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COURSE OUTLINE AND GUIDE TO SUPPLEMENTARY READINGS

LECTURE 1

1. Introduction

2. The several types and degrees of knowledge
Metaphysics A.1
Further reading: Nicomachean Ethics V1.3-7

3. Epistemé and Demonstration
Posterior Analytics 1.2, 24
Further reading on demonstration: Posterior Analytics 1

Further reading on deduction: Prior Analytics 1

LECTURE 2

4. The Principles of Episteme
Posterior Analytics 1.1-2, 11.19
Further reading: Metaphysics 1'.3-8

5. Aristotle vs. Rationalism and Empiricism & some framing questions

6. The concepts of form and matter

Further reading: Physics 1.7; Generation and Corruption 1.1-5;
Metaphysics Z.10-12, H
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7. How universal knowledge is possible of particular objects

Metaphysics M.10; Posterior Analytics 1.11

8. The basis in reality for universals
Parts of Animals 1.4, History of Animals 1.1

9. Perception, Imagination, and Thought
On Memory and Recollection 1

Further Reading: De Anima II.5-1II; On Sense and Sensible Objects,
De Interpretatione 1, 11.

10. Experience and the Coming to Be of Universals

Posterior Analytics 11.19

LECTURE 3

11. Dialectic and the Topics
Topics (especially books I and VIII)

12. The things we seek in investigation (and the relations between them)

Posterior Analytics 11.1-2

13. Definitions
Posterior Analytics 11.7-10
Further reading: Posterior Analytics 11.13; Topics 1V, VI, VII.1-3

14. Organizing one’s knowledge to facilitate demonstration & Forming New Concepts
Posterior Analytics 1.5, 1.14-15; Topics VIII1.2
Further reading: Prior Analytics 1.26-31

15. Speculations about first-level concepts
Physics 1.1; Parts of Animals 1.
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“Ifthereis a philosophical Atlas who
carries the whole of Western civilization
on his shoulders, itis Aristotle. "

“Aristotle’s philosophy was the intellect's
Declaration of Independence. ..

“If we consider the fact that to this day
everything that makes us civilized beings,
every rational value that we possess—
including the birth of science, the
industrial revolution, the creation of the
United States, even the structure of our
language—is the result of Aristotle's
influence, of the degree to which,
explicitly orimplicitly, men accepted his
epistemological principles, we would
have to say: never have so many owed so
much to one man."

“If there is a philosophical Atlas who
carries the whole of Western civilization
on his shoulders; itis Aristotle.

“Aristotle’s philosophy was the intellect’s
Declaration of Indepandance...

“If we consider the fact that to this day
everything that makes us civilized beings,
every rational value that we possess—
including the birth of science, the
industrial revolution, the creation of the
United States, svon the structure of our
language—isthe result of Aristotle’s
influence, of the degree to which,
explicitly orimplicitly, men accepted his
epistemological principles, we would
have to say: never have so many owed 50
muchto one man.”
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Verb
glgnéskeln
Y IYVIDOKEN

gnérizein
yvwpiZew

eidenai
ElbEval

epistasthai
ETTIOTQAC8al

Greek

Noun
gnosis (-eis)
YVEaIC

eidésis (-eis)

£IBNaIg

I epistéme (-ai)

EMITTHHN

Aristotelian.ﬁor‘ds Translated “Knowledge”

Translations
Verb Noun
g-know g-knowledge
I o-know I o-knowledge
I e-Kknow I e-knowledge
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Verb
glgnéskeln
Y IYVIDOKEN

gnérizein
yvwpiZew

eidenai
EiBEval

epistasthai
ETTIOTQAC8al

Greek

Noun
gnosis (-eis)
YVEaIC

eidésis (-eis)

£i0naig

I epistéme (-ai)

EMITTHHN

Aristotelian.ﬁor‘ds Translated “Knowledge”

Translations

Verb

g-know, recognize,
ke familiar with, be
aware of

o=know

e-know

Noun

g-knowledge,
awareness, familiarity,
recognition

o-knowledge

e-knowledge
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Aristotelian Words Translated “Knowledge”
Greek | Translations
Verb Noun Verb Noun
gignaskein gnosis (-eis) g-know, recognize, g-knowledge,
Y IYVIDTKEN ntels be familiar with, be awareness, familiarity,
aware of recognition
gnarizein
YV piZew
eidenai ' eidésis (-eis) ' o-know ' o-knowledge
eideval £idnoig
I .
epistasthai epistémeé (-ai) e-know, scientifically  e-knowledge, science,
ETTioTaoBa) fﬂ'n]r’mn know, understand Undﬂrﬁtﬂnding
Other Relevant Aristotelian Vocabulary
techné (-ai) (téxvn) | art, craft, skill, expertise
|

Aristotelian Words Translated “Knowledge”

Greek | Translations
Verb Noun Verb Noun
eplstasthal eplstéme (-ai) e-know, scientifically | e-knowledge, sclence,
fTioTaatal EmaTin know, understand understanding
I ! !

Other Relevant Aristotelian chabl;llary
techne (-ai) (Texvn)

Type of Gnosis Animals Possessing it (according to MefaphysicsA.1)

art, craft, skill, expertizse

Perception All animals

Memor Some animals
¥

| Experience Man and (to a lesser extent) some other animals with
memaory

Techné &Epistémé | (Some) men
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Aristotelién Words Trénsla‘ted “Knowledge”

Greek Translatlons
Verb Noun Verb Noun
epistasthal eplstéme (-ai) e-know, scientifically = e-knowledge, science,
ETTioT o8l ETIOTIHN know, understand understanding

Other Relevant Aristotelian Uﬂcabl;l'ar}
techne (-ai) {Texvn) art, craft, skill, expertizse

empeiria (Eumeipic) - experience, knack

Type of Gnosis Animals Possessing it (according to MefaphysicsA.1)

Perception All animals

Memory some animals
Experience Man and (to a lesser extent) some other animals with
memaory

Techné REpistémé | (Some) men

Empeiria vs. Technée & Epistémeée

Metaphysics A.1 (980b22-981a11):

“Whereas the other animals live by imaginings and memeories but
have little experience, mankind lives by art and reasoning as well.

“Experience comes about for men from memories; for many
memories of the same object culminate in a single capacity for
experience.”

“And experience is quite like science and art, but science and art
come aboutthrough experience for men...

“Art comes about when a single universal view about similarthings
comes about from many notions of experience.

“For,whileitis the role of experience to have the view that this
benefited Callias when afflicted with this illness, and Socrates too and
many such particulars, itis the role of art to have the view that it
benefited all such people, defined according to a single formwhen
afflicted with this illness (e.g. phlegmatic or choleric people when
burning with fever).”
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Empeiria vs. Technée & Epistémeée

Metaphysics A.1 (980b22-981a11):

“Whereas the other animals live by imaginings and memories but
have little experience, mankind lives by art and reasoning as well.

HEx pPerience comes about for men from memor es’ for many
memeories of the same object culminate in a single capacity for
experience.”

“And experience is quite like science and art, but science and art
come about through experience for men...

“Art comes about when a single universal view about similarthings
comes about from many notions of experience.

“For,whileitis the role of experience to have the view that this
benefited Callias when afflicted with this illness, and Socrates too and
many such particulars, itis the role of art to have the view that it
benefited all such people, defined according to a single formwhen
afflicted with this illness (e.g. phlegmatic or choleric people when
burning with fever).”

Empeiria vs. Technée & Epistémeée

Metaphysics A.1 (98a124-b10):

“[W]e think o-knowing and comprehending belong more to art than to
experience, and we suppose the artist to be wiser than the
experienced person.[...]

“This is because the former o-know the cause and the latter do not.
For, while experienced people o-know the that, they don’t o-know the
why, whereas the others g-know the why and the cause.

“That's why we consider the master of each art more honorable and
more o-knowing and wiser than the handymen, since he o-knows the
cause of the products, whereas {the handymen} produce just as some
of the inanimate things do, without o-knowing what they're
producing—in the way that fire burns. [...]

“We consider the master of the art wiser, not in virtue of his action,
but in virtue of having the doctrine and g-knowing the causes. Also, in
general, the ability to teach is an indication of who knows and who
does not. It's because of this that we hold art to be more scientific
than experience; for artists are able to teach but the others are not.”
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Empeiria vs. Techne & Epistémeée

Metaphysics A.1 (88a124-b10):

“i[Wi]e think o-knowing and comprehending belong more to art than to
experience , and [...] we suppose the artistto be wiser than the
experienced person.

“This is because the former o-know the cause and the latter do not.
For, while experienced people o-know the thart, they don’t o-know the
why, whereas the others g-know the why and the cause.

“That's whywe consider the master of each art more honorable and
more o-knowing and wiser than the handymen, since he o-knows the
cause of the products, whereas {the handymen} produce just as some
of the inanimate things do, without o-knowing whatthey're
producing—in the way that fire burns. [...]

“We consider the master of the art wiser, not in virtue of his action,
butin virtue of having the doctrine and g-knowing the causes. Also, in
general, the abilityto teach Is an indication of who knows and who
does not. It's because of this that we hold art to be more scientific
than experience; for artists are able to teach but the others are not."

Empeiria vs. Technée & Epistémeée

« Artists (and scientists) have universal knowledge.

+ Their knowledge is about defined forms or kinds of objects.

+ By contrast, someone who is merely experienced with a kind
of object knows only about various particulars of that kind
(though he is able to make projections about new particulars
on the basis of his memories of old ones).

« Artists (and scientists) have causal knowledge.

+ They know the cause or “the why,” whereas merely
experienced people know only “the that."”

454,334,345,457
X 999,293,445,346
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Empeiria vs. Technée & Epistémeée

« Artists (and scientists) have universal knowledge.

+ Their knowledge is about defined forms or kinds of objects.

+ By contrast, someone who is merely experienced with a kind
of object knows only about various particulars of that kind
(though he is able to make projections about new particulars
on the basis of his memories of old ones).

« Artists (and scientists) have causal knowledge.

+ They know the cause or “the why,” whereas merely
experienced people know only “the that."”

» (Because of their universality and causal depth) epistémé

and techné are more intense forms of g-knowing than the
o-knowledge possessed by merely experienced people.

« Epistémé and techné are unigquely human where as
experience is available (though in a limited degree) to
some animals.

An Objectivist Take on “Intense Gnosis”

Objectivist Terminology Aristotle’s Terminology
Thinking in principles Thinking universally
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An Objectivist Take on “Intense Gnosis”

Objectivist Terminology Aristotle’s Terminology
Thinking in principles Thinking universally
Thinking in essentials Thinking in essentials

Essence: to ti én einai
something’s “being what it is”
“what it is for [something] to be what it is”

As opposed to an “accident”—a feature of
something which it needn’t have to be what it is,
and which should be omitted in trying to
understand it.

An Objectivist Take on “Intense Gnosis”

Objectivist Terminology Aristotle’s Terminology
Thinking in principles Thinking universally
Thinking in essentials Thinking in essentials

Thinking in fundamentals Grasping principles (archai)

Arché: beginning, origin, starting-point, principle

10
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The Intense (Distinctly Human) Gnoseis

Techné (art, craft, skill)

Phronésis (prudence, practical-wisdom)
Epistémé (e-knowledge, science)

Sophia (wisdom, theoretical-wisdom, metaphysics)

Categories i
! De Interpretatione
Analytics (Prior and Posterior)
|I Topics {with Sophistical Refutations) A

Meteorology =~
De Anima (On the Soul)

etanhysics

F: Vico ﬂ'ﬂ‘thfcs
Eudemian Ethics
Politics

11
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/

Categories

De Interpretatione

Analytics [Prior and Posterior)
Topics (with Sophistical Refutations)

| The Organon (“instrument”)

; = Pysics
Phusike De Caelo (On the Heavens)
(“natural philosophy?) Generation and Corruption
Metearology
De Anima (On the Soul)
N Parva Naturalia (Brief Natural Treatises)
- “Zoology History of Animals
Movement of Animals
Progression af Animals
Generation of Animals

etaphysics

I\

Nicomachean Ethics
Eudemian Ethics

Politics

LIS

Posterior Analytics’ Theory of Epistémé

1.2 71b9-13: “We think someone e-knows something simpliciter (rather
than in the sophistic manner, accidentally) whenever we think he g-
knows:

{i} the cause due to which the object exists,
{ii} thatthis is its cause, and
{iii} that it does not admit of being otherwise.”

71b1-19: “We'll say later whether there is also another manner of e-
knowing, but we do declare that people o-know through demonstrations.

“By ‘demonstration’, | mean a e-knowing deduction; and by ‘e-
knowing’ | mean one that, by having it, a person e-knows something.”

Topics 1.1 100a25-27: “A deductionis an argument in which certain things
being laid down, something other than these necessarily comes about
through them.

12
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The moon's eclipsed (i.e., gone dark)!

13
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The moon's eclipsed (i.e., gone dark)!

The moon's eclipsed (i.e., gone dark)!

The moon isn't making the tree casta
shadow, as it does when it's shining;
thereforethe moonis dark. ‘

The orhits are such that the moon's
sunlight is being intercepted by the
earth; therefore the moon is dark.

14
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Theory of Demonstration

A demonstration deduces an effect from its cause.
| 1|

Only far things twinkle. Only twinkling things are far.
The planets aren't far. The planets don’t twinkle.
The planets don’t twinkle. The planets aren't far.

Theory of Deduction

Only far things twinkle. Only twinkling things are far.
The planets aren't far. The planets don’t twinkle.
The planets don’t twinkle. The planets aren't far.

Major Term The predicate of the conclusion

Minor Termn  Thesubject of the conclusion

15
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Theory of Deduction

Only far things twinkle. Only twinkling things are far.
The planets aren't far. The planets don’t twinkle.

The planets don't twinkle. The planets aren’t far.

| I
Maior Term The predil:ate of the conclusion twink"ng fa rness

Minor Termm  Thesubject of the conclusion planets planets

Theory of Deduction

Only far things twinkle. Only twinkling things are far.
The planets aren't far. The planets don’t twinkle.

The planets don't twinkle. The planets aren’t far.

| I
Maior Term The predil:ate of the conclusion twink"ng fa rness

Minor Termm  Thesubject of the conclusion planets planets

16
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Theory of Deduction

Only far things twinkle. Only twinkling things are far.

The planets aren't far. The planets don’t twinkle.

The planets don’t twinkle. No planets aren't far.

I I

Major Term  Thepredicate of the conclusion twinkling farness

Minor Term  Thesubject of the conclusion planets planets

Middle Term Theterm presentin both premises

Theory of Deduction

Only far things twinkle. Only twinkling things are far.

The planets aren't far. The planets don’t twinkle.

The planets don't twinkle. The planets aren’t far.

I 1}

Major Term  Thepredicate of the conclusion twinkling farness
Minor Term  The subject of the conclusion planets planets

Middle Term Theterm presentin both premises  farness twinkling

17
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Theory of Deduction

I I

Only far things twinkle. Only twinkling things are far.
The planets aren’t far. The planets don’t twinkle.
The planets don't twinkle..‘ §) TEE planets aren’t far.

I 1}
Major Term  The predicate of the conclusion twinkling farness
Minor Term  Thesubject of the conclusion planets planets
Middle Term Theterm presentin bothpremises  f3rness twinkling

Something can be prior or better known either to us or by nature.

Things first to us are particular and near to perception.

Things first by nature are universal and far from perception.

Theory of Demonstration

A demonstration deduces an effect from its cause.

Only far things twinkle. Only twinkling things are far.

The planets aren’t far. The planets don't twinkle.

The planets don’t twinkle. The planets aren’t far.
I 1}

Major Term The predicate of the conclusion twinkhng farness

M iddle Term The term present in both prEmises farness twinkiing

In a demonstration, the middle term is prior (by nature) to the major term, and
50 (by its presence or absence) causes (the presence of absence of) the major.

18
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Theory of Demonstration

“We'll say later whether there is also another manner of e-knowing, but
we do declare that people o-know through demonstrations. [...]

“If, then, to e-knowing is as we've assumed, then demonstrative e-
knowledge must be from {premises} that are:

{i} true,

{ii} primary,

{iii} immediate,

{iv} better g-known than {the conclusions},

{v} prior to {the conclusion}, and

{vi} causes of the conclusions.

For, this way, the principles will be appropriate to what is being proved.
Without these {conditions}, there can be a deduction, butitcannotbe a
demonstration, for it will not produce e-knowledge.”

(Posterior Analytics 1.2 71b17-25)

Theory of Demonstration

“We'll say later whether there is also another manner of e-knowing, but
we do declare that people o-know through demonstrations. [...]

“If, then, to e-knowing is as we've assumed, then demonstrative e-
knowledge must be from {premises} that are:

{i} true,

{ii} primary,

{iii} immediate,

{iv} better g-known than {the conclusions},

{v} prior to {the conclusion}, and

{vi} causes of the conclusions.

For, this way, the principles will be appropriate to what is being proved.
Without these {conditions}, there can be a deduction, butitcannotbe a
demonstration, for it will not produce e-knowledge.”

(Posterior Analytics 1.2 71b17-25)

“[A deduction] is a demonstration whenever the deduction proceeds
through true and primary premises or our knowledge of the premises is
originally derived from primary and true premises. (Topics|.1,100a25)

19
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The Principles of Epistémé

Types of demonstrative principle (1.2 72a15 ff.):

Axiom: Needed “in order to learn anything at
all.”

Thesis: “Is not needed if one is to learn
anything at all” and is distinctive to a particular
science.

Hypothesis: Says that something exists or is
the case.

Definition: Says what something is.

The Intense (Distinctly Human) Gnoseis

Techné (art, craft, skill)

Phronésis (prudence, practical-wisdom)

Epistémé (e-knowledge, science)

Sophia(wisdom, theoretical-wisdom, metaphysics)

Nous (understanding, intelligence, intuition, comprehension)

Nous is the name for the state
of g-knowing the principles.

20
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Summary of Aristotle’s View of Episteme:

» A science (episteme) studies a domain.

* Itis based on principles, of which our gnosis (g-
knowledge) is called “nous” (understanding).

* These principles include both the axioms governing all
thought and the theses specific to the domain of the
science.

* The theses include definitions of the terms in the
science and hypotheses which state the fundamental
facts in the domain.

* The other facts in the domain are demonstrated from
these theses, and are thereby explained and e-known.

Empiricism: Epistémé and techné are impossible,
because itis impossible to reach principles from
perception, and we have no independent means of
knowledge.

Rationalism (Platonism): Epistémeé is possible, but itis
not of the perceptible world, because it is based on
principles that are known independently of perception
and pertain to non-perceptible objects.

Aristotelianism: Epistémé and techné are possible and
are of the perceptible world, because nous of principles
can be based on perception.

“Reason is the faculty that identifies and
integrates the material provided by man's
senses.” (Ayn Rand, “The Objectivist Ethics”)

21
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Questions for Aristotle:

(1) How can epistémé which is of universals (rather
than particulars) be of objects in the perceptible
world, which are particulars?

(2) How can nous of the principles come about from
gnoseis (such as perception) that are less
intense than it is.

(A) How could nous come about from perception?

What are the natures of the states involved
such that this is possible?

(B) What methods must | follow in order to achieve
nous and epistéemeé?

. : ™~
| I .. Caotegories
ThE Drganon (finstrument) De Interpretatione
Analytics [Prior and Posterior)
Topics (with Sophistical Refutations)
o
 — 3 - m— - yﬁﬁ \
Phusike De Caelo (On the Heavens) \\

(“natural philosophy?) Generation and Corruption
Metearology
De Anima (On the Soul)
Parva Naturalio (Brief Natural Treatises)
History of Animals
Parts of Animals
Mdﬂément;ﬂfﬂn!qﬂs-
Progression of Animals
Generation of Animals

etaphysics

Nicomachean Ethics
Eudemian Ethics

Politics

LIS

22
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Points from Aristotelian Physics and Metaphysics:

« Coming to be requires a subject which underlies the change from
not being the thing in question to being it.

« Anything that can come to be or pass away can be analyzed into
matter (or potentiality), which is the subject, and form (or
actuality), which the subject comes to have.

« To be matter is to be matter for something: the term most often
refers to the matter for an entity, but it is also used for entities as
matter for their attributes, and in other ways as well.

« Other translations for dunamis (potentiality): ability, capacity,
capability, faculty, power, potency.

+ Other translations for energeia (actuality): exercise, activity.

= Aristotle distinguishes between first and second actualities: A
first actuality is an acquired capacity, which is the actualization
of an underlying potentiality, but is itself actualized in its
exercise.

Questions for Aristotle:

(1) How can epistémé which is of universals (rather
than particulars) be of objects in the perceptible
world, which are particulars?

(2) How can nous of the principles come about from
gnoseis (such as perception) that are less
intense than it is.

23
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Questions for Aristotle:

(1) How can epistémé which is of universals 457

(rather than particulars) be of objects in the x 346
perceptible world, which are particulars?

Metaphysics M.10 (1087a10-18):

“That all e-knowledge is universal [. . .] does contain the
greatest puzzle of those we've discussed; however, though the
statement is true in one way, it is not true in another.

“For e-knowledge is twofold, as e-knowing also is: one is in
potentiality and the other in actuality.

“*While the potential, being as matter, is universal and indefinite
and is of the universal and indefinite, the actual is definite and
of the definite, being a certain this of a certain this."”

Questions for Aristotle:

(1) How can epistémé which is of universals 457
(rather than particulars) be of objects in the x 346
perceptible world, which are particulars?

158,112

Metaphysics M.10 (1087a10-18):

“That all e-knowledge is universal [. . .] does contain the
greatest puzzle of those we've discussed; however, though the
statement is true in one way, it is not true in another.

“For e-knowledge is twofold, as e-knowing also is: one is in
potentiality and the other in actuality.

“While the potential, being as matter, is universal and indefinite, and
is of the universal and indefinite, the actual is definite and of the
definite, being a certain this of a certain this.”

24
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Questions for Aristotle:

(1) How can epistémé which is of universals (rather
than particulars) be of objects in the perceptible
world, which are particulars?

* When exercised, an epistéemé is always knowledge of a
definite, particular object.

* However, considered as a capacity, an epistémé is
“indefinite” (like matter) and what it knows is indefinite or
universal.

« In other words: e-knowledge as a capacity is an ability to e-
know any of the particulars of a certain kind.

+ When exercising this ability, we e-know a certain particular
insofar as it falls under the kind.

Questions for Aristotle:

(1) How can epistémé which is of universals (rather
than particulars) be of objects in the perceptible
world, which are particulars?

Posterior Analytics 1.11 (75a5-9): “It is not necessary that
there be [Platonic] forms or some one thing besides the many
if there is to be demonstration; however it is necessary that it
be true to state one thing of many; for there will not be a
universal if this is not so, and if there is not a universal, there
will not be a middle, so that there will not be a demonstration.
Therefore, there must be something one and same that
applies to many non-homonymously.”

25
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Questions for Aristotle:

(1) How can epistémé which is of universals (rather

than particulars) be of objects in the perceptible
world, which are particulars?

Posterior Analytics .11 (75a5-9): "It is not necessary that
there be [Platonic] forms or some one thing besides the many
if there is to be demonstration; however it is necessary that it
be true to state one thing of many: for there will not be a
universal if this is not so, and if there is not a universal, there
will not be a middle, so that there will not be a demonstration.
Therefore, there must be something one and same that
applies to many non-homonymously.”

Question: What makes it “true to state one thing of many”?
What is the basis in reality for universal concepts?

Greek Latin English
genos () genus (-era)  Kind
'YEvog

‘eidos (-8) Species Form
£160¢

diaphora (-ai)  differentia(-ae) Difference

‘Glmpopﬁ

26
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Points About Aristotelian Kinds (or Genera):

* A genus (kind) is (intelligible) matter for its species
(forms), with a species’ differentia serving as the form,
which specifies the indeterminate genus, and thereby
makes the species the species it is.

* This hylomorphic (matter-form) relationship makes each
species a unity, whereas it would not be if the differentia
were independent of the genus.

* Forms of a kind (or species of a genus) are different
rather than merely other; and this means there must be
some respect in which they are commensurable and
differ “in the more and the less.”

+ So differing in this way, is at least a part of the basis for
grouping things into kinds—i.e., for forming concepts.

27
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Questions for Aristotle:

(1) How can epistémé which is of universals (rather
than particulars) be of objects in the perceptible
world, which are particulars?

(2) How can nous of the principles come about from
gnoseis (such as perception) that are less
intense than it is?

Questions for Aristotle:

{1) How can epistémeé which is of universals (rather
than particulars) be of objects in the perceptible
world, which are particulars?

(2) How can nous of the principles come about from
gnoseis (such as perception) that are less
intense than it is?

(A) How could nous come about from perception?

What are the natures of the states involved
such that this is possible?

(B) What methods must | follow in order to achieve
nous and epistémeé?
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Questions for Aristotle:

(1) How can epistémé which is of universals (rather
than particulars) be of objects in the perceptible
world, which are particulars?

(2) How can nous of the principles come about from
gnoseis (such as perception) that are less
intense than it is?

(A) How could nous come about from perception?
What are the natures of the states involved
such that this is possible?

(B) What methods must | follow in order to achieve
nous and episteme?

The progression from perception to universals:

*Perception
*Memory
*Experience

*Principle of art
or epistémeé
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/

Categories

De Interpretatione

Analytics (Prior and Posterior)
Topics (with Sophistical Refutations)

The Organon (“instrument”)

' e Physics
Phusike De Caelo (On the Heavens)
(“natural philosophy?) Generation and Corruption
Meteorology
De Anima |On the Soul)
N /78 Parva Naturalia (Brief Natural Treatises)
Slooy History of Animals
Parts of Animals
Progression of Animals
Generation of Animals
Metaphysics

I\

Nicomachean Ethics
Eudemian Ethics

Politics

LIS

Points about Perception (From De Anima II.5-11.2):

» Perception is the reception of perceptible forms.

« Each sense is matter for a certain sensible (called its
“proper” or “special sensible”): color for vision, sound for
hearing, odor for taste, etc.

+ The perceptual faculty as a whole (rather than any
particular sense) is aware of the “common sensibles,”
motion and shape, and relates qualities in different sense-
modalities.

+ Perception is not (strictly speaking) true or false; but, in a
looser sense, perception (of the special sensibles at least)
is always true (or is less liable to falsity than any other
faculty).
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Phantasia (De Anima lll.3):

+ Phantasia (imagination) is the faculty of retaining after
images from perception.

« These images are called phantasmata.

« Memory is a specialized sort of phantasia (see On Memory
and Recollection for details).

+ Phantasmata can be false (in the extended sense in which
perception is true).

* Phantasmata serve the role in an psychology that beliefs
serve in a man’s.

« Men still have phantasmata.

« They are essential to thinking: “There is no thinking
without an image.” (On Memory and Recollection 449b31)

Thought (De Anima Il1.4-7)

The progression from perception to universals:

*Perception
*Memory (retained perception)
*Experience (by the association of memories)

*Principle of art (arises from experience)
or epistémeé
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The Rout Analogy:

A rout’s occurred; with one man standing, another stands, then
another, until it's arrived at a principle. (100a12-13)

The Rout Analogy:

A rout’s occurred; with one man standing, another stands, then )
another, until it's arrwed ata pl’ll"lClp|'E (100a12- 13] ;
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The progression from perception to universals:

*Perception
*Memory (retained perception)
*Experience (by the association of memories)

*Principle of art (arises from experience)
or epistémeé

The progression from perception to universals:

Let's state again what was just said, but not
said plainly. For, with one of the
undifferentiated things standing, the first
universal is indeed in the soul... then in these
something stands, until a partless and
universal thing stands—e.g., such an animal
until animal, and in this likewise. (100a14-b3)
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The progression from perception to universals:

The progression from perception to universals:

Animal
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Eogmtwe State Object

Questions for Aristotle:

(1) How can epistémé which is of universals (rather
than particulars) be of objects in the perceptible
world, which are particulars?

(2) How can nous of the principles come about from
gndseis (such as perception) that are less
intense than it is?

(A) How could nous come about from perception?
What are the natures of the states involved
such that this is possible?

(B) What methods must | follow in order to achieve
nous and epistéemeé?
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Questions for Aristotle:

(1) How can epistémé which is of universals (rather
than particulars) be of objects in the perceptible
world, which are particulars?

(2) How can nous of the principles come about from
gndseis (such as perception) that are less
intense than it is?

(A) How could nous come about from perception?

What are the natures of the states involved
such that this is passible?

(B) What methods must | follow in order to achieve
nous and epistémé?

. Categories

ment:) De Interpretatione

Analytics (Prior and Posterior)
Topics {with Sophistical Refutations)

A~

et
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' The Categories I
Th E 0 I’ga n 0 n De Interpretatione

Prior Analytics

Posterior Analytics

Topics

Sophistical Refutations

Dialectic and the Topics:

» Dialecticis the art of arguing from reputable beliefs
(endoxa), and is the subject of Aristotle’s Topics.

+ Uses of dialectic: training, casual encounters, and in
connection with the principles of epistémeé.

+ Some think Aristotle’s method /s dialectic and consists in
making a body of received opinions maximally coherent.

» The Topics itself doesn’t advise this.

« |t is organized by types of predicate: accident,
distinguishing characteristic, genus, definition.

+ |t gives a number of strategies to use in arguing for or
against each type of predication.

* The strategies could work whether or not the premises are
endoxa.
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The Things We Seek (posterior Analytics 11.1-3):

i " whether the sun is eclipsed or not
1 . The t h at whether the earth moves

i ” why the sunis eclipsed
2' ThE Wh‘:‘ why the earth moves

1 I f . t . whether there are centaurs
* ITIs whether there are gods

2. What itis  “hetasedis

Is there an eclipse? Is the moon eclipsed (i.e., dark)?
Is there thunder? Are the clouds noisy?

Are there unicorns? Do any horses have horns?

Are there gods? Are any animals immortal?

Seeking the Middle

B (A certain) noise

-5 Exhalation of air

S Extinguishing of fire
= Moist

|'E The Clouds

Anything extinguishing a fire is noisy (in a certain way).
The clouds are extinguishing a fire.
The clouds are noisy (in that certain way).
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Seeking the Middle
E (A certain) noise
< Extinguishing of fire
i— The Clouds

Anything extinguishing a fire is noisy (in a certain way).
The clouds are extinguishing a fire.
The clouds are noisy (in that certain way).

Types of Definition (From Posterior Analytics 11.10):

(a) “An account of what a name or some other name-like
account signifies.”

e.g., “Thunder" means “a certain noise in the clouds."
or “Unlcorn™ means “a horse with a single horn."
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Types of Definition (From Posterior Analytics 11.10):

Demonsiraton |efinitien

(a) “An account of what a name or same othername-ike account signifies.”

e.q., “Thunder” means“acertain noise inthe clouds.”
or “Unicom™ means "ahorse with asingle hom.™

(b} A sort of demonstration of what somethingis, but differently ammanged.”

£.0.. Thunderis a “noise inthe clouds due to the extinguishing of fire.”
or  Alunareclipse is*“a darkness of the moon due to the blockage of its
sunlight by the earth.”

(c) “The conclusion of a demonstration of what it Is.”

e.0.. Thunderis “a certain noise in the clouds.™
or  Alunareclipse isa darkness of the moon.”

(d) “Anindemonstrable positing of whatit is.”

e.0., Thunderis “the extinguishing of fire,”
or Aneclipsels “ablockage of light.”

Seeking the Middle
g (A certain) noise
< Extinguishing of fire
i— The Clouds

Anything extinguishing a fire is noisy (in a certain way).
The clouds are extinguishing a fire.
The clouds are noisy (in that certain way).
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Organizing Knowledge to Facilitate Demonstration:
Olive vines all shed their leaves.

So do all maples, oaks, etc., etc.

All broad-leafed plants shed their leaves.

Organizing Knowledge to Facilitate Demonstration:
Olive vines all shed their leaves.

So do all maples, oaks, etc., etc.

All and only broad-leafed plants shed their leaves.
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Organizing Knowledge to Facilitate Demonstration:

Olive vines all shed their leaves.
So do all maples, oaks, etc., etc.

All and only broad-leafed plants shed their leaves.

Multiplications in which two is a factor yield an
even product.

So too with multiplications in which four is a
factor, or six, or eight, or ten, etc.

All and only multiplications in which there is an
even factor, yield even products.

Organizing Knowledge to Facilitate Demonstration:

Olive vines all shed their leaves.
So do all maples, oaks, etc., etc.

All and only broad-leafed plants shed their leaves.

Multiplications in which two is a factor yield an
even product.

So too with multiplications in which four is a
factor, or six, or eight, or ten, etc.

All and only multiplications in which there is an
even factor, yield even products.
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Organizing Knowledge to Facilitate Demonstration:
The Objectivist movement has had acrimonious splits.

The abolitionistmovement has had acrimonious splits, as
did the communists, and the founding fathers, and most
religious sects, and the animal rights movement, and the
environmentalist movement, etc.

Radical ideological movements are prone to acrimonious
splits.

Organizing Knowledge to Facilitate Demonstration:

Radical ideological movements are prone to acrimonious splits.
Radical ideological movements fight to implement moral principles.

Thereis a lot of occasion for (honest or dishonest error) in the
implementation of principles.

Therefore radical ideological movements will be prone to
disagreement as to what particular actions to fight for or endorse.

Disagreements about whatto do splita group into factions.
Therefore, ideological movements are prone to split into factions.

Each of the factions into which radical ideological movements split
think the actions or inactions of the other are immeoral.

There is acrimony between parties who view one another as immoral.

Therefore there will be acrimony between the factions into which a
radical ideological movement splits.
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When to Form Concepts:

Posterior Analytics I.5: “We must not overlook {the
fact that} erring often occurs and what's proven
does not belong primitively universally, {though} it
seems to be proven universally primitively. We
make this mistake when either {i} there is nothing
from higher to take besides the particulars or {ii}
there is {something} over objects that differ in form
but it is unnamed, or {iii} one chances to prove an
existent as a whole in part; for the demonstration
does belong to the things in {the} part and will be of
everything; but, just the same, the demonstration
will not be of this primary universal.”

The Need to Form New Concepts:

Posterior Analytics 1l.14: “Though we now we speak
in terms of the common names that have been
handed down, it is necessary to inquire not only in
these cases. Rather also, if any other common
attribute should be observed, then, after extracting
it, {enquire into} what it follows and what follows it.”

Topics VII.2: “In some inductions [. ..] it is not easy [to ask
for the universal] because a common name has not been laid
down for every likenesses; rather, whenever {anyone} needs
to secure the universal, he says {it's} so in all such things.’
But this is among the most difficult things to distinguish—
which of the things put forward are ‘such’ and {which} aren't.
[...] That's why one must try oneself to make up a name
covering all such things [.. .]"”

44



Aristotle’s Theory of Knowledge Gregory Salmieri

What About First-Level Concepts?

Physics I.1: “At first the complex things especially
are clear and obvious to us; but later, by division of
these, their elements and principles become g-
known. That’s why one must proceed from
universals to particulars; for the whole is most
known in accordance with perception and the
universal is a certain whole; for the universal
embraces many things as parts. In a certain manner,
the same thing has happens with names relative to
accounts; for, e.qg., circle also signifies a certain
whole indeterminately, but the definition divides it
into the particulars. And children at first address all
men as fathers and women as mothers, but later
distinguish each of them.”

Physics I.1: “At first the complex things especially
are clear and obvious to us; but later, by division of
these, their elements and principles become g-
known. That’s why one must proceed from
universals to particulars; for the whole is most
known in accordance with perception and the
universal is a certain whole: for the universal
embraces many things as parts. In a certain manner,
the same thing has happens with names relative to
accounts; for, e.qg., circle also signifies a certain
whole indeterminately, but the definition divides it
into the particulars. And children at first address all
men as fathers and women as mothers, but later
distinguish each of them.”
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SUPPLEMENTAL READINGS

These are my translations of some selections from Aristotle’s corpus that are discussed or alluded to in
the course. They are arranged in the order in which they are first addressed in the lectures. Consult the
Course Qutline to see which selections are relevant to which portions of the course. | recommend reading
Metaphysics A 1before listening to the first lecture and reading the other texts after histening to the
lectures in which they (or the issues they address) are discussed.

Some basic bibliographic information: Aristotle’s treatises come down to us from antiquity divided into
books, and these books have been divided by modem editors into chapters. In the case of most treatises,
modermn scholars generally refer to the books by roman numerals, rather than by the Greek letters by
which they are identified in the manuscripts. However, it is tvpical to refer to the books of the
Metaphysics by their letters to avoid an ambiguity caused by an irregulanty in their numbenng . 1 follow
that practice here. | have also followed the practice of including “Bekker numbers”™ in the margins. These
numbers refer to the pages. columns (a or b) and lines, of Immanucl Bekker's 19th Century Greek edition
of Aristotle’s corpus, and arc reproduced in all quality translations, so as to make it casy to reference
preciselv a passage.

A point about the translation: In one or two cases | have transliterated Greek words rather than translating
them, and I have prefixed letters to “know™ (and related words) to distinguish between different Greek
terms that the word can be used to translate. The relevant terms are discussed in the lectures and identified
in the vocabulary list.

Metaphysics A1

All men naturally desire to o-know. A sign is our love of the senscs: for even apart 980a2 1
from use, we love them because of themselves—vision most of all. For we choose sight
above all the others not only so that we can act, but also when we're not intending to act. 25
This 15 because, of all the senscs, it 1s the one that gives us the most g-knowledge and
reveals manv differences.
Now, animals have perception at birth by nature; but, in some of them, memory
docs not come about from it, whereas it does come about in others. Because of this, the 980L21
latter animals are more intelligent and better learners than those that are not able to
remember. (Those that arc unable to hear voice are intelligent without leaming {by
instruction }—bees. for example. and anv other such animal that there may be; those that
have both memory and this sense do learn.) 25
Whereas the other animals live by imaginings and memories but have little
expencnee, mankind lives by art and reasoming as well. Expenience comes about for men
from memories; for many memories of the same object culminate in a single capacity for
cxperncnce. 98 la
And experience is quite like science’ and art, but science and art come about
through experience for men; for “experience made art,” as Polus aptly put it, “but
ingxperience luck™. Art comes about when a single universal view about similar things 5
comes about from many notions of experience. For, while it is the role of experience to have
the view that this benefited Callias when afflicted with this illness, and Socrates too and
many such particulars, it is the role of art to have the view that it benefited all such people,
defined according to a single form when afflicted with this illness (¢ .g. phlegmatic or 10
choleric people when buming with fever).

The word translated “science”™ here 15 elsewhere rendered “e-knowledge.
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In fact, relative to acting. expenience scems no different from art. On the contrary,
the experienced succeed more than those without experience who have a doctrine.” The
cause is that, while experience is g-knowledge of the particulars, art is 15
{g-knowledge} of the universals: and actions and occurrences are all about the particulars.
For one doesn’t heal man when doctoring (or else one does so incidentallv); rather one heals
Callias or Socrates or someonc ¢lse spoken of in this way, who happens to be a man. So.if
someone without experience has a doctrine and g-knows the universal, but is g-ignorant of 20
the particular under it. he will often mistake the treatment: since treatment 15 particular,
Nevertheless we think o-knowing and comprehending belong more to art than to
experience, and we suppose the artist to be wiser than the experienced person. (In every case 25
of being more o-knowing, wisdom is implied.) This is because the former o-know the cause
and the latter do not. For, while experienced people o-know the “that™. they don’t o-know
the “why”, whereas the others g-know the “why™ and the cause. That™s why we consider the
master of each art more honorable and more o-knowing and wiser than the handvmen, since 30
he o-knows the causc of the products, whercas {the handvmen} produce just as some of the
inanimate things do, without o-knowing what they re producing—in the way that firc burns.  981b
(Whereas the inanimate things produce each of these things by nature. the handvmen do so
by habit.) We consider the master of the art wiser, not in virtuc of his action, but in virtuc of

having the doctrine and g-knowing the causes. Also, in general, the ability to teach is an 5
mdication of who knows and who does not. It"s because of this that we hold art to be more
scientific than experience; for artists are able to teach but the others are not.

10

Further, we hold that no perception 1s wisdom. although perception is in fact the
maost authoritative g-knowledge of particulars. However, it doesn’t tell us the “why™ of
anvthing—for example, it doesn’t tell us why fire is hot, but only that it’s hot.

S0, although. at first, the people who discovered any art besides the common
perceptions were marveled at not onlv because there was some use for the discoveries but 15
because they were wise and as different from the others, later when more arts had been
discovered and some were aimed at necessities and others at recreation. the people who
discovered the latter were alwayvs supposed to be wiser than the ones who discovered the
former, becausc their sciences were not aimed at use. When all of these things had been 20
established. those of the sciences that aim neither at pleasure nor at necessitics were
discovered. This happened first in those places in which people fist had leisure: that's why
the mathematical arts were established fist in Egvpt: for there the priestly class was allowed
to be at leisure. 15

The difference between art and science and the other similar kinds has been
discussed in the Erhies. the purpose of bringing it up here is to establish the point that
¢vervone supposes that what's called wisdom aims at the first causes and the principles: so
that, just as was said carlicr. while the expenenced person scems to be wiser than the
possessor of any perception whatever, the possessor of art secems to be wiser than the 30
possessor of experiences. the masters seem to be wiser than the handyman, and the
theorctical disciplings seem to be wiser than the productive. So it’s clear, then, that wisdom
is scientific knowledge of certain principles and causes. 082a

Posterior Analytics 1.1

¥ The word I'm trimslating here “doctrine”™ 15 “logos,” which 1 elsewhere tramslate “account.” The word tramslated “reasomng™
above derives [rom it
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All teaching and all intellectual leaming come about from pre-existent g-knowledge. Thisis 7la
clear from surveving of all the cases: for the mathematical seiences are developed in this
manner, as are all of the other arts. Similarly with arguments. both deductive and inductive;
for both effect their teaching through things that are alrcady g-known: the former assume
things which we're supposed to grasp, whereas the latter prove the universal through the
particular’s being clear. (Rhetorical {arguments} also persuade in the same way: for they
either {do so} through examples, which is induction, or through enthvmemes, which is just 10
deduction.)

There are two ways in which one it 1s necessary to already g-know: sometimes it 1s
necessary to presuppose that something exists {or is the case}. sometimes one must grasp
what something spoken of is, and sometimes {one must do} both, E.g.: that cvervthing is 15
either asserted or denied trulv {we must presuppose} to be the case; {we must grasp} that
“tnangle” significs this; and {in the case of} the umt {we must do} both— {we must alrcady
know} what it signifies and that it exists; for is it not in a similar way that each of these is
clear to us.

One can get to g-know {something} when one {already} g-knows some prior thing 20
and acquires the other {prior things} at the very same time as the g-knowledge—e g,
{someone acquires knowledge of} whatever happens to fall under a universal of which he
has g-knowledge {at the very same time that he acquires the g-knowledge that it falls under
the umiversal}. For he already o-knew that a tnangle has angles cqual to two nght angles,
but he got to g-know that this {figure} in the semicircle was a triangle, at the same time as 25
he was lead {to the conclusion that the figure’s angles are cqual to two night angles}. Forin
somg cascs the learning occurs in this manner, and the last fterm} docs not get g-known
through the middle; {this oceurs} whenever they are already particulars and are not {sad}
of anv subjcct.)

Before being lead {to the conclusion} or having the deduction, perhaps one should 30
be said to ¢-know in one manner but not in another. For without having o-known if {the
figure} existed at all. how could he have o-known simpliciter that it had {angles equaling}
two night angles? But it’s clear that he ¢-knows it in a way. since he c-knows it universally,
but he doesn’t e-know it simpliciter. Otherwise the puzzle in the Meno will arise: he will
leam nothing or what he {alrcadyv} o-knows. For we should not arguc as some do in
attcmpting to resolve {the puzzle}: “Do vou or do vou not o-know that all pairs arc even?” 71bl
When vou affirm it, they produce some pair that vou didn’t think existed. and so didn"t
fthink} was even. For they resolve {the puzzle} by declaring that one docs not o-knows of
everv pair that it’s even; rather {thev declare that one knows it of} what one knows to be a
pair. However, they o-know that of which they have a demonstration and about which
they ve assumed, and they assumed not about everything that they o-knew to be a triangle or 3
a number, but about all trniangles and numbers simpliciter; for no such propositions (about
that which ong o-knows to be a number or that which onc o-knows to be rectilincar) arc
assumed. but rather {propositions} applving to every case. But there’s nothing to stop one
from ¢-knowing in a way what he is learning, while being g-ignorant in {another} way: for
the absurd {position} is that that there’s some way in which one {alreadv} o-knows what
one’s leaming, but that one {alrcady knows it} in the very way and to the very extent that he
is learning it

L

Posterior Analytics 1.2

We think someone ¢-knows something simpliciter (rather than in the sophistic manner,
incidentally) whenever we think he g-knows {i} the cause due to which the object exists, 10
fu} that this it 1s its causc. and {iu} that it docs not admit of being otherwise. It's clear,

then, that e-knowing is something of this sort; for those who do not e-know {but think they
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do} think that they are in such a condition. whercas those who do ¢-know indeed are in it

So, that which is e-known simpliciter cannot be otherwise. 15
We'll say later whether there is also another manner of e-knowing, but we do

declare that people o-know through demonstrations. By “demonstration™, I mean a e-

knowing deduction; and by “e-knowing™ | mean one that, by having it, a person e-knows

something. If. then, to e-know 1s as we've assumed, then demonstrative e-knowledge must

be from {premises} that are {1} true, {ii} primary and {iii} immediate, and {iv} better g-

known than, {v} prior to. and {vi} causes of the conclusions. For, this way, the principles 20

will be appropriate to what is being proved. Without these {conditions}, there canbe a

deduction, but it cannot be a demonstration. for it will not produce e-knowledge.

{1} They must be true, since one cannot ¢-know something that is not the casc—c.g.,
that the diagonal {of a square) is commensurable {with the sides}. {ii} {Demonstrations}
must be from primary and indemonstrable {premises}. since otherwise one wouldn't ¢-
known without a demonstration of {the premises} (for to e-know a demonstrable thing non-
incidentally 1s to have the demonstration).

{ The premises} must be causes and better g-known than and prior to {the 30
conclusions}: {iv} fthey must be} causes. since we e-know {something} whenever we o-
know {its} causc: {v} {they must be} prior if theyv're causes: {vi} and they must be alrcady
g-known, not only in the sense of our grasping them, but also of our o-knowing that thev are
the case.

Things are prior and better g-known in two ways: for what is prior by nature and
what 1s prior to us ar¢ not the same. nor what 1s better g-known {by naturc} {the same as}
what is better known to us. By “prior and better g-known to us”, I mean thosc things thatare  72a
nearcer to perception, whercas {by “prior and better known™) simpliciter, I mean those that
arc further from it. The most universal things are furthest, whereas the particulars are
nearest, and these are opposite to one another,

{To proceed} from primancs 1s {to proceed} from proper prnciples: for I mean the
same thing by “primaries” and “principles™. {iii} A principle of' a demonstration is an
immediate premise, and 1-°s immediate if there are no others prior to it

A proposition 1s one side of a contradiction, ong thing {asscricd or denied} of onc
thing. A dialectical {proposition} takes cither side indifferently, whercas a demonstrative
onc determinately takes one side. since it’s true. An assertion 1s ong side of a contradiction. 10
A contradiction is an opposition between which, in itself, there is nothing. The side of'a
contradiction that {asscrts} something of something is an affirmation, whercas {the side}
that takes something from something is a denial.

By “thesis”, I mean an immediate principle of deduction that cannot be proved. but |
which is not neceded in order to learn anyvthing: by “axiom™, {1 mcan} onc that is nccessary
to leam anything (for there are some such things:; and we are accustomed to calling such
things especially by this name). A thesis that takes one of the sides of a contradiction--1
mean jone that asserts} that something is or that it is not the case--is a hvpothesis; whereas
one that does not is a definition. For a definition is a thesis (for an arithmetician lays it down 20
that a unit is what is indivisible with respect to quantitv), but it is not a hyvpothesis (for what
a unit 15 and a unit ¢xists are not the same).

Since one is convinced and o-knows an object by means of having the sort of 25
deduction we call a demonstration, and such a deduction cxists by means of the {premises™}
from which it {procecds} being the case, one must not only already g-know the primarics
(whether all or some). but indeed must {already g-know them} better {than he knows the
conclusion}. For something always holds better of that because of which it holds fof
something else}--e.g .. that because of which we love {something} is better loved {than it}.

L
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Thus, 1f we o-know and are convinced because of the primanes, then we o-know them better 30
and are more convineed of them, since it 1s because of them that {we o-know and are
convinced of} the posterior things.

One cannot be more convinced of anvthing than he is of something he o-knows,
unless he happens either to o-know it or to be better situated {with respect to it} than if he o-
kncw {it}. But this {impossible situation} will come about unless something is alrcady g- 35
known when one gets convinced by a demonstration; for one must be more convinced of the
principles (whether all or some) than of the conclusion. Before someone can have ¢-
knowledge through a demonstration, not only must he get to g-know the principles beticr
and be more convinced of them than he is of what is being proved, also it must be that none  72b
of the opposites of the principles, from which there could be a deduction of the erroncous
contrary, is more convincing or better g-known to him {than the principles are} (since
someone who c-knows simplicifer must be immovable in his conviction).

Topics L1 excerpt

A deduction is an argument in which, certain things having been laid down, something other  100a25
than these necessanly comes about through them. It 1s a demonstration whenever the

deduction is through true and primary {premises} or it is from {premises} of the sort that

have the ongin of knowledge about them though primary and true {premises}. 30

Posterior Analytics 1.24

Since some demonstrations are universal and others particular, and some arc affirmative  83al3
others negative, it is disputed which are better; and there is the same {sort of dispute} about
those {demonstrations} that arc said to demonstrate and those that demonstrate by leading to 1
an impossibility. First let's inquire about the universal and particular and affirmative and
negative, and then, once we've made this clear. let’s speak about those which are said to
prove and those which are to the impossible.

Some, inquiring by a certain path. may think that the particular {demonstration} is 85a20
better. For:  if the demonstration in accordance with which we more ¢-know 1s the better
demonstration (for this is the virtue of a demonstration); and {if} we e-know each thing
more when we o-know it in accordance with itself then when {we o-know it} in accordance
with something clse (c.g.. {we more c-know} musical Coriscus when {we o-know] that
Coriscus is musical than when {we o-know} that man is musical. and likewise in other 25
|cases]). and {if} the universal {demonstration} shows because something else (not {the
object} itself) has turned up (e.g. {it shows} that the isosceles {has angles whose sum is
cqual to that of two night angles} not because of 1sosceles but rather because of tnangle),
whereas the particular {demonstration shows this to be} because of {the the object term}
itself, {then}, if indeed the {demonstration} in accordance with {the object} itself 1s better,
and {if} the particular {demonstration} is such morce than the universal), the particular
demonstration will also be better. 30

Morecover: if. though the universal is not anvthing besides the particulars, the
demonstration instills the belief that that in accordance with which it demonstrates is some
such thing (i.c., some natural thing that pertains among the existents—c.g.. a tnangle besides
the several {triangles}. a figure besides the several {figures}. a number besides the several
numbers): and {if} a {demonstration} about something that cxists is better than onc about

n
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something that doesn't, and one by which one is not fooled {is better} than by which one is; 35
and {if} the universal {demonstration} is such {as to fool one}—for, in proceeding,
funiversal demonstrations} show as they do with proportion—c.g., that anyvthing that’s a
certain “such” is a proportion, which {“such™} is neither line nor number nor solid nor plane,

but rather something besides these): now if this {thing besides line. number and the rest} is

more universal but less about something that existents than the particular {term}, and {if} it
mnstills a false belief, then the umiversal {demonstration} will be worse than the particular. 83b

On the other hand: first, is the first argument {anv} more {applicable} to the universal
fdemonstration} than to the particular? For, if two rights pertains not ¢ 1sosceles but g
triangle, o-knowledge that isosceles {has two rights} is less o-knowing than o-knowledge
that triangle {has two rights}. And generally, if one then proves something that is not {true
of a tnangle} gua triangle, it will not be a demonstration, but if {one proves} something that
is {true of trangles}. the o-knowledge of each gua each belongs most to o-knowing, If
indeed tnangle extends bevond  fisosceles}t. and the account is the same (1.c.. “tnangle™ is
not a homonym) and the two {right angles} belong to every triangle, then it is not the
tnangle gua 1sosceles but rather the isosceles gua tnangle which has these angles. Thus 10
universal o-knowledge is more o-knowing gua belonging {to the object} than particular {o-
knowledge is}. Therefore the universal {demonstration} is better than the particular.

Again, 1if the universal 1s some single account and not homonvmous, it will be no less
one {thing} then the particular; rather {it will be} even more {one thing}. insofar as the
imperishable are amongst these {viz. the umiversals} and the particulars are more penshable, 1
and still there’s no need to supposc this to be something apart from these {particulars}
because it reveals a one—not any more than {we need to suppose this} with the other things
that don’t signify something {that exists independently} but {signifv} either a quality or a
relation or an action,

Therefore, if {a false belief 1s instilled ). the cause 1s not the demonstration but the audience.

Moreover, if a demonstration is a deduction showing a cause and the “why”, and {if} 20
the umiversal 1s more causal (for that to which something belongs in atself is itself a causc for
itsclf); then the funiversal} demonstration is better, for it 1s more of the cause and the
“why™.

1

i

Again, we seek the “why™ to this extent, and then we think there's o-knowing {of a
thing} when it neither comes about nor exists because of something else; for the last already
is an end and a limit in this way. Eg. For what's sake did he come? So as to get money, 23
fand he wanted} this so as to return what he owed. {and he wanted to do} this so as not to be
unjust; and going on in this wayv, when it’s no longer due to another or for the sake of
another, we sav it’s due to this as an end that he came (both that it is and that it came to be);
and then we o-know most why he came. If indeed it's the same in the casc of all causcs and
whys, and {if}, in the case of any causc such as is for something’s sake, we o-know it most
in this way; then in the other {cases} also we o-know most when this {i.e. what’s known} no
longer holds because of anvthing clse. So then, when we g-know that the external {angles} 30
equal four {right angles} because {it’s} isosceles, it still remains {to ask} why the isosceles
fis like this}: {and the answer s} because {its} a tnangle, and this {has external angles
equal to four right angles} because it’s a rectilinear figure. If there is no longer another why,
then we most o-know. But then it7s also universal; therefore the universal 1s better. 3
Again, to whatever extent {a demonstration} is particular, it tends towards the
infinite. and the universal {tends} towards the simple and the finite. But, while, gua infinite
{things} arc not ¢-knowable. gua delimited thev are e-knowable. Therefore things arc more
e-knowable gua universal than qua particular. But of more demonstrable things there’s more  86a
of a demonstration: for relative {terms} incrcasc simultancously. Therefore the umiversal
fdemonstration} is better, since it’s also more of a demonstration.

i
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Again, If {a demonstration} in accordance with which one o-knows this and 3
something else is preferable to one in accordance with which one knows only this, and {if},
in having the universal, one also o-knows the particular, but one does not o-know the
universal in this wayv, then this will be preferable. Thus, again, to prove more universally is
to prove through a middle that 1s nearcr to the principle. What's immediate 1s ncarcst: it's a
principle. So if a demonstration from a principle is more precise than one not from a
principle, one that’s more from a principle {i1s more precise} than one that’s less. But the 10
universal is more such. {so} the universal will be superior, Eg.: if vou nceded fo
demonstrate A of A, middles of which are B and I'; B is higher, so that the {demonstration}
through this is more universal,

However, Some of these arguments are rationalistic. It is clearest that the universal 1
15 mor¢ authontative, because. {in} having the prior of the propositions, one also o-knows
the posterior in a wav—i.e.. we have {the posterior proposition} potentiallyv; e g. if someone
o-knows that cvery triangle {has} two rights, then {he} o-knows also that 1sosceles {docs}.
because {it’s} a triangle: but one who has this premise in no way o-knows the universal,
ncither potentially nor actuallv. And while the universal is thinkable, the particular 20
tcrminates in perception,

L

30

Posterior Analytics 11.19

It’s clear now what deduction and demonstration are and how they come about. And these 99b135
things arc clear at the same time about demonstrative c-knowledge, since it’s the same thing,
How we g-know principles and what the state of g-knowing them is will soon be clear, after
we've raised a puzzle.

It was said carlier that it is not possible to e-know through demonstration unless one 20
g-knows the first principles (the immediate ones). Someone might be puzzled about
knowledge of the immediate and whether or not it 1s the same, and whether or not there’s ¢-
knowledge of cach, or e-knowledge of one but some other sort of g-knowledge of the other,
and whether the states come about in us without being inherent in us, or ¢lse are inherentin~ 23
us but have been overlooked. On the onc hand 1t's absurd to say that we have {g-knowledge
of the principles}. since it follows that people who possess g-knowledge more precise than
demonstrations over look it. But on the other hand. if we acquire {this g-knowledge}
without having had it before, how would we get to g-know and leamn it other than from g-
knowledge that we alrcady had? That's impossible, as we alrcady said in the casc of
demonstration. Accordingly, it’s clear that we don’t already have such {g-knowledges}. and 30
that they don’™t come about in us despite our being g-ignorant and having no state
whatsoever, Therefore, while we must have some capacity, we don’t have to have onc that's
like {this g-knowledge} or that’s more honorable than it or more precise.

And evidently this holds indeed for all animals. For they have an mnate discerning 35
capacity, which is called perception. Since perception is inherent, a retention of the
pereeptible comes about in some of the animals, but it docs not come about in others. So. in
the case of those animals for whom it doesn’t anse (either at all or about that which for it
doesn’t arise). they have no g-knowledge outside of perceiving: but for those who have
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perceived in which it inheres. it 1s still in the soul. 100a

Once many such things have come about, a certain difference comes about. For
some animals an account arises from the retention of such things, for others it does not. So,
while memory (as we call it) comes about from perception, experience comes about from
many memories; for numericallv many memories are a single experience. A principle of art
or ¢-knowledge arises from expenience (or from the whole of the universal that has scttledin 3
the soul—the one besides the many, which is the same in all these things). It's a principle of
art 1f it’s about things that come about. and a principle of ¢-knowledge 1f it"s about things
that exist.

Indeed the states {byv which we g-know the principles} are neither present in us 10
determinately nor do they come about from other states that are more g-knowing. Rather
they come about from perception. It’s like a battle: a rout’s occurred, with one man
standing. another stands, then another, until it"s armved at a principle. And the soul 1s such
as to be capable of undergoing this.

Let’s state again what was just said, but not said plainly. When one of the 15
undifferentiated things is standing, the first universal 1s indeed in the soul (for while one
perceives the particular, perception is of the universal—e.g.. of man rather than Callias the
man}; then something among these things stands, until a partless and universal thing stands.  100b
For example. “such an animal™ stands until “animal™ does. and then the same thing happens
in this. Now it’s clear that it"s necessary for us to get to g-know the first things by induction;
for perception too instills the universal in this way.

Since. of the intellectual states by which we have truth, some are always truc and
others admit the false (c.g. belief and reckoning admit the false, science and comprehension
always truc). and there 1sn't any kind more precise than e-knowledge or nons. and the
principles of demonstration are better g-known, and all e-knowledge involves an account,
there cannot be e-knowledge of the principles; since it’s not possible for anvthing to be truer 10
than ¢-knowledge or nows. there must be nons of the principles: this follows both from this
inquiry and because demonstration’s principle isn’t demonstration, so e-knowledge’s
principle 1sn't e-knowledge. So if we don’t have any other true kind besides c-knowledge,
then nous would be e-knowledge s principle. And the entirety will be related to the entire 15
object as the principle 1s related to the principle.

L

Metaphysics M.10

There is a certain puzzle both for those who speak of Forms and for those who do not speak  1086b14
{of themj, and it was mentioned previously at the beginning in the Discussions of Puzzles 15
fi.e.. in Metaphysics B} let’s speak {about it} now.

If one docsn’t posit substances to be separated and {to be so} in such a manner as
particular existents are said {to be}. one will destrov substance as we wish to speak of it; but if
one posits scparate substances, how will one posit their clements and principles? On the one 20
hand, if thev are particular and not universal, there will be {only} as manv existents as
clements, and the clements will not be ¢-knowable. For, let the svllables in specch be
substances and their clements be the elements of substances. Now it's necessary for “BA™ to
be one and for each of the svllables to be one. Since these things are not universal and {one}
in form, rather cach is one in number and a certain this and not co-named {with anv other}. 25
Anvwav, they posit each “that which something 1s™ {to be} one. But if the svllables {are this
wav} then so too are the things out of which they are. Therefore, there will not be more than
one “A”. nor any of the other elements according to the same account on which none of the
svllables {can be). However, 1f so. there won't be other existents besides the clements, but 30
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rather only the elements. Anvway, the clements won’t be e-knowable; for they re not

universal and e-knowledge is of universals; this is clear from demonstrations and definitions

(for a deduction does not come about that this triangle has {an angle-sum cqual to} two right

fangles} unless everv triangle has {angles equal to} two right {angles}. nor that this man is an 35
amimal unless every man 1s an animal). However, if the principles are universal, then the

substances out of them also are universal. else non-substances will be prior to substance; for,

while a substance 1s not universal, the clement and the principle are universal, and a principle

or the element is prior to that of which it is the clement or principle. All this follows rationally 10873
when thev both make Forms out of elements and expect there to be some one thing, besides
the substances that have the same form, which 1s separated. But, just as in the casc of the
elements of speech, if nothing prevents there being many “A”s and “B”s without there being
any A Itsclf and B Itself besides the many, then there will be (as far as this goes) infinitely
many like svllables.

That all ¢-knowledge 1s universal, so that it’s necessary also for the principles of
existents to be universal and not separated substances, does contain the greatest puzzle of 10
those we ve discussed; however, though the statement is true in one way, it 1% not trug in
another. For e-knowledge 1s twofold. as c-knowing also is: one is in potentiality and the other
in actualitv. While the potential, being as matter, is universal and indefinite and is of the
universal and indefinite, the actual 1s definite and of the definite, being a certain this of a |
certain this. It is rather incidentally that sight sees the universal color, since the color that it
sces 15 a color, and what the grammanan contemplates, a certain “A™, 15 an “A”. If the
principles are universal, it’s necessary for what is from them also to be universal, just as in the
casc of demonstration; but if this 1s so. nothing will be separate or a substance. It's clear rather 20
that, while ¢-knowledge 1s universal in a way, in a way it is not.

L
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Posterior Analytics 111 excerpt

It is not necessary that there be forms or some one thing besides the many if there is to be 75a5
demonstration: however it's necessary that it be true to state one thing of many; for there will

not be a universal if this is not so, and if there is not a universal, there will not be a middle, so

that there won't be a demonstration. Therefore, there must be some one and the same thing

applving to many non-homonyvmously.

Metaphysics | excerpts

But difference (diaphora) and otherness (heterés) are distinct. For{something that is} other 1054b22
and that which it is other than are not necessarily other in something (for everything exists is

cither other or the same {as evervthing clsc ), whercas {something that 1s} different differs 25

from something in somerthing, so there must be something the same in which they differ. This

same thing is a kind or form; for every different thing differs cither {i} in kind or {11} in form:
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{1} the things {that differ} in kind {arc} thosc for which the matter is not common and there is
not coming-to-be into one another—e.g., whatever is in another figure of predication;” {ii}
{the things that differ} in form {are} those things whose kind is the same (kind meaning that
same thing which both of the different things are said to be with respect to substance. 30
Contraries are different. and contrancty is a certain difference. The nghtness of this
supposition 15 clear from induction; for all are evidentlv different and thev are not merely
other—rather, in some cascs, the kind 1s other and, in other cascs. 1t's in the same column of
predication, so that they re in the same kind and are the same-in-kind. (It's distinguished in -~ 35
other works {what is} the same or other in kind.) Since the differing things can differ from 1055a
ong another in the more and the less, there is some greatest difference, and [ call this
contrarietv. It is clear from induction that contrariety is the greatest difference. For, while
things that differ in kind do not have a way to one another (rather, they keep entirely apart and
are incommensurable), comings-to-be for things that differ in form are from contraries as
extremes: and the distance between extremes 1s greatest, so that between contrarics must be as
well.

A

For this 1s what I call a kind: the one same {thing} said of both {forms} that 1s different non 1057b38
accidentally (whether matter or otherwise). For not onlv must the common {thing} belong—  1057a
¢.g., both arc amimals—but this same animal must be other for cach—c g, horse for this one,
but man for that onc. That™s why the common {thing} is other in form {for ong} than {it is}
for the rest. In themselves, then, this one will be such an ammal and that one will be such {an
animal}—¢.g.. this one {will be} a horse, and that onc {will be} a man. Necessarily, therefore,
this difference i1s an othemess of the kind. For | call a “difference of the kind” an otherness
that makes it itsclf different,

A

Parts of Animals 1.4

Someone might puzzle over why men have not denominated, bv some one name Gd4al2
encompassing both at once from above, one kind, which comprises those of the anmimals that
are aquatic and those that fly. For there are some characteristics common to these (and to all 1
other animals). Nevertheless, they are correctly distinguished in this way {viz., as they
presently are. without an overarching kind}. For, whatever differs in accordance with degree
and the more and the less has been voked together under one kind, whercas whatever 1s
analogous {has been kept} scparate. 1 mean, for example, that bird differs from bird by more
or bv degree (for one has long feathers, another short feathers). whereas fish differs from bird 20
by analogy (for what is feather in one 1s scale in the other). But it isn’t casy to implement this
in every case; for many animals have traits that are analogously the same

Since substances are the last forms, they are undifferentiated with respeet to form (e.g.
Socrates, Coriscus). It is necessary cither to state what belongs universally first or to say the
same thing many times, as was stated. The universals are common; for we call what belongs to - 25
many a universal, There is a puzzle about which {of these} we should treat. For, on the one
hand, the thing that’s uncuttable in form is a substance, so it would be better, if someone could,
to study separately {each of} the particulars and uncuttables in form, just as {one studics}
man— j{one would} not {studv} birds in this way, for this kind has forms; rather {one would 30
studv} that bird (among the uncuttables)—c.g.. cither sparrow or cranc or some such.

L

¥ By the “ligures of predication,” Aristotle means what have come to be called the metaphysical categorics—substance, quality,
quamtity, sction, relation, vlc. Blue, a quality, 1s oter fhan brotherhood, a relation, but the two do not differ, because there 15 no
respeel in which they can be compared.
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Perhaps, then, it is right, on the one hand, to speak in common, in terms of kinds,
whenever {a kind} is spoken of that has been well defined byv men and that has a single 644b
common nature and has forms in it that are not very different (¢.g., {the kinds} bird and fish,
and anv other {kind} there mav be that. though unnamed, comprises the forms in it like a
kind). and, on the other hand, wherever there 1s not such {a naturc}. {perhaps it 1s night to
speak} particularlv (e g.. about man, and {likewise} if there is anv other such {form}).
Roughly, kinds have been defined by the shapes of the parts and of the whole body,
when they bear a likeness—c.g.. the {members} of the bird kind are so related {to one
another}, as are the fish and the softies and the shellfish. For the parts of these differ not by
analogous likeness, as a man’s bone is related to a fish's thistle. but by excess in bodily
traits—e.g¢. by largeness. smallness, softness, hardness. smoothness. roughness, and such
things—on whole by ¢xcess and deficiency . 1o
We have stated, then, how the inguiry into nature must be received, and in what
manner the study of these things might come to be methodical and casv. Further, about
division, {we ve stated} in what manner it is possible by participating in it to grasp things 15
uscfullv, and why in one way it is impossible and in another vaguous. Having determined
these things, let’s speak about what's next, making this a starting-point.

L
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History of Animals 1.1 excerpt

By “kind.” I mean, ¢.g.. bird and fish; for cach of these has difference with respect to kind, 486b15
and there are many forms of fishes and birds. But, roughly |speaking|. the majority of the

parts differ in themsclves by oppositions of their taits—c g.. color and figure—one thing

having a trait more that another has less; still, {other parts differ} by multiplicity and fewness,

and by largeness smallness, and. generally, by excess and deficiency. {...} But, so to speak,

most parts, and the ones out of which the entire mass 1s composed, arc cither the same or

differ by opposition and by excess and deficiencv—for we can count the more and the less as

a sort of excess and deficieney.

On Memory and Recollection 1 excerpt

We've spoken about imagination earlier, in De Anima, and there is no thinking without an 449b30
image—rfor what happens is the same in thinking as in diagramming. In the latter casc. making 450a
no use of the triangle’s being of a determinate quantity, we nevertheless draw it determinately

with respect to quantity. It's the same way with the thinker: if he thinks {something that’s} not

sized , he sets a sized thing before his eyes, but does not think it gua sized: but if its nature is

among the sized things but indeterminate, he sets {before his eves} a determinate sized thing 3

but thinks it gua sized only.

Posterior Analytics 111

The things we seek are equal in number to the things that {having found themj we ¢- Rob23
know. We seek four things: the that, the why, ifitis, and what it is. For, on the one hand, when 23
wi seck whether this or that 1s so, putting it in a number of words (¢.g.. whether the sun s
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cclipsed or not), we scek the thar. A sign of this 1s that we stop when we discover that it's

eclipsed; and if we o-know from the beginning that it's eclipsed, we do not seek whether it is.

On the other hand, when we o-know the that, we seck the why, E.g.. o-knowing that it’s

eclipsed and that the earth moves, we seek the why it’s eclipsed or why it moves. 30
So, then, these are the things we seck in this way, but we scek some things in another

manner. E.g_“whether there is there or is not a centaur or god”™—I mean, whether or not it is

simpliciter, rather than whether or not it 1s {for example} white. And when we g-know that it

is, we seck what it is—e.g.. “Then what 15 a god?” or “What is man?”

Posterior Analytics 11.2

These and this many are the things we seek and that, once we’ ve found {them}, we o-know.
When we scek the thar or if it is simpliciter, we are sccking whether there’s a middle term for
it or not. By contrast, when we g-know either the that or if'it is (either in part or simpliciter),
then we scek the why or the what i is. at which point we're secking what the middle {term} 1s. 90a
Here's what I mean by “the #har in part™ or “{thc thar} simpliciter™ first, “in part”™ is “Is the
moon celipsed or waxing?” (for we ask 1f it 1s or 15 not something): sccond, “simpliciter” 1s 1f
the moon or night is or is not. 5
Therefore it follows that in all searches one secks either whether there is a middle {term}

or what the middle is. For, the middle is the causc. and in all cascs this 1s what's sought. “Is it
eclipsed?” “Is there some cause or not?” After g-knowing that there is one, we seek what this
15. For the causc of a thing’s existence—not of its being this or that, but rather of it’s being
simpliciter, or clse of it’s being not simpliciter but being one of the things it 1s in its own right 10
or incidentally—is the middle. By “simpliciter” I mean the subject (¢.g.. the moon, the carth,
the sun. or a triangle), and by “onc of...” I mcan, ¢.g., an cclipse. equality, incquality, or
whether it’s in the middle or not.

For in all of these cases, it 1s evident that the what ir is and why it is are the same.
“What is an eclipse?” “Privation of light from the moon by the earth’s obstructing.” “Whv is
there an echipse?” or “Why 1s the moon ¢chipsed?” “Because the light 1s absent, since the carth 1
is obstructing.” “What is a harmony?” “A numerical proportion between sharp and flat
fnotes}.” “Why do the sharp and flat harmonize?” “Because the sharp and flat have a
numerical proportion.” “Do the sharp and flat harmonize™ “Is their proportion in numbers?”
Assuming that it is, “What is the proportion?” 20

It’s clear that the scarch is for the middle whenever the middle is perceptible. For, if
we haven’t perceived it. we search—e g. {we seek} whether there’s a middle for the eclipse or
not. But, if we were on the moon, we would not scek cither whether it's going on or why: 2
rather these two would be clear simultancously. For we would come to o-know the universal
from perceiving. For perception would perceive that the carth is now obstructing (for it’s elear
that the moon is now cclipsed): and from this the universal would arise. So, as we say. o-
knowing the what it is and why it is are the same—but this is either simpliciter (and not one of
the things that belongs to it) or it’s onc of the things that belongs to it (c.g., that it has two
rights or that it’s greater or less). 30

i

i
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Posterior Analytics 11.7

Then how will the definer prove the substance or the “what it is™?" For {he} will not make it  92a35
clear, as {one does} in demonstration, from items agreed to exist that, {since} they exist, it is
necessary for something else to exist (for that {would be} a demonstration): nor. as {one

docs) n induction, {will he make it clear}. though the particulars being clear, that evervthing

15 thus by nothing’s being otherwise: for {induction} docsn’t prove what it is, but rather that it

15 or 15 not. What other way remains? For he surcly certainly prove {the definition} by 92bl
perception or by pointing,

Again, how will he prove the “what it 15”7 For anvone who o-knows what man (or anvthing
¢lse) 1s necessanly also o-knows also that it exasts. (For no one o-knows what a non-cxistent
thing is—on the contrary, though jone o-knows} what the account or name signifies when |
state “goatstag™, it 15 impossible to o-know what a goatstag 1s). But. then, if onc proves what it
is and that it is, how will one prove {these two things} by the same account? For both a 10
definition reveals some single thing, and a demonstration does to, but what man 1s and that

man exists are distinet,

Further. we sav that evervthing that something is must be proved through
demonstration. except for {its} substance. But to exist isn’t anvthing's substance, for existence
isn’'t a kind. Therefore. there will be demonstration that it exists. And this is just what the 1
sciences do now. For, though the geometer assumes what “triangle™ significs, he process that
it exists. So what will the definer prove other than what the triangle is? Therefore {if that's
right}. somconc will o-know by definition what it 1s {even} if he docsn’™t know that it exists.

But that’s impossible!

And it’s evident that those who define in accordance with the current manner of
definitions do not thereby prove that it 1s. For, even if there 1s something equidistant from the 20
middle; why does what’s being defined exist? And why is this a circle? For one could sav that
this was {the definition of} mountain-copper {rather than a circle}. For definitions do not
reveal that what's described is possible nor that the definitions are of what they say they are,
Rather, one can always ask why. 2

Then, if the defined proves cither what it is or what the name significs, and there isn't
any {proof} of what it is. then the definition would be an account signifving the same as a
name. But that's absurd. For, first, there would {on this view} be {definitions} of non-
substances and of things that don’t exist; for one can signify things that don’t exist. Moreover,
all accounts would be definitions: for one can lay down a name for anv sort of account, so that 30
we would all converse in definitions and the Niad would be a definition! Still, no
demonstration would demonstrate that this name reveals this. nor, therefore, will defimtions
reveal this,

From these things, therefore, it appears that definitions and deductions are not the
samge, nor is there deduction and definition of the same thing, With regard to these things, {it
appears that definitions neither demonstrate nor prove anything; nor can one g-know the what
it is by cither definition or demonstration.

)

L

i

tad
L

* Anistotle sometimes uses the word “substunce” (emesta ) interchimzeably with the “essence”™ (6 @ eimaiy ind both denive [rom
noun forms of the verb o be.
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Posterior Analytics 11. 8-9

MNext we must inquire into which of these things has been said correctly, and which 93a
incorrectly, and what a definition 1s, and whether there 1s in a way demonstration and
definition of what something is or in no wayv at all.

We ve that o-knowing what something 1s and o-knowing the causc of whether it 1s arc
the same. and {that} the cause is an account of this—that something is—. and this is cither the 5
thing itsclf or something clse, and {that}. if {it’s} something ¢lsc, {it’s} cither demonstrable
or indemonstrable. So. if it 1s something ¢lse and it admits of demonstration, necessarily the
cause is a middle and the proof is in the first figure (for what's proven is universal and
predicable).”

In a way, then, there would be {demonstration of what something is}— {the way }
that's now been examined: proving by means of another thing that it 1s. For the middle of a 10
what it is is necessarily a what i is and {the middle} of a distinguishing characteristic {is
necessanlyv} a distinguishing charactenstic.” Thus one proves one but not the other of the
things that it 1s for the same object to be what it is. It was said carlier that this manner {of
proof} would not be a demonstration; rather it is a rationalistic deduction of what something
is. |

But let’s discuss the manner in which definitions do admit of demonstration, stating
the 1ssuc again from the beginning. For just as we scck the why when we have the thar
sometimes they become clear simultancously, but it is not possible to get to g-know the why
prior to the that—. 1t's likewise clear that it's not possible to get to g-know what it 1s for
something to be without knowing that it is; for it’s impossible to o-know what something 1s1f
one is g-ignorant as to whether it exists. But as to it is. sometimes we have it incidentally
and other times when we have something of the object itself—c.g.: {in the case of} thunder, 20
that there’s a certain noise in the clouds; {in the case of} eclipse that there’s a certain privation
of light; {in the case of} man, that there’s a certain animal; and {in the case of} soul. that it
moves itself.

In the case of anvthing about which we o-know accidentally tha if is, we necessanly have
nothing relative to the what it is; for we don’t {rcallv} o-know that it is. and to scck whar it is, 25
not having that ir is, is to seek nothing. But in the case of anvthing of which we have some {o-
knowledge of what the thing is}. it is casicr. Hence. to the extent that we have the that if is, so
we also have something related to the what it is.

When we have something of the whar ir is, first let it be like this: celipse in the A
position, moon in the C position. and the earth’s interception in the B position.” So then. to ask
whether 1t's cclipsed or not 1s to scek the B—does it exist or not? This docsn’t differ
simpliciter from inquiring whether there 1s an account of it; and, if there is, we claim it’s 30
eclipsed.

Or: we ask of which side of the contradiction 15 the account—of having two right
fangles} or of not having them. When we discover it, we simultaneously o-know the that and
the why, if we proceed through middles; but if not, we know the thar but not the why. Moon 1s
C. eclipse A, and in the B position is the full moon’s not being able to produce a shadow, 35
although nothing visible is between it and us. Accordingly, if B (not being able to produce a
shadow. though nothing i1s between it and us) belongs to C, and A (being celipsed) belongs to

i

* Anistotle is here using some technical terms from his logic to describe the structure of the deduction in question.

" The point being made is that, for a deduction to prove that the major term was the definition of the minor, the middle would also
have to be a delinition of the miner, and il the deduction was Lo prove that the major was a distinguishing charactenistic of the
minor, it would need to do so through a middle that was also a distinguishing characteristic of the minor.

"In speaking of the A, 1B, ind C positions, Anstotle 15 covisioning o sylogesm where Ais the maor, B the nuddle and C the
Minor lem.
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this, then, while it’s clear that it’s eclipsed, not clear why, and. while we o-know that there is
an eclipse. we do not know what it is.

When it’s clear that A belongs to C, to scck why is to seck what B is—whetherit's 93h
interception or rotation of the moon or extinction. And this is the account of the other
extreme—c.g., in this case of A; for the eclipse is the carth’™s terception.

What is thunder? Fire's extinction in a cloud. Why is there thunder? Because the fire in
the cloud 1s extinguished. Cloud 1s C. thunder A, and the B 1s fire’s extinction. B belongs to C, 3
the cloud. (for the fire is extinguished in it), and A, a noise, belongs to this; and indeed B s
the account of A, the first extreme. If there is. in tumn, another middle for this, it will be from
the remaining accounts. 10

It has been stated how the what it is is taken and becomes g-known: there are neither
deductions nor demonstrations of the what if is, however it 1s clear that it is taken and comes
to be known though deduction and demonstration; without demonstration, one cannot g-know
the what it is of something whosc causc 1s something ¢lsc: there 1s no demonstration of this, as 15
we stated when discussing the puzzles.

20

Posterior Analytics 11.9

While the cause of some things i1s something distinet {from themselves}, the cause of others 1s
not. So, it’'s clear that some cases of whar it is are immediate and principles, for which both

being and what it is must be supposed or made evident in some other manner (just as the
arithmetician makes his principles evident: for he supposes both what the unit is and that it 1s). 25
But for things that have a middle (i.e., for things for which there is some different cause of

{their} substance), onc can, as we stated. reveal {what they are} though demonstration,

though the what it is is not demonstrable

Posterior Analytics 11.10

Since a definition is said to be an account of what something is. it’s evident that onc sort o Y3b29
definition} will be an account of what a name (or some other name-like account) significs 30
c.g. what “triangle™ signifies.
When we've got that it is, we seek why it is; but it is difficult to grasp in this way

something of which we don’t o-know that it 1s. The cause of the difficulty was stated carlier,
that we don’t o-know whether it is or not, or rather know this onlv accidentallv. (An account is
ong 1 cither of two wavs: cither by contact as the Hliad 1s. or by revealing ong thing non- 35
accidentally.)

While the afore stated will be one definition of definition, another defimtion will be an
account revealing why something is. So, while the prior tvpe signifies but does not prove, it's Yda
evident that the latter tvpe will be like a demonstration of what it is, despite differing from a
demonstration in how it’s put. For stating why it thunders and what thunder is are diffcrent:
for in the one case vou sav: “Because the fire is being extinguished in the clouds.” But what is
thunder? “The sound of fire being extinguished in clouds.™ So the same account is said in
different manners; and the former wayv it’s continuous demonstration, while the latter it’s a 5
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definition. (Again, a definition of thunder i1s “noise in the clouds™ and this is a conclusion of a
demonstration of what it is.)
The defimition of an immediate {existent} is an indemonstrable posit of what it 1s. 10
Therefore, one {sort of} definition is an indemonstrable account of what it is, one is a
deduction of whar it is differing in arrangement from a demonstration, and a third 1s a
conclusion of a demonstration of what it is.
It 15 evident from what's been stated both how there 1s demonstration of what it is and
how there is not, and of what sorts {of definitions} there i1s demonstration and of what sorts
there is not, and. further, in how many wayvs “definition” is said, and how {a definition}
proves the whai if is and how it does not, and of what sorts {of definitions} there arc proofs 15
and of what sorts there are not. and, further, how thev relate to demonstrations and how they
can be the same as demonstrations and how they cannot.

Posterior Analytics 1.5 excerpt

We must not overlook {the fact that} crring often occurs and what's proven docs not belong 7dad
primitivelv universally. {though} it seems to be proven universally primitivelv.” We make this 5
mistake when cither {1} there i1s nothing from higher to take besides the particulars or {11}
there is {something} over objects that differ in form but it is unnamed, or {iii} on¢ chances to
prove an existent as a whole in part; for the demonstration does belong to the things in {the} 10
part and will be of evervthing: but, just the same, the demonstration will not be of this primary
universal,
By “demonstration of this primary™ I mean gua this, when gua of a primary universal.

If someone proved that {the lines that are} perpendicular {to a given line} don’t meet, the
demonstration might be thought to apply to them because it 1s applicable to all perpendiculars.
But this is not so: it holds not because thev are equal in this way, but gua equal in anyway.” 15
And if there were no triangles other than 1sosceles. then {having an angle sum ¢qual to two
right angles} would be thought to belong {to them} gua isosceles. And that the proportion
alternates {would be thought to hold} gua numbers and gua lines and gue solids and gua
times: at one time it used to be proved separately, even though it can be proved of everything
bv a single demonstration. Because all of these things (numbers. lengths, times, and solids), 20
don’t make up a single named thing, they used to be taken separately. Now, however, 1t's
proved universally. What they hvpothesize to hold of them universally does not hold gua lines
or gua numbers, but gue this {1.c.. grea the unnamed universal } .

For this reason, ¢ven if someone proved of cach triangle. either by a single demonstration
or bv different ones, that each has {an angle-sum equal to that of} two right angles. {proving 25
this} separately of the equilateral, the 1sosceles. and the scalene, he would not vet o-know of
the triangle that it had two right angles. except in the sophistic manner, nor would he o-know
it of tnangles universally, not even if there are no other triangles besides these. For he would
not o-know [it] gua triangle. nor of every triangle, or rather {he’d know it of everv triangle
onlyv} in number, but not of every fonc} with respect to form. even if there were none of 30
which he did not o-know {this},

B A “primtive umiversal” 1s the most universal subject of which a given predicate holds. For example, the predicate perceiving
holds universally of men, sinee all men perceive, bul man 15 nol a primitive universal here, because there 15 a more universal
subject {(which subswmes man) of which perceiving also holds vmiversallv—naamely, amimal. There 15 no more universal subject
than animal o which pereeiving belongs, so animal is a pnimitive universal with respect W perceiving, and perceiving belongs Lo
animal primitively universally.

* That is, any paar of Iimes that intersect a given hne at the sane angle as one another wall be porallel, regardless ol whether the
angle they interseet the line at 15 a right angle.
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Posterior Analytics 11.14

In relation to having the problems."” vou ought to excerpt from the both the anatomics 98a
and divisions, and {vou ought} to excerpt in such a wav that, supposing the kind common to
evervthing—c.g. {supposing amimal} if the things being studied are amimals— {vou excerpt}
what belongs to all animals, and having taken this. then excerpt what follows all {instances
of} the first of the remaining things—a.g.. 1f this 1s bird, what follows all birds—and in this
way always jexcerpt what follows} the nearest thing: for it's clear that we will alrcady be
poised to sav why the things that follow belong to what's under the common thing-< g, why
they belong to man or to horse. Let animal be in the A position, {let} B {be} the things that
follow every animal, and {let} certain animals be in the C, D, and E positions. Then it’s clear 10
why B belongs to D, for it’s because of A. Likewise in other cases, and always the same
account applies to the lower things.

Though we now we speak 1n terms of the common names that have been handed
down, if is necessary to inguire not only in these cascs. Rather also. if any other common
attribute should be observed. then, after extracting it, {enquire into} what it follows and what
follows it—c¢.g.. having a “vase™"' belongs to the {animals} that possess horns {as does! not 1
being amplv-toothed, then {inquire into} what follows horn-possessing, For it’s clear why
what was mentioned belongs to these things: for it belongs to hom-posscessing.

Again, another manner is excerpting with respect to analogy. For one cannot take one
same thing that squid-stuft, fish-spinc. and bone should be called: but there will be things that
follow these also. as though there were some such single nature. 20

)

i

Tapics V111.2 excerpt

While in some inductions it is possible to ask for the universal, in some it is not easy  157a21
because a common name has not been laid down for every likenesses: rather, whenever
fanvone} needs to secure the universal. he savs “{it’s} so in all such things™. But this is
among the most difficult things to distinguish—which of the things put forward arc “such™ 25
and {which} aren’t. And, besides this, {people} often lead one another astray with respect to
the accounts, some claiming things to be alike which are not alike while others dispute the
likeness of things that are alike. That’s why one must try onesclf to make up a name covering
all such things, so that it won't be permissible for the defense to dispute {on the grounds} that 30
the cited thing is said in an unlike {way}. nor for the questioner to allege that {it’s said in a}
like {way} to what's been said. since many of the things said {in an} unlike {wav} appear to
be sand {ina} like {wav}.

1% A “*problem,” in this context is something to be demonstrated,
" Yase™ 15 a literal translation of Aristolle’s name lor one of the additional stomachs {or stomach-compartments or stomach-like
organs) that cows have and human beings lack.
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Physics 1.1

Since, in all disciplings in which there are principles or causes or clements, o-knowing and ¢-  184al0

knowing occurs from g-knowing of these (for we think there's g-knowing of each thing when

wi g-know the primaries and the primary pninciples all the way to the ¢lements) it's clear that

we must trv to distinguish first the principles of the e-knowledge of nature. 1
By nature, the path is from what’s more g-known to us and more obvious to what's

more obvious and more g-known by nature; for what's g-known to us and {what’s g-known}

simpliciter are not the same. That’s why it’s necessary to proceed in this manner from what is

more unobvious by nature but more obvious to us to what’s more obvious by nature and more

g-known. 20
At first the complex things especially are clear and obvious to us: but later. by division

of these, their elements and principles become g-known. That’s why one must proceed from

universals to particulars; for the whole is most known in accordance with perception and the

universal is a certain whole: for the universal embraces many things as parts.'” In a certain 25

manner, the same thing has happens with names relative to accounts: for, ¢ g.. circle also

signifies a certain whole indeterminately, but the definition divides it into the particulars. "

And children at first address all men as fathers and women as mothers, but later distinguish

cach of them.

L

12 1t 15 odd that Aristotle should speak here of perception as being of the universal, since, he nonmally savs that pereeption 15 of
particulars and thought o umiversals, Interpreters differ as to Anstotle’s meaning here. My own view 15 that Aristotle is plaving
with the language. Universal, etymologically means “of a whole,” and normally by the whole he means the whole comprising the
memy particulars that Gall under the umiversal—e.g. the whole “man,” which comprises the many particular men. By nature, thas
whole is known prior to the particular men, becanse it on the basis of one’s universal knowledge of man, that one can understand
particular features of particular men or vpes of men. In this passage, though, 1 think Aristotle is referring to an mdividoal man as
a whole; and using the word “particular” to refer to the various aspects ol a man, such as his being a man, or a lather, or an
animal. Just as one divides down from the universal man to get knowledge of particular men, so, in order to reach the universal
i, one needs o “divide” mdividual men by distingumshing mmong their vanous atiributes.

"* That is, the term cirele refers to circles as wholes, whereas the definition singles out particular aspects of them.
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Greek English Translations

Verb Noun Verb Noun

signdskein ondsis (-cis) g-know, recognize. be | g-knowledge, awareness, familiarity, recognition
FUPVEGRELY YVETIC familiar with, be aware

gndrizein of

eepilay

cidenai cidesis (-gis) o-know o-knowledge

eidévan eldnoe

cpistasthai epistémi (-ai) e-know, scientifically e-knowledge, science, understanding
Enioraato EmoTijun know. understand

techn® (-ai) /1énm art, crafi, skill, expertise

empeiria (-ai) / épmepia  |experience, knack

aitia (-ai) / oitic cause, explanation

logos (=01} / ddyoc account, doctring, theory, mtio, proporiion, reason

katholou / kaldion universal. of a whole, on the whole

ti esti /1l £om1 what it is. quidity, whatness

ti &n einai /10 Ti v eiven |essence, what it is for X to be what it is. X's being what it is

sumbeb@kos [ oupBefnroc |accident, coincident, incident, attnibute

arch (-ai) / apm principle, starting-point, origin, beginning

phronésis / opévnolg prudence, practical wisdom. intelligence

sophia / cogic wisdom. theoretical wisdom

haplos [ dmrog simpliciter. simply put, absoluiely. without qualification

nous / voiic understanding, comprehension, intuition, intellection, reason, mind intellect, intelligence

Greek Latin English

hupokeimenon (Umokeipevoy) | subjectum underlier. subject

genos (-8) /yévog genus (-era) kind

cidos (-€) / giddg specics form

diaphora (-ai} / Gumpopd differentia (-ae) |difTerence

dunamis {-gis) / dwvong abilily. capability. capacity. polentiality. potency. facully, power
energeia (-ai) / Evipyaln activily. actualily. excrcise

phantasia / pouvriouw

imagination. visualization

phantasma (-ta) / oovTiopo

imagc

ousia (=) / obaie

substance, entity. being, esscnce

Greek

English

endoxon (-a) / vévog

reputable opinions, received opinions, common beliefs

aporia (-ai) [ sidoe

puzzle, impasse, dilemma, problem

idion (-a) / thov

distinguishing characteristic, proprivin, propery. peculiarity,
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Aristotle’s Corpus

(excluding works that are probably not genuine)

The Organen [ Aristotle’s Logic Categories
Die Tntevpretatione
Analyvtics (Prior and Posterior]
Topics fwith Sophistical Refutations)

Theoretical Phusiké Physics
Philosophy / Epistémé (Natural Philosophy) Demnzu e .
Mereoralagy
De Animea

Parva Nanwalia (Sense and Sensible Objects; Memery
and Recolleetion; Sleep and Waking: On Dreanis; On
Divination in Steep; On Length and Shortess of Life; On
Yomtl, Ofd Age, Life and Death, and Respiration; On
Respiration)

Zoology  History of Animals
Parts af Anintals
Movement af Aninnals
Progression of Animals
Creneration of Animals

| Sophia (Wisdom) - Metaphysics
Practical Philosophy / Politiké Ethics  Nicomachean Ethics
(Statesmanship or Politics) / Phronésis Eudemian Ethics
Palitics
The Arts Rhetoric

Povtics

Is the product even or Normal Night
odd? -
454,334,345 457 R ———————
A 999,293 445,346
Thie mmoon 't musting He fren Gt @ |
ke a0 & doay whan &L vhining:
Thet ebore the meoas i dark
Thet aabinn. 3o dach chut The oo’
gt . B bR by et
e T Y
Two Deductions
1 11
Only far things twinkle. Only wwinkling things are far.
The planets aren’t far, The planets don’l twinkle,
The plancts don’t twinkle, The plancts aren’t Far.
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Questions for Aristotle:

(1) How can epistéme which is of universals (rather than particulars) be of objects in the perceptible world,
which are particulars?

(2} How can nous of the principles come aboul [rom gadseis (such as perception) thal are less intense tlan it is.

() How could nous come about from perceprion? Whant are the natures of the states involved such that this
is possible?

(b)) What methods must [ follow in order 1o aclieve nous and cpistéme?

episteéme effects demonstration principles
{e-knowledge) {first by nature)
HOUS principles induction perception
(understanding) | (fundamentals) {first to us)
Three types:

Axioms

Definitions

Hypotheses
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