 1@ Ti €011 TO Yévog Kol ol dtapopai Katnyopodvtot
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2.3.3. Contradictory Attributions to Specific Difference?

In his Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories (80.4-5), Porphyry identifies ‘to be
predicated ... as of a subject’ (kath’ hupokeimenou katégoreisthai), which amounts to
the same as ‘to be SAID OF ... as of a subject’ in Aristotle,'* with ‘to be predicated
in the what-it-is’ (en t6[i] ti esti katégoreisthai) of that subject.!>® Since a specific
difference is SAID OF its subject, it follows, according to Porphyry, that it is
‘predicated in the what—it—is’ (en to[i] ti esti katégoreisthai) of its subject. Yet, in
Isagoge 11.7-13, Porphyry also states that a specific difference is not predicated in the
‘what it is’ (ouk en to[i] ti esti katégoreisthai) but predicated in the ‘of what sort it is’
(poion ti esti) of its subject.!>! Thus, Porphyry appears not to recognize that he
attributes two apparently contradictory modes of predication to the specific difference.

Eustratius, by contrast, attempts to avoid this difficulty by arguing that a specific
difference is ‘said in the what—it—is’ (en fo/i] ti esti legesthai) of its subject only when
it is taken together with its proper genus and considered as an ‘unnamed’ genus. As

Eustratius puts it, ‘each specific difference, when taken together with the genus, is an

149 For Porphyry, both kath’ hupokeimenou kategoreisthai... and kath’ hupokeimenou legesthai...
express the relation ‘to be SAID OF ... as of a subject’. By contrast, Aristotle only uses the latter to

express that relation.

130 Porphyry, in Cat. 80.4-5, trans. S. K. Strange 1992, slightly modified: Ka@’ dmoketpévou enoiv
€keivo kanyopeicbai tivog, dtav &v 16 Ti 0Tt KaTyopfitan Ekelvo <6> dmodidotal.

151 Porphyry, Isagoge 11.7-13, trans. Barnes 2003, modified: Opifovrar 8¢ adtiv kol obtwg
dtopopd €0TL TO KATH TAEWOVOV Kol S10peEPOVTIOV T@ €10€l £V T® TOTOV Ti £0TL KOTIYOPOVLEVOV" TO VAP
Aoykov kol T0 BvynTov 100 AvBpdToL Katnyopoduevov v Td moiov Ti €0ty O dvBpmmog Aéyetan GAL’
0VK &V T® Ti €0Twv. TL Y&V Yap €0Tv 0 AvBpmnog EpoTmUEVOV MUY olkelov ginelv (Pov, moiov d¢ {Hov

movBavopuévmv Aoyikov Kol OvnTov oikeing Amod®oopEY.

72



unnamed genus and is said in the what—it—is.”!>> However, when Aristotle says that a
specific difference is SAID OF its subject or predicated in the what—it—is of its subject,
he is speaking of the specific difference itself, not of the combination of the difference
with its proper genus. Eustratius’s interpretation therefore suffers from the same defect
as that of Dexippus, Ackrill, and Oehler, as discussed above.

The underlying problem is that Eustratius fails to distinguish between ‘to be
predicated in the what—it—is’ and ‘to signify “what it is”’, which can also be expressed

299

as ‘to be predicated in the category of ‘what it is’”. A specific difference is in fact
predicated in the what—it—is, without signifying ‘what it is’ or being predicated in the
category of ‘what it is’. Failing to recognize this, Eustratius uses en tofi] ti esti
katégoreisthai indiscriminately for both. I propose that this is also what leads Porphyry
to maintain that a specific difference is both en t0[i] ti esti katégoreisthai and ouk en
to[i] ti esti katégoreisthai.

By contrast, I draw a strict distinction between ‘to be predicated in the what—it—is’
and ‘to be predicated in the category of “what it is”. I argue that Aristotle never uses
en toi ti esti katégoreisthai to express the latter relation. Rather, his expression for this
relation is # esti sémainein, as is clear from Topics 1 9.

Among modern commentators, Morrison (1993) attempts to distinguish between
en to[i] ti esti katégoreisthai (to be predicated in the what—it—is) and #i esti sémainein

(to signify ‘what it is’/to be predicated in the category of ‘what it is’). He argues that

the former denotes ‘to be predicated in the category of essence’ in a looser sense,

152 Bustratius, in An. Post. 208.17-19, translation is mine: xai TGV S10Qopdv yip £KGoTn 1@ YEVEL

GUVELANUUEV AVOVLUOV TE YEVOG 0TI Kai &V TG Ti £0TL AéyeTat.
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whereas the latter expresses ‘to be predicated in the category of essence’ in a stricter

Sensc:

Concerning the category of predicate of the differentia, I shall argue that Aristotle is himself
somewhat inconsistent. His basic view is that the differentia (of any species, in any
metaphysical category) is predicated of the species in the category of essence. But he
recognizes a stricter sense of ‘essential predication’ according to which only the genus is
predicated in the category of predication ‘essence’, and in accord with that sense, the

differentia is instead predicated of the species in the category of ‘quality’.!>?

This proposal has the merit that it recognizes that en t0/i] ti esti katégoreisthai and ti
esti sémainein do not express the same relation. Nevertheless, it is misleading in that it
treats the #i esti in both phrases as a predicational category, namely, the so—called
‘category of essence’. I argue instead that whereas the #i esti in ti esti sémainein refers
to a predicational category, the ti esti in en tofi] ti esti katégoreisthai refers to the
essence as an ontological entity.

Accordingly, the claim that X is predicated in the what—it—is of Y only implies only
that X partially constitutes the essence of Y or wholly reveals the essence of Y, where

X can be either a genus, a specific difference, or the definiens of Y. If X is a genus or

153 English original by Morrison, for which the French translation by Brunschwig in Morrison
1993, 150 is: ‘Quant a la catégorie de prédication de la différence, je soutiendrai qu’Aristote a lui—
méme une position quelque peu incohérente. Fondamentalement, il pense que la différence (de
n’importe quelle espéce, dans n’importe quelle catégorie métaphysique) se prédique de I’espéce
dans la catégorie de I’essence. Mais il admet aussi un sens plus étroit de la « prédication essentielle »,
selon lequel seul le genre se prédique dans la catégorie de prédication de I’ « essence » ; en fonction

de ce sens, la différence se prédique alors de 1’espéce dans la catégorie de la « qualité ».’
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the definiens of Y, it is predicated in the category of ‘what it is’. By contrast, when X is
a specific difference of ¥, it is predicated in the category of ‘of what sort it is’.

The fact that genera and specific differences belong to different predicational
categories thus reflects the different ways in which they constitute the essence of their
subjects. A genus signifies what the subject is, with its own genus and its specific
difference(s) being applied to its subject. A specific difference, by contrast, signifies of
what sort the subject is and does not introduce its own genus to the subject.!>* This
explains why, in accounting for a quality qua the specific difference of something, there

is no need to mention the genus ‘quality’ or a sub—genus of it.

2.4. Conclusion

In this chapter, I have shown that the philosophical motivation of the notion of logical
essence is the articulation of essence through essential predication. First, I have shown
that the parts of logical essence, namely, genus and specific differences, are essential
predicates of their subjects, both on an ontological level and on a logical level. On an
ontological level, they are SAID OF their subjects, with both their names and accounts
predicated of them. On a logical level, they are predicated in the what—it—is of their
subjects. Moreover, I have argued that the ontological predication ‘to be SAID OF ...
as of a subject’ underlies the logical predication ‘to be predicated in the what—it—is’.

After that, [ have addressed the puzzle of how a specific difference can be SAID OF its

154 In his Commentary on Aristotle’s Categories (98.8-9), Simplicius states that specific differences
‘do not contribute to the being (fo einai) but to the being such (fo toionde einai).” Trans. De Haas/Fleet

2001, slightly modified: ob yap €ig 10 elvan, GAL" gig 10 T010vSe eivar cuuPdAlovTal.
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subject. My proposal is that an entity capable of functioning as a specific difference
may be considered either as a full-fledged ontological entity or as a specific difference
of something. In the latter case, its name is adjectival, and its account need not mention
its own genus. Consequently, both its name and its account are predicated of its subject.
Finally, I have argued that because a specific difference is predicated of its subject in
the category of ‘of what sort it is’, it does not contribute its own genus when
constituting the essence of that subject. This explains why the account of a quality qua
a specific difference of something need not mention the genus ‘quality’ or a sub—genus

of it.
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3. The Three Steps to Grasp the Logical Essence of a Species

In this chapter, I argue that grasping the logical essence of a species involves three
successive steps: induction, selection of the essential predicates, and division. First, by
means of induction, we collect all the universal attributes shared by all the particular
instances of that species qua instances of it. Next, from among the universal attributes,
we select those that are predicated in the what—it—is of the thing. Finally, by means of
division, we arrange the selected essential predicates into a well-structured and
complete logical definiens, thereby organizing the parts of the logical essence into a
unified whole.

Having examined these three steps, I argue, against Bronstein (2016),'> that
demonstrations are not required for attaining nous of a logical definiens. Rather, with
respect to a species, I maintain that we attain nous of a logical definiens once we have
arrived, through division, at a well-structured and complete definiens. With respect to
a primary genus, by contrast, I argue that nous of a logical definiens is attained once
induction has yielded a universal attribute shared by all and only the instances of that

genus qua instances of it.

3.1.  Step (1): Induction

155 See Bronstein 2016, 225-47.
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According to my three—step account of grasping the logical essence of a species, the
first step is to collect the universal attributes through induction.

To clarify how induction functions, I shall concentrate on Posterior Analytics 11 19,
10023-°5. Induction is commonly understood as a method for arriving at universals and
universal propositions. More recently, however, several scholars have argued that
induction as it is described in Posterior Analytics 11 19 is not a method, but rather a
‘quasi—automatic’ or ‘natural’ process.!*® I agree with this latter interpretation that
Posterior Analytics 11 19 is not a manual explaining how induction should be carried
out, but a factual account of the progression of our epistemic state. Nevertheless, this
does not exclude the possibility that induction functions as a method within this
progression, even though Aristotle does not explicitly explain how it is to be applied.'>’
Moreover, Aristotle’s claim in Posterior Analytics 11 19, 100213—14 that the (human)
soul is such that it is capable of undergoing such a progression'>® does not imply that
the (human) soul is entirely passive throughout this process. To use a simple analogy:
although a human body is naturally capable of undergoing the process of becoming
healthier, one may nevertheless actively contribute to this process by adopting
appropriate methods. Likewise, although Aristotle presents the development of our
cognitive state as a natural progression, this does not preclude the active application of
methods.

In what follows, I argue that induction proper consists in the transition from a

plurality of propositions concerning particular cases to a universal proposition. This

156 See Helmig 2012, 139.
157 In Posterior Analytics 11 13, 97°6-26, Aristotle offers a guide for the application of induction as
a method.

158 See An. post. 11 19, 100*13—14: 1 52 yuyn drdpyel Torod ovoa ofa SHvacOu nécysw TodTo"
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transition is neither entirely ‘automatic’ nor passive but requires the active exercise of
reason (logos).
In Posterior Analytics 11 19, 10023-°5, Aristotle shows in detail how the

development of our cognitive state proceeds:

[a] From perception there comes memory, as we call it, and from memory (when it occurs
many times to the same item) experience; for memories which are many in number form a
single experience. And from experience, or from the whole universal (ek pantos tou
katholou)'>® which has come to rest in the soul (the one beyond the many, that is, whatever
is one and the same in all these items), there comes the principle (arché) of craft (technés)
and knowledge (epistémés)—of craft if it is concerned with generation (genesin), of
knowledge if it is concerned with the being (to on). [b] Thus the states in question neither
inhere in us in a determinate form nor come about from perception—as in a battle, when a
rout has occurred, first one man makes a stand, then another does, and then another, until
a position of strength is reached. And the soul is such as to be capable of undergoing this.
[c] Let us say again what we have just said but not said clearly. When one of the
undifferentiated items (zon adiaphoron) makes a stand, there is a first universal (proton
katholou) in the soul; for although you perceive particulars, perception is of universals, —
—e.g. of man, not of Callias the man. Next, a stand is made among these items, until
something partless and universal (fa ameré kai ta katholou) makes a stand. E.g. such—and—
such an animal makes a stand, until animal does; and with animal a stand is made in the
same way. [d] Thus, it is clear that we must get to know (gnorizein) the primaries (ta prota)

by induction; for this is the way in which the perception instils (empoiei) the universal.'®

159 For this rendering of ek pantos tou katholou, see Helmig 2012, 133 with note 206.
10 gn. post. 11 19, 100*3-°5, trans. Barnes 1993, modified: Ex pév odv aicOncemg yivetar pvium,
domep Aéyouev, €k 6& PVIUNG TOALAKLG TOD a0TOD YvopEvNg Eumelpiar ol yap ToAlal pvijpot Td aptopd

gumelpio pio €otiv. €k & éumepiag 1 €k mavtog Npepoavtog o kaboAov &v i Yoy, 10D £vog Tapa
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This passage naturally falls into four sections: [a]-[d], whose content may be
summarized as follows:

[a]: the progression from perception to the principle of craft or scientific knowledge;
[b]: a summary of [a], consisting of the simile of rout and the claim that the (human)
soul is capable of undergoing such a progression;

[c]: a further clarification of [a], stating that we proceed from undifferentiated items
through the first universal to increasingly general universals.

[d]: a summary of [a]-[c], emphasizing the role of induction in the two progressions

just described.

What is the difference between the two progressions described respectively in [a] and
[c]? I suggest that, in [a], Aristotle is primarily concerned with the successive stages in
the development of our cognitive state, without yet specifying precisely what the
‘whole universal’ is. By contrast, in [c], he makes it clear that we first arrive at a “first
universal’ and only subsequently proceed to more general universals. Thus, the ‘whole

universal’, as attained directly from experience, should be a ‘first universal’, that is, an

T TOAAG, O Gv &v dmactv €v Evij €kelvolg TO avTd, (VNG GpyN Kol EMOTAUNG, 0V UEV TEPL YEVELY,
TEYVNG, 0V 0€ TePL TO OV, EMGTAUNG. 0VTE ST EVLTTAPYOLGLY APmpIcuévaL al EEgLg, 00T G’ dAAV EEemv
YIVOVTOL YVOOTIKOTEP®Y, GAL" GO 0i0HcEMC, 010V £V by TPOTHC YEVOUEVNC £VOC GTAVTOC ETEpOC 0T,
10 Etepoc, m¢ émi apynv MABev. 1| 8& yoym drapyet TowdT odoa ofa SHvacOar Thoysy Todto. & &
ENEYOM pEv mhAaL, 00 cap®S 6& EAEYXON, TAMY EITOUEY. GTAVTOG Yap TOV ASAPOPOV EVOG, TPATOV UEV
v Th Yoy kaborov (kai yap aicOveton pév 1o xod’ Exoctov, 1} §” aicOnoic Tod kufodrov éotiv, olov
avOpdmov, AL’ 00 Kailiov avBpdnov): mdlv €v TovTolg iotatat, £mg Gv Ta dpept| oTi) Kal T Kaborov,
otov totovdi {@ov, Emg (Hov, kai &v TovTe OhouvTmg. dfhov 81 dtt Miv T TpdTO, dnaywyfi yvopilew

avaykaiov: kol yap 1 aichnoig obitm 10 kaboAov Eunotel.
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infima species, not a higher genus like ‘animal’. In what follows, I shall concentrate on
the progression described in [a] together with the summary of the whole passage in [d].

In [a], Aristotle distinguishes five successive stages of the development of our
cognitive state. These stages are: perception, memory, experience, the state in which
we possess the ‘whole universal’, and finally the principle of craft and scientific
knowledge, which later turns out to be nous. After a summary of [a] in [b], and a further
clarification in [c], Aristotle summarizes in [d] that ‘we must get to know (gnorizein)
the primaries (fa prota) by induction; for this is the way in which the perception instils
(empoiei) the universal.” Does this imply that induction encompasses the entire
progression from perception to nous of principles?

I suggest that the text need not be understood in this way. Aristotle’s claim that
‘perception instils universals through induction’ implies only that the formation of the
universal, which begins with perception, involves induction. According to Topics 1 12,
105213—14, ‘Induction is the procedure from the particulars to the universal.” (€roywyn
O0& M amod TV kaB’ €kaota €mi O KaBOAoL €podog’). This, however, does not require
that induction begins with perception, although induction presupposes perception!®!
and memory. Rather, I propose that induction proper should be understood as the
transition from a plurality of propositions about particular cases to a universal
proposition concerning a kind. This transition ends with the stage at which we possess
‘the whole universal’ (pan to katholou, An. post. 11 19, 1002%6-7).'92 Here 1 follow the

interpretation according to which the possession of ‘the whole universal’ is a stage

161 See Posterior Analytics 118, 81°5-6: [...] énoyOfjvon 8¢ pny Eyovrag aicOnotv advvatov. 81°8-9:

[...] ob1e 81" €mayytig Gvev Tiig aicOoem.
162 This interpretation differs from that of Liske 1994, 142, who holds that induction comprises the

entire process from perception to the grasp of the first principles.
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subsequent to experience, since experience itself remains concerned with particulars.'®3

More specifically, it is the generation of a universal proposition (hé katholou
hupolépsis) from a plurality of thoughts (emnoémata) or propositions concerning
particulars, as described in Metaphysics A 1,98125-9.1%% Accordingly, both experience
and the state in which we possess ‘the whole universal’ involve propositions rather than

165

mere concepts. By contrast, perception and memory are, | suggest, neither

163 For this interpretation, see Bronstein 2016, 236—7. Following Bronstein 2016, 237, note 37, 1
take the 1 in éx & éumeipiog 1j €k mavtog Npeunoavtog Tod Kabolov &v tf] wuyi] in Posterior Analytics
II 19, 100%6—7 to be corrective, rather than epexegetic. For the view that 7 is corrective here, see also
Thomas Aquinas, Expositio libri Posteriorum Analyticorum, Book 11 Lectio 20, ad loc.; Lesher 1973,
59, note 38; McKirahan 1992, 243; Bayer 1997, 124, note 38; Charles 2000, 149-51 (These references
are taken from Bronstein ibid. 237 note 37), and Gasser—Wingate 2016, 8. For the view that 1} here is
epexegetic, see Ross 1949, 674; Barnes 1993, 264; LeBlond 1996, 129-30, note 1; LaBarge 2006, 38;
Hasper/Yurdin 2014, 122-3, note 7 (These references are taken from Bronstein 2016, 237, note 38).

164 See Metaph. A 1, 98125-9: yiyvetan 8¢ téxvn 8tov &k MOAAGV T dumetpiag évvonudtov pio
KkaBOLov yévntot mtEpl TV OpoimY VTOANYIC. TO HEV YOp Exev VIOANYV &1t KaAig kdpvovtt tnvdl tv
vocov Todi cuviveyke kol Zmkpdtel kai kKob' Ekootov ot moAlolg, éumelpiag éotive This passage
describes the generation of a universal proposition from a plurality of thoughts concerning particulars.
Other passages likewise suggest that induction yields universal propositions. See Prior Analytics 11 23,
where Aristotle explains how a universal primary proposition is derived from multiple propositions
concerning particulars. See also Posterior Analytics 118, 81°3-4: koi ta &€ dpoipéocmg Aeydueva Eotat
OU €maywmyig yvopa motelv, 8t Dmdpyetl Ekdotw yével évia, [...]. Further, in Topics 1 12, Aristotle
illustrates induction by inferring, from the propositions that the skilled pilot is the best pilot and that the
skilled charioteer is the best charioteer, the universal proposition that the skilled person is the best in
each craft.

165 As for memory, I argue that it involves a form of combination that is also found in some non—
human animals. Such combination resembles that involved in phantasia, which consists in the
combination of images rather than words. In De Anima T’ 3, 42824, Aristotle discusses a false
phantasma, such as the appearance that the sun is one—foot long. At this stage, however, there is not yet
a proposition such as ‘the sun is one—foot long’. For Aristotle holds that we can simultaneously possess
this false phantasma and the right proposition that ‘the sun is larger than the inhabited earth’. The
combination occurring in phantasia therefore consists merely in combining the image of the sun with

the image of a one—foot magnitude. Consequently, neither such combinations nor memory and phantasia
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propositional nor conceptual. What, then, should we say about the state in which we
cognize principles?

With respect to the debate over whether the principles grasped by nous are concepts
or propositions, I argue that they are neither unarticulated nor incompletely articulated
concepts, nor are they propositions. Rather, they are concepts fully articulated in the
form of definientia (the plural of definiens).'°® For example, what is grasped is neither
the proposition ‘man is two—footed rational animal’ nor the mere concept ‘man’, but
the definiens of man, such as ‘two—footed rational animal’.'®” The objects of nous
cannot be unarticulated or incompletely articulated concepts, for possessing such
concepts amounts at most to possessing a ‘whole universal’ concerning a kind, not yet
to possessing nous. Nor can they be propositions. The faculty of nous, through whose
actualization we attain the state of nous, grasps indivisibles, whereas any proposition

is divisible into subject and predicate. '8

themselves are propositional. A proposition, by contrast, consists of articulated language, and the use of
articulated language presupposes reason (logos).

166 For an overview of this debate, together with the principal interpretations and further references,
see Helmig 2012, 129-31; Bronstein 2016, 228.

167 T concentrate on logical definiens here, although there is also nous of causal definiens, and
especially pure causal definiens, of something. It is possible that the state in which one cognizes
propositions such as ‘man is two—footed rational animal’ or shorter propositions such as ‘man is two—
footed’ and ‘man is an animal’ should be identified with ‘undemonstrated scientific knowledge’
(epistemé anapodeiktos). If so, it should be distinguished from nous. See Eelink/Hasper (manuscript),
22, who distinguish nous and epistemé anapodeiktos, arguing that the former concerns definitions
whereas the latter concerns immediate premises such as ‘man is animal’. See Posterior Analytics 133,
88367, where Aristotle describes epistémé anapodeiktos as an assumption concerning an immediate
premise (hupolépsis tés amesou protaseos).

168 See DA 111 6, 430*25-7. I distinguish the faculty of nous, discussed in De Anima Ill 4-6, from
the state of nous described in Posterior Analytics 11 19. It is natural to suppose that the latter is attained

through the actualization of the former. Moreover, De Anima III provides evidence for distinguishing
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As I have argued, induction leads only to the stage at which we possess ‘the whole
universal’ and does not by itself lead to nous. Importantly, Aristotle’s claim that ‘we
must get to know (gnorizein) the primaries (fa prota) by induction (epagogé)’ (An. post.
I1 19, 100°4) does not imply that induction is sufficient for knowing principles. Rather,
it establishes only that induction is a necessary condition for knowing them.

The reason why induction is insufficient is that it yields only universal
propositions.'%® Such propositions are not necessarily essential propositions, let alone
definitional propositions. In my view, induction is sufficient only for arriving at the
logical definiens of a primary genus, by attaining an attribute that holds all and only the
instances of that genus qua instances of it. By contrast, it is not sufficient for arriving
at the logical definiens of a species. With respect to a species, induction constitutes
only the first step towards grasping its logical definiens. Through induction, we collect
the universal attributes shared by all the instances of that species gua instances of it. At
this stage, however, we have not yet arrived at the logical definiens of that species.!””
To attain nous of the (logical) definiens of a species, we must still select the essential
predicates from among these universal attributes and arrange them by means of division.
These two further steps will be discussed in 3.2 and 3.3.

Taking these threads together, we can illustrate the different stages of the

development of our cognitive state through the following table:

the faculty of nous in a broad sense, which encompasses every kind of thinking, from nous in the strict
sense, by which first principles are recognized. For nous in the broad sense, see, for example, DA 111 4,
429%23: Aéym 5& vodv @ Sravoeitol kol DToAapPavEL 1) yoxdy.

169 See already Bayer 1997, 131-2.

170 Thanks to Christoph Helmig and Béatrice Lienemann for pressing me to make my view

concerning induction clearer.
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Cognitive State Characteristics

Perception (aisthésis) shared by all animals; non—propositional; does not involve
reason (logos).

Memory (mnémé) shared by some animals; non—propositional; does not
involve reason (logos).

Experience (empeiria) peculiar to human beings; involves propositions
concerning particulars; involves reason (logos).

Possession of ‘the Whole peculiar to human beings; involves universal propositions;

Universal’ (to pan katholou) involves reason (logos).

Principle of Craft or Scientific peculiar to human beings; non—propositional but involves

Knowledge: nous fully articulated concepts or definientia of kinds; involves

reason (logos).

These stages also differ with respect to the processes by which they are attained. While
the progression from perception to experience is automatic and non-reflective, the
progression from experience to the possession of ‘the whole universal’ results by means
of the conscious application of induction as a method. At this stage, we arrive at the
universal attributes shared by all instances of a species qua instances of that species.
However, to attain the nous of the logical definiens of a species, we still need to select
from among them the essential ones and arrange them by division. In other words,
induction does not begin with perception and end with nous but begins with experience

and ends with the possession of ‘the whole universal’. Thus, regarding the debate over
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whether induction is sufficient for attaining the nous of principles,'”! my account
differs from the ‘empiricist’ view, which holds that induction is sufficient for attaining
nous, so that nous is simply the outcome or the result of induction.!”? On the other hand,
my interpretation also differs from the ‘intuitionist’ or ‘rationalist’ view, according to
which induction must be supplemented by intuition to attain nous.'”> By contrast, I
argue that what must supplement induction is not intuition but the selection of essential

predicates and their arrangement through division.

3.2.  Step (2): Selection of Essential Predicates

I have argued in the previous section that the collection of the universal attributes
through induction is not sufficient for attaining nous of the logical definiens of a species.
After induction, two further steps remain. First, we must select, from among the
universal attributes collected by induction, the essential predicates of the subject.
Second, these essential predicates must be arranged into a unified account by means of
division.

The present section examines the selection of essential predicates as it is presented
in Posterior Analytics 11 13, 96°24-°14 and argues that it is insufficient for attaining

nous of the logical definiens of a species. More specifically, this procedure suffers from

171 For an overview of this debate, see Bronstein 2016, 228-9.

172 For this interpretation, see Barnes 1993, 267-70; Liske 1994, 142-3; Helmig 2012, 139-40. It
should be noted, however, that although McKirahan 1992, 257-9 endorses the empiricist position, he
maintains that nous of principles consists in knowing the principles as principles (ibid. 258), which in
turn requires organizing the principles and conclusions within demonstrations.

173 For this interpretation, see Irwin 1988, 134-7, 531-2; Bayer 1997, 131-2.
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three limitations. First, it cannot exclude all non—essential attributes. Second, it does
not necessarily arrange the essential predicates according to a non—arbitrary order.
Third, it does not guarantee that the selected essential predicates are complete. Aristotle
is clearly aware of the latter two limitations, since in Posterior Analytics 11 13, 96°30—
9726, he presents division as a method both for ordering the essential predicates and for
ensuring their completeness. By contrast, he does not appear to recognize the first
limitation.

I begin by examining the three criteria Aristotle employs for selecting the essential
predicates and then show that this procedure, by itself, is insufficient for attaining nous

of the logical definiens of a species.

3.2.1. The Three Criteria by Which We Select Essential Predicates

In Posterior Analytics 11 13, 96224-96°1, Aristotle shows how to hunt for ‘what is

predicated in the what—it—is’ through the example of the number three:

Of those which hold of something always, some extend further than it without being outside
its genus. I call those which hold of each universally but also hold of something else
‘extending further.” For instance, there is something that holds of each triad but also of
what is not a triad: being holds of three but also what is not a number; odd holds of every
triad and extends further (it also holds of five), but it is not outside its genus—for five is
number, and nothing outside number is odd. We should take items of this type up to the
point at which we have for the first time taken just so many that, while each extends further,
all of them together do not extend further: this must be the essence of the object. For

instance, number holds of every triad, and so do odd and prime (in both senses—both as
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not being measured by number and as not being compounded from numbers). This, then,
is precisely what three is: a number that is odd, prime, namely, prime in this specific

sense.!’* Each of former items holds of all the odd numbers as well, and the last item holds

of two as well; but all of them together hold of nothing apart from three.!”

According to this passage, ‘what is predicated in the what—it—is’ must satisfy three

criteria:

(1) It holds of the subject always.

174 Following Barnes 1993, 241, 1 take kai in prétos kai hodi protos as epexegetic and understand
hodi protos (‘primary in this sense’) as referring back to fo proton amphoteros (‘prime in both senses’)
at 9636. This interpretation is already adopted by Philoponus, in An. post. 399.9—-11; Eustratius, in An.
post. 187.7-9; Ross 1949, 656; Barnes 1993, 241; Detel 1993, 753; Charles 2000, 226, note 370;
Bertagna 2024, 888. This interpretation provides the best possible way to make sense of the sentence in
96°38-961: TovT@V Yap EKAGTOV, TO P&V KO TOIG TEPITTOIC MaGY VIAPYEL, TO 82 TehevTAioV Kai Tf] Svédt,
navta 8¢ ovdevi. The contrast between 1o pév and 1o 8¢ televtaiov indicates an exhaustive division,
where 10 0¢& teAevtaiov denotes the last predicate in the definition of three. This predicate can only apply
to two and three, whereas each of the preceding predicates also applies to all odd numbers. Accordingly,
70 TElevToiov can only denote ‘prime, namely, prime in this sense’, namely, ‘prime in both senses’. For
alternative interpretations, see Vlasits 2017, 72-3.

175 An. post. 11 13, 96*24-96°1, trans. Barnes 1993, modified: Tdv o1 Dmapyoviov del k4ot Evia
gmekteivel &ml mAEov, o0 pévrtol EEm Tod Yévoug. Aéyw 8¢ &ml mAéov DIapye doa VTAPYEL LEV EKAOTM
kal@OAov, 00 UV GAAG Kol EAA®. olov EoTL TL O maon TPLASL Vdpyet, ALY Kol pn) Tpddt, domep To OV
VTIAPYEL TH TPLGOL, GAAL Kol pr) apOu@, AAAG Kol TO TEPLTTOV VIAPYEL T€ TAOT] TPLASL Kol £l TALoV
VIapyet (Kol yop Tij TEVTASL DIAPYEL), GAL’ 0UK EE® TOD YEVOLG” 1| HEV Yap TTEVTAG ApLORAG, 0VdEV OE EE®
ap19pod meptrTdV. T 81| TordTo AnTTéoy péypt TOVTOV, 0 TosuhTo ANEOT TPHTOV OV EKAGTOV ULV Ml
mAéov DIapEel, fmavto 8& u éml TAEoV" TADTV YAp GvayKn ovGiay sivor ToD TPEYHOTOC. 0oV TPadt
VIApYEL TAOT APlOUOC, TO TEPITTOV, TO TPATOV AUPOTEPMS, Kol MG T MeTpeichot aptOud Kol Mg pn
ovykeicOot €€ apBudv. Todto Toivov oM 0TIV 1] TPLAC, APOUOG TEPLTTOG TPMTOG Kol M1 TPATOG.
TOVTOV Yap EKAGTOV, TO LEV KO TOIG TEPLTTOIC TAGLY VIAPYEL, TO O€ TELELTAIOV Kal Tf) SLAL, TAVTO O
ovdevi. | translate mdon tpddt as ‘every triad,” that is, every group of three particulars. Likewise, I
translate pun Tp1ddt as ‘what is not a triad,” namely, each group of particulars whose number is not three.

By contrast, I translate tf] tpuddt as ‘the three,” referring to the species ‘three’.
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(2) It extends further (epekteinei epi pleon) than the subject, that is, it holds
universally of it but also holds of something else.

(3) It is not outside the genus (ou exo tou genous) of the subject.

In what follows, I shall begin with the first limitation suffered by the selection of
essential predicates on the basis of these three criteria: it fails to exclude all non—

essential attributes.

3.2.2. Limitation (1): Failure to Exclude All Non—Essential Attributes

The first limitation of the selection of essential predicates through the three criteria
mentioned above is that they fail to exclude all non—essential attributes. To see why
this is so, we must first consider what these criteria can exclude.

The first criterion, namely that the predicate must hold of the subject always,
excludes all attributes that do not hold universally or necessarily of it. This shows that
essential predicates must be universal attributes, which have already been collected
through induction.'”¢

Therefore, if the selection is successful, then the second and the third criteria should
exclude all the necessary but non—essential attributes. The second criterion, that the

predicate must ‘extend further’ than the subject, excludes predicates that are co—

176 An anonymous reviewer has suggested that ‘what holds of the subject always’ should not itself
be regarded as a criterion, since the selection already proceeds from predicates that hold of the subject
always. This objection is well taken. Nevertheless, insofar as this condition determines the domain within
which essential predicates are to be sought, it may still be regarded as a criterion that every essential

predicate must satisfy.
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extensive with the subject, namely, demonstrable per se attributes and peculiar
properties, both of which are necessary but non—essential attributes.!”” At this stage,
we are left with all the universal attributes that extend further than the subject. Some
of these, however, are not essential, for example, trans—categorial predicates such as
‘being’ and ‘one’. This is why Aristotle introduces the third criterion, namely that the
predicate must not be outside the genus of the subject. In other words, it must not extend
beyond the genus to which the subject belongs. This criterion excludes trans—categorial
predicates such as ‘being’ and ‘one’.

Taken together, these three criteria exclude many non—essential attributes.
Nevertheless, they do not exclude all of them. For example, they fail to exclude what I
shall call ‘demonstrable per se attributes of a genus of the subject’. Consider, for
example, the predicate ‘having the sum of interior angles equal to two right angles’ (2R)
in relation to the isosceles triangle.!”® 2R is a demonstrable per se attribute of triangle,
that is, a genus of isosceles triangle. Moreover, 2R satisfies all three criteria: it holds
necessarily of every isosceles triangle, extends further than it, and does not extend
beyond its genus ‘triangle’. Yet 2R is clearly not an essential predicate of the isosceles
triangle. Thus, the three criteria fail to exclude all non—essential attributes.

Nor is this the only type of counterexample. Consider the predicate ‘less than four’

in relation to the number three. It holds necessarily of three, extends beyond it (since it

1771t should be noted that not all demonstrable attributes are also per se. For example, 2R is a
demonstrable attribute of isosceles triangle, but not a per se attribute of it. I regard all demonstrable per
se attributes as peculiar properties, insofar as they are co—extensive with, yet not essential to, their
subjects. However, not every peculiar property is a demonstrable per se attribute. Some peculiar
properties may be merely accidental rather than per se.

178 For this point, see already McKirahan 1992, 114: ‘An obvious counterexample is the property

2R, which belongs more widely than to isosceles triangle, without being part of its essence.’
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also holds of two), and remains within the genus ‘number’. Nevertheless, it is not an
essential predicate of three.!” This example again shows that Aristotle’s three criteria
are insufficient to exclude all non—essential attributes. However, it seems that Aristotle
is not aware of this first limitation.

I now turn to the second and the third limitations, namely, that the selected predicates
may fail to be arranged according to a non—arbitrary order and that the resulting list of

essential predicates may be incomplete.

3.2.3. Limitations (2) and (3): Lack of Order and Incompleteness

Some commentators maintain that the selection of essential predicates proceeds
according to a non—arbitrary order, appealing to the passage in which Aristotle tells us
when the selection should come to an end.

In Posterior Analytics 11 13, 962325, Aristotle writes:

We should take items of this type up to the point at which we have for the first time (proton)
taken just so many that, while each extends further, all of them together do not extend

further: this must be the essence (ousia) of the object.'s°

179 For a similar example, see Charles 2000, 225, where he mentions ‘less than three’ as a necessary
but non—essential property of the number two.

180 4n. post. 11 13, 96%32-5, trans. Barnes 1993: ta. 87 towodto Anmréov puéypt 100100, £mg TocOHTO
MNoedfi tpdtov GV Ekactov v émi mhéov VrapEet, mava 8¢ ) £mi TAéov: TavTNY Yap Avéykn ovcioy

givar 10D TPGypaTog.
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The expression ‘for the first time’ (proton) appears to suggest that the selection
proceeds according to a non—arbitrary order. Otherwise, there could be several different
sets of predicates which, taken together, are co—extensive with the subject, and there
would be no principled reason for preferring one set to another.'®! I argue, however,
that proton merely indicates that the predicates are selected sequentially. It does not
imply that the sequence itself is objective or non—arbitrary, but only that there is a point
at which we for the first time obtain a set of essential predicates that is co—extensive
with the subject. Suppose, for example, that we first select ‘prime in both senses’, and
then ‘odd’ as essential predicates of three. At this stage, we have, ‘for the first time’,
obtained a set of essential predicates that is co—extensive with three. Yet to arrive at
this, we do not take order into consideration.

The selection of essential predicates therefore suffers from a second limitation: it
does not guarantee that the selected predicates are arranged in a non—arbitrary order.

The third limitation is that the resulting list of essential predicates may be
incomplete. Again, suppose that we select only ‘prime in both senses’ and ‘odd’ as the
essential predicates of three. The resulting definition—‘what is prime in both senses
and odd’—is acceptable in one respect, since the genus ‘number’ is implicitly contained
in each predicate. Nevertheless, we may still complain that the list of essential
predicates is not complete, insofar as it leaves out ‘number’, which is in fact the most
important essential predicate of the number three.

Why, then, does Aristotle confidently maintain at 96234, 96*37-8, 96°5-6, and

96°11-13 that the selection of the essential predicates enables us to discover the ‘what

181 For this view, see Barnes 1993, 241.
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it is’ or the essence (ousia) of three, if he is aware that the resulting list may be
disordered and incomplete?!8?

One possible answer is that, even when the list of essential predicates is incomplete,
the selected predicates, when taken together, nevertheless reveal the essence because
the omitted predicates are already implied by those that have been selected. Even so,
the selected predicates still fail to exhibit a non—arbitrary order. We may therefore
conclude that, in this context, Aristotle’s notion of essence does not require that the

essential predicates be presented in their proper order.

3.3. Step (3): Division

In the previous section, I have argued that even the selection of essential predicates is
insufficient for attaining nous of the logical definiens of a species. In the present section,
I turn to Aristotle’s account of division in Posterior Analytics 11 13 and show how
division remedies the second and the third limitations suffered by the selection of

essential predicates.

3.3.1. Usefulness of Division (1): Order

182 See An. post. 11 13, 96°5-6: obtmg &€ dvéykng pev v e tpidg Tadta. 811 & ovoio, &k THVSE
dfilov. An. post. 11 13, 96°10-13: &i toivov pndevi dmépyet GAL® i Toig dTopolg Tpiéct, Todt’ dv €in 1o
Tp1adt elvon (vmokeicOm yop kol todto, 1 ovcia 1 EkdoTov Eivol 1 &l Tolg ATOpOIC EoYATOC TOLVT
katnyopia)' Barnes 1993, 241-2 questions whether the selected set of predicates may merely constitute

a peculiar property (idion) of the object.
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The first function of division, according to Aristotle, is to arrange the selected essential

predicates into a non—arbitrary order:

But it makes a difference which of the predicates are predicated first and which later—for
instance, whether you say animal tame two—footed or two—footed animal tame. For if every
item is made up from two things (hapan ek duo esti), and if animal tame constitutes a single
entity (hen), and if man, or whatever the one in question may be (%o ti dépot’ esti to hen),

is next made up from this and the specific difference, then you must make a division, while

assuming [what is predicated in the what—it—is].!?

Why is such an order important for establishing a definition? Detel (1993) argues that
the correct order of subsumption is significant because it establishes the correct
explanatory relations among the universal propositions in demonstrations.'3* Suppose,
for example, that the essential predicates of man are arranged as ‘animal, footed, two—
footed’. One can then construct a demonstration in which ‘animal’ is the major term,
‘footed’ the middle term, and ‘two—footed’ the minor term. By contrast, if the essential
predicates of man are arranged as ‘footed, animal, two—footed’, the resulting deduction
is not sound, since its major premise ‘footed holds of all animals’ is false.

This interpretation, however, faces two difficulties. First, it explains the

significance of the order of essential predicates only in relation to demonstration,

183 An. post. 11 13, 96°30-5, trans. Barnes 1993, slightly modified: Stapépel 8¢ 11 10 npddrov Kol
BoTEPOV TMV KATYOPOLUEVOV KaTnyopEicot, olov sinsiv {Pov fiuepov dimovv § Simovv {Pov fuepov.
€l yop dmov €k 600 €oti, kal €v Tt 10 {Pov fepov, Kol T £k TOHTOL Kol Tii¢ dtapopdg 6 dvBpwmoc i
O TL MOt €0Ti TO EV Yvouevov, avaykaiov dielopevov aiteicBot. For a similar construal of dvayxoaiov
delopevov aitelobat, see Ross 1949, 659; Barnes 1993, 245.

184 See Detel 1993, 763—4. See also Vlasits 2017, 81.
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without explaining why such an order is required for the establishment of definition.
Second, it applies only to cases in which the predicates can be ordered by
subsumption. '8° There are, however, cases in which no such ordering is possible.
Consider, for example, the ordered set ‘animal, tame, two—footed’. Here, ‘two—footed’
is not subsumed under ‘tame’, and no demonstration can be constructed from the false
premise ‘all two—footed things are tame’. In cases of this sort, the correct order does
not help us establish the explanatory relations among the universal propositions in
demonstrations.

As an alternative, I argue that the proper ordering of essential predicates serves to
ensure the unity of definition, enabling us to cognize it as a well-structured whole.!86
In the claim ‘every item is made up of two things’ (hapan ek duo esti), ‘two things’
should refer to the immediate genus and the final specific difference. If the essential
predicates are arranged in the correct order, we are then able to identify correctly the
immediate genus and the final specific difference. For Aristotle, the immediate genus
and the final specific difference of something are ‘one’ in the sense that the former is
potentiality and the latter is actuality. Such a unity between the immediate genus and
the final specific difference mirrors the unity of the definiendum. This is significant
since a definiens, as an object of nous, should be cognized as a unity.

It should be noted, however, that Aristotle’s use of division is restricted to arranging
the essential predicates according to the order of subsumption. This explains why, when
he describes how to arrange essential predicates by means of division, he refers

exclusively to the order of subsumption:

185 Barnes 1993, 244-5 notes that the order of subsumption does not apply to all cases of division.

186 For this view, see Detel 1993, 764; Bronstein 2016, 219.
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You will be able to order the items as you should if you take the first item (zo proton labé;);
and you will do this if you take the term which follows (akolouthei) all the others but is
followed by none of them (there must be some such term). Once this is taken, the same
now goes for the lower terms: the second term will be the first term of the others, and the
third term will be the first of the following terms. For if the term above is taken away, the

following will be the first of the others. Similarly in the remaining cases. '8’

According to this passage, to arrange essential predicates by means of division, we
must take the first among all the items and then take the first among the remaining
items, and so on. Aristotle characterizes ‘the first item’ as the one that follows
(akolouthei) all the others while itself being followed by none of them, namely, what
is predicated of all the others but none of them is predicated of it. Such an item should
be the predicate which has the greatest extension and therefore subsumes all the
remaining items. This procedure, however, applies only when the essential predicates
admit of an order of subsumption. Where no such order exists, division cannot
determine their proper arrangement. In such cases, the appropriate ordering must

instead be supplied by the relevant special science.'®

87 An. post. 11 13, 97%28-34, trans. Barnes 1993, slightly modified: 10 82 6ot dog Sl Eotan, &av 10
TP@®TOV AGPN. TobTO & EoTan, £dv Anedi| dmiicty dkolovsl, éxeive 88 W TavTa: dveykn Yap etvai Tt
To100TOV. ANEOBEVTOC € TOHTOL 1{dN £ml TAV KAT® O aTOG TPOMOG deVTEPOV YAp TO TAV BAAWDY TPOTOV
gota, Kol Tpitov TO TV EYopévav: dpalpefévtog yap Tob dvobey 10 &xouevov @V ALV TpdTOV E0TAL.
opoimg 0¢ kol £mi TV GAA@V.

188 Detel 1993, 742 argues that the correct order is determined by empirical or mathematical
considerations. Bronstein 2016, 209, by contrast, maintains that it is determined by the relevant special
sciences. Thus, just as the order of ‘odd’ and ‘prime’ is determined by arithmetic, the order of ‘tame’

and ‘two—footed’ is determined by zoology. See also Charles 2000, 226-7; Vlasits 2017, 83—4.
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3.3.2. Usefulness of Division (2): Completeness

The second function of division in establishing a (logical) definition is to ensure the

completeness of essential predicates:

Again, only in this way is it possible to ensure that you omit nothing in the what—it—is. For
if, when the first genus (fo proton genos) has been taken (lephthé;), you then take (lambané;)
one of the lower divisions, not everything will fall into it. For instance, not every animal is
either whole—winged or split winged—rather, every winged animal is (for it is this of which
this is a specific difference). The first specific difference (proté diaphora) of animal is that
into which every animal falls; similarly, for everything else, both the kinds outside it and
the kinds subordinate to it, for instance, the first difference of bird is that into which every
bird falls, and of which into every fish. If you continue in this way you can know that

nothing has been omitted: otherwise, you are bound to omit something without knowing

it.189

According to Aristotle, we must begin with the first genus and divide it by means of its
“first specific difference’ (proté diaphora), namely, what divides that genus exclusively.

After that, we must repeat the same procedure for each subordinate kind. Only in this

139 gn. post. 11 13, 96°35-9726, trans. Barnes 1993, slightly modified: "Eti mpog 0 undév mopolineiv
&v 1® Tl €oTv oUT POVEG EvOEyeTaL. dTav YOp TO TpdTOV ANPOR Yévog, Gv pEV TV KAT®@OEV Tva
Stpéocwv AapPavn, ovk Eumecsiton dmav €ig TodTo, olov ov wiv {Pov §j dAOTTEPOV | GYIloOTTEPOV,
Ao Tvov {Gov dmav: TohTov Yop dtopopd adtn. TpdTn 8¢ dapopd ot {@ov gig {v dnav {Hov
gumintel. Opoing 88 kai Tdv GALmY £kGoTov, Koi TdV EEm Yevdv kai Tdv V1’ avtd, olov dpvibog, £ig fv
dmog 8pvig, kai iy0vog, gig fiv Bmag iy0vg. obtm pev ovv Padilovit Eotv £idévar 8Tt 0038V mapaléieuton

A ®G d¢ Kol TapoMTelV Avaykoiov kai pn eidévar.
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way can we be sure that we have identified the correct starting point and have not

overlooked any essential predicate intermediate between the first genus and the last

specific difference. !

A later passage (97235-°6) complements this account by explaining how we can be

sure that we have reached the last specific difference:

That these are all the terms there are is clear when you take the first item by division,
namely, every animal is either this or that, and that in fact holds of it; next you take the
difference of this whole; and there is no further specific difference of the ultimate whole,
or rather, that what you get immediately with the ultimate specific difference no longer
differs in species from the composite thing. For it is plain that nothing extra has been
posited (for all these items that are taken are in the what—it—is) and also that nothing is
missing. If anything were missing, it would have to be either a genus or a specific difference;
now the genus is the first item, and it was added to the specific differences. All the specific
differences are grasped, for there is no further specific difference. Otherwise, the ultimate

term would differ in species, whereas it has been said not to differ.!!

190 1 distinguish between ‘the last specific difference’, which is at the end of one line of division,
and ‘the final specific difference’, which, when taken together with the genus, constitutes a species. If
only one line of division is involved, and the latter specific difference always entails the former, then the
last specific difference is also the final specific difference. However, if there are multiple lines of division
as Aristotle recommends in De Partibus Animalium 1 3, then the final specific difference is the
combination of the specific differences at the end of each line of division.

1 gn. post. 11 13, 97*35-6, trans. Barnes 1993, modified: ét1 §° &mavto tadta, pavepdv &k tod
AaPElv 16 Te TPdTOV KOtd dlaipeoty, Ot dmav 1 T6de §| T6de {Pov, vhpyel 6 T0dE, Kol TAAY TOVTOV
&Lov TV Sopopdy, Tod 8¢ TeEdevtaiov pnréTt elvon Stapopdy, T kol 00DC petd Tig TeEdevTaiag Stopopdic
70D cuvolov N dtopépey €idet €Tt ToUTO. dfjAov Yap 0Tl oUTe TALToV TpoOoKeELTan (Tdvta Yap v T@ Ti
goTv EANmTan TOVTOV) 0UTE AmOAEiTEL 0VSEV: T} YaP YEVOG T S1apopdl v 1. YEvOG PEV 0DV 16 TE TPGDTOV,
Kol peTd TV dapop®dv todTo TpocrapPoavopevov: ai Sapopal 8¢ macal Exovior o yap Ett EoTv

Votépa €idel yap av dEpepe TO TEAELTOIOV, TODTO & gipnTan pr| StpEpELy.
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This passage is best understood in conjunction with the one discussed above (4n. post.
I1 13, 96°35-9726). In the earlier passage, Aristotle concentrates on the identification
of the first genus, the first specific difference of that genus, and the subsequent stages
of division. There, Aristotle’s emphasis is on ensuring that the correct starting point is
chosen and that no intermediate essential predicates are omitted. The endpoint of the
procedure—the indivisible species—is mentioned only briefly.

By contrast, in the passage just quoted, Aristotle briefly recapitulates the earlier
discussion before shifting his attention to the endpoint of the process. Here the
emphasis falls upon the endpoint of the process, namely, the last specific difference.
Taken together, these two passages provide complementary instructions for ensuring
the completeness of essential predicates.

I have now shown that the two functions of division are precisely to remedy the
second and the third limitations of the selection of essential predicates.!°> This suggests
that Aristotle himself recognizes that the selection is insufficient in these two respects.
By contrast, he appears to be unaware of its first limitation, and he is silent on whether
division can also remedy it.

The discussion so far has established that division enables us to arrive at a well—
structured and complete logical definiens. Will this be sufficient for attaining nous of
the logical definiens? In the following section, I critically examine Bronstein’s claim

that attaining nous of a logical definiens requires knowing it as explanatorily basic

192 This connection between the selection of essential predicates and the method of division suggests

that Posterior Analytics 11 13 possesses an inner unity and that its different parts are carefully arranged

by Aristotle.
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through demonstrations. By contrast, I argue that nous of the logical definiens of a
species is attained as soon as we attain, by means of division, a well-structured,

complete, and unified logical definiens.'??

3.4. Do We Need Demonstrations to Attain nous of a Logical definiens?

Against the empiricists, Bronstein argues that induction alone is insufficient for
attaining nous of the logical definiens. Unlike the rationalists, he maintains that what is
required in addition to induction is not intuition but demonstrations, through which one
knows how a logical definiens explains each demonstrative conclusion.!**

Bronstein’s position rests on two assumptions. First, to attain nous of principles is
to know them as principles, that is, to know how they are explanatory of each
demonstrative conclusion.!®> Second, there is a distinction between the noetic and non—
noetic knowledge of the principles.!?° I shall argue that while the first assumption is
partially correct, the second assumption should be rejected.

With respect to the first assumption, I agree that attaining nous of principles

requires knowing them as principles. However, knowing principles as principles does

193 T hold that there is also nous of a pure causal definiens. For present purposes, however, I restrict

the discussion to logical definiens.
194 An earlier, but brief version of this view can already be found in McKirahan 1992, 259.
195 Bronstein 2016, 21. For the same assumption, see Kosman 1973, 383—5; McKirahan 1992, 258;
Charles 2000, 265—6; Gasser—Wingate 2016, 2, 4. I take these references from Gasser—Wingate 2016, 2.
196 See Bronstein 2016, 21, 601, 79.
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not always amount to knowing them as explanatorily basic.!”” Among principles, only
(logical and causal) definientia are explanatory of the conclusions of demonstrations.
By contrast, axioms and hypotheses are principles without themselves explaining the
conclusions. Rather, they function as background conditions that secure the validity
and truth of demonstrations.!® With respect to logical definientia, to attain nous of
them is indeed to know them as logical definientia that are explanatorily basic.
Nevertheless, this does not require us to know, by means of demonstrations, how a
logical definiens explains each specific conclusion. In other words, the state of nous
does not require knowledge of which term in the logical definiens serves as the middle
term in all relevant demonstrations.

With respect to the second assumption, I deny that there is a distinction between
noetic and non—noetic knowledge of principles. Rather, I argue that our knowledge of
principles prior to demonstrations is already noetic. In the case of logical definientia,
we must already grasp them as logical definientia that are explanatorily basic before
any demonstration can proceed. Otherwise, we could not identify which propositions
qualify as primary premises, namely, those that are true, primary, immediate, prior to,
better known than, and explanatory of the conclusion. Likewise, we must already know

axioms as axioms and hypotheses as hypotheses before demonstration, since otherwise

197 Note that all scholars mentioned in the footnote 195 connect knowing principles as principles
with knowing them as explanatory of conclusions.

198 For the three kinds of immediate principles of deduction (amesos arché sullogistike), see An.
post. 12, 72814-24, and An. post. 1 10, 76*31-°22. Eelink/Hasper (manuscript), 21, argue that they do
not function as premises of deductions or demonstrations. Rather, they are principles that ‘underlie’

deductions or demonstrations.
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we would be unable to employ them in accordance with their respective functions
within demonstrative reasoning.
Indeed, Aristotle explicitly maintains that before demonstration, we must have

several kinds of ‘prior knowledge’ about principles:

There are two ways in which we must have prior knowledge: of some things we must
already assume that they are, of others we must grasp what the item said is (and of some
things both). For instance, of the fact that everything is either asserted or denied truly, we

must believe that it is the case; of the triangle, that it signifies this; and of the unit both

(both what it signifies and that it is). For these items are not all equally plain to us.'”®

In this passage, Aristotle distinguishes three kinds of entities and the corresponding
kinds of prior knowledge required for each. First, in the case of an axiom such as the
Principle of the Excluded Middle (‘everything is either asserted or denied’), we need
only assume ‘that it is’ (hoti esti). Second, in the case of a non—primary subject such as
the triangle, we must grasp what the item said is or what it signifies. Finally, in the case
of a primary subject such as the unit, we must assume both ‘that it is” and what it

signifies or ‘what it is’.2%° These correspond precisely to the three kinds of principles

99 An. post. 11, 711117, trans. Barnes 1993, slightly modified: duy®¢ 8” dvoykaiov mpoytvdokewy:
Ta PEV Yap, 6T EoTl, TpovmorapPdvey avaykaiov, ta 8€, Ti TO Aeyopevoy €ott, Euviéval O&l, T 6 AU,
olov étt p&v &mav fi pficar fj dmogiicar aAndéc, 61 éott, 10 8& Tpiymvov, 611 Todi onpaivel, THv 88 povada
Gpeo, Kol Tt onuaivel kol 6t EoTiv: 00 Yap OUOI®S TOVTOV EKOGTOV OTAOV MUiV.

200 In this passage, ‘what it signifies’ refers back to ‘what the item spoken of is’ (¢ to legomenon
esti). In An. post. 117,92°15-16, Aristotle states that a geometrician ‘assumes’ (lambanein) what triangle
signifies and proves (deiknunai) that it exists. Likewise, in 4n. post. 11 9, 93*24-5, he says that an
arithmetician supposes (hupotithenai) of the unit both ‘that it is’ and ‘what it is’. These passages

therefore identify ‘what it signifies’ with ‘what it is’. I suggest ‘what it signifies’ is not to be regarded
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of demonstrations: axioms, hypotheses concerning the existence of primary subjects,
and the (logical) definientia of primary and non—primary subjects. Aristotle explicitly
states that we must assume (proupolambanein)®®! or grasp (xunienai)?**> them. Both
verbs suggest that the knowledge of them is possessed before demonstration.?%3

This interpretation is confirmed by many other passages. As regards axioms,
Aristotle states in Posterior Analytics 1 2, 72*16—17 that one must have (echein) them
if one is to learn anything.?** Likewise, in Posterior Analytics 1 10, 76°14-5, he
describes common axioms as the primary items from which (ex #6n) demonstrations
proceed.?? Similarly, in Posterior Analytics 11 13, 96°20-1, he states that peculiar
attributes are investigated through (dia) the common primaries, namely the common
axioms.?% The same point applies to definitions. In Prior Analytics 1 27, 43°1-3,

Aristotle states that, in selecting premises, one must first assume (hupotithenai) the

as a nominal definition in the sense described in Posterior Analytics 11 10, 93°30—1. Rather, such a
definition should be taken as an ‘indemonstrable posit of the what—it—is’ in Posterior Analytics 11 10,
9429-10.

201 Aristotle also uses lambanein in connection with the principles, see An. post. 11, 71*7-8: [...] oi
pev Aappavovieg mg mapd Euvieviov, [...]. An. post. 1 10, 76*31-6: Aéym & dpyag év EKAoT® Yével
tavtog 8ig 6L Eott pny EvEyeTan Seilat. Ti uév oV onuaivel Kai To TpdTO Kad T £ ToVTeV, Aapfdvetal,
611 8 Eot, TOG pEvV Apydc dvaykn Aopfdverv, T 8 dAlo deucvivar olov Ti poveg fi Tl TO 00D kai
Tplyovov, sivan 82 v povada AaPeiv kai péysdog, 10 8 Etepo Sekvivan.

202 See An. post. 11, 71¥7-8: oi puév Aappavovieg dg mapd Euviéviov, [...]. See also An. post. 11,
71812-13:[...] t61 84, i 10 Aeyodpevov €ott, Evviévar 8e, [...]. An. post. 12, 71°31-3: kai TpoyIveOGKOUEVOL
oV pévov tov Etepov TpdmoV T® Evvidval, GAAG kol Td eidévou STl Eotiv. An. post. 1 10, 76°36-7: [...]
TOVG 8” Opovg povov EuviecHan Ot

203 See An. post. 1 10, 76*31-6, An. post. 13, 72°18-27.

204 See An. post. 12, 72816-17: fiv & &véykm &yetv 1ov 61100V pabnoodpevov, déimpar

205 See An. post. 110, 76°14-5: [...] kai & koo, Aeyopevo, dEibpota, &5 GV TpdTev drodeikvuot,
[...]

206 See An. post. 11 13, 96°20—1: [...] td 1810 w60 Oeopeiv 818 1BV KOWHY TPOTMV.
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relevant definitions.2%’

Likewise, in Posterior Analytics 1 33, 89218, he claims that
demonstrations proceed through (dia) definitions.?*® Finally, Aristotle makes the same
point with respect to hypotheses. In Posterior Analytics 11 2, he states that we must first
know ‘that it is’ before inquiring ‘why it is’, that is, before seeking demonstrations. In
all these cases, principles are presented as epistemically prior to demonstrations rather
than as presupposing them.

Proponents of Bronstein’s interpretation may reply that the grasp of principles
described in these passages is merely non—noetic knowledge of them. However,
nowhere in these texts does Aristotle suggest that this kind of cognition falls short of
nous. Indeed, nowhere does Aristotle indicate that there are two different modes of
knowledge concerning principles.

My interpretation can also make better sense of the claim that ‘nous is the principle
of epistemé’ in Posterior Analytics 11 19. There Aristotle argues that nous is the
principle of episteme, because nothing is truer (alethesteron) and more exact
(akribesteron) than epistémé except nous.?”® This suggests that nous grounds the truth
and exactness of epistémé. In other words: the truth and exactness of knowledge of

principles ground the truth and exactness of knowledge of derived facts. It is important

to note that the truth and exactness at issue here is not the truth of objects but the truth

207 An. pr. 127, 43°1-3: ‘So one must select the premises about each subject in this way, assuming
first the subject itself, and both its definitions (fous horismous) and whatever is peculiar to the subject;
[...]. (trans. Smith 1989: A&l o1 tag mpotdoelg mepi Exactov obTmg EKAauPdvery, drobépuevoy avTo
TPDTOV KOl TOVG OpLopoDS Te Kol 6o dia ToD Tpdypatog Eotwy, [...].)

208 See An. post. 133, 89%18: [...] tod¢ Opiopode 81 v ai dmodsiterg, [...].

209 See An. Post. 1119, 100°8-12: [...] xoi 0082V émotipng dxpiéotepov &Aro yévog 1 voig, [...]
el 8 0082V dAndéotepov dvdéyetar eivan EmoThung i vodv, [...] &l 00V undev 8o map’ dmoTuny

vévog Eyopev aAn0ég, vodg dv ein émotung apyn.
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and exactness of the corresponding cognitive states.?!® If, however, the truth and
exactness of nous, no less than those of epistéme, themselves depend upon
demonstrations, then it is difficult to see in what sense the former can ground the latter
and how nous can be the principle of epistémé. On Bronstein’s interpretation, the
explanatory priority of principles over the demonstrated conclusions remains, but the
epistemic priority of nous over epistémé as cognitive states is lost.

In sum, I argue that nous of the logical definientia requires grasping them as logical
definientia and as explanatorily basic, but it does not require knowing, through
demonstrations, which term in a logical definiens serves as the middle term for which
specific conclusion. Moreover, the logical definientia must already be known as logical
definientia and as explanatorily basic before demonstration, since otherwise
demonstration would not be possible.

If nous of the logical definiens of a species does not presuppose demonstrations,
then it is attained once we have arranged the essential predicates into a well-structured,
complete, and unified definition by means of division. By contrast, we attain nous of
the logical definiens of a primary genus once we arrive at, through induction, a
universal attribute that holds all and only the instances of that genus qua instances of

it.

210 For nous and epistémé as mental states, see 4n. post. 11 19, 100°5-8: "Enei 6 tdv mepi v
Siévorav Eemv aig dAndedopey ai pev del dAndsig eicwy, oi 8¢ Emdéyovton O Weddog, olov 6&a kol

hoyiopdc, aAn0f & det EmotAun kai vodg, [...].
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Part II: Causal Essence

If causal essence aims to identify the cause of a thing’s being, then it is natural that the
bearers of causal essence are more restricted than those of logical essence. Whereas
every existent entity possesses a logical essence, I argue that only those entities that
have a scientifically knowable cause possess a causal essence.

An entity has a scientifically knowable cause if and only if the connection between
the entity and its cause is necessary in the sense that if the cause exists, the entity
necessarily exists, and conversely, if the entity exists, the cause also exists.?!! This
requirement excludes accidental causes, such as chance (fo automaton), including luck
(tuché).?'? In such cases, the relation between the cause and the entity is merely
accidental: it is possible for the cause to exist without the entity, and for the entity to
exist without the cause.

It should be noted that the necessary connection between the cause and the entity
does not imply that both must be eternal or immutable like God or mathematical objects.

Necessary causal connections are also found within the domain of natural kinds and

211 For Aristotle’s view that the existence of the cause and that of the entity mutually imply one
another, see Posterior Analytics 11 16.

212 For chance and luck, see Phy. 11 4-6. For the claim that chance includes luck, see Phy. 11 6,
197236-"1. For the claim that luck is indefinite (aoristos) and unclear (adélos) a man, see Phy. 11 5,
19729-10: 80ev Koi 1} TOYN dopicTov eivor dokel koi d&dnrog avOpdte. For the claim that luck is beyond

reason (paralogon), see Phy. 11 5, 197°18-19: xai 10 @évor glvai Tt tapdioyov T TOmV 0pOdc:
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natural phenomena. For example, the form of man is necessarily the cause of man, and

‘the extinction of fire’ is necessarily the cause of thunder.?!3

Accordingly, I suppose that the following kinds of entities possess a causal essence,

insofar as they possess a scientifically knowable cause:

(@)

(i)

(iii)

(iv)

)

(vi)

Particular instances or infimae species that fall under an ontological
category, whose cause is their form.

Forms of natural substances, whose cause is the form itself, and which can
be articulated through the set of capacities constituting the form.

Forms of geometrical objects, whose cause is likewise the form itself, and
which can be articulated through the way in which intelligible matter is
delimited.

Forms of artefacts, whose cause is likewise the form itself, and which can
be articulated through the function of the artefact.

Matter or a material part of a composite subject which has the relevant form
or capacity as cause.

Per se compounds, whose cause is identical with the cause of the relevant

attribute that holds per se of its proper subject.

By contrast, I suggest that the following kinds of entities do not have a causal

€ssence:

(@)
(i)

Genera that are not infima species, which have no form as their cause.

Accidental compounds, whose cause is not scientifically knowable.

213 Thanks to Béatrice Lienemann for pressing me on this point.
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(iii))  Trans—categorial entities, which are too abstract to have a scientifically
knowable cause. !4
(iv)  Entities capable of functioning as higher—order predicates, which are

likewise too abstract to have a scientifically knowable cause.

Part II proceeds as follows. In Chapter 4, I argue that Aristotle’s notion of causal
essence originates in his own response to the question ‘What is the principle, or what
are the principles, of something?’. I then examine the two fundamental moves he makes
in developing this notion in Posterior Analytics. In Chapter 5, 1 investigate the
philosophical motivation for the causal essence of attributes in Posterior Analytics 11 8.
Finally, in Chapter 6, drawing on Metaphysics Z. 17, Z 10—11, and De Anima, | examine
the philosophical motivation for the causal essence of subjects, distinguishing between

composite subjects and simple subjects, namely forms.

2141t is certainly true that there may be a scientifically knowable cause for an instance of motion,
but it is hard to imagine what the cause of motion qua motion is, given that different kinds of motion

have different kinds of causes.
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4. The Notion of Causal Essence

In this chapter, I first argue that the notion of causal essence originates in Aristotle’s
response to the question ‘What is the principle, or what are the principles, of
something?’ (4.1). I then examine the two fundamental moves Aristotle makes in
developing the notion of causal essence in Posterior Analytics. These are, first, the
identification of the inquiry into ‘what it is’ with that into ‘why it is” and, second, the
distinction between subjects and attributes. Both moves are introduced in Posterior
Analytics 11 2 (4.2). The distinction between subjects and attributes is further refined in
I1 9 (4.3) through the distinction between immediate entities and entities that possess a

middle term.

4.1.  The Origin of the Notion of Causal Essence

I argue that the notion of causal essence originates in Aristotle’s response to the
question ‘what is the principle, or what are the principles, of something?’. This can be
seen, for instance, from the following aporia in Metaphysics B 3, 998320-998°14,
where Aristotle considers two competing accounts of the principle or principles of

something:

Where these issues are concerned, then, there is much aporia both concerning the way we
should put things in order to hit on the truth, and concerning the principles, namely, whether

it is the genera that we should take to be elements and principles or, rather, the primary
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components present in each thing. [...] But then neither is it possible to speak of the

principles in both ways. For the account of essence is one, whereas the definition by means

of genera will be distinct from the definition that states the components present in a thing.2!
In this aporia, he presents two competing answers to the question ‘what is the principle,
or what are the principles, of something?’, where a thing (o on) is a particular called
after its species (cf. Metaph. B 3, 998*7-8). According to one view, represented by
Platonists, a thing has its genera as its principles. According to the other, represented
by Pre—Socratics, the principles of something are its primary material components.
Aristotle suggests that, although each view has its merit, neither provides an adequate
answer on its own.

The difficulty with the Platonic view is that a genus, precisely because it is common
to many particulars, cannot be a principle of any particular thing.?'® By contrast,
according to the Pre—Socratic approach, we would not possess stable knowledge about
principles of particulars, given that primary material components undergo generation
and corruption.

Aristotle does not explicitly resolve this aporia in Metaphysics B. However, if we
turn to Metaphysics Z, his answer can be summarized as follows: ‘The principle of

something is one rather than many and is the cause of the thing’s being’.

215 Metaph. B 3, 998*20-°14, trans. C. D. C. Reeve 2016, slightly modified: ITepi te ToVT@V 0OV
amopio TOAAY TdG Ol Bpuevoy TuyElv Tiig aAndeiog, kol Tepi TOV ApydV TOTEPOV ST TO YEVT GTOLKETD
Kai apydc dmoAapPave ff udddov €€ GV Evomopydviev EoTiv EKAGToV TpMTOV, [...] —UAAY v 008
AUPOTEPMC YE 01OV TE AEYELY TAC ApYAC. O HEv Yap Adyog Thic ovaiog eic Etepog &’ Eotan O S10 TV Yev@dv
Op1opog Kai O Aéymv &€ dv E6Tv dvomapyOviov.

26 In Metaphysics 7 13, Aristotle explicitly states that what is universal to multiple things is not the

substance of anything.
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We see that Aristotle’s account preserves the merits of both approaches while
avoiding their demerits. On the one hand, he agrees with the Platonists that particulars
are scientifically known through the account of their infima species. On the other hand,
he rejects the identification of the parts of a logical definition with the principles of
each thing. Instead, he identifies the cause stated in a causal definition as the principle
of something. Unlike a genus, the cause inheres in a particular thing and is ontologically
peculiar to it. At the same time, insofar as the forms of the particulars under the same
infima species are indistinguishable in account, a particular cause can itself be
considered universally and known through a common account.

One may object that the claim that a particular thing has only one cause of being is
difficult to reconcile with Aristotle’s doctrine of four causes. My response is twofold.

First, not every bearer of causal essence involves all four causes. For example, a
mathematical entity has neither efficient cause nor final cause. Accordingly, the
doctrine of the four causes does not require that every entity possess all four kinds of
causes.

Second, in the case of natural substances, Aristotle explicitly maintains that the
formal, final, and efficient causes refer to, in most cases, one and the same entity.?!’
Ontologically, these are not three distinct entities, but three aspects of a single entity
considered under different explanatory roles. They correspond to the different ways in

which the cause of being functions: as the form of the thing, as the end for the sake of

which it exists, and, in some cases, as from which it comes to be. By contrast, matter

217 See Phy. 11 7, 198224-7: &pyeton 8¢ o tpia €ig [10] &v moAAGKIG TO p&v yap Ti é0TL Kai TO 00
gveka €v €0T1, 10 & 60ev 1) kivnoig TpdTov Td €idel TavTO TovTOS BvBpwTOG Yap avOpwmov yevvd. For

a recent discussion on the relation between the formal cause and the final cause, see Rosen 2014.
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is not the cause of the thing’s being and does not count as a principle of it. Consequently,
the cause of being is the entity that may function as the formal cause, the final cause,
and the efficient cause. There is therefore no inconsistency between the claim that a
thing has a single principle or cause of being and Aristotle’s doctrine of four causes.

I conclude, therefore, that the notion of causal essence originates in Aristotle’s
response to the question ‘What is the principle, or what are the principles, of
something?’. In this respect, causal essence differs fundamentally from logical essence.
Whereas logical essence is the principle of demonstrations, causal essence identifies

the cause that is the principle of the thing itself.

4.2.  Two Fundamental Moves concerning Causal Essence in Posterior

Analytics 11 2

In the following, I turn to Aristotle’s development of the notion of causal essence in
Posterior Analytics. There, we find two fundamental moves concerning the notion of
causal essence. The first is the identification of the inquiry into ‘what it is’ with that
into ‘why it is’. The second is the distinction between subjects and attributes. I propose
that these two moves are introduced in Posterior Analytics 11 2. Later in Posterior
Analytics 11 9, the distinction between subjects and attributes is further refined through
the distinction between immediate entities and entities with a middle term.

Before examining Posterior Analytics 11 2, however, it is necessary to recall the
four objects of inquiry distinguished in Posterior Analytics 11 1. With respect to these

four objects, I follow the now widely accepted reconstruction:
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The fact: “‘Whether P holds of §?°
The reason why: ‘Why P holds of §?°
Whether it is: ‘Whether S exists?’

What it is: ‘What is $?°2!8

Whereas Posterior Analytics 11 1 is primarily concerned with distinguishing these four
objects of inquiry, II 2 focuses on the relations among them.

On the one hand, Aristotle groups together ‘the fact” and ‘whether it is’, describing
the former as ‘whether it is partially (epi merous)’, and the latter as ‘whether it is
without qualification (haplos)’. Both inquiries concern ‘whether there is a middle term
(meson)’. While ‘whether it is partially’ searches for the middle term for an attribute’s
belonging to its proper subject, ‘whether it is without qualification’ searches for the
middle term for the existence of a subject.

On the other hand, Aristotle groups together ‘the reason why’ and ‘what it is’. He
characterizes the former as ‘why an attribute holds of some subject’ and the latter as
‘why it is without qualification (haplos)’. Correspondingly, both inquiries concern

‘what the middle term is’, either with respect to an attribute’s holding of a subject or to

218 See Goldin 1996, 17;Bronstein 2016, 75. Barnes 1993, 203 reconstructs the four objects of
inquiry as follows: ‘if S is P’, ‘why S is P’, ‘if there is such a thing as S’, ‘what S is’. I find this
reconstruction unsatisfactory, since a scientific proposition does not necessarily take the form ‘S is P’,
where P is the linguistic predicate of S. For example, we may say that ‘the extinction of fire holds of the
cloud’, but not that ‘the cloud is the extinction of fire’. Likewise, we may say that ‘the line holds of the

triangle’, but not that ‘the triangle is the line’.
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the being of a subject.?!” According to Aristotle, the middle term is the cause of being

(aition tou einai), for both the subjects and the attributes:

Thus, it results that in all our searches we seek either whether there is a middle term (e esti
meson) or what the middle term is (# esti meson). For the middle term is the cause, and in
all cases, it is the cause which is being sought. Is it eclipsed? —Is there some cause or not?
After that, having come to know that there is one, we seek what it is. For the cause of its
being not this or that but without qualification (haplds), or of its being not without

qualification but one of its attributes, either per se or accidental —this is the middle term.??°

So, as we say, to know what it is is the same as to know why it is—either without

qualification (haplos) and not of the attributes (mé ton huparchoton ti), or of the attributes

219 See An. post. 11 2, 89°37-90214. Bronstein 2016, 90 note 2 observes that Aristotle’s terminology
undergoes an important shift from Posterior Analytics 11 1 to II 2. First, whereas in II 1, to hoti applies
to an attribute and ei esti to a subject, in II 2, these two expressions are used interchangeably, with the
distinction instead marked by the qualifications epi merous and haplos. Second, whereas in 11 1, to dioti
applies to an attribute and # esti to a subject, in I 2, Aristotle identifies these two inquiries. The
distinction between attribute and subject is now expressed by the following qualifications: pn amnAidg
GAAG TL TOV KO aTO 1| Katd cvpPepnkdg/tdv drapyovtev and pr| Todi T Todl AL’ ATADC/ ATAMS Kol
un t@v vmapyoviov Tt (see An. post. 11 2, 9029—11, 22-3). For this point, see also Ross 1949, 610; Barnes
1993, 203; Goldin 1996, 19-20.

220 An. post. 11 2, 90°5—-11, trans. Barnes 1993, slightly modified: copPoivel dpa &v dmdoong toic
{ntioeot {nteiv A i ot pécov 7 Ti €0TL TO PHEGOV. TO PEV Yap aiTiov TO pécov, &v drnact 8¢ tovto {nreital.
ap” dxdeinet; ap’ Eoti Tt oitiov 1j oB; petd Todto yvoviee &t ot T, Ti 00V TodT EoTt (NToDpEY. TO Yap
aitiov Tod givorn pry Todi §j 1081 6AL” GGG, i ToD pR GmAdg GAAG TL TdY Kald’ o0t T Kotd cuuPePnKdc,
10 péoov €otiv. Following Barnes 1993, 48, I omit trjv ovciav where Ross 1964 reads to yap aitiov 1o

elvar pmy 7081 1 Todi 6AN” dmAdde [ty ovoiov] in 9079-10.
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(ton huparchonton), for instance, that it has its interior angles equal to two right angles, or

that it is greater or less.??!

Immediately afterwards, Aristotle briefly but explicitly clarifies the distinction between

subjects and attributes:

By “[to be] without qualification” I mean the underlying subject (for instance, the moon or
the earth or the sun or a triangle), and by “[to be] something” I mean eclipse, equality,

inequality, whether it is in the middle or not.???

According to Aristotle, the middle term is the cause of being, both of a subject and an
attribute. The being of an attribute can be analyzed in terms of its holding of its proper
subject. Consequently, the cause of its being will function as the middle term in the
demonstration establishing ‘that it is’ of that attribute. Consider the case of thunder.
The being of thunder can be analyzed as noise’s holding of the cloud. The cause of this
fact is ‘the extinction of fire’, which therefore serves as the middle term in the

corresponding demonstration:

Noise holds of the extinction of fire;

The extinction of fire holds of the cloud;

21 gn. post. 11 2, 90*31—4, trans. Barnes 1993: “Qonep obv Aéyopev, 10 Ti £0TIv £idévon TanTo S0t
xad S18 Tl EoTiv, TodT0 & | AMAMG Kod Py TdY VIapOVIOV T1, | TdY Drapyxdvimy, olov &t §vo 0pdai, T
ot peilov 1j EratTov.

222 4n. post. 11 2, 90°12—4, modified: Aéyw 8¢ 10 pév amAdg 0 vnokeipevov, olov celMvny | YV

fiAov 1j Tpiywvov, to 8¢ Ti EKAetyty, iootnTa AvicdTo, £l &V péo® i un.
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Noise holds of the cloud.

The case of subjects, however, presents a difficulty. Strictly speaking, the being of a
subject cannot be analyzed into an attribute’s belonging to a subject and therefore
cannot be demonstrated.??® It is therefore puzzling why Aristotle describes the cause of
a subject’s being as a middle term.

I propose that the expression ‘middle term’ here in Posterior Analytics 11 2 should
not be understood in the technical sense, namely, as the middle term of a deduction or
a demonstration. Rather, it should be understood more broadly as referring to a
‘scientifically knowable cause’,?>* whether or not that cause functions as the middle

term in an actual deduction.??> On this interpretation, the notion of ‘middle term’ serves

223 This is at least true in the context of Posterior Analytics, where hylomorphism is not applied to
analyze a composite subject. For this difficulty, see Ross 1949, 612; Barnes 1993, 205; Goldin 1996,
25—7. Some scholars have argued that, in Metaphysics Z 17, the inquiry into ‘why it is’ of a subject can
also be reconstructed as a demonstration in which the cause of the subject, namely, its form, functions
as the middle term. Later, however, I shall argue that the inquiry into ‘why it is’ of a subject cannot be
reconstructed as a demonstration and that the cause of a subject, namely its form, cannot function as a
middle term in the technical sense, even within the hylomorphic framework of Metaphysics Z 17.

224 The same view is also adopted by Christoph Helmig (in conversation). See also Goldin 1996, 39,
who proposes interpreting ‘the middle term’ as ‘some feature of the world that is responsible for the fact
that there are things of that kind’.

225 One may object that, even if the cause or the ‘what it is’ of a subject cannot function as the middle
term in a demonstration establishing ‘that it is’ of the subject, it may nevertheless serve as the middle
term in demonstrations establishing that certain attributes hold per se of the subject. I do not think that
this is the case. In such demonstrations, the middle term is a part of the logical essence, namely, a genus
or a specific difference of the subject, not the cause in the causal essence. By contrast, Deslauriers 2007,
46 and Bronstein 2016, 97 argue that what I call ‘logical definition’ of a subject already expresses the

cause of its being.
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to distinguish entities which possess a scientifically knowable cause from those which
do not.

Given Aristotle’s identification of the inquiry into ‘what it is” with that into ‘why it
is’, modern scholarship has investigated the relation between them.??¢ Charles 2000
argues that the search for essence and that for cause are interdependent.??” On this view,
a sufficient definition is necessarily causal and must state the cause of the
definiendum’s being. More specifically, Charles denies that what I call a logical
definition is a sufficient definition. Instead, he maintains that a sufficient definition
includes not only genus and specific differences, but also the cause, where genus and
specific differences are explananda and the cause is explanans.?*®

More recently, Ge 2025 has challenged Charles’s thesis by arguing that the relation
between the search for essence and that for cause is not one of unqualified
interdependence. I shall not attempt here to assess the success of Ge’s criticism. What
is significant for my purposes is that, despite their disagreement, Ge shares Charles’s
assumption that all sufficient definitions are causal. He therefore does not recognize a
notion of logical essence that is independent of cause. This is evident from his claim
that the definition reached by division in Metaphysics Z 12 is insufficient and must be
supplemented by the investigation of cause in Z 17.2%°

I suggest that this shared assumption is motivated by Aristotle’s identification of
the inquiry into ‘what it is’ and that into ‘why it is’. But does this identification really

entail that every definition is causal and must explicitly state the cause of the

226 Thanks to Christoph Helmig for pressing me to argue in more detail with respect to this debate.
227 See Charles 2000, 245-65.

228 See Charles 2000, 245-7.

229 See Ge 2025, 182-3.
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definiendum’s being? 1 argue that it does not. Only what I call a causal definition
explicitly identifies the cause of being. A logical definition, by contrast, need only state
the essential predicates of the definiendum, without explicitly identifying its cause.

Should we therefore conclude that the identification of ‘what it is’ and ‘why it is’
applies only to causal essence and causal definition? The answer is not straightforward.
In a loose sense, a logical definition may also be said to answer the question ‘why itis’.
As I shall argue in Chapter 7, the final specific difference in a logical definition is
ontologically based on the cause expressed in a causal definition. Consequently, insofar
as a logical definition states the final specific difference, it also indicates the cause,
albeit only implicitly and indirectly. Nevertheless, such a definition is not itself ‘causal’,
since it does not explicitly state the cause of the definiendum’s being. Because the ‘why
it is” in Posterior Analytics 11 2 concerns an explicit statement of cause, I hesitate to
extend Aristotle’s identification of ‘what it is” and ‘why it is’ to logical definitions
without qualification. At any rate, in Posterior Analytics 11 2, all instances of definition
are causal definitions.

We can now see how Aristotle connects the search for essence and the search for
cause. In the case of attributes, the existence of an attribute can be analyzed in terms of
its belonging to its proper subject. The cause of that attribute’s being therefore
functions as the middle term in the demonstration establishing that attribute exists. In
this way, Aristotle anticipates the idea that the causal essence of an attribute should be
grasped through demonstration. The case of subjects, however, is markedly different.
Aristotle’s claim that we may also inquire ‘why it is’ of a subject indicates that subjects
also possess a causal essence. Yet, because the existence of a subject cannot be

analyzed into some attribute’s holding of its proper subject, its causal essence cannot
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be grasped through demonstration. Here Aristotle is silent on how the causal essence
of a subject should be grasped. The silence is understandable given that in Posterior
Analytics, we only need the logical definitions of subjects that function as the principles
of demonstrations. The causal definitions of attributes are relevant in Posterior
Analytics because they are shown through demonstration, as Aristotle argues in
Posterior Analytics 11 8. The causal definition of a subject, however, plays no role in
demonstrative science as presented. Its investigation therefore belongs to a different

context, namely Metaphysics Z. 17.23°

4.3. Refinement of the Distinction between Subjects and Attributes in

Posterior Analytics 119

In Posterior Analytics 11 2, Aristotle distinguishes between subjects and attributes, both
of which possess a ‘middle term’ in the broad sense of a ‘scientifically knowable cause’.
Later in Posterior Analytics 119, he further refines this distinction by distinguishing the

immediate entities (fa amesa) from the entities with a middle term (meson):

Of some things there is something else which is their cause, of others there is not. Hence it

is plain that of the entities [of which we ask] ‘what it is’,>! some are immediate and

230 This account bears on the debate over whether Aristotle discusses definition in its own right in
Posterior Analytics. As it turns out, [ follow the view that in Posterior Analytics, Aristotle discusses
definition only insofar as definition is relevant to demonstration. For this view, see Eustratius, in 4n.
post. 2.19-22. More recently, Antonio Ferro also defends a version of this view in one of his talk.

1 The Greek at 9322 reads: dfijlov 6t kai v i 671 T8 pév dueco kai apyoi gictv. Most

commentators take t@v ti €0t to refer to the what—it—is or the essences of things and accordingly
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principles; and here you must suppose, or make clear in some other way, both “that it is”
and “what it is”. (Arithmeticians do this: they suppose both what unit is and that it is.) But
with the entities that have a middle term and have something else as the cause of the being
(tés ousias),”*? you can, as we have said, show the what-it—is through a demonstration

without demonstrating it.33

Here Aristotle distinguishes between two kinds of entities of which we ask ‘what it is’:
immediate entities and those with a middle term. With respect to the former, Aristotle
claims that we must either assume both ‘that it is’ and ‘what it is’ or make them clear
in a way other than demonstration. By contrast, with respect to the latter, we can show
‘what it is’ of them through a demonstration. This shows that ‘the middle term’ in this
context should be understood in its technical sense.

Which entities belong to these two classes? In the passage just quoted, Aristotle

gives the unit, a primary and simple subject, as an example of an immediate entity. By

understand Aristotle as dividing essences into two kinds. See, for instance, Ross 1949, 633; Barnes 1993,
58; Detel 1993, 69; Mignucci 2007, 111; Deslauriers, 2007, 51;Bronstein 2016, 136. Although this
rendering is initially attractive, it sits uneasily with Aristotle’s subsequent formulation. He immediately
claims that, in the case of the immediate entities, both ‘that it is’ and ‘what it is’ must either be assumed
or made clear in a way other than demonstration. Such language naturally concerns the objects of which
we ask ‘what it is’, for it is awkward to speak of ‘that it is’ and ‘what it is’ of an essence. I therefore
propose taking T@v ti €011 to mean ‘of the entities [of which we ask] what it is’.

232 Charles 2000, 275, note 3 renders ousia as ‘substance’ and argues that composite substances such
as man likewise have some other thing as their cause. By contrast, I argue that within the framework of
Posterior Analytics, where Aristotle has not yet introduced hylomorphism to analyze a composite
substance, substances have themselves as their cause.

233 An. post. 119, 93°21-8, trans. Barnes 1993, slightly modified: "Ectt 8¢ t®v pév &1epdv Tt aitiov,
6V & ovK EoTiv. Bote Sfilov 81 kol TAV Ti doTt T PEv dueca kol dpyad sicty, & kol eivon kai Ti oty
vmofécan o€l §| dAlOV TpOTOV Pavepd motficat (dmep O ApOUNTIKOG TTOLET" Kol yap Ti £0TL TNV HovAda
vmotifetol, kai 811 EoTIv): TV & &xdviov pécov, kal v Eott Tt Etepov aitiov Tig ovoiag, Eott St

amodeiewg, Homep gimopev, dnAdoat, un o Ti E6TV ATOSEIKVIVTOG.
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contrast, we may suppose that attributes like thunder and eclipse, insofar as the what—
it-is of these entities can be shown through a demonstration, belong to the latter kind.
The remaining question concerns non—primary subjects such as man and triangle.
Should they also be regarded as immediate entities, or are they entities with a middle
term?

I follow the widely accepted view that both primary and non—primary subjects are
immediate entities.?** By contrast, some scholars, drawing on Aristotle’s discussion of
the inquiry of ‘why it is’ of a composite subject in Metaphysics Z 17, argue that
composite subjects or non—primary subjects like man and triangle have their form or
cause as the middle term.?* I argue against this view on the basis of the following two
arguments.

First, the doctrine in Metaphysics Z 17 should not be imported into Posterior
Analytics 11 9, since hylomorphism is not applied to analyze a composite subject in
Posterior Analytics. This is evident from Posterior Analytics 1 4, 73510, where
Aristotle maintains that a substance, whether primary or non—primary, is what it just is

not in virtue of being something different:

Again, certain things are not said of some other underlying subject: for instance, whereas
the walking is walking in virtue of there being something different and so the white is white,

substance (ousia), that is, whatever signifies this something (fode ti), is what it just is (hoper

234 See Ross 1949, 633; Goldin 1996, 126-36; Deslauriers 2007, 61-2; Bronstein 2016, 135-8. One
problematic case is triangle, which, according to 4n. post. I 1, 71*11-17, is not among the things for
which we suppose both ‘that it is” and ‘what it is’. See also An. post. 11 7, 92°15-16, where Aristotle
states that while a geometer assumes what ‘triangle’ means, he proves (deiknunai) ‘that it is’. However,
since this is just a report of what geometers do, it does not necessarily express Aristotle’s own view.

235 See Charles 2000, 275, note 3.
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estin) not in virtue of there being something different. Whereas the things which are not

said of a subject I call them per se (kath’ hauta), and those which are said of a subject I call

accidents.?3¢

In this passage, Aristotle contrasts substances with attributes. Whereas a substance is
what it just is (hoper estin) in virtue of itself or per se, an attribute is what it just is in
virtue of there being something different, that is, its proper subject. If Aristotle were
already employing hylomorphism to analyze a composite subject in Posterior Analytics,
he would claim that composite subjects are what they are in virtue of their forms, not
in virtue of themselves.

If, therefore, the immediate entities in Posterior Analytics 11 9 are subjects, the
claim that the immediate entities have themselves as their cause implies that subjects
likewise possess a causal essence. At this stage, however, we do not yet know how to
articulate the causal essence of a subject except by mentioning its own name. That task
is undertaken in Metaphysics Z 17, where Aristotle shows how the causal essence of a
composite subject can be grasped through its form’s holding of its matter.

We can now summarize Aristotle’s notion of causal essence. I have argued, first,
that it originates in Aristotle’s response to the question ‘What is the principle, or what
are the principles, of something?’. Second, I have also shown that Aristotle makes two

fundamental moves concerning the notion of causal essence in Posterior Analytics.

236 An. post. 1 4, 73°5-10, trans. Barnes 1993, modified: &1t dpn ka0’ vrokeipévon Aéyetar GAov
Tvog, olov 10 Padilov Etepdv 11 dv Padilov Eoti kai TO AsvkdV <AgvKOV>, 1] & ovGia, Kai doa TOSE T1
onpaivet, ovy Etepdv Tt dvta £oTiv Omep €oTiv. TA pEV ON Ui ko’ drokeyévou ko’ avTd Aéyw, To 68
ko’ dmokepévov oupPefniota. For the view that this sense of per se does not characterize a kind of
predication, but a kind of ontological entities, see Barnes 1993, 114-7. See also the parallel passage in

Metaphysics A 18, 1022°32-5.
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These two moves are the identification of the inquiry into ‘what it is’ with that into

‘why it is” and the distinction between subjects and attributes.
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5. The Philosophical Motivation for the Causal Essence of an

Attribute: Causal Explanation of an Attribute’s Being

In Chapters 5 and 6, I shall argue that the philosophical motivation for causal essence
lies in the articulation of essence through the causal explanation of the definiendum’s
being. Chapter 5 focuses on the causal essence of attributes, whereas Chapter 6 deals
with that of subjects.

In the present chapter, drawing on Posterior Analytics 11 8, I shall argue that the
causal essence of an attribute is motivated as a way of articulating essence through the
causal explanation of the attribute’s being. I begin by examining the two stages in
grasping the causal essence of an attribute as described in Posterior Analytics 11 8: the
inquiry into ‘whether it is’ and that into ‘why it is’ (5.1). There I shall also suggest
distinguishing between pure causal essence and impure causal essence of an attribute.
After that, in 5.2, I offer an appendix showing how Posterior Analytics 11 8-9 provides

a positive solution to the aporia reached in Posterior Analytics 11 7.

5.1.  Grasping the Causal Essence of an Attribute: Posterior Analytics 11 8

5.1.1. The Inquiry into ‘Whether It Is’
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As I have argued in Chapter 4, the inquiry into ‘what it is’ and ‘why it is’ presupposes
knowledge of ‘that it is’. Accordingly, anyone seeking to grasp the causal essence of
something must first establish ‘that it is’.

Concerning the inquiry into ‘whether it is’, Aristotle states that we may know ‘that

it is’ either accidentally or by ‘grasping something of the object itself’:

But as to “whether it is”, sometimes we grasp this accidentally, and sometimes by grasping
something of the object itself—for instance, of thunder, that it is a sort of noise in the clouds;
of eclipse, that it is a sort of privation of light; of man, that he is a sort of animal; of soul,
that it is something which moves itself. When we know accidentally “that it is”, necessarily
we have no grasp on “what it is”; for we do not even know “that it is”, and to seek “what it
1s” without grasping “that it is” is to seek nothing. But when we grasp something of the
object, the business is easier. Hence insofar as we grasp “that it is”, to that extent we also

have some grasp on “what it is”.23’

According to this passage, if we know ‘that it is’ merely accidentally, without grasping

anything of the ‘what it is’, then we do not genuinely know ‘that it is’. In such a case,

no further inquiry into ‘what it is’ or ‘why it is’ is possible, and the investigation reaches

a dead end. By contrast, if we know ‘that it is’ non—accidentally, that is, by grasping

27 An. post. 11 8, 93%21-9, trans. Barnes 1993, slightly modified: 10 & &i &otv 018 pév katd
ovuPePnroc Exopsv, 0t8 & Exoviéc Tt avTod Tod TPAYHNTOC, olov BpovTiy, ETL WOPOC TIC VEPMV, Kai
gihetyy, OTL 6TEPN GG TIG POTAG, Kol AvOpwmov, 6TL {DHOV T1, Kol Yoy, 6Tt adTd aOTO KIvodv' 660 PV
00V Katd GLUPEPNKOG oidapev &t EoTiv, dvaykaiov pmdaudg Exewv Tpog 1o Tl dotv: 0088 Yap 6Tt EoTy
iopev: 10 8¢ Intely i €0t un €yovtag Ot €otl, pndev {nteiv éottv. kab dowv & Exopév i, pdov. dote

g &yopev 6t Eotv, oVTEG Eyopev Kol TPOg TO Ti £0TIV.
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something of the ‘what it is’, then we genuinely know ‘that it is’ and are thereby in a
position to inquire ‘what it is’ and ‘why it is’.

At first sight, however, this appears paradoxical. If inquiry into ‘what it is’ and
‘why it is” presupposes prior knowledge of ‘that it is’, how can we come to know ‘that
itis’ by already grasping something of the ‘what it is’? For example, how can we know
that thunder exists by knowing that it is some sort of noise in the clouds?

I suggest resolving this difficulty by distinguishing between a partial and a
complete grasp of ‘what it is’. When Aristotle says that knowledge of ‘what it is’ and
‘why it is” presupposes that of ‘that it is’, what he means by the former is the complete
grasp of ‘what it is’, which also contains the statement of cause. When he claims that
to grasp ‘that it is’ non—accidentally, we must already grasp something of the ‘what it
is’, he means a non—causal part of ‘what it is’ that does not state the cause or ‘why it
is’. By contrast, the causal part of ‘what it is” or ‘why it is’ can only be grasped after
we have known ‘that it is’.2%8

How, then, should this partial grasp of ‘what it is’ be characterized? Does it
correspond to the so—called ‘nominal definition’ described in Posterior Analytics 11 10,
9352935223

I argue that it does not. The grasp of a non—causal part of ‘what it is’ cannot be
identified with a nominal definition, since it enables us to know °‘that it is’ non—
accidentally. By contrast, someone who possesses only a nominal definition either does

not know ‘that it is” at all or knows it merely accidentally.?4°

238 See also Bronstein 2016, 93—4.
239 For the view that ‘some sort of noise in clouds’ is a nominal definition of thunder, see
Demoss/Devereux 1988, 136; Bronstein 2016, 141-2.

240 See An. post. 11 10, 9334-5: [...] 611 008" &l Eotv § ) Topev, dAL’ § kot copfepnkoc.
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Instead, I propose that the grasp of a non—causal part of ‘what it is’ corresponds
either to the definition that resembles a conclusion of a demonstration, or to the
definition that is indemonstrable posit of the what—it—is in Posterior Analytics 11 10. If
the definiendum is an attribute, then the grasp of a non—causal part of the ‘what it is’
will be a definition that resembles a conclusion of a demonstration. By contrast, if the
definiendum is a subject, then the partial grasp of ‘what it is’ is a definition that is an
indemonstrable posit of what—it—is. It should be emphasized that, for immediate entities
or subjects, both the partial and the complete grasp of ‘what it is’ are ‘indemonstrable

posits of the what—it—is’.

5.1.2. The Inquiry into ‘Why It Is’

Recall that, according to Posterior Analytics 11 2, to know ‘that it is’ is to know that
there is a middle term that explains ‘that it is’, whereas to know ‘why it is’ is to know
what that middle term is. Once we know non—accidentally that there is a middle term,
we are in a position to inquire what that middle term is. The middle term selected in
this inquiry, however, may or may not be explanatory of the fact in question. If the
middle term is not explanatory, we will fail to know ‘why it is’ and thus fail to grasp
the causal part of ‘what it is’. A fortiori, we will not attain a complete grasp of ‘what it

is’. Aristotle illustrates such a case with the following example:

Otherwise, we know the fact but not the reason why: moon C, eclipse 4, not being able to
produce a shadow during full moon although nothing visible is between us and it B. If B,

not being able to produce a shadow although nothing visible is between us and it, holds of
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C, and 4, being eclipsed, holds of B, then it is plain that it is eclipsed but not yet why; and

we know that there is an eclipse but we do not know what it is.?*!

In this example, ‘not being able to produce a shadow during full moon although nothing
visible is between us and it’ is taken as the middle term. This middle term, however, is
not the cause of eclipse but one of its effects. Accordingly, the resulting syllogism
establishes only the fact of the eclipse, not its cause. We therefore know ‘that it is’, but

not scientifically:?+

we do not know ‘why it is’, nor do we possess a complete grasp of
‘what it is’.

By contrast, if we identify the correct middle term, namely, the cause that explains
why the attribute in question holds of its proper subject, then we know both ‘that it is’

scientifically and ‘why it is’. At the same time, we attain a complete grasp of ‘what it

is’. Aristotle illustrates this point with the example of thunder:

What is thunder? Extinction of fire in cloud. Why does it thunder? Because the fire in the
cloud is extinguished. Cloud C, thunder A4, extinction of fire B. B holds of C, the cloud (the
fire is extinguished in it); and A, noise, holds of B—and B is indeed an account of A4, the

first extreme.2*?

241 An. post. 11 8, 93236-13, trans. Barnes 1993: &1 8& pn, 1o 611, 10 81011 & 0b. oehjvn T, Exhenyic
A, 10 TOvGEMVOL oK1 [ SUvacOo Tolsiv undevog Mudv petald vrog gavepod, ¢’ od B. &i toivuv
@ I dmapyet 10 B 10 pn dOvacHor molelv okiav undevog peto&d Nudv dvtog, tovt® 68 10 A 10
gxhelowméval, 6tL pev éxdeinet dfjAov, d10TL &' oVmw, kol &L uEv Eotv EkAenyic iopey, T 8° €oTlv 0VK
iouev.

242 For Ackrill 1981a, 365, this is knowledge of a scientific fact ‘in a weak sense’, in contrast to that
‘in a strong sense’ and is attained through demonstration. See also Ackrill 1981b, 101.

3 An. post. 11 8, 93°7-12, trans. Barnes 1993: 1i ot Ppovini; mupdg dmdcBeocig &v vépel. it Ti

Bpovtd; St TO dmooPévvucBar T TOp €v T@ vEQEL. véeog T, Bpovin A, dmdoPeoig moupog 10 B. 1@ on '
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In such a case, we can construct a demonstration of ‘that it is’ in which the middle term
is the cause, the major term is the attribute or its general kind, and the minor term is the
proper subject of which the cause holds. According to Aristotle, such a demonstration
contains the same information as the definition of that attribute. The demonstration of

‘that it is’ of thunder can be constructed as follows:

Noise holds of the extinction of fire;

The extinction of fire holds of the cloud;

Noise holds of the cloud.

The major term could, in principle, be the attribute itself, namely, thunder. Indeed, in
the passage just quoted, Aristotle initially identifies A as ‘thunder’, but subsequently
as ‘noise’. It is preferable, however, to take noise, the general kind under which thunder
falls, as the major term. If thunder itself were used as the major term, the definition
reconstructed through the demonstration would be circular in that it mentions the

definiendum itself.

5.1.3. Pure Causal Essence and Impure Causal Essence of an Attribute

T® vépel LTtapyetl 10 B (dmooBévvutar yap v adtd 10 nhp), T00TE 8¢ 10 A, WoQog Kai 6Tt Y& AOYOG TO

B t0d A 100 TpdTov dxpov.
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In the preceding section, the causal definition of thunder was given as ‘noise in the
cloud because of the extinction of fire’. This definition does not merely state the cause
of thunder; it also includes the proper subject of both the attribute and its cause, ‘cloud’,
and a general kind under which thunder falls, ‘noise’. I shall refer to this kind of
definition as an ‘impure causal definition’, in contrast to a ‘pure causal definition’,
which only states the cause. Correspondingly, what is revealed in each case is the
‘impure causal essence’ and the ‘pure causal essence’ of the definiendum. Although
Aristotle usually presents the impure causal definition of thunder, he also indicates, at
Posterior Analytics 11 8, 93°12, that the middle term alone, that is, ‘the extinction of
fire’, is the ‘account’ (logos) of thunder.?**

245 while

This suggests that the cause is the core constituent of a causal definition,
the remaining elements are included only when required by the context. Thus, from the
perspective of a natural philosopher, the causal definition of a natural substance should
mention not only the cause but also the proper subject of which both the attribute and
its cause hold. From the perspective of a metaphysician, by contrast, a causal definition

only states the cause. Later in 6.2, I shall argue that a parallel distinction between pure

and impure causal essence can likewise be drawn in the case of composite subjects.

5.2. Conclusion

24 See An. post. 11 8, 93°12: xai &ott ye AOyog 10 B 100 A 10D mpdrov dkpov.
245 For the view that the causal part of a definition is ‘dominant’, see Peramatzis 2024, 172. See also

Charles 2000, 247; Bronstein 2016, 98.
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I have just shown that the philosophical motivation for the notion of causal essence of
an attribute lies in the articulation of essence through the causal explanation of the
attribute’s being. In the case of an attribute, the cause is what explains why that attribute
holds of its proper subject. Moreover, given that one can define an attribute either from
the perspective of a metaphysician or a natural philosopher, the corresponding causal
essence may include only the cause or both the cause and the proper subject. This leads

to the distinction between pure and impure causal essence.

5.3. Appendix: Posterior Analytics 11 8-9 as a Resolution of the aporia in

17

In Posterior Analytics 11 3—7, Aristotle examines a series of puzzles concerning how
‘what it is’ may be known, and whether it can be deduced and demonstrated.?*® At the

end of IT 7, he summarizes the results arrived at in Posterior Analytics 11 3—7:

From these considerations it appears (1) that definition and deduction are not the same, and
(2) that there cannot be both deduction and definition of the same thing; and further (3) that
definition neither demonstrates nor shows anything, and (4) that it is not possible to know

the what—it—is either by a definition or by a demonstration.?*’

246 For a recent discussion on Aristotle’s approach and arguments in Posterior Analytics 11 3-7, see
Castelli 2019.

247 An. post. 11 7, 92°35-8, trans. Barnes 1993, slightly modified: 'Ex pév toivov todtov obte
OPLOHOG Kol GUAAOYIGHOG PaiveTal TavTOV dv, 0UTE TANTOD GLALOYIGHOG KOl OPICUOG" TTPOG O TOVTOLC,
OtL oTE 0 OPIoUOG 0VOEY 0VTE Amodeikvuoty ovte deikvuoty, obte 1O Ti €0ty 00O’ Oplop@ oVt dmodeilet

£0TL YV@VOL.
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Among these four points, (1) and (2) are arrived at in Posterior Analytics 11 3-6,
whereas (3) and (4) emerge only in Posterior Analytics 11 7. According to Posterior
Analytics 11 8, 9321-2, some of these points are well said (legetai kalos), but some are
not. I propose that while (1) and (2) are accepted by Aristotle and ‘well said’, (3) and
(4) are not ‘well said” and should be revised or rejected.

The conclusion (3) is developed throughout most of II 7 and rests on three claims.
First, definition does not show the what—it—is (92°4—18). Second, definition does not
establish ‘that itis’ (92°19-25). Third, definition does not show ‘what the name means’
(92°26-34). Of these, the latter two are not problematic. The first claim, together with

the conclusion (4), is arrived at by the following argument in II 7, 92%4-18:

Again, how will you show the what—it—is? (a) Anyone who knows what a man or anything
else is must also know that it is. Of that which does not exist, no one knows what it is. You
may know what the account or the name means when I say “goat—stag”, but it is impossible
to know what a goat—stag is. (b) But if you are to show what it is and also that it exists,
how will you show them by the same account (¢6/i] auto[i] logo[i])? The definition makes
a single thing plain, and so does the demonstration; but what a man is and that a man exists
are different. (c) Next, we say that everything which a thing is must be proved through a
demonstration except its essence (ousia). But the existence (fo einai) is not the essence of
anything; for being is not a genus. Therefore, there will be a demonstration of ‘that it is’.
And this is what the sciences as a matter of fact do: a geometer assumes what triangle

means and proves that triangles exist. What will a definer show if not what triangle is? But
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then he will show by the definition what it is and yet not know whether it exists; and this

is impossible.?*?
This argument rests on three assumptions. First, as indicated by (a), knowledge of ‘what
it is” presupposes that of ‘that it is’, an assumption explicitly endorsed by Aristotle in
IT 2. Second, as indicated by (b), the same account cannot show both ‘that it is” and the
what—it—is. This assumption is revised in Posterior Analytics 11 8. While it is true that
definition itself cannot show both ‘that it is’ and ‘what it is’, Aristotle has in fact argued
in Posterior Analytics 11 8 that a demonstration can show both ‘that it is’ and ‘what it
is’ of an attribute. Third, as indicated by (c): ‘that it is’ must be known through a
demonstration. This assumption is revised in Posterior Analytics 11 9, where Aristotle
argues that only ‘that it is’ of an attribute is to be known through a demonstration. By
contrast, ‘that it is’ of the immediate entities must instead be assumed or made clear in
some other way than demonstration. When the second and third assumptions fail, this
argument can no longer be sustained.

Thus, in Posterior Analytics 11 89, Aristotle argues that a definition shows the
what-it—is, either of a subject or of an attribute, and that what—it—is of an attribute can

be known through both a definition and a demonstration. As a rejection of (3) and (4),

28 An. post. 11 7, 92°4-18, trans. Barnes 1993, modified: "Eti ndg deifet 10 i Sotv; dvéyxm yap tov
£id6ta 10 Ti £0TIV BvOpoTOC T EAAO OTIODV, £1dévar kol 8Tt EoTiv (TO Yip uF| OV ovdslc 0idev OTL £oTiv,
0AAG TL puev onuaivel 6 Adyog fj TO dvopa, Otav ginwm tpayéhogog, Tt 8’ éoti Tpayélapog GdvvaTov
gloévar). Ao unv &l dei&et i ot kal Ot EoTl, TAS TP AVT® AdY@ deilet; O te Yap OpIGHOG &V TL dSNAOT
Kai 1) amodeléic 10 88 11 éoTv EvOpwmog Koi O etvon dvBpwmov dAro. Eita kai 817 dmodeifehe papev
avarykoiov eivon delicvooBon dmav & T1 éoTiv, &l Ui ovoio €. 0 8’ eivor odk odGia 0DSEVE: oV Yap Yévog
70 6V. amddel&ic ap’ Eoton 6Tt EoTIv. Omep Kol VOV TOodGLV ai EMGTHNAL TL LEV YOp onpaivel TO Tpiywvov,
E\oBev O yeopétpng, 611 & Eoti, Seikvuoty. T odv deiéet 6 Op1iduevog i T 0Tt 10 TpiymVOV; 8GOS Epol

TG Oploud Ti 6Ty, €l EoTv 00K gloeTar. GAL’ adhvartov.
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Posterior Analytics 11 8-9 thus offer a positive resolution of the aporia reached at the

end of I 7.
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6. The Philosophical Motivation for the Causal Essence of a

Subject: Causal Explanation of a Subject’s Being

The preceding chapter showed that the philosophical motivation for the notion of causal
essence of an attribute consists in the articulation of essence through the causal
explanation of the attribute’s being. The present chapter argues that the same applies
to subjects: the philosophical motivation for the notion of causal essence of a subject
is the articulation of essence through the causal explanation of the subject’s being.
From the preceding chapter, we know that Aristotle acknowledges in Posterior
Analytics that subjects possess a scientifically knowable cause. However, he does not
explicitly state there how their causal essences are to be articulated. This chapter argues
that the answer is to be found in Metaphysics Z 17, where the causal essence of a
composite subject is articulated within the hylomorphic framework. Besides, it
proposes that, on the basis of Metaphysics Z 10—11, that the causal essence of a
composite can be pure or impure.?*’ I begin by examining Aristotle’s account of how
to grasp the causal essence of a composite subject in Metaphysics Z 17. 1 then turn to
the distinction between pure causal essence and impure causal essence of a composite

subject in Metaphysics Z. 10—11.

2% For discussions of the different approaches to the definition of composite subjects in Posterior
Analytics and Metaphysics Z 17, see, for example, Ross 1949, 612; Goldin 1996, 28-36; Charles 2000,
86 with note 19; Peramatzis 2023, 247-8.
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6.1. Grasping the Causal Essence of a Composite Subject: Metaphysics Z.

17

With regard to the inquiry into ‘why it is’ of a composite subject, Aristotle suggests
that, just as in the case of attributes, we must ask why one thing holds of or is said of

another thing:

It is when something is [said] of something, then, that we inquire into why it belongs to
that thing (but that it does belong must be clear, since if things are not that way, there is
nothing to inquire into). For example: “Why does it thunder?” is “Why is there noise in the
clouds?” For this way what we are inquiring into is one thing’s being said of another. And
why are these—for example, brick and stones—a house? It is evident, accordingly, that we

are inquiring into the cause. This is the what—it-is—to—be, as one says in a general way.>>

In the case of attributes, the relevant predicative structure is straightforward: an
attribute is said of its proper subject. For example, in the case of thunder, noise is said
of the clouds. To inquire ‘why thunder exists’ is just to inquire ‘why noise holds of the

clouds’.

250 Metaph. Z 17, 1041223-8, trans. C. D. C. Reeve 2016, slightly modified: ti &pa. cord Tivog {nrel
S16 Tl dmpyet (811 8 Dmdpyet, Sei Sfidov etvar &l yap ur obtwc, 00dEv (ntel), olov dié T Bpovtd; d1dt i
YOQOC Yiyveton &v ToiC VEPEsY; BAA0 yap obTm kat dAAov &oti TO {Mrovuevov. kol S ti tadi, olov
mAivBot ko AiBot, oikio Eotiv; povepdv Toivuy &1L {nTel 10 aftiov: TodTo & &oTi 1O Ti Vv £lvon, MG sinsiv
royedg, [...]. I follow Ross in retaining todto 8’ €oTi 10 Ti v £lva, Mg singiv Aoyuedg at 1041228, By
contrast, Jaeger 1957 brackets the entire clause. In my view, the clause is indispensable, since from
1041%1, Aristotle turns immediately to the inquiry of ‘what it is’ of a man. The identification of cause

and essence provides a natural and intelligible transition between these two discussions.
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Can a corresponding predicative structure also be identified in the case of a
composite subject? The passage just quoted suggests that it can. In the example of a
house, the particular composite house is said of the particular pieces of brick and
stone.?! In general, we may claim that a particular artefact is said of the particular
pieces of matter out of which it is made.

In the following passage, we observe that this predicative structure applies not only

to artefacts, but also to composite natural substances like a man:

What we are inquiring into most easily escapes notice, however, in cases where one thing
is not said of another. For example, when we are inquiring into what a man is, it escapes
notice, because it is said simply, and we do not distinguish that these things are this. But
we must distinguish before inquiring. Otherwise, there will be something in common
between inquiring into nothing and inquiring into something. But since the existence [of
the subject] and also the belonging [of the predicate to it] must be the case, it is clear,
accordingly, that what we are inquiring into is why the matter is something. For example,

why are these things a house? Because the being for house belongs to them. Why is this—

21 1t should be noted that the predicate in this passage not a universal but a particular composite.
This may appear to conflict with Categories 5, 3*36—7, where Aristotle states that no predicate can be
derived from a particular substance, since it is not SAID OF any subject (4m0 pgv yap tfig TpdTng 0vciog
ovdepio €oti kKatnyopia, — kat’ 00deVOG Yap vrokelévoy Aéyetal). The reason is that in the Organon,
hylomorphism is not applied to analyze a composite substance. In such a context, a predicate must be
universal since the ultimate subjects are particular substances rather than matter. By contrast, in
Metaphysics, a particular substance is analyzed in terms of form and matter. In such a context, both the
particular substance and the form are predicated of matter. For Aristotle’s characterization of form as
predicated of matter, see Metaph. ® 7, 1049*34—6. For discussion, see Kung 1978 and MacFarlane

(manuscript).
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or rather this body in this state—a man? Therefore, what is being looked for is the cause in

virtue of which the matter is something—and this is the substance.?>?

With respect to this procedure of inquiring into the causal essence of a composite
subject, there is a debate over whether Aristotle takes its causal essence to be known
through a demonstration. I follow the view that the causal essence of a composite
subject is known not through a demonstration.?>

First, although in asking ‘why is this body of such—and—such a sort a (particular
composite) man’, we are indeed seeking the cause, Aristotle never characterizes this
cause as a ‘middle term’, in contrast to his treatment of attributes in Posterior Analytics.

Second, if we reconstruct a deduction of the ‘that it is’ of a particular composite
subject, parallel to the demonstrations of thunder and eclipse, the resulting argument
fails to constitute a demonstration. Consider the following reconstruction:

Being a particular composite man holds of the form of man; 2>

232 Metaph. Z 17, 10412339, trans. C. D. C. Reeve 2016, slightly modified: AavOdver 8¢ pdiiota
10 {nrovpevov v 1oig pn kot GAMAmY Aeyopévorg, olov &vBpwmog ti ot {nteitan S0 10 GmAGS
AéyecBar dAAG P dropiletv 6Tt Tade TOdE. GALG deT drapBpdcavtag Intelv: €l 8¢ ), Kowov Tod pnoev
{nteiv kai 1od (relv T ylyveton. &nei 8¢ Sel Exetv e kol Vmapyewy 1o etvar, fjkov 81 dtt TV DAy {ntel
310 Ti <ti> dotiv olov oixia Tadi S ti; ST vRApyeL O N oixig elvar. kai dEvOpwmog Todi, § 10 o T0DTO
1081 &xov. BoTe TO aitiov {nreitan tiic HANC [tohto 8’ €07l 10 £180¢] O Ti éotiv' TodTO & 1} OVGAL.

253 For the view that the inquiry of the causal essence of a composite subject cannot be reconstructed
as a demonstration, see Wedin 2000, 414—6; Devereux 2003, 183; Lewis 2013, 282—7. For the opposite
view, see Charles 2000, 289-90; Peramatzis 2011, 182; Peramatzis 2023, 248; Ge 2025, 150-80.

234 T propose that what inheres in the particular body is the particular form that can still be grasped
universally as ‘the form of man’, without arguing for this in detail.

I do not follow Charles 2000, 289-90’s reconstruction, according to which the major term is ‘being

arranged thus’. A similar reconstruction is found in Peramatzis 2023, 248.
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The form of man holds of this body;

Being a particular composite man holds of this body.?>

This is a valid deduction but not a demonstration:>*° the major premise is difficult to
justify, because it is difficult to see in what sense a particular composite subject can
hold of the form.?’

This reveals an important disanalogy between attributes and composite subjects. In
the case of attributes, the relation between the attribute and its proper subject is
mediated by the middle term. In the case of composite subjects, by contrast, the relation
between the composite subject and its matter is not mediated by the form in an

analogous way. Rather, the fact that this composite subject is predicated of this matter

255 For the view that the major term should be ‘being this particular composite’, and the minor term
should be the particular pieces of matter, see Devereux 2003, 184, 186.

236 Lewis 2013, 2834 argues that we cannot even construct a valid deduction from the inquiry into
‘why it is’ of man. According to Lewis, in a valid deduction, the sense of huparchein must be the same.
However, this requirement is not satisfied in his reconstruction of the would—be deduction of ‘why it is’
of man. More recently, however, Ge 2025, 173—7 has argued, on the basis of Prior Analytics 1 36, that
huparchein need not be used univocally in a valid deduction. Support for Ge’s view may be found in the
demonstration which demonstrates that thunder exists. In the major premise, ‘noise holds of the
extinction of fire’, huparchein expresses the relation of ‘following upon’. In the minor premise, ‘the
extinction of fire holds of the clouds’, huparchein expresses the relation of ‘occurring in’.

257 To be sure, although we may say that Socrates is his soul, we cannot simply reverse the
predication and say that the soul of Socrates is Socrates. In Metaphysics Z 11, 1037*7-8, Aristotle
remarks that Socrates and Coriscos are ‘twofold’, namely, both the soul and the composite (Xoxpdtng
d¢ kol Kopiokog, €l pév kai 1 yoyn Zokpdtng, dittdv (ol pev yap g yoynyv ol 8° ®g 10 chvorov). The
clause €i pev kol 1 yoyn Zokpdtng may be understood either as ‘if also the soul is Socrates’ or ‘if
Socrates is also the soul’. I prefer the latter interpretation, since it better supports Aristotle’s claim that

Socrates is twofold: both the soul and the composite (cf. Metaph. Z 10, 10357-9, 1036*16—19).
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is explained simply by the fact that its form holds of the relevant matter. The form
functions as the explanatory cause, but not as a middle term connecting the subject and
predicate in a demonstration.

A similar point is made by Devereux, who argues that the conclusion ‘these bricks
and stones are a house’ is not explained by the two premises ‘a house belongs to the
essence or form of house’ and ‘the essence or form of house belongs to these materials’.
Rather, the explanatory work is done entirely by the latter proposition, namely that ‘the

essence or form of house belongs to these materials’.>3®

6.2. Pure and Impure Causal Essence of a Composite Subject:

Metaphysics Z. 10—11

In the previous section, I have shown how Aristotle articulates the causal essence of a
composite subject in terms of both its form and its matter in Metaphysics Z 17. Since
such a causal definition includes not only the cause, namely the form, but also the
relevant matter, it may appropriately be called an impure causal definition. Accordingly,
what is revealed is the impure causal essence of the definiendum. In this section, I argue
that Metaphysics Z 10-11 in fact suggest, though not explicitly, the distinction between
pure and impure causal definition, and correspondingly, that between pure and impure

causal essence of a composite subject.

2% See Devereux 2003, 183. Ge 2025, 161 argues against this approach, calling it ‘non—

demonstrative general causal structure’ (original in Chinese: “JF1iE BH P4 [ — 5% X FRAESE).
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To be sure, Aristotle never explicitly distinguishes between pure and impure causal
essence of a composite subject. Instead, the central question of Metaphysics Z 10-11
is whether we should include the accounts of parts in the account of the whole. As it
becomes clear in Metaphysics Z 10-11, the answer depends on two different ways of
grasping a particular composite subject. If we grasp it in terms of its form, then only
the accounts of its formal parts will be included in the account of the whole. If, by
contrast, we grasp it in terms of the nearest universal composite or its infima species,
then the accounts of both its material and its formal parts must be included.?>® Seen
from the perspective of causal essence, these two modes of grasping a particular
composite subject correspond, respectively, to its pure and impure causal definition,

which reveal, correspondingly, its pure and impure causal essence.

6.2.1. Pure Causal Essence of a Composite Subject: Metaphysics Z 10

In Metaphysics Z 10, Aristotle shows that one way of grasping a particular composite
subject is to account for it in terms of its form. In such a case, we only include the

accounts of its formal parts in the account of the whole.?%°

259 For the view that Metaphysics Z 10-11 presents these two different ways of grasping a particular
composite, see Meister 2020; Mié/Mittelmann 2022.

260 Many scholars take Metaphysics Z 10 to be concerned with the account of the form. See, for
instance, Ross 1924b, 69. However, the examples discussed in Z 10 are composite subjects, such as a
circle that can be divided into segments. It is therefore more accurate to say that in Z 10, Aristotle is
accounting for a particular composite in terms of its form rather than accounting directly for the form
itself. See also Chaintreuil 2023, 175, who likewise argues that the object of definition in Z 10 is a
particular composite, and the account of the form thereby serves as the account of the corresponding

composite.
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To address the question of whether the accounts of the parts should inhere in the
account of the whole, Aristotle makes two important distinctions. One is between a
formal and a material part; the other is between the form and that which possesses the

form. These two distinctions are introduced and explicated in the following passage:

Or the part is said in many ways. Of these, one way is what measures with respect to the
quantity. But let this be set aside. On the other hand, the things out of which the substance
is composed as from parts, this must be investigated. If, then, there is the matter, the form,
and what is composed out of these, and the matter, the form, and what is composed out of
these are substance, then there is a way, the matter is also said to be a part of something,
and a way in which it is not a part, but parts are rather the things out of which the account
of the form is composed (ex hon ho tou eidous logos). For example, of the concavity flesh
is not a part (for this is the matter in which it comes to be), but of the snubness it is a certain
part. And of the compound statue (fou men sunolou andriantos) the bronze is a part, but of
the statue that is said as the form (fou d’ hos eidous legomenou andriantos) it is not a part.
Each thing should be said to be both the form (fo eidos) and as what has the form (4¢&; eidos

echei), but one should never say that it is the material component (to hulikon) per se.?®!

According to this passage, if the whole is a form, then the account of the whole includes

only the accounts of the parts of the form. By contrast, if the whole is something that

261 Metaph. Z 10, 1034°32-1035%9, trans. C. D. C. Reeve 2016, modified: —7 moAlory@dg Aéyetar 1O
HEPOC, BV EIC PEV TPOTOC TO METPODV KATH TO TOGOHV—OAAG ToDTO ULV apeicBm’ €€ AV 8& 1 odoio t¢
HEP®V, TODTO GKENTEOV. €l 0DV €6T1 TO pgv HAN 10 88 £180¢ 10 & &k ToVT™Y, Koi ovoia § Te HAN Kod TO
£100¢ Kol TO £k TOVTOV, E0TL P&V OC Kol ) VAN pépog Tvog Aéyetal, E6T1 8" g oD, GAL’ £€ GV 6 ToD idovg
AOY0G. 0lov THG UV KOIAOTNTOG 0VK E0TL Pépog 1) 66pE (atitn yap 1y HAN £ fig yiyvetar), T 88 o1uodtnTog
UEPOG Kal TOD PEV GLUVOAOL GVOPLAVTOG MEPOG O XOAKOG TOD & (g €ldovg Aeyopévov Avdpldvtog ov

(Aextéov yap 10 £ld0¢ kol T £100¢ Exel EkaoTtov, T §” HAKOV 0084m0Te K0l anTO AekTEOV)”
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possesses the form, then its account includes the accounts of both its material and
formal parts. Aristotle’s point is that a particular composite may be considered either
as its form or as such, namely, as what possesses the form. When it is considered as its
form, then its matter is no longer regarded as part of it. By contrast, when it is
considered as what possesses the form, then matter remains part of it. Socrates, for
example, may be considered either as his soul or as the composite constituted by his
soul and his body. If Socrates is considered as his soul, his bodily parts are no longer
regarded as parts of him. If, however, he is considered as the composite, then his bodily
parts do count as parts of him.

In Metaphysics Z 10, Aristotle concentrates on accounting for a particular

composite in Terms of its form. This is clear from the following passage:

This is why the account of the circle does not contain that of the segments, whereas that of
the syllable does contain that of the phonetic elements. For the phonetic elements are parts

of the account of the form, and are not matter, whereas the segments are parts in this way,

namely, as matter in which the form comes to be.?¢?

Thus, in one way, the account of a particular composite is just the account of its form.
Besides this, in Metaphysics Z 10, Aristotle indicates that there is an alternative way of
accounting for a particular composite. In such a case, its account will be of what is

‘taken together with the matter’:

262 Metaph. Z. 10, 10352912, trans. C. D. C. Reeve 2016: 510 6 pgv 100 khkhov Adyog ovk &xgt TOV
TOV TUNRATOV, 0 08 TG cLAAAPTIC Exel TOV TAV oToXElV" TA PEV YOp oTOLKEID TOD AOYOL pEPT TOD

£i80v¢ xoi ovy BAN, T 88 Tppata obtwg uépn o HAn 8¢’ fig dmylyveton
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In the account of some things, then, the account of such [i.e. material] parts will be present,

whereas in the account of others it must not be—that is, if it were not taken together [with

the matter] (mé é tou suneilemenou).”®>

What, then, is that which is taken together with the matter? It cannot be a particular
composite as such, for according to Aristotle, the account is of the universal (0 6& Adyog
807l Tod kadolov, Z 10, 1035°34-103621). Accordingly, ‘what is taken together with
the matter’ (to suneilemmenon) cannot refer to a particular composite as such, but must
instead refer to the nearest universal composite, namely, the corresponding infima
species.

This interpretation is supported by Metaphysics Z 10, 1035°27-30, where Aristotle
states that man or horse is some composite (cOvoAov t1) which consists of this account
(tovdi 10D Adyov)?** and this matter (tnodi tfig ¥Ang), both taken universally (dg
kaBolov). In this way, Metaphysics Z 10 already points towards an alternative way
through which one accounts for a particular composite subject in Terms of the nearest

universal composite or its infima species.

6.2.2. Impure Causal Essence of a Composite Subject: Metaphysics Z 11

203 Metaph. Z 10, 1035%22-3, trans. C. D. C. Reeve 2016, slightly modified: t@v pév odv évéoton 6
TGV TO100TMV PEP@Y AOYOC, TV & 00 Sl dvelvan, &v pm §) T0D cuveupEVoL”

264 T propose that toudi tou logou here refers to the particular form, where foudi indicates
particularity and tou logou means the form. For the view that logos in Aristotle may refer to the form,
see Weiner 2016, 9-12. For passages where logos refers to the form, see Metaph. A 9, 993*17-22,
Metaph. 7 15, 1039°20-7, Phy. B 3, 194*26-7=Metaph. A 2, 1013226-7. I owe these references to
Weiner 2016, 9.
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In Metaphysics Z 11, Aristotle argues that in some contexts, it would be more
appropriate or even necessary to account for a particular composite qua the nearest
universal composite or its infima species. In the terminology adopted in this study, this
amounts to accounting for it in Terms of its impure causal essence.

Aristotle begins by warning that it is mistaken to suppose that a particular
composite subject can be accounted for only gua its form. Those who adopt this view
face two difficulties. First, those who posit the Forms, namely Platonists, run the risk
of identifying sensible things with their Forms. More radically, the Pythagoreans, who
posit a single common Form for all things, are liable to reduce all things to one and the
same Form. Second, such a view wrongly suggests that a particular composite can exist
independently of its proper matter. These difficulties, according to Aristotle, motivate
the alternative way of accounting for a particular composite in Terms of the nearest
universal composite or its infima species.

In Metaphysics Z 11, 103725-10, Aristotle further indicates that there is a parallel

between a particular composite and the nearest universal composite or its infima species:

It is clear too that the soul is the primary substance, whereas the body is matter, and the
man and the animal is the thing composed of both taken universally (ex amphoin hos
katholou). Socrates (or Coriscus), on the other hand, if Socrates is also the soul, is twofold.
For some take him to be a soul, others the composite. But if he is without qualification this
soul (hé psuhé hede) and this body (to soma tode), then just as the universal is, so the

particular is t00.26°

265 Metaph. Z 11, 1037%5-10, trans. C. D. C. Reeve 2016, slightly modified: 6flov 8¢ xai &1 1 pév

Yoyn ovGia 1 TpOTN, TO 3¢ cdpa HAN, 0 8° GvBpwmog | To {Pov T0 £& appoilv ig kabdrov: Zmkpdatng 6
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The remark that ‘just as the universal is, so the particular is too’ establishes a structural
parallel between the nearest universal composite and the particular composite. If the
species man likewise consists of both this soul and this body taken universally, then a
particular man consists of this soul (4é psuché héde) and this body (to soma tode).

Since the account of a particular composite in Terms of the nearest universal
composite includes both form and matter, it counts as what I call ‘impure causal
definition’. Such a definition reveals what I call the ‘impure causal essence’ of that
particular composite.

It should be noted, however, that at the end of Metaphysics Z 11, Aristotle does not
appear to take this alternative way of accounting for a particular composite into

consideration. Instead, he writes:

[...] and of this [i.e. the composite] there is in a way an account and in a way not. For of

the composite with the matter there is not an account (for it is indefinite), but with respect

to the primary substance there is—for example, of man, the account of the soul.?%
In this passage, Aristotle only acknowledges the way of accounting for a particular
composite in Terms of its form. The reason may be that this passage summarizes not

only Metaphysics Z 11, but the whole stretch of text from Z 4 to Z 11, where Aristotle

kai Kopiokog, €l pév kai 1 yoyn Zokpdtng, otttov (ol eV yap O yuynv ol 6’ g cOVOAOV), €10 AmA®S
1 woyn 11d¢ kal <to> cdpa t6de, domep TO Kabolov [te] kai T0 Ko’ EKacTov.

266 Metaph. 7. 11, 1037*26-9, trans. C. D. C. Reeve 2016, slightly modified: [...] tatng 8¢ y° &omt
TG AOY0G Kol 00K 6TV UETA PEV YOp TTG DANG 0VK €TV (AOp1oTOV Yp), KOTA TV TpAOTNV & ovciov

gottv, olov &vOpdmov 6 Tiig Wuyfig Adyoc:

150



deals with essence or the what—it—is—to—be as a candidate for the first substance. Since
Aristotle in this larger context is more concerned with the kind of account proper to a
metaphysician, which is the account of a particular composite gua its form, it is
reasonable that Aristotle left out the alternative way in the summary. The discussion of
Metaphysics Z 11 should thus be taken as a reminder of the limitation of a merely
metaphysical account of a particular composite in other contexts.

In sum, Metaphysics Z 10—11 presents two complementary ways of accounting for
a particular composite. It can be accounted for either gua its form or qua the nearest
universal composite to which it belongs, namely, its infima species. Although Aristotle
does not explicitly formulate the notion of pure and impure causal essence in these
chapters, they can nevertheless be understood through that conceptual framework.
From this perspective, Z 10 concentrates on revealing the pure causal essence of a
particular composite, whereas Z 11 emphasizes that, in certain contexts, we should

rather reveal its impure causal essence.

6.3. Causal Essence of a Simple Subject or Form

Since Metaphysics Z 17 and Z 10—11 merely show how to grasp the causal essence of

267

a composite subject, one may wonder whether a simple subject, namely a form,*°’ also

267 For Aristotle, form is also a kind of subject (cf. Metaphysics Z 3, 1029°1-3, H 1, 1042%26-9).
With respect to the so—called ‘prime matter’, if it does exist, it is probable that it does not have a causal
essence, since it is not correlated to any form, which should be the essence of the corresponding matter.
Any concrete matter, insofar as it already involves some form, does not count as a simple subject, but

rather a composite subject.
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possesses a causal essence, and, if so, how it is to be grasped. In this section, I argue
that a form also possesses a causal essence. Drawing on the example of soul in De
Anima, 1 shall concentrate on the form of a natural substance and argue that its causal
essence can be articulated in Terms of the set of capacities that is distinctive of the
relevant infima species.

In De Anima 11 1, Aristotle presents several versions of the most general account
(koinotatos logos) of the soul, the most developed of which defines the soul as ‘the first
actuality of a natural body which has life potentially’ (DA 1I 1 412#27-8).2%® This
account applies universally to every kind of soul and therefore qualifies as the account
of ‘the soul itself”.?%°

Like ‘noise in the cloud’, which is a preliminary stage of the causal definition of
thunder, I take this account of the soul itself to represent the preliminary stage of the
causal definition of a specific kind of soul. According to Posterior Analytics 11 10,
94%7-9, such a preliminary stage of causal definition resembles the conclusion of a
demonstration.?’® That is, it merely establishes ‘that it is’ but does not yet state the
cause or ‘why it is’. In the following passage, Aristotle suggests that one must proceed

from a definition that merely states ‘that it is’ to one that also makes explicit the cause:

Because what is certain and better known as conforming to reason comes to be from what

is uncertain but more apparent, one must try to proceed anew in this way concerning the

268 See DA 11 1 412%27-8, trans. Shields 2016: évteAéygia 1} TpdOTN cOUATOG PVGIKOD duvaper {onv
&yovtoc,.

269 For this expression, see Corcilius 2025.

20 See An. post. 11 10, 9437-9: &n £otiv Epog Ppovifig wogog &v vépeot todto & doti Thg Tod Ti

€otv amodeifemg cvunépacua.
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soul. For it is not only necessary that a defining account (ton horistikon logon) makes clear
‘the that’ (fo hoti), which is what most definitions state, but it must also contain and make
manifest the cause. As things are, the statements of definitions are like conclusions (hdsper
sumperasmata). For example: ‘what is squaring? It is [the construction of] an equilateral
rectangle being equal to an oblong figure.” But this sort of definition is an account of the
conclusion (logos tou sumperasmatos): the one who states that squaring is the discovery of

a middle proportion states the cause of the matter.?”!

According to this passage, the account of the soul itself, ‘the first actuality of a natural
body which has life potentially’, only states ‘the that’. It tells us merely that the soul
holds of a natural body which has life potentially as the first actuality but does not tell
us why it is so. Hence Aristotle remarks that such definitions ‘resemble conclusions’
(hosper sumperasmata).>”

Granted this, what is the cause that remains to be supplemented? It cannot be the
cause of the soul itself. As Corcilius 2025 suggests, the soul itself is postulated as the
‘common subject’ for the attributes which hold of living beings qua living.?’? In this
respect, the soul itself only exists in a relatively derivative sense like trans—categorial

entities and entities capable of functioning as higher—order predicates. Consequently,

DAL 1, 413°10-20, trans. Shields 2016, slightly modified with consultation of Corcilius 2017,
74-5:"Emei 8’ €k 1@V Ac0p®V HEV QAUEPOTEPOV OE YIVETOL TO GOPES Kl KOTA TOV AGYOV YVOPADTEPOV,
meWPaTEOV TOAY oUTe v EmeABelv mepl avTig oV Yap HOVOV TO OTL O€l TOV OpLoTiKOV Adyov dnlodyv,
domep ol TAEloTol TV OpmV Aéyovaty, GG Kol TV aitiov évomdpyewv kol Epeaivesbor vov 6 domep
ovumepdouad’ oi Adyot Tdv dpwv giciv: olov Ti éoTiv O TETpOyOVISUAC; TO Toov ETepoprikel OpOoydVIOV
givat icomhevpov. O 8¢ To10dTog 8pog AdYOC ToD GLUTEPAGHOTOC. O 8& AéymV 8TL £GTIV O TETPAYOVIGUOC
péong ebpects, Tod TPAYUATOG AEYEL TO OiTIOV.

272 For an insightful discussion of the account of the soul itself, see Corcilius 2025, 39-40.

273 See Corcilius 2025, 46-47. In DA 1 1, 402°5-8, Aristotle himself expresses doubt whether there

is a common account of the soul itself.
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the soul itself does not possess a scientifically knowable cause. It may therefore possess
only a logical essence, but not a causal essence.

For this reason, several scholars have suggested that the relevant causal definition
concerns not the soul itself but either the nutritive soul, the perceptive soul, or the
rational soul. Correspondingly, the cause to be supplied is the relevant capacity.?’* In
plants, this is the nutritive capacity; in non-rational animals, this is the perceptive
capacity; and in rational animals, the rational capacity. Parallel to the demonstrations
that show the causal definitions of thunder and eclipse in Posterior Analytics 11 8, we
may therefore construct a demonstration which shows the causal definition of the

nutritive, perceptive, or rational soul. Let us take the nutritive soul as an example:

The first actuality holds of the nutritive capacity;

The nutritive capacity holds of the natural and potentially living body of a plant;

The first actuality holds of the natural and potentially living body of a plant.?”

However, I hold that for Aristotle the nutritive soul, perceptive and rational souls are
just parts of a soul in the sense of the nutritive, perceptive, and rational capacities. If
this is correct, then the argument sketched above cannot qualify as a genuine
demonstration, for the middle term would collapse into the major term. Although the
deduction would remain formally valid, it would fail to be explanatory. Moreover, these

capacities are parts of a soul, and hence parts of a form, rather than forms themselves.

274 See Johansen 2012, 40; Coates 2024, 451, 463—4; Corcilius 2025, 40-2.

275 For a recent version of this view, see Coates 2024.
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As an alternative, I propose that what Aristotle takes to be soul as a form is rather
a particular soul that inheres in each individual living being and, when taken universally,
the soul of the corresponding infima species. Insofar as there is no causal definition of
a particular soul as such, the relevant causal definition must instead be that of the
corresponding infima species.

Support for this interpretation can be found in De Anima 1 1, 402°5-8, where

Aristotle indicates that there is a different account of the soul of each infima species:

And one must take care not to overlook the question of whether is one account of it [i.e.
the soul], as there is one account of animal, or whether there is a different account for each
[type of soul], for example, of horse, of dog, of man, of god, while the universal animal is
either nothing or is posterior to these; and it would be the same if any other common thing

were being predicated. 27°

I suggest that, by raising the question ‘whether there is one account of it [i.e. the soul]
or whether there is a different account for each [type of soul]’, Aristotle ultimately
favors the latter alternative. Furthermore, I take the qualification ‘of horse, of dog, of
man, of god’ to refer to ‘each type of soul’. On this reading, Aristotle denies that there
is a single account either of the soul itself or of the soul common to all animals. Rather,
each infima species possesses its own account of soul. Significantly, this claim is
compatible with my proposal that instances of each infima species have particular souls

that share the same account.

276 DAT 1, 402°5-8, trans. Shields 2016: [...] eddapntéov & dmmg un Aavddvy motepov ig O Adyog
avtiic £ott, kaBdmep (Hov, fj kad’ Exactov Etepoc, olov inmov, Kuvog, avOpdmov, Bgod, 10 88 {Pov 10

kaBoAov fjtot 000EY EoTv 1} Dotepov, Opoimg 8€ Kdv € Tt KooV GALo KoTnyopoito:
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Accordingly, when Aristotle requires a definition to state not merely ‘that it is’ but
also ‘why it is’, his concern is not to provide a causal definition of the soul itself, nor
of nutritive, perceptive, or rational soul. Instead, he seeks the causal definition of the
soul of an infima species.

To arrive at a causal definition of the soul of an infima species, we use the most
general account of the soul itself as the conclusion. What is the relevant middle term?
I propose that it is the set of capacities distinctive of that infima species. Such set of
capacities is constitutive of the soul of the corresponding infima species. Parallel to the
demonstrations that show causal definitions of thunder and eclipse, we may construct

the following demonstration:

The first actuality holds of the set of capacities distinctive of this infima species.
The set of capacities distinctive of this infima species holds of this natural and

potentially living body.

The first actuality holds of this natural and potentially living body.

We therefore see how the cause of a particular soul, and correspondingly, the soul of
the corresponding infima species, can be articulated through the set of capacities
distinctive of that infima species. The same model applies to the forms of natural
substances generally.

What about the forms of geometrical objects and artefacts? As for the form of a
geometrical object, I suggest that it can be causally defined through the way in which
the intelligible matter is delimited. For instance, the form ‘circularity’ can be causally

defined as ‘the drawing of a line whose extremes are equidistant from the center’. What
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about the form of an artefact? I suppose that there is evidence which suggests that it
can be causally defined through the function (ergon) of the artefact. For instance,
insofar as the house, qua its form, is defined as ‘shelter capable of guarding against
destruction by wind, rain, and heat’,?”’ the same account can also be seen as the causal

definition of the form of house.

6.4. Conclusion

In this chapter, I have shown that, as in the case of attributes, the philosophical
motivation for the notion of causal essence of a subject is the articulation of essence
through the causal explanation of a subject’s being. As Aristotle already admits in
Posterior Analytics 11 2, a subject also has a ‘middle term’ in the broader sense of
‘scientifically knowable cause’, though he does not explicate there how its causal
essence can be known. In Metaphysics Z 17, we find that the causal essence of a
composite subject can be articulated through the fact that its form holds of its matter.
Moreover, I have argued that Metaphysics Z 10-11 implicitly suggest the distinction
between what I call ‘pure causal essence’ and ‘impure causal essence’ of a composite

subject. Finally, regarding simple subjects or forms, I have suggested that they also

277 See DA 1 1, 403°4-5, trans. Shields 2016: [...] oxémacpo koAVTIKOV @Oopdc VT’ AvEN®Y Kol
SuPpwv kai Kovpdtov, [...]. See also Metaph. H 2, 1043*16—18: ‘Those, on the other hand, who propose
that it is a receptacle to shelter property and bodies, or something else of that sort, are speaking of the
actualization.’ (trans. C. D. C. Reeve 2016: o1 8¢ dyyelov 6KETOOTIKOV XpNUATOV KOl COUATOV T} TL BAAO

To100T0V PO hivteg TNV Evépyeiav Aéyovov:).
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possess a causal essence and that the form of a natural substance is causally articulated

through the set of capacities distinctive of the corresponding infima species.
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Part I1I: The Relation between Logical Essence and Causal

Essence

In the preceding chapters, I have examined the historical origins and philosophical
motivations of Aristotle’s notions of logical essence and of causal essence. I have
argued that whenever a thing, either an attribute or a subject, has a scientifically
knowable cause, it possesses both a logical essence and a causal essence, and
correspondingly, both a logical and a causal definition. This, however, raises an
important question. How can this be reconciled with Aristotle’s insistence that each
thing has only one essence? More generally, how can there be unity in such a
multifaceted essence?

A natural answer is that, if one and the same thing possesses both a logical and a
causal essence, there must be some correspondence between the logical definition and
the causal definition of that thing.

In what follows, I focus on the correspondence between the logical and causal
definition of an infima species. I argue that this correspondence lies in the fact that the
final specific difference in the logical definition is ontologically based on the form or
the cause in the causal definition. By contrast, the genus is merely analogous to the
matter, or, in the case of attributes, to the proper subject, except in the special case of
geometrical objects, where the genus reflects the kind of matter.

At this point, a clarification is required concerning the expression ‘the final specific

difference’. A final specific difference is not necessarily the last specific difference
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reached at the end of a line of division. Rather, by ‘the final specific difference’ I mean
the part of definition that remains once the genus is removed. If there is only one line
of division involved in definition and the last specific difference entails all the higher
ones, then the last specific difference is also the final specific difference. By contrast,
when there are multiple lines of division, the final specific difference consists of the
combination of all the last specific differences.?’®

I restrict my discussion to infimae species because the correspondence in the case
of other kinds of entities can ultimately be reduced to the correspondence exhibited by
infimae species.

First, the particular instances, whether subjects or attributes, do not have definitions
as such. Instead, they must be accounted for through the logical definition and the
causal definition of the corresponding infima species.

Second, the correspondence in the cases of forms likewise derives from that of the
corresponding infimae species. Admittedly, Aristotle does not explicitly provide a
logical definition of a form. Nevertheless, as I shall argue later, since the logical
definition of an infima species abstracts from matter and articulates only the form, we
may reasonably suppose that the logical definition of a form coincides with that of the
corresponding infima species. For example, ‘two—footed rational animal’ may equally

be regarded as the logical definition of the human soul. Accordingly, just as in the case

of an infima species, the final specific difference in the logical definition of a form is

278 The distinction between the last specific difference and the final specific difference may be
indicated in P4 13, 643219-23, where Aristotle speaks of hé eschaté diaphora and he teleutaia diaphora,
which should correspond to the last specific difference and the final specific difference respectively.
Balme 1972, 13 also translates these two expressions as the last specific difference and the final specific

difference respectively.
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ontologically based on the form itself, which in turn is articulated through the set of
capacities distinctive of the relevant infima species.

Third, the correspondence in the case of a per se compound can likewise be
explained in Terms of the correspondence exhibited by the attribute that constitutes it.
First, the pure and impure causal definitions of a per se compound are the same as the
pure and impure causal definitions of the constituent attribute. As for the logical
definition, I propose that the logical definition of the attribute also inheres in the logical
definition of the corresponding per se compound. For example, the logical definition
of ‘snubness’, insofar as it only considers its formal aspect, but not its proper subject,
is the same as that of ‘concavity’. The logical definition of the corresponding per se
compound ‘snub nose’ is ‘concave nose’. Insofar as this account mentions ‘concave’,
the logical definition of ‘snubness’, which is the same as that of ‘concavity’, is included
in the logical definition of ‘snub nose’. If this is correct, then the correspondence

exhibited in an attribute is also found in the relevant per se compound.
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7. The Relation between Logical Essence and Causal Essence

in the Case of infimae species

The relation between logical and causal essence of an infima species has commonly
been explained in Terms of the ‘genus as matter’ thesis.?”® According to the so—called
‘literal interpretation’,?® the genus in the logical definition refers to the kind of matter—
—or, in the case of attributes, to the kind of proper subject—mentioned in the causal
definition, not merely by analogy.?®! Proponents of this view often argue that the final
specific difference likewise refers to the form or the cause in the causal definition, not
merely by analogy.?®? An alternative view is the ‘analogy interpretation’,?3* according
to which the genus is merely analogous to the matter or the proper subject insofar as
both are yet to be determined.?®* Correspondingly, the proponents of this view often
argue that the final specific difference is also merely analogous to the form.

My own position differs from both interpretations. I argue that, except in the case

of geometrical objects, the genus is only analogous to the matter or the proper subject,

27 For the passages where Aristotle explicitly links the genus to the matter, see Metaph. A 28,
10242366, Z 12, 103825-9, H 6, 1045*14-25,18, 1058234,

280 For this expression, see Carr 1997, 203-23.

281 For this view, see, for instance, Rorty 1973, 410-11; Carr 1997, 203-23; Menn 2021, 230;
Peramatzis 2023, 258.

282 For the passages where Aristotle explicitly links the (final) specific difference to the form, see
Metaph. Z 12, 1038°25-6, PA 13, 643224.

283 For this expression, see Carr 1997, 195-203.

284 For this view, see, for instance, Ross 1924b, 238; LeBlond 1939, 365; Grene 1974, 56; Gill 2010,
111-13.

163



whereas the final specific difference is ontologically based on the form or the cause in
the causal definition.

In what follows, I first critically examine the literal interpretation and argue that the
genus is merely analogous to the matter or the proper subject, except in the case of
geometrical objects. Then, I argue that the final specific difference is ontologically

based on the form or the cause.

7.1.  The Literal Interpretation of the ‘Genus as Matter’ Thesis

Reconsidered

7.1.1. Rorty’s Main Argument for the Literal Interpretation

A prominent proponent of the literal interpretation is Richard Rorty. In his article
‘Genus as Matter: A Reading of Metaphysics Z—H’ (1973), Rorty’s main argument is
that the unity of matter and form argued for in Metaphysics H 6 is intended to solve the

puzzle about the unity of genus and specific differences in Metaphysics 7 12:2%

In answer to this, Aristotle has to say something which he never says explicitly but which
he must maintain if he is to regard H, 6 as his answer to the question of Z, 12. He has to
say that genus, in a definition by genus and differentia, somehow signifies the material
cause of the individuals of the species defined. In other words, he has to say that, e.g.,

animality stands to rationality as the brass of the statue stands to its shape. The proximate

285 For this view, see already Jaeger 1912, 60; Ross 1924b, 238. By contrast, Gill 2010, 110-3
suggests that Aristotle tries to solve the aporia in H 6 with the model of the unity of form in Z 12.
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material cause of a man is that sort of organic material which can be called “animal” but

cannot be called “human.”286

I argue, however, that this line of reasoning fails since the aporia addressed in H 6 is
not the same as that discussed in Z 12. In Z 12, the aporia concerns how a definiens,
which possesses multiple parts, can nevertheless signify some one thing and a this
something (hen ti kai tode ti sémainein).?®’ 1 propose that in the context of Z 12, the
‘one thing and this something’ refers to the essence or form of an infima species, since
for Aristotle, a species is a universal and thus not ‘this something’ (fode ti).

It should be noted that I do not hold that the definiendum in Z 12 is directly the
essence or the form, as some scholars suggest.?®® Rather, in both Z 12 and H 6, the
definiendum is an infima species, since at Z 12, 1037°12-3, Aristotle explicitly says
that let ‘two—footed animal’ be the definition of ‘man’, not of ‘human soul’. Given that
the logical definiens of an infima species should refer to ‘some one thing and a this
something’, which is the essence or form, Aristotle has in fact indicated that the logical
definiens of an infima species defines it only in Terms of the form. Thus, the aporia in
Z 12 concerns the unity among the parts of the form itself, which are also the parts of

a logical definition, namely, genus and specific differences.

286 Rorty 1973, 410.

287 See Metaphysics Z 12, 1037°24-7: ‘But what is in the definition must be one. For the definition
is a certain account that is one and of essence (ousias), so that it must be the account of some one thing.
For the essence signifies some one thing and a this something, as we say.’ (trans. C. D. C. Reeve 2016,
modified: 5&1 8¢ ye &v eivar 8oa &v T Opoud” O Yap Opiopdg Adyog Tic oty €1¢ Kai ovoiag, Gote £vog
Tvog 81 aTOV lvan Adyov: Kkod yap 1) ovoia &v Tt kai T68e Tt onpeivel, OC Papév.)

288 See, for instance, Harte 1996, 278; Gill 2010, 104-9; Mié 2026, 2.
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By contrast, the aporia dealt with in H 6 concerns the unity between form and
matter of a particular composite. The issue is no longer how the parts of a form
constitute a single essence, but how a composite consisting of matter and form
nevertheless constitutes one thing.

As the two chapters address different aporiai, Aristotle also resolves them in
different ways. In Z 12, the multiplicity of a logical definiens is ultimately reduced to
the simplicity of the final specific difference, which is identified with the essence or
form. In H 6, by contrast, Aristotle shows how matter and form are in fact different
aspects of one thing by arguing that matter is what is X in potentiality and form is what
is X in actuality.

Accordingly, the solution proposed in H 6, 10452235 should not be understood as
a solution to the aporia discussed in Z 12.2% If this is correct, then Rorty’s main

argument for the literal interpretation of ‘genus as matter’ thesis fails.

7.1.2. Evidence for the Literal Interpretation regarding a Composite Subject

Reconsidered

A passage that may seem to support the literal interpretation of ‘genus as matter’ thesis

in the case of a composite subject is Metaphysics 13, 1054°27-30:

For anything which is different differs either in genus or in species; in genus those things

of which there is no common matter (koiné hé hulé) and no coming to be into each other

289 For the view that Z 12 and H 6 do not deal with the same issue, see Halper 1984; Harte 1996,
278, note 5; Steinfath 1996, 238; Helmig 2007, 73; Mié 2026, 2.
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(genesis eis alléela)—as is the case with things whose figure of predication (schéma tés

katégorias) is other.?”

In this passage, Aristotle states that if there is no common matter (koiné hulé) among
some things and if there is no coming to be into each other (genesis eis alléela) among
them, then these things are different in genera. As examples Aristotle mentions the
entities that fall under different ‘figures of predication’, that is, that belong to different
ontological categories. At first sight, matter seems to refer to literal matter, and ‘coming
to be’ seems to refer to coming to be in the physical world. However, I argue that it is
not necessary to understand these two terms in their literal sense.

The crux lies in the fact that ‘genus’ is a relative term. In other words: things that
differ in genus on one level may be under the same genus on a higher level. For example,
bird and fish are different in genus on one level but they are under the same genus
‘animal’. If ‘matter’ and ‘coming to be’ are understood in the literal sense, then bird
and fish will at the same time possess and do not possess the same kind of matter.
Therefore, 1 propose that ‘matter’ and ‘coming to be’ are not to be understood in a
literal sense, but in a logical sense. Things differ in genus when they possess no
common logical matter and they cannot ‘come to be’ from each other in the sense that
they cannot, by changing the specific differences determining them, ‘logically’ become
each other. Such a claim then only applies to what falls under the different ontological
categories, because, as the highest genera, they have no common logical matter. This

fits Aristotle’s example perfectly. Otherwise, it will be difficult to explain why

20 Metaph. 13, 1054%27-30, trans. Castelli 2018: wdv yap 10 Sropépov Srapépet i yéver i €1de1, yéver
p&v @v um Eott ko 1 AN pnde yéveoig eic dAAnia, olov domv dilo oyfjua tfig katnyopiag, [...].
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Aristotle only mentions ‘things whose figure of predication (schéma teés katégorias) is
other’ as an example but not more straightforward cases like animals and plants.

A parallel passage is found in Metaphysics A 28, 1024°9-16:

Things are said to be different in genus whose first underlying subject (fo proton
hupokeimenon) is distinct, and when the one is not analyzed (analuetai) into the other or
both into the same thing—for example, the form and the matter are distinct in genus. As
also are those that are said of something with reference to distinct figures of predication of
being (schema katégorias tou ontos). For some beings signify what it is, others a quality,
others the various other things that were distinguished earlier. These too are neither

analyzed into each other nor into some one thing.?’"!

In this passage, Aristotle also speaks of the things that differ in genus, though he makes
use of different terms from those in I 3. Instead of ‘matter’ (hulé) he speaks of ‘the first
underlying subject’ (fo proton hupokeimenon), and instead of ‘coming to be into each
other’ (genesis eis allela) he speaks of ‘being analyzed into each other’ (analuenai
thateron eis thateron). Also in this passage, the example for the things that differ in
genus are those belonging to different ontological categories. It is probable that this
passage, compared with the passage in I 3, is a more considered expression of the same
thought. Notably, here Aristotle mentions that form and matter differ in genus. Since

form as such does not possess any literal matter as its part, what Aristotle means cannot

21 Metaph. A 28, 1024°9-16, trans. C. D. C. Reeve 2016, slightly modified: &tepa 8¢ 16 yével
Myeton OV te £1EpOV TO MPMTOV VIoKeinevoy Koi pn dvaldeton Bdtepov gic Bdtepov nd’ duewm eic
TadTOV, 0lov T 180G Kai 1 DAN Etepov 1@ Yével, kol doa kad’ Etepov oyfito katnyopiog Tod dvrog
Aéyeton (ta pev yop ti €oTt onpaivel TdV Gvtov Ta 68 TowWdv TL TA & (G dtpNToL TPOTEPOV" OVOE Y

tadto avolvetal o0t gig dAAnia ot €ig &v L.
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be that form and matter are composed of different kinds of literal matter. Rather,
Aristotle’s point is that form and matter are so radically different that they cannot be
treated as the same or as belonging to the same kind.

Another passage that seems to support the literal interpretation is Metaphysics A 28,
1024229-°9. There Aristotle distinguishes four senses of genus, the third and fourth of
which are grouped together as genus in the sense of underlying subject or matter.?%?

These two senses of genus are introduced as follows:

Further, as the plane is said to be the genus of plane figures and solid of solids. For each of
the figures is in the one case a plane of such—and—such a sort and in the other a solid of

such—and-such a sort. This is the underlying subject for the differences. 2%3

Further, as the first constituent in the accounts that is said in the “what it is”. For this is the

genus, of which the specific differences are said to be qualities.?**

The third sense of genus refers to the kind of intelligible matter of a geometrical object,
whereas the fourth refers to genus as an essential predicate in the logical sense. Later
in A 28, 1024°8-9, these two senses are taken together as genus in the sense of

underlying subject and matter. From this connection between the two senses of genus

22 Metaph. A 28, 1024°8-9: 10 §" G ¥An' ob yap 1 Sragpopd kai 1| mowdTG £oTi, TodT E0TL TO
vrokeipevov, 6 Aéyopev VAnv. The context shows that both the third and the fourth senses of genus are
grouped under this broader sense.

293 Metaph. A 28, 1024*36-1024%4: trans. C. D. C. Reeve 2016, modified: £t1 8¢ tg 10 éninedov 1@V
OYNUATOV YEVOG TV EMITESOV KOl TO GTEPEOV TAV GTEPEDV" EKOGTOV YAP TOV SYNUATOV TO HEV ETimedov
TO0VdL TO 8¢ 0TEPEOV ETL TOOVOT TOUTO & €07l TO VIOKEIEVOV TOTG S0POPAIS.

4 Metaph. A 28, 102446, trans. C. D. C. Reeve 2016, modified: &11 &g &v 10ig Ady01G TO TPHTOV

gvomdpyov, O Aéyeton &v 16 ti ot TodTo <yap> Y4vOg, oD Stapopai Aéyoval ol moldTnTEC.
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a proponent of the literal interpretation may conclude that genus as an essential
predicate in a logical sense corresponds to the kind of literal matter, both sensible and
intelligible. I argue, however, that neither this inference nor the interpretation built
upon it is warranted by the text.

First, although Aristotle groups the third and the fourth senses together under the
broader heading of genus as underlying subject or matter, ‘underlying subject’ or
‘matter’ here may be used in a general sense. Both terms can be understood as literal
or logical. It is probable that a genus as an essential predicate in a logical sense is only
considered as logical underlying subject or matter, rather than a literal one.

Second, I hold that only the genus of a geometrical object (line, plane figure, or
solid) always corresponds to its intelligible matter (one, two, or three—dimensional
extension). ?®> By contrast, no comparable correspondence can be established for
natural composite substances. This is also why Aristotle only mentions examples of
geometrical objects when he describes the third sense of genus. The correspondence
found in the case of geometrical objects arises because the logical classification of them

is made just according to the way in which their intelligible matter is delimited.

25 In Metaphysics H 6, 1045233-5, Aristotle says the following: ‘Of matter, though, there is some
that is intelligible and some that is perceptible, and one part of the account is always the matter and the
other the activity—for instance, the circle is plane figure.’ (trans. C. D. C. Reeve 2016, slightly modified:
gott 82 T DAng M pév vonth 1 8 aicOnt, Koi del Tod Adyov 10 pév HAn 10 88 &vépyeld €Ty, olov O
KOk oG oyfjua Eninedov.) Commentators like Helmig 2007, 71 and Katz 2023, 143 interpret ‘plane figure’
as the complete definition of circle, suggesting that while ‘plane’ refers to the matter of the circle, namely,
‘two—dimensional continuum’, ‘figure’ refers to the form of the circle. By contrast, I hold that ‘plane
figure’ is not the complete definition, but only the genus of the circle, which refers to the matter of the
circle, ‘two—dimensional continuum’, and that the form of the circle should be ‘with its extremes being
equidistant from the center’. For this view, see, for instance, Ross 1924b, 238; Harte 1996, 288 with note
33; Katz 2021, 195-6 with note 15. For the view that ‘figure’ refers to the matter of the circle, whereas

‘plane’ refers to the form, see Peramatzis 2023, 254.
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The cases of natural composite substances are fundamentally different. Natural
substances under the same genus do not necessarily possess the same kind of matter.
Different kinds of animals, for example, possess different bodily parts: fishes have fins,
birds have wings, and the land—animals have feet. On a lower level, blooded animals
possess blood, flesh, and bones as their matter, whereas bloodless animals have
different kinds of matter that are analogous to blood, flesh, and bones. Someone may
suggest that ‘organic body that potentially possesses perceptive capacity’ may be the
kind of matter common to all animals. Suppose that this is true and all animals must
have this as their proximate matter, the referent of ‘“animal’ need still not be this kind
of matter. Rather, [ propose that ‘animal’ corresponds to the perceptive capacity, which
is to be further specified by a specific difference. In this way, ‘organic body that
potentially possesses perceptive capacity’ is not the direct referent of ‘animal’, but only
required by the genus ‘animal’, just as a proper kind of matter is required by a form.?°

By dealing with the texts that appear to support the literal interpretation of the
‘genus as matter’ thesis with regard to a composite subject, I have shown that they do
not offer enough evidence for this view. I have argued that although the genus of a
geometrical object corresponds to the kind of its intelligible matter, no general
correspondence between the genus and the kind of sensible matter can be identified in
the case of natural substances.

In the following section, I turn to the texts that may appear to speak for the literal

interpretation of the ‘genus as matter’ thesis with regard to an attribute. There I shall

2% It should be noted that genus is only a logical part of the form. For a recent defense of the view

that genus is the logical part or logical matter of the form, see Chaintreuil 2024, 324-35.
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argue that there is no general correspondence between the genus and the kind of proper

subject of an attribute.

7.1.3. Evidence for the Literal Interpretation regarding an Attribute

Reconsidered

One passage that appears to support the literal interpretation of the ‘genus as matter’

thesis with respect to an attribute is Metaphysics Z 12, 103825-9:

If, then, the genus is absolutely nothing beyond the species of the genus, or if'it is, it is as
matter (for the voiced sound is genus and matter, and the specific differences produce the

phonetic elements from this), then it is evident that the definition is the account composed

out of the specific differences.?’’

Here Aristotle claims that we may consider genus either as nothing beyond the species,
or as matter (hos hulé) of the species. I take these two alternatives to be mutually
exclusive and argue that Aristotle is committed to the second alternative.?”® However,
should the claim that genus is as matter (of the species) be understood in the sense that
genus corresponds to the kind of literal matter? At first sight, the example of ‘voiced

sound’ (phoné) and phonetic elements might seem to support the literal interpretation,

27 Metaph. Z 12, 1038259, trans. C. D. C. Reeve 2016, slightly modified: &l obv 10 yévog amAdC
un ot Tapa T0 OG YEVoug €idm, 1 €l 0Tt pev @G VAN & otiv (M pEV yap eovn yévog kol DAN, oi 68
drapopal ta £10n Kol T oToYEIR K TAVTNG TOODGV), POVEPOV OTL O OPIOUOS E0TIV O €K TV S10pOopdV
AdYOC.
298

For the view that the second alternative is a further qualification of the first alternative, see

Peramatzis 2023, 245.
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since voiced sound appears to function both as the genus and the ‘matter’ of phonetic
elements. While I agree that voiced sound is the genus of phonetic elements, I deny
that it is their ‘matter’.

First, the phonetic elements, as ‘indivisible voiced sounds from which a compound
sound naturally comes about’,?* are attributes, not composite subjects. Consequently,
they do not possess ‘matter’ in the same way as a composite subject. Rather, they
possess a proper subject to which they belong. However, I argue that the proper subject
of phonetic elements is not voiced sound. Rather, phonetic elements, being ‘indivisible
voiced sounds’, have the same proper subject as voiced sound.

Thus, to know what the proper subject of phonetic elements is, one must know what

the proper subject of voiced sound is. Aristotle’s answer to the latter can be found in

De Anima 11 8, where Aristotle offers several accounts of voiced sound (phone):

(1) The voiced sound is a certain sort of sound (psophos), one belonging to the

ensouled.3%°

(2) The voiced sound is a sound (psophos) of an animal which takes in air.3!

2% For a logical definition of the phonetic element, see Poet. 20, 1456°22-3: ‘A phonetic element
is an indivisible voiced sound, and not everyone, but one from which a compound sound naturally comes
about.’ (trans. C. D. C. Reeve, in Reeve/Kontos 2025, slightly modified: ototysiov p&v odv €6ttv ovn
adtaipetog, o mhco 8¢ GAL’ &€ fig TEQuKe cVVOETT YiyvecOon pmvn)

300 DA 11 8, 420°5-6, trans. Shields 2016, slightly modified: 1} 82 povr| yo@og Tic éottv pyiyov:

301 See DA 11 8, 420°13-16: pwvn & £oti {Hov YoPOg 00 TG TVYOVTL Hopie. GAL Emel mdv Yopel
TOTTOVTOG TVOG Kol TL Kol €V Tvi, ToDT0 6 €0TLV Anp, EDAOYMS GV Pavoin tadta pova oo dExeToL TOV

aépa.
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(3) The voiced sound is an impact (p/ége) of the inhaled air upon what is called the
trachea, effected by the soul in the bodily parts that are responsible for
d.302

producing soun

(4) The voiced sound is some sort of significant (semantikos) sound.’%

Among these accounts, I suggest that (3) can be seen as the causal definition of voiced
sound, whereas (1), (2), and (4) represent different versions of its logical definition.
More specifically, the immediate genus of voiced sound is ‘sound’ (psophos); its cause
is the ‘impact (plége) effected by the soul in the bodily parts that are responsible for
producing sound’; and its proper subjects are air and tracheae involved in vocal
production.

Since phonetic elements are simply the indivisible voiced sounds, they should share
the same proper subjects as the voiced sound itself, namely, air and tracheae. Their
proper subject is therefore not voiced sound, but the bodily and material conditions in
which voiced sound is realized.

Moreover, De Anima 11 8 also indicates that the immediate genus of ‘sound’
(psophos) is ‘motion’ (kinésis), which should be ‘contextually restricted’ to

locomotion.3% Its cause is ‘impact’,3* and its proper subjects are air and smooth

302 See DA 11 8, 420°27-9: (ote 1) mAnym 10D dvamveopévov dépog Vo Tiig &v ToVToIg Toi¢ popiolg
YOYG TPOG TV KAAOLUEVIV ApTNPioY MY E0TLV.

303 See DA 11 8, 420°32: onuovtikdg Yop 81 Tig WOPOg £6TIV 1) PVT].

304 See DA 11 8, 420%21.

395 See DA 11 8, 419°20.
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surfaces.>* Taken together, we can represent the immediate genus, the cause, and the

proper subjects of sound, voiced sound, and phonetic element as follows:

Immediate genus Cause Proper subjects
Sound Motion/locomotion Impact Air and smooth
surfaces
Voiced Sound Sound Impact effected by Air and tracheae
the soul
Phonetic element Voiced sound Impact effected by Air and tracheae
the soul

In the case of the other attributes, we can also see that the genus of an attribute is not
ontologically based on the kind of its proper subject. For example, in De Anima 1 1,
403229-"2, while the genus of anger is ‘desire’, the proper subject of it is ‘blood and
heat around the heart’.3” Similarly, while the genus of ‘thunder’ is ‘noise’, its proper
subject is ‘cloud’. In fact, ‘noise’ and ‘cloud’ constitute two distinct components of the
impure causal definition of thunder: the former specifies its logical genus, whereas the
latter identifies the proper subject in which thunder occurs.

It should be noted that for attributes, the proper subject of a genus is either the same
as or a more general kind of the proper subject of a species. In the case of voiced sound
and phonetic elements, their proper subjects are the same. By contrast, in the case of
noise and thunder, the proper subject of noise should be a kind that is more general

than the proper subject of thunder, namely, the cloud.

306 See DA 11 8, 420%22-6.
307 See DA 1 1, 4032292,
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These examples show that the genus of an attribute is not ontologically based on
the kind of proper subject of which the attribute holds. At most, the genus delimits the
domain within which the proper subject is to be identified. For example, the proper
subject of ‘noise’ determines the domain within which the proper subject of thunder is
to be found. Besides, the proper subjects of sound determine the domain within which

the proper subjects of voiced sound must be sought.

7.2.  The Final Specific Difference as Ontologically Based on the Form or

the Cause

With respect to composite subjects whose cause is the form, Aristotle states in
Metaphysics Z 12, 1038*25-6 that the final specific difference is just the form or the
essence: ‘If a specific difference generates from a specific difference, then the final
specific difference, the form, and the essence will be one thing.” 3® Aristotle’s
formulation indicates that he is making a stronger claim than a mere analogy between
the final specific difference, the form, and the essence. Rather, this claim should be
taken as an identification among them. This identification, however, is not without
qualification. Strictly speaking, the final specific difference is a logical predicate,
whereas the form or the essence is an ontological entity. I therefore propose

understanding Aristotle’s claim in the sense that the final specific difference is

398 Metaph. 7. 12, 1038*25-6, translation is mine: é0v pév 81 dtapopdg Srapopd yiyvntar, pio Eotol

1 Tedevtoia T £180¢ kai ) odsio
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ontologically based on the form or the essence. It is the form of something that
determines which quality is capable of functioning as its final specific difference.

One passage that supports this correspondence between the final specific difference
and the form in the case of natural composite substances is the following passage in De

Partibus Animalium 13, 643%24-7:

For the [final]?*° specific difference in the matter is the species (esti d’ hé diaphora en té[i]
hulé[i] to eidos). For just as there is no part of an animal without matter, so there is none
that is only the matter; for not a body in just any state will be an animal or any part of it, as

we have often said.31?

Here, I follow the manuscript Y and Balme 1972 in reading "Ectt 8™ 1) dtopopd &v i)
BN 10 €idog at 643224311 By contrast, Kullmann 1974 and Cho 2003 read "Ecti §” 1
Srapopd o eidoc &v tfj HAn at 643224, understanding the specific difference as the form
in the matter.>'? I prefer the reading of the manuscript Y and Balme because in the
surrounding discussion, Aristotle argues that the number of the final specific

differences is the same as that of the infimae species (cf. PA13, 64337-8).3!3 The claim

399 As indicated by ai tehevtoion at P4 1 3, 64322, what is meant should be the final specific
difference, which is not to be identified without qualification with the last specific difference that is at
the end of one line of division. The expression referring to the last specific difference is tog £oydtog
Srapopag (PA 13, 643218-19). See also Kullmann 1974, 61.

310 p4 13, 643*24-7, trans. D. M. Balme 1972, slightly modified: "Eott 8’ 1} Stapopd &v tfj HAn 10
g1d0c. OBte yap dvev HANg o0dEY {dov uoptov, obte povn 1 HAN" o yap mévtmg Exov odpa Eotol (Hov,
000¢ TV popimv 0Vdév, domep TOANAKIG ElpnTaL.

311 See also Peck/Forster 1961, 86—7; Cherniss 1944, 49.

312 See Kullmann 1974, 61; Cho 2003, 185.

313 P4 13, 643278, ‘The specific differences will be equal in number to the indivisible animals, if

it is true both that these are indivisible and that the specific differences are indivisible and if no specific
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that ‘the [final] specific difference in the matter is the species’ directly explains why
this is so. By contrast, the alternative reading, according to which the [final] specific
difference is the form in the matter, does not explain the claim. The reading preserved
by the manuscript Y is therefore preferable.

The example of animal shows that the matter is sensible matter rather than logical
matter. Aristotle’s point is that an animal species can be understood as a final specific
difference inhering in matter. In other words, an animal species is neither a final
specific difference considered in abstraction from matter nor mere matter, but the
composite of the two.3!# Since Aristotle elsewhere characterizes an animal as the form
in the matter, or as the composite of form and matter, the present passage has in fact
identified the final specific difference with the form. As before, this identification is
not without qualification but should be understood in the sense that the final specific
difference is ontologically based on the relevant form.

Note that according to De Partibus Animalium 1 3, 64421—-11, in defining an infima
species of animal, one should divide the genus along multiple lines of division, with

each line ended with a ‘last specific difference’ (eschaté diaphora).’'> The final

difference is common.’ (trans. D. M. Balme 1972, slightly modified: "Ecovton 8" ai dwapopat icon Toig
atopoig Lmotg, gimep dtopd e Tabto Kol ol Srapopai dtopot, Kown 8¢ un E6Tv.)

314 See also Metaph. Z 11, 1036*28-32.

315 See PA 13, 644°1-8: ‘It is clear that it is possible to be multiple such specific differences, [if man
proceeds as dichotomists do]. For by proceeding continuously one arrives at the last specific difference
(ten eschatén diaphoran), not the final specific difference (¢én teleutaian) and the species. When one
defines man, this is either the split—footed alone, or the whole complex, for instance, when one combines
footed, two—footed, and split—footed. If the man is split-footed alone, by so proceeding this turns out to
be the one specific difference. Now since he is not, it is necessary that there are multiple specific
differences that are not under one line of division.” (translation is mine with consultation of the
translation of C.D.C. Reeve in Reeve/Kontos 2025: ‘011§’ advvatov mAeiong eivor totadtag, dfidov: del

yop Boadilwv éni v doydrnv Stopopav deucveitar, GAL’ odk &l v Tedevtaiay Koi O edoc. Adtn &
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specific difference (teleutaia diaphora) is then constituted by the conjunction of these
last specific differences. This naturally raises the question of whether there is a
correspondence between one last specific difference and one constituent of form? I
suggest that it does. As argued in 6.3, the form of a natural substance can be causally
defined in terms of the set of capacities distinctive of the relevant infima species. It is
probable that each last specific difference is ontologically based on one capacity within
that set. For example, the last specific difference specifying the mode of locomotion is
ontologically based on the relevant capacity for some specific kind of locomotion.3!¢

The same correspondence can also be observed in geometrical objects. If a circle is
logically defined as ‘the plane figure with its extremes being equidistant from the
center’, the genus is ‘plane figure’, whereas the final specific difference is ‘with its
extremes being equidistant from the center’. This specific difference is ontologically
based on the form of the circle, namely, ‘roundness’.

I argue that the same correspondence holds for attributes. Consider once again

Aristotle’s accounts of ‘voiced sound’ (phoneé) in De Anima 11 8:

gotiv | 10 oyémovy povov, §| mico 1| coumreElg, £av Staupiiton dvOponov, olov £ Tig GuvOEin VooV,
dtmovv, oylémovy. Ei 8 fv 6 8vOpwmog oyildémovy pdvov, oBtag dyiyvetr” dv abm pia Stagopd. Nov §
gme1dn) ovk 6Ty, Aviykn ToALAG elvar pm) Vo piav Staipeoty.)

316 1 do not think that the four kinds of differences of animal (ways of life [hoi bioi], actions [hai
praxeis], characters [ta éthé], and parts [ta moria]) mentioned in Historia Animalium 11, 487*11-12 are
all specific differences constituting the logical definition of an animal species. It is evident that at least
ways of life, actions, characters, and some bodily parts do not refer to essential attributes. Rather, 1
suggest that these are merely differences, with which we make a classification of animals, serving to
distinguish and organize animals into groups. In this respect, the classification of animals and the
definition of an animal species are distinct enterprises. Classification is an experiential investigation that
establishes the facts or ‘that it is’, whereas definition determines the ‘what it is’ and ‘why it is’. I am

grateful to Christoph Helmig for drawing my attention to this issue.
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(1) The voiced sound is a certain sort of sound (psophos), one belonging to the
ensouled.

(2) The voiced sound is a sound (psophos) of an animal which takes in air.

(3) The voiced sound is an impact (p/ége) of the inhaled air upon what is called the
trachea, effected by the soul in the bodily parts that are responsible for
producing sound.

(4) The voiced sound is some sort of significant (sémantikos) sound.

We notice that the logical definitions (1), (2), (4) make use of different final specific
differences: (1) speaks of the ‘ensouled’, (2) mentions ‘animal’ and ‘air’, and in (4),
we find ‘significant’. Since only ensouled animals are capable of producing significant
sounds, ‘significant’ is related to ‘ensouled’ or ‘animal’. Among these, I propose that
(2) is more exact than (1), because while plants are also ‘ensouled’, they do not produce
any voiced sound. Besides, (4) is even more exact than (2), since not all sounds
produced by animals are also significant. For example, the sound produced when one
falls asleep is not significant. Therefore, (4) may be taken as the most developed form
of logical definition of voiced sound. Does the final specific difference ‘significant’
correspond to the cause in the causal definition of voiced sound? I suggest that it does.
The cause specified in the causal definition is ‘impact effected by the soul’. The
expression ‘effected by the soul’ indicates that the sound is not produced unconsciously
like the sound produced during sleep or during some kind of mental disease. Such a
sound must be significant. This also shows how the definition (4) is more exact and
more developed than (1) and (2). The final specific difference of an attribute is therefore

ontologically based on its cause.
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The same also applies to thunder and eclipse in Posterior Analytics 11 8. Take the
causal definition of thunder, ‘noise in the cloud because of the extinction of fire’. To
be sure, Aristotle nowhere states a logical definition of thunder. We may suppose that
the logical definition of thunder is its causal definition minus the phrase specifying the
proper subject ‘in the cloud’. Suppose that the genus is ‘noise’, the final specific
difference will be ‘because of the extinction of fire’. Here the final specific difference

is clearly ontologically based on the cause.

7.3.  Conclusion

In this chapter, I have argued that, in the case of infimae species, the genus is merely
analogous to the matter except in the case of geometrical objects, whereas the final
specific difference is ontologically based on the form or the cause.

Since a logical definition is ultimately reducible to the final specific difference,
which is ontologically based on the form or the cause, it corresponds perfectly to the
pure causal definition and imperfectly to the impure causal definition. Such a
correspondence explains why we can claim that the same entity possesses both logical

essence and causal essence, without compromising the unity of its essence.
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Conclusion

This study has developed a systematic account of Aristotle’s essentialism based on the
distinction between logical essence and causal essence, which are two complementary
facets of Aristotelian essence. It has offered a comprehensive treatment of their
historical origins, philosophical motivations, and the relation between them.

The study is divided into three parts, devoted respectively to logical essence, causal
essence, and the relation between them.

In the first part, [ have argued that the notion of logical essence originates in the
Platonic ‘What s it?” question and Plato’s theory of Forms, and that Aristotle has added
some twists to this notion so that it may fit his metaphysical and epistemological
framework. I have further shown that the philosophical motivation for logical essence
lies in the articulation of essence through essential predication. Moreover, I have
proposed an account according to which we come to grasp the logical essence of
something in three steps: induction, selection of essential predicates, and division.

In the second part, I have argued that the notion of causal essence originates in
Aristotle’s attempt to answer the question, ‘What is the principle, or what are the
principles, of something?’ I have also shown that in Posterior Analytics, Aristotle
develops this notion through two fundamental moves: the identification of the inquiry
into ‘what it is’ and that into ‘why it is’, and the distinction between subjects and
attributes. Further, I have argued that the notion of causal essence is philosophically
motivated as a way of articulating essence through the causal explanation of the

definiendum’s being, whether the definiendum is an attribute or a subject.
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In the final part, I have examined the relation between logical essence and causal
essence, focusing in particular on the case of infimae species. Against the literal
interpretation of the ‘genus as matter’ thesis, I have argued that the genus is merely
analogous to the matter or the proper subject. With respect to the relation between the
final specific difference and the form or the cause, I have proposed that the former is
ontologically based on the latter. This correspondence explains how one and the same
entity can possess both logical essence and causal essence without compromising the
unity of its essence.

The distinction between logical essence and causal essence should therefore not be
understood as multiplying essences, but as revealing two complementary ways in
which one and the same essence can be articulated. Logical essence captures the
essence as expressed through essential predication, whereas causal essence captures the
same essence insofar as it causally explains the being of the definiendum. This
distinction thus preserves the unity of Aristotle’s notion of essence while accounting

for its different functions in logic, metaphysics, and scientific demonstration.
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Appendix: Bearers of Logical Essence and Causal Essence

Bearer of Bearer of
Kinds of Existent Entities
Logical Essence | Causal Essence
particulars \ \/
categorial

» infimae species \ \

entities
genera that are not infimae species \ X
forms of natural substances \ \

forms
forms of geometrical figures and artefacts \ v
trans—categorial entities \ X
non—

categorial entities that function as higher—order predicates \ X

entities
per se compounds \ V
accidental compounds \ X
matter or material parts of a composite subject N N
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