PHYSI CA’
(Physics)

BOOK I

. an inquiry, in any department, haye . .
184+ 1 When Hie Ob]e((;::sel(:efments, it is ikt acquaintance wity thelslc;
1ge. that is to say scxen'uﬁc kn.owledge, 1S attaineq For
that knowleh_g 1’( that we know a thing until we are acquainteg With
we do not t z)?lditions or first principles, and have carried oy, analy.
its prlmaryscitS simplest elements. Plainly therefore in the Science of
sis as fal;l Sa in other branches of study, our first task will be ¢, try to

® I(;Ta}c:elrlxr;:i,ne what relates to its principles. :
eThe natural way of doing this is to start from the thin
more knowable and obvious to us and proceed towards
are clearer and more knowable by nature; f(zr t.he sam
not ‘knowable relatively to us’ and ‘knowablt? without
So in the present inquiry we must follow this method
20 from what is more obscure by nature, but clearer to us,

is more clear and more knowable by nature,

Now what is to us plain and obvious at first is rather confuseq
masses, the elements and principles of which become known to yg
later by analysis. Thus we must advance from generalities to particy-

25 lars; for it is a whole that is best known to sense-perception, and a
generality is a kind of whole, comprehending many things within it,
184" like parts. Much the same thing happens in the relation of the name
10 to the formula. A name, e. g. ‘round’, means vaguely a sort of whole:
its definition analyses this into its particular senses. Similarly a child

begins by calling all men ‘father’, and all women ‘mother’, but later
on distinguishes each of them.

gs WhiCh are
those whig,
€ things ape
qualificatin
and advange
towards what

1 The present treatise, usually called the Physics, deals with natural body I

general: the special kinds are discussed in Aristotle’s other physical works, t(}jxe
De Caelo, &c. The first book is concerned with the elements of a naturallbé)bi
(matter and form) : the second mainly with the different types of CRUSE St}lileini.
the physicist, Books III-VII deal with movement, and the notions implie

i . boa
The subject of VIIT is the prime mover, which, though not itself a natural 2
s the cause of movement in natural bodies.
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The principles in question must be either (a) one o (b)
r
more 15

B-

thant 0P it must be ei i
" (a) one, it must be either (i) motionless, as Pa

..oys assert, or (1i) in motion, as th ici
'I\Ieh;?; to be the first principle: othe(rasp?v};i:ﬂs hold
mng (b) more thafn one, then either (i) a ﬁni.te 0
rality If (i) finite (but more than one), then eith::r tw

four OF some ?the{' number. .If ( .ii) infinite, then either asOD oer threfe or 20
belif‘\’ed one in kind, but differing in shape or form; or diff?Ocntt.ls

ind andI e"?nqﬁ?f;riasri‘ de by th s

similar 10 > made by those who inquire i
ﬁ,‘é\tcﬂfs; .for they inquire whether the u%timai:tiggztaizlbter 0§
oxisting thmgs- are one or many, and if many, whether a finite oi X
finite p]ufahty. So they too are inquiring whether the princi alz
of element 1S oneé Or many. P

Now to investigate _Whether Being is one and motionless is not a 23
qontribution to the science of Nature. For just as the geometer has 185*
nothing more to say to one who denies the principles of his science—
this being a question for a different science or for one common to
Jll—so a man investigating principles cannot argue with one who
Jenies their existence. For if Being is just one, and one in the way
mentioned, there is a principle no longer, since a principle must be
the principle of some thing or things.

To inquire therefore whether Being is one in this sense would be 5
ke arguing against any other position maintained for the sake of
argument (such as the Heraclitean thesis, or such a thesis as that
Being is one man) or like refuting a merely contentious argument—

a description which applies to the arguments both of Melfssus and of
Parmenides: their premisses are false and their conclusions do not 10
ollow. Or rather the argument of Melissus is gross and Pfﬂpab]e and
offers no difficulty at all: accept oné ridiculous proposition and the

test follows—a simple enough proceeding
We physicists, on the other hand, must take for gx;mted. ﬂﬁfngﬁ
things that exist by nature are, either all or some of them, :)nman n
~which is indeed made plain by induction. Moreover, 10 =% 1 1
t may be raised,

sdence is bound to solve every kind of difﬁcultyhtha s
but only as many as are drawn falsely from the p

t arise in this
Sience: it is not our business to refute those thatfftz lt?l(:e squaring of
"y just as it is the duty of the geometer :Ohlr: duty to refute Anti-
e circle by means of segments; but it 1S 1O

rmenides and
» Some declar-

(ii) an infinjte
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s of the the ;
he same time Kk -hOlde}I; sical uest(i)ry of Whig,
n’s prO()fog ‘ incidentauy r.alse ph Y b 4 O, thOUg
pho? re king .doubject: so it Wlu. perhaps be as well to SPenq ,
;:}eu::re is not thelr Zspecially as the Iquiry IS not without, Scientigy,
¢ n them,

yrds 0 . : .
few WC uestion with which to begin will e this.

interest- rtinent 4 . . :
The most Per - orted that all things are one? For g i ot in
¥ Quany;,

what sense iSDO they mean that all things ‘are’ substance

many SENSC,. 7 And, further, are all things one Substance_,

ties or qz;la rse, or one soul—or quapty and that one ang the Same :
man, 0N€ 8055 ething of the kind? These are a]} very differe:t

, rs .
white or hotd Oall impossible to maintain,

trines an : 3 -
do(1:'*‘or if both substance and quantity and quality are, then Whether

.t independently of each other or not, Being wil be
theIsfe :::1?; emothI:: r hand it is asserted :Lhat all things are qualri‘;;ngr.
quantity, then, whether substance exists or not, an absurdity y,,
sults, if indeed the 1mpo§31b.le can properly be called absurq For
none of the others can exist mde;pendently: substance alone ig inde.
pendent: for everything is predicated of substance g subject. Now
Melissus says that Being is infinite. It is then g2 quantity, For the
infinite is in the category of quantity, whereas substance Or qualit
or affection cannot be infinite except through a concomitant az
tribute, that is, if at the same time they are also quantities, Fop to
define the infinite you must use quantity in your formula, but p
substance or quality. If then Being is both substance and quan-
tity, it is two, not one: if only substance, it is not infinite and he
no magnitude; for to have that it will have to be g quantity,

Again, ‘one’ itself, no less than ‘being’, is used in many senses, o
we must consider in what sense the word is used when it is said t’hat
the All is one.

Now we say that (a) the continuous ig one or that (b) the indi-
YlSlble Is one, or (c) things are said to be ‘one’, when their essence
1s one and the same, as ‘liquor’ and ‘drink’.

If (aﬂ). their One is one in the sense of continuous, it is many, for
the continuous is divisible ad in finitum. |

220

2 The fo.rmer method was suggested by Hippocrates of Chios, and rested on the
tather obvious geometrical fallacy of supposing that if a particular kind of Tunule
can be Squared, another kind can be squared also. Antiphon’s method was e !
:J:ll(liaustlon. He drew a square in the circle, and then isosceles triangles on its s:;ieso»
o S0 on, and Inferred that ultimately the inscribed polygon was equal in artri

e Cl_rcle. This involves a denial of the geometrical principle that every geome
magnitude can be divided qq infinitum, and gives only an approximate result.
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re is, indeed, a difficy]

° o the present arg; na::out part and whole, perhaps not
wn ACCount—namel nt, yet deserving consideration
or or more than one ¥, whether the part and the whole
we O more than one and how they can be one or many, and
if they e with the b€, In what sense they are more thgr; onef
(Siml]arl)'ff each of thparts of wholes which are not continuous.)
purthefs ! . he two parts is indivisibly one with the whole,
ficulty arises that they will be indivisibly one with each other

pE-
The
eV

the di

s0- |
’ put to PT ‘oceed: If (b) their One is one as indivisible, nothing Wil
, quantity or quality, and so the one will not be infinite, 5
\felissus SayS—THOT, indeed, limited, as Parmenides says, for though
he limit 1S 1nd1v1s.1ble, the limited is not.? )

But if (¢) 31.1 things are one in the sense of having the same defi-
pition, like ‘raiment’ and ‘dress’, then it turns out that they ar¢
maintaining the Heraclitean doctrine, for it will be the same thing
4o be good” and ‘to be bad’, and ‘to be good’ and ‘to be not good’,
and so the same thing will be ‘good’ and ‘not good’, and man an
horse; in fact, their view will be, not that all things are oné, but
that they are nothing; and that ‘to be of such-and-such a quality’ is
the same as ‘to be of such-and-such a size’.

Even the more recent of the ancient thinkers were in a pother lest
the same thing should turn out in their hands both one and many.
So some, like Lycophron,* were led to omit ‘is’, others to change the
mode of expression and say ‘the man has been whitened’ instead of ‘is
white’, and ‘walks’ instead of ‘is walking’, for fear that if they added
the word ‘is’ they should be making the one to be many—as if ‘one’
and ‘being’ were always used in one and the same sense. What ‘is’
may be many either in definition (for example ‘to be white’ is one
thing, ‘to be musical’ another, yet the same thing may be both, so the
one is many) or by division, as the whole and its parts. On this
point, indeed, they were already getting into difficulties and admitted
th:fxt the one was many—as if there was any difficulty about the same
thing being both one and many, provided that these are not oppo-
sites; for ‘one’ may mean either ‘potentially one’ or ‘actually one’.

haV

?or Iii tht?n, we approach the thesis in this way it seems impossible
thei? th-lr'lgs to be one. Further, the arguments they use to prove
cont position are not difficult to expose. For both of them reason

ntentiously—I mean both Melissus and Parmenides. Their prem

3 . . P .
® g a point which terminates a line is indivisible, though the line is not
not.

An orator and a pupil of Gorgias.
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ir conclusions do not follow. Or rather
isses ar;: I{?St;::;li;h;ro ss and _P_alpable and offers no difficulty i glu.
::;::ittoone v d(i(_:xlous proposition and the rest follows—, Sin?p{;
enough f;;g;):cc; ; ngelissus is obvious. For he supposes that th
1c ’11‘113 on ‘what has come into being always has g beginning’ 5 a§.
is‘:: xche assumption ‘what has not come into being has no begini‘ilzu;
Then this also is absurd, that in every case there should be 3 po.s-
ning of the thing—not of the tl.me and not only in the case of o n%.m.
to be in the full sense but also in the case of coming to have 5 qu ]l.n
15 —as if change never took place suddenly. Again, does it follgy at}l\ty
Being, if one, is motionless? Why should it not move, the Whol iy
it within itself, as parts of it do which are unities, e. g. thig Wa(: of
Again, why is qualitative change impossible? But, further Be?r?
20 cannot be one in form, though it may be in what it is made oft (E\l,ng
some of the physicists hold it to be one in the latter way, though nen
in the former.) Man obviously differs from horse in form, and COOt
traries from each other. o
The same kind of argument holds good against Parmenides
besides any that may apply specially to his view: the answer to
him being that ‘Z4is is not true’ and ‘¢Zat does not follow’. His as-
sumption that one is used in a single sense only is false, becauge it
25 is used in several. His conclusion does not follow, because if we take
only white things, and if ‘white’ has a single meaning, none the Jesg
what is white will be many and not one. For what is white will not
be one either in the sense that it is continuous or in the sense that
it must be defined in only one way. ‘Whiteness’ will be different from
‘what has whiteness’. Nor does this mean that there is anything that
30 can exist separately, over and above what is white. For ‘whiteness’
and ‘that which is white’ differ in definition, not in the sense that they
are things which can exist apart from each other. But Parmenides had
not come in sight of this distinction.

It is necessary for him, then, to assume not only that ‘being’ has the
same meaning, of whatever it is predicated, but further that it
means (1) what just is and (2) what is just one.

It must be so, for (1) an attribute is predicated of some subject,

35 so that the subject to which ‘being’ is attributed will not be, asit 1
186" something different from ‘being’. Something, therefore, whigh is not
will be. Hence ‘substance’ will not be a predicate of anything 'else.
For the subject cannot be a being, unless ‘being’ means sevgral’thmgnsg
in such a way that each is something. But ex kypothesi ‘Deing e
only one thing.
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" j theths ‘Slleta;nce’ is not attributed to
L;uribut‘?d to 1t, ho"‘f does ‘substance’
,n‘; s not? For lsft.lpp.os'e that ‘substance’ js alser s !
obal oh of the latter ;S_ different (for being 5& white’. Since ¢,
it m,“.'{m?’tisep othing is which is not ‘sub:;tn;;lo‘t,ev?n be at.
yhite” 3 no Ing—and that not in the o nce’),
(hﬂln‘i“g’ but in the sense that it is not at g HnSe of a
ot c it i true t.o say that it is white whi'ch e
"If to avoid this we say that eve,n ‘whiteyvsl joun

eans

a1,

fj& .
heing Vel e p?
t that ‘being’ has more than one Meaning

p -
it fnl]o“rsticular’ then, Being will not .

‘e} + each of the. b e et }ll)zvfnr:af.r;tude, if it is syp.-
5:3{':) gubstance is plainly divisible into other Wi
y mere nature of a definition. For instaSUbst.arfceS, if we con-
\lt;l;e ‘animal’ and ‘biped’ must also be Subst;lgf:, if mar.l’ is a sub-
:;;nce;, they must be attributes—and if attribute:”ls‘.a ftOFblf not sub-
; # nan OF of (b) some other subject. But » attri .utes either
of ) An attribute.is either that which m.ay or gf;thir t1s possible.
e subject OF that in whose ‘d?ﬁl}ition the subject o}f’ Wﬁic}?eil;;) I:sg .
ribute IS l.nv?lved. Th,us sitting’ is an example of a separal:?ln
ribute; while ‘snubness’ contains the definition of ‘nose’ to whidf
we attribute Snubnes§.. IFFurther, the definition of the whz)le is not
ntained in the deﬁm:clons,of th.e contents or elements of the defini-
fory jormula; that of man’ for instance in ‘biped’, or that of ‘white

»in ‘white’. If then this is so, and if ‘biped’ is supposed to be
. attribute of ‘man’, it must be either separable, so that ‘man’
right possibly not be ‘biped’, or the definition of ‘man’ must come
ato the definition of ‘biped’—-which is impossible, as the converse
is the case.

(b) If, on the other hand, we suppose that ‘biped’ and ‘animal’
ue attributes not of man but of something else, and are not each
if them a substance, then ‘man’ too will be an attribute of something
dee. But we must assume that substance is not the attnbut.e of,anY-
ting, and that the subject of which both biped’ and ‘animal’ and
ach separately are predicated is the subject also of the complex

biped animal’. TR

Are we then to say that the All is compos.ed of mdwll)ﬂ?lieaigg—-
stances? Some thinkers did, in point of fact, gwei;” i’élf; rr?eans one
nents, To the argument that all things are one > pisection,

ling, they conceded that not-being is; to0 that fro
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d to mean
substance,

. i it is not
they yielded by positing atomic magnltude& Butt Oabtwt(;il:asgarlne time
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: i ill be :
’ tradictory of this, there wi nothin X
@4 s mean the contr is not cannot be without qualiﬁcat{go nwhxc
d not be a particular not-being. T,

- . ¢ s .
T8 .o will be one, if there 1S nothing besides Beijp
L :::)ls:il(lllj% P ho Jerstands ‘being itself’ to be anything by zf, i

b | ‘¢ this is so, there is nothi
. 1. substance? But if thi ) L ing to pr Par.
ticular S as has been said. Prevent therg

H "
: being many beings, as J '
10 It is, then, clearly impossible for Being to be one in this

Senge

4 The physicists on the other hand have two modes of ——
The first set make the underlying body one—either onanaho“-
three 8 or something else which is denser than fire ang ra: of the
15 air—then generate everything else from this, and obtain mult'r ?h.an
by condensation and rarefaction. Now these are contraries, hi1;§1c1ty
be generalized into ‘excess and defect’. (Compare Plato’s’ ‘Grc May
Small’—except that he makes these his matter, the one hizat and
while the others treat the one which underlies as matter ang & form,
traries as differentiae, i.e. forms.) € con.
The second set assert that the contrarieties are containeq ;
one and emerge from it by segregation, for example Anaxin:n the
and also all those who assert that ‘what is’ is one and map anl('il?
Empedocles and Anaxagoras; for they too produce other thing);fr; rz
.thelr mixture by segregation. These differ, however, from each othe
in that the former imagines a cycle of such changes, the latter a sipg
25 series. Anaxagoras again made both his ‘homceomerous’ Substanﬁez

and his contraries infinite in multitude, whereas Empedocles posits
only the so-called elements.

The theory of Anaxagoras that the principles are infinite in multi-
tude was probably due to his acceptance of the common opinion of
the physicists that nothing comes into being from not-being. For this

30 is the reason why they use the phrase ‘all things were together’ and
the coming into being of such and such a kind of thing is reduced t
change of quality, while some spoke of combination and separation.
Moreover, the fact that the contraries proceed from each othet led
them to the conclusion. The one, they reasoned, must have already
existed in the other; for since everything that comes into being st
arise either from what is or from what is not, and it is imPossable f(;f
it to arise from what is not (on this point all the physicist agr:;:»

35 they thought that the truth of the alternative necessarily fqllo {

- L ou
namely that things come into being out of existent things, 1.

A b 50) that?’
5 Water, air, or fire. Aristotle points out elsewhere (Mef. A o88" 30
one made earth the substratum.

o ) thep,
. W iy
v no reason Say ¢ a
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. g already present, but impercept;
ﬁfet}s]; \allness of t%leir léulk. So they ai):élr):eut]?l t0:1- sense
jixe in everythlr}g, ecause they saw EVCryth\_/erythin
n,ervthing' But things, as they say, appear d ing 5
eV - nd receive different names accordiy ifferent §
hich are numerically predoming ngt to the
e constituents of the mixture. For nothijp AMong  the iy,
B it hite or black or g, they squ 1. Umer.
ntirely W sweet, bone or flesh Y, IS pure]
. held to be that of which it contains the but the Nature efy
) the infinite qua infinite is unknowabe]E most, ofg s
e in multitude or size is unknowable in ue, S(? that what is in.
finite i variety of kind is unknowable in qual%t ;n}t;ltl}t', and whay ;.
i question are infinite both in multitude and in k.ind ’Ifhe Principles 10
impossible to know things Wth!’l are composed of therr;- herfef(?re it is
the nature and quantity of its components th for it is when
complex. S that we suppose
(2) if the parts of a whole may be of any size i '
f greatness or of smallness (by ‘parts’ ;ln the direc.
onents into which a whole can be divided and which aI;lean o 19
present in it), it is necessary tpat the whole thing itself Iia?:tll)l:lh;
any Size. Clearly, tberefO{re, since it is impossible for an animol
or plant to be indefinitely big or small, neither can its parts be such c?r
o whole will be the same. But flesh, bone, and the like are the parts
of animals, and the fruits are the parts of plants. Hence it is obvious 20

that neither flesh, bore, nor any such thing can be of indefinite size

i1 the direction either of the greater or of the less.
r to the theory all such things are already pres-

Again (3) accordin
ent in one another and do not come into being but are constituents
which are separated cut, and a thing receives its designation from
its chief constituent. Further, anything may come out of anything—
r. Hence, since 23

water by segregation from flesh and flesh from water. { a finite
every finite body 1S exhausted by the repeated a'bstracﬂOI; Zubsist in
body, it seems obviously to follow that everything C‘":Z: and again
everything else. For let flesh be extracted from We

mote flesh be produced from the remainder by T¢P

: ++vr geparaled oer,
ion: then, ove® Lotts tlflellqggllz)tl\nftb; cfa)rtain magmtude. 'f,
g

tinually decre i1 it will not 12
ase, still it will no hing W i
therefOre, the pr’ocess comes to an en ,.evt ryremaini water); 1
“erything else (for there will be no ﬂeshelne raction 1 W
W the other hand it does not, 300 fUI Tk pnite 0t Bpe adde
Slb]e t . . $ multltu € roOf ma
'€, there will be an infinite MU~ = 4 hother pre

Nite quantity———which is imposs! e.

rom 0
ne ap.

er
of
qrticles W

finit

we know &
Further
tjon either O
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. :oish in size when something is ta)
, every body must diminis S en
?mgxe it an{i flesh is quantitatwely definite in respect both of gre,
nr;)ss ar:d smallness, it 18 clear that fxf‘omt;heﬂmi?llmilim quantity o

‘ ) . . for the flesh left wo

188+ flesh no body can be s;iapiilflwd out; uld be jqq
i of flesh. .
Lhz;x;égg :?;x;mil!:lrzac .« infinite bodies t%xere wguld be already
present infinite flesh an A P {:;;‘:;:F‘t’}‘l‘;iiﬁ;sitllllgcrffﬁts)tence,

’ one another an 1te bod;
however, from contrary to reason. les,

and each infinite: which is € ; _
s The statement that complete separation never will take plage ;g
correct enough, though Anaxagoras is not fully aware of what it meqp

For affections are indeed inseparable. 1f then colours and states haq

entered into the mixture, and if separation took place, there woulq
be a ‘white’ or a ‘healthy’ which was nothing but white or healty
i.e. was not the predicate of a subject. So his ‘Mind’ is an abs“?’d’
10 person aiming at the impossible, if he is supposed to wish to separat
them, and it is impossible to do s0, both in respect of quantity ang 0‘;
quality—of quantity, because there is no minimum magnitude, anq
of quality, because affections are inseparable. ’
Nor is Anaxagoras right about the coming to be of homogeneqy
bodies. It is true there is a sense in which clay is divided into Diecez
15 of clay, but there is another in which it is not. Water and air are
and are generated, ‘from’ each other, but not in the way in Whic};
bricks come ‘from’ a house and again a house ‘from’ bricks; and it is

better to assume a smaller and finite number of principles, as
Empedocles does. ’

5 All thinkers t.hen agree in making the contraries principles, both
those who describe the All as one and unmoved (for even Par-

20 menides treats hot and cold as principles under the names of fire
and earth) and those too who use the rare and the dense. The same
is true of Democritus also, with his plenum and void, both of which
exist, he says, the one as being, the other as not-being. Again he
speaks of differences in position, shape, and order, and these are
genera of which the species are contraries, namely, of position, above

25 and below, before and behind; of shape, angular and angle-less
straight and round.

It is plain then that they all in one way or another identify t.he
cgntraries with the principles. And with good reason. For first prit-
ciples must not be derived from one another nor from anything else
while everything has to be derived from them. But these conditio™®
are fulfilled by the primary contraries, which are not derived from
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! ' l‘ ( ¥ Y []‘, ‘i‘ll-"‘

ing .
gx;hare contrarics.
th Sut we fnust see how this can be arrived at
oIl a5 18 the way just indicated. as a reasoned result, .
a resupposition mus
ar firs ust be that i ;
by, any other thing at in nature nothing acts on, of
o acte® o ing el g at random, nor ma :
_nything € se, unless we mean that it does s ay anything come
: 0 o in virtue of a con-
¢ ttribute. For how could ‘white’
happened to be and white’ come from ‘musical’, 33
qnles " e comm attribute of the not-white or of
the bla?k’ i é o black es from ‘not-white’—and not from any
‘not_whl’te, e to be c 0‘1' some 1'ntermediate colour. Simil;trlf, 188"
(usic? come=, L b tr;)m Iiot—muswal’, but not from a@ny thing
an musical, bu rom ‘unmusical’ or any intermediate state
g; «white’ does

er t
oth be
concomitant

e may “*’ . :
do things pass into the first chance thin
thing which

Nor 2832 OO cical .
qot Pass to Ir'lusu:‘al (except, 1t may be, in virtue of 2
), but into not-white’—and not into any chance
, but into black or an intermediate colour; ‘musical’
sses | ‘not-musical’—.—fand not into any chance thing other than 5
P usical ¢ into cunmusical’ or any intermediate state there may be.
e holds of other things also: even things which are not
ex follow the same principle; but the opposite state 10
eived 2 name, SO W€ fail to notice the fact. What is in tune
what is not in tune, and vice versa; the tuned passes
d not into a#¥ untunedness, but into the €O
oes not matter whether wé take attunement, 15
ur illustration; the principle is obviously
roduction of 2

ther thing

(or any ©
ce objects peing part

each of the

If then this is t
comes from, or Pas:
But the intermediates ar¢ derived from
instance, from plack and W
be by a natural proccss i

Up to this point W€ have pract!
on the subject with us, 85 I have said af ady ¢: 10!
ir nciples;

their elements, and Wha
| 6 819-30
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25 does not gather Strife together and make things out of it,
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on indeed for the theory, but constraineq
1f. They differ, however, from one anotha :
that some assume contraries which are m<l):e primary, Otherse
traries which are less so: some those more nowable in the o
explanation, others those more familiar to sense. For some make |
and cold, or again moist and dry,. the conditions ‘Of beCOming. ¢ o
ake odd and even, or again Love and Strife; and thesg d‘hlle
from each other in the way fnentloned. iffey
Hence their principles are in one sense the same, in anothe

. ] -
ent: different certainly, as indeed most people think, byt thed;ffe'*
, a

re analogous; for all are taken from the sam e
of columns,” some of the pairs being wider, others narrower iy € tah,
In this way then their theories are both the same and differentextent.
better, some worse; some, as 1 have said, take as their Con:( Some
what is more knowable in the order of explanation, others Wll;anes
more familiar to sense. (The universal is more knowable ; at ig
order of explanation, the particular in the order of sense: forln the
nation has to do with the universal, sense with the particular )e’fpla.
great and the small’, for example, belong to the former cla' "rhe
dense and the rare’ to the latter. SS, ‘the

It is clear then that our principles must be contraries,

traries, giving no reas
iy
Con.
er of

6 The next question is whether the princi -
more in numb%r. principles are two or three o
e e e omiae, if oo, Being will not be e
: ise, if so, Being will not be knowable: an{ ;

any one genus there is only one contrariety, and substance is om
genus: also a finite number i3 sufficient, and a finite number suchl;z
the principles of Empedocles, is better than an infinite m{ﬂtitude.
for Empedocles professes to obtain from his principles all that An-
axagoras obtains from his innumerable principles. Lastly, some
contraries are more primary than others, and some arise from others
—for example sweet and bitter, white and black—whereas the prin-
ciples must always remain principles.

This will suffice to show that the principles are neither one nor
innumerable. ‘

Granted, then, that they are a limited number, it is plausible to
suppose them more than two. For it is difficult to see how either density
should be of such a nature as to act in any way on rarity or ranity

on density. The same is true of any other pair of contraries; for Ia‘;‘::
nor

7 The table is given in Met. A. 986 * 23.

R |



anything out
fe ut of
Streln from both. Some indeeq
ferich they con§trllct the wor]
W ther objections to the view ¢, t
. at it i
ple as a substratym, it IS not necessary to assume a

. rincCl
r . .
! the contraries constitute themay be added. (1) We do not find

that U7 - ciple ought
rst principP ght not to b :
g fi there would be a Principlz t:fe predicate of any subject. If it
the supposed principle: f;>r the

Were, . . .
: s a principle, and prj

leeCf: 1 Prior presum;

S gain (2) W€ hold that a SUbstanceninb]y to what is predicated of

jt. A How then can
ance_ SubStance .
st ces? Or how can non be derived from what are not

pstan -substan .
Ult then we accept both the fOrmerce be prior to substance?
argument & and this one,® we

d Of nature‘

Subst
ance of any thing. But what is 30

reserve both, assum ;
musts . y B e a third som
aries, such ewhat a
ne contr ’ as 1s spoken of by those Whosclt;?:rsigzstf;atzrl? i589b
e

of t
ne nature—water or fire or w £ & .

Wh(;t is inter.medliate seems prefersglte:ng:‘tgrr?eg;?ttg bP:tween ter
are already H'lgof ved with pairs of contraries’ Thert s, allid ctore,
quch to be sal 01: those who make the underl.yin sebli’ t er(;'ff?re’
ent from these four; of the rest, the next best choicg isua'S s present-
g sensible differences in a less degree than the others; and ?treser}t-
water. All, however, agree in this, that they differentiat’e thei? Oer all)r,
means L less,
WhiCh
excess an
and defec

may of course be generalized, as has already been said,!® into
d defect. Ind?ed this doctrine too (that the One and, excess
t are th.e pljlnCipleS of things) would appear to be of old
standing, though in different forms; for the early thinkers made the
o the active and the one the passive principle, whereas some of
{he more recent maintain the reverse. '

To suppose then that the elements are three in number would
scem, from these and similar considerations, a plausible view, as I said
pefore.1 On the other hand, the view that they are more than three

in number would seem to be untenable.
For the one substratum is sufficient to be acte
four contraries, there will be two contrarieties, an

suppose an intermediate nature for each pair separ
other hand, the contrarieties, being two, can generate from each other,
the second contrariety will be superfluous. Moreover, it is impossible

that there should be more than one primary contrariety. For sub-
stance is a single genus of being, SO that the principles can differ only
8 That the contraries are principles (ch. 5). i‘l’ 187 16.
9That the contraries need a substratum (1l 21-34). 821,

d on; but if we have
d we shall have to
ately. If, on the

of the contraries, such as density and rarity and more and less, 10
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25 as prior and posterior, no? in genus; in a §m_g1e .gel‘lus t}lere is alw -
a single contrariety, all the other contrarieties in it being helq to

be

reducible to one. . .
It is clear then that the number of elements is neithey one 1,
r

more than two or three; but whether two or three is, a5 1 said
question of considerable difficulty. y a

30 7 We will now give our own account, approaching the Quest;
first with reference to becoming in its widest sense: for we Shall%
following the natural order of inquiry if we speak first of comm e
characteristics, and then investigate the characteristics of Spe(:?;
cases.

We say that one thing comes to be from another thing, anqg -
sort of thing from another sort of thing, both in the case of Simme
and of complex thirgs. I mean the following. We can say (1) th:

35 ‘man becomes musical’, (2) what is ‘not-musical becomes Musica]’

190* or (3) the ‘not-musical man becomes a musical man’. Noyw Whai
becomes in (1) and (2)—‘'man’ and ‘not musical’—I ca]] simple
and what each becomes—'musical’-—simple also. But when ( 3) Wé
say the ‘not-musical man becomes a musical man’, both what be-
comes and what it becomes are complex.

5  As regards one of these simple ‘things that become’ we say not
only ‘this becomes so-and-so’, but also ‘from being this, comes to be
so-and-so’, as ‘from being not-musical comes to be musical’; a5
regards the other we do not say this in all cases, as we do not say
(1) ‘from being a man he came to be musical’ but only ‘the man
became musical’.

When a ‘simple’ thing is said to become something, in one case
(1) it survives through the process, in the other (2) it does not. For

10 the man remains a man and is such even when he becomes musical,
whereas what is not musical or is unmusical does not continue to
exist, either simply or combined with the subject.

These distinctions drawn, one can gather from surveying the vari-
ous cases of becoming in the way we are describing that, as we say,
there must always be an underlying something, namely that which

15 becomes, and that this, though always one numerically, in form at

least is not one. (By that T mean that it can be described in different

ways.) For ‘to be man’ is not the same as ‘to be unmusical’ Qne
part survives, the other does not: what is not an opposite survives

(for ‘man’ survives), but ‘not-musical’ or ‘unmusical’ does not sur’-
20 vive, nor does the compound of the two, namely ‘unmusical 0
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me to be', but ‘come to be so-and-so’
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Haly substance= are [aid to ‘com 3

L Now in all cases other than e to be' in the unqualified sense.
substance it is plain that there must

subject, namely .
) 'n];ecomg‘s to be Ofl:‘:l;‘;l?at Whlch, becomes, ~l"ur we know that when
a (IS place, a siBioct je a quantity or quality or in such a relation,
dicagcd of sanot ' alwa?/s presupposed, since substance alone
is not pre | another subject, but everything else of substance.
put that s.ubst;z‘noes 100, and anything clso' that can be said .‘tn he’
\yi!hOUt qua]_lﬁCélt lon, come to be from some substratum, will appear
xamination. Tor we find in every case something that underlies
hich procecds that which conws to be; for instance, animals
and plants from sced.
(}cnerally things which come to be, come 10 be in different ways:
(1) bY change Of_—“‘}“-?}‘t‘. as a statue; (2) by addition, as thinas which
STOWS (3) by taking away, as the IHermes from the stone; (4) by put-
ether, as a house; (5) by alteration, as things which ‘turn’
t of their material substance.

all cases of coming
. said, whatever cOt

hand, (@) something which
hich becomes that—
or the opposite. By
ubject’ ‘man’, and
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that 2

preé; ©
ontraries, the mutua] relati

C
Substratum. Whether the fo
ature of a physical object ' or the syl

IS not SUbStratum is the essential

i
our last statement 14 and th
b
as elucidateq th gy %he principles were
Nie difference between the

n of the .
el
P nciples, and the nature of the

yet ¢l ar 15
¢ar.™ But that the principles 20

ee, and in what
 three, Sense, anc
» and the Wway in which each i l
ach is a principle,

We will now proceed to
inkers, as well as our own, ish;’;’;’V tga_t the difficulty of the early
The first of those who studied s ‘¢d In this way alone.

for truth and the nature of things (;)lencf were misled in their search
ere thrust them into another pathyé eir inexperience, which as it 25
things that are either comes to be or .pagsetshey say th.at none of the
not, both .of .WhICh are impossible. For what is czsm(;rotrommw ta I;Z 30
becausé it 45 already), and from what is not nothin f:(t))ulii };)ave
come to be (because something must be present as a subgstratum) So
too they exagger.ated the consequence of this, and went so far aé to
deny even the. existence of a plurality of things, maintaining that only
Being itself is. Such then was their opinion, and such the reason

for its adoption.
Our explanation on the other hand is that the phrases ‘something

comes to be from what is or from what is not’, ‘what is not or what
is does something or has something done to it or becomes some par- 35
ticular thing’, are to be taken (in the first way of putting our explana-
tion) in the same sense as ‘4 doctor does something or has some- 191°
thing done to him’, ‘is or becomes something from being a doctor’.
These expressions may be taken in two senses, and so too, clearly, may
‘rom being’, and ‘being acts or is acted on’. A doctor builds a
house, not gua doctor, but gua housebuilder, and turns gray, not 5
qua doctor, but gqua dark-haired. On the other hand he doctors
or fails to doctor g#a doctor. But we are using words most appropri-
ately when we say that a doctor does something or undergoes some-

a doctor, .if he does,

thing, or becomes something from being
undergoes, or becomes gua doctor. Clearly then also ‘to come to be
not-being’.

so-and-so from not-being’ means ‘qu@
distinction that those thinkers 10

It was through failure to make this
gave the matter up, and through this error that they went so much

14 Ch, », 15 This is discussed below, Bk, I1, Ch. 1.
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. bose that nothing else comeg to be

farther étstxf?gmaslg ;?nzu?ge”, thus doing away wit.h all ecomy,, |
ists ra{?'allquewes arc in agreement with them in holding that nothing' I
cqr:xlieosa}d without qualification to come from What is ngq u‘f 5
‘ theless we maintain that a thing may Cf)me to be from Whay
-nevert '—that is, in a qualified sense. For a thing comes to b, fro
;i enfl)) rivation, which in its own nature is .not—being-—..thi?, not Sllrvi:_l
ing as a constituent of the resul‘t. Yet this causes Surprls.e’ and j, l's
thought impossible that something should come tq be in the Way
described from what is not. o .

In the same way we maintain that nothmg‘comes to be froy |
being, and that being does not come to bt? €XCept In a qualifieq Sense, |
In that way, however, it does, just as animal might come to be fy,

I ex. ;

animal, and an animal of a certain kind from an animg] of 3 certa, ;
kind. Thus, suppose a dog to come to pe from a horse, The dog woy ’ §
then, it is true, come to be from animal (as well a5 from an gn: 2
mal of a certain kind) but not as animal, for that js already thers if
But if anything is to become an animal, zo¢ in a qualified sense, i i 8
will not be from animal: and if being, not from being—nor from pgy, ;
being either, for it has been explained 16 that by ‘from nOt-being d@%
we mean from not-being qua not-being, fo 1
Note further that we do not subvert the Principle that everything B?t
either is or is not. owﬂ
This then is one way of solving the difficulty. Another consists iy meC"
pointing out that the same things can he explained in terms of potep. ;tmah
tiality and actuality. But this has been done with greater Precision t}finfe
elsewhere.17 Thé
So as we said, the difficultjes which constrain People to deny the sibthe
existence of some of the things we mentioned are now solved. For it be in Ii
was this reason which also Ccaused some of the earlier thinkers to fained |
turn so far aside from the road which leads to coming - to be and Natyre
Passing away and change generally. ¢ they had come in sight of this be,
hature, all their ignorance would have been dispelled. Substrag,
it;
9 Others,1s indeed, have apprehended the nature in question, but to:bl;Ut t
not adequately : ‘ . stratu}rl(
In the first Place they allow that a thing may come to be withozllot i , C
qualification from not-being, accepting on this point the statement p"‘SS’in?d
. 'lr 9. T Met. Bk, ix, and v, 1o, 78 350 ¢, 18 The Platoniss |ty Mo,
hat if 5 thing does not come to be from being, it must come to be f0 T,
not-being,
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5 Parmenidffs. Secondly’
i erifJBHY , 1t must have
very dlfferenF t.hmg, s

Now we distinguish Mmatter
1heses namely the matter, g

'natl if the substratum is one
gle potentiality—which is a

and privag:
Privation, and hold that one of

p . . not-bej

which it has, while . eing only in vi :
puté the privation in its Y In virtue of an attri-
own nature is not-being;

that the matter is nearly

a o : ~ y’ n a Senqe »

n no SENse 1S. They, on the otpe ') Substance, while the priva-

alike with not-being, ang (p tCr Il;‘md, identify their Great and

or separately. Their triad ; at whether the

Ongurs. I“L or theyy got s(:l;} iriad is therefore of q{li?;eatgl'{f? o togekt'heg

. nature, but they malé:; as to see that there must be iso‘i;(:antrndl:r-
1t one—for even if one philosopher 2°

7 dyad of it, which h

makes a ’ e calls Great .
e and Sm

sane, fzrjcl)]ii: ::fa:‘}:edifr(ijt}f 11(;1 other nature.?! For gtlgf’z ?:eeg;(;zfispg;e
’ e form, of }

. 22 Bu . » of what comes to be—a mother
as I We:)i’;celir Etltih)e’;frg attlve part of the contrariety may often seem’
if you ¢ attention on it as an evil agent, not to exist’

at all. - .
For admitting with them that there is something divine, good, and

de%lralﬁz, ;’Le] goiig:a;sﬂ;efr € are two other principles, the one contrary
to it, t its own nature to desire and yearn for it.
put the consequence of their view is that the contrary desires its
own extinction. Yet the form cannot desire itself, for it is not defec-
tive; nor can the con.trary desire it, for contraries are mutually de-
structive. The truth is that what desires the form is matter, as the
female desires the male and the ugly the beautiful—only the ugly or
the female not per se but per accidens.

The matter comes to be and ceases to be in one sense, while in
another it does not. As that which contains the privation, it ceases to
be in its own nature, for what ceases to be—the privation—is con-
tained within it. But as potentiality it does not cease to be in its own
nature, but is necessarily outside the sphere of becoming and ceasing

to be. For if it came to be, something must have existed as a primary
substratum from which it should come and which should persist in
1 nature, so that it will be before coming

it: but this is its own specia

to be. (For my definition of matter is just this—the primary sub-

stratum of each thing, from which it comes to be without qualifica-

tion, and which persists in the result.) And if it ceases to be it will
d to be before ceasing

pass into that at the last, so it will have cease

to be.
The accurate determination of the first principle in respect of
20 Plato, 21 The privation. 22 Cf. 7im. 50 D, 51. A,
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