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27 .   , 2017: 266, . 27. 
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Marina N. VOLF

THE INQUIRY PROBLEM IN ARISTOTLE 

Specifying the methods used by Aristotle, G. Owen concluded that it is 
necessary to distinguish two methods: the scientific method proper and the 
endoxical method1. In general the method of inquiry in Aristotle is divided into 
two parts: empirical science and philosophical reasoning. Accordingly, there are 
two types of inquiry: empirical (or practical) and philosophical (or endoxical)2. 
The question, following from these two prepositions, is whether we should iden-
tify the empirical (practical) method with the scientific method proper. 

The empirical method is based on phenomena or sense-perceived data, and 
the source of the philosophical method comprises generally accepted opinions, 
or common beliefs (endoxa), assuming the authoritativeness of the original opin-
ions on the subject of inquiry, backed by tradition. These commonly accepted 
opinions also derive from some observations. But their truthfulness or accepta-
bility, firstly, is determined through the theoretical form which they have already 
acquired in the previous generations of scholars. Secondly, it is supported by 
well-tested and approved reasoning and arguments, or it is recognised on the 
basis of certain deductions. What then justifies the truthfulness of sense-
perceived data, established by the empirical (or practical) method? It seems that 
sensible data about the external world or inner state of a person do not exhaust 
all possible information on what can be knowable in principle. To be sure, em-
pirical inquiry may be based on phenomena (the facts of the phenomenal world, 
experiences, or actions), but they also have to go through some procedure of 
verification. In the Nicomachean Ethics Aristotle argues that experiences or ac-
tions are tested by reasoning, and without it conscious choice will not be right 
(EN, 1145a 1–8). As applied to ethics and norms of behavior, such an inquiry 
also receives the name of ethical inquiry. 

The endoxical inquiry based on generally accepted observations or asser-
tions, implies that the underlying, generally accepted opinions are such if they 
are consistent with the best theory or universal explanation, and if this is not the 
case, they can be discarded3. If we bear in mind what Aristotle says in Topics 
                                                 

1 Owen G.E.L.‘Tithenai ta phainomena’, 239–251. 
2 Irwin T. Aristotle, 242. For some reason Irwin qualify the last one as dialectical 

inquiry, see: Irwin T. Aristotle’s First Principles. We discuss it below. 
3 Irwin T. Aristotle, 242. 
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(Top. 104a8): “...a dialectical proposition consists in asking something that is 
held by all men or by most men or by the philosophers, i.e. either by all, or by 
most, or by the most notable of these, provided it be not contrary to the general 
opinion”, it becomes clear that endoxical inquiry is in fact understood as dialec-
tic inquiry. Aristotle thus describes the purpose (or as he puts it, the utility of 
dialectical inquiry), “They are three — intellectual training, casual encounters, 
and the philosophical sciences”, which clearly shows that dialectical inquiry is 
also based on generally accepted opinions; it considers its outcome to be true or 
false and aims at obtaining the knowledge of the first principles of every science 
(Top. 101a 25–40). In this case, juxtaposing the dialectical and empirical meth-
ods, we may call the former the theoretical method. Yet, in the case of both em-
pirical and dialectical inquiry, we are dealing with the same structure of the 
learning process where self-evident or well-known phenomena (the rules of be-
havior) either agree or disagree with the available theory (best explanation, 
commonly accepted opinion, authoritative judgment), and this agreement is en-
sured by a standard set of arguments (justifications). Depending on the result, the 
phenomena under consideration (the rules of behavior) will either be discarded 
as false (unacceptable), or, on the contrary, they will be explained. Do we there-
fore assume that the scientific method should be only empirical, and the philo-
sophical method should be purely theoretical or on the contrary, do we admit that 
there are no fundamental differences between the two? We shall pose this ques-
tion without answering it yet. 

In addition to these two types of inquiries, another slightly different way of 
distinguishing between them can be found in Aristotle who identifies poetical, 
theoretical, and practical reason (Met. VI 1, 1025b25). Therefore, we can speak 
about same-name types of inquiry. The last two most often fall into the philo-
sophical scope and we should address them in the discussion that follows. At 
first glance, the conclusions which we reached above also seem applicable to 
these types of inquiry: theoretical inquiry should be focused on theoretical con-
structs just as, for example, endoxical (dialectical, or philosophical) inquiry, and 
practical inquiry should correlate with some kind of empirical inquiry. In fact, 
the situation appears to be slightly different. In Met. VI 1, 1026a 18–19, Aristotle 
includes mathematics, physics, and theology as theoretical disciplines, and the 
criteria for this distinction is their relation to matter and motion. The question of 
whether analytics should be included in that list as having equal rights with 
mathematics, and what the status of physics was, is not given a clear-cut answer. 
If we try to characterize the theoretical in accordance with the type of knowledge 
it receives, the theoretical is applicable to things, “which cannot be other than 
they are,” that is, the theoretical does not depend on human will and action. The 
task of the theoretical is to search for episteme, and the instrument for such an 
epistemic inquiry is analytics. It is often believed that the purpose of practical 
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reason (and, thus, practical inquiry) is the good, but it is more productive to 
speak not about the understanding of the good through practical inquiry (“what is 
good” is an incorrect question in this frame of reference), but what is the human 
activity which defines the method and estimates the probability of achieving the 
good. Therefore it follows that practical inquiry is related primarily to ethics (in 
addition to ethics, poetics and rhetoric could be included in the same category), 
and, just as in our previous argument, this type of inquiry coincides with ethical 
inquiry. However, there is a problem which was well described by T. Engberg-
Pedersen: Aristotle attributed ethical inquiry to practical inquiry, and therefore, 
did not consider it to be a philosophical enterprise and did not speak about the 
practical direction of philosophy (especially if we understand philosophy as the 
“first philosophy”). T. Engberg-Pedersen insisted that nevertheless, without us-
ing the expression “practical philosophy”, Aristotle in fact introduced the con-
cept in order to distinguish ethics, politics, and poetics from other disciplines, 
thus characterizing his ethical inquiries as philosophical4. This argument clearly 
shows that with respect to the understanding of theoretical and practical disci-
plines and the related inquiries, we have not only doctrinal but also interpretative 
disagreements. 

Similarly, the texts of Aristotle allow for ambiguity with respect to other 
types of inquiry and we need to decide whether we should consider them to be 
theoretical or practical. Thus, for example, dialectical inquiry is aimed at establish-
ing what is true and false, and as far as its scope is concerned it should be qualified 
as theoretical (that is, epistemic) inquiry. This inquiry results in finding true 
knowledge, that is, the knowledge about things “which cannot be other than they 
are”, or episteme, yet this method is still based on conventional opinions and well-
established arguments and not on concrete facts, which immediately transfers it 
into the category of practical (not empirical and not scientific in Aristotle’s under-
standing). At the same time, as opposed to practical inquiry which it is not fully 
philosophical, dialectical inquiry exists specifically “for philosophical knowledge”. 

It becomes clear that Aristotle distinguished between different methods of 
inquiry — on the one hand, empirical and endoxical, and on the other hand — 
theoretical and practical. Moreover, for specifying the content of these concepts 
in Aristotle, we also had to discuss philosophical, ethical, dialectical, and epis-
temic inquiries. Each of these types of inquiries is likely to be applied to the cor-
responding science. The only questions we have: what science each of the in-
quiry types should be assigned to, which inquiry G. Owen meant when he spoke 
about the scientific method itself, and which of these methods Aristotle consid-
ered to be the original or basic for other methods, if indeed he allowed such a 
possibility at all. 

                                                 
4 Engberg-Pedersen T. Practical Inquiry and Practical Philosophy in Aristotle, 57–63. 
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Thus, we can formulate two main problems arising from the attempts to 
describe the methods or principles of inquiry in Aristotle: the problem of corre-
lating the inquiries, and the problem of coordinating the inquiries. 

The problem of correlation can be summarized as follows. Aristotle’s phi-
losophy distinguishes between the practical and contemplative (theoretical) rea-
son; each of these forms of reason pursues different goals. Theoretical reason is 
directed toward what is absolute, at finding the truth, or something which cannot 
be subjective or changeable. Practical reason is directed toward the activities 
which are changeable and are not true by definition. And here we face a prob-
lem: first, to what extent the theoretical and practical forms of reason in Aristotle 
correspond to theoretical and practical inquiry, and, second, is practical inquiry 
aimed only at finding the sense-perceived and changeable, aimed at actions or 
the practical realm, whereas theoretical inquiry is aimed at searching for the ab-
solute, for the acquisition of knowledge? There is also a third aspect of the prob-
lem: the distinction between the practical and theoretical is usually set by refer-
ring to the goals of the person who performs the inquiry. If the goal is only what 
to do, it is a practical inquiry, and if the search is for the patterns, explanations, 
predictions, etc., the inquiry is theoretical5. And the problem as it is formulated 
in J.D. Wallace6 is whether these differences are such that logical and epistemo-
logical theories could be applied only to theoretical reason, and such an inquiry 
would be inadequate for practical reason. Thus, we can say that the content and 
purpose of these two types of knowledge are substantially different, but there is 
no reason to believe that the scope and results in the case of both inquiries should 
substantially differ. 

The second problem is the problem of coordination between the inquiries, 
in particular, the problem of establishing an unambiguous correspondence be-
tween empirical, endoxical, dialectical, and ethical inquiries among themselves 
and in respect to the belonging of each of these types of inquiries to theoretical 
or practical knowledge. This problem can be best illustrated using specific ex-
amples. 

Epistemic inquiry should be applicable to science as the inquiry for epis-
teme. And it seems that it should be applicable only to such a science which, 
according to G. Owen, should be regarded as a “formal deductive system based 
on necessary truths”7, and it is exactly such a science that we would describe as 
theoretical. However, in his Analytics Aristotle demonstrates a twofold interest 
in science: on the one hand, it is a method to achieve its final state (episteme as 
the absolute and unchanging knowledge), and on the other hand, it is the search 

                                                 
5 Wallace J.D. Practical Inquiry, 436. 
6 Ibid., 435.  
7 Owen G.E.L.‘Tithenai ta phainomena’, 239. 
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for preliminary data, from which science proceeds (actual situation; data based 
on observation). This means that Aristotle speaks not only about the way of de-
riving conclusions, but also about establishing specific hypotheses and defini-
tions, from which those conclusions would follow, and which would be based on 
observable phenomena8. These two processes are distinguished in the Analytics 
and can be considered as two different ways of inquiring and applying the prin-
ciples of science. Furthermore, the second process is clearly comparable with 
what we observed concerning the practical and dialectic inquiries at the very 
beginning of the paper. In fact, we are dealing with the elements of empirical 
(practical) inquiry, tightly intertwined with the elements of epistemic (theoreti-
cal) inquiry. 

Similarly, we will not find a clear distinction between these two types of 
inquiry in Physics: although the treatise discusses theoretical philosophy, in fact, 
it does not make a clear distinction between, on the one hand, the process of es-
tablishing hypotheses and the search for definitions, and, on the other hand, the 
principles of drawing conclusions — two types of inquiry are often used inter-
changeably. Although in the current understanding physics most fully meets the 
requirements of theoretical science, in his Physics Aristotle actively appeals to 
commonly accepted opinions (endoxa), referring to Hesiod, Parmenides, Zeno, 
and to the preceding philosophical tradition in general, and uses the arguments 
offered by his predecessors. The questions which Aristotle was trying to answer 
are associated with things that have very little to do with what could be called 
phenomena or facts: place, space, time, movement, etc. Thus, Aristotle used the 
endoxical rather than the epistemic method (following which we would first 
identify the self-evident, and then on its basis we would formulate a theory 
which would explain these phenomena). In this case, on the basis of the method-
ology applied, it is not entirely correct to consider Physics a theoretical disci-
pline. And oddly enough, such descriptive disciplines as astronomy or biology 
turn out to be more theoretical in this regard, since they meet the requirements of 
the epistemic inquiry to a greater degree, and the differences between the meth-
ods of Analytics and descriptive disciplines would turn out to be not as signifi-
cant as the methodological differences between Analytics and Physics. Thus, all 
three theoretical disciplines mentioned above, which at first glance are character-
ized by theoretical inquiry, appear unequal in terms of inquiry types involved: 
Analytics (and with them any descriptive science based on phainomena) are 

                                                 
8 As G. Owen described the situation, “Elsewhere [in the Analytics] he [Aristotle] 

draws the same Baconian picture: the phainomena must be collected as a prelude to find-
ing the theory which explains them” (Ibid.). 
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characterized by epistemic inquiry, Physics — by partly epistemic and partly 
dialectical (endoxical) inquiry, and Metaphysics — by purely endoxical inquiry9. 

Thus, it is difficult, if at all possible, to give a definitive answer to the 
question on the relationship between the methods. It may be the case that Aristo-
tle might even write about methods ad hoc without claiming universality or har-
monizing his ideas about inquiry in various treatises of his body of writings. 
However, based on the available set of problems, even if we are unable to give 
them a clear-cut solution, we may still try to reconstruct Aristotle’s view on in-
quiry as such, placing the ideas of Aristotle concerning inquiry into the similar 
context of previous research. In particular, we can do this considering the context 
of Plato’s ideas about inquiry and the contents of the problems which shaped that 
context. 

In fact, the problem of inquiry for Plato, as it can be reconstructed from his 
dialogue Meno, brings us to the idea that inquiry is not possible at all. The prob-
lem is formulated in the following way (Meno 71ab): if we already know about 
the thing, it is pointless to seek (z te ) further knowledge — we already have it 
(thesis Z1); if we do not know about the thing, we will never know it (thesis Z2), 
firstly because if we do not know what to look for, we will never find it, and 
even if we accidentally come across the desired, having no indications that this is 
exactly the thing we are looking for, we cannot determine whether it really is 
exactly the object of our search. Secondly, even if we have some preliminary, 
incomplete knowledge, we cannot ascertain it, because without having complete, 
absolute knowledge about the thing, it is impossible to think that the partial 
knowledge that we have is really the true knowledge and belongs to the whole that 
we are looking for10. Plato escapes the situation not through the logical solution of 
the paradox, but in fact by avoiding the paradox and postulating that one should 
seek knowledge regardless of whether it can be found or not (Meno 86bc). 

                                                 
9 There is a certain problem with understanding of phainomena in Aristotle, at the 

very least with the use of the term in Physics. G. Owen thus commented on the problem. 
Phainomena (self-evident things) is often translated as empirical observations, and thus 
are understood literally as phenomena. This is true for purely empirical, descriptive sci-
ences, such as biology, but in no way can be applied to physics, where the content is ra-
ther illustrated by empirical data than is based on it (Owen, ‘Tithenai ta phainomena’, 
240). In the context of physics phainomena should be understood not as the observed 
facts, but as endoxa. Thus, if we agree with the arguments of Owen and accept that 
phainomena are the same as endoxa in non-descriptive sciences, the difficulty mentioned 
above can be partly removed. 

10 It is possible to represent premises of paradox in the form of a vicious circle, as it 
does N. White: (a) if we know the object, this knowledge is accompanied by knowledge 
of its specific characteristics (predicates); (b) but to know that the predicates are of this 
object, we must know the object as a whole (White N.P. Inquiry, 289–310). 
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The initial premises of Aristotle in respect to inquiry in general, at least as 
they are presented in Posterior Analytics, correspond to the premises which had 
been formulated by Plato and correspond to what is already familiar to us from 
Meno's paradox. First of all, it is the inclusion of premises Z1 and Z2 into the 
discussion of principles of inquiry, namely, whether one should look for some-
thing which is already known (Z1) or for what is unknown in principle (Z2). The 
Presocratic philosophers (primarily, Heraclitus and Parmenides), if we put their 
doctrines into the context of the challenge posed by Meno’s paradox, would have 
met this challenge as follows: before looking for something about the thing, we 
need to have at least some initial indications of what exactly we are looking for, 
and these initial indications should not be of an absolute kind — the one who is 
searching should not be sure of full knowledge about the thing, since the pres-
ence of an opinion does not help us in the search — the seeker already knows, 
and confidence in this knowledge deprives him of the incentive for looking fur-
ther for the clarifying content of his knowledge. Aristotle agrees with these prin-
ciples. He believes that any learning or knowledge should be based on previous-
ly existing knowledge. Aristotle explains that one should have a prior knowledge 
in a number of examples (An. Post. 71a 1–25). If we go beyond these examples, 
we immediately face the difficulties which are formulated in the same way both 
in Meno and Aristotle: “either a man will learn nothing or what he already 
knows” (An. Post. 71a 29–30). In the subsequent text Aristotle again provides 
some examples which show how, in his view, the difficulties of the paradox can 
be eliminated, and they all come down to the presence of either some general 
knowledge or prior knowledge about the object of inquiry. The verdict which 
Aristotle makes concerning the difficulties of paradox, also fits quite well with 
the argumentation patterns which we have previously discussed, “I imagine there 
is nothing to prevent a man in one sense knowing what he is learning, in another 
not knowing it. The strange thing would be, not if in some sense he knew what 
he was learning, but if he were to know it in that precise sense and manner in 
which he was learning it” (An. Post. 71b 5–10). 

Certainly, this answer is not the solution to the paradox. The assertion that 
inquiry must rely on a certain pre-existing knowledge about a thing does not elimi-
nate the need to prove the truthfulness of this knowledge (unless one does not de-
cide to ignore skeptical arguments and the general requirement to proceed from 
valid premises). And even if we take sense-perceived data as the initial pre-existing 
knowledge, as did Aristotle, we still remain in the grip of the paradox: if we de-
clare that our sense-perceived data is true, according to (Z1), we already possess 
the fullness of absolute knowledge and there is no need for a further search. If, 
however, we accept the sense-perceived data only as initial assumptions for the 
construction of knowledge, according to (Z2), further inquiry is not possible since 
we do not know what exactly we are looking for and do not have confidence in the 
truthfulness of our sense-perceived data. 



Marina N. VOLF. THE INQUIRY PROBLEM IN ARISTOTLE 

119 

Thus, what is often referred to as “Aristotle’s solution” to Meno’s paradox 
is in fact an attempt to circumvent the difficulties of the paradox, similar to what 
Plato himself did. In this attempt, Aristotle ignores the difficulty which can be 
described as the second thesis in the analysis of the prerequisites for the final 
formulation of the paradox in Plato, “It is impossible to establish what a part of a 
particular thing is (f), not knowing what that very thing is (F)” (Meno 79ce). 
Moreover, for Aristotle this exact version becomes an acceptable version of in-
quiry — “there is nothing absurd in that someone somehow knows what he is 
studying” — apparently believing it to be a possible and productive principle to 
search for the whole by its parts, although according to the second thesis, it is 
impossible to establish a part of the whole which we are dealing with, without 
knowing that whole beforehand. 

It is a different matter that the doctrine of Aristotle contains a significant 
clarification to his understanding of inquiry: every inquiry is possible only where 
there is no episteme, and episteme itself is the end result of all inquiries in the 
individual field of science, or exact scientific knowledge. A search is done by 
someone who does not have an established opinion or position: someone who is 
making a decision, for example, to perform a good or bad action. Thus, as we 
have shown above while analyzing the problem of correlation, the goal will be 
different, but the principles of inquiry will be the same in all cases. Moreover, as 
opposed to the previous tradition of dealing with the problem of inquiry, Aristo-
tle clearly distinguishes between practical inquiry and inquiry which will be 
specific for theoretical philosophy, that is, epistemic inquiry. In this case epis-
teme should be understood as theoretical knowledge. This theoretical knowledge 
or science should certainly be distinguished from the modern notion of science. 

In general, it is not so much the distinction between practical and theoreti-
cal reason, which is important for Aristotle’s philosophy, but the emphasis on the 
distinction between the practical (ethical) and epistemic inquiry. This distinction 
is purely innovative in the philosophy of Aristotle, since all other types of inquir-
ies to some extent can be traced to the preceding philosophical doctrines. We 
have already mentioned that the notion of “practical philosophy” is quite contro-
versial in the context of the problem of inquiry in Aristotle, and it remains an 
open question whether it is possible to consider something to be philosophical if 
it is based on the phainomena, and not on the endoxa. Yet the distinction be-
tween the inquiries in accordance with their ultimate goal is really a new element 
in the Aristotelian doctrine, and precisely this element is the basis for distin-
guishing between the ethical and epistemic inquiries. The epistemic “...exists of 
necessity. It is therefore eternal, for everything existing of absolute necessity is 
eternal; and what is eternal does not come into existence or perish” (EN 1139b 
20–25). In this manner Aristotle in fact reinterpreted Meno’s paradox in his own 
way, viewing it not as a difficulty, but as a necessary movement from Z2 to 
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Z1 — from insufficient knowledge (knowledge about parts of the whole) to the 
absolute knowledge (knowledge about whole itself). And if the first premise of 
the paradox — the unknown cannot be found — is discarded completely (in full 
agreement with Plato and the entire preceding tradition) and the need for this 
type of inquiry is postulated, the second premise — it is impossible to find a 
whole by its part — in Aristotle begins to be regarded purely in the sense of Me-
no’s paradox: if we have achieved the absolute knowledge, the episteme, the 
inquiry ceases, since absolute knowledge is unchangeable and will remain un-
changeable regardless of human actions or the ways to know it. In this case, Z1 
becomes not a dead-end version of inquiry, which is not taken into account, but 
the purpose and meaning of true inquiry. This is the view of Aristotle on Meno’s 
paradox if it is considered in the context of inquiry. 

In general, discussing Aristotle’s point of view in the context of its ap-
plicability to science (since exact scientific knowledge is precisely the ultimate 
goal of epistemic inquiry, and in light of the “solution” to Meno’s paradox of 
any inquiry as an epistemic principle in general), we have to conclude that Aris-
totle does not set the rules to the inquiry as such, recognizing the right to any 
method of inquiry. Aristotle determines not how we arrive at our results, or 
which steps our inquiry consists of. Instead, the ultimate goal and the final for-
mulation of these results seem to be of the greatest importance. 
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John DUDLEY

ARISTOTLE’S  
THREE TELEOLOGIES  

Aristotle’s first teleology is to be found in the field of physics. It is well 
known that Aristotle’s God is the Unmoved Mover. From the fact that human 
beings strive for their Good, Aristotle drew a parallel with the heavenly bodies 
and held that they too strive for their ultimate Good, which is God. God moves 
the heavenly bodies, thus the stars and the planets, hos eromenon, meaning “as 
one who is loved”1. Due to their striving for God they move around the earth 
in their spheres. Each time they approach God, who is viewed by Aristotle as 
being in a place outside the earth, their momentum makes them swing past 
God and move around the earth again2. For Aristotle the movement of the 
heavenly bodies is eternal and is perfectly circular for ideological reasons, 
even if it was already clear in ancient times that the planets do not move in a 
perfect circle3. Thus Aristotle explains the movement of the heavenly bodies 
teleologically, namely by the striving of the heavenly bodies for their goal or 
end, which is the goodness of God. 

Aristotle also explains the movement of all living beings on earth 
teleologically, namely by his fundamental insight that they are ultimately 
movements in search of the goodness and eternity of God. All living beings 
strive for their full development or best possible condition4, and for Aristotle 
the only explanation of why they do so is the final causality of an ultimate 
good, which is the goodness of God. They also aim to survive, which Aristotle 
understands as the result of a desire for the eternity of God. He expresses this 
view most clearly in De An. II, iv, where he writes: 

For it is the most natural function in all living beings… to repro-
duce another individual similar to themselves — animal producing 
animal and plant plant —, in order that they may, so far as they can, 

                                                 
1 Metaph.  (XII), vii, 1072b 3. 
2 Aristotle does not tell us that God is in a place. But the goodness of God would 

not cause the heavenly bodies to move, unless Aristotle viewed God as being in a place. 
3 See my article Dudley J. Is it a Perfect World? Spinoza and the Principle of Per-

fection. P. 161-178. 
4 Phys. II, i, 193 b 11-18; ii, 194 a 27-33; Pol. I, ii, 1252 b 32-34. 
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share in the eternal and the divine. For it is that which all things 
strive for, and that is the aim of the activity of all natural beings… 
Since, then, individual living beings are incapable of participating 
continuously in the eternal and divine, because nothing perishable 
can retain its individual unity and identity, they partake in the eter-
nal and divine each in the only way it can, some more, some less. 
That is to say, each survives, not itself, but in a similar individual, 
which is one in species, not identically one with it5. 

In this passage Aristotle writes that the aim of the activity of all living 
beings is to share in the eternal and divine. Because the individual cannot sur-
vive for ever, it seeks to survive by reproducing itself. When Aristotle says that 
all living beings seek “the eternal and the divine”, it is to be understood that he 
means that they seek the eternity of Aristotle’s God, the Unmoved Mover6. 

It is interesting to note that Aristotle holds that plants “strive for” and 
“aim” at eternity. Quite clearly they do not have sense-perceptions or a nerv-
ous system to coordinate sensations, and hence do not have conscious desire. 
Hence we may conclude that Aristotle means that soul in living beings is at-
tracted by God even when it does not inhabit a body capable of sense-
perception and conscious desire, and likewise that whenever a body displays 
teleological attraction, it must have a soul7.  

Aristotle even holds that non-living natural beings, such a fire, air, earth 
and water, act teleologically. It is unclear, however, how elements can strive 
for anything, as they are inanimate. Thus they have no soul, and soul is re-
quired for teleology, namely for striving for God or the good. For this reason it 
has been widely held that Aristotle is speaking in metaphorical terms, when he 
holds that the elements strive to move to their natural place. However, this is 
not necessarily a correct conclusion, since Aristotle speaks in De Generatione 
Animalium of “soul-principle” (psychike arche), that is, soul that is not the soul 
of an individual, but is soul in general and can be present in matter without 
making it a living being8. This soul-principle would enable the elements to 
strive for their good, namely their “natural place”9. 

 

                                                 
5 De Anima II, iv, 415a26 – 415b6. 
6 For examples of this kind of use of language in Aristotle see the Introduction to 

my book Dudley J. Gott und  bei Aristoteles. Die metaphysische Grundlage der 
Nikomachischen Ethik. 

7 See my book Dudley J. Aristotle’s Concept of Chance:Accidents, Cause, Ne-
cessity and Determinism. P. 274-5. 

8 GA III, xi, 762a 25-26, 762b 17; II, iii, 737a 8-9. 
9 See Dudley J. Aristotle’s Concept of Chance.Ch. 5. 
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Similarly Aristotle maintains that matter desires form, thereby implying 
that the final causality of his God acts on matter10. For Aristotle matter is a 
reality and a quasi-substance11. However, the manner in which God can exer-
cise final causality on matter may appear obscure, since it is not endowed with 
a soul like plants and animals. Hence it is frequently claimed that Aristotle’s 
statement that matter desires form is metaphorical. However, there is a more 
probable solution, if it is understood that Aristotle, like many other ancient 
thinkers, was a hylozoist (believing that matter is in some way alive). If it is 
accepted that he understands matter to contain “soul principle” (psychike ar-
che), it would appear possible to take the statement that matter desires form at 
face value, as a number of commentators have done12.  

Finally, Aristotle holds that types of becoming (e.g. the cyclical changing 
of water into air and of air into water, but not the individual shower of rain) are 
moved by final causality13. For him the cyclical movement is an imitation of 
the eternity of God. But given that soul is required for attraction by final cau-
sality — since final causality presupposes conscious or unconscious desire –, 
types of becoming (e.g., air changing into water), like matter and the move-
ment of the elements (e.g., the rectilinear movement of a stone), can only be 
interpreted as movement by final causality, if there is “soul principle” (soul in 
general) in their matter which makes these inanimate realities strive for what is 
good for them. Aristotle’s “soul-principle” (psychike arche) is undoubtedly 
soul, but differs from determined soul in living beings, since it is not restricted 
by a limited and unified body. It seems to me quite likely that it is Aristotle’s 
transformation of Plato’s theory of a world-soul14. The reason is because there 
is a reflection in Aristotle of most parts of Plato's philosophy, but apparently 
no trace of his world-soul. Thus all of nature acts teleologically. Aristotle tells 
us in De An. II:  

Just as intellect acts for a purpose, in the same way nature too [acts 
for a purpose], and this purpose is its end15. 

 

                                                 
10 Phys. I, ix, 192a 20-23. 
11 Phys. I, ix, 192a 6.  
12 See Dudley. Aristotle’s Concept of Chance.Ch. 5. 
13 Gen. et Corr. II, x, 336b 25 – 337a 4; Meteor. I, ix, 346b 35 – 347a 6; Met.  

(IX), viii, 1050b 28-29. Cf. De Gen. An. II, i, 731b 31 – 732a 1; De Gen. An. IV, x, 
777b 16 – 778a 9. 

14 See Dudley J. The Fate of Providence and Plato’s World Soul in Aristotle. 
P. 59-74. 

15 De An. II, iv, 415b 16-17. Cf. Met.  (IX), viii, 1050b 28–30. 
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Teleology in Aristotle’s ethics and politics 

I turn now to Aristotle's second teleology, which is ethical and political. 
In the famous opening sentence of his Nicomachean Ethics Aristotle writes: 

Every art and every inquiry, likewise every action and rational 
choice, appears to strive for some good. Hence the good has been 
aptly described as that which all things strive for16. 

Thus from the start Aristotle points out that human beings act teleologi-
cally, like everything else in the universe. The good aimed at by human action 
is happiness17. Furthermore, he tells us that the greatest human happiness 
arises from attempting to be as alike to God as possible: 

For the whole life of the gods is blessed and that of men to the ex-
tent that they have some likeness of such activity18. 

In this sentence Aristotle speaks of a plurality of gods because his argu-
ment is drawn from popular conceptions. But he means that human life is 
happy to the extent that it resembles the life of God19. Similarly Aristotle 
writes: 

Let us then take it as agreed between us that each man attains as 
much happiness as he attains virtue (arete), practical wisdom 
(phronesis) and action according to these, using as evidence God, 
who is happy and blessed due to no external goods, but due to him-
self and by being of a certain quality in his nature20. 

Aristotle proves the nature of the ideal life for man by giving as evidence 
the nature of God, who is thus a model for the perfect human life.  

Thus for man, as for everything else in the universe, God is the supreme 
good. God acts as a final cause of human action. The greatest good that man 
can achieve is happiness, and the degree of happiness he can achieve depends 
on the extent to which he can imitate the life of God. Aristotle also holds that 
the best life and happiness of states is the same as the best life and happiness 
of individuals21. 

Teleological activity is most manifest in the case of human beings, since 
they are aware that they act for the sake of a good and for the sake of goals. 

                                                 
16 NE I, i, 1094a 1-3. 
17 NE I, iv, 1095a 14-20; EE I, i, 1214a 7-8. 
18 NE X, viii, 1178b 25-27. 
19 See n. 6 above. 
20 Pol. VII, i, 1323b 21-6. 
21 Pol. VII, iii, 1325b 14-32. 
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But since teleological action necessarily requires the presence of soul, Aristotle 
bases his ethical thought on the soul22. The human soul has four parts. But Ar-
istotle argues that happiness cannot arise from those parts of the soul that man 
shares with animals, since animals are not said to be happy. Therefore happi-
ness can only arise from excellence of those parts of the soul that are peculiar 
to man, namely moral virtue (when directed by practical wisdom) and contem-
plation (Greek: theoria)23.  

Human beings are able to imitate the life of God in the first place be-
cause God is an intellect and intellect is the higher part of the human soul. The 
activity of God is contemplation24 and hence Aristotle holds that man should 
imitate the activity of God by using his intellect to contemplate as far as hu-
manly possible25. God's contemplation is the source of God's happiness or 
blessedness26. The source of supreme human happiness is imitation of God's 
contemplation as far as possible27. 

Thus God is final cause of the ideal life for man. But the highest good 
man can achieve is happiness. The goal of happiness is the final cause that 
makes human beings deliberate and then choose the means to achieve their 
aim28.  

Primary teleology and secondary teleology 

I would like to say a word now about the relationship between these two 
teleologies. It is to be noted that intellect is not required for teleology29. Wit-
ness the bird that builds a nest, the spider that weaves a web and the plant that 
produces leaves to protect its fruit. All of these activities, which are manifestly 
teleological, because clearly parallel to human teleological activities, occur 

                                                 
22 NE I, xiii; EE II, i, 1219b 26–1220a 12. 
23 NE I, vii; EE II, i. See Dudley J. Gott und  bei Aristoteles. 
24 NE X, viii, 1178b 20–22; EE VII, xii, 1245b9–19. 
25 See my books in n. 22 above. 
26 NE X, viii, 1178b 8–9, 1178b 21–8; Pol. VII, i, 1323b 21–6. 
27 NE X, viii, 1178b 21–7. God derives pleasure from his activity (EE VI (= NE 

VII), xiv, 1154b20–31; Met. XII, vii, 1072b13-18, 24). Given that man’s highest activ-
ity is an imitation of God’s activity, man’s highest pleasure is an imitation of God’s 
pleasure. Finally, Aristotle argues that because God does not have a friend, the ideal 
man should not need one either and should be self-sufficient (EE VII, xii, 1244b1–11). 

28 EE II, x, 1226b 21–30. The origin of choice is desire and reason that is directed 
to an end (EE V (= NE VI), ii, 1139a 31–b5). Aristotle also offers an extensive account 
in his Ethics of moral virtue which is an end in itself and a source of happiness, but also 
a means required for the highest source of happiness, which is the contemplation found 
in the so-called “contemplative (way of) life”. 

29 Phys. II, viii, 199b26–28. 
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without the aid of intellect or deliberation30. Teleology is accordingly an in-
trinsic part or aspect of nature. Still more important is the fact that the teleol-
ogy in nature is primary, and the teleology experienced and recognised by hu-
man beings when they consciously aim at goals is a secondary manifestation of 
the primary teleology in nature. As Aristotle writes in Phys. II, viii: 

In general, art either imitates the works of nature or completes that 
which nature is unable to bring to completion. If, then, works of art 
[thus projects involving deliberate teleology] are for something, 
clearly so too are the works of nature31.  

For Aristotle, primary teleology, as found in nature, is a characteristic of 
that which is alive and is due to a principle in all living beings. This principle 
is soul, not intellect. In other words, teleology is caused by soul, which neither 
needs to calculate to achieve its goals, nor even requires the body which it in-
habits to possess any nervous system, as in the case of plants. Thought, which 
is teleological in a secondary and dependent way, provides human beings with 
privileged access to the kind of thing nature (meaning natural beings) is doing 
for a purpose without the use of reason.  

The existence of soul follows from the difference in behaviour between 
that which is alive and that which is not alive. In Aristotle’s judgement the 
struggle to survive and develop to the fullest possible degree — thus teleologi-
cal orientation — cannot be explained in material terms.  

Nothing purely material can have a goal or purpose of its own. The in-
built avoidance of death, the capacity of self-defence and of self-healing, as 
well as the fact (as opposed to the process) of reproduction (not found in any 
non-living being), thus the combination of the characteristics of everything 
alive that aim at survival is a manifestation of teleology and requires more than 
matter to explain it. In contemporary terms, the extraordinarily complex 
chemical composition found in all living beings is not life, but the foundation 
of life. If we agree with Aristotle, we might say that the extreme complexity of 
living beings, all parts of which collaborate in a subtle way with a single goal, 
shows the existence of an immaterial coordinating principle striving for a goal 
or end. 

Teleology is explicable only in terms of an immaterial principle tradi-
tionally called soul, required to explain why all living beings strive to stay 
alive. The aim of life is life itself, namely survival in the best possible condi-
tion. But the reason why living beings strive to stay alive is that they are striv-
ing to attain the eternity and perfection of the ultimate good, which is God. 

                                                 
30 Phys. II, viii, 199a20–30. 
31 Phys. II, viii, 199a15–18. 
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The implication is that the existence of God is necessary to explain why living 
beings strive to stay alive. 

Thus Aristotle held that it is inadequate to attempt to explain living be-
ings by means of the material cause only32. Teleology implies the existence of 
soul, and soul implies teleology (and this is often why evolutionary biologists 
who do not accept soul, also do not accept teleology as a reality)33.  

It is striking that Aristotle outside his ethical works puts forward a view 
of intellect as an instrument to be used by human beings to promote the work 
of the soul in seeking its goal. Thus he writes in Part. An. IV, x: 

Now it must be wrong to say, as some do, that the structure of 
man is not good, in fact, that it is worse than that of any other animal. 
Their grounds are: that man is barefoot, unclothed and devoid of any 
weapon of force. Against this we may say that all the other animals 
have just one method of defence and cannot exchange it for another: 
they are forced to sleep and to perform all their actions with their 
shoes on all the time, as one might say; they can never take off this 
defensive equipment of theirs, nor can they change their weapon, 
whatever it may be. For man, on the other hand, many means of de-
fence are available, and he can change them at any time, and above 
all he can choose what weapon he will have and where34. 

From this passage it is clear that Aristotle views intellect as the instru-
ment which enables man to defend himself better than any of the animals, 
which enables him to use different means of defence and change his means of 
defence and to choose which weapon he will use and where he will use it. 
Thus Aristotle sees intellect as the human instrument of defence. This is con-
sistent with his thought elsewhere, since the intellect in Aristotle’s psychology 
(until the last part of his life) is merely a part of the soul and dependent on the 
soul. It is important that this understanding of humans is confirmed by the fact 
that for Aristotle Art (resulting from intellect) imitates Nature. The teleology 
in nature — which depends on soul, not intellect — is primary and the teleol-
ogy of the intellect is secondary. It is noteworthy that it was the position Aris-
totle put forward in his ethical writings that prevailed in modern philosophy, in 
which mind / consciousness is regarded as the essence of human beings. 

                                                 
32 As do contemporary mechanistic theories and dialectical materialism. 
33 It is striking that the need for a formal cause of living beings was accepted by 

the distinguished Neodarwinian Ernst Mayr (1904-2005), who believed, however, that 
he could supply a material replacement for soul, without realising that such a material 
replacement would not then be a real formal cause. 

34 Part. An. IV, x, 687a23–687b 2. 
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At the start of the modern period Descartes (1596–1650) restricted soul 
to human mind and also sought to eliminate teleology or explanation by final 
causes in nature, as did Francis Bacon (1561–1626) and Hobbes (1588–1679) 
and many other thinkers, including Hume (1711–1776) and Kant (1724–1804). 
In eliminating soul in nature Descartes was entirely consequent in eliminating 
finality at the same time. In this tradition twentieth-century philosopher John 
Searle (b. 1932), for example, argues that final causation is not to be found 
outside the mental, and that there is nothing normative or teleological about 
Darwinian evolution. On the other hand, he holds that any science of mind that 
ignores the normativity of the teleological has no prospect whatever of suc-
ceeding, that is to say, the goal-orientation of the mind is fundamental. Thus in 
the Cartesian tradition man is isolated from other living beings. Human mind 
becomes the one exception to physical objects in the entire universe, since it 
alone thinks for a purpose, while the rest of the universe — including animals 
and plants — moves mechanically and not for any purpose whatever.  

It is also striking that biologists continue to use teleological language 
(e.g. “The turtle came ashore to lay her eggs”) in spite of the objections of phi-
losophers who argue that the use of final causes is unacceptable when living 
organisms are interpreted as machine-like (following Descartes). To solve this 
“problem” philosophers have proposed that the teleological language of biolo-
gists is acceptable and indeed useful as a heuristic (investigative) tool provided 
that processes (meaning organisms) whose goal-directedness is controlled by a 
programme are referred to as “teleonomic” rather than “teleological”, meaning 
that they are strictly mechanistic. According to this view teleonomy (meaning 
apparent, but illusory teleology) is in part or entirely the product of natural 
selection. Natural selection rewards past phenomena (mutations, recombina-
tions), but does not plan for the future, and hence is not teleological or goal-
directed. 

In reply to this proposed solution it should be pointed out, however, that 
if one takes an organism viewed as passively subject to natural selection and 
denies that it has purpose and is orientated towards a final cause (by replacing 
teleology with teleonomy), one is left with no subject of evolution. By denying 
teleology one is left envisaging a living organism as a remarkably programmed 
collection of materials without form or finality (since form and finality are 
inseparable). Aristotle’s insight is that a being/substance without a purpose is a 
contradiction in terms. For Aristotle a substance without a form and finality 
cannot exist, since it would be incomprehensible, given that all human thought 
depends on the use of concepts (forms) that of their very nature are goal-
orientated. 

The disadvantage of Aristotle’s position from a materialist or empiricist 
point of view is that it makes use of an immaterial principle, namely the soul. 
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But it has distinct advantages. Firstly, human beings have the same characteris-
tics of life as other living beings, all of which contribute to their goal of sur-
vival in the best condition for as long as possible. When the additional human 
capacity to think and deliberate and decide came into existence, this capacity 
was goal-orientated in precisely the same way as all of the other capacities of 
living beings. Goal-orientation is not something that suddenly came into exis-
tence with the advent of man. This view depends, of course, on Aristotle’s 
understanding of teleology as dependent on soul, not intellect. It means, then, 
that man is not the only living being that is goal-orientated in the world, as 
Descartes believed. 

Secondly, the teleological language used by biologists is not based on an 
illusion requiring correction. It has even proven difficult to explain natural 
selection without relying on the use of teleological language. Thus biologists 
speak of the struggle for existence (which is a goal), of progress towards per-
fection, and of a hierarchy of living beings. 

It is striking, accordingly, that Aristotle's primary teleology, namely tele-
ology in nature, was rejected in the modern period and replaced exclusively by 
the teleology considered by Aristotle to be secondary and dependent.  

Aristotle’s third teleology 

We also find in Aristotle a third kind of teleology, according to which 
one part of nature is for the sake of another part. The key passage in which we 
find this viewpoint expressed is found in Aristotle's discussion of nature in 
Pol. I, viii. There he writes: 

Similarly, therefore, it is clear that we should hold that when they 
[animals] have come into existence plants are for the sake of animals 
and animals for the sake of man, tame animals for use and for food, 
and wild animals, if not all, at least most of them for food and other 
assistance, in order that clothing and various instruments can be 
made from them. Thus since nature makes nothing imperfect or in 
vain, it necessarily made all of these for the sake of human beings35. 

In this passage Aristotle introduces a different kind of teleology, namely 
where one part of nature is perceived as aimed at the benefit of another part of 
nature, thus plants for the sake of animals, and all of them for human beings 
seen not as free agents, but as part of nature. It has been argued that this is an 
anthropocentric teleology36. But in Part. An. Aristotle holds that nature gave 
dolphins and the selachians a mouth underneath their heads, so that they would 
                                                 

35 Pol. I, viii, 1256b15–22. 
36 Sedley D. Is Aristotle’s Teleology Anthropocentric? P. 179-196. 
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have to turn over to get their food, with the purpose of enabling other fish to 
escape from them and in order to prevent them overeating37. Thus this type of 
teleology cannot be said to be anthropocentric. But where we might be inclined 
to see this teleology as a subjective interpretation, for Aristotle it is clear that 
nature is acting for a purpose. But it is undoubtedly a subordinate kind of tele-
ology, since the primary teleology in nature is that which strives for the perfec-
tion of the form and for survival. It is an exceptional kind of teleology in Aris-
totle and surprising for those accustomed to his usual finality which is 
theocentric. It would appear to show his concern to see finality as omnipresent.  

Conclusion. In this article I have attempted to show that Aristotle's first 
teleology in his physical writings applies not only to the heavenly bodies and 
to living beings, but also to plants, inanimate beings and matter, thus to all of 
nature. If my understanding of soul-principle is correct, it is possible to under-
stand how Aristotle was able to be fully consequent and to apply his teleology 
to everything in the field of physics.  

I have also attempted to show that in the field of ethics and politics the 
search for happiness is teleological in nature and that there is a unity between 
the teleology found in nature and in the practical sciences, since the good 
which humans strive for in the fields of ethics and politics is not just happi-
ness, but ultimately the goodness and eternity of God. 

Nowadays it is still generally believed that human beings make choices 
and then act for goals and purposes, as it is contrary to common sense to claim 
that the universal human experience of acting for goals and purposes is an illu-
sion.  

While many modern philosophers follow Descartes, Hobbes and Francis 
Bacon in attempting to eliminate final causes in explanations of nature and to 
replace them with efficient causes (thus returning to the view of Empedocles 
and Democritus), others have argued that typically a watchmaker implies a 
watch. Paley's teleology became the basis of the modern argument from de-
sign. This argument is teleological in the sense that it argues that God made the 
universe for a purpose, but it is not teleological in Aristotle's sense, which is 
that everything in the universe moves due to final causality and strives to reach 
the goodness of God. For Aristotle it is not God who has a purpose or goal, but 
the world, whereas for Paley it is the reverse, though the two positions are not 
contradictory.  

Finally, I argue that we also find in Aristotle a third and subordinate kind 
of teleology. Aristotle argues that nature not only strives for the greatest good 
of every natural being (his primary teleology), but also aims to benefit certain 
parts of nature by means of other parts.  

                                                 
37 Part. An. IV, xiii, 696b25–32. 
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Anna USACHEVA 

THE BODY OF NOUS:  
GREGORY NAZIANZEN’S CONCEPT OF  

THE HUMAN MIND IN THE CONTEXT OF 
PERIPATETIC PHILOSOPHY

INTRODUCTION

The questions I raise in this paper are of a twofold nature: namely, meth-
odological and historical-philosophical. The subject matter of my study is a re-
ception of the Aristotelian epistemological and cognitive conceptions in Gregory 
Nazianzen’s teachings. In other words, the issue at stake is how Gregory re-
ceived and interpreted Aristotle and Aristotelian teaching. It is my methodologi-
cal standing point that the answer to this question should touch upon an intrinsic 
culture of the philosophical schools during late antiquity, where Gregory learned 
a paradigm of dealing with authoritative texts of the ancient philosophers that 
entitled him to apply and interpret these texts in a rather liberal and creative way. 
I believe that general understanding of Gregory’s approach to reception and in-
terpretation of Hellenic philosophical texts should be altered in such a way that 
his sophisticated transformation of philosophical concepts is not regarded as 
mere rhetorical stylisation but as typical creative transmission of the authorita-
tive text. To prove this thesis I underpin some principal features of Gregory’s 
anthropology and cognitive theory, which developed out of a productive dia-
logue between Peripatetic and Christian conceptions and also involved some of 
the relevant Platonic philosophical and rhetorical commonplaces.  

THE RECEPTION PARADIGM OF THE PHILOSOPHICAL  
SCHOOLS OF LATE ANTIQUITY 

One of the direct consequences of the liberal approach to the authoritative 
text is that Gregory does not confess his leaning to Aristotelian, nor indeed to 
any philosophical teaching, even if analysis of his concept proves his consider-
able and substantial dependence on Peripatetic doctrine. Moreover, due to the 
quarrelsome debates with Eunomius and Aetius, who were broadly known as 
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excellent dialecticians1, one may reasonably expect that at the very least, Greg-
ory would be primed to disregard the Aristotelian cause. Indeed, on the surface 
of his theological orations Gregory appears to support Platonic loci communi and 
uses many of the well-known Platonic metaphors and stylistic patterns2.  

These characteristics have prompted the scholars to assume a dominant 
Platonic trend of Gregory’s thought3. Although some aspects of Aristotelian 
rhetoric and mode of argumentation in Nazianzen’s teaching are recognised by 
the scholars4, I shall demonstrate that the scope and depth of Gregory’s depend-
ence on the Peripatetic teaching are far more substantial than it has been hitherto 
acknowledged. Gregory’s epistemological concepts are shrouded in fine rhetoric 
and sophisticated stylistic play in various philosophical allusions. This creative 
and liberal interpretation and transformation of the authoritative text features the 
reception paradigm of the philosophical schools of late antiquity.  

A well-documented evidence of this reception paradigm is provided by an 
uninterrupted tradition of the Neoplatonic commentaries on Aristotle that cover a 
period from the 2nd until the 7th century ADE. In his seminal review of the 
Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca Karl Praechter highlights some essential 
characteristics of the Commentaria5. Firstly, he underscores that Pophyry’s 
Isagoge was a watershed moment between the reception paradigms of the Mid-
dle-Platonic and Neoplatonic schools. While the Middle-Platonic exegesis tend-
ed to attribute Aristotle’s insights to Plato, Porphyry put forward the integrity of 
the Aristotelian logic. Thus, from the 3rd century and onwards the studies at the 
Neoplatonic school began with the Isagoge, followed by the exegesis of Aristotle 
and then of Plato. What is particularly significant is that the written commentar-
                                                 

1 Epiphanius accused Aetius’ Syntagmation of being ‘a nest of logical vipers’, his 
work was a dialectical error’ (Pan. III 351), it was nothing but a ‘dialectical ostentation 
and a syllogistic waste of labour’ (Pan. III 361); Sozomenus stated that Eunomius was ‘a 
technician of arguments, given to captiousness, rejoicing in syllogisms’ (HE VI 26); Soc-
rates stated that Aetius loved ‘the matters set out technically by Aristotle’ (HE II 35); 
Faustinus claimed that Aristotle was ‘the bishop of the Arians’ (Trin. 12 = PL XIII 60B). 

2 In the first theological oration Gregory creates in his oration an atmosphere of a 
lively dialogue with his opponents, whose incompetence he blames with the easy recog-
nizable platonic irony. Almost every paragraph of the 27 speech has parallels or allusions 
to the Corpus Platonicum. For example, Gregory calls his opponents sophists and acro-
bats, who specialize in the uncommon and paradoxical speeches (Greg. Or 27.1, cf. Plat. 
Sym 190a). He compares his opponents with “those persons who in the theatres perform 
wrestling matches in public, but not that kind of wrestling in which the victory is won 
according to the rules of the sport, but a kind to deceive the eyes of those who are ignorant 
in such matters, and to catch applause” (Greg. Or 27.2, cf. Plat. Soph 231d, 234a).  

3 Moreschini 1974, 138. Moreschini 1997, 22-69. 
4 Cf. Peters 1968, 18-22. Norris 1991, 17-37. 
5 Praechter 1990, 41. 
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ies “published” by the students of the school stemmed out of the oral lectures 
they attended. Thus, the Commentaria is a witness to the oral discussions and 
routine exegetic practice of the Neoplatonic school. Naturally, lectures were 
sometimes repeated (at least partially), and normally transcribed by a few stu-
dents. Consequently, lectures were captured in varied transcription and this vari-
ety was the norm of the school routine. This status quo is attested to in the 
Commentaria, where contradictions and duplicates frequently occur.  

This evidence manifests the reception paradigm of the philosophical 
schools characterised by creative transmission of the authoritative text and a 
rather liberal approach to the authorship. In accord with this conclusion, Elias, 
one of the 6th century Neoplatonic commentators on Aristotle asserts that:  

One shouldn't alter oneself in accordance with whatever one is ex-
pounding, like actors on stage who put on different roles and imitate 
different characters. Don't become an Aristotelian when expounding 
Aristotle; don't say that never was there such a good philosopher. 
Don't become a Platonist while expounding Plato's work; don't claim 
that there was no philosopher to equal Plato (In Ar. Cat. 122.27ff).  

In the 4th century, Themistius, another commentator on Aristotle, who him-
self was a Peripatetic philosopher (active career from the late 340s to 384) and a 
Constantinople politician, vividly exemplified the above-described reception 
paradigm. Despite of his eloquent admiration of Plato, which had been noticed 
by his contemporaries (inter alios, Gregory Nazianzen, cf. Greg. Ep. 24), Them-
istius remained faithful to Peripatetic teaching6. It worth noting here that Greg-
ory Nazianzen was personally acquainted with Themistius, held him in high re-
gard, and even in one of his letters called him “a king of arguments” (cf. Greg. 
Ep. 140).  

A significant impact of the philosophical schools’ reception paradigm can 
be seen in the textual fluidity of the New Testament manuscript culture7. As a 
firmly attested conclusion of his investigation of the monastic manuscript culture 
in late antique Egypt and particularly the Nag Hammadi codices, Hugo Lund-
haug coined the principle of the textual fluidity that likewise conforms to the 
observations of other scholars, who metaphorically compared the reading-
writing culture of late antiquity to a sea change. It is in the same manner that, 

                                                 
6 Blumenthal 1990, 113-114. 
7 A particularly interesting parallel can be seen between Praechter’s conclusion that 

athetising in order to eliminate the unevenness of Aristotle’s Commentaria is completely 
inadmissible (Praechter 1990, 40), and Lundhaug’s methodological thesis (inspired by a 
perspective of New Philology) that textual fluidity and manuscript culture should be taken 
fully in the consideration in the texts of late antiquity (Lundhaug, Lied 2017, 1).  
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with a reference to Bernard Cerquiglini’s Éloge de la variante, Lundhaug as-
sumes that manuscript variants should not be considered as deviation from the 
norm but as a natural product of the scribal culture, where textual variant repre-
sented the norm8. 

Thus, as soon as textual fluidity has been detected even in the New Testa-
ment transmission culture, and, what is particularly important, since textual vari-
ant was appraised as a normal and not necessarily negative phenomenon, it ap-
pears reasonable to suppose that creative interpretation and transformation of the 
philosophical texts found in the works of Christian authors should not be re-
garded as a token of Christian disdain of classical authorities.  

Accordingly, Gregory Nazianzen who received an excellent education hav-
ing spent ten years in the schools of Caesarea, Alexandria and Athens9, naturally 
adopted the reception paradigm of the philosophical schools. Thus, it comes as 
no surprise that Gregory regarded the philosophical insights of his predecessors 
as his own intellectual heritage, which he could utilize at his sole discretion. As a 
result, his texts are marked by creative interplay of classical and biblical tags: he 
shifts and transforms terms and meanings, introduces neologisms and demon-
strates his mastery over classical and Christian literature10.  

This character of Gregory’s style, although it has been recognized by the 
scholars, yet has not sufficiently effected the interpretation of Gregory’s philoso-
phical impact, especially in what concerns his epistemological and anthropologi-
cal concepts. Thus, Norris resumed his observation of the methodological alle-
giance to Hellenic philosophical concepts by saying: 

…in many ways Nazianzen’s dependence upon Aristotle’s views of 
dialectic and rhetoric and a partial acceptance of an Epicurean theory 
of language allowed him to limit the Platonic dominance in Christian 
theology that Eunomianism embodied and rescue many important in-
sights from Origen11.  

Having shown a particular attention to Gregory’s rhetorical breeding, Norris 
did not examine Gregory’s anthropology and ontology and drew the conclusion 
that there are no grounds to see Gregory as something “more than philosophical 
rhetorician” and his teaching otherwise than philosophical rhetoric (ibid.). Norris 
persuasively demonstrated that concept of the philosophical rhetoric showing up in 
Gregory’s works stemmed from Plato’s Phaedrus (259e-274b)12.  

                                                 
8 Lundhaug 2017, 2; Cerquiglini 1999.  
9 Norris 1991, 3. 
10 Demoen 1996.  
11 Norris 1991, 38. 
12 Norris 1991, 18-19. 
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Despite this, I see no good reason for the appraisal of Gregory’s legacy as 
within the classical debate between rhetoric and philosophy announced in the 
dialogues of Plato13. I think that neither literary genre chosen by the author nor 
his rhetorical style but rather the reception history of his texts should be decisive 
in scholarly appraisal of legacy of the ancient author. It seems to me that some-
times readers, perhaps too readily, take ancient authors at their word when they 
depict an austere conceptual battle between Christian and pagan philosophy, 
which might have taken place on a polemical level but not so much on a substan-
tial one. That is to say, Christian and pagan authors frequently appear to have 
more in common than they are ready to acknowledge. To give a single example, 
Christopher Beeley in his influential monograph on Nazianzen’s theology notes 
that:  

…for all his knowledge of Greek philosophy, Gregory is concerned 
above all with setting the pagan and Christian philosophies in con-
trast with one another14. 

If this were true, we could expect finding no serious impact of the philoso-
phical and scientific conceptions on Gregory’s thought. And in fact, the label 
“philosophical rhetorician” really has precluded Gregory’s epistemology and 
anthropology from intensive special studies. So far these areas have not been 
especially deeply investigated.  

A RECEPTION OF THE AUTHORITATIVE TEXT 
BY GREGORY NAZIANZEN 

Gregory employed various philosophical and literary patterns for different 
purposes. He married Peripatetic anthropology and epistemology to Christian 
teaching and wrapped the result in multivocal philosophical and biblical allu-
sions. An example of this creative reception of the authoritative text can be seen 
in a beautiful passage from the second theological oration, which is as rich as it 
is puzzling and therefore suitable for a methodological demonstration. For the 
sake of the argument I cite the passage at length:  

                                                 
13 Cf., e.g., a famous 2nd cent. AD teacher of rhetoric, Hermogenes of Tarsus in his 

treatise On types of style distinguished between meaningful political speech and stylish 
panegyrical speech. Noteworthy, he classified Plato’s prose as panegyrical standard and 
thereby primed use of Platonic loci communi in the stylistic purposes (Hermogenes  

  2.10.230-245). 
14 Beeley 2008, 91. 
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Therefore this darkness of the body (   , cf. Ex 
10.2215) has been placed between us and God, like the cloud of old be-
tween the Egyptians and the Hebrews; (cf. Ex 14.20) and this is per-
haps what is meant by “He made darkness His secret place”, (cf. Ps 
18.12 [LXX 17.12]) namely our dullness, through which few can see 
even a little. But as to this point, let those discuss it 
( 16) whose business it is; and let them ascend as far as 
possible in the examination ( 17). To us who are, as 
Jeremiah says, “prisoners of the earth,” (    , cf. Lam 
3.3418) and covered with the denseness of carnal nature (  

19) …as it is impossible for the eye to draw near to 
visible objects apart from the intervening air and light (   

         20) (Or 28.12). 

What we see here is a sophisticated play on tags from, on the one hand, 
Plato and Aristotle, and on the other, the Bible. It is noteworthy that Gregory 
clearly seeks to outline a common grounding for the biblical and philosophical 
reflections and for the sake of reconciliation he uses direct citations from the 
Bible and, I believe, quite discernible Platonic and Aristotelian flags. Regarding 
this sophisticated play with classical allusions it is important to classify the tags 
with respect to their plausible role in the context.  

Apropos of this passage I suggest that Platonic allusions are of a decorative 
character, while the Aristotelian tags reveal Gregory’s philosophical position. In 
such a way, pondering the famous topic of the “bonds of flesh” ( ), Gregory 
supplements his complaint about the “denseness of carnal nature” (  

) by:  

                                                 
15 Cf. in Ex 10.22 ‘ ’ means darkness, in Arist. De mundo 319b12 – storm-

clouds. 
16 Gregory always uses derivatives of the verb ‘ ’ when he refers to the 

Hellenic philosophers. Cf. Or 27 10.15, 3.1, 6.12; Or 28 17.3; Or 29 2.19, and elsewhere 
in the Corpus Gregorii. 

17 Note that ‘ ’ – term. tech. for the scientific examination (LSJ) that 
makes a matching pair to the verb ‘ ’ so that the lexicon of the passage can be 
considered multivocal and simultaneously hinting at the Biblical, Platonic and Aristotelian 
allusions. 

18 Cf. a passage from the Timaeus (73a-b), where Plato discusses the carnal natures 
(  , 73a) and affirms that “the bonds of life (   ) by which the 
Soul is bound to the body were fastened, and implanted the roots of the mortal kind” 
(73b). 

19 Cf. Plat. Tim 73a. 
20 Cf. Arist. DA 418b2. 
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1) allusion to the Bible (Ex 10.22), when he speaks of “the darkness of the 
body” (   ,),  

2) direct reference to Jeremiah (Lam 3.34), when he mentions “prisoners of 
the earth” (    ) covered with the denseness of carnal nature 
(  ).  

It is worthy to note that Gregory also provides what we may call a natural-
istic grounding for his thought:  

…it is quite impracticable ( ) for those who are in the body 
(   ) to be conversant with objects of pure thought (  

) apart altogether from bodily objects (Or 28.12).  

I deem it obvious that what Gregory is referring to here are not a Platonic 
“light-bearing eyes” (  , Plat. Tim 45bc) attacking sensible ob-
jects whenever “surrounded by midday light” to the result that “like becomes 
conjoint with like” (     , ibid.). Neither 
could it be a later interpretation of Platonic theory found in Plotinus who agreed 
with Plato’s account of the process of sight and dismissed Aristotelian theory: 
“the vision sees not through some medium but by and through itself alone (  ' 

,  ' , Plotinus Enn. V 3.8)”.  
According to Aristotle a medium between the object of perception and the 

organ of sense is indispensable in the process of perception (Arist. DA 416b33), 
which he regarded as a kind of mechanistic process, where the joint activity of 
the sensible object and the cognizing subject is realized with the help of a me-
dium21. One must note that it is quite problematic to admit to objectivity in the 
Platonic scheme because the perceptual process fully hangs on the cognizing 
subject, while in the Aristotelian scheme the cooperation of the subject and ob-
ject of perception gives more floor for reliability. I believe that this is exactly 
what Gregory underscores by asserting that “as it is impossible for the eye to 
draw near to visible objects apart from the intervening air and light” (Or 28.12). 

In contrast to Plato, Aristotle rejected the very possibility of the bifurcated 
human being, whose soul can go on existing without its body. In the third book 
of De anima he claims that although “in each case the sense-organ (  ) is 
capable of receiving the sensible object (  ) without its matter” yet 
“when the sensible objects are gone the sensings and imaginings continue to 
                                                 

21 Interpretation of Aristotle’s vision of the interaction between form and matter in 
the sense-perception is highly debatable in the contemporary scholarship. Mainly, it con-
cerns the materiality of the soul (cf., e.g., Nussbaum 1995, 12-13). Although it is impossi-
ble to say how exactly Gregory interpreted this difficult Aristotelian concept, it is clear 
that he did not follow Neo-Platonic leaning to shrinking the material bonds of the sense-
perception and imagination. A comparable reading of Aristotle is attested in the works of 
Themisius (Blumenthal 1990, 118). 
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exist in the sense-organs” (DA 430a), therefore it is impossible to fully discharge 
the mind from the sensible images.  

I believe that Gregory generally supported the Aristotelian vision of the 
cognitive process and therefore I take his complaints about the burden of flesh 
simply as a confirmation of the fact that the human being was created as a com-
pound of soul and body and that the annoying side effects of the carnal bonds he 
mentions should be interpreted in ethical and cognitive terms. Gregory affirmed 
that the degradation of the body caused by the fall of man had been redeemed by 
Christ, who himself from the moment of incarnation and forever onwards pre-
serves his human body22 (why should he do this if it is such a wretched burden?). 
Thus, there is a grave tension between the Platonic approach to the human body 
and hence to the bodily aspect of the cognitive process (i.e. the sense-perception, 
memory and imagination) and Gregory’s Christology, namely a concept of the 
perfect humanity of Christ23.  

Gregory appealed to the practicalities of the cognitive process not only for 
polemical reasons but also in order to establish a reliable methodology of theo-
logical argumentation given the indispensable bodily conditions of the process. 
In light of this consideration it becomes clear that whenever he picked at the 
bonds of flesh, it was the basic cognitive limitedness of carnal nature which is 
meant to be overcome through the imitation of God understood as a complex 
mental-bodily praxis. I suggest that Gregory here chose to side with Aristotle24 
because unlike Plato, who totally dismissed the human body, Aristotle argued for 
the inevitable significance of practical wisdom ( ) on the way to ethical-
mental perfection ( )25:  

Our function is achieved both through practical wisdom and through 
ethical virtue. For virtue makes the goal right, whereas practical wis-
dom makes what serves the goal right (NE VI 12=1144a7-9).  

                                                 
22 Cf. “For there is One God, and One Mediator between God and Man, the Man 

Christ Jesus. For He still pleads even now as Man for my salvation; for He continues to 
wear the Body which He assumed (    )” (Greg. Or 30.14). 

23 Although Beeley admits the fact that Gregory’s view of the human body is com-
plicated and should not be conceived singularly in Platonic terms, he does not detect the 
Aristotelian teaching at the background of Gregory’s anthropology (Beeley 2008, 80). 

24 A context of this passage contains several markers of its ‘Hellenic’ background, 
namely a typical for Gregory usage of ‘ ’ in connection with Hellenic philoso-
phy and a flag ‘ ’— term. tech. for the scientific examination (cf. LSJ): “let those 
discuss it ( ) whose business it is; and let them ascend as far as possible in 
the examination ( )” (Or 28.12).    

25 Kraut 2001, 283. 
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This line of argumentation was helpful for the discussion with Eunomius 
and even more so for a polemic with Apollinaris, in which Gregory was simulta-
neously engaged. A Peripatetic approach to the cognitive process can be traced 
in Gregory’s criticism of Apollinaris’ interpretation of the famous saying from 
1Cor 2.16, “we have the nous of Christ”. In his second letter to Cledonius, Greg-
ory remarks:  

…they who have purified their mind by the imitation of the mind 
which the Saviour took of us, and, as far as may be, have attained 
conformity with it, are said to have the mind of Christ; just as they 
might be testified to have the flesh of Christ who have trained their 
flesh, and in this respect have become of the same body and partak-
ers of Christ (Ep. 202=PG 37.332).  

This argument eliminates any objections against the bodily conditions of 
cognition (sc. the sense-perception and imagination), on the one hand, and at the 
same time affiliates the vision of cognitive and argumentative processes to an-
thropology, i.e. to the scientific study of the physiological conditions of the cog-
nitive process.  

In my view an emphasis on physiological strand of the cognitive process is 
the bottom line of Gregory’s polemic with Eunomius. By the way of pinpointing 
the bodily conditions of cognition Gregory demonstrated simultaneously the 
limits of the human intellection and the paradoxical and miraculous divine de-
sign that calls the human beings to seek understanding of the matters that sur-
passes their mental capacities. Thus, the recognition of the hylomorphic nature 
of the human being that formed a watershed between Platonic and Aristotelian 
doctrines at once married Gregory’s anthropology to Peripatetic teaching and 
divorced it from the teaching of Platonists. Gregory’s stylistic leaning towards 
the Platonic dialogues and his creative and liberal engagement with the authori-
tative texts serve rather to demonstrate his familiarity with the routine practices 
of the philosophical schools. 

ARISTOTELIAN COGNITIVE THEORY AND 
GREGORY’S ANTHROPOLOGY 

The very appeal to cognitive matters was a positive innovation introduced 
into anti-Eunomian polemics by the Cappadocians. In terms of Hellenic science 
the logic of Cappadocian argumentation was not merely dialectical but also sci-
entific (i.e. the chain of inferences involved not only endoxa but also phenom-
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ena26). The Cappadocians underscored the inevitable conditions of the cognitive 
process which frame human intellectual activity, and which render a reliance on 
pure logical thinking a soft belief.  

A pronounced interest to the science of nature featured Aristotelian ap-
proach to the human intellection. How is the intellection possible (i.e. what is the 
operative process that drives and forges the faculty of intellection), how does it 
differ from sense-perception and imagination, how reliable and trustworthy is it? 
In Aristotelian theory the account of thinking is modelled from the account of 
sensation: as sense-perception works from the sensible form received by the 
sense organs27, so does thinking, except that it works from the intelligible form 
received by the human mind, whose unique and truly exceptional function con-
sists in operating the forms or the substances of things, which amounts to the 
actualization of the things in the mind in such a way that they are actual, alive 
and functioning in reality (DA 429a13-18). The mechanism which supplies the 
process of thinking is somewhat similar to sense-perception. The sense-organs 
when they receive sensible information become like the objects of sense, because 
“the perceptive faculty is in potentiality such as the object of perception already 
is in actuality” (DA 418a3-6). Aristotle defined sense-perception as a sort of al-
teration (   , DA 416b33-5). That is to say, when the eye sees a 
colour of a thing, what happens practically is that the organ of sight changes in 
such a way that it takes on this particular colour, though by doing so it does not 
undergo a quantitative change. by taking on a certain colour the sense-perception 
simply realises its function28 (DA 417b3-4). 

Correspondingly, what happens with the mind thinking a thing is that it be-
comes like the object of thought29 and the result is that “the actual (  ' 

 ) is identical (  '  ) with the thing known (  
)” (DA 431a1).  

Similarly to Aristotle, Gregory distinguished between the faculties of 
sense-perception ( ), imagination ( ), reasoning ( ) and 
                                                 

26 Terence Irwin in his classical work Aristotle’s first principles (Irwin 1988, 10) 
points out that although Aristotle claims in the Topics that dialectic leads towards the first 
principles (Top. 101b3–4), in other works he holds to the demonstrative science, which is 
more objective than dialectic can ever be because it refers to phenomena, while the do-
main of dialectic is endoxa. 

27 Cf. Aristotelian idea that simple assertions are analogues to sensations: “Sensa-
tion (  ), then, is analogous to simple assertion (   ) or simple 
apprehension by thought ( ) and, when the sensible thing is pleasant or painful, the 
pursuit or avoidance of it by the soul is a sort of affirmation or negation” (DA 431a7ff). 

28 Burnyeat expounds that Aristotle speaks here of a special kind of alteration that 
differs from change of quality, quantity, place, and substance. (Burnyeat 1995, 22). 

29 Christopher Shields explains ‘likeness’ in the terms of isomorphism, sc. he 
equates likeness to sameness (cf. Shields 2016, 35). 
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intellection ( ). He also regarded sense-perception as a mechanistic process 
which he labelled, like the Peripatetics, ‘a kind of alteration’. In such a way 
Gregory asserted that the human mind is “something dwelling in another (   

)”, something whose “movements are thoughts (   )” 
either “silent or spoken (   )”; for Gregory reason is 
something that accompanies silent or spoken [thoughts], while wisdom is “a kind 
of habit of mind (    )” …and justice and love are praiseworthy 
dispositions ( ), the one opposed to injustice, the other to hate… “which 
make us what we are, and change us as colours do bodies (    

 ,     )?” (Or 28.13).  
Of note is the fact that Gregory appears to vacillate between different 

evaluations of cognitive faculties. Sometimes he complains about the ties of 
flesh which frame the outset of cognition30, while at other times he admires the 
paradoxical faculty of , which unifies the bodily and immaterial spheres and 
even overcomes its own limits31. In view of this fluctuation, I suppose that the 
complaints about the practicalities of the cognitive process simply indicate 
Gregory’s view that the human mind, albeit as God-like as he pictures it, is none-
theless sometimes prone to fallibility. Still, a truly important point in his view of 
the subject is that a divinely designed process of sense-perception enables the 
human being to get a grip on a trustworthy mechanism of the functioning of ex-
ternal objects.  

Similarly to Aristotelian theory, the process of intellection in Gregory’s 
opinion seems to be operated by a mechanism comparable to that of sense-
perception. As sense-perception constitutes a co-operation ( ) or a dia-
logue between the one perceived and the one perceiving, and not a monologue 
on the part of the latter, so does the process of intellection, which implies the co-
operation between the human mind and the form of the thing. This understanding 
of intellection quite expectedly had a remarkable influence on the vision of the 
mystical communication between God and men.  

                                                 
30 Cf. “we pursue the knowledge of the being (    ) in company 

with (   ,) or not apart from, the sense-perception (   
), by which we are … led into error” (Greg. Or 28.21). 

31 Cf. “…how the mind (   ) is at once circumscribed and unlimited (  
  ), lodging in us (   ) and yet travelling over the 

Universe in swift motion and flow (       ); how it 
is both conveyed and communicated by word (     

), and passes through air ( '  ), and enters with all things (   
 ); how it consults with sense-perception (   ), 

and isolates itself from sense-perception (    )?” (Greg. Or 
28.22). 
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In conformity with Peripatetic teaching32, Gregory professed that each time 
the mind thinks, it entertains images before it, and although intellection is not 
identical with the imagination, without imagination intellection is not possible33. 
It logically follows from this idea that imagination and intellection can hardly 
serve as acceptable tools for a researcher trying to understand divine nature. 
Common sense dictates that the unoriginated nature of God differs from the 
originated nature of the universe. Whilst the latter is available to human sense-
perception and feeds the imagination, the first is beyond the reach of human 
senses (cf. “carnal minds bring in carnal images,” Or 29.13). Ergo, the intellec-
tion of divine nature is so to speak scientifically impossible. Whatever methods 
and techniques of thinking the scholar might apply, his thinking apparatus is 
arranged in such a way that it cannot function other than according to its ar-
rangement. Being in this way unable to overcome its natural operative mecha-
nism, the human mind can nevertheless transcend it to a certain extent — in that 
it can recognize its own limitation. In Gregory’s own words: “you have known 
reason by knowing the things that are beyond reason (      

 )” (Or 28.28). 
In my opinion, this capacity of the human intellect distinguishes it from all 

the other cognitive faculties. Sense-perception cannot perceive sense-perception; 
the imagination cannot, strictly speaking, imagine the imagination (though the 
mind can think about imagination as well as about other abstract concepts and 
categories). Unlike these faculties, the human intellect can think about itself and 
even spot its own defects (normally, the more thinking, the more defects spot-
ted). Aristotle explained this amazing capability of the human mind by asserting 
that nous is nothing in actuality before it thinks34 (DA 429a24). In other words, 
nous is a perfect instrument for processing the substances or forms of things. The 
active intellect reconstitutes in itself an animated picture of the reality, even 
though it receives from sense-perception and imagination nothing but the sensi-
ble and illusory characteristics of things. A particularly significant point here is 
that the human mind thinks of the indivisible units35, i.e. the things as they are in 

                                                 
32 Aristotle includes imagination in the capacities of animals (along with locomo-

tion and sense-perception); a distinguished position of the human beings in the animal 
kingdom is provided by a capacity of reason and thought ( , ). (Cf. Wilkes 1995, 
110). 

33 Cf. “our mind faints to transcend corporeal things (     
   ), and to consort with the Incorporeal, stripped of all clothing of 

corporeal ideas…” (Greg. Or 28.13; cf. Arist. DA 432a8ff). 
34 Shields expounds this statement by pointing at plasticity that features the human 

mind unrestricted with respect to its range of objects. (cf. Shields 2016, 41). 
35 Cf. “the mind thinks in an indivisible unit of time and by an indivisible mental 

act” (DA 430b15). 
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reality36, and not a bunch of the categorial properties, even though it can recog-
nise these properties. 

Aristotelian anthropology revolved around the idea that it is the faculty of in-
tellection that distinguishes the human being from the other animals (cf. Met 
980a21, DA 414b18). Ergo, the faculty of intellection constitutes an essential fea-
ture of the human being37. Similarly to animals, who cannot survive without the 
faculty of sensation, human beings cease to be who they are without intellection38. 

I believe that with respect to theological contemplation, this Peripatetic vi-
sion of intellection makes beautiful sense, because it graphically exemplifies 
how the practice of the imitation of God is possible. Elementary as it seems, the 
more the human mind succeeds in understanding the characteristics of divinity, 
the more it approaches divinity. Practically speaking this approaching would be 
identical with taking on the likeness to divinity. Here is how Gregory formulates 
the idea in his second theological oration: 

In my opinion it [sc. the essence and nature of God] will be discov-
ered when that within us which is godlike and divine (   

  ), I mean our mind and reason (     
 ), shall have mingled with its like (   ), 

and the image shall have ascended to the archetype (    
  ), of which it has now the desire (     

) (Or 28.17). 
This passage makes clear that the God-like human mind is arranged in 

such a way as to be able to communicate with God and to recognize the divine 
image in itself; to actualize its peculiar potential capacity to communicate with 
God by means of noetic practice39. Although every human being is granted the 
faculty of intellection, Gregory repeatedly stated that it is up to the free choice of 
the individual to engage into the noetic search for divinity and to perform this 
investigation in a proper way. The knowledge that he gains should prove benefi-
cial for his own life. This ethical and didactic impact of epistemological theory 
was very important for Gregory. Therefore he made it his pronounced goal for 
                                                 

36 Cf. DA 418a3-6; 424a17-21. 
37 An exceptional status of nous is asserted in a difficult passage from DA 408b18-19, 

where Aristotle says that nous is a kind of a substance ( ), and then even affirms that by 
contrast with the compound of soul and body that can be destroyed nous is more divine 
( ) and unaffected ( ) (DA 408b29). In his interpretation of this puzzling place 
Charles Ahn underscores the complex paradoxical nature of the human being – a concept 
that, in my opinion, matched Gregory’s anthropological theory (cf. Ahn 1995, 348).  

38 Cf. APo 75a42–b2; Met 103b1–2. 
39 Cf. Aristotle affirmed that when the cognizing subject takes in and thinks through 

the perceptual information about a thing, it becomes isomorphic with the attributes of that 
thing: “the actual knowledge is identical with the thing known” (DA 431a1). 



   II–XVI  

246 

his orations to provide some general recommendations for the appropriate con-
duct of theological contemplation. He framed his argumentation in such a way 
that it could serve as: 

…a sort of foundation and memorandum (      
) for the use of those who are better able to conduct the en-

quiry to a more complete working out (    
 ) (Or 30.16).  

It is pretty clearly marked in these statements of Gregory that he thinks 
through the process of theological contemplation in parallel with the process of 
intellection. the background assumption here would be that his addressee is fa-
miliar with the terminology and concepts he uses in his discourse. I do not think 
it is in any way impossible or difficult to conceive that the well-educated audi-
ence in front of which he delivered his speeches were unaware of the basic epis-
temological doctrines of the time. True, many of Gregory’s concepts were 
known as loci communi in various philosophical schools, yet a specific focus on 
physiology of the human intelligence was featured the Peripatetic teaching and 
loudly resonated in Gregory’s theology.  

I believe that Gregory’s fundamental agreement with Peripatetic episte-
mology consisted in defining the cognitive process as never purely logical and 
abstract but as a practical and, one might almost say, embodied activity. This 
activity involved the bodily life, as much as the mental effort, of the philosopher. 
This is why everything matters: the external conditions of the cognitive process 
just as much as the theoretical assumptions and the cognitive techniques in use.  

CONCLUSION

To sum up my methodological and philosophical observations I would like 
to underline that Gregory’s regular educational engagement with the classical 
heritage enabled him to creatively transform and integrate it in Christian teaching 
(without an obligation to mention the source). Thus in this way, Gregory exer-
cised a differential employment of the classical patterns for stylistic, conceptual 
and technical goals. Gregory’s cognitive conceptions, some of which he beauti-
fully wrapped in Platonic metaphors, essentially lean towards Peripatetic phi-
losophy. Taking as his point of departure the Aristotelian paralleled account of 
the sense-perception and intellection Gregory goes as far as to acknowledge that 
although God is incomprehensible, he is not unthinkable and that the very proc-
ess of intellection of divinity is the  of the human life40.  
                                                 

40 In such a way Gregory claims that “we ought to think of God even more often 
than we draw our breath; and if the expression is permissible, we ought to do nothing 
else” (Or 27.5). 
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Eugene AFONASIN

ARISTOTLE AND THEOPHRASTUS ON 
THEORETICAL AND METHODOLOGICAL 

FOUNDATIONS OF METEOROLOGY* 
I 

Theophrastus says that neither thunderbolts, nor other frightening weather 
phenomena are, contrary to ordinary opinion, divine (Meteorology, chapter 
14.14–29 Daiber)1. They say that Zeus sends the flaring arrows to the earth as 
punishment. Why then thunderbolts strike in stones, plants or animals, and more 
often in spring and in high places, rather than in winter or in summer and in low 
places2? Can gods be angry with them? Why furthermore thunderbolts some-
times kill just people and do not touch villains3, while such terrible phenomena 
as hurricanes or earthquakes are equally dangerous to all people4?  

The question is therefore the following: Do natural phenomena, similar to 
thunderbolts or hurricanes, also pursue a definite goal ( )?  

If yes, does this goal depend on some sort of universal principle, as if the 
order in the world is due to the highest reasonable being, like the Mind of Anax-
agoras or the Good of Plato5, while “the nature of the world” is responsible for 
                                                 

* The study is sponsored by the Russian Science Foundation under the Project 
(# 15–18–30005) “The Legacy of Aristotle as a constituting element of European 
rationality in historical perspective” (Institute of World History of the Russian Academy 
of Science). 

1 This text is probably an abridged version of Theophrastus’ Metarsiology, men-
tioned by Diogenes Laertius (5.44). J. Mansfeld (1992) correctly observes that this theo-
logical remark, presently found in a chapter on the halo around the moon (Ch. 14 Daiber), 
does not fit this place well and could in fact belong to the very end of the original treatise.   

2 In Ch. 6, dedicated to thunderbolts, Theophrastus gives a clear natural reason for 
this: “For the thunderbolts to arise, clouds, wind and fire are required; during winter 
clouds and wind exist, not however much fire because of excessive coldness… in high 
places there are many winds and clouds”, etc. (Meteorology 6.69–78, Daiber’s translation) 

3 The argument, already found in Aristophanes, Clouds 398 ff. (Zeus struck his own 
temple). 

4 In a new study on the subject, Bakker (2016) traces the development of this ethi-
cal paradox up to the Hellenistic times.  

5 Cf. Plato, Phaedo 97  ff. (on the Mind of Anaxagoras as a natural ordering cause), 
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all sort of disorder? Or, alternatively, is the final causation due to the nature of 
the things themselves6? 

The notion of the first principles is highly problematic:  

[S]ome assume that all principles are endowed with shape 
( ), others that only the material ones (  ); but others 
both, those endowed with shape as well as those of matter, considering 
that the complete (  ) consists in both: for the totality of being 
they take to come (so to speak) from opposites7. But it might seem un-
reasonable even to them if, on the one hand, the whole cosmos and 
every part of it were in order and proportion ( ) in respect of 
shapes, capacities, and periods, while on the other hand in the princi-
ples there would be nothing of the kind but, one would say, “a heap of 
things poured out at random is the one who carries off the price of 
beauty” (Heraclitus says) “the world-order”8. But even to the tiniest en-
tity virtually they take it to be thus, in animate and inanimate things 
alike: for the natures of practically speaking each entity, even when 
generated spontaneously ( ), are definite; but the principles 
are said to be indefinite ( ) (Theophrastus, Metaphysics 7a6–
18, Van Raalte’s translation throughout, slightly adopted). 

In other words, if the “beauty” of this world-order is achieved thanks to 
certain formulas (“proportions”), rather than somehow formed by a spontaneous 
distribution of things “poured out at random”, then there arises a question how to 
coordinate this world-order with the first principles, on the one hand, and with 
the variety of the observed phenomena, on the other? And if the idea of orderli-
ness of the world meets more or less general approval, as soon as it comes to the 
discussion of the postulated foundations of the world-order, opinions of philoso-
phers begin to multiply uncontrolledly: some speak about one or several shape-

                                                                                                           
Laws 885c5 ff. (on divine providence), etc.  Generally speaking, Platonic teleology con-
cerns the concept of universal goodness: the good is naturally directed towards the good. 
This is its purpose and it always finds the ways to bring it about. For a detailed analysis of 
Plato’s view of causation, see an influential article by D. Sedley (1998). 

6 As it is usually the case in Aristotle (see below). 
7 It is clear that the first are the Pythagoreans and Platonists, the second are numer-

ous early philosophers of nature, while the third are the Peripatetics. 
8 Fr. 124 DK:   [Mss: , Diels: ]    

,  , [ ] . The correction is based on Aristotle, Meta-
physics 1041b12 and 1045a9. For a detailed discussion, cf. Laks, Most & Rudolph 1988, 
243 ff. Glenn Most reads the passage as following:      

,  , [ ]  (…just like the most beautiful of the heaps 
piled at random [is] the world-order). 
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less elements allocated with ‘force’ to produce all the rest, others emphasize that 
the ordered world could not arise, be the principles in itself shapeless, the third 
believe that they have to be made of two opposite principles, material and formal, 
etc. But even for these last it seems natural that the very first principles cannot be 
defined through something other, so nevertheless have to remain ‘indefinite’.  

On the other hand, according to Theophrastus, it is difficult to find “formal 
accounts” (  ), appropriate for each entity, which would assign it to the 
final cause (“for the sake of which”),  

…[in] the case of animals and plants, and in the every bubble 
( ); — unless it happens through the order ( ) and 
change of other things that all sort of shapes and varieties of things in 
the air and on earth arise; the main example of which according to 
some are the facts of the yearly return of the seasons, on which gen-
erations of animals, plants, and fruits depend — the sun being, so to 
speak, the begetter ( ). These questions call for an inquiry 
into them… requiring as they do a delimitation of how far the or-
dered extends, and why more of it is impossible or the change would 
be for the worse (7 20–7b9). 
Much of what we observe around us looks casual. However, according to 

Theophrastus, though in the world, perceived as a “living organic whole”, “arbi-
trary” is not casual any longer (being now interpreted as the ‘side effects’ of or-
ganic life), in a more strict sense of the word some events nevertheless seem 
inexplicable. Theophrastus comes back to this subject several times, in particu-
lar, a little below (8a1–5) and in the final two chapters of the treatise9, having 
limited himself on the present occasion to the warning of possible harm of hasty 
“theories of everything”10. Indeed, creating the theories describing (or ‘construct-

                                                 
9 For details, cf. van Raalte 1988 and 1993 (ad loc.). 
10 «Both the essence or quiddity (    ) is peculiar to each particular thing, 

and thing observed to apply essentially ( ' ) and not accidentally (  ) 
will prove to be something observed of some particular thing (   ). And in general 
the task of a science is to distinguish what is the same in a plurality of things, whether said of 
all universally or in some particular way in each case, as in numbers, lines, animals, plants: 
complete is the science which consists of both.  But there are some objects of study of which 
the end ( ) is universal, for in this consists the cause of things; of others the individual is 
the end, in those cases where there is division into the indivisible entities ( ), like in the 
case of things done and things made: for their actuality ( ) is such. We know through 
“the same” ( ) <which is such> either in essence, in number, in species, in genus, by 
analogy, or any other distinctions there might be besides these; what is the same by analogy 
spans the widest distance (considering that we are maximally far removed), in some cases 
<its doing so> being due to themselves ( '  ), in others to the subject-matter 
involved ( ), in others to both» (8b21–9a8).   
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ing’) mathematical objects, proportions, the movement of heaven etc. up to the 
empirical sciences studying animals, plants and inanimate objects we seek to see 
every time the general in particular, without forgetting, however, about unique 
features of each individual thing or living being. Some phenomena receive an 
acceptable explanation within this scientific framework; others are grasped by 
such less than certain methods as analogy11:  

[Up] to some point (    ) we are capable to study things 
causally, taking our starting point from sense perception in each case12; 
but when we proceed to the extreme and primary entities we are no 
longer capable of doing so, either owing to the fact that they do not 
have a cause, or through our lack of strength to look, one would say, at 
the brightest of things (  )...13. For those seeking an ex-
planation ( ) of all things destroy explanation, and at the same 
time knowing (  ), too; or, rather, it is more true to say that 
they seek an explanation of those things of which there is none, and in 
virtue of their nature there can be no explanation14 (9b9–24). 

A good scientific theory of the heaven explains how “the first things im-
parting movement (    )” work as well as “for the sake of what 
(   )” everything occurs (9b27). However the method, which is re-
quired here is “not physical or not quite physical” (10a8), since certain ‘first 
principles’, which are not reducible to anything else, precede observation.  

II 

It is now time to have a look at these principles in more details. Three con-
sequent observations, all based on the Metaphysics, will suffice. Theophrastus, 
first, questions the validity of the idea of the ultimate good, than discusses the 
concept of final causation and, finally, rises some doubts concerning a wide-
spread belief that nature always strives for the best. 

(A) First, let us consider the following principle: “Action ( ) be-
longs to the essence of each being”15. Applied to the universe as a whole it sub-

                                                 
11 See 9a19 and 9a5–8, quoted above.   
12 Cf. Aristotle, Posterior Analytics 88a.  
13 Cf. Aristotle, Posterior Analytics 88a6–8 and Metaphysics 993b7–11.  
14 Cf. Aristotle, Metaphysics 1011 12, 1012 20, 1063b7–11 (directed against Plato).  
15 The idea is initially Aristotelian. See, in particular, Aristotle, Metaphysics 1048a25 

ff. and a detailed study of the distinction between  and  in Aristotle by R. 
Heinaman (1995). According to Aristotle, movement (as well as rest) is a temporary and 
spatial category. When we are speaking of something moving (for instance, changing its 
place), we are referring to divisible intervals. The continuous process of change can in prin-
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stantiates the conclusion that in its action, which is the circular movement, the 
heaven acts in accordance with its essence, since “the rotation of the universe is 
like a kind of life” (10 10–12)16. This single principle sufficiently explains the 
essence of heavenly movement, and the astronomer, equipped with a working 
theory, can now turn his attention to studying concrete celestial phenomena. In 
the same manner, animal life is essentially some sort of change17, and, since its 
essence is now clear, the scientist may now focus on its particular manifestations 
and forms. This allows Theophrastus to lay aside the problematic unmoved 
mover of Aristotelian Metaphysics , because movement (at least for living be-
ings) is in every sense better than rest.  

(B) Then Theophrastus takes the second step: Is this really the case that for 
each thing one can establish ‘for the sake of what (   )’ it occurred? 
Aristotle is quite categorical in this regard: “God and the nature do nothing in 
vain”18. Certainly, Aristotle's “god” differs from Plato’s designer of the universe, 
but “nature” cannot be reduced to mechanical necessity either. More likely, he 
wants to say that any natural process is directed to a definite end as though the 
form itself sought to realize itself in matter. In this sense, the nature gives certain 
bodily parts only to those living beings which are capable to use them. For this 
purpose, for example, it supplied us with hands: only such reasonable beings as 
the humans could use hand as “an instrument for further instruments” (Parts of 
Animals 687a19 ff.), having completely realized the opportunities put in a hand 
by nature. This and similar arguments, frequent in Aristotle, are quite straight-
forward, but they do not reveal the whole truth. It is clear that conclusions about 
these or those phenomena are valid if derived from true premises with the help of 
correct rules of inference, but, in fact, in the majority of cases, valid conclusion 
is valid “for the most part” if, respectively, such is any of the initial premises19. 
                                                                                                           
ciple last forever, but if not it reaches its end. However, not every change is an action: “Since 
of actions which have limit none is an end but all are relative to the end… this is not an ac-
tion or at least not complete one… but what in which the end is present is action. E. g. at the 
same time we are seeing and have seen, are understanding and have understood… but it is 
not true that at the same time we are learning and have learned, or are being cured and have 
cured…” (Aristotle, Metaphysics 1048b20 ff., W.D. Ross’ translation). 

16 Aristotle would in principle agree with this statement. Let me give a less-quoted 
example: Sextus Empiricus (Adv. Math. X (Phys. II) 45–46 = Aristotle, On philosophy, 9 
Ross) testifies that Aristotle called Parmenides and Melissus ‘immobilists’ ( ) 
and ‘non-physical’ ( ) thinkers, because “nature is the source of movement, and 
in saying that nothing moves they denied the existence of nature” (Ross’ translation).   

17 Which in this case (unlike the universe as a whole) necessarily includes the mo-
ments of generation and destruction.   

18 Cf. Aristotle, On the Heaven 271a33, cf. Generation of Animals 741b13 ff. 
19 Cf. Aristotle, Posterior Analytics 87b22 ff.; Prior Analytics 43b3 ff. and, esp., 

Metaphysics 1027a20 ff. 
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They are not accidental, but it is impossible to tell in advance when and under 
what circumstances there will happen something, not corresponding to them. 
Consequently, only in certain cases one can find an explanation to these events 
as well as the reasons why they did not occur in this particular case: “The minute 
accuracy of mathematics is not to be demanded in all cases, but only in the case 
of things which have no matter”20. For this reason, its method is not quite correct 
for all sciences, which deal with matter, physics and meteorology included. Even 
if things happen more or less predictable “for the most part”, what about the 
phenomena, which happen as side-effects (   ) and due to 
necessities (  ' )? This problem interests Theophrastus in the final chap-
ters of his Metaphysics: 

[F]or what is it that the incursions and refluxes of the sea are for, or 
its advances ( ), or droughts setting in and humidities, 
and generally changes now in this direction, then it that, destructions 
and generations, by way of which the alterations and changes 
(   ) in the earth itself occur of things shifting 
now in this direction, now in that? (10b1–6) …And obviously the 
main, and most generally accepted example concerns the phenomena 
of nutrition and generation of animals; for these are not for the sake 
of anything, but they are concurrences and due to other necessities 
(   '  ). For assuming that they were 
for the sake of these <processes>, they ought always to have pro-
ceeded in the same manner and have been the same (10b15–19). 

Following Glenn Most (Laks, Most & Rudolph 1988, 228–229) one may 
suggests three possible interpretations of this place. It is quite possible that it 
reflects the Aristotelian critique of Plato’s Phaedo21, and Theophrastus simply 
wants to say that natural events are too complicated and casual to be explained 
by immutable ideas. Theophrastus could also have in mind the Generation of 
Animals 777b23 ff., where Aristotle relates the time of gestation and develop-
ment of living beings and the length of their life with various natural phenomena, 
such as a day, a night, a month, a year, the predominant winds, etc., and con-
cludes that, since the external factors at work are always so numerous and unde-
termined, the nature is unable to achieve a perfect correlation between the times 
of gestation and the length of live, on the one hand, and appropriate astronomical 
cycles, on the other. This is the reason why things frequently happen “contrary to 
nature”. Finally, it could refer to the fact that the variety of modes of generation 
and nourishment of the various living beings is so great that it is impossible to 

                                                 
20 Aristotle, Metaphysics 995a15–16, Ross’ translation. 
21 Cf. Aristotle, Metaphysics 991b3 ff.  
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formulate a single principle for their classification (cf. the Generation of Animals 
732b ff.).  

…[in] plants and even more in inanimate things, which have some 
definite nature in shape, in kind, and capacity ( ), one might 
ask what these phenomena are for? For the very possibility that they 
have no explanation (    ) is problematic, and especial-
ly for those who do not suppose this <to be the case> in other things, 
prior and more worthy <than these>. This is also why the account 
that it is by spontaneity (  )22 and through the rotation of 
the whole that these things acquire certain forms or differences from 
one another seems to have some plausibility. If not, we still must as-
sume certain limits to the “for the sake of something and towards the 
best (  '      )”, and should not posit this 
for all cases without qualification; since propositions such as the fol-
lowing leave some room for doubt, both when expressed without 
qualification and with reference to individual cases (10b20–11 5). 

(C) Addition “for the sake of something and towards the best (  '  
    )” further qualifies the initial teleological principle (B) 

concerning living beings: “If the best device is possible, the nature never misses 
such opportunity”. 

But is this really the case that “nature strives for the best in all things (  
 < >     )”, and “where possible makes 

things share in the eternal and the orderly ( '      
  )”23? Why then the world we live in is so imperfect as a 

whole and in details? Probably, says Theophrastus, it is because the best is at 
short supply in the world and far removed from it, so that only in the case of rare 
animated beings one can safely claim that their existence is somewhat better, 
then their possible nonexistence24. This looks obvious for many, but not for The-
ophrastus. Hence the idea that “the good is something rare and consists in a few 

                                                 
22 On the subject, see Balme 1962. I cannot go into details here.  
23 For instance, “in the middle ventricle of the heart the mixture is best, because the 

middle is most worthy” (11a10). This and other examples given by Theophrastus are from 
Aristotle (On the Parts of Animals 665 9 ff. and 667 3–6). It is clear that in this and simi-
lar cases the ‘explanation’ is based on certain a-priori principles, like “the middle is the 
best”, rather than any actual, however speculative, physiological theory. 

24 “For even if the <natural> desire is such, this at any rate shows that what does not 
respond and does not receive the “well” is a lot (or, rather, is the great majority): the ani-
mate is something scanty, the inanimate boundless, and of the animate things themselves 
being is short, as well as better (     )” (Theophrastus, Meta-
physics 11 10–17).  
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things, where evil is a great mass (       ,   
   )» (11 19), taken for granted by some philosophers25, is 

substituted in his Metaphysics with the bold statement that “reality is just good as 
it is (       )» (11 25). It would be a mistake there-
for to place, with the Platonists, the good at the great distance from the rest of the 
world. But even these peoples must admit, that neither things as such are capable 
of assimilating themselves with the best, nor even the highest principle, or god 
(“for those who take god the first principle”) is “capable of leading all things 
towards the best – but if at all, just as far as possible”. This is a clear reference to 
the Timaeus 29 . But even this is not the most preferred choice (  ' '  

'), since in a futile attempt to reach the state of perfection one can easily 
destroy “being as a whole”, which consists out of contraries (  ) and is 
found in contraries (< > )» (11b10):  

[E]ven in the first bodies on further observation many things appear 
to be at random ( ) indeed, such as the phenomena mentioned 
in connection with changes of the earth (for they appear to be neither 
‘the better’ nor ‘that for the sake of something,’ but if anything, to 
follow by some necessity [   ]); and many 
things in the air as well as in the other regions are like this. As far as 
the order is concerned at least, among the objects of sense the heav-
enly bodies might seem to have most of it, and among the other 
things — that is, if there are no entities even prior to these — the 
mathematical objects (  ). — For even if not everything 
is ordered, still in these things the ordered predominates; — unless 
one should assume the shapes (  ) to be such as Democritus 
supposes those of the atoms to be26 (11b12–25).  

                                                 
25 This was the idea of Speusippus, who believed that “valuable is rare and found in 

the region of the center, the other things being extremes and on either side of it”. The 
central and honorable place in the world is allocated, according to the Pythagoreans, to the 
element of fire (Aristotle, On the Heavens 293 20 ff.). If Iamblichus (De communi 
mathematica scientia 16.10–14, 18.9–12) is to be trusted at this point, Speusippus did not 
ascribe “goodness and beauty” to the highest principle (One), elevating it above “good 
and evil”. In accordance with this remarkable doctrine, beauty appears at the level of 
numbers, while goodness manifests itself only at the level of the soul. Goodness is opera-
tive everywhere, of course, but is contaminated at lower levels with evil. For details, cf. 
Dillon 2003, 53 ff. On the contrary, L. Tarán (1981, 444–449) rejects Iamblichus’ testi-
mony and believes that Theophrastus refers here to Speusippus’ ethical theory, according 
to which pleasure and pain are unwelcomed extremities, while the irreproachable middle 
state is to be found in the center. 

26 Cf. Aristotle, On the Heaven 303 10–12, On Generation and Corruption 314 21.  
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At the first glance, the propositions advanced by Theophrastus in A, B and 
C shake the foundations of the Aristotelian science. But let us look at them from 
different prospective. The principle A and C are explicitly metaphysical and any 
science, including the Aristotelian one, can perfectly do without them. The no-
tion of final causation (B), however vital for the entire Aristotelian system, ad-
mits different interpretations. One may, for instance, say that for Aristotle all 
living beings not only struggle to survive and reproduce themselves, but also, in 
their attempts to imitate the ultimate good, strive for perfection, and that the 
same principle can, with some reservations, be applied to all sorts of beings, in-
cluding natural phenomena27. It is true that this language of participation is not 
alien to Aristotle’s thought. Still, in its various practical applications the final 
causation in Aristotle is clearly devoid of the figure of benevolent highest princi-
ple and, quite simply, is the way of answering the question about why things are 
as they are (Chase 2011, 517)28. 

III 

The weather phenomena, like wildlife, are difficult and unpredictable, 
but not because they are completely deprived of orderliness. On the contrary, it 
is possible to observe a set of regularities in them. The problem, however, is 
that these processes are found almost on the limits of the complexity barely 
accessible for human understanding. Those accustomed to strict mathematical 
theorems and exact descriptions of the celestial motions, having taken a step 
from the world of ideal objects and celestial bodies to our “sublunary” world, 

                                                 
27 For instance, John Dudley is convinced that, according to Aristotle, “when liv-

ing beings strive for their full development, they are striving for the goodness of the 
Unmoved Mover” (Dudley 2002, 342). For an earlier discussion of the concept of a 
‘desire for completion’, inherent even in matter, see J. Rist (1965), who notes that, in-
deed, according to Aristotle, “each thing has its own good and seeks for that… Aristotle 
has therefore agreed with the suggestion of Plato that there is an aspiration in things, 
but has refused to agree that the ends of these aspirations are identical. The only parts 
of the Aristotelian cosmos which may… desire the Good are… the first heavens and the 
plurality of unmoved movers”. (Rist 1965, 348)  

28 Cf. the conclusion made by L. Judson (2005, 364) in his discussion of the 
Phys. 2. 8, 198b10–199a8: “There is little reason to accept, and a great deal of reason to 
reject, the view that the rain falls to make the crops grow: when the farmer sees the 
November rain, what he can expect in the spring is simply the growth of plants well 
adapted to their environment, not an instance of biocentrist teleology”. The conflicting 
approaches to this controversial subject are well summarized by Bradie & Miller 
(1984). For a continuing debate, see Cooper 1982, Balme 1987, Gotthelf 1987, Repici 
1990, Sedley 1991, Meyer 1992, Johnson 2005, Falcon 2006, Leunissen 2008 and 
2010, Scharle 2008, Quarantotto 2015, etc. 
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are easily lost in a variety of the observed phenomena. How to investigate 
them in all their diversity? Perhaps, by analogy29? 

Earthquake, for example, is in a way similar to an occasion of urination or 
spasm: the earth, as well as our body, is shaken by some sort of shiver caused by 
the movement of pneuma (Aristotle, Meteorology 366b18–30); the sea is a sweat 
of the earth heated by the sun, which explains its saltiness (id. 353b12, from 
Empedocles); and, in general, the earth acts as the common stomach for plants, 
while the stomach of animals is an internal replacement of the earth (Aristotle, 
On the Parts of Animals 650a21 and 678a13). Examples can be easily multiplied, 
and some of them are popular since the times of the Presocratics30.  

We note that, in certain cases suitable analogies can be used for explaining 
the mechanism of a given phenomenon along with a direct observation of it, es-
pecially in cases when direct observation is complicated or impossible. Heat 
naturally rises up. Why then thunderous blows, hurricanes and similar atmos-
pheric phenomena tend to run down with the great force, contrary to what is 
known to be typical for other warm substances? It is because, according to Aris-
totle, that, being pushed out, the body flies in the direction of the force applica-
tion, like a seed from a fruit if one forcefully squeezes it (Meteorology 369a20, 
cf. 369a30, for an analogy between peals of a thunder and a crash of the fire-
wood burning in the furnace). 

It is remarkable that though in many cases analogy replaces definition 
(Metaphysics 1048a35) Aristotle nevertheless does not seek to make a reasoning 
by analogy a part of his scientific method, firmly based on the hypothesis and the 
strict proof. Analogies supplement empirical data and allow to explain the nature 
of unusual or rare events, which cannot be investigated directly. In certain cases, 
                                                 

29 “Aristotle’s philosophy seeks to explain a world which Aristotle conceived 
pretheoretically to exhibit the characteristics of biological objects and processes” so that 
“general natural and cosmological phenomena are conceived as analogous to Biological 
phenomena” (Graham 1986, 544–5).  

30 Periodic tides are “purifications” of the sea (Strabo, Geography 1.9, cf. Seneca, 
Natural questions 3[7].26.5-8); and, in general, the natural design of the earth is similar to 
this of our bodies: it also contains various veins and arteries, ones filled with liquid, 
others — with pneuma; not unlike our body, there are other liquids in the earth, both use-
ful and harmful; some of them, hardening, become minerals, while [the element of] earth 
and moisture, “rotting”, turn into asphalt; as the flow of the blood from a vein in animal 
body does not stop until the wound does not drag on, so when the “veins” of the earth are 
torn, a river or a stream might appear, sometimes running dry or dammed (Seneca, Natu-
ral questions 3[7].15.2 ff.). In the same place, Seneca thinks that analogies between the 
elements are also permissible: the processes observable underground are often similar to 
those in clouds when the condensed air becomes too heavy to preserve its “nature”, and 
turns into another element, water; in these cases the cloud loses water in the form of rain 
and water exhales “sweat” (id., 7), etc. 
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one can even speak about experimental check. For example, in order to explain 
salinity of the sea Aristotle predictably starts with a reformulation of his major 
theoretical construct according to which all “meteorological” phenomena are due 
to damp and dry evaporations and then explores its consequences. Dry evaporation 
contains the remains, which appear because of natural process of generation and 
growth (“like residue which gather in a bladder”). A natural hypothesis which can 
be formed on the basis of this theory is that these “earthy” remains in seawater may 
be responsible for its salinity. How to check it? It is possible, for example, to filter 
water through ashes. As a result, it becomes bitter. One can also observe that a salt 
deposit is always formed on pots, containing seawater (Meteorology 357b1, 
358a5 ff.). Besides, the fact that salinity is caused by a certain admixture can be 
confirmed, if one takes a wax vessel, firmly closes it and places in seawater; ac-
cording to Aristotle, upon inspection one will find that the moisture, which filtered 
through wax walls is fresh. Besides, the fact that seawater contains certain admix-
ture is proven by the fact that overloaded ships, which came from the sea, sunk in 
the fresh-water rivers; that there is a lake in Palestine where even tied up peoples 
and animals are unable to sink; finally, if one takes very salty water, the egg, sink-
ing in fresh water, will not go down in it, etc. (id., 359a1 ff.).  

The experiment with the egg is quite correct, although the wax vessel as a 
wonderful desalinator will not work: water simply will not get through its walls 
(and fresh water found in the vessel was probably condensate). Nevertheless, 
Aristotle mentions this experiment again in the History of Animals (590a22), and 
after him other antique authors, in particular Pliny (Natural History 31.37.70), 
repeat the same mistake. This, of course, proves that Aristotle not always 
checked the transferred data. 

As we saw, Theophrastus follows Aristotle only partially, especially when 
he leaves the realm of the first principles and returns to a discussion of less cer-
tain natural phenomena. He does not seek a single cause for this or that event and, 
unlike Aristotle, is not inclined to explain all meteorological phenomena on the 
basis of a single, however ingenious, hypothesis. This is not to say that he takes 
approach totally different from this adopted by his teacher, since Aristotle was also 
satisfied, if necessary, with probable explanations and reasoning by analogy. 

A collection of diverse opinions, related to nature, even unverified and, 
perhaps, wrong, has probably become for Theophrastus a basis for independent 
and more in-depth study of the phenomena. Besides, it is obvious that Aristotle’s 
student thought that, firstly, the difficult natural phenomena could in fact involve 
many causes and, secondly, as it is repeatedly stressed in his Metaphysics, per-
haps in certain cases search for a causal explanation of an event will not lead to 
any comprehension of its essence, especially when an “invisible” is learnt 
through “invisible” (9a22, quoted above). Take, for instance, tomorrow’s weath-
er forecast. Analogy based on past observations could help in such cases, while 
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an attempt to reach a definite conclusion not only destroys the proof, but also 
prevent scholar from acquiring any, even preliminary, understanding of the phe-
nomenon (id., 9b22). The real science is based on a shaky foundation of casual 
observations, unchecked hypotheses, analogies and elementary experiments, 
rather than on logic and metaphysics. This explains the nature of a scientific pro-
ject which was carried out in the Lyceum, headed by Theophrastus, and exerted 
the determinative impact on further development of ancient science. 
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Maya PETROVA 

THE RECEPTION OF ARISTOTLE’S  
TEXTS IN LATIN PLATONISM  

OF LATE ANTIQUITY*  

This article discusses the features of the use of Aristotle’s texts by Latin 
platonic Macrobius (the middle of the Vth c.). It also investigates the questions, 
what and how Macrobius borrows from the Greek philosopher, the extent of 
which he transforms the gained knowledge, how exactly he conveys and sets it, 
as well as showing whether Macrobius’ knowledge of the texts of Aristotle was 
direct or indirect1. For consideration, two works of Macrobius, namely, Com-
mentary on the ‘Dream of Scipio’ and Saturnalia are involved. Another work 
entitled On the differences and similarities of the Greek and Latin verb does not 
contain references to Aristotle and parallels with his texts. Note, Macrobius is 
not an original author; he only adapts the work of Greek philosophers. 

COMMENTARY ON THE ‘DREAM OF SCIPIO’ 

Briefly recall what constitutes Macrobius’ Commentary. In fact, the title of 
the text speaks for itself — the author explains the final section of the treatise of 
Cicero’s On the state, entitled Dream of Scipio. The main sources of Macrobius 
are Greek texts, which he briefly paraphrases, omitting the intermediate argu-
ment, leaving only the conclusions. For this reason, his text resembles a set of 
Greek knowledge2, which is popularly rewritten for the Latin reader. The elected 
method by Macrobius for drawing up the Commentary is the same as that which 

                                                 
* The study is sponsored by the Russian Science Foundation under the Project 

(# 15–18–30005) “The Legacy of Aristotle as a constituting element of European 
rationality in historical perspective” (Institute of World History of the Russian Academy 
of Science). 

1 See: Linke 1888: 240-56; Mras 1933: 232-86; Courcelle 1943: 20-36; Wedeck 
(tr.) 1969: 13-47; Flamant 1977: 148-71, 305-50, 382-484, 485-680, 628-36; Stahl 1952 : 
3-65; Gersh 1986: 502-522; Armisen-Marchetti 2001: vii-xc. See also: Petrova 2015  (in 
Russian): 60-62; Petrova 2015B: 72-81 (in Russian). 

2 Many theories outlined by Macrobius are placed in the Platonic tradition, although 
the influence of Stoicism, Pythagoreanism, Hermetic philosophy is discernible.  
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was used by the latest platonic commentators — Greek and / or Latin (among 
them are Iamblichus, Proclus, Calcidius et al.) — the author puts the quotation at 
the beginning of the chapter and devotes it to his interpretation. The manner of 
Macrobius’ writing (as well as for all the commentators of Late Antiquity) is 
characterized by the desire to create the impression of working with primary 
sources and to demonstrate his erudition. 

Only a very small section of the surrounding Macrobius’ text3 is devoted to 
the discussion of Aristotle’s teachings on the nature of the movement and its 
forms. There are the three chapters of the second book of the Commentary (II, 
14 – 16) which talk about the Soul, the immortality of which is guaranteed (in 
accordance with the teaching of Platonics) by the principle of its self-movement 
(II, 13, 7). 

This statement of Macrobius (let’s name it “controversy with Aristotle”) 
has attracted the attention of some foreign researchers, among them are Thomas 
Whittaker (1923)4, William Stahl (1952)5, Stephen Gersh (1986)6. We also 
touched on this issue in the framework of our thesis which was defended in 
19987. A little later Ilya Semenov (in 1999) had conducted a more thorough in-
vestigation of this section, with the involvement of the texts of Plotinus and Por-
phyry8. In general, all the researchers are unanimous in their conclusions as to 
what exactly the fragments of the works of Aristotle were used by Macrobius in 
his reasoning, as a comparative analysis of the text speaks for itself. At first, we 
summarize the available findings, then we move on to our own conclusions, and 
some assumptions. 

It is important to note that the controversy with Aristotle precedes Mac-
robius’ presentation of Platonic evidence of immortality of the Soul (Comm. II, 
13), borrowed by him directly from the treatise of Cicero’s On the state (XV, 
15)9, which, in turn, could be traced back to Plato’s the Phaedrus (245a – 246a). 
It seems that this kind of introduction led Macrobius to direct the reader to the 
presentation of the arguments of Aristotle (II, 14, 3-35), objecting to the basic 
principle of the immortality of the Soul, i.e. its self-movement. These arguments 
Macrobius then criticizes ( , 15–16)10.  
                                                 

3 Despite Macrobius leaving without discussion a quarter of Cicero’s text (it is the 
introduction), his text is 16-17 times longer than his source. 

4 Whittaker 1923: 79. 
5 Stahl 1952: 36-37.  
6 Gersh 1986. 
7 See: Petrova 1998: 150-51 (in Rus.). See also: Petrova 2015 : 60-2 (in Russian).  
8 See: Semenov 1999: 33-58 (In Russian). 
9 Cf. also: Cic. Tusc. disp. I, 53-54 (— Here and below, except when otherwise stated, 

refer to the original texts in electronic databases: TLG, BTL, PHI 5, PL); Gersh 1986: 123. 
10 Note, that for criticism of Aristotle’s concept, Macrobius mainly uses Plotinus’ 

Enneads (VI, 1, 10; VI, 2, 16; III, 8, 10; III, 6, 3; I, 1, 13; IV, 8 3; IV, 2, 23; IV, 7, 5; IV, 
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Macrobius himself speaks of his intention to convey precisely the doctrine 
of Aristotle (Comm. II, 14, 2-3)11. However, in reality, his paraphrase of the 
Greek philosopher’s evidence is rather far from the original. In particular, Mac-
robius changed the order of arguments cited by Aristotle (Comm. II, 14, 3-35)12. 
Basically, Macrobius’ arguments date back to the statement of the VIII book 
Aristotle’s Physics (250b 10 – 267b), in which the Greek philosopher (criticizing 
Plato’s followers, who are believing that the Soul is the reason of movement 
[Phys. 265b 30]) sets out the doctrine of the nature of movement and its sorts. In 
Macrobius there are two other short compliances with the work of Aristotle’s On 
the soul (I, 3, 406a 5-10 — on the movement of a ship; I, 3, 406a — on the mo-
tion of the Soul). Macrobius embeds these phrases in his paraphrase of the frag-
ment of the Physics as it is needed (this will be discussed later). In total, in rela-
tion to the “controversy with Aristotle”, it is possible to find ten matches 
between Physics and Commentary. All of them are shown in the Table: 

Macr. Comm. Arist. Phys. 
II, 14, 4-5 VIII, 3, 253a – 254b.  
II, 14, 8-13 VIII, 4, 254b – 256a 

VIII, 10, 266b 
VIII, 4, 254b (cf. De an. I, 3, 406 a 5-10) —  
                                                      the movement of a ship. 

II, 14, 16-21 VIII, 5, 256a – 258b 
II, 14, 22-23 VIII, 6, 258b – 260a 
II, 14, 24 VIII, 7, 261b 
II, 14, 25  VIII, 7, 261b and 5, 257b 
II, 14, 26  VIII, 6, 259b 
II, 14, 27 VIII, 5, 256b – 257b 
II, 14, 28 VIII, 5, 256ab 
II, 14, 29-35 VIII, 8, 261b – 9, 266a (cf. De an. I, 3, 406a) —  

                                                  the movement of the Soul. 
 
 

                                                                                                           
7, 11; IV, 5, 7; IV, 3, 7). There are some parallels with the texts of Plato (894b; 895a; 
245a [Phaedrus]). 

11 This method of linking and compiling of your own work is not unique to Mac-
robius, but also for many other ancient authors, both Greek and Latin. For example, the 
base part of the treatise of Iamblichus’ Protrepticus consists of excerpts of Plato’s dia-
logues (ch. 5-19), which are interrupted excerpts (concentrated around the theme of hap-
piness and how to achieve it) from the work of Aristotle (ch. 6-12), which had probably 
the same name. See: Alymova 2004: 13-5 (in Russian).  

12 Whittaker 1923: 79. 
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Obviously, Macrobius aims to show the inadequacy of Aristotle’s concep-
tion, not to agree with the fact that the Soul is self-movement and tried to prove 
its immobility (De an. I, 3, 406a). For this reason, Macrobius, leaving the possi-
bility for criticism, “snatches” from Aristotle’s texts that, what he seems, he can 
easily refute, leaning on the texts of the Platonics. This principle is “working” for 
all his “controversy with Aristotle”.  

As it is apparent, Macrobius reports Aristotle’s text rather superficially. 
And if we turn to his Physics, we can see more clear and thoughtful presenta-
tions (VIII, 3, 253a and 254a 20-30 15-25). Note also that Macrobius, in assem-
bling his exposition, sometimes agrees somewhat with the Greek philosopher. 
For example, he says that Plato’s followers do not oppose the approval of the 
existence of something which is always stationary. But, according to Macrobius, 
it does not follow that if there is something immobile, then this is the Soul; and 
those, who say that the Soul is self-movement, will not dare to assert that all 
things are self-movement. 

It is necessary to mention the so-called “injection” of Aristotle’s phrase 
into Macrobius’s retelling of Aristotle’s provisions on the movement, and pay 
attention to the context of the considered fragments from the works of both au-
thors. So, when Macrobius (II, 14, 8), following the Physics of Aristotle, is con-
sidering the sorts of movement, he gives the example from the treatise On the 
soul (I, 3, 406a 5-10) on a moving ship and its sailors, which are staying there 
without movement. Aristotle is talking about the movement and the ship and 
sailors, because the ship moves by itself, and the sailors move also, because they 
are on it. At the same time, the phrase of this work (De an. 406b 5) inserted by 
Macrobius (II, 14, 29), is in the other fragment of the Physics. Here the Latin 
author, in fact, uses for himself the appropriate phrase out of context. He writes: 
“If the soul is moved, then, assuredly, it is moved with other movements from 
place to place”13. Aristotle (De an. 406a 30 – 406b 1) focuses on the other issue, 
saying that any motion in which the body moves, the same motion the soul itself 
moves. Similarly, without taking context into consideration of the account there 
is the phrase from the treatise On the Heavens (I, 9, 278b 17; cf. II 10, 291a 35) 
in the Commentary (II, 14, 5). Here Aristotle argues what is called the sky, in 
which are placed the Moon, the Sun and the wandering stars, which say they are 
[visible] in the sky. At the same time Macrobius following Physics of Aristotle is 
talking about the apparent motion of celestial bodies. 

Clearly, these examples demonstrate the indirect dependence of Macrobius 
from Aristotle. Most likely, Macrobius had used by some intermediate texts — 
as “school text books”, in which there were contained the excerpts from Aris-
totle, as perhaps “critical exposition” of authors-platonics14, who did not agree 
                                                 

13 Stahl (tr.) 1990 (11952): 232. 
14 Stahl 1995: 22, 227. 
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with the teachings of Aristotle. Macrobius himself was unlikely to directly read 
the works of the philosopher. This conclusion is confirmed by the language of 
Macrobius: in his “controversy with Aristotle” there are not any of the Greek 
terms, and no citations in this language, which usually cram all his writings. 
Macrobius’ paraphrase of Aristotle is rather dry as dust and technical, which is 
also a little peculiar to Macrobius, who usually tries to explain the Greek knowl-
edge by using flowery prose. Speaking of the “school” text, it can be assumed 
that they could be similar as exists the so-called “textbook” of Platonic philoso-
phy15. Obviously, there were analogous school texts of Aristotle’s teachings, 
which are now lost.  

These assumptions are confirmed by other examples from Commentary. 
Thus, in one of which it is talking about the concord produced by planetary 
spheres (II, 4) and, in particular, the height of different celestial sounds (II, 4, 1-
7). Speaking of sound, which occurs when air gets quick and with strong impact 
(II, 4, 3), Macrobius (without mentioning the name of the philosopher and the 
names of his works) again attracts (or considers) some lines from the treatise of 
Aristotle’s On the soul (II, 8, 419b 20-23): 

…          . 
          .   

   , . 
“…for the production of sound is an impact of two solids against one 
another and against the air. The latter condition is satisfied when the 
air impinged upon does not retreat before the blow, i.e. is not dissi-
pated by it. That is why it must be struck with a sudden sharp blow, if 
it is to sound...”16. 

Cf.: Macrobius (II, 4, 3): 

“Indicio est virga quae dum auras percutit, si impulsu cito feriat, 
sonum acuit; si lentiore, in gravius frangit auditum. In fidibus quoque 
idem videmus, quae si tractu artiore tenduntur, acute sonant, gravius 
laxiores”.  
“For example, if one lashes the air with a staff, a swift movement 
produces a high note, a slower movement a lower tone. We see the 
 

                                                 
15 The name “textbook” is conditional, however, it reflects the current tendency 

which was existing in schools of Late Platonism. They demonstrated Plato’s teachings in 
the form of summaries, allowing to come to an understanding of the teachings of the phi-
losopher. See: Shichalin 1995: 3-6 (in Russian). 

16 Smith (tr.). See: http://psychclassics.yorku.ca/Aristotle/De-anima/de-anima2.htm 
(Oct. 2017). 
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 same phenomenon in the case of the lyre: strings stretched tight give 
high-pitched notes, but when loosened produce deep notes” 17. 

In the other place of the Commentary the view of Aristotle that the soul is 
the  of the body (De an. II, 1, 412a, 5-20) is included by Macrobius 
(Comm. I, 14, 19)18 in the list of the other authoritative definitions of the soul19. 
These definitions being the “common place” in the epoch of Macrobius could be 
taken from the school text-books. For confirmation of this hypothesis there is 
another example, which is showing the representation of his era.  

Thus, the common assertion of Macrobius on the structure of the human 
body corresponding to the divine nature (Comm. I, 14, 9) also goes back to Aris-
totle, who in his treatise On the parts of animals (II, 10, 656a, 7-14) tells that of 
all known living creatures there is only a man which is involved in the divine 
nature, because his head (called by him the top part) turns to that, which is 
higher, and only man among of all animals is standing upright. 

All these examples, in our view, are supporting the conclusion (which have 
been made above) on the indirect use by Macrobius of the texts of Aristotle. 
There are only some in the Commentary: it is the small excerpt from the Physics, 
a few phrases from the treatise On the soul and on one phrase of his treatises On 
the Heavens and On parts of the animals. 

SATURNALIA 

Macrobius quite often mentions the name of Aristotle in the Saturnalia20. 
There are also parallels with the texts of the Greek philosopher in his composi-
tion. The majority part of which is related to the physical and natural science 
concepts. In considering them, following the ancient tradition, we do not sepa-
rate the writings of Aristotle from those works that were attributed to him, be-
cause in the texts of Greek and Latin authors, which relied on Macrobius, pseu-
depigrapha are attributed to Aristotle.  

 

                                                 
17 Stahl (tr.) 1990 (11952): 197. 
18 Cf. Aet. De plac. rel. (Stob. exc.), p. 386 (1) – 389 (8) [ap. Stob. Ant. I, 49, 1a 

(1) – 1b (12)]; Nem. De nat. hom. II, 2-31. About sources of this plase see: Courcelle 
1943. P. 31; Armisen-Marchetti 2001. P. 173; Regali 1983. P. 347-350. 

19 For instant: “the soul is an essence moving itself” (Plato, Phaedrus 245 ), “a 
number moving itself” (Xenocrates, ap. Cic. Tusc. disp. I, 20), “harmony” (Pythagoras 
and Philolaus, . Arist., De an. I, 4, 407b; Lucr., De nat. rer. III, 100-101; Dicaearchus 
[see: Afonasin 2015. P. 226-243, in Russian]), “idea” (Posidonius, cf. Plut. 1023b) et al. 

20 See: Willis (ed.) 1963, Sat. I, 18, 1; II, 8, 10; II, 8, 13; II, 18, 219 and 21; VII, 3, 
24; VII, 6, 15 and 16; VII, 12, 25; VII, 13, 19; 21 and 23; VII, 16, 34. 
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The first reference to Aristotle is found in the place of the Saturnalia, 
which refers to Apollo and Liber Pater21, which are explained as a manifestation 
of the same god of the Sun (Sat. I, 18, 1)22. It also shows the name of the 
work — Teologumena. Probably, it was well known in the epoch of Macrobius, 
because the similar quotation is found in other Latin authors of the IV–V centu-
ries — Arnobius (Adv. nat. III, 33), Servius (In Georg. I, 5, 5-6.) and Augustine 
(De civ. Dei VII, 16). 

Once again Macrobius mentions Aristotle, calling him a glorious and im-
portant man in the connection with the reasoning on the themes of ethics (Sat. II, 
8, 10-16), when he is talking about delights and pleasures. Macrobius lists the 
first five senses ( ) - touch, taste, smell, sight, hearing, noting that it is 
through them the pleasure reaches the soul or the body. Then he proceeds to 
what is considered shameful and worthless, that is, to obtain immoderate pleas-
ure by “taste” and “touch”, and he points out that those who mostly indulged 
these two vicious pleasures which are derived from food and affairs of Venus 
(general for people and animals), the Greeks called  (unrestrained) or 

 (promiscuous). 
Further, Macrobius uses Greek quotations from the Aristotle’s Problems 

(949b 37 – 950a 12) almost exactly (if compared to the edition of Becker [1831; 
repr. De Gruyter 1960]). Here we could speak about the direct sequence of Mac-
robius to Aristotle, if the same text is contained in the Attic nights (XIX, 2, 1-8) 
of Aulus Gellius. Considering Macrobius’ method of compilation of his works23, 
here, obviously, he refers to Aristotle through other authors, chronologically 
closer to him. In this case, such a mediator could be Aulus Gellius, who cites this 
fragment of Aristotle in Greek (with minor changes). However, it is more prob-
able that Macrobius, and Aulus Gellius used a common intermediate text inde-
pendently. Below there are texts of Aristotle, Macrobius and Aulus Gellius. This 
quotation of Macrobius is preceded by the phrase which Aristotle, “illustrious 
and distinguished man” thinks “about these unworthy pleasures” (Sat. II, 8, 13). 

 
Macr. Sat. II, 8, 14 Arist. Probl. 

(ed. Bekker) 
Gell. Noct. Att. XIX, 2, 
1-8 

      
   

  
,  

;     

      
   , 

  , 
 ;   

    

      
    

,  
,  

;     

                                                 
21 About the solar monotheism by Macrobius, see: Gersh 1996: 550-62.  
22 On the attribution of this phrase to ps.-Aristotle, see: Willis (ed.) 1963, Sat.: 100. 
23 See: Petrova 2007: 42-5 (in Russian). 
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“Why are men called incontinent if they indulge to excess in the 
pleasure of touch or of taste? For those who are intemperate in sexual 
intercourse are such, and so too are those who are intemperate in the 
enjoyment of eating and drinking. In the enjoyment of eating and 
drinking the pleasure is partly in the tongue and partly in the throat 
(and that is why Philoxenos used to pray to have a throat as long as a 
crane’s). Or is it because we share the pleasures derived from these 
two senses with all other living creatures — and being so shared 
submission to them is disgraceful — that we straightway censure and 
call incontinent and intemperate the man who is a slave to them, be-
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cause he is a slave to the worst pleasures? And, although there are 
five senses, living creatures other than man feel pleasure in only the 
two we have mentioned, and in the other senses they either feel no 
pleasure at all or the pleasure they feel is incidental” 24. 

With regard to the textual differences between Aulus Gellius and Mac-
robius, they have a lexical character (they are highlighted in bold). They can be 
explained by the fact that in the time of Macrobius there were a sufficiently large 
number of manuscripts of the same well-known work in circulation, among 
which there were often discrepancies25. 

Macrobius (Sat. V, 18, 19-20) refers to Aristotle again when analysing the 
line of Virgil’s Aeneid (VII, 689-690). It applies to the Aetolians, who went to 
war, leaving one leg (hear — left) barefoot. Reproaching Virgil for that descrip-
tion, which he used from Euripides, Macrobius quotes a surviving fragment of 
Aristotle, where he criticized Euripides for not knowing the customs of the Aeto-
lians. Macrobius cites words of Aristotle in Greek, mentioning his name and 
writings Poetica (Poetics)26: 

...          
   ·     

     ,  
   ,     

, 
      .     

,    ·     
  ,    . 

They say, that Euripides described the sons of Festus, having no 
shoes on his left leg. After all, he says: 

They are without shoe on his left foot, 
On the other foot is a sole, to raise the knee 
Easily... 

And this is the custom, which wholly is alien to the Aetolians. For the 
left leg they shoed, and the right one they left to unshoe. In fact, it 
should have been facilitated the right [leg] leading, and not follow-
ingit27. 

                                                 
24 Davies (tr.) 1969: 187. Cf. Zvirevich (tr.) 2013: 360-361.   
25 The comparative analysis of Saturnalia with texts by Homer, Virgil and Lucretius 

by using modern critical editions have been accomplished. See: Davies 1969: 522-8. 
26 . Arist. Fr. var. (Poetica) 74, 13 (Rose [ed.]). . Jan (ed.), Sat. 1848–1852: 

460; Laurenti (ed.) 1987. Fr. 7: 220.  
27 See: Digital Fragmenta Historicorum Graecorum (DFHG), ed. K. Müller (Paris: 

Ambroise Firmin-Didot, 1841–1872): http://www.dh.uni-leipzig.de/wo/dfhg/ (Oct. 2017). 
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To determine how exactly Macrobius follows Aristotle is impossible, for 
the reason that the editors (Rose [1886] and Laurenti [1987]) reconstructed this 
fragment of Poetica using the Macrobius’ Saturnalia. 

Another allusion of Aristotle refers to human physiology (Sat. VII, 6, 15-
16). So, Macrobius refers to Aristotle and his treatise On intoxication, when he 
speaks about the nature of women’s drunkenness28: 

(15) Legisse apud philosophum Graecum memini (ni fallor, ille 
Aristoteles fuit in libro quem de ebrietate conposuit) mulieres raro in 
ebrietatem cadere, crebro senes: nec causam vel huius frequentiae vel 
illius raritatis adiecit… (16) Recte et hoc Aristoteles, ut cetera: nec 
possum non adsentiri viro cuius inventis nec ipsa natura dissentit. 
Mulieres, inquit, raro ebriantur, crebro senes. Rationis plena gemina 
ista sententia, et altera pendet ex altera. Nam cum didicerimus quid 
mulieres ab ebrietate defendat, iam tenemus quid senes ad hoc 
frequenter inpellat: contrariam enim sortita naturam sunt muliebre 
corpus et corpus senile. 

(15) “I remember having read in the work of a Greek philosopher 
(onless I am mistaken, it was Aristotle’s treatise On Drunkenness) 
that women rarely become drunk but old men often, and that no ex-
planation was given either of the frequency of the one occurrence or 
of the rarity of the other. Non since this question is one that is wholly 
concerned with our bodily nature... (16) In this as in everything else... 
Aristotle is right... Women, he says, rarely become drunk, old men 
often. There is a completely rational explanation of each part of this 
twofold statement, and the one depends on the other; for when we 
have learned what it is that keeps women from becoming drunk, then 
we know what it is that often brings old men to this pass, since it so 
happens that the nature of a woman’s body is the direct opposite of 
the nature of an old man’s body”29.  

Most likely, Macrobius also borrows this text from Aristotle indirectly. In 
any case, the same reasoning is found in texts of Plutarch (Quaest. conv. III, 3, 1 
[650AF]) and Athenaeus (Deipn. X, 34 [429cd]), but they are without detail. 

There are some places in the Saturnalia in which Macrobius is suggesting 
authoritative opinion of Aristotle, but he does not indicate the names of his 
works. All of them are in the seventh book of Saturnalia and refer to the 
arguments about the properties of water and copper. 

                                                                                                           
Arist., Fr. 278 (p. 187): http://www.dfhg-prject.org/DFHG/digger.php?what%5B%5D= 
author%7CARISTOTELES&onoffswitch=on (Oct. 2017). 

28 In detail about this place, see: Petrova 2016: 43-58 (in Russian).  
29 See: Davies (tr.) 1969: 470. Cf. Zvirevich (tr.) 2013: 484. 
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On the properties of water. In the first of them Macrobius writes what 
Aristotle had found in relation to the properties of sea and fresh water, namely, 
that the sea water is denser than fresh, since the sea water is cloudy, and fresh 
water is clean and clear. For this reason, the sea is easy to hold, even inept 
swimmers, while the river water is weak and does not support by flotation, and at 
once it gives way and passes down the submerged load (Sat. VII, 13, 19). In the 
next paragraph of Saturnalia (Ib. 20) it is stated, that fresh water, as light by its 
nature, very quickly gets into what it needs to wash off, and when it evaporates, 
it carries with it the dirty stains. Sea water, being dense, is difficult to penetrate 
[into the fabric] for cleaning, and therefore hardly evaporates, it carries with 
itself a few spots. This presentation goes back to Aristotle’s Problems (23, 13-14 
[933a 9-16]), although Plutarch also writes about the properties of fresh and sea 
water in Table-talk (I, 9, 2, 627B). Below (Sat. VII, 13, 23-24) Macrobius, again 
referring to Aristotle, says that the sea water contains something bold: when it 
splashes on the flame, the flame does not flicker out; it at once flares up, so as 
oily water provides the power of fire. This statement also goes back to 
Aristotle’s Problems (23, 14 [933a 17-20]). In the last place, relating to the 
properties of water (Sat. VII, 8, 12), Macrobius does not mention the name of 
Aristotle. However, it also can be traced parallel to the Problems (24, 12 [937a 
20-24]). The suggestion is that a man, who is entering hot water, is burned less if 
he remains stationary, but if he causes the water to move by his own actions, he 
feels very high fever, and the more he resents it, the more it burns him. 

On the properties of copper. According to Macrobius (Sat. VII, 16, 34), 
Aristotle suggests that the wounds are less harmful from the copper blade than 
from iron one, and they heal easier, because... the copper has some treatment and 
desiccation force, which it directs into the wound. This phrase also goes back to 
Aristotle’s Problems (I, 35 [863a 25-30]). Thus, the Saturnalia show parallels 
with such works of Aristotle: Problems, Poetica and On intoxication. It appears 
that Macrobius’ borrowings were indirect, as similar arguments are found in the 
writings of authors (both Greek and Latin), closer to Macrobius in time (Plu-
tarch, Athenaeus, Aulus Helium, Arnobius, Servius, Augustine). Macrobius, uses 
the borrowings, employed not only the works of his predecessors, but also the-
matic collections of fragments of the works of Aristotle30.  

However, most likely, in the epoch of Macrobius such ideas were com-
mon, and they are not always associated with the name of Aristotle31. 

 
 

                                                 
30 See also: Shichalin 1995: 3-6 (in Russian).  
31 These assumptions are confirmed by the analysis of Macrobius’ Commentary, 

which had already done above. See also: Petrova 2015 : 60-62. 
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Fr. — 
Heitz (ed.) 1869. — Fragmenta Aristotelis collegit disposuit illustravit Aemilius 

Heitz. Parisiis: Editore A. Fermin-Didot, 1869. 
Page (ed.) 1962. — Fragmentum / Ed. D.L. Page // Poetae melici Graeci. 

Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1962 (repr. 1967; 1st edn. corr.).  
Rose (ed.) 1886. — Fragmenta varia / Ed. V. Rose // Aristotelis qui ferebantur 

librorum fragmenta. Leipzig: Teubner, 1886 (repr. Stuttgart, 1967).  
Ross (ed.) 1955. — Artistotelis fragmenta selecta / Ed. by W.D. Ross. Oxford: 

Clarendon Press, 1955.  
Laurenti (ed.) 1987. — Aristotele. I Frammenti del Dialoghi / A cura di Renato 
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MACROBIUS. COMMENTARY ON THE ‘DEAM OF SCIPIO’ 
Comm. — 
Willis (ed.) 1963, Comm. — Ambrosii Theodosii Macrobii Commentarii in 

Somnium Scipionis / Ed. I. Willis. Leipzig, 1963. 

MACROBIUS. THE SATURNALIA 

Sat. —  
Jan (ed.) 1848–1852. — Macrobius. Opera quae supersunt / Ed. L. von Jan. 

1 vol. Leipzig – Quedlinburg, 1848–1852.  
Willis (ed.) 1963, Sat. — Ambrosii Theodosii Macrobii Saturnalii / Ed. I. Willis. 

Leipzig, 1963. 

TRANSLATIONS 

Davis (tr.) 1969. — Macrobius, The Saturnalia, trans with an Introduction and 
Notes by Percival Vaughan Davies. New-York and London: Columbia 
University Press, 1969. 

Stahl (tr.) 1990, 11952. — Macrobius, Commentary on the Dream of Scipio, 
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TEXT DATABASES 

BTL 
PHI 5 
PL 
TLG 

– Bibliotheca Teubneriana Latina (2002). 
– Packard Humanities Institute (version 5) (1991). 
– Patrologia Latina (1993–1995). 
– Tesaurus Linguae Graecae (1999). 
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Dmitry BALALYKIN, Nataliya SHOK

THE SIGNIFICANCE OF ARISTOTLE’S 
WORKS IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF  

ANCIENT GREEK RATIONAL MEDICINE*

The history of classical Greek thought presents examples of the fight be-
tween different points of view all striving to explain natural phenomena, including 
the structure of the human body. For example, G.E.R. Lloyd believes that a differ-
ence in conceptions of the role of the method of inquiry lies at the root of classical 
debate: the use of the dialectical method in the practice of various philosophical 
and medical schools (in other words, the method of philosophical discussion build 
on polemical techniques) and the method of apodictic demonstration, which is 
founded on rigorous requirements for reasoning1. The apodictic method rules out 
the possibility of propositions based on probability. It is founded on logical neces-
sity and real data, which allow the scientist to seek unconditional truth in his or her 
propositions. The dialectical method allows for the possibility of probabilistic 
propositions and is largely founded on the aim of convincing by whatever means 
necessary, including the use of sophistic premises, which are unacceptable in natu-
ral science as a whole and medicine in particular. 

The history of the apodictic method’s application in ancient medicine de-
mands serious discussion, due to, among other reasons, the tradition that has 
emerged in specialized literature on the history of medicine to regard medicine 
as the “art of healing” rather than a science. The development of empirical stud-
ies in medicine since the writing of the Hippocratic Corpus takes place as part of 
an endeavor to apply the method of rigorous demonstration. In recent decades, 

                                                 
* The study is sponsored by the Russian Science Foundation under the Project (# 15–

18–30005) “The Legacy of Aristotle as a constituting element of European rationality in 
historical perspective” (Institute of World History of the Russian Academy of Science). 

1 The emergence of the principal of rigorous demonstration has been associated in 
the history of science with the development of ancient Greek mathematics from the 6th 
and 5th centuries BC to the birth of Christ, most notably since Euclid’s Elements, as well 
as the earlier works of Eudoxus. See Hempel G.G., Oppenheim P. Studies in the Logic of 
Explanation. P. 135–175, 350–352; Lloyd G.E.R. Magic, Reason and Experience; Lloyd 
G.E.R. Methods and Problems in Greek Science: Selected Papers; Mueller I. Greek Math-
ematics and Greek Logic. P. 35–70. 
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this problem has been little discussed in the historiography. G.E.R. Lloyd raised 
the question of historically evaluating the method of inquiry in medicine from 
the 6th to 4th centuries BC through to the birth of Christ2. He analyzed it in the 
context of the methodology of knowledge, examining medicine alongside math-
ematics and astronomy and rightly pointing out that precisely these three special-
ties are contemporaries in the history of science as a whole. From our point of 
view, he has scrupulously proven with respect to the medical work of Hippocra-
tes that elements of the apodictic method are present in the texts of the Hippo-
cratic Corpus. Within a certain period (from the 5th century BC to the birth of 
Christ), the more than five-hundred-year history of competition between classi-
cal medical schools from the standpoint of analyzing the essence of the method 
of inquiry can be described with the formulation “dialectic versus apodeixis”3. 
In the context of the subsequent evolution of medicine, we interpret this aphoris-
tic formula as “rhetoric and sophistry versus apodeixis”. Widening the chrono-
logical scope of the inquiry, we encounter a change in the meaning of the con-
cept of “dialectic”: with respect to debates at the time of Hippocrates, this term 
may be associated with the sophists’ method of argumentation. It is precisely 
with them that polemic enters the Hippocratic Corpus; it is to Hippocrates’ op-
ponents that G.E.R. Lloyd’s aphoristic formulation refers. 

Bearing in mind that we have brought new sources into circulation’ in Rus-
sian-language scholarship, we believe it is necessary to return to this question. 
Taking the circumstances analyzed by G.E.R. Lloyd as a starting point, we pro-
pose the following definition of the apodictic method of demonstration in medi-
cine: apodeixis is anatomical dissections, the rational doctrine of general pathol-
ogy, and clinical taxonomy4. A systemization of this kind assumes a critical 
understanding of medical experience. In medical practice, the basis of such an 
understanding is in the combination of cataphatic and apophatic methods of 
analysis5. This way of posing the question seems to us all the more appropriate 
given that the cohesive theoretical and practical system created by Galen be-
comes a historical dividing line, separating the period of the genesis of ancient 
Greek rational medicine from the period of the 2nd to 16th centuries (rational 
medicine of the proto-scientific period). Galen, using logic as an instrument for 
the development of science, defined the limits of using both the dialectical and 
apodictic methods in medicine and proposed scenarios for combining their ap-
                                                 

2 For more information, see: Lloyd G.E.R. Magic, Reason and Experience.  
3 Ibid., 115. 
4 We had the opportunity to exchange ideas on this matter with Sir G.E.R. Lloyd on 

more than one occasion, and we believe it is exceedingly important to use the approach 
that he proposed. 

5 An example is the principles for collecting a patient’s medical history used by 
Rufus of Ephesus and Galen. Galen, Sochineniya. Vol. 3. P. 106-108. 
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plication at various stages of the doctor’s work: from theory in the field of gen-
eral pathology6 to clinical and experimental practice7. 

G.E.R. Lloyd’s opinion on the importance of the formation of the apodictic 
method, a crucial issue in the history of medicine, was not disputed in historiog-
raphy or generally, but neither did it become mainstream. At the same time, 
without considering this proposition, it is impossible to properly understand the 
formation of the natural-philosophical foundations of ancient Greek rational 
medicine, which were largely defined by the works of Aristotle. 

ARISTOTLE’S TEACHING AND THE FORMATION OF THE 
METHOD OF RIGOROUS DEMONSTRATION IN MEDICINE 

Aristotle was the first in history and in the philosophy of science to identify 
the differences between the dialectic and the analytic. From the viewpoint of the 
history of medicine, Aristotle’s role lies also in the fact that he discovered patterns 
of similarity in the anatomical structure of living beings and made the case for 
medicine’s subsequent course of development as a science. He commanded exten-
sive empirical information8 and was the first to conduct a comprehensive analysis 
of the principles of demonstration. He addresses rigorous deductive reasoning in 
the Prior Analytics and the Posterior Analytics. The treatise Topics is dedicated to 
the method of the dialectic, through which any issue can be discussed. 

In Aristotle’s opinion, dialectic is useful for learning the “first principles of 
science”. However, he contrasts the dialectic with the analytic — the theory of 
apodictic (demonstrative) syllogism, which proceeds from necessary and reliable 
premises and leads to accurate knowledge: “By demonstration I mean a syllo-
gism which produces scientific knowledge, in other words one which enables us 
to know by the mere fact that we grasp it… Knowledge must proceed from 
premisses which are true, primary, immediate, better known than, prior to, and 
causative of the conclusion. On these conditions only will the first principles be 
properly applicable to the fact which is to be proved”9. In the framework of the 
apodictic method, the possibility of an opposite existing is ruled out: “Interroga-
tion is impossible in demonstration, since the opposite facts do not allow proof 
of the same result”10. 

                                                 
6 See, for example, the treatises “Method of Medicine to Glaucon,” “On the Differ-

entiae of Diseases”, “On the Differentiae of Symptoms”, “On the Causes of Diseases”.
(In: Galen. Sochineniya [Works]. Vol. 2). 

7 See: Galen. Sochineniya [Works]. Vol. 3). P. 101–118. 
8 In the Lyceum, Aristotle was able to make systematic generalizations from the 

findings of anatomical dissections. 
9 Aristotle. Posterior Analytics, I, 2, 71b 15-20. 
10 Ibid., I, 11, 77a 35. 
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Aristotle’s epistemological problem of learning first principles presents an 
alternative to Plato’s theory of recollection: “…We hold not only that scientific 
knowledge is possible, but that there is a definite first principle of knowledge by 
which we recognize ultimate truth”11. The individual, being closer to our material 
reality, is “prior for us” (in other words, is easier to grasp), but “secondary in na-
ture” (that is, further from its first principles); the universal, being further from the 
material world, is “secondary for us” (harder to grasp) but prior in nature. Accord-
ing to Aristotle, to know is to grasp the first causes or principles of a phenomenon, 
that is, the universal: “…for the most essential part of knowledge is the study of 
reasons”12. Strictly speaking, scientific knowledge of the individual is impossible. 
Knowledge of the universal is not innate; it is achieved gradually through percep-
tion, memory, experience, intuition, and science: “A universal term of general ap-
plication cannot be perceived by the senses, because it is not a particular thing or at 
given time; if it were, it would not be universal; for we describe as universal only 
that which obtains always and everywhere. Therefore since demonstrations are 
universal, and universals cannot be perceived by the senses…”13.  

Aristotle distinguishes dialectic from the analytic, which bears the traits of 
reliable, necessary knowledge, and from sophistry, which deals not with authentic 
knowledge but merely with its appearance. For him, the sphere of dialectical like-
lihood lies between the sphere of reliable knowledge and the sphere devoid of any 
content. Aristotle calls these spheres true knowledge (the analytic), conditional 
opinion (the dialectic), and sophistry. In his reasoning, he criticizes the sophistic 
manner of obtaining knowledge and the sophistic method of demonstration: “…it 
is foolish to think that one is choosing the right starting-point if the premiss is 
<merely> generally accepted and true; as the sophists assume that to know is to 
have knowledge. The starting-point is not that which is generally accepted or the 
reverse, but that which is primarily true of the genus with which the demonstration 
deals; and not every true fact is peculiar to a given genus. That our syllogism must 
be based upon necessary premisses [sic] is evident also from the following argu-
ment… The man who cannot give an account of the reason for a fact, although 
there is proof available, is not possessed of scientific knowledge”14. Later Galen, 
rejecting the possibility of using rhetorical premises to construct a medical theory, 
contrasts them with arguments founded on the findings of anatomical dissections 
as an element of the apodictic method in medical activity: 

“The main point was that the appropriate and proper premises 
must be found in the very essence of the matter under investigation. 

                                                 
11 Ibid., I, 3, 72b 20-25. 
12 Ibid., I, 14, 79a 20-25. 
13 Ibid., I, 31, 87b 30. 
14 Ibid., I, 74b 20-25. 
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So in these (discussions) in which Chrysippus reflects on the govern-
ing part of the soul, we should first state the definition of the essence 
of the thing we are investigating, and then use it as a standard and 
guide in all the particulars. 

The governing part (of the soul), as they too would have it, is the 
source of sensation and conation. Therefore the demonstration that 
the heart contains in itself the governing part must not proceed from 
any other premise than that it initiates every voluntary motion in the 
rest of the body, and ever sensation is carried back to it. Now where 
will the proof of this be found? Where else but from dissections? For 
if this (organ) dispatches the power of sensation and movement to all 
the individual members, then necessarily some vessel must grow out 
from it to perform this service for them. So it has become evident 
from the method of scientific proof that it would be more useful to 
dissect animals and observe closely what and how many kinds of 
structures grow out from the heart and spread to the other parts of the 
animal; and, these very structures being of such and such kinds and 
so many in number, (to observe) that this one transmits sensation or 
movement or both, that one some other thing, and thus to reach the 
point where one understands which powers in the body have the 
heart as their source”15. 

Aristotle, underscoring the difference between the dialectical and apodictic 
methods (particularly as an alternative to the Platonic views of the dialectic as 
the highest of the sciences), did not draw neat borders between them, as it might 
seem based on some isolated statements of his, since the apodictic method, in 
effect, derives its first principles from the dialectical. Dialectical inference (the 
main instrument of the dialectic) is build from widely accepted opinions and in 
this way differs from both apodictic deductions, which are founded on true and 
primary premises, and from heuristic ones, “which appear to be widely accepted 
but are not really so”16. In building dialectical conclusions, Aristotle recom-
mends using four “tools”: “(1) the provision of propositions, (2) the ability to 
distinguish in how many senses a particular expression is used, (3) the discovery 
of differences and (4) the investigation of similarities”17. Galen develops Aristo-
tle’s views and gives his own account: “I called the first kind of them scientific 
and demonstrative, the second useful for training and, as Aristotle would say, 
dialectical, the third persuasive and rhetorical, and the fourth sophistic; and 
I showed that of the premises based on the properties and attributes of the heart, 

                                                 
15 Galen. On the Doctrines of Hippocrates and Plato, II, 3.3 – 3.7. 
16 Aristotle. Topica, I, 1, 100b 20. 
17 Ibid., I, 13, 105a 20-25. 
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those that are pertinent to the very matter under investigation belong to the class 
of scientific premises, and all the rest are dialectical, that (premises) taken from 
external witnesses are rhetorical, and those that fraudulently exploit certain hom-
onyms or forms of expression are sophistical”18. 

The dialectical method is entirely defined by its goal, which Aristotle sees 
as developing a view that takes all opinions into consideration (i.e. which is able 
to sift out some and refine others). At the same time, the formulation of stringent 
requirements for demonstration proposed by Aristotle was hugely significant for 
the subsequent development of Greek science, including medicine. Galen con-
sidered himself to be, on the one hand, a successor to Hippocrates’ applied med-
icine, and on the other, a follower of the method of inquiry whose foundations 
were laid in the works of Aristotle: “I say that the best accounts of scientific 
demonstration were written by the old philosophers, Theophrastus and Aristotle 
in their Second Analytics”19. 

A crucial element of Aristotle’s philosophy was his theory of motion: it in-
fluenced the development of medical theory and practice, the formation of which 
was fueled by his studies in the realm of zoology and comparative anatomy. He 
speaks of several kinds of motion — qualitative changes, increasing and decreas-
ing, genesis and destruction, and locomotion, through which medical events can be 
described. In Aristotle’s arguments on the motion of living things we also find 
elements of his method, at the basis of which lies knowledge of primary causes: 
“That which is the primary mover of an animal must be located at a certain starting 
point. We have already noted that a joint is the beginning of one part [of a limb] 
and the end of another. Therefore nature sometimes uses it as one thing, and at 
other times as two. When motion begins from it, one of its furthest points must 
remain motionless, and the other must move. We have already explained that the 
mover must rest on something stationary. The furthest point of the forearm moves, 
but it is not the cause of the motion, while in the elbow joint the part that is situated 
in the moving whole moves; nonetheless, something must remain stationary. It is 
this we had in mind when we said that a single point may actually become two. So 
if the forearm was a living being, then somewhere near that point we would have 
positioned that starting point that is moved by the soul”20. In the course of his rea-
soning on the particularities of the motion of living beings, Aristotle follows the 
logic of rigorous demonstration: “The motion [of a living being] may be likened to 
the motion of mechanical toys (  ), which is caused by the small move-
ments of previously unfettered and colliding strings”21. The content of these con-

                                                 
18 Galen. On the Doctrines of Hippocrates and Plato, II, 8.2. 
19 Ibid., II, 2.4. 
20 Afonasin E. Aristotel’ o dvizhenii zhivotnykh. P. 749. 
21 Ibid., 747. 
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cepts can only be laid bare in an empirical way: for example, the sum total of phe-
nomena in general pathology can only be made sense of by considering the 
multivariance built into the body’s capabilities and systematically synthesizing the 
numerous empirical phenomena that reveal this multivariance. 

Aristotle’s reasoning on the theory of motion, as well as his opinion on the 
relation between sensory perception and demonstration in the development of 
scientific knowledge, enable us to better understand Galen’s approach to defin-
ing method in medicine. The Stagirite believes that it is impossible without sen-
sory perception: “If any sense-faculty has been lost, some knowledge must be 
irrevocably lost with it; since we learn either by induction or by demonstration. 
Now demonstration proceeds from universals and induction from particulars; but 
it is impossible to gain a view of universals except through induction (since even 
what we call abstractions can only be grasped by induction, because, although 
they cannot exist in separation, some of them inhere in each class of objects, in 
so far as each class has a determinate nature); and we cannot employ induction if 
we lack sense-perception, because it is sense-perception that apprehends particu-
lars. It is impossible to gain scientific knowledge of them...”22. Aristotle’s analyt-
ics establishes the principles and forms of demonstration used in the natural sci-
ences, which appear as apodictic knowledge. With the development of medical 
knowledge, anatomical dissections as a manner of verification became the foun-
dation for ancient doctors’ reasoning in debates with opponents who drew on 
every possible method of conjectural speculation accompanied by arbitrary ar-
rays of rhetorical devices (for example, disputes between members of the school 
of rationalist doctors and the school of empiricist doctors). Use of the method of 
apodictic demonstration in research practice, along with the dialectical method of 
demonstration, was most clearly demonstrated by Galen, creator of the first 
comprehensive theoretical and practical system. 

ARISTOTLE’S CONTRIBUTION TO THE FORMATION OF THE 
TELEOLOGICAL DOCTRINE IN ANCIENT RATIONAL MEDICINE 

Aristotle’s greatness lies in the fact that he saw the logic of the similarity in 
living beings’ anatomical structure and through the zoological taxonomy he cre-
ated, the first in history, he proved its utility for medicine through a mass of em-
pirical material. It is no coincidence that many leading historians of medicine 
gladly use the concept of an “experiment” in regard to the works of Aristotle, 
Herophilos, and Galen23. Indeed, their works had a goal-oriented nature; in them, 

                                                 
22 Aristotle. Posterior Analytics, I, 81a 40 – 81b 5. 
23 For more information, see: Longrigg J. Greek Rational Medicine. Von Staden H. 

Herophilus: The Art of Medicine in Early Alexandria. 
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theory and practice were closely linked. In his work On Sense and Sensible Ob-
jects, Aristotle notes: “It is further the duty of the natural philosopher to study 
the first principles of disease and health; for neither health nor disease can be 
properties of things deprived of life. Hence one may say that most natural phi-
losophers, and those physicians who take a scientific interest in their art, have 
this in common: the former end by studying medicine, and the latter base their 
medical theories on the principles of natural science”24. 

Following Empedocles and Plato, Aristotle recognized four primary ele-
ments. Like Plato, Aristotle did not conceive of earth, air, fire, and water as ele-
ments of chaos or divine beings. The four primary elements in Aristotle’s phys-
ics are merely building materials, certain elemental substances that form the 
material world and can mutate and flow into each other. However, antagonism 
toward the geometric logic used by Plato to describe the essence of interaction 
between the primary elements left Aristotle with the task of providing an alterna-
tive but no less universal explanation of this process. A consequence of this was 
the deepening of his criticism toward Empedocles’ ideas of the primary elements 
as eternal and unchangeable essences. In his later works, Aristotle decidedly 
asserts the eternity of the universe’s existence. Based on the impossibility of the 
infinite’s existence, the proposition of reverse genesis and the transformation of 
elements seems logical to him. In Aristotle’s system, these processes are assured 
by a constant motion that constitutes the “natural course of things”, which takes 
shape under the influence of the divine Prime Mover. The problem lies in the 
fact that this process can naturally lead to a complete separation between simple 
and eternal bodies and to matter attaining a state of eternal rest. Having the expe-
rience of constantly observing the phenomena of life in nature, Aristotle under-
stood perfectly that such a conclusion was impossible, and (which might seem 
paradoxical), by removing Plato’s idea of the creation of the world from his sys-
tem, he came to an even more emphatic justification of the teleological principle.  

Aristotle considered it necessary when explaining a homogeneous group of 
phenomena to resort to a specific methodology. His idea was that the principles 
of things of sense-perception doubtless should be perceptual, of eternal things — 
eternal, of ephemeral things — ephemeral, and in general should belong to the 
same genus as the things subject to them. It is possible that the substantial differ-
ence in Aristotle’s approach to the issue of primary elements in his treatises on 
physics and on biology is related precisely to this. In the works On Coming-to-
Be and Passing Away and the Physics, he proposes a general solution to the 
problem of origin and becoming. Every single object in the natural world is a 
totality, which at any moment in time consists of certain substrates. When we 
observe a change in the condition of tangible objects, this happens in the context 

                                                 
24 Aristotle. On the Soul. Parva Naturalia. On Breath. P. 215–217. 
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of the substrate’s formal preservation but acquisition of a new form. Aristotle 
states that everything which appears and disappears is made up of elements. In 
his opinion, one can, through the example of observed physical bodies, become 
convinced that they consist of primary elements (substances) and certain oppo-
sites. Elements can turn into other elements (for example, “fire” into “air”), 
whereas opposites are not able to do so. Hence it is necessary to determine the 
relationship between an element and its corresponding opposites: what kinds of 
opposites make up the body of a man, and how many of them are there? As soon 
as this relationship is defined, it will become clear how the first principles ought 
to be defined. Aristotle identifies the following opposites in regard to touch: hot 
and cold, dry and wet, heavy and light, hard and soft, tough and fragile, rough 
and smooth, and coarse and fine. 

Aristotle then begins to eliminate concepts that do not meet the objective 
requirements of analysis, rejecting “heavy” and “light”, for example, as not hav-
ing the ability to act or have an effect — elements, after all, must be mutually 
active and passive in order to intermingle and flow into one another. Ultimately, 
he posits the opposite pairs “hot”, “cold”, “wet”, and “dry”. From there it be-
comes possible to propose combinations of opposites so as to characterize the 
properties of elements: earth is cold and dry; fire is hot and dry; air is hot and 
wet; water is cold and wet. 

Every element, however, has one dominant quality: fire is hot, air is wet, wa-
ter is cold, and earth is dry. It is not difficult to see that Aristotle’s logic leads him 
to postulate those same pairs of opposites that will later claim an important place in 
Galen’s system. In Aristotle’s opinion, the genesis of one of the opposites leads to 
the other’s destruction. From this arises the possibility that the main qualities of an 
element are suppressed by its opposite during the transition from one element to 
another. The concept of “suppression” of that which “opposes” in the course of a 
disease’s development is essential to Galen’s clinical semiotics. He says that if the 
heat of the heart rises too high, anger and mad insolence will follow. Such people 
have the most hair on their chests and in that part of the hypochondrium closest to 
the chest. In most cases, the entire body grows hot due to the hot heart, except in 
those instances when the liver strongly opposes it… The same applies to the heat 
of the entire body. Dryness of the heart leads to a muffled pulse and an ire not easi-
ly ignited, but wild and difficult to stop, and typically also to an excessive dryness 
of the entire body, if this is not opposed by the liver. The signs of a wet heart are a 
soft pulse and a personality easy to anger but easily appeased, and the entire body 
will be too wet unless this is countered by the liver. 

Aristotle illustrates this through the example of the transformation of fire into 
air, when dryness is suppressed by wetness; air into water, when heat is suppressed 
by cold; and water into earth, when wetness is suppressed by dryness. Finally, fire 
appears when the cold of the earth heats up (volcanic activity is a vivid example of 
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this). James Longrigg cleverly observes the similarity between the roles that oppo-
sites play in some texts of the Hippocratic Corpus and in the ideas of a correlation 
between opposites with those same elements in Aristotle. Indeed, in this one can 
see yet more evidence of the cross-pollination of medicine and philosophy. We 
have before us a cohesive blueprint of the metamorphosis of elements, which takes 
into consideration the requirements of the general theory of genesis and change 
and brings opposites and elements into harmony. 

In his biological treatises, the Stagirite widely employs another approach, 
which resembles the methodology used consistently by Philistion and Plato. The 
physiology of warm-blooded animals is explained through the concept of an 
“inner fire”, which respiratory function is intended to cool; this does not corre-
spond in the slightest to the previously cited description of “air” as the element 
that is hot and wet. Aristotle directly calls inhaled air cold and exhaled air warm, 
since the latter came into contact with the inner fire. This is a clear contradictions 
with his own theory of physics. In our opinion, it is explained by Aristotle’s ut-
terly realistic view on the subject of inquiry: he has good medical training, he is 
an absolute empiricist, and he trusts observation. 

G.E.R. Lloyd, in our opinion, correctly points to Aristotle’s studies in the 
field of zoology and comparative anatomy as foundational to the formation of his 
methodology. Precisely this explains the admission of the paradox that we men-
tioned: excluding some key elements of Plato’s system, he comes in another way 
to an understanding of the teleological principal’s primacy in his medical and 
biological theory. Accordingly, the idea of matter’s motion becomes fundamen-
tal to Aristotle’s explanation of the teleological principle. 

Following Galen, we turn attention to Aristotle’s “mistake”: placing the 
“source of all nerves” in the heart. One will recall that Aristotle, following Em-
pedocles, believed that rational control of the body’s voluntary functions was 
located not in the brain, but in the heart. Even at that time, if you consider the 
accumulated experience with anatomical dissections, it was clear that there was an 
anatomical substratum — nerves through which the center of intellectual activity 
controls the parts of the body. Since the time of Alcmaeon, there was known to be 
a connection between the sensory centers and the brain effected through certain 
anatomical formations. Considering the considerable track record of anatomical 
dissections accrued in the Lyceum, Aristotle’s stubbornness in this question may 
be deemed difficult to explain; however, it become clear through a comprehensive 
analysis of this view’s historical fate. The most important source that allows us to 
grapple with this question is Galen’s treatise On the Doctrines of Hippocrates and 
Plato, which has been insufficiently studied in Russian historiography. 

In it, the role of Galen’s opponents is filled by doctors and philosophers who 
hold the view of Stoic philosophy and share the Aristotelian notion that locates the 
intelligent, governing source of the soul in the heart. In Galen’s opinion, the Stoics’ 
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repudiation of the “passionate” and “lustful” elements of the human soul leads to 
an erroneous monism and ultimately an ontological division between body and 
soul. Galen closely studies its location and argues fiercely with the scholars who, 
following Aristotle, hold that the “intelligent”, “governing” part of the soul is in the 
heart. By all appearances, Galen’s main intellectual adversary is the stoic 
Chrysippus of Soli, whose treatise On the Soul (which has not survived to the pre-
sent day) the great Roman doctor analyzes in detail, refuting the ideas it contains of 
the heart as the source of movement. Galen points to the purely speculative charac-
ter of Aristotle and the Stoics’ ideas, attributing this to their “anatomical igno-
rance”. He proves that the center of motor energy is located in the brain and that 
this energy is transmitted to the entire body through the spinal cord and nerves. 

For Galen as a doctor, the question of the seat of the intelligent part of the 
soul is top-priority not so much with respect to the manifestation of its essence as 
with respect to understanding the source of movement and the voluntary actions 
of the human body. Anatomical dissection with the aim of accumulating empiri-
cally verifiable knowledge is, in Galen’s opinion, the only trustworthy method of 
studying the structure of the body. Applying this method enables him to openly 
criticize the opinion of his opponents, who believed that the arteries turn into 
nerves and that this provides grounds to view the heart as the source of a “higher 
pneuma” that disperses along the nerves. Galen calls such an approach “empty 
theory”: “There is therefore no need to hunt for arteries from which we first gener-
ate nerves theoretically and then move our fingers or any other part of the arm”25. 

Indeed, one can only make sense of the entire constellation of phenomena 
in general pathology through an understanding of the multivariance built into the 
body’s capabilities and by systematically synthesizing the abundance of empiri-
cal phenomena that reveal this multivariance. Furthermore, we must clearly re-
late the possibility of explaining empirical observations with a conceptual 
framework. Is the possibility of qualitative changes to the human body apparent 
from medical practice? Certainly, and it is seen in the widest variety of groups of 
phenomena. We will analyze it through the example of respiratory function in its 
entirety. The first purpose of breathing is to cool the inner fire. It is this which 
occurs in the body when, on the one hand, the inner fire is necessary for diges-
tion and nourishing the flesh, and on the other hand, it is accompanied by the 
qualitative change of a transition from the primary element fire to the primary 
element air. Disruption of respiratory function gives rise to a disruption in the 
blood’s nutritional function, which in turn leads to decay of the flesh. At an ad-
vanced stage, this chain of disruptions is observed by the doctor in the contrast 
between, for example, a healthy lower limb and a leg stricken by gangrene. It is 
plain to see that the qualitative change in the flesh is the result of a chain of inter-

                                                 
25 Galen. On the Doctrines of Hippocrates and Plato, I, 7.23. 
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related disruptions in the body’s functions. An important point in this picture we 
have offered of the progression of pathological processes is the fact that they all 
take place against the backdrop of changes in another form of motion: locomo-
tion. As a rule, Aristotelian “locomotion” is described by historians of science in 
the categories of mechanics, such as the motion of objects in space. But no less 
important is the occurrence of this kind of motion in processes invisible to the 
eye but understood via the theory of primary elements and in the context of 
physiological processes that run their course in the human body. The movement 
of nutrients through the blood and the nature of their absorption by the tissues is 
explained in the Aristotelian system through the sum total of kinds of motion. 
These kinds of motion, such as growth and shrinking, genesis and perishing, 
clearly take place in the process of embryogenesis and the growth and death of 
the human body. It is in this way that motion in ancient medical practice is un-
derstood as a relation. 

Aristotle associates the four kinds of motion with the primary categories in 
the following way: genesis and perishing in relation to substance; growth and 
shrinkage in relation to quantity; locomotion in relation to place; and changes in 
quality in relation to quality. The question emerges of a correlation between the-
se kinds of motion and the possibility of establishing a hierarchy of kinds of mo-
tion in the account of processes that take place in biological systems: “For 
growth cannot take place without change of qualities preceding it, for though 
that which grows may be said in one sense to increase by addition of its like, in 
another sense it grows by addition of its unlike; for there is a contrast of unlike-
ness between the food and the fed, and every accession is caused by the unlike 
becoming like, which passage from unlikeness to likeness constitutes change of 
quality. But if there is change of quality there must be something that causes the 
change and makes, for instance, what was susceptible of being heated actually 
hot. And for this to come about the moving cause obviously cannot remain just 
as it was, but must approach or recede from that which it modifies; and that can 
only happen by local movement”26. 

Renowned historian of ancient philosophy Piama Gaidenko points out 
that Aristotle establishes “a certain hierarchy between them, declaring locomo-
tion the first motion”. With a subtle sense for Aristotle’s internal logic, she 
offers as an illustration of this thesis the example of consuming food: “In this 
way, qualitative and quantitative changes already assume locomotion as their 
obligatory condition; thus, for instance, food must be moved to the being that 
eats it, and in this way it changes in both quantity and quality. Locomotion, 
accordingly, appears as a kind of motion that mediates all the other kinds of 
motion”. Setting as our task the study of Aristotle’s system in the context of 

                                                 
26 Aristotle. Physics, VIII, 7, 260a 25 – 260b 5. 
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the history of medicine, we will turn our attention to a certain difficulty of dis-
tinguishing the primacy of a given kind of motion in the analysis of metabolic 
processes. At first glance, it might seem that qualitative changes are of greater 
significance in describing physiological processes; however, in our opinion, it 
is necessary to agree with Gaidenko’s interpretation. Indeed, changes of quali-
ty — from the pulverizing of food in the oral cavity and its processing in the 
stomach and liver, to the mutual conversion of primary elements in the process 
of tissue metabolism — are impossible without the movement of correspond-
ing substances within the body. 

THE INFLUENCE OF ARISTOTLE’S IDEAS  
ON GALEN’S METHOD OF INQUIRY 

We have drawn attention more than once to continuity between the ideas of 
Hippocrates, Plato, Aristotle, and Galen’s research practice, which supports the 
thought that “all teaching and learning that involves the use of reason proceeds 
from pre-existent knowledge”27. Building on the medical traditions of Hippocrates 
(the doctrine of the individual approach to selecting tactics for diagnosing and 
treating the patient, attention to external pathogenic factors, etc.), Galen created a 
doctrine of general pathology that explains the principles and mechanisms of the 
development of diseases through the lens of the teleological approach, and he put 
in place the essential methodological foundations for this doctrine. The general 
idea that Galen developed of a “physics” of the human body and principles of gen-
eral pathology is based on on an understanding of the human body as a proportion-
al combination of the components of three tetrads — the primary elements, fluids, 
and substances. Galen pays attention to the importance of a medical taxonomy’s 
cohesiveness: from a notion of the kinds of diseases and the causes of their emer-
gence follows their classification and the interpretation of individual symptoms, i.e. 
the external manifestations of a disease. 

The foundations of Galen’s general pathology is laid out in detail in his 
three treatises On the Differentiae of Diseases, On the Causes of Diseases, and
On the Differentiae of Symptoms28. They reflect the well-rounded and practical 
character of his analysis, his aspiration to create a universal system based on a 
critical understanding of the evidence from doctors’ practical observations. His 
ultimate goal was the creation of a cohesive conception of general pathology that 
would be understandable to practicing doctors. In this he clearly follows Aristo-
tle, claiming that “we only have knowledge of a thing when we know its 

                                                 
27 Aristotle. Posterior Analytics, I, 1, 71a 1-2. 
28 For more information, see Galen. Sochineniya. Vol. 2. P. 578–604, 639–633, 

700–727. 
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cause”29. In methodological terms, the category of cause is closely linked to the 
process of cognition and to answering the question of human reason’s ability and 
opportunity to understand and investigate the laws of the material world. For 
example, in the text On the Differentiae of Symptoms, Galen proposes the fol-
lowing classification of the causes of diseases. First, he divides them into the 
material, useful, objective, instrumental, and those from which movement be-
gins; and secondly (which is of crucial importance) into “healthy” and “causa-
tive” diseases. We turn your attention to the evident impact that Aristotle’s ideas 
on the kinds of motion and the method of demonstration had on Galen’s reason-
ing. On this basis, he has the opportunity to draw generalizations for medical 
theory and to articulate the elementary concepts of the theory of disease (the 
causes, varieties, and symptoms of disease). In addition, we see in Galen’s works 
the aspiration to differentiate the concepts of the cause of illnesses from their 
symptoms: “…The specific characteristic of a symptom is this: it is contrary to 
nature. Hence, [symptoms] exist as well in all differences where there is a 
change from what accords with nature. They occur, then, when there is a destruc-
tion of shapes, colours, magnitudes, functions and affections that accord with 
nature. And this is the most specific definition of it—a change of what accords 
with nature”30. For Galen, the concept of “cause” signifies an aggregate of exter-
nal influences (“healthy” or “diseased”), and the effect — depending on their 
trend — on the commensurate condition of the human body’s internal environ-
ment. It is this that the classification of causes proposed in the treatise On the 
Differentiae of Symptoms reflects. 

Galen offers an interesting definition of the concept of “disease”: “A dis-
ease is a condition of a body primarily impeding function”31. He subdivides them 
into simple and combined: the first afflict the so-called simple parts of the body, 
the latter — the combined parts, which can also be called organs. Accordingly, 
the first level of classification is that of the causes that give rise to diseases in 
simple parts of the body, and the second — of causes of ailments in the organs. It 
is not difficult to see that the types of diseases correspond to the classification of 
their causes: the factors that determine the development of diseases in combined 
parts of the body can be understood by clarifying the causes of the diseases of 
simple parts. In Galen’s texts, any theoretical premise that illustrates his ideas on 
general pathology is immediately subjected to critical analysis with the help of 
real-world examples from clinical experience or everyday situations that are in-
telligible to all. It is in this way that the main cause of the development of dis-
eases is analyzed — a bad mix of substances that results in a severe fever: “Next 

                                                 
29 Aristotle. Posterior Analytics, I, 2, 71b 30. 
30 Galen. On Diseases and Symptoms. P. 187. 
31 Ibid., 186. 
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should be to go through the causes of each of these [diseases], starting from the 
simple and so-called homoiomeric parts of the animal, then passing in turn to the 
combined and organic”32. 

Galen used the dialectical method, but he thought that propositions based 
on likelihood were dangerous in medicine; after all, in his opinion only scientific 
premises refer to the essence of that which is studied. For Galen, just as for Aris-
totle, the laws of thought — in the long run an instrument for the development of 
science — are hammered out through logic. For Galen, the dialectical method is 
demonstration that proceeds only from likely, generally accepted premises: “All 
others are external. Some are used by the dialectician for practice, for refuting 
sophists, for testing a young man’s pregnancy, playing the midwife, leading him 
to some discovery, and raising questions in his mind; all of these, if you wish, 
you may call dialectical, gymnastic, and topical, for I am not concerned about 
the names; but try to distinguish them from scientific premises”33. 

Demonstration for Galen is not just a game of words lined up in the formally 
correct logical order, but the opportunity to establish a necessary connection be-
tween concept and reality. In his clinical practice, Galen draws on Aristotle’s cate-
gorical syllogism. To attain the truth, formal logical correctness alone is not 
enough; true premises are required. The natural, visible thing is conditional, 
changeable, and finite; it is impossible to ascertain the truth on the basis of an indi-
vidual thing. For methods of obtaining knowledge in medicine, this is of essential 
importance: on the grounds of an individual symptom, even one that is clearly 
manifested, it is not possible to determine the cause of a disease. A single observa-
tion is not enough to create a characterization of its nosological form and to sys-
tematically make sense of evidence from clinical practice. Having said that, in the 
texts available to domestic historians of medicine, Galen uses the Aristotelian dia-
lectic as something “in the middle” between an ordinary debate and a philosophical 
inquiry. In polemics, dialectical methods are useful because, as Aristotle says, the 
dialectician is experienced in a realm where others act haphazardly: he tries to de-
fend his own views, influence others’ opinions, or expose his interlocutor’s igno-
rance. For this to be the case, the dialectic must assume the presence of a certain 
general ability to hold an argument. We see that the treatise On the Doctrines of 
Hippocrates and Plato is replete with Galen’s polemic against the Stoics, in which 
the great Roman doctor demonstrates both an exceptional grasp of rhetoric and a 
brilliant use of rigorous demonstration to justify his position. 

The apodictic method manifests in Galen’s research practice in his attention 
to the use of anatomical dissections and vivisections for the purposes of studying 
the structure of warm-blooded animal and human bodies. In Russian historiog-

                                                 
32 Ibid., 159. 
33 Galen. On the Doctrines of Hippocrates and Plato, II, 3.10. 
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raphy, there is an entrenched opinion that Galen’s experiments on animals were 
born of necessity — the great doctor dissected animals because, owing to religious 
prohibitions, he did not have the opportunity to dissect human corpses. In our 
view, this proposition is without basis: we would like to underscore the connection 
Galen’s research practice has with Aristotle’s principles of comparative anatomy 
and his methodology for acquiring reliable knowledge. Proceeding from the idea 
of the unity of living creation, the ability to judge man’s physiology on the basis of 
experiments on animals is entirely reasonable. One must also bear in mind that 
nowadays, too, experiments on animals precede the clinical launch of given phar-
maceuticals or treatment methods. In the broad sense, the apodictic method is a 
special form of building and carrying out demonstrations, in which certain philo-
sophical principles are accepted as initial premises that must be verified and under-
stood as substantive, and from which particular propositions are then deduced 
(demonstrated). On the basis of apodeixis, it is possible to obtain specification, 
clarification, and specific description of something. In this way, through the exam-
ple of a theory of general pathology — at the basis of which, for Galen, lies the 
theory of the causation of diseases, a precise classification of their varieties, and a 
doctrine of symptoms — we arrive at the ability to draw conclusions on his use of 
the method of rigorous demonstration. 

CONCLUSION 

In Galen’s theoretical and practical system, we discover the importance of 
Aristotle’s ideas for the development of ancient Greek rational medicine in its 
most concentrated form. Among the most significant elements of Aristotle’s 
doctrine that influenced the formation of Galen’s medical research method, the 
following should be highlighted: 

— the theory of argumentation and the formulation of rigorous require-
ments for demonstration, which formed a methodological framework for the 
proto-scientific medical experiment; 

— the theory of motion and the related practice of systematic dissections of 
animals, which influenced the formation of the principles of comparative anatomy. 

Aristotle’s ideas facilitated the development of the “Hippocrates —
Herophilos — Galen” line in the rational medicine of antiquity, at the foundation 
of which was use of the apodictic method based on the practice of anatomical dis-
sections and the “proto-scientific experiment” as a source for forming reliable 
medical knowledge. This all enabled Galen to deeply explore the practice of using 
the apodictic method in the course of medical activity, having created an anatomi-
cal and physiological system as well as a cohesive theory of general pathology, and 
to prove its value for the further development of medicine as a science. 
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Andrey DAROVSKIKH

THE POWER OF SEMEN  
ARISTOTLE  

AND SOME GALEN’S FALLACIES 

INTRODUCTION 
Generation1 is a process that, allows limiting (at least from one side) the 

scope of any kind of being, which comes-to-be and passes-away; and makes 
relevant any plausible philosophical account of that being. The question of how 
everything comes about, being primarily the issue of cosmology, evolved during 
the classical period into the attempt to provide a coherent account of the uni-
verse. The problem of living beings’ generation in ancient physics and biology 
hinges largely on the attempts to trace the arche, which leads to the notion of 
semen as the source of a new life. It thus might be stated that to describe the pro-
cess of a living being’s generation in antiquity simply meant to answer the ques-
tion: what is the nature of the semen?  

The focus of the present paper is the problem of the power of semen and 
the conflict between Galen and Aristotle’s understanding of this power within 
the discourse of ancient philosophy and medicine. By the power here I mean a 
range of notions that all serve to help to answer questions about the generation of 
species, heredity, offspring’s resemblance to parents etc. To answer the question 
about the semen’s power is thus to clarify the following issues: 1) In which man-
ner is the offspring present in the semen? 2) What is the corporeal origin of the 
semen? 3) What is the role of parents in supplying the semen2? 

The problem of semen had a long tradition in antique thought, and the most 
fecund period was that period containing the “debates” between Aristotle and 
Hippocrates. Since then, the Aristotelian model of demarcating functions of male 
and female in conception, and attributing the term semen only to male was widely 
accepted and had been dominant for some five centuries. Galen of Pergamon, in 
second century AD, at the outset of his treatise Peri Spermatos inquires: is it ac-
                                                 

1 By “generation”, I mean the notion of “beginning”, widely used in ancient thought, 
e.g. by Aristotle ( ) or Hippocrates ( ); so for the purposes of simplification one 
can replace the word “generation” in this text with the word “genesis”.   

2 Wilberding (2008. P. 407) states in his paper that the problem of semen (and, conse-
quently, the formation of the living being) in antiquity can be confined to these three ques-
tions. 
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curate to reckon the power of semen either as two principles (the material and 
the active) as Hippocrates supposed or only as efficient principle as Aristotle 
suggested3? Before I start considering this opposition and analyzing Galen’s 
response, it is worth mentioning that though modern terminology allows us to 
speak about the semen only for male seminal fluid, in antiquity the term “semen” 
according to some authors (Hippocrates, Galen) could have been correctly ap-
plied to both male and female fluids. The discovery of ovum had happened only 
in the 19th century, before that understanding of conception was an elusive issue 
for medicine and philosophy. But the period of antiquity gave a deep insight into 
the comprehension of the nature of semen and conception. The supporting evi-
dence and reasoning used in order to advocate one or another point of view pro-
vides fertile ground for philosophical investigation. The present paper is a case 
study considering the problems of generation and semen via relationship be-
tween such concepts as matter, form, movement, change and some others. 

AN OVERVIEW OF GALEN’S CRITIQUE 

The overall drift of Galen’s treatise On Semen can be summarized as a cri-
tique of Aristotle’s concept of semen, followed by establishment of Galen’s own 
doctrine. The conclusion of Galen’s doctrine suggests that there are two kinds of 
semen: male and female; while the power of both semina is defined by material 
principal and efficient one as well. The reasoning in favor of the existence of the 
female semen and of return to two-semina theory in the works of Galen is two-
fold. It consists of (a) empirical evidence and (b) philosophical argumentation  

The philosophical argumentation represents two important issues for my 
further analysis. One of them is a novel (compare to Aristotle) understanding of 
physical change; the second issue was less articulated by Galen, but it is of a 
bigger importance and consequence for marked abruption with Aristotelian tradi-
tion — it is an erroneous understanding of four causes discourse in the Aristote-
lian embryology.  

As for the empirical evidence, Galen holds an imperative that something ex-
ists only if it is observed, while plausible arguments for the existence of something 
are of a secondary importance4. Such a strategy was a product of a long develop-
ment process when in the course of the classical period philosophical theories of 
human nature initially informed medical discussions, and then at a certain point 
medical empiricism reciprocally provided natural philosophy with new factual 
background. This superiority of empiricism for understanding of man was justified 

                                                 
3 Galen (1992) 65. I.1,1. Galen here deliberately gives a reduced definition of semen 

presented by Aristotle. Of course, he was aware of formal and final principles as attributes 
of the semen. I will deal with this issue later on. 

4 Galen (1992) 65. I.1, 2. 
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by historical development. Admittedly, even philosophers in late antiquity reached 
out to the help of medical empiricism simply because medical knowledge was 
much more developed than philosophical in questions of physiology. Owing to 
Hippocrates, and his divorce with merely philosophical speculations on the ques-
tion of “ho ti estin anthropos” medicine in antiquity started to be considered as 
techne as opposed to tyche, where therapy and empiricism played a crucial role, 
inasmuch as techne necessarily requires the achievement of success only due to a 
certain deliberate procedure. Obviously, there were some objective reasons for 
such an approach to human nature, i.e. besides the speculative interest, philosophi-
cal curiosity, and heuristics, it was pain, diseases and death that actually forced 
physicians to tackle the problems of human body. The opposition to a purely spec-
ulative view of nature triggered the processes, which in the following centuries 
changed the entire understanding of the problem of man thanks to the authors of 
the Hippocratic corpus, Diocles of Carystus (375–295 BC), Herophilus (335–280 
BC), Erasistratus (304–250 BC) and others. After all, the discovery of ovaries by 
Herophilus had a great deal of impact on Galen’s theory of female semen.  

Galen seeks to define the power of semen through demonstration taken 
from experiments, and he attacks Aristotle in the following three directions: 

1) The Aristotelian approach supposes that the roles of male and female are 
different and while female reproductive fluid provides matter, the male semen 
provides no material principle. Owing to the statement about the lack of material 
contribution from male, one might conclude in this case that the matter of semen 
is useless and it renders into redundant the presence of the semen in the uterus 
after copulation. However, Galen relying solely on observations during dissec-
tions states that male semen is neither excreted from the uterus after coition, nor 
remains there and evaporates5 as Aristotle supposed6. Dissecting just impregnat-
ed animals, Galen saw that the uterus appeared to be wrapped tightly around the 
“foetus” and not inflated as was supposed to have happened in case of evapora-
tion. Thus, material substratum of semen stays within the uterus. 

2) Another batch of Galen’s arguments and evidences aims to show that 
semen as material is more suitable for construction of arteries, veins and nerves 
but not blood (menstrual blood) as was suggested by Aristotle, therefore, the 
foetus cannot come from blood only.  

3) Aristotle associated male and female with semen and nutriment, respec-
tively. Galen, on the other hand, bearing in mind an example of plants and earth 
as nutriment suggested that the nutriment is not able to bring any creative modi-
fication, but only sustain, it can regenerate but it cannot produce vital organs. 
Therefore, Galen concludes there must be material contribution from male se-

                                                 
5 Ibid. 69-73. 
6 GA 737a 7-16. 
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men, and consequently he addresses the question about the status of female se-
men. Galen came up with the conclusion that both males and females produce 
semen which supply material and the formal principle for conception, and there-
fore the entire mechanism of generation of a living being, the question of heredi-
ty, formation of the individual are explained through the equal co-influence of 
both male and female.  

The question at stake here is why did Galen, who had at his disposal rich ob-
servational data cast doubts on theory of Aristotle and refute it? I am by no means 
close to any positivist view on history of medicine, but it is clear that Aristotle’s 
concept of semen and his model of male as an active principle which launches the 
process of gestation was much closer to modern embryological theory (which says 
that the sperm is considered to be an active principle which penetrates passively 
awaiting ovum) than two-semina model of Galen. The modern theory of male con-
tribution of nucleus and contribution of cytoplastic structure together with nucleus 
by the egg was foreshadowed by Aristotle in his determination of the roles played 
by male and female in conception. However, in the second century AD it was sup-
planted by a more “obsolete” theory of equal contribution of material principles. 
Why? My provisional answer is — because of a different philosophical reasoning 
and erroneous understanding of some aspects of Aristotle’s embryological model 
by Galen. In what remains I am going to analyze these two issues in details.  

ANCIENT THEORIES OF SEMEN 

Aristotle's views on the nature of semen and embryogenesis were motivat-
ed by puzzles ancient thought faced around the fourth century BC. These puzzles 
appeared insurmountable until Aristotle — with his developed philosophical 
discourse and having tackled such categories as change, entity (ousia), nature 
(physis), soul — forayed into the problem of seminal faculty and embryology, 
and produced more suitable solution for the problem of semen. It stands to rea-
son to demonstrate this. 

Anthony Preus claims that, “before the time of Aristotle, there was no one 
generally accepted theory of generation”7. There was no coherent theory indeed, 
but the questions raised are worth considering, because they worked as an impe-
tus for the arrangement of the powers which conditioned the formation of well-
established theories. In general, our knowledge about ancient theories of the na-
ture of semen comes from the first book of Aristotle’s Generation of Animals, 
where he, in line with his well-known method, criticizes everything previously 
written in order to build something genuinely new8. 

                                                 
7 Preus (1977). P. 65. 
8 A famous collection of pre-Socratic texts issued by H.A. Diels later revised several 

times and eventually published in 1934–1937 after another revision by W. Kranz is an-
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One of the oldest ideas about conception and the development of the body 
depicts the process through the analogy of the seed sown in the earth; in the sec-
ondary literature it usually appears as ‘furrowed field theory’9. The earliest can 
be attributed to Aeschylus (Eumenides) and Euripides (Orestes), who compare 
the mother to a field where seeds are sown. Anaxagoras seems to have supported 
this theory as well10. The extreme version of this view was the theory of prefor-
mationism, arguing that the complete body of the foetus is already assembled in 
the male seed. On the other end of the scale was the concept of parthenogene-
sis11. The obvious drawback to both theories was the difficulty to explain the 
resemblance of the offspring to the opposite gender. 

Another theory proposed by ancient thinkers, which better explained the 
nature and source of the semen, suggested that both female and male provide 
semen, and whole parts of the body are involved in the process of generation. In 
accordance with this theory, the seed comes from virtually all parts of the body. 
The best known followers of such theory were Empedocles and Democritus. 
This view in modern science known as pangenesis, had become a well estab-
lished concept after it was widely promoted by Hippocrates in his work On 
Seed12. He introduces the concept as follows: 

“The semen comes from all humours, which is in man, and the 
strongest (  ) parts are separated from it”13, and then 
adds that “the semen is secreted from the whole body, both from hard 
and soft parts, and from the humours”14. 
There are several items of note on this passage. This pangenetic theory lit-

erally implies that all part of the body participate in the production of semen. The 
                                                                                                           
other source of knowledge of ancient theories of semen. See: H. Diels, W. Kranz (2004). 
In terms of the secondary sources, earlier theories of the nature of seed and conception 
were best presented by E. Lesky (1950), and J. Needham (1959). Two short overviews of 
ancient conception theories were presented also in M. Boylan (1984) 83-112; and in the 
aforementioned article by Preus.  

9 See: Boylan (1984). P. 85-87. 
10 GA IV.1, 763b 30. 
11 Parthenogenesis is a form of asexual reproduction in which growth and develop-

ment of embryos occur without fertilization. In animals, parthenogenesis means the de-
velopment of an embryo from an unfertilized egg cell of the female.  

12 Term pangenesis was at first offered by Ch. Darwin in the concluding chapter of his 
book The Variation of Animals and Plants under Domestication as a hypothetical mecha-
nism for heredity. The pangenesis theory implies that the whole of parental organisms 
participate in heredity. He posited that atomic sized gemmules formed by cells would 
diffuse and aggregate in the reproductive organs. 

13 References to the original Greek text are made to the following edition: Hippocrate 
(1970). 

14 Hippocrates (1970) J3.1. 



ANDREY DAROVSKIKH. THE POWER OF SEMEN… 

299 

reason for such presupposition is a desire to explain the inheritance of acquired 
characteristics: the similar in elemental structure must come from similar. 
A would-be argument of a proponent of this view might look as follows: the hair 
come from hair and nails from nails, thus semen in order to generate is supposed 
to be everything at once: nails, vessels, arteries, bones; they are small and invisi-
ble, but they grow during gestation and become bigger15. 

Of course, the lack of observational data required certain theoretical infer-
ence and it is this scientific intuition that eventually advances knowledge in its 
historical evolution, but at this point, the proposed account suffers from a some-
times too incoherent character, and displays practical and methodological weak-
ness. There are mostly two objections: 1) how do two complete organisms (one 
in each semen) become a single one after the mixture; 2) how do particles of the 
soft and hard parts of the body come together in liquid semen.  

In an attempt to answer the first question, Democritus and Empedocles 
proposed that the bodies existing in the semina are torn asunder in order to mix 
halves in conception. The long-term consequences of this view are quite obvi-
ous; one is the difficulty to form the gender of the future foetus; another obstacle 
is that if two bodies were torn asunder in order to make one, there would be extra 
unused parts, which either should be of use for something or will be wasted. The 
waste of parts is something that goes against the general ancient understanding 
of nature and was not accepted16. The second question implies another difficulty: 
assuming that the semen comes from tissues and bones its transfer should be 
corpuscular, but if, on the contrary, the semen comes from humours, it means 
that it is formed in a liquid milieu. According to Hippocrates semen is matter and 
it transmits the information from parents to offspring by this matter. Bearing in 
mind three common embryological questions mentioned in the introduction to 
this paper, Hippocratic responses to them would state that: 1) the offspring is 
present in the semen in material way; 2) all parts of the parent’s body are the 
source of the semen; 3) parents equally contribute to generation.  

The point of equal material contribution raises relevant questions about 
mechanisms of heredity, resemblance to one of the parents and the choice of 
gender. The possible answers articulated by the authors of the Hippocratic cor-
pus, Democritus, Empedocles and others, — suggesting the all these features of 
the individual are formed either due to the semen’s location on the left / right 
side in testicles, or during gestation by the foetus’ location on the left / right side 
in the womb, or influence of cold and heat — are inconsistent and controversial 

                                                 
15 For a similar argument see: Diels, Kranz (2004) 59 B10. 
16 Some witnesses say that during his stay in Alexandria (where there was no prohibi-

tion for the dissection of corpses) Galen in order to prove or disapprove this point dissect-
ed wombs in his search of wasted parts of the body.  
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by themselves. Moreover, I argue that all theories covered by the term pangene-
sis are preformationist in their character. In order to be coherent, anyone postu-
lating that the semen comes from all parts of the body should agree that this pre-
supposition implies the idea that all parts are assembled in a shape of that body 
and that allows the further growth but no change, nor modification. The assertion 
that the parts are present in the body in a sort of potential form and then unfold 
gradually puts that theory in a different category.  

ARISTOTLE

The person who boldly challenged the antinomy was Aristotle. Admittedly, 
he changed the course of scientific and medical thinking on the question of the 
nature of semen for at least five centuries. The major advantage that bolsters Aris-
totelian theory was the combination of scientific inference and observational data.  

Within the broader critique of Hippocratic embryology and ancient pange-
netic theory, which assumes that each part involved in the creation of semen 
comes from its perspective particular organ and contains the nature of that organ 
or its part17, there is one objection by Aristotle that Preus (1977, 77) concisely 
summarizes as follows: “it goes too far and not far enough”. On one hand, the 
argument of Hippocrates asserts that the wide variety of materials must be pre-
sent in the semen, and in this sense Hippocrates goes very far; on the other hand, 
however, he does not really explain how these “parts” are present in the material, 
or in other words, “it does not go far enough in asserting the degree to which a 
nature may be present in a particular material”18. To be more specific: a body, 
when subdivided, consists of heterogeneous parts. For example: a head, limbs, a 
heart, a liver etc. are heterogeneous parts of the body; however, the further divi-
sion of those parts produces certain parts, which remain the same even after the 
subdivision — homogenous parts (ta homoiomere). The next stage of this subdi-
vision is the four elements (earth, water, fire, air) or humours (blood, phlegm, 
yellow and black bile). Hippocrates does not go far enough in explaining how a 
range of homogenous parts, impressive in its diversity can fit into the nature of 
liquid semen. While, according to pangenetic theories resemblance of un-like 
parts (of parents and offspring) is caused by use of the same like parts (homoge-
nous), Aristotle in his dialectical refutation in the first book of The Generation of 
Animals proposed another explanation: the offspring’s resemblance to parents is 

                                                 
17 Regardless of the Hippocratic proponents, several Aristotelian objections always 

remain the same. If all parts of the body are scattered about in the semen how do they 
remain alive? If they are connected, there should be a tiny animal, which is, according to 
Aristotle, absurd. Even if we assume that this is true, Aristotle asks why the female does 
not produce female children on her own. See: Aristotle. GA 722b 5-10. 

18 Ibid. 
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not so much of a material character but of a formal one. Simply speaking, it is 
the resemblance in the disposition of like-parts, that really makes the son’s ap-
pearance similar to the father; usage of the same like-parts does not really make 
any similarity between parents and offspring. Aristotle says: 

And yet without this [assemblage] (   [  ]) the 
parts would not have the resemblance ( ); so if there is some-
thing which sets to work later on to bring this assemblage about, then 
surely this something ( ), and not the drawing of the semen from 
the whole of the body will be the cause of resemblance19. 

The use of the same skin and muscles does not necessarily make the face 
of Socrates similar to his father’s face but it puts certain limits on what the face 
may look like. For example, it cannot look like a face of horse, because human 
face skin is hairless (to a known extent of course), it cannot look like a face of 
man with dark skin, because the skin of Socrates’ father (presumable) was more 
pale, but what really makes the similarity of faces between Socrates and his fa-
ther more justifiable is the assemblage of the skin in a certain inherited form; 
which is the disposition of muscles, tendons etc. This assemblage is not a mate-
rial thing in effect because the disposition or the order of like-parts does not re-
quire a material factor. To be more precise, disposition of things requires some 
material for the things itself but not for their disposition. This disposition might 
be defined as a power, the power to arrange these like-parts. The power which 
carries this information requires limited material support, that is why Aristotle 
asks why one part of the living being cannot provide this power, the power to 
develop the simple substrate into a complete new individual. Such a substrate for 
Aristotle is blood, which as soon as concocted into semen possesses that disposi-
tion for arranging like-parts20. 

Aristotle is credited for elaborating philosophical aspects of embryology 
and physiological as well. He considers blood to be the source of both female 
and male seminal fluids, and the formation of these fluids as a result of a succes-
sion in digestive processes. To be transformed into blood, digestive material 
(food) must pass three stages of digestion ( ): first in the stomach, second in 
the liver and finally in the heart. During the process of the third pepsis, food is 
transformed into blood in the heart. After that, blood goes into the brain, and 
upon cooling it is directed around the body circulating for various functions and 

                                                 
19 …      [  ]   .  ’  

 , ’       ’    
. GA 722a 35-b3. All translations of GA are adapted from Aristotle (1943).  

20 Semen is “either blood or the analogous substance or something formed out of the-
se”,            . GA 726b 5. 
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needs. Michael Boylan, in a brief glossary of medical terms used by Aristotle, 
thoroughly describes the role and importance of the pepsis in Aristotle’s under-
standing of digestive and reproductive systems, and points out two main results 
of pepsis: nourishment ( ) and side-product ( )21. The  
is the residue which can be either useful or useless. In case of a useful residue it 
goes to the gonads in order to be transformed into seminal fluids, which is the 
goal of this secretion22. All of the  is transformed into either the male 
seed or the female reproductive fluid ( ). As has been already stated 
according to Aristotle, only the male gonad is capable to produce the semen, 
whereas the female one produces , which certainly is involved in the 
formation of the foetus but has a slightly different function.  

I believe that further understanding of the Aristotelian argument depends 
on a much broader context than just biology. The underlying philosophical con-
cept for differentiation of male and female in terms of seminal faculty is the con-
cept of physical change. The notion of natural change studied in his physical 
works is integral to the notion of generation in the species/genus sense. The 
equal status of similar seminal fluids presupposed by the Hippocratic corpus, 
according to Aristotle, puts certain limitation on what the influence of one semi-
nal fluid upon another is like. If there is A and there is B, which both have equal 
status in terms of essence, quality, disposition etc., then it is less than obvious 
how they act upon each other in the mixture, and therefore when we deal with 
semen the question of heredity becomes acute. The like cannot exert influence 
on the other like, for it equates to exerting the influence upon itself. The starting 
premise, Aristotle takes for granted in his view on change is that, at least if only 
one of the objects is active but another is passive the change can happen. But 
what happens when one object acts and the second is acted upon? The answer 
we can find in the treatise On Generation and Corruption where Aristotle deals 
with problem of change. One object may cause the change in the other object if 
only they are un-like, for, similar objects are always unaffected by similar. At the 
same time, essentially diverse objects are also deprived of the possibility to act 
and to be acted upon each other, as for example, a straight cannot act upon a 
blue. In order an interaction to happen, the objects must be similar in one sense 
and different in the other, namely: they are supposed to belong to the same genus 
but to differ in species23. The straight and the curved can act upon each other, 
since they differ in characteristics but both belong to the same genus of geomet-
rical objects. By the same token, male and female reproductive fluids according 
                                                 

21 Boylan (1984). P. 95. 
22 “The semen is a part of a useful residue (   ). The most 

useful ( ) of residues it that which is the last [produced] and from which 
each from the parts comes about directly.” GA 725a 11-13. 

23 GC I, 7, 323b 33-35.  
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to Aristotle belong to the same genus of fluids, both are produced from the 
blood, but in order to perform the change (conception) should be demarcated in 
some way. Given that in relation to the species the genus is a shared ground of 
matter, therefore the opposite objects capable for change are the object of a simi-
lar matter but of a different form. In view of the identity of matter, the passive 
and exposed to the change is able to take the form of the active. Therefore, the 
point of any interaction resulting in the change is the formation of the passive 
according to the form imposed by the active24. 

I would eschew any comments on why Aristotle got settled with such a 
distribution of roles, but he does ascribe the passive role to female and the active 
role to male, and considers the mixture of seminal fluids as asymmetrical change 
where male semen is an active principle and female katamenia is a passive prin-
ciple25. This conception for Aristotle is a paradigm case of idea of change, what 
is more, generation of a living being is a paradigm case of the general concept of 
generation where the principle of four causes (efficient, material, formal and 
final) together with his notion of hylomorphism are two components which are 
difficult to dispense with in a discussion on such an issue. Conception is a pro-
cess of coming to be and a type of change, so Aristotle accommodates his view 
on conception to: a) his discourse of change as influence of an active principle 
upon a passive; b) his discourse of how a thing comes into being, i.e. due to the 
causes (an immanent material, form or pattern, source of change, end for the 
sake of which the thing is)26. 

In this sense, I agree with Anthony Preus who says that in conception and 
embryogenesis “the end [final cause] is continued existence of the species, and 
the species [an individual] is the form (eidos) present potentially in the matter 
from the female [material cause], actively [efficient] in the semen from the male 
[formal cause]”27. To this point Aristotle says: 

However what happens, is just one would reasonably expect, since 
the male provides the form and the source of change (     

   )28, the female provides the body and the 
matter (     ), just as in coagulation of milk, the 
milk is the body, and fig-juice or the curd is that which carries the 
source for assembling…29. 

                                                 
24 GC I, 7, 324  10-11.  
25 Probably the following papers might be of interest for those who would like to 

know more about this problem: Horowitz (1976), P. 186-213; Morsink (1979). P. 83-112. 
26 Aristotle. Metaphysics 1013a 24-32. 
27 Preus (1977). P. 78. 
28 I deliberately translate the word “ ” as a “change” but not a “movement”. See 

hereafter.  
29 GA 729a 9-13. 
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Importantly, I do not think that Preus thinks that the material cause of the 
foetus — female reproductive fluid — does really provide any formal cause 
(“the species [an individual] is the form (eidos) present potentially in the mat-
ter”). This simply should be equated with what can be further inferred from Aris-
totle’s view on physical change. When the fire warms up, it imparts to an object 
to be warmed the form of heat, which the fire possesses by definition, as a result, 
owing to the form of heat, that which initially was cold becomes warm, i.e. it 
switches from one state to the opposite one30. This is rather distant example, but 
I have included it to show that the cold adopts the form of heat only because it 
itself possesses that form in potentiality, the active implements in the passive the 
possibility of acquiring the form. Similarly, the female reproductive fluid, being 
a passive matter, receives the source of change from the semen, together with the 
form inherent to the source of this change, but only that type of form which fe-
male katamenia can potentially accept. The fact that a woman cannot conceive 
from a horse31 is explained in this sense by inability of katamenia to adopt the 
form from horse’s semen. This form is not potentially in the female seminal flu-
id. On the contrary, a mare can be fertilized not only by a horse but also by a 
donkey, because the form of donkey is potentially in mare’s menstrual fluid.   

The generation of the human being can be presented in this sense as a 
movement which brings the power of form to the matter, and the union of the 
form with the matter brings about energy (energeia) which is a real living being. 
This energy is a foetus, driven by a vegetative soul, and the foetus from this 
point onwards develops epigenetically, forming first essential organs and evolves 
gradually into mature foetus resembling the species. Again, this epigenetic de-
velopment is caused by: the vegetative soul, previously formed parts of the body, 
and environment (female katamenia)32. 

Summing up this part, Aristotle introduced new understanding of concep-
tion aiming to overcome the difficulties leading the pre-Socratics and the authors 
of the Hippocratic corpus to an impasse. In order to avoid the difficulty of how 
two batches of matter (which are basically preformed organs) act upon each 
other; how they form one individual out of two preformed organisms; and how 
all range of materials which is in the human body can fit into a liquid substratum 
of semen Aristotle suggested: 

1) a foetus is developed gradually from simple material source which car-
ries the information about the species and the individual, 

2) this information is not only matter but primarily some power, 
3) these acting principles of male and female seminal fluids should be differ-

entiated substantially, female is a passive matter and male is an active principle that 
                                                 

30 Phys. I, 5, 188b 22–24; 7, 191a 12–15. 
31 Although centaur is quite a phenomenon.  
32 Ibid 734a 20. 
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activates the change and supplies the form of the species (the form that matter is 
potentially able to take). Owing to the difference in functions Aristotle calls only 
one of the reproductive fluids as semen and the other as only nutriment.  

4) The inheritance of some specific personal traits is due to pneuma which 
is supplied to the form (male) and matter (female) in reproductive organs33. 

The theoretical basis or such conclusions is the concept of physical change 
and four causes discourse. Both of these principles were not shared completely 
by Galen.  

GALEN'S CRITIQUE OF ARISTOTLE 

In addition to what had been said in the introductory and the first part of 
the paper, — that the reasons to return to two-semina model, and to restore the 
importance of matter for male semen in Galen’s thought were some observa-
tional data and physiological arguments — there are two philosophical reasons 
which have not been scrutinized in literature so far. 

To fill out Galen’s theory of semen and embryology, I must say that he 
clearly sides with epigenetic model of Aristotle and confirms that the semen is 
produced from the blood after pepsis. There are four periods of epigenesis: 1) a 
compound semina with prevailing physical features of semen as substratum ; 
2) a foetus with some organs such as, heart, brain, liver unshaped but already 
present in a certain solidity and considerable size 3) the foetus in which these 
three organs have been formed and some of the others appear 4) a child, with 
complete physical structure34. Galen is not happy with Aristotelian point that 
semen does not provide matter, but just form and source of change; because 
from this logic the conclusion stems that physically everything in the foetus is 
formed from the katamenia which essentially is blood. As has been mentioned 
earlier Galen insists that blood, due to its elemental characteristic, is not able to 
produce three vital organs from which everything begins: arteries, veins and 
nerves. Essentially they resemble the matter of semen, and have to be produced 
from the semen35. This insistence on the necessity of something’s coming about 
only from something of a similar type is a starting point of diversity between 
Galen and Aristotle. For Galen, the similarity between physical characteristics of 

                                                 
33 I have not considered the phenomenon of pneuma and its role in Aristotle’s account 

because a detailed examination of this would take us too far afield to pursue here. So, it is 
best to have recourse to what is brief but relevant: the movement of pneuma in mens and 
semen resemble the movement in the parents and when they meet, one gains mastery and 
the other is defeated. Hense, the resemblance of the offspring to parents is due to the 
“pieces” of mastered pneuma. 

34 Galen (1992) 93-95, I, 9, 2-10. 
35 Ibid 105, I, 11. 
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semen such as white, thick and viscous and physical traits of these three organs, 
which are bloodless, thick, hollowed out and advancing to a great length without 
breaking, immediately suggests that arteries, veins and nerves can be produced 
from the matter of semen only36. 

Supporting reasoning of this argument is that similarity between a pro-
duced and a producing does not stem only from formal disposition, which was 
one of the innovations of Aristotle, but it happens also due to the use of the same 
matter. For the sake of experiment Galen accepts Aristotelian model, he con-
cedes that the power of semen, the form/disposition of matter is a source of simi-
larity but, as to the question about resemblance to mother, he, contrary to Aris-
totle, does not see any other way than to suggests that it is caused by the matter: 

Is it the nature of the power that mould the foetus to make the eye 
and nose and eyebrow and each of the other parts, but the nature of 
the matter to make the nose aquiline or snubbed?...37. 

and then he answers: 

…the nose is made by the artisan but the straight nose is produced by 
the matter38. 

Thus, contrary to Aristotle, Galen argues that similarity can also be due to the 
matter but not only form. In this sense similarity comes from the same parts, dis-
similarly comes from different parts. The difference in parts (      

)39 makes someone sub-nosed or hook-nosed. The conclusion about mate-
rial difference in parts might be justified by the use of the word to morion which 
bears the meaning of a material substratum. Well, to do justice to it I must admit 
that the phenomenon of snub-nose is a material object which has a snub form. Yes, 
form. Then, one would wonder why Galen says that it is due to matter? Unlike 
Aristotle who stepped on a way of “idealism” arguing that the form is not only a 
creative principle towards the matter, but also a superior one, Galen committed 
himself to a more moderate position. This example of matter that causes similarity 
of form demonstrates that form for Galen is an inherent attribute of matter and 
cannot act without the matter. For Aristotle, in embryology, the definition of form 
must counterpredicate with what it defines, although not everything what predi-
cates the phenomen (matter) is its definition. Galen adds an amendment to the sec-
ond part. The matter for Galen predicates form and defines it. The matter is a supe-
rior source for change, though it acts together with the form. 

                                                 
36 Ibid 83, I, 5, 16-17. 
37 Ibid 157, II, 1 52-53. 
38 Ibid 159, II, 1 55. 
39 Ibid 158, II, 1 56. 
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Having done these modifications in the concept of seminal fluid, that it is 
both matter and form, Galen additionally holds that offspring resemble each of 
the parents by virtue of a cause common to both. This cause, common to both 
should affect each other somehow and in the mixture generates a foetus. Cate-
gorically this syllogism tells that similarity to both is conditioned by the same 
source shared by both parents. In this way it seems to be logical to say that in 
order to present a coherent account of conception, the change has to be done in 
one of the Aristotelian premises: 

a) Semen is only from father, 
b) menstrual fluid is only from mother. 

Even the boldest would hesitate to argue that not only female excrete the 
menstrual fluid. Galen concludes both male and female provide semen. It means 
the semen, which is as male as female and which is a power and a matter at once. 

In this way, contra Aristotle, conception for Galen is a physical process 
which would be less than obvious for Aristotle. Namely, the female and male 
semina for Galen possess a number of principles, which strike by their equality. 
They come from the same genus, species, essence, quality. Thus, contrary to Aris-
totle, for Galen conception is a type of change which occurs between substantially 
same types of sources. Yes, their form can be different; female sub nose can meet 
with aquiline nose, but owing to the similarity of the rest of traits is not clear how 
they will affect each other. For Galen there is no problem in a possibility of A to be 
influenced and changed by B which is equal to A and considers the mixture of two 
seminal fluids not as a qualitative change but as quantitative one, where both the 
male and the female undertake equal roles. Therefore, given the reasoning Galen 
uses, and a type of physical change that he admits, it remains unclear how he copes 
with the problems of heredity which become pressing.  

Another point of divergence which made Galen to claim the existence of 
female semen is Galen’s treatment of the Aristotelian doctrine of four causes in 
respect of embryology. There are several places in Peri Spermatos where Galen 
expresses rather interesting interpretations of Aristotle’s concepts. Galen points 
out, that on the one hand Aristotle attributes too much power to the semen 
(male), and defines its role as an agent which molds the matter and shapes the 
foetus, then as Galen mentions, a little later Aristotle having forgotten these 
things fails to notices that he gives to the matter (female) as many power as ear-
lier gave to semen40. In other words, on the one hand Aristotle overloads the 
male semen with functions and leaves the female the role of passive receiver, but 
on the other hand, according to some other places from the text, it is actually 
female who does everything. What is the hidden meaning behind this critique of 

                                                 
40 Ibid. 155, II, 1, 58. 
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Aristotle by Galen? The first possible explanation is again the insistence on mat-
ter as the only creative principle of generation and formation. Aristotle says that 
male is an agent but the lack of matter renders the male into an inadequate agent 
to perform such a change as conception and to provide further growth of the em-
bryo in the course of gestation. I will try to show that Galen here speaks about 
something different; namely such a view of him is caused by a failure to grasp 
the point of the Aristotelian teleology.  

Accompanied by a search across the works of his successors, the further 
analysis of the Aristotelian treatises reveals a certain inconsistency in his under-
standing, and underpins two basic approaches to the application of causalities to 
embryology. The material contribution of the female is something that has been 
clearly stated in biological oeuvre of Aristotle. The crucial role attributed to the 
female seminal fluid should not be underestimated because it contains potentiali-
ty, and actuality is directly restricted to the nature of this matter. As opposed to 
this, the nature of the male semen may seem less clear, even within the short 
definition in the passage already quoted from GA 729a 9-1341. The phrase   

      evokes certain confusion, because formal and 
efficient causes coincide and are present in one place simultaneously. How close 
they are and what does this proximity mean for us? Efficient cause acts, and 
formal cause defines how this efficient cause acts.  

Things that come to be, come to be either by nature, by art or spontaneously. 
A human being comes about not accidentally, but due to causes. Biologically 
speaking, the cause of conception is fertilization of ovum by semen, which triggers 
epigenetic process of development. In terms of Aristotle, conception is a mixture 
of active semen and passive katamenia. As Devin Henry claims that for ancient 
people, the self-organization of a foetus was a source of unceasing wonder42. One 
of the questions of this curiosity is why after all we have got a human being? Why 
does something unpredictable not happen? Why is it that a puppy will not be born 
to a man and a woman? Why does man (as a parent) predicate a new born man? 

The question of predication of one thing of another is a question about 
causes. It is a question about final cause! For Aristotle the end accompanied by 
the active agent and passive agent are three canonical invariants of any kind of 
physical change. If nothing interferes the process of change invariably would 
reach the only possible outcome. The same with generation, if no external or 
internal powers interfere, a human being will be generated. I like how Mohan 
Matthen puts it: “Final causes are not additional influences over and above pow-

                                                 
41 “However what happens, is just one would reasonably expect, since the male pro-

vides the form and the source of change (        ), the 
female provides the body and the matter…” GA 729a 9-13. 

42 Henry (2005). P. 1-2.  
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er, but are built right into the specification of powers”43. In Aristotle’s physic 
every cause is teleologically specified, but they are specified in different degrees.  

Let us take recourse to the material cause. As has been said, predication of 
one thing of another is a question about causes, then as to the matter, the ques-
tion is why the matter is some definite object. A pile of matter itself, owing to its 
characteristics can limit the scope of the definition, because if there is a pile of 
tissues, tendons, bones, etc. the present object is not a tree or a table, because 
both of them are wooden, and the matter which was at disposal does not allow 
having a wooden object. At the same time, from the pile of the very same matter 
(tissues, tendons, bones) it would be difficult to ascertain the essence of the ob-
ject, since it can be a man or an animal. In the second part of this paper 
I demonstrated that for Aristotle, the matter can be affected by the form which it 
is capable to adopt. Therefore, when we try to define the end we deal with 
form44. Consequently, the formal cause is much more teleologically specified 
than the material one, and even more than efficient.  

In my description of coming to be of a living being as a paradigm case of 
generation I used the words of Preus that the final cause is a continuation of spe-
cies, and a formal cause is a concrete species45. The formal cause bears the 
source of this continuation of species and a concrete species is a link in the chain 
of this continuation. Thus, the final cause is coupled with the formal one in the 
male semen and they both rule over the efficient cause46, while all of them are of 
supreme nature to material cause, for it is much more important what is produced 
than from what material it is produced.  

The gathering of three out of four causes in male semen makes Galen to 
assert that Aristotle does attribute too much power to the semen (male), as an 
agent which starts the change in the matter and moulds in accordance with the 
final (already carried in the semen) form. Then why does Galen accuse Aristotle 
of limiting the actual authority and responsibility of male semen and of giving to 
the matter (female) as much power as earlier Aristotle gave to the semen? The 
key to answering this question is in the embryological model, which Galen uses 
to describe the Aristotelian view on gestation. The Aristotelian concept of gener-
ation resembles, according to Galen, a model of a puppet, where the semen trig-
gers the process that then is able to move on its own. 

And yet Aristotle does not permit the menstrual blood to share in the qual-
ity from the semen, he always concedes only a beginning of motion, as though to 
puppets (   ), which, while preserving their own structure 

                                                 
43 Matthen (2007). P. 161. 
44 Physics 1041b 4-9. 
45 Preus (1977). P. 78. 
46 On the Parts of Animals 639b 11-13. 
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from the mere receipt of that sort of beginning are able to continue moving for a 
very long time47. 

As I see it, this puppet is an example of some entity that is able to perform 
mechanical moves sequentially, and which in the course of this further move is 
devoid of any external object of applied force. The problem of analogy between 
mechanical puppets and embryological models in antiquity and late antiquity 
was notably studied by Devin Henry. He points out three main types of puppets 
which were of use in the classical understanding of self organization during em-
bryogenesis: 1) marionettes (limbs are moved independently by manipulation of 
strings); 2) mechanical puppets (motion is generated externally by pulling a sin-
gle cord); 3) self-moving automaton (an external movement triggers the chain of 
physical gears, which then move)48. For example Simplicius adopted the model 
of a mechanical puppet, obviously Byzantine theologians would vote for the 
marionettes, but further readings of Aristotle commentators who lived at the 
same time roughly as Galen did reveals that the self-moving automaton was a 
widely accepted view on Aristotle’s embryology. Alexander of Aphrodisias is 
one of representatives of such understanding. According to this model of self-
moving automaton the development of embryos is a succession of connected 
movements where the source of the current link of the chain is the change in a 
preceding link. Once this process was launched but then it moves on its own and 
initial external power is only a source of movement for the first gears but not for 
the following. Projection of such model onto embryology means that male se-
men does not carry the whole information about the species but only initial set of 
information. Devin Henry advocates this view and as a supporting evidence 
brought the quotation from Simplicius who in turn quotes Alexander: 

But when the initial principle has been implanted in the matter which 
is receptive of both the principle and the things that are to come into 
being by its agency and from it, this thing (the principle that was im-
planted first) produces of itself that which is itself productive of 
something determinate, while what comes to be from it in turn pro-
duces another thing; for each of them is itself both productive of, and 
capable of setting in motion, the thing which comes after...49. 

Unlike this model, the analogy of the mechanical puppet does not confine 
the role of sperm to a starting point but also allows it to account for the motion 
up to the end of the development of the embryo. Galen, from the outset of his 
treatise, notes that as to his view Aristotle holds that the semen provides a begin-
                                                 

47 Galen (1992) 83-84, I, 5, 24-25. 
48 Henry (2005). P. 3-4.  
49 Alexander ap. Simplicius in Phys. 310, 36 – 311, 19, 29-30. Taken from: Henry 

(2005). P. 11-12. 
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ning of motion and does not qualify the semen to form any part of the animal50. 
They are formed by other parts of the body with the support of katamenia and 
guidance by a vegetative soul. This point that, according to Aristotle, semen ‘has 
nothing to do’ with further development of the foetus goes all the way down in 
Peri Somatos. This for Galen means that foetus does not come from the semen, but 
actually from katamenia, which takes the principle of movement from semen. 
Therefore, Galen concludes that there is a conflict of efficient and final / formal 
causes in Aristotle: on the one hand Aristotle delegates many tasks to semen due to 
his treatment of formal and final cause, on the other hand he limits the role of the 
semen excessively, stating that it is just an impetus and grants too much authority 
to female reproductive fluid. It is this conflict, I am convinced, which was the se-
cond philosophical motivation that forced Galen to return to two-semina model. 
Aiming to restore the balance Galen states that male semen also possesses matter 
and doing this he extends the authority (efficiency) of semen throughout the whole 
period of gestation, at the same time he argues that there is female semen, which 
also supplies the matter and form, thus he alleviates the load of female, and makes 
it equally responsible for gestation as male semen. 

The irony is that Galen ventured upon his argumentation and critique of Ar-
istotle with partly false partly dubious interpretations of Aristotle. First, to the ex-
cessive limitation of the role of male semen, there is a difference in understanding 
of self-moving automaton between Galen (together with Alexander) and Aristotle 
himself. On this occasion I again refer to the paper of Henry, who points out that 
Aristotle does not think that the development from fertilized katamenia up to an 
adult embryo is a causal sequence. It is not a sum of changes but one continuous 
change. Based on analysis of GA51 D. Henry shows that for Aristotle, “the move-
ment of each part owes its existence to the execution of a single developmental 
programme and not to the agency of each other”52. In a word, the semen is an 
agent, which although being chronologically a distant cause of formed in late peri-
ods of gestation organs still is their source and efficient cause.  

Second, Galen is reticent on this point, but it seems to me that his under-
standing of the primacy of the final / formal cause is dubious. The teleological ac-
count of Aristotle does imply priority of causes in terms of sense, but not in terms 
of sequence. For Aristotle, the point of teleology is that the goal is not perceived as 
a final form in the course of the development, it is not a Platonic Form. Indeed, it is 
supposed to be reached but temporally it is not of primary character. I suggest that 
Galen got confused on this sense and took logical priory for temporal one and as-
sumed that semen carries from the very begging the original plan (already imple-

                                                 
50 Galen (1992) 65, I, 1. 
51 For example: GA 734a 25-33. 
52 Henry (2005). P. 40. 
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mented) and at the same time it is only initial movement. So, male is credited with 
everything but actually provides nothing except a single blow.  

CONCLUSIONS 

In this paper I tried to demonstrate how critical empiricism and philosophical 
reasoning intertwine with each other and affected the development of medicine and 
biology. The period of late antiquity is considered to be the time when, after a pro-
lific period of development of medical empiricism, medical science started to pro-
vide natural philosophy with new factual grounding that in turn sparked fecund 
philosophical discussions. Galen frequently appeals to dissection and anatomical 
observations as to a legitimate source of knowledge; however, some such discover-
ies were wrong. It is true that in case of the seminal faculty problem new discover-
ies led Galen astray, for the moisture discovered in ovaries was wrongly taken for 
ovum. But I do not think that it was the only source of his confusion.  

Despite his preference of empirical demonstration to plausible arguments 
Galen does support his physiological observations with pertinent philosophical 
arguments. It is Galen who is credited for reconciliation of philosophy with med-
icine among the classical physicians. In this paper first, I demonstrated that Ga-
len’s understanding of form / matter relationship, and his view on matter which 
is an underling principle conditioned his understanding of physical change53, 
what allowed him to speak about conception only as quantitative mixture be-
tween equal substrata. Importance of matter and the conviction that equal mate-
rial contribution of genders is a must in embryogenesis resulted in Galen’s asser-
tion that females supply not only semen but also katamenia, which is the source 
of germ’s nutriment in the course of gestation.  

Second, Galen’s view on teleology and his limited understanding of for-
mal / final — efficient causes and their relationship forced him claim the inade-
quacy of Aristotle’s biology and necessitated Galen to introduce emendations in 
definitions of seminal faculties of genders and reproductive fluids. The fact that 
Galen was not alone in supposing that for Aristotle embryogenesis is a causal se-
quence (I mean that Alexander, his contemporary, was of the same delusions) only 
supports my reasoning that in was difficult for Galen to dispense with philosophy 
while making final conclusions about physiology.  
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Valery PETROFF

ARISTOTLE’S TEACHING ON GROWTH 
AND GROWING AND THE PROBLEM OF 

IDENTITY OF A HUMAN BODY*

Aristotle’s teaching on growth and growth, as it was formulated in his On 
Generation and Perishing, is original and self-sufficient. In this essay, however, 
we are going to explore the fate of this doctrine in the posterior tradition, namely 
its use in the discussions about the bodily identity of the individual. As we will 
argue, Aristotle’s reasoning was adopted and transformed both by pagan com-
mentators and by Christian theologians. We are going to outline the development 
of the relevant views on the  or corporeal form of the growing body. 
The problem of the identity of a living human being was raised already by 
Epicharmus (c. 540 – c. 450 BC) who wondered whether a man who inevitably 
changes from minute to minute still stays the same or whether he constantly be-
comes a different person1. Plato who speaks on the bodily changes in his Sympo-
sium2, mentions Epicharmus and, perhaps, borrows from him. Epicharmus’ par-
adox was developed by the Sophists into the so called “Growing argument” 
according to which a growing being always becomes something else.  

ARISTOTLE 

Aristotle did not study specifically the problem of identity and identifica-
tion, but in his various writings discusses a number of issues that somehow relate 
to it3. His On Generation and Perishing I, 5 is devoted to “growth” (  
                                                 

* The study is sponsored by the Russian Science Foundation under the Project 
(# 15–18–30005) “The Legacy of Aristotle as a constituting element of European 
rationality in historical perspective” (Institute of World History of the Russian Academy 
of Science). 

1 Epicharmus. Fr. 170, 7–18 (Kaibel). 
2 Plato. Symp. 207d–208b. 
3 Cf. Lloyd A.C. Aristotle’s Principle of Individuation. P. 519–529; Furth M. 

Transtemporal Stability in Aristotelian Substances. P. 624–46; Petroff V. Aristotelevskaja 
tradicija o tekuchesti… P. 82–92; Idem. Elementy aristotelevskoj doktriny o roste i 
rastushhem…P. 117–130. 
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)4. Aristotle begins by asking “in what growth ( ) differs from 
the coming-to-be and alteration (   )» (320a 8). He be-
gins with the growth in its metrical aspect, meaning by it the quantitative change 
(320 a 14-15). “Growth is an increase… of the magnitude which is there al-
ready” (    ) (320b 30-34).  

According to Aristotle, if speak of growth, three basic characteristics must 
be preserved: (i) any and every part of the growing magnitude is made bigger. If 
flesh grows, every particle of the flesh gets bigger, (ii) by the accession of some-
thing, and (iii) in such a way that the growing thing is preserved and persists” 
(321a 17-22)5. 

Aristotle puts stress on biological issues. What is relevant to our investiga-
tion here is his view that  while the matter of the body is fluid and receives addi-
tions and subtractions, it is the form ( ) of the body that preserves its identi-
ty, varying only in quantity (321b 22-28).  

Besides, and this is important, Aristotle states that such bodily  is a 
kind of power immersed in the matter. He compares it with elastic duct ( ) 
which imposes form on the water flowing through it. Depending on the amount 
of water the duct can expand and contract, but retains the distinctive features of 
its visual shape, thus providing the identity of that body of which it is a form 
(322a 28-31). 

Further Aristotle apparently implies the drying of the body with aging. If 
the  of an organic body weakens over time (a continuous flow of water 
through it, as it were, dilutes its strength and formative ability). Although  
keeps recognizability, it decreases in size6.  

ALEXANDER OF APHRODISIAS 

Unfortunately, Alexander’s commentary on GC has been lost. However, 
Alexander’s arguments are available from his other works, as well as from 
Philoponus’ commentary on GC, which sometimes is a paraphrase of Alexan-
der’s discussion7.  

Alexander reformulates Aristotle’s arguments in the last chapter of his On 
Mixture and Growth. He renders it in a more technical language, making the 
opposition between  and matter sharper: 

                                                 
4 Arist. GC I, 5, 320a 8 – 322a 33. In presenting the teachings of Aristotle on 

growth, I rely on work: Rashed M., “Introduction”. P. xi-clxxxvi. 
5 Ibid. GC 321a 17–22. 
6 Ibid. GC 322a 31–33.  
7 See Kupreeva I. Alexander of Aphrodisias on Mixture and Growth // Oxford 

Studies in Ancient Philosophy. 2004.  27. P. 297–334.  
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“When we say that the flesh is continuously flowing…, we say that 
the flesh is undergoing all this in relation to the matter. On the other 
hand, when we say that the flesh remains ( ) the same, we take 
it in relation to its  and speak this about the … Although 
something from the substratum ( ) matter is taken 
away, and something is added, there is the  that does not change 
in itself (   ).  prevents flesh from complete disap-
pearance in a series of changes”8.  

So, Alexander says that the flesh is fluid in relation to matter, but it remains 
the same as applied to the  (   ) and according to the  (  

 ). In the alterations of the matter that the living body undergoes, the “  
of the flesh” remains unchanged. Thus it is the essence of the flesh. 

Continuing to explain the mechanism of nutrition and growth of the body, 
as well as the stability of the characteristic features of the growing body, Alex-
ander illustrates this in the following way. If Aristotle spoke of the elastic duct 
( ) and matter, comparing the duct with wine, and the matter with water9; 
Alexander transforms the “duct” into a “hose”, and calls the liquid that flows 
through it “wine” ( ), then “water” ( ), then simply a “liquid” ( ). 

As a hose (  ), through which the fluid flows, preserves the same 
shape ( ), while shrinking or expanding according to the amount of the 
fluid flowing through it, so the matter flows through a living being, and depend-
ing on its quantity the  can decrease or increase, always keeping its shape 
(i.e. identity)10. 

What increases is not a substratum (the water) because water has no identi-
ty. On the contrary, the form is stable, keeps its identity and allows expansion 
and contraction (i.e., it may be increasing). Similarly, Alexander continues, what 
increases in a living being is its 11.  

JOHN PHILOPONUS 

In his commentary on Aristotle’s GC, John Philoponus (c. 490 – c. 570) 
expresses the same Aristotelian doctrine in terms of later philosophical tradition, 
saying that 

 

                                                 
8 Alexander. De mixtione 235, 21–33. 
9 Arist. GC 322a 28-33. 
10 Alexander. De mixt. 237, 28 – 238, 10. 
11 Petroff V. Aristotel’ i Aleksandr Afrodisijskij o roste i rastushhem P. 394–402. 



Valery PETROFF. ARISTOTLE’S TEACHING ON GROWTH AND GROWING… 

329 

“…each of enmattered things (    ) is 
spoken in two ways: either in relation to the matter (   ) 
or in relation to the  (   )”12.  

The terminology is remarkable because   belongs to vocabulary of 
Alexander and Plotinus; Aristotle himself does not discuss opposition “in rela-
tion to the matter” / “in relation to the ” openly. 

Like his predecessors Philoponus says that 

“It remains, therefore, for the  to be the thing which grows (  
   ), since this is the only thing which remains... 

not without the matter (      ), for this is 
impossible, but always being kept the same in relation to matter (  

 ) which comes to be larger and smaller and different at differ-
ent times, some flowing away and some being assimilated”13. 

Here he clarifies: 

But when we say that the  is that which grows (  ), 
do not think that the  itself undergoes change ( ) in re-
spect of its eternal and substantial definition (     

 ), for in its own definition  is incorporeal and 
sizeless (        ), but in re-
spect of quantity (   ); for it is this which also signifies 
growth.  is said to change in respect of quantity in that it comes 
to be in more or less matter (        

). This is the way in which a hand or a face appears to grow 
(  ), not because the form of the face or the hand 
has changed (   )”14. 

Thus, according to Philoponus, the enmattered  is unchanged, but 
turns out to be in a substratum that differs in quantity. It forms this substratum, 
which appears larger or smaller, but retains its geometric shape and proportions. 

Then Philoponus adds that if both the matter and the  do not stay nu-
merically the same, their combination (Socrates) would surely not be the same 
either (      ’ ). By referring to Socrates Philoponus in-
troduces in his discussion an echo of a related discussion about the preservation of 
the identity of the changing living body. According to Philoponus, the  con-
sidered with respect to growth is what defines the being of the living body, and is 

                                                 
12 Philoponus. in GC 103, 26-27. Cf. Arist. GC 321b 19-22,   Alexander. De 

mixt. 235, 21-33. 
13 Philoponus. in GC 104, 20-23. 
14 Ibid. 104, 24-31. 
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the essence of this body15. Here Philoponus makes an important differentiation, 
distinguishing the substantial  from the  in the sense of the figure and 
shape. It is not matter but the  that stays numerically the same, be it “the sub-
stantial form (as the form of Socrates) or the form in the sense of shape and figure 
(           )16.” 

Here the substratum ( ) is a synonym for matter. Paradoxically, 
the substratum, which by etymology should be something stable, in this aproach 
represents fluidity, although further Philoponus says that some “lumps” of it 
retain their identity throughout the life of the individual. 

Philoponus continues by providing three examples, consistently comparing 
the   

— with a sack (  ) into which things (  ) were 
thrown17;   

— with a hose made of skin (   ) through which the fluid 
flows18,  

— with a shadow ( ) cast by a solid body on the surface of a flowing 
river19.   

Each of the examples has its own flaw. The sack completely contains the 
objects thrown in it, but it cannot really be called their shape. The hose does af-
fect the shape of the fluid flowing through it, but does not contain it.  

Finally, the shadow on the surface of the river does not physically interact 
with the stream. Here the body that cast a shadow over the river represents a true 
being or separated , while its “shadow” presents a sensible shape (geometric 

); and “the stream or river” is the matter which is flowing through the hose. 
If we remember that human being was also compared to a stream or river, the 
analogy is complete.  

The Neoplatonic understanding of the relationship between the incorporeal 
and the body presupposed a stronger connection. Porphyry, although he believed 
that the incorporeal is present in bodies not hypostatically, like water or air in a 
wineskin ( ), suggested the existence of some disembodied disposition 
(  ) and addiction ( ) in relation to bodies20. Nemesius of 

                                                 
15 Ibid. 105, 2-9. 
16 Ibid. 105, 15-18. 
17 Ibid. 105, 18-21.  
18 Ibid. 105, 21-26. 
19 Ibid. 106, 11-17.  
20 Porphyry. Sent. 27: «The actual presence ( ) of body constitutes no im-

pediment at all to that which is incorporeal in itself from being where it wishes and as it 
wills… It is therefore by reason of a definite disposition (  ) that it is to be 
found  where it is ( )»; Ibid. 28: «No body can enclose and embrace [the incorpo-
real] in the way that a sack might contain some liquid or air (      
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Emesa described this as a connection “according to a relation” (  ). In 
any case, equally Plato, Porphyry and Nemesius considered this attitude as an 
emotional attachment. 

On the contrary, in Philoponus the connection is completely speculative 
and ghostly. The shadow does not form any water over which it is stretched; and 
the shaded part of the flowing water can not affect the body that throws its shad-
ow on it. The image of the  “stretching” ( ) over the substratum 
also most likely implies the imagery of a shadow cast over something not con-
nected to it. 

Finally, Philoponus implies that in his discussion he deals with quantitative 
and not qualitative change. He illustrates this with the case of a statue (

) whose limbs had been replaced piece by piece with the limbs of differ-
ent shape, so that  

“…in time the whole ( ) statue comes to be numerically different 
(   ), not only in respect of its matter, the bronze, but al-
so in respect of its individual shape and figure (     

   )”21.  

On the contrary, substitution of the matter in the body resembles a continu-
ity of a stream, in which there are no pieces and gaps:  

“…the whole river itself as a whole (   ) is continuous 
with itself (    ). The parts of the water 
succeed each other continuously (  ) and without a 
break ( ) fill up again the place of that which has flowed 
away, leaving no gap ( ) between them”22. 

Remarkably, the example with a statue was introduced by Aristotle in his 
“Physics”. But there it was used in the opposite context, namely, within the 
framework of reasoning not about quantitative growth but about the generation 
of being, the examples of which Aristotle saw in the remaking of a statue and the 
change in the matter, which resulted in a qualitative change23.  

                                                                                                           
)... An what loses [the incorporeal] is not the body when it is shattered and de-

stroyed, but when it [the incorporeal] has turned itself away from its attachment 
( ) [to the body]». Cf. Plato, Phaedo 81c, e. 

21 Philoponus. in GC 106, 18-23. 
22 Ibid. 106, 28-31.  
23 Arist. Physica I, 7, 190b 5–9: «Things which come to be ( ), come to 

be… by change of shape, as a statue (   ,  ), by addition, 
as things which grow (   ,   );… by [qualitative] alteration 
as things which ‘turn’ in respect of their material substance (  ’ ,   

   )». 
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Alexander of Aphrodisias supports this view in his “On the Soul” : 

“For shape ( ) functions as a part by conferring on the statue a 
qualitative (   ) rather than a quantitative (   ) per-
fection, and as a part moreover that cannot continue to function in 
separation from its material counterpart, [the bronze]24”. 

For our reasoning, it is important that Alexander unambiguously associates 
the “shape” ( ) with the qualitative form, but not, as Philoponus believes, 
with the quantitative form. Remarkably, the Christian theologian Methodius of 
Olympus (died c. 311) in his polemics with Origen developed the same line, 
considering the sensually perceptible shape of the body to be a qualitative form, 

  (see below). 
In contrast to Aristotle, who suggests that the  eventually loses its 

strength and ability to impose a form on the matter, Philoponus thinks that it is 
the matter which becomes weary and fatigue: 

“It must not be thought that the whole of the matter as a whole (  
’ ) replaces itself over time… so that there is no <bit of> body 

in us when we have grown old <which was part> of the matter that was 
in us at the time of our original framing (       

   ). For if that were so, it would be pos-
sible for animals to be immortal, their matter always being at its peak 
(   ). As it is, however, the matter is not able to 
keep its form throughout its whole extent ( ’ ), since it becomes 
weary ( ) with time, the parts that have been fitted together (  

) being incapable of preserving throughout the har-
mony and correct mixture (   ) as a result of their 
being affected by the contrary powers”25.  

Philoponus now speaks about the peak of the matter, as earlier he spoke 
about the peak of the flesh: they are synonymous for him.  

In addition to the continuity of the material change, Philoponus rejects the 
idea of his predecessors concerning the complete changeability of the matter in 
the living body and insists on the presence of some “lumps” of matter that are 
resistant to erosion and dissipation. This is illustrated by the example of scars: 

  

                                                 
24 Alexander. De anima 18, 17–23 (Fotinis). Cf. V. Caston’s translation: “For the 

shape of the statue is a part, though not in a way that contributes something to its size — it 
contributes to its character instead — and not as something that can persist in separation 
from the matter.” 

25 Philoponus. in GC 107, 3-10. 
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“…not all the matter is dissipated ( ) but the more solid 
parts (  ) of it particularly remain always numerically 
the same (   ’ ). This is why we also see the scars of 
wounds (   ) which may chance to have been re-
ceived in youth, remain in flesh and bones until death. So for this 
reason too the  also must remain numerically the same”26. 

It is plausible, that the example with the scars belonged to Alexander’s 
commentary, since it is also used by Origen (see below). 

SIMPLICIUS 

The tradition of reasoning about growth and growing continued to exist in 
the Neoplatonic tradition, which absorbed both Aristotelian and Stoic elements. 
A contemporary of Philoponus, Simplicius (c. 490 – c. 560) writes in a commen-
tary on Aristotle’s “Categories”:  

“Although the matter continuously flows (  ), and some-
one would agree with this, and the bodies undergo additions and sub-
tractions to infinity, but similarly there is something that obviously 
remains (  ), whether (1) the second substratum (   

), as it is called by some, (2) or individually defined (  
 ), as others say, (3) or the substance related to the species 

(     ), (4) or individual and composite substance (  
   ), or (5) something like that, which pre-

serves stability through the changes and remains recognizable 
( ) from beginning to end. We are speaking about the visi-
ble things and not of the things invisible that produce disputes”27. 

It is noteworthy that Simplicius mentions the Stoic concept  ó , 
which had been most actively used in the debates between the Stoics and the 
Platonists in regard to individual identity and its preservation through changes. It 
can be concluded from Simplicius’ list that  ó ,   

, and   are identical. 
In the final section of his commentary on Aristotle’s “Categories”, 

Simplicius again refers to the same substratum, accompanying it with an interest-
ing illustration. He applies the concept of growth to numerically different entities 
which have different substratum. These entities are only “homonymous” but 
possess the same “ ”. Simplicius writes: 

                                                 
26 Ibid. 107, 10-14.  
27 Simplicius. in Categ.140, 25-31. 
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“It must be thought that an object remaining the same in relation to 
figure ( ) and quality ( ) can grow by acquiring only dif-
ference in size, for example, the  of Alexander [the Great] was 
in the ring frame and belonged to the colossus of Alexander, shaped 
( ) on Mount Athos28. Therefore, they say that a certain 
individually defined (   ó ) remains ( ) the same 
from infancy to old age under changing quantity (   

), retaining the . Conversely, if the magnitude re-
mains the same, nothing prevents a change in quality (  

 ), such as fermented wine has changed its quality, but 
stays the same in quantity (  )”29. 

Obviously, “individually defined” is understood by Simplicius with 
recognizability and uniqueness of the characteristic features of the image, but not 
with identity in substance or substratum. 

As can be seen, Simplicius, while making allusion to the discussion on 
growth and growing, associates the “individually defined ” with recognizable and 
unique features of shape, but not with the identity in matter ( ) which 
underlies the . 

ORIGEN 

Many concepts developed in the field of classical philosophy, were later 
borrowed and transformed by early Christian theologians who adapted them to 
their own needs. The same happened to the reasoning concerning the identity of 
the individual body30. The question of how the living body can preserve its iden-

                                                 
28 According to Vitruvius, a Macedonian architect Dinocrates created a plan to 

shape Mount Athos into the figure of the statue of Alexander the Great. Cf. Vitruvius. De 
architectura II, Proem. 2, 3 – 3, 1. 

29 Simplicius. in Categ. 430, 4. 
30 It is worth mentioning that the notion that matter passing through a hose does not 

take any qualities from it, too has been used in Christological disputes. Cf. Greg. Nazianz. 
Ep. 101, 16, 2–5 (Gallay, SC 208): «If anyone says that Christ went through the Virgin as 
through a hose (   ), and was not formed in her both in divine and 
human manner... this one is godless too»; Epiphanius. Panarion 396, 9–12: «[Valentinus 
and his followers believe that] the body of Christ, which descended from above, passed 
through the Virgin Mary like water through a hose (  ), and nothing took away 
from the virgin womb, and that He had a body from above, as before»; Joannes 
Damascenus. Dialectica LVI, 10–12: «The Holy Virgin gave birth not to a simple man, 
but to a true God, not naked [God], but the Incarnate one, who did not took the body from 
heaven and did not slip through Her as through a hose (   )»; Idem., 
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tity from beginning to end, together with the problem of the succession and iden-
tity between this human mortal body and the body of resurrection was discussed 
by Origen (184 / 185–253 / 254) in his early treatise On the Resurrection, written 
in Alexandria. This work has not survived, but most of it is available in a para-
phrase by Methodius of Olympus, who in his own On the Resurrection criticizes 
and quotes Origen at length31. The Christian dogma demanded that the risen 
body and even the flesh was identical with the earthly body. Apparently, Origen 
accepted only the identity of the “body” but not the “flesh”, rejecting the “vul-
gar” interpretation of those who believed that the same bones, flesh and veins 
would be resurrected32. Origen seems to develop the Pauline statement “It is 
sown a natural body; it is raised a spiritual body. There is a natural body, and 
there is a spiritual body” (1Cor 15:44) into a physical theory. For this he uses 
arguments from the reasoning about growth and growing developed in the Aris-
totelian tradition, combining it with the Stoic concept of the seminal logos 
(  ), which he identifies with the substantial . In addition, 
his approach to the problem — since he presupposes the existence of the  
separated from the body and the existence of the subtle body of the soul — bears 
a clear imprint of Platonism.  

At some point of his dissertation Origen silently turns to Alexander’s ar-
guments concerning the  of the growing living body. He develops a concept 
of an individual “corporeal eidos” (  ), which ensures the identity 
of the earthly body to itself and to the risen body33: 

“By nature no body ever has the same material substratum (  
)… Thus the body has not inaptly been called a river. For 

strictly speaking, the first substratum in our bodies is scarcely the same 

                                                                                                           
Expositio fidei III, 12 (56), 12: «The Virgin gave birth not to a simple man, but to a true 
God… who did not bring the body from heaven or passed through Her as through a hose 
but adopted from Her the flesh consubstantial with us». 

31 Methodius’ dialogue “Aglaophon, or On the Resurrection” came to us complete-
ly only in the Slavonic translation. The Greek text of the part of the dialogue (I, 20-II, 8 
Bonwetsch) is available in Epiphanius of Cyprus’ “Panarion” (Heresy 64). A selection of 
excerpts from the Greek text is also contained in Photius’ “Library” (codex 234). The 
third book of Methodius’ treatise was entirely preserved only in the Slavonic translation. 
For the complete work of Methodius see Bonwetsch’s edition in GCS 27. 

32 Meth. De resur. I, 24; = Epiph. Panar. II, 64, 5–6. S. 426, 13–18. 
33 The analysis of Origen’s doctrine of the bodily , see in Chadwick H. Origen, 

Celsus, and the Resurrection of the Body. P. 83–102. H. Crouzel believed that Methodius 
misunderstood Origen’s concept of the corporeal , cf. Crouzel H. Origen: The Life 
and Thought of the First Great Theologian. P. 155–157. See also Henessey L.R. A Philo-
sophical Issue in Origen’s Eschatology: The Three Senses of Incorporeality. P. 273–280, 
according to which Origen did not identify the corporeal  and the bodily appearance.  
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for two days, even though, despite the fluidity of the nature of a body 
(      ), Paul’s body, say, or Peter’s, is al-
ways the same. (Sameness does not apply only to the soul, the nature 
of which is neither in flux like our [body’s], nor ever susceptible of ad-
dition.) This is because the  which characterizes the body is the 
same (        ), just as the fea-
tures ( ) which represent Peter’s or Paul’s corporeal quality 
(  ) remain the same; according this quality such 
characteristics as scars ( ) remain on the body from childhood, as 
also such peculiarities as moles ( ), and any others besides.  

This bodily  (    ), according to which Pe-
ter and Paul receives form ( ), encloses the soul once 
more (    ) at the resurrection, being changed 
( ) for the better one — but this does not happen at all to 
the substratum built according the first [flesh] (     

     ). 
For as the  is < the same > from infancy until old age even 

though the features ( ) appear to undergo considerable 
change, so we must suppose that, though its change for the better will 
be very great, our present  will be the same in the world to come.  

For a soul which is in bodily places must have bodies befitting the 
places. And just as, if we had to become water creatures and lived in 
the sea, we would surely need gills and the other features of fish, so, 
as we are to inherit the kingdom of heaven and live in places superior 
to ours, we must have spiritual ( ) bodies, however, not 
such that the former  is destroyed, but that there is a change 
(   ) to a more glorious one, just as, at the Transfigura-
tion, the  of Jesus, Moses and Elijah did not become different 
from what it had been”34. 

Therefore, according to Origen only the substratum changes at the resur-
rection but the  remains the same: 

“Therefore do not be offended if someone should say that the first 
substratum (   ) will not be the same ( ) 
then… In a similar way this will be maintained in the case of the holy 
<body> by that [ ] which previously gave form to the flesh35 — 

                                                 
34 Meth. De resur. I, 22; = Epiph. Panar. 64, 14, 2-9. S. 423, 11 – 424, 11. 
35 Here F. Williams translate:      , as “by Him 

who gave form to the flesh.” I see no reason in reference to Christ in this technical reason-
ing and modify the translation. It is from the  that the substratum or flesh receives its 
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which is flesh no longer, but whatever was once characteristic in the 
flesh (    ) the same will be characteristic in 
the spiritual body (      

)”36. 

Remarkably, Origen’s  is separable from the substratum and, therefor, 
the substantial one. However, it does not coincide with the soul. Origen rejects 
the interpretation of the simple minds who believe that the same bones, flesh and 
veins will rise: 

“…the bodily form (   )… being by nature mortal 
(    )… will itself be changed from a ‘body of 
death’… and from < fleshly > become spiritual… It is also clear that 
the first substratum will not be raised (     

)”37. 

His views, set forth in the treatise “On the Resurrection”, Origen calls the 
“physicalistic reasoning about the  and the first substratum of the body”38. 
The process of preservation of the  Origen illustrates with the example al-
ready familiar to us (but instead of Alexander’s “hose” he refers to a “wineskin”): 

“You have surely seen an animal skin, or something else of the 
sort, filled with water in such a way that, if it is emptied of a little of 
its water and then filled with a little, it always shows the same ; 
for the container’s contents must receive the shape ( ) 
of the container. Well then, suppose the water is leaking out. If one 
adds an amount of water equal to that which is spilled and does not 
allow the skin to be entirely emptied of water, unless that occurs the 
added water must look like the water which was there before, since 
the container of the inflowing and the outflowing water is the same.  

Now if one chooses to compare the body to this, he will not be put 
to shame. For what is brought in by the food in place of the flesh 
which has been eliminated will likewise be changed into the shape of 
the  which contains it (       

). And the part of it that is dispersed to the eyes looks 
like the eyes, the part that is dispersed to the face looks like the face, 
and the part that is dispersed to the other members looks like them. 
Thus everyone looks the same, though there is no flesh in them of the 

                                                                                                           
form ( ). 

36 Meth. De resur. I, 23; = Epiph. Panar. 64, 15, 1–4. S. 424, 12–23. 
37 Meth. De resur. I, 24; = Epiph. Panar. 64, 16, 5–6. S. 426, 13-18. 
38 Meth. De resur. I, 24; = Epiph. Panar. 64, 16, 4. S. 426, 10-11. 
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first substratum (   ), but that of the  ac-
cording to which what is brought in receives form (   

).  
Now if we are not the same in body even for a few days but are 

the same by the  in the body (      ) — only 
this remains from its generation — all the more, neither will we be 
the same in the flesh then, but we shall be the same according the 

 which now < and > always is preserved and remains in us. And 
what is ‘skin’ there, is  here, and what in that analogy is ‘water’, 
is here the addition and subtraction [of the flesh].  

Therefore, like now, although the body is not the same but its 
specificity ( ) remains the same since it has the same form 
(  ), so then, though the body will not be the same either, 
its  grown (   ) into more glorious state, will be 
manifest in no longer perishable, but in an impassible and spiritual 
body as Jesus’ was at the Transfiguration when he ascended the 
mountain with Peter, and as were the bodies of Moses and Elijah 
who appeared to Him”39. 

The formula    here is an echo of Alexander’s arguments 
about what exactly changes in size in the living growing body. Moreover, the 
entire excerpt cited is a summary of Alexander’s reasoning concerning nutrition 
and growth.  

When  gives form to the first matter, it thereby transforms it. It is no 
accident, that the  is compared by Origen to a seminal logos of the Stoics, 
which by its own forces changes the qualities of matter: 

“For if we have understood the illustration ( ) properly, 
we must hold that when the seminal logos (  ) in 
the grain of wheat has laid hold of the matter which surrounds it, 
has permeated it entirely <and> has taken control of its , it im-
parts its own powers to what was formerly earth, water, air and fire, 
and by prevailing over their characteristics ( ) transforms 
them into the thing of which it is the creator. And thus the ear of 
grain comes to maturity, vastly different from the original seed in 
size, shape ( ) and complexity40”. 
The two concepts —   and   — thus de-

scribe two aspects of one reality, postulating the principle of existence inherent 
in each body, which at all stages of life imposes an individual imprint on the 

                                                 
39 Meth. De resur. I, 25; = Epiph. Panar. 64, 17, 6–10. S. 428, 4 – 429, 6. 
40 Meth. De resur. I, 24; = Epiph. Panar. 64, 16, 7–9. S. 426, 19 – 427, 4. 
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substratum, on ever changing matter, creating a structure out of the substratum. 
Since this  survives the death of the earthly body it must be imprinted on a 
subtle pneumatic body which the soul never loses41. 

CRITICISM OF ORIGEN’S THEORY 
BY METHODIUS OF OLYMPUS 

Origen’s doctrine of the risen body and especially the doctrine of the bodi-
ly  were strongly criticized by Methodius of Olympus († 312). In general, 
Methodius closely follows Alexander of Aphrodisias. Methodius argues that the 

 of which Origen told was not the substantial but the qualitative form and 
even an external shape of the body42. Alexander argues: 

“The  and matter are parts of the body not in the sense [that they 
can be separated from it], but they are like bronze and shape ( ) 
of a statue (  )… For the figure ( ) of the statue is a 
part, though not in a way that contributes something to its size (   

) — it contributes to its quality (   ) instead — and not 
as something that can persist in separation from the matter”43. 
Alexander, as a peripatetic, believes that the material form does not exist in 

separation from the substratum and that the soul and body are linked as  and 
matter, like the shape ( ) of the statue and the bronze from which it is 
made. Methodius agrees with this: 

“The  of the flesh will be destroyed first like the shape of a melt-
ing statue (    ) is destroyed before the whole is 
disintegrated, because the quality cannot be separated from matter by 
existence (  )”44. 

If Methodius could have known the illustration which Simplicius would 
have suggested later, the illustration comparing Alexander the Great engraved in 
a signet-ring and Alexander represented by a colossus, he would find it very ap-
propriate. For Methodius this is the qualitative  and as such it cannot guar-
antee the identity of the earthly and resurrected body.  

Probably because of these counterarguments Origen, who understood the 
bodily  as a substantial one, strengthened his reasoning with a Stoic theory 
of seminal logos. It seems that the concept of the  ó  could also offer 
interesting solutions to the participants of our discussion.  
                                                 

41 When Origen speaks about “body” he usually means only the earthly one. 
42 Meth., De resur. III, 3; = Photius, 299a, 37 – 299b, 6. 
43 Alexander. De anima 18, 17–23. 
44 Meth. De resur. III, 6; = Photius, 300a, 17–26, p. 103.   
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GREGORY OF NYSSA 

Gregory of Nyssa (c. 335 – c. 395), who was a follower of Origen, seems 
to repeat his arguments:  

“For neither what is ours (  ) is altogether subject to flux 
and change (    ) — since surely that which had 
by nature no stability ( ) would be completely incomprehensi-
ble ( ) — but according to the more accurate statement some 
of our constituent parts stay (  ) while the rest goes through a 
process of alteration ( ’  ): for the body is on 
the one hand altered ( ) by way of growth and diminution 
like clothes ( ) that are changed during the succession of the life 
periods, while the , on the other hand, remains in itself unaltered 
( ) through every change, not separated from the marks 
( ) once imposed upon it by nature, but appearing with its
own peculiar marks (  ) in all the changes which 
the body undergoes”45. 

Elsewhere Gregory refers to the discussions about the nourishment of the 
changing human body, a wineskin filled with liquid, and its : 

“It is fitting… to consider the physiology ( ) of the 
body… The nature of our body, taken by itself, possesses no life in 
its own proper subsistence ( ), but that it is by the influx of 
a force ( ) from without that it holds itself together (  

) and continues in existence (    ), and by a 
ceaseless motion that it draws to itself what it lacks, and repels what 
is superfluous? When a wineskin ( ) is full of some liquid, and 
then the contents leak out at the bottom, it would not retain the shape 
( ) that depends on the bulk unless there entered in at the top 
something else to fill up the vacuum; and thus a person, seeing the 
circumference of this vessel ( ) inflating to its full size, would 
know that this circumference did not really belong to the object 
which he sees, but that what was being poured in, by being in it, gave 
shape ( ) and roundness to the bulk. In the same way the 
mere framework of our body (  ) possesses nothing 
belonging to itself that is cognizable by us, to hold it together, but 
remains in existence owing to a force that is introduced into it. Now 
this power or force both is, and is called, nourishment ( )… 

                                                 
45 Gregorius Nyssenus. De opificio hominis 225, 42-52. 
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Those things by being within me became my blood and flesh, the 
corresponding nutriment by its power of adaptation being changed 
into the form ( ) of my body”46. 

Surprisingly, Gregory’s reasoning is much more Aristotelian than that of 
Origen. According to Gregory this is not the  that defines the form of the 
liquid, but it is the liquid (     ), which determines the 
form of the bulk (     ). Most plausibly, here 
Greegory follows Alexander of Aphrodisias (or Galen), who thought that the 
changes in the bodily mixture affect the soul: 

“The body and its blending ( ) are the cause of the soul’s com-
ing-to-be ( ) in the first place. This is clear from the differ-
ence between living creatures in respect of their parts. For it is not 
the souls that fashion their shapes (   ), but 
rather the different souls follow on the constitution of these being of 
a certain sort (    ), and change with them. For 
the actuality ( ) and that of which it is the actuality are re-
lated reciprocally… Difference in soul follows on a certain sort of 
blending in the body (     )”47. 

In the “On the Making of Man”, while speaking of the mechanism by 
means of which the soul gathers the dispersed elements of its former earthly 
body in the time of resurrection, Gregory combines “Platonic” and “Aristotelian” 
views. He starts by emphasizing the importance of the bodily :  

“Now that which clings ( ) to the God-like element of our 
soul, is not that which is subject to flux by way of alteration and 
change (   ) but this stable and unalterable 
element (      ) in our composition 
( )”48. 

But immediately Gregory explains that the bodily  itself is defined by 
the somatic mixture:  

“Since qualitative differences of somatic mixture (    
 ) transform varieties in the  (    

 )… and because the  remains in the soul (   

                                                 
46 Gregorius Nyssenus. Oratio catechetica magna 37, 42–60. 
47 Alexander. De anima libri mantissa 104, 28-34. . Idem. De anima 24, 3-4: 

“Soul itself comes into being as the result of a certain unique combination or blending of 
the primary bodies” (Fotinis).  

48 Gregorius Nyssenus. De opificio hominis 228, 5-8. 
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) as the [impression] of the seal in the wax (  
), it is necessary that the soul is not unable to recognize the 

things, which had engraved their imprint ( ) on the seal”49.  

Gregory seems to imply that during the earthly life the changes in somatic 
mixture transform ( ) the distinctive features of the  (  

   ). After the death of the earthly body, the bodily  
remains beside the soul (perhaps, being imprinted on the soul’s subtle body) like 
a seal ( ) beside the imprint (for what  stands here remains a 
question50). In the resurrection, when the soul begins to gather the scattered ele-
ments of its former body to build a risen body, she refers to the marks ( ) 
once engraved by these elements on the bodily  / “the seal” (  

    ) in order to recognize what is hers. If this 
is so, the  should denote those scattered material elements, which once 
left their impression on the  / the seal. The  then serves as a target pic-
ture by referring to which, the soul picks the pieces of the puzzle51. 

As our study shows, Aristotle’s theory of growth and growing holds a sig-
nificant place in the history of philosophical polemics regarding the identity of 
the human living body. Each of the following authors — Alexander of 
Aphrodisias, John Philoponus, Simplicius — had its own set of sources and con-
texts. Each theory had its own logic, its complexities and its inconsistencies. As 
we saw, Philoponus introduced into Aristotelian tradition Neoplatonic influ-
ences, Simplicius referred to the Stoic concept of  . Of particular in-
terest is the transfer of the questions under consideration to the field of theology, 
since the theories of theologians are usually considered separately from the doc-
trines of philosophers. It was Origen who first applied Alexander’s arguments 
concerning the preservation of the identity of a living body to the question of the 
identity between the earthly body and the body of resurrection. As the analysis of 
Origen’s reasoning shows, he combines the Aristotelian discourse about growth 
                                                 

49 Ibid. 228, 8–15. 
50 Cf. Philo. Quod deus sit immutabilis 43, 1 – 44, 1:     |  

·      ,      
   ·         

 '  ,         , “And 
imagination is an impression in the soul. After each of the outward senses has brought it in, 
the imagination like a signet-ring or a seal imprints its own character. And the intellect, being 
like a wax, having received the image ( ), keeps it carefully in itself until forgetful-
ness, the enemy of memory, has smoothed off the imprint,” transl. by C.D. Yonge. 

51 Petroff V. Theoriae of the Return in John Scottus’ Eschatology. P. 527-579; 
Idem. Eriugena on the Spiritual Body. P. 597-610; Idem. Origen i Didim Aleksandrijskij o 
tonkom tele dushi. P. 37-50; Idem. Uchenie Origena o tele voskresenija. P. 577–632; Telo 
i telesnost’ v eshatologii Ioanna Skotta. P. 633–756. 
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and growing with the Stoic concept of seminal logos, assuming at the same time, 
as Platonists do, that the bodily  can exist separately from the disintegrated 
material substratum (the subtle body of the soul serves as the carrier of the  
in this case). Origen’s critic Methodius of Olympus who mostly thinks in Aristo-
telian terms, identified the bodily  with the qualitative form, similar to the 
shape of a statue. As we point out, Gregory of Nyssa too used disparate elements 
of the theories in question, mechanically combining them. He reveals Alexan-
der’s or Galen’s influence, suggesting the dependence of the ’s characteris-
tics on the qualities of the somatic mixture. Our review, if necessary brief, never-
theless demonstrates the existence of a powerful and heretofore untraced 
tradition that applied the Aristotelian doctrine on growth and growing to the 
problem of identity of an individual human being. 
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Elisa CUTTINI

ETHICS WITHIN THE FRAMEWORK OF 
VENETIAN ARISTOTELIANISM: 

FRANCESCO PICCOLOMINI AND 
SEBASTIANO VENIER*

This paper is focused on the figure of Francesco Piccolomini, a Professor 
of Natural Philosophy at the University of Padua in the second half of the 16th 
century. Apart from his institutional commitments, he cultivated the issues of 
practical philosophy both in terms of morality and politics. I shall try to demon-
strate that Piccolomini recaptures the ideal of unity in practical philosophy as 
stated by Aristotle, for whom the ethical virtues of man find their most elevated 
application in the political context1. This element is also characteristic of the 

                                                 
* This research has been developed within the Strategic Project “EVERE (Europe-

an and Venetian Renaissance)” funded by University of Padua. 
1 Francesco Piccolomini (1523–1607) was born in Siena and taught in various Ital-

ian Universities, before being awarded the Chair of Natural Philosophy at the University 
of Padua, which he held from 1565 to 1598. In the field of practical philosophy, he com-
posed the Universa Philosophia de Moribus (1583, 15942), which went on to become “the 
most significant work in the theory of ethics during the entire Italian Renaissance” (Poppi. 
L’etica del Rinascimento, p. 59). Eugenio Garin defined Piccolomini as “ever oscillating 
between a professed preference for Aristotle and a secret love of Plato” and “author of the 
verbose Universa Philosophia de Moribus of Platonic inspiration” (Garin. L’Umanesimo 
italiano. P. 167, also see p. 199), clarifying that in the work “many Platonic ideas interact 
on the Aristotelian canvas” (Garin. Storia della filosofia italiana. P. 658-659). With re-
gards to this treatise and to another Piccolomini’s work, De rerum definitionibus, Jill 
Kraye speaks of “eclectic Aristotelianism”, citing Charles B. Schmitt (Kraye. Eclectic 
Aristotelianism in the Moral Philosophy of Francesco Piccolomini. P. 57, 68; see Schmitt, 
Aristotle and the Renaissance. P. 98). David Lines affirms — harking back to Poppi — 
that, despite attempts to formulate his own thought, in the Universa Philosophia de 
Moribus Piccolomini remains largely reliant upon Aristotle (Lines. Aristotle’s Ethics in 
the Italian Renaissance. P. 264-288). Marco Toste states that the first nine parts of this 
treatise “correspond to the ten books of the Nicomachean Ethics, while the last step, 
which has thirthy-four chapters, is an adaptation of the Politics”, mostly books III and IV 
(Toste. Evolution within Tradition. P. 207). For each theme addressed in the Universa 
Philosophia de Moribus, Piccolomini recalls the Aristotelian point of view and compares 
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writings of certain students received privately by Piccolomini in his home, being 
of particular significance as they were often young Venetian patricians who at-
tended the University of Padua in preparation for a political career, as in the em-
blematic case of Sebastiano Venier2. It is thus clear that Venetian Aristotelianism 
at the end of the 16th century found a particular vocation for practical philoso-
phy, highlighting the persistence, as detected by Charles B. Schmitt, of the vitali-
ty of the Aristotelian ethical tradition, even when the scientific theories of Aris-
totle were already outdated3. 

FRANCESCO PICCOLOMINI 

Reflecting on the nature of man, Piccolomini wonders whether the distinc-
tion between master and servant, widely diffuse in the society of his time, was 
well-founded. Being endowed with reason from whence free will derives, man 
cannot be called a slave, and thus considered as non-free, regardless of his own 
social status. The concept of nature as a just and fair mother leads Piccolomini to 
affirm the identity of the original nature of all men, as is confirmed by the fact 
that those who are servants at times become masters, and vice-versa, without 
there being any change in their nature4.  
                                                                                                           
it with the corresponding Platonic position, also inserting elements inspired by stoicism 
and Christian doctrine, mainly through references to Augustine and Scholasticism. Also of 
great importance in the affirmation of unity in practical philosophy are the two texts in the 
vernacular — composed when Piccolomini had concluded his teaching in Padua and had 
retired to Tuscany — at the express behest of the Medici family: the Compendio della 
scienza civile (1603), and the Breve discorso della istituzione di un Principe (1602), con-
ceived for the education of the young Cosimo. The Universa Philosophia de Moribus and 
the Compendio della scienza civile will be used for this study. As Lines has recently 
demonstrated, as regards the themes addressed, the two texts run parallel, although the 
latter presents itself as being considerably more concise than the former (Lines, Latin and 
the Vernacular in Francesco Piccolomini’s Moral Philosophy, pp. 182-183).  

2 Sebastiano Venier (1572-1640) was born in Venice, into an influential noble fami-
ly. He is one of the several Venetian patricians which were students of Francesco 
Piccolomini during his approximately forty years in Padua. Before starting his diplomatic 
career at the service of the Republic of Venice, to which he was destined by family tradi-
tion, Venier wrote the treatise entitled De nobilitate — that will be considered in this pa-
per — as conclusion of his education at University of Padua (Olivieri Secchi. Il De 
Nobilitate di Sebastiano Venier. P. 97-98). About the decisive role of Piccolomini in the 
“theses” written by his students at the end of academic courses, see Garin E. Scienza e 
vita civile nel Rinascimento italiano. P. 141. 

3 Schmitt. Filosofia e scienza. P. 23; Nardi. Saggi sull’aristotelismo. P. V. 
4 Piccolomini. Universa X, 6. P. 472D: «Homines… diuidi praesertim solent in 

dominos et servos: ideo iure quaerendum primo occurrit; an dentur homines natura Serui, 
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On the other hand, Piccolomini notes that, by their nature, cattle are sub-
missive to men, the body is subjugated to the soul, impulses are subject to rea-
son, man is subject to God and as such there are propensities in man under which 
he is inclined to be slave or master, and indeed — following the Politics of Aris-
totle5 — Piccolomini affirms that for some, it is much more appropriate to be led 
than to lead others6. He also recalled that, according to Plato7, men are different 
by nature to the point that, in the ideal State, they are grouped into three classes: 
one consisting of those prepared to reign, another of the guardians of the State 
and, finally, the third including of those dedicated to productive activities. The 
various degrees in which the three classes differ from each other derive from the 
naturally-occurring differences between men8.  

Thus, the distinction between master and servant is both against nature and 
supported by nature, depending on how the term is understood. If, in fact, it is 
used to indicate the entire species, then one could say that all men are free by 
nature, because all are equally endowed with free will. If, however, by nature 
one intends the personal characteristics and individual temperaments, some men 
are predisposed to command, others to obey. In this regard, in the Compendio 
della scienza civile, Piccolomini uses the expression “second nature” on various 
occasions to indicate the peculiar elements of each individual that are added to 
the original nature, common to the species9.  

 

                                                                                                           
naturaque Domini. Nam quod dentur natura Serui, absurdum summopere videtur; cum 
natura sit aequa cunctorum parens, nulli nouerca: insuper, cum omnis homo per naturam 
consultandi facultate, libertateque arbitrii sit praeditus: propterea iure optimo asserere 
videntur nonnulli: servitutem ex hominum deprauatione, ex violentia, affectioneque 
praeter naturam ortum ducere»; Piccolomini. Compendio XXXIII. P. 150.  

5 Aristotle. Polit. I, 6, 1255b 4 – 1255b 15. 
6 Piccolomini. Universa X, 6. P. 472D: «Ex adverso: distributionem in servos et 

dominos ex natura seminibus ortum ducere, naturaequae rerum congruere, ex eo patet: 
quia iumenta per naturam seruiunt homini, corpus animae, appetitus rationi, homo demum 
omnipotenti Deo: insuper: cum ex naturae principiis corpora varia, distinctaequae 
propensiones liberorum et servorum prodeant: etiam putandum est distinctionem eorum, 
naturam esse consentaneam». Ibid. P. 473A; Piccolomini. Compendio XXXIII. P. 152.  

7 Plato. Resp. III 414b –415d; Ibid. II, 369b–370c., IV, 427b–432b, IV, 435e–436a. 
8 Piccolomini, Compendio, XXXIII, p. 151. 
9 Ibid. p. 152-153: «… la natura è giusta ed uguale. Ma se poi lo consideriamo con 

la varietà di materia e di temperamenti, qual’è natura seconda, perché molti sono di 
temperamento inetto, e non hanno il dritto uso di ragione, e vivono non come uomini, ma 
secondo il senso e come animali senza ragione, con tal considerazione possiamo dire che 
per questa seconda natura alcuni sien padroni, altri servi». Ibid. P. 153-154: «Non 
repugna dunque il dire che ogni uomo sia per natura libero; e che alcuni per lor seconda 
natura e perverso uso della ragione sieno per natura servi». 
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Piccolomini takes another step forward by stating that the concepts of 
servant and master refer, above all, to man in relation to the internal dynamics of 
his soul, and therefore the fact that his instincts are subservient to reason has a 
decisive influence. On the contrary, it is detrimental if the very instinct is master 
of man who, left uncontrolled, renders himself a servant of his own impulses10. 
In this way, he introduces the Aristotelian concept that the activities of a rational 
soul allow man to achieve his own perfection and, therefore, allows him to be 
virtuous, through controlling his appetites and perfecting the rational part of 
himself11. Based on this idea, Piccolomini goes on to consider the social envi-
ronment and thus the relationships between men. He observes that while, on the 
one hand, everyone is naturally equipped with reason and free will, so that all 
men would be equally suited to being masters, those who use reason in a distort-
ed way (or who do not use it at all) are closer to animals than men, are not wor-
thy to command and, indeed, their nature is such that they need to be guided12. 

It follows that those who govern, even before receiving external investi-
ture, must have above all the personal characteristics that permit one to dominate 
one's instincts through reason13. In this case, finding himself in a position of re-
sponsibility with regard to the political community, such a man is, by nature, led 

                                                 
10 Piccolomini, Universa, p. 473A-B: «Ob varias individuorum conditiones, et 

temperamenta, nonnullos hominum esse aptos ad imperandum, alios ad seruiendum; 
nonnulli enim ingenio et prudentia valent, alii corpore, quidam a vehementibus 
perturbationibus ducuntur, alii eis magis sunt apti congruente ratione modum imponere. 
Quae varietas ex natura ortum ducit; non quidem ex natura proprie sumpta, communi 
vniuersae speciei; sed ex natura, hoc est ex conditione, temperamento, et principiis 
singulorum propriis, per generationem eis competentibus». 

11 Aristotle, Eth. Nic. I, 6, 1198, 1198a, 5-19. 
12 Piccolomini, Universa, p. 473B: «Illi… qui ex proprii temperamenti deprauatione 

non sunt apti nec se nec alios regere, per naturam individuorum dici possunt servi; cum eis 
melius sit duci, quam ducere, inseruire, quam regnare: ueluti etiam de pueris et 
dementibus dicere valemus, quod aetate, vel morbo servi modo aliquo sint». Piccolomini. 
Compendio XXXIII. P. 153: «… chi usa e segue la dritta ragione è per natura padrone di 
quelli che seguono il senso: onde ben disse Aristotele nella sua politica, che in qualunque 
imperio un uomo si veda così splender sopra gli altri, come l’uomo sopra gli animali senza 
ragione, questo merita di esser giudicato re per natura. E per l’istessa ragione diciamo che 
l’imperio regio, sotto un re di regia prudenza e bontà, signore sia secondo natura; e che a 
quelli, de’ quali la ragione è impotente o perversa, meglio sia il servire che il ragionare: 
perché secondo la natura seguono la dritta ragione del loro principe, e non la loro storta e 
perversa». 

13 Piccolomini. Universa X, VI. P. 473B: «…viri virtute ornati, primo sibi ipsis 
imperant, seipsos vincunt, perturbationibusque dominantur, ac ita deinde aliis praeesse 
apti sunt. Vitiosi contra cum sint seui suarum perturbationum, ab eisque capti ducantur, 
non sunt apti praeesse aliis; ideo servi morbus censeri debent». 
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by his own reason to strive to procure the common good. However, in the mo-
ment when selfish instincts emerge in relating to other men, he is transformed 
into an oppressive tyrant, and would be led to behave in a manner that 
Piccolomini defines as being perverse and against nature14.  

Thus, there is a correlation between a man considered within himself as be-
ing capable of virtue and the possibility that he may assume a predominant role 
in society. Piccolomini clarifies that this is not to suggest that a good man is nec-
essarily a good Prince, although he may certainly be a good citizen. Experience, 
in fact, shows us that men who are wise and virtuous could nonetheless be inept 
at governing. Becoming not only a good citizen but also a good Prince may de-
pend on natural predisposition, from having received an institutional role or from 
being used to holding certain positions. In any case, in the just society, the fact of 
being virtuous is the common assumption according to which anyone can be a 
good citizen or a good Prince. To clarify the peculiarity of the connection be-
tween virtue and perfection in governing, Piccolomini explains that this trait is 
fundamental and characteristic of the context of civil life. On the other hand, the 
connection between virtue and perfection is not presupposed in the context of the 
arts, thus a doctor, a musician or a painter may be capable in terms of their art, at 
the same time may be a depraved person15. The possession of moral virtues, in 
this case, permits one's own art to be used in the most proper manner, yet has 
nothing to do with the technical perfection of its execution. Therefore, one can-
not say that a good doctor is necessarily a virtuous man, yet only if a good doctor 
is also virtuous, he will be using his art well. On the contrary, a good ruler must 
also be virtuous, and this applies regardless of the form of government in which 
he operates16. 

The need to possess virtue is reiterated by Piccolomini in relation to the 
concept of nobility, concerning which he maintains that in the absence of virtue, 
one cannot speak of true nobility, but only of inconsistent representations and 
shadows of nobility17. Among the various forms of nobility18, Piccolomini says 

                                                 
14 Piccolomini. Compendio XXXIII. P. 153: «Così all’incontro dobbiamo giudicare 

che l’imperio tirannico d’un principe, che per scorta si proponga l’appetito dei sensi, sia 
imperio perverso e contro natura, nel quale il senso, per natura servo della ragione, si 
usurpa l’imperio sopra la ragione: e dovendosi per natura procurare il bene comune, in 
questo si attende solo al proprio». 

15 Ibid. XXXIV. P. 157.  
16 Ibid. P. 157–158. 
17 Ibid. P. 117–118. See Piccolomini. Universa VIII, 14–22. P. 346-364. 

Piccolomini explicitly refers to Aristotle and, in particular, to Politics, Rhetoric and frag-
ments of a lost text titled On Nobility conveyed by Stobaeus. 

18 Piccolomini. Compendio. P. 118. There are six degrees of nobility: the divine 
nobility of one appointed by the Holy Spirit; the nobility called “sopra natura” referring to 
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that the most proper and appropriate form for man would be moral nobility, pos-
sessed by all those who practice ethical virtues, in accordance with the subdivi-
sion proposed by Aristotle in Politics, whereby those who possess such virtues 
are noble, while those characterized by vice are plebeian19. Piccolomini then 
considers the nobility of nature, that consists in belonging to a noble family and 
to a traditionally noble lineage, but at the same time stating that what which con-
firms that this nobility is not so much the possession of a title, as much as the 
natural predisposition to carry out virtuous acts and to generate offspring that, in 
turn, must be equally virtuous for at least three generations. Only in this case 
may one speak of genuine nobility, which is defined by Piccolomini as “virtue of 
family”20. Still more decisive is the admonishment of those who have humble 
origins but obtain access to what Piccolomini calls “nobility of luck”21. He de-
scribes these men as being like crows adorned with peacock feathers if they do 
not also possess virtues in addition to the title. It is finally wort emphasizing that 
the man who is elevated above others, not for possessing the most prestigious 
title, but rather for excelling in virtue, is defined by Piccolomini as a “precious 
treasure of virtue and nobility”22.  

SEBASTIANO VENIER 

All these elements are found in the treatise of a young Venetian patrician, 
Sebastiano Venier, destined to became a Senator of the Republic of Venice. Dur-
ing his years of study at the University of Padua, he attended lectures held pri-
vately by Piccolomini for a restricted number of notable students. In his only 
published work, written under Piccolomini's supervision and entitled De
Nobilitate Libri Quatuor (1594), Venier maintained that which may be termed 

                                                                                                           
the hierarchy of beings with God and the angels at its summit; the contemplative nobility 
of philosophers who think about the world; the moral nobility, the nobility of nature and 
the nobility of fortune. 

19 Aristotle. Polit. 1255a 32 – 1255b 2. 
20 Piccolomini. Compendio. P. 119: «virtù di famiglia fondata nel temperamento, 

confermata per succession di molti…»; Piccolomini. Universa VIII, 15. P. 347; Aristotle. On 
Nobility, Fr. 2. See Rossitto. La discussione sulla natura della nobiltà in Aristotele. P. 157-172. 

21 Piccolomini. Compendio. P. 119: «nobiltà di fortuna: così molti d’umile e bassa 
condizione son divenuti marchesi, principi, duchi e re; i quali, se non inchiudono il 
fondamento di altra nobiltà e principalmente di regia prudenza, solo son ombre e vane 
imagini di nobili, e quasi corvi ornati con le penne di pavone». 

22 Ibid. P. 119-120. Piccolomini affirms that this profile corresponds with that of the 
“Grand Prince of Tuscany”, thus confirming the intent, pervading the Piccolomini’s 
Compendio della scienza civile, to pay homage to the Medici family who commissioned 
the work. See Piccolomini. Universa VIII, 14. P. 346-347. 
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“noble” is magnificent and perfect23. On this basis, he stated that one can speak 
of nobility in accordance with multiple meanings, and considered above all the 
metaphysical nobility, that concerns God and celestial bodies being part of their 
supernatural essence, along with the physical nobility relative to bodily perfec-
tion. In these cases, nobility is inherent in the different realities, whereas man's 
own nobility must be pursued through research, commitment and habit. A man 
can thus achieve dual nobility: one arising from the exercise of the virtues, called 
nobilitas moralis vel civilis, and one derived from speculation, entitled nobilitas 
rationis et contemplationis24. Those possessing great wealth are also improperly 
deemed noble, yet, Venier emphasises, this can be considered true nobility only 
whereby the gifts of fortune are used in order to be effective in the practice of 
virtues (instrumenta virtutum)25.  

Among the various definitions, truly human nobility is, therefore, that 
which originates from the commitment to be virtuous, which Venier significantly 
defines as moral or civil nobility, given that it necessarily implies that those who 
boast the title of nobility validate it by doing all they can for others, both in a 
domestic and public context26. Nobility, in fact, is linked to virtue, to the point 
that if such a connection is lacking, the noble title is worthless27. Taking up the 
definition of ethical virtues contained in the Nicomachean Ethics28, Venier de-
fines the genuine form of nobility as being the constant predisposition (habitus) 
to govern impulses, leading them to the golden mean in reference to ourselves, 
and estimated on the basis of wisdom, so that moral behaviour may be practised, 
allowing man to achieve civil happiness (civilis felicitatas)29.  

                                                 
23 Venier. De nobilitate I, 1. P. 3r: «Nobilitas sit quidam splendor et perfectio».  
24 Ibid. P. 3v: «Ex adverso reperitur Nobilitas non insita, sed nobis adveniens, quae 

vel nobis competit nostro studio, cura et assuetudine, vel per externa principia. Nobilitas 
ex nostra diligentia et studio pendens duplex est, vel enim pertinet ad mores, et virtutes in 
more positas, et dici potest Nobilitas moralis, qua viri omnes morigerati et probi dicuntur 
ornati, vel pertinet ad virtutes rationis, in veri contemplatione collocatas, et dici potest 
Nobilitas rationis et contemplationis». 

25 Ibid. P. 3v-4r. Moreover, Venier speaks of the nobility of religious and holy men 
as being bestowed directly by God, as a principle revealer of truth. In this case, nobility 
has its foundation in God and in the revelations received from him. This aspect will not be 
considered here in that it seems to lead away from ethics and philosophy. 

26 Ibid. II, 1. P. 43v. 
27 Ibid. I, 6. P. 12r: «Nobilitas adeo cum virtute est iuncta, ut sine virtute nec vere 

esse, nec refulgere valeat». 
28 Aristotle. Eth. Nic. II, 5-6, 1106a 13 – 1107b 27. See Olivieri Secchi. Nobiltà e 

prudenza. P. 5. 
29 Venier. De nobilitate II, 2. P. 45r: «...[Nobilitas est] ex morali actione 

refulgente… Virtus est habitus appetitus sensitiui, natus praeligere, positus in ea 
mediocritate, quae ad nos refertur, et quae a Prudentia circunscribitur, more acquisitus, ut 
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Venier has therefore stated that man — especially if of noble birth - must 
perfect himself through his own efforts, so as to achieve true nobility whilst sim-
ultaneously contributing to collective happiness. Bearing in mind that Venier 
went on to assume a leading role in the government of Venice, it seems particu-
larly noteworthy that in his early work he had already demonstrated awareness 
that being noble is significant not so much in terms of privileges, but with re-
gards to the public responsibility it entails.  

CONCLUSION 

Piccolomini and his student Venier, aimed to return the private dimension 
of virtuous behavior to the public sphere. The characteristic element of 
Aristotelianism that emerges from this is the unitary concept of practical philos-
ophy, stating that man is fully realized through the exercise of virtues carried out 
in the context of society. The analysis of these authors is, therefore, a privileged 
point of view in the comprehension of the consequences in the field of actual 
political activity of the teaching of Aristotelian practical philosophy at the Uni-
versity of Padua. Moreover, one can see the emergence of the concept of the 
relationship between man and society in the Venetian Republic at the end of the 
16th century, and thus, in an era of transition towards modernity. 
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António Pedro MESQUITA 

RELATIONS IN ARISTOTLE  

Predicative propositions are the basic structure of a specific kind of term 
logic that can be traced back to Aristotle1. 

The difficulties it encompasses are evident.  
An obvious one is the framing of relations, as defined in the Aristotelian 

doctrine of categories, within this kind of logic.  
This difficulty can be summarized as follows: how can one reconcile the 

doctrine according to which every proposition has but two terms, a subject term 
and a predicate term, with Aristotle’s assumption of a category of relatives and 
therefore with the implication that “is” can introduce relations (“master of”, “in 
love with”, “son of”, etc.), whose correlates should apparently, in Aristotelian 
terms, be subjects (as in, for instance, “Plato is master of Aristotle” or “Socrates is 
son of Sophroniscus”), thus forming no longer a dyadic, but a triadic assertion? 

Despite the superficially thorny aspect of the question, the answer is, 
I think, relatively simple and the question itself can accordingly be seen to raise 
no genuine difficulty at all. 

In fact, as we could systematically check off if we were to analyse all of 
the types of predicative proposition generated according to each of the ten cate-
gories, a proposition expressing a relation, like 

(1) “Socrates is son of Sophroniscus” 
is not formally distinct from propositions where a quality, a location, an ac-

tion or indeed the essence of a subject are ascribed, as, for instance, in: 
(2) “Socrates is white”, 
(3) “Socrates is in Athens”, 
(4) “Socrates fought in the Peloponnesian War”, 
(5) “Socrates is a man”. 

                                                 
1 As is well known, the use of the term “proposition” may convey two rather differ-

ent interpretations: either the identification of propositions with the content (or, in the 
sense introduced by Frege, the meaning) of declarative sentences, taken to be the bearer or 
truth and falsehood; or its identification with declarative sentences themselves, understood 
as the truth-bearers. Understandably enough, the interpretation here adopted is always the 
former, for it is the one also assumed in traditional logic. 



  

366 

In all these propositions — and the one expressing a relation is no excep-
tion in this regard — there are two terms and two terms only: the subject and the 
predicate. The only changing element in each of those propositions is the mean-
ing of the predication, which varies according to that which the predicate states 
about the subject. In proposition (2), the predicate “white” states how Socrates 
is; in (3), the predicate “in Athens” states where Socrates is; in (4), the predicate 
“fought in the Peloponnesian War” states which action was performed by Socra-
tes; in (5) the predicate “man” states what Socrates is; and, exactly in the same 
way, in our controversial proposition (1), the predicate “son of Sophroniscus” 
states with whom Socrates is related by filiation.  

In the Aristotelian predicative propositions — whatever their categorical 
content may be, which is to say regardless of the type of predication introduced 
by the proposition —, there are always only two terms and relational predica-
tions (in the Aristotelian sense) constitutes no exception from this point of view. 
In Aristotle’s theory, propositions that introduce a relation have, exactly as any 
other proposition, a dyadic structure; and, through them, one predicate is attrib-
uted to one subject.  

Actually, it is not hard to understand why this is so. For Aristotle, catego-
ries correspond to the several types of question one can ask of a given substance 
concerning its being and, therefore, exhaust the various types of predicates that, 
in general, any substance may receive2. 

Now, the question typified by the category of relatives is the question  
, “in relation to what?”. In this sense, the question introduced by the category 

of relatives is not that which asks about the relation one given subject maintains 
with another, but rather that which asks about the subject with which another 
subject maintains a specific relation. The specific question regarding relatives is 
not thus: “what is the relation between a and b?” (where a and b are subjects); 
but instead: “with whom does a have the relation R?”.  

Accordingly, that which is expressed by a relational predicate (in the Aris-
totelian sense of the term) is not a specific relation that a specific substance has. 
The relational predicate expresses that to which that substance is related under 
the specified relation. In proposition (1), for instance, “is” does not introduce a 
specific relation (viz., that of filiation) between Socrates and Sophroniscus; it 
introduces that to which (to whom, in this particular case) Socrates is related by 
filiation, namely Sophroniscus3. 

In this light, proposition (1) does not express the relation of filiation be-
tween Socrates and Sophroniscus (in which case the proposition would have had 
three terms), but rather states that Socrates is related, by filiation, to Sophronis-

                                                 
2 Cf. Cat. 4, 1b25-27. 
3 On this issue, see Cat. 7, 8a 13 – b 24. 
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cus, where “being related to Sophroniscus by filiation” constitutes a single predi-
cate that the proposition attributes to the subject. And, of course, this holds, in 
general, for every proposition analogous to (1).  

This being the case, the problem raised in the beginning should not worry 
us any more. Sadly, the solution itself is not, however, altogether innocuous and 
have some side effects on Aristotle’s theory of the proposition.  

Let us have a look at two of these effects. 
The first effect I would like to highlight concerns declarative sentences, 

particularly those that express relational propositions (in the Aristotelian sense of 
the term). If our account of relational propositions is right, then names that occur 
within the predicative term of such sentences possess reference and contribute to 
the reference of the term as a whole. This typically affects sentences with rela-
tional content, but not only them: think, for example, of locative assertions. 

The second effect is the following. Although every proposition must in-
clude at least one general term and therefore no proposition expresses a bare 
relation between individuals (a thesis rather intuitive in itself, but one that would 
require a great deal of time to fully justify here), relational propositions thus un-
derstood (as locative propositions, for that matter) alert us to the fact that, in a 
proposition, some relations between individuals may be implicitly involved. 
Such is indeed what paradigmatically happens in the case of propositions ex-
pressing relations. Let us again look at proposition (1).  In spite of the fact that it 
only includes two terms, viz., “Socrates”, the subject, which is a singular term, 
and “son of Sophroniscus”, the predicate, which is a general term, it seems rather 
plain that the predicate attributes to the individual subject a certain relation with 
another individual and, in so doing, notwithstanding its dyadic character, the 
proposition can be seen as ultimately introducing, by mediation of the predicate, 
a relation between individuals. 

Be that as it may, it seems clear enough that none of these effects disquali-
fies the doctrine according to which every predicative proposition, regardless of 
its particular categorical content, has but two terms and relational predications 
(in the Aristotelian sense) are no exception.  

However, this leads us to a further difficulty; and, this time, quite a genuine 
one.  

In fact, if Aristotle’s doctrine survives the challenge posed by the two said 
effects, it is not at all clear that it can also overcome the defiance posed by rela-
tions themselves — by which I now mean not relational predications in the Aris-
totelian sense, but real relations between objects (the extension of predicates of 
arity greater than 1, if you will). 

The new problem can be put as follows: subject/predicate logic, upon 
which the notion of predicative proposition rests, is incapable of accounting for 
relations, in the strong and proper sense of “relation”. To put it more incisively: 
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any discourse whose relations, in this sense, are ineradicable is impervious to 
subject / predicate logic. 

We can see this at two levels.  
Here is the first level: from the notion of proposition so defined it is only 

possible to account for an argumentative discourse, not for a narrative discourse. 
In order to understand it, let us take the following lines as an example: 

The car travelled from Moscow to Dmitrov. Once in Dmitrov, it 
travelled to Dubna. Later, it travelled back to Moscow4. 

Following the interpretation presented, we have here four propositions, 
which can be expressed by the following sentences:  

(6) “The car travelled from Moscow to Dmitrov” (where “the car” 
expresses the subject and “travelled from Moscow to Dmitrov” ex-
presses the predicate). In notation: Fa5. 

(7) “The car arrived in Dmitrov” (where “the car” expresses the 
subject and “arrived in Dmitrov” expresses the predicate). Let it be Ga. 

(8) “The car travelled to Dubna” (where “the car” expresses the sub-
ject and “travelled to Dubna” expresses the predicate). Let it be Ha. 

(9) “The car travelled back to Moscow” (where “the car” ex-
presses the subject and “travelled back to Moscow” expresses the 
predicate). Let it be Ja. 

The problem that becomes apparent in the translation is that we are left be-
fore a succession of predications with no relation among them, except for the 
fact that all share the same subject. The point of the narrative, i.e., the outline of 
the itinerary, vanishes completely. Its various stops are subsumed, and therefore 
diluted, into the predicates. 

Let us now consider the case of argumentative discourse. 

                                                 
4 For those who, even after the considerations already developed on the specificity 

of relational predications in Aristotelian-based logic, may feel inclined to dispute that the 
propositions here presented are predicative propositions, we would remind them that it is 
Aristotle himself who argues that all categorical assertions can be converted into predica-
tive propositions (or, perhaps better, clarified as predicative propositions): cf. Int. 12, 21a 
38 – b 10; Analyt. Pr. I 46, 51b 5 – 25; Metaph.  7, 1017a 27–30. 

5 I chose to use standard notation of predicate logic in order to render the subse-
quent illustration more intuitive. I have, however, made two fundamental simplifications, 
which naturally follow from the nature of the doctrine of the proposition under debate: 
first, every predicate, including those that predicate logic sees as relational predicates, are 
interpreted as monadic predicates; second, every name (including descriptions) are assimi-
lated to proper nouns and therefore represented by an individual constant. 
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An example: 
The car travelled from Moscow to Saint Petersburg. Now, to travel 
from Moscow to Saint Petersburg is to make a long journey. There-
fore, the car made a long journey. 
Here, the notion of proposition fits perfectly, as rendered clear by the for-

malisation6. 
We have three propositions, namely, 

(10) “The car travelled from Moscow to Saint Petersburg” (where 
“the car” expresses the subject and “travelled from Moscow to Saint 
Petersburg” expresses the predicate). Let it be Fa.  

(11) “To travel from Moscow to Saint Petersburg is to make a 
long journey” (where “to travel from Moscow to Saint Petersburg” 
expresses the subject and “to make a long journey” expresses the 
predicate). Let it be x (Fx  Gx). 

(12) “The car made a long journey” (where “the car” expresses the 
subject and “to make a long journey” expresses the predicate). Let it 
be Ga. 
The argument results thus: 

Fa, x (Fx  Gx)  Ga, 
which makes indeed a valid inference. 
Briefly, then, when we find ourselves before a narrative context, bringing 

the discourse back to the set of propositions that would allegedly constitute the 
meaning of its respective sentences renders the discourse unreadable and this is 
consequence of the fact that narrative discourses resist being analysed in terms of 
the proposition structure. It is only when we are dealing with an argumentative 
context that the discourse can be successfully analysed by looking into the 
proposition structure. 

Explaining why this is so would perhaps not require any special effort, but 
it undesirably would lead us astray from our intended course here.  

There is, however, no need to do it.  
In fact, were this all there was to it, no major problem would arise, in that 

the predicative proposition model would lose explanatory power in the context 
of narrative discourse, but not in the context of argumentative discourse, of 
which it could be recognised as a basic structure — even in the case of relations. 

This is not what happens, though. A few counter examples will suffice to 
show that relations, in the strong sense of the term, are ineradicable from argu-
                                                 

6 According to the simplification stated in the previous note, but assuming all con-
ventional rules concerning the translation of categorical assertions in predicate logic. 
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mentative discourse, and that, because of them, propositional structure is unable 
to account for the whole of the argumentative discourse. 

Let us consider the following: 

(13) Louis is Bernard’s twin. Now, Bernard is John’s twin. There-
fore, Louis is John’s twin. 

(14) The whale destroyed the ship7. Now, the ship was Jerome’s 
fortune. Therefore, the whale destroyed Jerome’s fortune. 

(15) The car went to Moscow. Now, Moscow is near Dmitrov. 
Therefore, the car went near Dmitrov. 

In any of these instances, the argument only obtains if the propositions’ 
predicate is severed into relation and object — or, equally, if the corresponding 
declarative sentence contains two singular terms connected by a general term. 
Now, this constitutes not only another limitation to the application range of 
predicative propositions, but indeed a fatal one, as well as to any term logic 
founded on them. And this means that (as has long been acknowledged) any 
such logic is necessarily limited — and limited, among other things, by its intrin-
sic inability to account for relations. 

That said, how is such inability to be justified, and to what extend does its 
resulting limitation constitute a drastic restriction for the intervention of the no-
tion of predicative proposition?  

In other words: how much room does that limitation leave to such interven-
tion? Does it leave a continuous and well-defined operating margin, within 
which predicative propositions may be used systematically and consistently, or, 
on the contrary, does that limitation outline a transversal boundary, of broken 
line and occasionally diffuse sections, leaving no room at all for the possibility 
of a consistent and systematic use? 

Impossible as it is, at this juncture, to provide a full answer to the first 
question (and consequently to all others), we can at least advance some elements 
towards answering it. 

Let me begin by a hypothesis of historical-philosophical tenor, a hypothe-
sis that appeals expressly to the model in which the theory of the predicative 
proposition and the logic built upon it were for the first time put forth in the 
Western culture: the Aristotelian system. 

The hypothesis is the following: within Aristotle’s system, the justification 
for what I have called “its intrinsic inability to account for relations” lies in the 
system’s insensitivity to propositions whose subjects are singular terms, and is 
rooted in the relative neglect that that system shows for arguments containing 
singular subject assertions. In fact, the very doctrine of proposition was devel-
                                                 

7 The example borrows from Strawson. On Referring. P. 321. 
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oped to service a logic that acknowledges only quantified sentences and where, 
therefore, there are no singular subjects8.  

It is true that Aristotle’s logical texts attest to singular-subject propositions — 
albeit not in a systematic manner, as would be the case in the subsequent logical 
tradition, and, at any rate, far more modestly than one could expect9. However, 
those propositions play no role in logic proper (i.e., in the inferential systems) and 
it is not because of them, but because of universal propositions, that the very doc-
trine of proposition is built and presented as a necessary preamble to that logic.  

That is why relations, as functions whose arguments are singular terms, are, 
and can be, overlooked by Aristotelian logic, and why such a logic does not need 
to overcome, break away from, or reformulate the framework set by the model of 
predicative propositions for purposes of accommodating atomic structures with 
more than two terms, that is to say with a structure other than subject / predicate.  

In short: the Aristotelian system does not include a logic of relations because 
it does not include any singular term logic to begin with. Aristotle’s logic is a logic 
of connections between universals; and this is why the predicative proposition 
structure provides it with the necessary and sufficient conditions for it to operate10. 

                                                 
8 The four propositional forms of Aristotelian syllogistic all involve universal terms 

and universal terms alone. In fact, they attribute, universaliter or particulariter, a univer-
sal predicate to a subject and only a subject which is itself universal can be predicated 
universaliter or particulariter. That is why we can speak meaningfully of “all men” or 
“some man”, but not of “all Socrates” or “some Socrates”. Aristotle himself explicitly 
testifies to this when he states: “But ‘Socrates’ is not said of many; that is why one does 
not say ‘every Socrates’ as one says ‘every man’” (Metaph.  9, 1018a3-4). This point 
was first pointed out by Alexander of Aphrodisias (In Analyt. Pr. 100.11 Wallies) and was 
in modern times retrieved by ukasiewicz, in La syllogistique d’Aristote. P. 24. That 
Aristotelian syllogistic does not allow for singular terms has been acknowledged by many 
commentators; see, especially, Aristotle’s Prior and Posterior Analytics (Ross). P. 289; 

ukasiewicz. La syllogistique d’Aristote. P. 21, 24–25; Patzig. Aristotle’s Theory of the 
Syllogism. P. 6–8; Granger. La théorie aristotélicienne de la science. P. 125–126; Cor-
coran. Aristotle’s Natural Deduction System. P. 100.  

9 Examples can be found in two passages of the Prior Analytics (I 33, 47b 21–37, 
and II 27, 70a 16–38) and, in greater number, throughout the Topics. 

10 One could surely object that, by leaving out relations, Aristotelian logic is also 
leaving out second-order relations, without which some such connections between univer-
sals would not even be possible. Consider, for instance, the following argument: “Mortal 
has greater extension than Animal; Animal has greater extension than Man; therefore, 
Mortal has greater extension than Man”. How, one would ask, could this argument be 
taken as valid inference without recognising a status of relation to “having greater exten-
sion than”? Aristotle’s answer is implicit in his logical practice and consists in reabsorbing 
all those “relations” as alternative formulae of the copula, or its extensions (a model evi-
dently not exportable to first-order relations). 
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Let us now set a side the historical-philosophical approach and move on to 
a more general theoretical level, from which we can draw some conclusions 
likely to provide an answer to the other questions left unanswered earlier — and 
with these conclusions I will rest. 

Given the evidence presented thus far, we can easily grant, I think, that, in 
a framework as the one described, i.e., in the framework defined by those asser-
tions the doctrine itself considers relevant (universal subject assertions), all as-
sertions likely to occur within an argument can be brought back to the predica-
tive proposition structure and, thus, that the theory of the proposition suffices to 
encompass all arguments generated within it11. 

A system founded upon the predicative proposition structure (and not the 
Aristotelian system specifically, but any system that adopts this basic structure), 
although limited, might nevertheless be complete, in the given sense.  

Complete, that is within the limits it itself has defined, thus excluding sin-
gular terms; and in the given sense, that is in the sense of the system’s ability to 
refer all assertions and arguments it deems relevant to the proposition structure.  

Re-assimilation of singular assertions can then be carried out retrospectively, 
namely widening, by extension, the proposition’s scope so as to include singular 
subjects, excluding only those singular terms that occur in predicative place. 
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Rodrigo GUERIZOLI

THE QUESTION OF THE PLURALITY 
OF DEFINITIONS IN TWO MEDIEVAL  

COMMENTARIES ON ARISTOTLE’S TOPICS* 

The subject I would like to address in what follows concerns the reception 
of Aristotle’s theory of definition in the Latin 13th and 14th centuries. Specifi-
cally, the issue I will explore arises right away, as soon as certain passages of the 
Corpus Aristotelicum are put side by side. For instance, in the sixth book of the 
Topics Aristotle writes: 

“For in describing it <sc. grammar> as ‘a knowledge of writing’ he 
has no more given a definition than who has called it ‘a knowledge 
of reading’, so that neither of them has given a definition, but only he 
who makes both these statements, since there cannot be more than 
one definition of the same thing”1. 

In the beginning of the De anima, in turn, he says: 

“But the student of nature and the dialectician would define each of 
these differently, e.g. what anger is. For the latter would define it as a 
desire for retaliation or something of the sort, the former as the boil-
ing of the blood and hot stuff round the heart”2. 

The contrast between the passages is prima facie manifest. In the Topics,
Aristotle commits to the view that for every item there is just one definition. In 
the De anima, in turn, he accepts that the same thing might be grasped from dif-
ferent perspectives, resulting in different definitions that seem to be equally legit-
                                                 

* This work was supported by the Alexander von Humboldt Foundation, by the 
Brazilian CAPES, CNPq, and FAPERJ. I am grateful to the staff of the Thomas-Institut 
at the University of Cologne, where the research was conducted. 

1 Aristotle. Topics VI, 5, 142b 33–35 (the italics are mine). See also Topics VI, 4, 
141a 31–35 and 141b 31–36; VI, 14 151a 33–34 and 151b 16–17; VII, 3, 154a 8–11. 

2 Aristotle. De anima I, 1, 403a 29 – b 1 (the italics are mine). See also Posterior 
Analytics II, 4, 91a 37–b 3; II, 8, 93a 9–13. For a further difference between the Topics
and the Posterior Analytics concerning definitions, related namely to the possibility of 
demonstrating a definition, see Allen. Syllogism, Demonstration, and Definition in 
Aristotle’s Topics and Posterior Analytics. 
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imate. We are left with a problem, thus, the problem whether there can be multi-
ple definitions of the same thing. 

The medieval tradition of reception of Aristotle knew that problem well 
and articulated it in an interesting systematic way, by referring it to some central 
aspects of Aristotle’s thought. Within this framework, in the treatment of the 
problem certain views Aristotle maintained on definitions were connected with 
some of his key ideas on knowledge and essentialism. 

One example of the medieval reflection on the problem of the plurality of 
definitions is found in John Buridan’s question-commentary on the Topics3. In 
this text, which is probably an early work by this arts master who died in 1361, 
being nowadays widely acknowledged as “the most important philosopher at the 
University of Paris in the fourteenth century”4, our problem is raised while the 
author is commenting on the sixth book of the Topics, which is entirely devoted 
to definitions. In this context, Buridan introduces the following question: 

“Whether there can be several definitions of the same thing, and 
whether in a definition one shall place both the genus and the differ-
entia of the item one wishes to define”5. 

I limit myself to the first problem. According to Buridan, Aristotle might 
seem to lead us here in opposite directions. On the one hand, one possible an-
swer to that question lies on the connection between definitions, the causal as-
pect of knowledge, and the idea of a plurality of causes of the same thing. Ac-
cepting the uncontroversial view that definitions encode knowledge about things, 
Buridan presents the following argument in favor of the plurality of definitions: 

“(…) for Aristotle says in the second book of the Posterior Analytics 
that a definition can be given in respect to any kind of effect. Since 
there are many causes of the same effect, it follows that there can be 
many definitions of the same effect”6. 

                                                 
3 Green-Pedersen. ‘On the interpretation of Aristotle’s Topics in the 13th century’ 

and Green-Pedersen, The Tradition of the Topics in the Middle Ages remain the authorita-
tive studies on the medieval tradition of commentaries on the Topics. 

4 Thijssen & Zupko, ‘John Buridan, Metaphysician and Natural Philosopher. An 
Introductory Survey’, p. ix. See Zupko, John Buridan and Klima, John Buridan for 
reliable suveys of Buridan’s philosophical thinking. 

5 John Buridan, Quaestiones Topicorum VI.3 (ed. Green-Pedersen, p. 172, ll 21-
22): “Utrum eiusdem rei plures possint esse definitiones, et utrum in definitione debeat 
poni genus et differentia definiti”. 

6 John Buridan, Quaestiones Topicorum VI.3 (ed. Green-Pedersen, p. 173, ll. 8-10): 
“(…) nam dicit Aristoteles in II. Posteriorum, quod in quolibet genere esse potest dari 
definitio causati, et cum eiusdem causati plures sint causae, sequitur eiusdem causati 
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The chain of concepts here mobilized is clear. Definitions, it is assumed, em-
body knowledge. Knowledge, as stated in the Posterior Analytics, concerns the 
cause on which a fact depends or, more precisely, it regards the many causes of a 
certain effect — mentioning a well-known Aristotelian doctrine7. This plurality of 
causes grounds, in turn, why there could be many definitions of the same thing. 

However, a different answer to that question may emerge from the same 
claim that associates definitions with knowledge. For, instead of stressing the 
causal aspect of knowledge, i.e., the idea that we know something only when we 
know its causes, accent can be put on knowledge’s essential nature, i.e., in the 
fact that we believe that we know something only when we know its essence. 
From this perspective, to know means to capture that which makes something 
what it is, that is, its quiddity. Now, as soon as one recognizes that “to make 
something what it is” amounts in “to give something its proper identity”, an ar-
gument in favor of the uniqueness of definitions can be made. This is how 
Buridan presents it: 

“(…) if there were many definitions of the same thing, there would 
be many beings of the same thing, which is false. The consequence is 
evident from the fact that the definition is a sentence indicating what 
is the being of a thing. Thus, if there were many definitions of the 
same, there would be many beings of the same, indicated by those 
definitions”8. 

In short, depending on how one grasps the reach of the notion of 
knowledge one considers being attached to definitions, different Aristotelian 
answers regarding the plurality of definitions may arise. 

Now I would like to present Buridan’s answer to the problem as we find it 
in his commentary on the Topics. Yet, in order to shed more light on its specific 
                                                                                                           
plures posse definitiones esse”. Concerning the exact Aristotle’s passage Buridan must 
have had in mind, in his critical edition of the Quaestiones Topicorum N. J. Green-
Pedersen registers “locum non inveni”. Although this is certainly correct, we may assume 
that, broadly speaking, the reference is to Posterior Analytics II.11-12. 

7 See Aristotle. Posterior Analytics I, 2, 71b 9–12 (p. 507): “We think we know a 
fact without qualification, not in the sophistical way (i.e. per accidens), when we think 
that we know its cause to be its cause, and that the fact could not otherwise (…)”, and 
Aristotle. Physics II, 3, 195a 4–5 (p. 29): “Since many different things are called causes, it 
follows that many different things can all be causes, and not by virtue of concurrence, of 
the same thing”. 

8 John Buridan. Quaestiones Topicorum VI, 3 (p. 173, 29 – 174, 2): “(…) si unius rei 
essent plures definitiones, tunc unius rei essent plura esse; hoc est falsum. Consequentia patet 
ex eo, quod definitio est oratio indicans, quid est esse rei; si ergo eiusdem essent plures 
definitiones, tunc eiusdem essent plura esse indicata per illas definitiones”. 



  

376 

contours, I will compare it to a solution presented in another medieval commen-
tary on the same work, authored by an arts master from the last quarter of the 
thirteenth century, namely, Boethius of Dacia, known nowadays mostly due to 
his troubles with the bishop of Paris9. 

At first, Buridan and Boethius answer the problem in similar ways. They 
distinguish between proper and improper uses of definition, and they defend that 
according to its proper use to the term corresponds just one expression. Buridan 
differentiates, accordingly, complete from incomplete definitions, asserting that 
“one must know that some definition is called a complete definition of a thing, 
some other an incomplete”, and that “of one thing there must be only one complete 
definition”10. When answering the same question, Boethius, in turn, refers to a 
“true and perfect” or, alternatively, to a “simply and absolutely perfect” definition, 
which is then distinguished from a definition, which, he says, is merely “perfect in 
its genus”11. In respect to the former kind of definition he affirms: “speaking on the 
true and perfect definition, of one thing there is just one definition”12. Both authors 
defend, thus, cum grano salis, the uniqueness of definitions. 

So far, so good. But questions remain. Are the different uses of proper def-
inition in both authors equivalent? Do their options against the plurality of prop-
er definitions force them to renounce to any attempt of connecting definitions to 
a sort of knowledge about what causes the thing defined? 

Beginning with the last question, Boethius’s answer to it is negative. He 
defends, indeed, that “true and perfect” definitions do encode causal knowledge. 
They must do this, he maintains, if they are meant to fulfill their proper task, that 
is, if they aim to provide “a perfect cognition of a thing according to its sub-
stance”. For this “perfect cognition” must be such that it “excludes any doubt”. It 
must, thus, he claims, be knowledge of all the causes of the definiendum13. 
                                                 

9 See Ebbesen. The Paris art faculty: Siger of Brabant, Boethius of Dacia, 
Radulphus Brito. P. 272-276. A study on Boethius’s philosophy analogous to the surveys 
offered by Zupko and Klima on Buridan (see n. 4) remains a desideratum of the research. 
For a classic contribution see Pinborg. ‘Zur Philosophie des Boethius de Dacia’. 

10 John Buridan. Quaestiones Topicorum VI, 3, 174, 6-11: “(…) sciendum est, 
quod quaedam dicitur definitio completa rei, quaedam incompleta. Tunc sit prima 
conclusio: eiusdem rei plures possunt esse definitiones incompletae. (…) Secunda 
conclusio: unius rei debet esse unica definitio completa et non plures”. 

11 Boethius of Dacia. Quaestiones super librum Topicorum. VI, 14, 294, 18 – 295, 2: 
“Dicendum quod licet definitio, quae datur in genere causae formalis, et quae aggregat 
quasdam rei causas, possit dici perfecta in genere, tamen illa sola est simpliciter et absolute 
perfecta, quae omnes causas aggregat, quia illa sola omnem dubitationem excludit”. 

12 Boethius of Dacia. Quaestiones super librum Topicorum VI, 13, 293, 16–17: 
“Dicendum quod loquendo de vera et perfecta definition unius rei una tantum est definitio”. 

13 Boethius of Dacia. Quaestiones super librum Topicorum VI, 14, 294, 14 – 125, 33: 
“(…) Definitio datur causa innotescendi. Sed perfectam notitiam non facit, quamdiu de 
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Also for Buridan, “complete definitions” encode knowledge of what caus-
es the thing defined. He maintains, however, that they do not embrace all the 
causes of the definiendum. Rather, it is enough for such definitions to precisely 
express what is essential to a thing, i.e., its quiddity. And this is what we get 
when through genus and specific differentia we grasp the thing’s form: 

“(…) the complete definition includes everything that is essential. 
Thus, if it were not like that, it would necessarily either not include 
everything which is essential, and it would not be complete, or it 
would include, beyond what is essential, what is accidental, and it 
would be not be a good definition, for a good definition should be 
given only with regard to what is essential to the thing defined”14. 

“(...) Aristotle says in the seventh book of the Metaphysics that the 
parts of the definition must be of the form, and I say that he compre-
hends form there as signifying the essential predicates <i.e. genus 
and differentia> (...)”15. 

                                                                                                           
aliqua causa potest dubitari; perfecta enim cognitio exludit omnen dubitationem. Ergo debet 
aggregare omnes causas. (…) Cum autem dicitur esse definitio perfecta, quae aggregat 
omnes causas, intelligendum est de definitione rei, quae requirit omnes causas ad esse suum. 
(…) illa definitio, quae essentiam rei indicat accipiens solum illas causas, quae sunt in re, illa 
est perfecta in genere; sed illa, quae cum istis accipit etiam causas, quae sunt extra rem ut 
efficientem et finalem, perfectissima est, quia maxime notificat definitum”. 

14 John Buridan. Quaestiones Topicorum VI, 3, 174, 6–11: “(…) definitio completa 
omnia essentialia includit; modo si esset aliqua alia ab illa, vel oporteret, quod non omnia 
essentialia definiti includeret, et sic non esset completa; vel quod ultra essentialia includeret 
accidentalia, et sic non esset bona definitio ex eo, quod bona definitio debet dari solum per 
essentialia definiti”. In the Quaestiones Topicorum I, 7, 34, 5–23, the proper or quidditative 
definitions are contrasted both with “descriptions” and with “causal definitions”. In this 
context, quiddidative definitions are presented as follows (34, 18–21): “(…) sunt tales, quae 
dantur per praedicata mere substantialia, et indicant solum quid est et non a quo [et] nec ex 
quo nec propter quid nec quale est nec quantum et sic de allis praedicamentis accidentium”. 
The pattern reappears in Buridan’s treatise De demonstrationibus. See John Buridan. 
Summulae. De demonstrationibus 8, 2, 4, 34, 18–22: “Definitio quiditativa est oratio 
indicans praecise quid est esse rei per praedicata essentialia. Quae sunt genus definiti et 
differentia vel differentiae essentiales donec totalis definitio sit convertibilis cum definito. Et 
haec definitio respondetur praecise, propriissime et vere ad quaestionem ‘quid est?’ ”. For 
fine-grained analysis of the various kinds of definition Buridan presents, always observing 
the idea of a single, exactly proper, kind of definition, see Klima. ‘Buridan’s Theory of 
Definition in his Scientific Practice’, Klima. John Buridan, P. 62-68, and Biard. ‘Comment 
definer un accident?’, who refers also to passages from the In Metaphysicam Aristotelis 
Quaestiones and from the treatise on the locis dialecticis. 

15 John Buridan. Quaestiones Topicorum VI, 3, 174, 6–11: “(…) Aristoteles dicit 
VII. Metaphysicae, quod partes definitionis debent esse formae, dico, quod per formam ibi 
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Thus, Boethius and Buridan defend that for each definable thing there is 
only one proper definition. In this respect both acknowledge the lesson taught in 
the Topics as strictly Aristotelian16. They maintain, furthermore, that such proper 
definitions encode knowledge of the cause of the thing defined. Nevertheless, 
they understand the reach of this knowledge much differently. For Boethius, it 
encompasses all the causes of the defined thing, so that the variety of causal def-
initions that can be offered of one thing are somehow unified in one complete 
and, accordingly, proper definition. For Buridan, in turn, it relates only to the 
form of the definiendum. Thus, from Boethius’s point of view, Buridan’s “com-
plete definition” is merely “perfect in it genus”. It is not, though, a “true and per-
fect” definition, for it does not take into account the totality of causes of the de-
finiendum. In contrast, from Buridan’s perspective, Boethius’s model of 
definition does not meet any acceptable standard of unity. His “true and perfect” 
definitions would be judge, in truth, as nothing but a long conjunction of defini-
tions that refer to each of the causes of the definiendum.  

In the end, the disagreement between Boethius and Buridan occurs, I sug-
gest, because they understand differently the task definitions must fulfill. Admit-
tedly, they agree that proper definitions must transmit both essential and causal 
knowledge of the thing defined. Yet, for Boethius, this corresponds to an abso-
lute and “perfect cognition of a thing”, that is, for him definitions must comprise 
a sort of epistemic non plus ultra knowledge of the definiendum. For Buridan, on 
the contrary, proper definitions, in order to keep their unity, should be limited to 
the indication of that which intrinsically makes the definiendum what it is, that is, 
its quiddity, which is clearly also a certain kind of cause, grasped by means of 
the combination of genus and specific differentia. 
                                                                                                           
intelligit praedicata essentialia <sc. genus et differentia> (…)”. See also John Buridan. 
Quaestiones Topicorum VI, 3, 175, 15–18: “Unde Aristoteles in prooemio Metaphysicae, 
cum dicit, quod quaedam definitio datur per formam et quaedam per materiam, per 
formam intellexit praedicatum quiditativum, quod bene apparet in exemplo (…)”. As a 
matter of terminology, although both refer to the form of the definiendum, Buridan differ-
entiates complete or quidditative definitions from causal definitions that grasp the formal 
cause of the definiendum. Thus, for instance, according to the former kind of definition, 
one comprehends homo est animal rationale as a (quidditative) definitional proposition, 
while, according to the later, the analogous (causal) definitional proposition would be 
homo est animal habens animam rationalem (see Biard. ‘Comment definer un accident?’ 
P. 208-212). Evidently, in both cases what is transmitted is a kind of causal knowledge of 
the definiendum. On forms as causes in Buridan see John Buridan. In Metaphysicam 
Aristotelis Quaestiones V, 1, fol. XXVIrb–XXVIIrb. 

16 For a contemporary interpretation of Aristotle similar to Boethius’s and 
Buridan’s see Schiaparelli. ‘Epistemological Problems in Aristotle’s Concept of Defini-
tion: Topics vi 4’. P. 129. For an alternative reading see Angioni. ‘Defining Topics in 
Aristotle’s Topics VI’. P. 160-161. 
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Departing from prima facie conflicting Aristotelian texts, I tried to recon-
struct the way two arts masters from the medieval period dealt with the problem 
of the plurality of definitions. This has allowed us, first, to articulate the problem 
from a systematic perspective, on the basis of doctrines such as the Aristotelian 
essentialism and his views on the causal aspect of knowledge. Next, I presented 
the convergences and divergences of the solutions to the problem proposed by 
John Buridan and Boethius of Dacia. Although both defend the uniqueness of 
definitions, and that definitions transmit knowledge about the cause of the thing 
defined, they diverge on how proper definitions shall be construed. Whereas 
Boethius demands that they must encompass knowledge of all the causes of a 
thing, Buridan thinks it is sufficient for them to grasp the thing’s form. This hap-
pens, I claimed, because proper definitions represent for Boethius the most per-
fect epistemic state one can possess about a thing, which must therefore em-
brace, not necessarily in a unified manner, knowledge of both its intrinsic and 
extrinsic causes, whereas Buridan considers them just as a unified tool for exact-
ly grasping the quidditative and intrinsic aspects of the things. Certainly, if I had 
to choose which position seems to stay closer to Aristotle’s original intention, I 
would pick Buridan’s. 
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the first figure,  for the second,  for the third, and, by taking propositional 
functions denoted by pairs of letters, not actual propositions about particular things, makes 
it plain that validity depends on form, and thus becomes the originator of formal logic”. 

29  :  . . 67. 
30 .  . . 343. 
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Emanuele MARIANI

ZURÜCK ZU ARISTOTELES 
TRENDELENBURG  

AND THE ARISTOTELES-RENAISSANCE 
IN 19TH CENTURY GERMANY 

In the history of exegesis may be implicitly appreciated the way philoso-
phy is understood. So E. Berti says quite rightly, by making a comment that ob-
viously applies first and foremost to the work of Aristotle and the centuries-old 
history of its reception, in the light of one its most important philosophical prob-
lems: the table of categories, the most general predicates of being, whose order 
was sought, apologetically defended or strongly criticized throughout the com-
posite course of Aristotelianism — from the first Neo-platonic commentators up 
to Kant who would in turn use the lexicon of the categories in order to denote the 
concepts of pure intellect1. The arrangement of Aristotle’s Categories, as 
P. Ricoeur remarks in the eight and concluding essay of the Métaphore vive, is 
the continually repeated masterpiece of speculative thinking. And after Kant, as 
is well known, the problem finds a further renewed interest on the threshold of 
modernity, on the occasion of the Aristotelian studies renaissance in 19th century 
Germany, made possible by the Becker edition of the Corpus aristotelicum di-
rectly stimulated by Friedrich Schleiermacher2. 

An editorial project whose intent was merely philological had then a 
philosophical impact, by allowing to glimpse in the Aristoteles ex Aristotele 
the way out from the impasse in which German Idealism, especially Hegel’s, 
reduced philosophy itself3. It is an irony of history that in the very same year, 
1831, the publication of the first volume of the Becker edition coincided with 
Hegel’s death, almost to confirm the beginning of a new philosophical era un-

                                                 
1 Cf. Berti. Modelli di ermeneutica aristotelica tra Ottocento e Novecento. P. 139-58. 
2 Aristotelis opera. 1831–1870. It is Bekker himself that attaches the merit of the 

initiative to Schleiermacher, as we can read in the preface of the 1831 edition: “Academia 
Berolinensis cum Friderico Schleiermachero auctore consilium capisset Aristotelis ex 
diutino situ excitandi novaque editione celebrandi, operae pretium se non facturam 
videata, nisi plures quam adhunc manassent et ubiores lectionis Aristotelis fontes 
aperiret”. 

3 Cf. in particular Thouard. Aristote au XIXe siècle... P. 10-11.  
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der the sign of the zurück zu Aristoteles. A new era that sees at its bases the 
twin requirement of restoring a strong relationship with reality in such a way 
as to open the philosophical enquiry to the data deriving from sciences. Adolf 
Friedrich Trendelenburg, member of the Berlin Academy of Sciences since 
1845, is one the most eloquent examples of this new impetus fully detailed in 
his two major works: the Logische Untersuchungen of 1840 which grant the 
most developed stage of a long-life project aiming at ensuring a systematic 
link between logic and metaphysics, and the Geschichte der Kategorienlehre 
of 1846 in two volume, the first of which, entirely devoted to the Stagirite, 
constitutes no doubt the most significant contribution to the 19th century Aris-
totelian hermeneutics4.  

It is Trendelenburg who deserves the credit for having been able to rise to 
the challenge initially formulated by Kant against Aristotle, about the lack of a 
deductive order in the table of categories, whose enumeration would have been 
nothing more than the fortuitous outcome of a rhapsody5. Since his academic 
lecture of 1833, De Aristotelis categoriis, Trendelenburg places at the heart of 
his investigation the guideline — Leitfaden — following which Aristotle would 
have arranged the categories scheme (    ). Thanks in-
deed to some brief but relevant hints from Aristotle (first of all Cat. 4, 1), 
Trendelenburg’s research hypothesis is to postulate that the categories could be 
deduced from the dissection of the grammatical proposition — Zergliederung 
des Satzes — and basically reproduce the relationship between the parts of 
speech later classified by the Stoics: the substance ( ) corresponds to the 
noun; quantity and quality (  and ) to the adjective, the category of 
relation to the comparative; the categories of “where” and “when” respectively 
to the adverb of location and time; the categories of “doing” and “being-
affected” to the active and passive forms of the verb; the category of “being-in-a-
position” to the intransitive form and the category of “having” to the perfect 
mood of the verb. The Leitfaden would therefore be grammatical in nature and 
would constitute the Aristotelian response to the Kantian table of judgments; the 

                                                 
4 In order to prove the decisive influence of Trendelenburg on the philosophy of his 

time —although it is not quite appropriate to talk about a School of Trendelenburg — it is 
sufficient to list the names of his most notorious pupils: H. Cohen, W. Dilthey, 
E. Dühring, R. Eucken, C. Prantl, F. Ueberweg, J.B. Mayer, E. Laas, F. Paulsen, 
O. Willmann, G.v. Hertilng, S. Kierkegaard. For a general introduction to Trendelen-
burg’s thought in relation to the 19th century Aristotelianism, cf. Petersen. Die 
Philosophie F.A. Trendelenburg. For a more updated study, see Mangiagalli. Logica e 
metafisica nel pensiero di F.A. Trendelenburg. For an overall view on the 19th century 
philosophical landscape, see also Campo. Schizzo storico dell'esegesi e critica kantiana; 
Poggi. I sistemi dell’esperienza; Köhnke. Entstehung und Aufstieg des Neukantismus. 

5 The reference is to Kant. Kritik der reinen Vernunft. A 81 / B 107.  
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Leitfaden of the Aristotelian scheme, of which Trendelenburg claims the inner 
principle of organization by rejecting, contrary to Kant, the need for a transcen-
dental unity underlying the individual categories. 

A question nevertheless arises against this exegesis, whose intent is admit-
tedly theoretical: why to trace back to grammar, that is to the morphological and 
syntactic structures of language, what essentially belongs to being? Why to con-
fer to Aristotle the project of a systematic deduction which seems not consistent 
at all with his own philosophy? Does Trendelenburg not run the risk of hyposta-
tizing the categories into linguistic entities, such as Benveniste critically suggest-
ed a century after6? There is no shortage of juxtapositions and it has been even 
tried to see in Trendelenburg a forerunner of the most modern linguistic7. It is 
known, on the other hand, that the reception of the Aristoteles Kategorienlehren 
has been in the first place somewhat controversial. Hermann Bonitz with a short 
pamphlet titled Über die Kategorien des Aristoteles (1853) directly attacked 
Trendelenburg for not having sufficiently highlighted the ontological aspect of 
the Aristotelian categories as “genera of being” (    )8. The same 
criticism is repeated by the young Brentano, Trendelenburg’s pupil, who in 1862 
opted, with the dissertation On the several senses of being in Aristotle, for anoth-
er deductive criterion far more compelling than the grammatical one9. Even to-
day, not a few among the interpreters of Aristotle agree to consider 
Trendelenburg's proposal as ultimately incapable of ensuring the sought catego-
ries order. G. Reale and E. Berti, for instance, are quite unanimous in this view, 
by considering the statement placed at the conclusion of the Kategorienlehre as 
Trendelenburg’s admission about the unaffordable failure of his goal, that would 
conversely prove the ontological nature, not grammatical, of the categories10. 
Die grammatische Gestalt leitet, aber entscheidet nicht — “the grammatical 
form guides, but does not decide”11. With these words, Trendelenburg would 

                                                 
6 Benveniste. Problèmes de linguistique générale. 
7 See in this regard Cicero. L'interpretazione linguistica delle categorie aristoteliche 

in É. Benveniste. P. 287-353. 
8 Bonitz. Über die Kategorien des Aristoteles. P. 591-645. 
9 For a summary of the exegetical works concerning the Aristotelian doctrines of 

categories in the second half of the 19th century see Chapter IV, § 15, of the 1862 Bren-
tano’s dissertation Von der mannigfachen Bedeutung des Seienden nach Aristoteles.  

10 See respectively Reale. Filo conduttore grammaticale, filo conduttore logico e 
filo conduttore ontologico nella deduzione delle categorie aristoteliche e significati 
polivalenti di esse su fondamenti ontologici. P. 17-70; Berti. Modelli di ermeneutica 
aristotelica tra Ottocento e Novecento; La dottrina aristotelica delle categorie in 
Trendelenburg, Brentano e Heidegger. P. 89-98; La critica aristotelizzante di FA. 
Trendelenburg e la concezione hegeliana del finito. p. 353-61. 

11 Trendelenburg. Aristoteles Kategorienlehre. P. 26. 
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have in fact acknowledged the dramatic lack of indications by Aristotle himself 
about the articulation of the categories in ten concepts. The Leitfaden would be 
to the limit a    that in the absence of a systematic criterion 
remains distant from the generative ground in which resides “the reality point of 
view” (   ).  

Nevertheless the aporia, far from being an admission of powerlessness, 
might indicate at the opposite the very problem, the “thing itself” that 
Trendelenburg aims at dealing with. Here goes our working hypothesis which 
will lead us to reassess the relevance of the reception that the Aristoteles 
Kategorienlehre has basically suffered: the hesitations that we find in the Aristo-
telian text are skillfully identified by Trendelenburg as the guidelines of a wider 
philosophical project for a new philosophia fundamentalis; a project capable of 
combining logic and metaphysics12. The results of this exegesis would thence 
become intelligible only in the light of the Logische Untersuchungen’s concep-
tual framework, the theoretically most important opus where the idea of “move-
ment” is conceived as the generative ground for categories, as the common 
origin for things and representations — the res and the intellectus13. “How does 
thinking come to being [wie kommt das Denken zum Sein]? How does being 
penetrate thinking [Wie tritt das Sein in das Denken]?”14. This is the Grundfrage 
of a metaphysical flavor to which the Logische Untersuchungen are explicitly 
consecrated. Our objective will consequently be to reconsider Aristotle’s catego-
ries through such a theoretical scope, with a view to grasp the originality of 
Trendelenburg’s reading: a reading that, in spite of its lasting negative reception, 
may constitute from a philosophical point of view anything but a failure.  

* * *  

Let’s start by repeating the basic thesis of the 1846 work: in the Aristoteli-
an categories are the evidences of their origin — so tragen die Kategorien 
Zeichen ihres Ursprunges. It is in the proposition (Satz), as we already know, 
that Trendelenburg locates the origin of the categories: “[...] categories take their 
roots [ihre Wurzeln] in the simple proposition [in den einfachen Satz]”, where 
for “proposition” we have to mean nothing but the result of a connection 

                                                 
12 Cf. Ibid. P. 189. 
13 Trendelenburg. Logische Untersuchungen. «Reale Kategorien aus der 

Bewegung». P. 325. 
14 Cf. Ibid. P. 135: «Wie kommt das Denken zum Sein? Wie tritt das Sein in das 

Denken? Diese Frage bezeichnen wir als di Grundfrage. Wenn die Wahrheit für die Über-
einstimmung des Denkens mit dem Sein erklärt wird, so ist diese Frage in dem Worte 
Übereinstimmung verdeckt. Wie bringt das Denken diese Übereinstimmung hervor und 
zwar auf eine solche Weise, dass es selbst der Übereinstimmung gewiss wird?».  
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(Verflechtung) between subject and predicate15. To this effect, the syntactic dif-
ferences that structure any propositional connection are suitable to explain the 
development of the categories scheme concerning the genera of predication. 
Trendelenburg’s starting point is accordingly supported by Cat. 4, 1: 

Of things said without any combination [   ], 
each signifies either substance or quantity or qualification or a rela-
tive or where or when or being-in-a-position or having or doing or 
being affected16. 

The attempt of understanding the origin from where the categories spring 
depends on the particular nature of this connection ( ) that Aristotle 
himself already discussed in the opening of the treatise. The excerpt of Cat. 4, 1 
b 25 becomes then more intelligible in the light of Cat., 2, 1 a 16-19, where Aris-
totle states: 

Of things that are said, some involve combination while others are 
said without combination [       

,    ]. Examples of those involving com-
bination are: man runs, man wins [  ,  ]; 
and of those without combination: man, ox, runs, wins [ , 

, , ].  

Trendelenburg conducts here a careful review of these examples directly 
borrowed from ordinary language:  ,  . These are 
basic sentences which maintain their original grammatical form outside the syn-
tactic connection: , . More precisely — as is apparent from Cat., 2, 1 a 
16-19 — the verb continues to be conjugated in the third singular person in the 
present tense of the indicative mood. It is not the general concept in the infinity 
form that illustrates the diversity of the predication, but its ordinary use. The 
origin of the categories seems to be rooted in a practice, that is to say in an action 
(Tätigkeit) consisting in combining and separating the parts of speech. That is 
why Trendelenburg can properly translate  to “propositional connec-
tion” (Satzverbindung), by gaining leverage through the preexistent use of the 
term that occurs in Plato: 

Already in Plato  (connection) [Verflechtung] is a recurring 
expression meaning the propositional link [Satzverbindung]. Besides 
being used in cases in which a series of opposites are intertwined, 
such as rise and fall,  is especially used when name and 

                                                 
15 Trendelenburg. Aristoteles Kategorienlehre. P. 13. 
16 Aristote. Cat. 4 1 b 25-27. 
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proposition, subject and predicate are connected [so findet es sich 
insbesondere da, wo sich Namen und Aussage, Subject und Prädicat 
verbinden]17.  

The connection is thence a propositional connection that brings together all 
the constituent parts of speech. Trendelenburg draws a major consequence on the 
basis of such outcome: the entrenchment of the categories in the proposition im-
plies the precedence of the  over the dissection process 
(Zergliederung). Synthesis is first and it is only possible afterwards to identify, 
from an analytical point of view, its constituent parts. Der Satz ist das Ganze — 
the proposition must be understood as a whole, prior to its constituent parts: 

If the proposition is the whole [der Satz ist das Ganze], then it is pri-
or to any conceptual consideration; individual concepts, as matter of 
the proposition, can be determined and settled before it, but they re-
ceive their arrangement only through the propositional link [so haben 
sie doch stillschweigend an der ihr Satzverbindung Maass], and they 
cannot be understood if this link is not understood18. 

The propositional synthesis (Satzverbindung) is what makes possible the 
decomposition process (Zergliederung), from which the categories are derived. 
In this sense, it would not be excessive to say — by extending the scope of the 
question — that “in the beginning was the ”, i.e. the name and especially 
the verb, as postulated in 1827 by Karl Ferdinand Becker, the distinguished lin-
guist, author of Organismus der Sprache and Trendelenburg’s father-in-law to 
whom the Logische Untersuchungen are significantly dedicated19. The condition 
of possibility for the categories deduction is given by the preexistence of a 
“whole” which is to be understood in terms of an original complex. Kant as well, 

                                                 
17 Trendelenburg. Aristoteles Kategorienlehre. P. 11-12. 
18 Trendelenburg. Aristoteles Kategorienlehre, P. 12. 
19 Becker. Organism der Sprache. In order to prove Becker’s influence on 

Trendelenburg, a glance at the first edition’s introduction will suffice. Essentially, the idea 
behind Becker’s speculative grammar is to conceive language as «ein organisches Er-
zeugnis der menschlichen Natur […], ein in allen seine Theilen und Verhältnissen orga-
nisch gegliedertes Ganze» (pp. VI-VIII). Considered to some extent heir to Port-Royal 
universal grammar, Becker aimed at introducing as part of comparative philology a de-
ductive method grounded on the universal logical structure supposedly inherent to any 
form of natural language. The “organic whole” that encompasses the various components 
of language would thence be organized by virtue of a more fundamental opposition be-
tween “activity” and “being”, whose connexion according to Becker is to be ultimately 
identified with the concept of “movement”. From this very opposition, the three main 
syntactic forms (Satzverhältnisse) arise: predicative, attributive, objective. For a more 
detailed analysis, see Graffi. 200 Years of Syntax: A critical survey. P. 15-40.  
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in its own way, stated the same: “Die Kategorie setz also schon Verbindung 
voraus”20 — the categories presuppose their own unification which is referred to 
the “original unity of consciousness”. Yet Trendelenburg, contrary to Kant, aims at 
proving that this synthesis foreruns any subjective activity. Just take the examples 
at the beginning of the treatise: “man runs, man wins [...]”. These are elementary 
sentences of ordinary nature, built upon a connection between a subject or, rather, a 
substrate ( ) and a predicate ( ). What are these exam-
ples about? What is to be shown in the ordinariness of language? The order of a 
connection which states what it is and likewise denies what it is not, such as “a 
man who runs” or “a man who wins”. The  is essentially oriented toward 
what it is, that is what is real. That is why Aristotle never establishes a clear dis-
tinction between proposition and judgment: the proposition ( ) is already con-
ceived as a judgment, an assertion ( ) or a negation ( ), that is 
true or false by virtue of its reference (Bezug) to reality21. The language internally 
reproduces, in a morphological and syntactic manner, the structure of reality by 
unifying and separating what is already unified and separated: 

[...] only the sentence [der Satz] can reproduce [nachbilden] what is 
real [das Wirkliche] through its connexion or separation [in seiner 
Verbindung oder Trennung]22. 

The reference to the excerpt from Metaph.,  10, is obvious as 
Trendelenburg does not hesitate to explain it: 

This depends, on the side of the object, on their being combined or 
separated [   ], so that he who thinks the sepa-
rated to be separated and the combined to be combined has the truth, 
while he whose thought is in a state contrary to that of the objects is 
in error23. 

The apophantic nature of imitates the ontological structure of reality. 
“Saying” essentially means “saying something about something”, in the sense of 

   . The grammatical synthesis refers to the order of things, 
prior to any activity of a judging subject. “Judgement”, in Trendelenburg’s lexi-
con, is not tantamount to the Kantian Urteilskraft. “Judgment” is rather to be 
translated to Aussage, enunciatio, since it does not indicate a subjective faculty, 
but a compliance — adaequatio — in which what is offered up to view is the 
sense of a reference:  

                                                 
20 Kant Kritik der reinen Vernunft. B 130-131. 
21 Trendelenburg. Aristoteles Kategorienlehre. P. 13. 
22 Ibid. P. 18.  
23 Aristotle. Metaph.  10, 1051. 
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Only the statement of a judgement [die Aussage des Urtheils] carries 
within itself this reference to reality [Bezug auf diesen bringt das 
wirkliche]. Connection or separation between subject and predicate, 
the affirmative or negative judgement, correspond [entspricht] re-
spectively to connection or separation in things24. 

The reference (Bezug) determines the direction of meaning, which allows 
the sentence to express what is real. It is the deep roots of grammar into the 
apophantic logic of speech that guarantee the categories — the most universal 
predicates of being — an objective meaning (objective Bedeutung)25. In judg-
ment (  / ) singular concepts ( , , , ) 
find an anchoring point — or, perhaps we could say a fulfillment — capable of 
determining the semantic properties of a statement ( ). The truth of a sen-
tence depends ultimately on the “real reference”, that is exclusive preserve of 
judgment (real Beziehung des Urtheils). In this sense, the nachbilden that regu-
lates the relationship between language and reality operates in the same manner 
as a . And as Trendelenburg quite rightly concludes: truth makes lan-
guage similar to being and speech as true, not just as a speech, is tantamount to 
what exists26.  

Yet, as we know, the reception that has been paid to the Aristoteles 
Kategorienlehre has mostly complained about Trendelenburg’s inability to de-
tect the full ontological value of the categories. To mitigate this enduring criti-
cism it would suffice to shed another light on the emblematic formulation con-
tained at the end of the 1846 work: die grammatische Gestalt leitet, aber 
entscheidet nicht. If the grammatical form guides but does not decide it is be-
cause, in a sense, the decision had already been taken. For Trendelenburg the 
point is to demonstrate the link between what we say and what is said in lan-
guage, in accordance with the two inseparable meanings of the verb . 
Saying is firstly saying something and the several senses according to which 
being is expressed —     — can only be gathered into the 
unity of a speech. Language does not simply enunciate; it is not a mere mean of 
expression but it is essential to the constitution of being —  manifests itself 
through  and  is grounded on 27. The same applies to 
Trendelenburg’s Aristotle: the tangle between saying and being is a fact on 
which nothing is to be decided. The categories find their arrangement (Maass) in 
the propositional link that finds its own arrangement in the process of things 

                                                 
24 Trendelenburg. Aristoteles Kategorienlehre. P. 13.
25 Ibid. P. 17. 
26 Ibid. P. 13. 
27 See in this respect Aubenque. Le problème de l’être chez Aristote, P. 133. And 

above all, see Majolino. De la grammaire à l’ontologie et retour. P. 81-104. 
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(Vorgang der Sache)28. It is a double thread: the categories roots into the 
apophantic nature of speech guarantee the concept of truth an ontological sense 
and, by extension, being is given in terms of a grammatically articulated speech. 
That is why the proposition is ultimately suitable to syntactically reproduce, by 
means of its grammatical connexion, the order of things.  

* * *  

If the fertility of a thought is measured in terms of Wirkungsgeschichte — 
on the basis of its ability to produce effects, to establish affiliations, to leave a 
bequest — one figure has at least become clear through Trendelenburg’s Aristo-
tle. A figure that will arrange a legacy to come: the recovery of the categories 
issue, whose philosophical meaning is profoundly renewed. Aristotle is elected 
tutelary deity of a major philosophical project that responds to a precise system-
atic goal: the metaphysical refounding of logic. The unusual alliance between 
hermeneutics and philosophy that Trendelenburg was thus forming, aims at em-
bedding within being language understood in all the complexity of its dimen-
sions — logical, morphological, grammatical. Here we probably have the most 
significant teaching of the Aristoteles Kategorienlehre: the adequacy supposed to 
regulate the relationship between language and reality operates similarly to a 

 (Nachbildung). The apophantic nature of speech reproduces or rather 
mimics in a syntactic manner the structure of reality, and it is the ontological 
significance of the categories — openly acknowledged by Trendelenburg — that 
justifies the use of a linguistic guideline; that allows the “reality point of view 
beyond the mere grammatical form” to be expressed in grammar.  

In terms of exegesis, the strategic importance accorded to the treatise on the 
categories becomes at the same time fully manifest. The beginning of the 1833 
Prolusio, after all, could not be more explicit: “Aristoteles, quum logicam et 
primam philosophiam arctissime inter se cohaerere vellet, categorias fortasse inter 
utramque quasi internodium posuit”29. The categories are conceived as an 
“internodium”, a border area between logic and first philosophy. It is the median 
character of the categories which legitimizes their privilege of being at the first 
place of any systematic treatment. “Inter Aristotelis libros categoriae quasi 
philosophiae vestibulum primo loco positae sunt”. Trendelenburg confirms and 
exceeds the approach of the ancient commentators: the genetic issue of the 
Leitfaden imposes on the analysis a dynamic trend that makes the treatise resonate 
with the entire Corpus aristotelicum, while acknowledging the introductory func-
tion of the Categories already recognized by Porphyry, according to a static read-
ing order that pedagogically directs the reader towards the study of metaphysics. 

                                                 
28 Trendelenburg. Aristoteles Kategorienlehre, P. 12 ss.
29 Trendelenburg. De Aristotelis categoriis. P. 4. 
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Let us not forget however the most significant aporia to which this exege-
sis is exposed beyond its undoubted originality, and from which the concerns of 
a basically negative reception still arise: “if the grammatical form” — as we 
know — “does not decide”, it is also because in Aristotle the relationship be-
tween logical subsumption and real genesis remains problematically unresolved. 
Trendelenburg, for its part, did not hesitate to admit: “It is a great disadvantage 
that, as far as we know, Aristotle has never expressed himself on the ground of 
the categorial scheme and its articulation in ten concepts; this means that we can 
not grasp this ground in its most essential point, that is in its primitive configura-
tion”30. In Aristotle there is no superimposition of the categories and the princi-
ples in such a way that the parallelism between the predication and the anteriori-
ty according to nature leads the categories back to the four causes. So, met with 
silence, Trendelenburg can only search for signs of a more fundamental re-
quirement from which the guidelines of a new research project are drawn: “the 
doctrine of categories will reach a conclusion only when the origin of concepts 
and the generation of things will proceed together”31. The finale of the 
Aristoteles Kategorienlehre sounds inside the initial Grundfrage: “wie kommt 
das Sein zum Denken?”. Thus was announced the intention of the Logische 
Untersuchungen, whose ambition is to restore a primigenial contact between 
thinking and being, by moving upstream to the wellspring from where the cate-
gories scheme takes shape. And it is probably in the connection between logic 
and metaphysics that the originality as well as the limits of Trendelenburg’s en-
terprise become fully comprehensible, if correctly understood on the basis of 
such “fundamental philosophy” in which it is not too big a leap to see, in pro-
spect, the roots of what will be shortly thereafter called “phenomenology”. 
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Fabien SCHANG

FROM ARISTOTLE’S OPPOSITIONS  
TO ARISTOTELIAN OPPOSITIONS

1. Being. Being is to be considered from two extreme standpoints inside 
Aristotle’s philosophy. His theory of categories deals with ontology and relates 
to whatever is, proposing an exhaustive list of the various ways of being. His 
theory of oppositions deals with duality and relates to whatever things that can-
not be at the same time. Let us start by paying attention to these two theories. 

1.1. On what there can be. According to Aristotle, there are ten ways of be-
ing for everything expressed in a discourse. These are: substance, or ousia (“Soc-
rates”, “This particular man”, “I”); quantity, or poson (“all men”, “some man”, 
“six men”); quality, or poion (“mortal”, “white”, “too-footed”); relation, or pros
ti (“taller than”, “smaller than”, “disciple of”); place, or pou (“in Moscow”, “in 
Athens”, “in front of me”); time, or pote (“at 4pm”, “today”, “tomorrow”); posi-
tion, or keisthai (“is lying”, “is standing”, “is sitting”); having, or echein (“is 
armed”, “is shod”);  action, or poiein (“is reading”, “is telling”, “is seeing”); pas-
sion, or paschein (“is read”, “is told”, “is seen”). These ten categories can be 
combined with each other into an indefinite number of sentences. For example, 
“The wise Socrates always sits nearby my father’s” pools together a set of six 
categories including quality (“wise”), substance (“Socrates”), time and quantity 
(“always”), position (“sits”), place (“nearby”), and relation (my father’s”).  

1.2. On what there cannot be. While categories refer to the various ways of 
being, oppositions may be said to refer to the various ways of non-being. 
A number of descriptions can be found both in Aristotle’s Categories (Chapter 
10) and Metaphysics ( 10). Thus, Aristotle sees four kinds of opposites, or an-
tithesis: relatives (“double” vs “half”, “father” vs “son”); contraries (“black” vs 
“white”, “good” vs “evil”); opposed by possession and privation (“sight” vs 
“blindness”, “vertebrate” vs “invertebrate”); opposed by affirmation and nega-
tion (“Socrates is sitting” vs “Socrates is not sitting”). In a nutshell, opposites are 
whatever cannot cohere or stand together: Socrates cannot be the master of Aris-
totle and the disciple of Aristotle (opposed relatives); Socrates cannot be white 
and black (opposed contraries); Socrates cannot be seeing and blind (opposed by 
possession and privation); Socrates cannot be sitting and not sitting (opposed by 
affirmation and negation).  
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The first three kinds of opposition are of metaphysical order: these are at-
tributes that cannot cohere in mundane things. At the same time, the fourth kind 
of opposition is of logical order: it is so when given predicates cannot be true of 
sentential subjects. Aristotle also views two sorts of logical oppositions: contra-
diction, and (logical) contrariety. There is only one law of coherence, in Aris-
totle’s corpus: the Law of Non-Contradiction (LNC), saying that ‘The same 
thing cannot at the same time both belong and not belong to the same object and 
in the same respect’1. It is well known that such a logical relation has been fig-
ured into the so-called Aristotelian square of opposition. However, the latter has 
never been conceived by Aristotle himself. Again, Aristotle assumed only two 
sorts of logical opposition: contrariety, and contradiction. By contraries (enan-
tios), Aristotle meant propositions that cannot be true together. By contradicto-
ries (antiphatikos), he meant propositions that cannot be true together or false 
together. Despite the occurrence of four sorts of logical relation in the aforemen-
tioned square, Aristotle considered only two of these as genuine oppositions: 
‘Verbally four kinds of opposition are possible, viz. universal affirmative to uni-
versal negative, universal affirmative to particular negative, particular affirma-
tive to universal negative and particular affirmative to particular negative. But 
really there are only three: for the particular affirmative is only verbally opposed 
to the particular negative. Of the genuine opposites — I call those which are uni-
versal contraries, e.g. “every science is good”, “no science is good”; the others I 
call contradictories’2. 

Oppositions between categorical sentences are composites of quality and 
quantity, assuming that substances are singular terms that are kept aside from 
Aristotle’s syllogistics. Let S be the symbol for subject-terms in a sentence (e.g. 
science), and P be the ensuing predicate-term (e.g., good). These are two kinds 
of quality, while quantity is expressed by two prefixed expressions like “every” 
(or “all”) and “some”. Then every categorical sentence is of the form 
“Every / Some S is / not P”, including a set of four quantifications (totally or 
partly, affirmatively or negatively). Borrowing from the medieval symbolization 
(affirmatio, negatio), it results in the following specifications of “Science is 
good”: 

A Universal affirmative: Every S is P (“Every science is good”) 

E Universal negative: No S is P (“No science is good”) 

I Particular affirmative: Some S is P (“Some science is good”) 

O Particular negative: Some S is not P (“Some science is not good”) 

                                                 
1 Aristotle, Metaphysics, 3,1005b, 29–30. 
2 Aristotle, Prior Analytics, 63b21–30. 
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           Aristotle          Apuleus          Boethius 

While Aristotle assumed only two sorts of logical opposition (contrariety, 
contradiction), Apuleius (123–170 C.E.) inserted the additional relation of subcon-
trariety, or upenainenai (or hupenantios), whose term was coined by Alexander of 
Aphrodisias ( 150–215 C.E.). Any two sentences are subcontrary to each other 
whenever these cannot be false together. Then Boethius (480–525 C.E.) squared 
the square by the fourth relation of subalternation, an ordered relation according to 
which the first sentence cannot be false whenever the second is true. 

2. Existence. Existence is a special case of being, to be defined broadly 
speaking as “what is the case”. Notwithstanding the tricky defining notion of 
“case”, this means that existence refers to whatever is actual or belongs to real-
ity. In order to clarify the meaning of existence, let us try to think about it by its 
counterpart of inexistence. Are existence and inexistence complementary with 
each other?  

2.1. On what there is (to be). It is worthwhile to note that existence is not 
among Aristotle’s ten categories. For this reason, the controversy about whether 
existence is a property or not should be answered negatively from an Aristotelian 
perspective. How to express existence, if this cannot be made by a predicate or 
any other expression of being? One plausible candidate for this purpose is to be 
found under the category of substance, or ousia: only the terms of substance 
should be in position to be words for existing things, albeit not proper definitions 
of these within a given language. One related criterion for existence is unique-
ness, as stated by Aristotle: ‘Now that which underlies a thing is that of which 
everything else is predicated, but it itself cannot be predicated of anything else’3. 

This underlying criterion amounts to say that whatever exists cannot be 
used as a predicate term in an arbitrary sentence, thereby making a difference 
between two senses of substance: primary substances, which correspond to the 
notion of individual or upokeimenon; secondary substance, which can be used as 

                                                 
3 Aristotle. Metaphysics 1028b 36. 
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universals and somehow match with eidos (concept, or idea. In other words, 
there may be two kinds of subject-term in a sentence but only one substance, by 
contradistinction to the broader notion of quality. However, uniqueness cannot 
be a sufficient criterion of existence without neglecting the ensuing debate of 
universals in the Middle Age. Are there tables, or only instances of tables that 
occur as proper substances? Rather than reintroducing the controversy between 
realists and nominalists, let us say that the truth a sentence of the form “S is P” is 
no sufficient condition to entail the existence of S.  

Jumping into the recent history of analytic philosophy, let us recall what 
Quine said about the notion of existence from a logical point of view. According 
to him, ‘To be is to be the value of a bound variable’ in a canonical language 
based on first-order logic and including quantifiers4. Thus, the sentence “Socra-
tes is white” should be regimented into the formal sentence ( x) Sx  Wx: there 
is some thing x such that x is Socrates (or “Socratizes”) and x is white. But just 
as Strawson rightly noted to this respect, nothing prevents such a formalization 
from quantifying over such more abstract, secondary properties as in “Jealousy is 
evil”. This sentence says that there is some x such that x is jealous and x is evil. 
Again, the question whether there is something more “behind” jealousy than a 
concept or a mere individual is left open to the ontological controversy between 
realists (or, better, conceptualists for whom concepts exist) and nominalists (for 
whom only spatiotemporal individuals or substances exist). 

Another criterion to assess existence, beyond the previous quarrel, is a 
property of sentences themselves rather than their terms: truth, or aletheia. In-
deed, the latter can be viewed as a good test for existence if one assumes that 
only existing things can make sentences properly true. For truth was taken by 
Aristotle to rely upon facts, in accordance to the correspondence theory of truth 
assumed in these lines:  

What is more, there cannot be anything between two contradictories, but of 
any one subject, one thing must either be asserted or denied. This is clear if we 
first define what is truth and what is falsehood. A falsity is a statement of that 
which is that it is not, or of that which is not that it is; and a truth is a statement of 
that which is that it is, or of that which is not that it is not. Hence, he who states of 
anything that it is, or that it is not, will either speak truly or speak falsely. But of 
what is neither being nor nonbeing it is not said that it is or that it is not5. 

The beginning of the above quotation states the famous Law of Excluded 
Middle (LEM) in terms of assertion and denial: every sentence is said to be ei-
ther true or false, according to the way things are and their linguistic expressions of 
affirmation or negation. At the same time, the end of the quotation seems to contra-

                                                 
4 Quine. On What There Is. P. 15. 
5 Aristotle. Metaphysics 1005b 15-20 (our italics). 



  

434 

dict the first lines by assuming that there is something between being (what is) and 
nonbeing (what is not). Does it mean that a sentence can be neither true nor false, 
despite LEM? A way to disentangle this point is to note that every proposition is true 
or false whereas indeterminate sentences — whose content cannot be assessed by 
facts — are none. Thus, Aristotle’s oppositions put the limits of coherence by LNC 
whilst raising other troubles around these limits of discourse by LEM. Two such 
case studies have been considered within Aristotle’s Organon: indeterminate events 
(On Interpretation, chapter 9), on the one hand; empty terms, on the other hand. The 
next section will focus on the latter issue through the well-known problem of existen-
tial import. Is bivalence restricted to discourse about existing things? 

2.2. On what there is not. In his definition of truth and falsity, Aristotle re-
ferred to “what is not” the case. For example, truth is expressed by any sentence 
stating of what is not that it is not. And yet, non-being rose a big trouble within 
philosophy of logic by the following ontological question: cannot one say some-
thing true about what is not, that is, non-existing things? Despite the contrary 
impression made by Aristotle’s definition of truth, let us consider the well-
known Parmenide’s Paradox. According to the latter, to say something about 
what is not entails that it is somehow: ‘What can be spoken of and thought must 
be: for it is possible for it to be, but it is not possible for “nothing” to be’6. 

A blatant ambiguity is included in the above statement. It concerns the 
meaning of “nothing”: does it mean “not so(mething)”, or “not(hing) at all”? In 
the former reading, existence is assumed hereby as a precondition of being. In 
the latter reading, existence is not assumed anymore because Parmenides merely 
talks about unsayable things, i.e., things that cannot be even predicated and 
thereby occur into a sentence. Take the example of a fictional character like 
Sherlock Holmes: he is said to be a detective since Arthur Conan Doyle coined 
this character; therefore, he is not unsayable after all.  

Then Bertrand Russell relaunched the issue of ontological commitment by 
asking how sentences about empty terms may be true. In the famous case “The 
King of France is bald”, something is said about a fictional character whose refer-
ence in the real world is empty. Russell’s logical analysis betrays some confusion 
about the meaning of negation in terms of its scope. According to his treatment of 
so-called negative existentials, “The King of France is bald” is false because there 
is no x such that x is the King of France (and bald) and “The King of France is not 
bald” is equally false because there is no x such that x is the King of France (and 
bald). In other words, falsity is due to the inexistence of the subject-term rather 
than the terms it is predicated of. 

Does the issue of existential import mean that Aristotle’s logic is restricted 
to discourse about existing things? In case existence should occur as a precondi-
                                                 

6 Parmenides. Fr. 6. 
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tion for truth, not only “dragons are dangerous” but also “dragons are dragons” 
are false once there is no dragon. A better analysis of the situation requires a 
distinction between affirmation and denial, on the one hand, truth and falsity on 
the other hand. A confusion between these two pairs lies at the core of Par-
menides’ Paradox and misreads the square of opposition. 

Let “Dragon are dangerous” be an initial statement. Its proposition is a 
universal affirmative of the form A, meaning “Every dragon is dangerous” or 
“All dragons are dangerous”. Then its contrary is the universal affirmative E: 
“Every dragon is not dangerous”, or “No dragon is dangerous”. Its contradictory 
is the particular negative O: “Some dragon is not dangerous”, or “Some dragons 
are dangerous”, or “Not every dragon is dangerous”. Its subaltern is the particu-
lar affirmative I: “Some dragon is dangerous”, “Some dragons are dangerous”, 
or “Not every dragon is not dangerous”. While the square of opposition has been 
blamed for being inconsistent when dealing with empty terms, we take the af-
firmative lexicalization of its terms to be the sole culprit. For let us assume that 
A is false. Then O must be true by definition, which can hardly be accepted if 
this requires that there be some dragons that are not dangerous. Conversely, as-
suming that universals terms are always true by definition does not solve the 
problem anymore: assuming that A is true (even if there are no dragons) by rely-
ing upon the conditional meaning of universals, it entails that I is equally true 
and requires again that there be dragons. In other words, the trouble comes from 
the existential flavor of particular sentences I and O and their alleged ontological 
commitment. We want to reject such a controversy in the following, after recall-
ing the surrounding debate. 

It is traditionally said two things about Aristotle’s logic. First, that he as-
sumed non-empty terms as instantiations of the subject-terms S in any predica-
tion of the form “S is P”. Second, that he ignored singular terms in his logical 
analyses (e.g., Socrates). Such statements have been widespread through his me-
dieval commentators, as witnessed by Horn: 

For Aristotle, Not every man is white was indeed taken to be the canonical con-
tradictory of Every man is white (De Interpretatione, 24b6), but there is no sugges-
tion that it is not considered to be equivalent to Some man is not white; for Apuleius 
and Boethius, these two forms were explicitly taken to be notational variants. Abe-
lard’s results, despite the consistency of his argumentation, were apparently too coun-
terintuitive to be taken seriously; later medieval (and modern) logicians almost with-
out exception rejected this distinction between non omnis and quidam non7. 

The problem is about which of the four canonical propositions A, E, I, O 
do have existential import according to Aristotle’s logic, these entailing that their 
subject-term exists. Horn sees four main positions in this respect: 

                                                 
7 Horn. A Natural History of Negation. P. 26. 
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(i) Existential import is determined by the quality of the proposition: af-
firmative (A and I) propositions entail existence, while negative ones (E 
and O) do not; 

(ii) Existential import is determined by the quantity of the proposition: univer-
sals (A and E) have no existential import, while particulars (I and O) do;  

(iii) Existential import corresponds to a presupposition associated with A, 
E, I and O propositions; 

(iv) The question of existential import is entirely absent from the Square of 
Opposition8. 

Our own answer is that propositions have no ontological commitment per
se; rather, any contradictory of an ontologically committed proposition should be 
deprived of such a commitment. But this does not preclude any of the four main 
propositions to be committed in a particular situation, or not. Furthermore, Read 
(2015) recalled that Aristotle made a relevant distinction between two uses of 
negation in a proposition: ‘It is clear that “is not-white” and “is not white” sig-
nify different things and that one is an affirmation, the other a denial’9. 

So in a case in which there is no S, then “Some is not-P” is false whereas 
“Some S is not P” is true. In order to do justice to this distinction, let us intro-
duce two possible interpretations of negative statements prefixed by “No”, or 
“Not every”: propositions with import (symbols: Ximp!), such that there is a x 
such that x is S, and every / some x is P / is not P; propositions without import 
(symbols: Ximp?), such that either there is no x such that x is S or every / some x is 
P / is not P. In the first case, a Strawsonian interpretation is assumed in that each 
proposition is prefixed by an existential quantifier over the subject-term S. In the 
second case, the ambiguity of negation arises again because “without import” 
may mean either “with explicitly no import” (there is no S) or “with no informa-
tion about whether there is import”.  

A generalization of these readings has been already made in Chatti & Schang 
(2012), echoing with Read (2015) whilst giving a comprehensive interpretation of 
every categorical proposition in classical first-order logic. Thus, for every proposi-
tion of the form X  {A,E,I,O}, propositions with import are of the form 

Ximp! df ( x)Sx  X
and propositions without import are the form 

Ximp? df (( x)Sx  X) 
 

                                                 
8 Ibid. P. 24. 
9 Aristotle. Prior Analytics I, 46, 52a 24–26. 
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For example, Aimp! is an affirmative universal with existential import: there 
is some S (or there are Ss), and every S is P. Formally:  

Aimp! df ( x)Sx  (x)(Sx  Px). 
On the other hand, Aimp? is an affirmative universal without existential im-

port: either there are no Ss or every S is P, thereby matching an alternative read-
ing with the above negated conjunction through de Morgan’s rules. Formally:  

Aimp? df (( x)Sx  ((x)(Sx  Px))  ( x)Sx  (x)(Sx  Px). 

The following tables show a comparative set of the resulting eight proposi-
tions, where each of the initial four categorical statements is given a twofold 
interpretation. 

  Read (2015) Chatti & Schang (2013) 
1 Every S is P A Aimp! 
2 Every S is not-P A* Eimp! 
3 No S is P E Eimp? 
4 No S is not-P E* Aimp? 
5 Some S is P I Iimp! 
6 Some S is not-P I* Oimp! 
7 Not every S is P O Oimp? 
8 Not every S is not-P O* Eimp? 

The important difference between the two kinds of negation is sorted out 
by Read with the star X*, to be read “… S is not-P” and opposing to X as “… S 
is P”. Borrowing from Englebretsen (1981), propositions X* are counter-
affirmations, contraries of predicate terms that are expressed by affixal nega-
tions, e.g., “immortal” vs “mortal”, by distinction from the denied “not mortal”. 
It is only thanks to this two-tiered negation that the problem of existential import 
can be overcome through a distinction between two lexicalized forms of I and O, 
disentangling the ambiguity between affirmative propositions “… S is not-P” 
and negative propositions “... S is not P”. By doing so, I and O need not be ren-
dered as particulars anymore and correspond first to contradictory negations of 
universals. 

The logical result is an enriched set of eight non-equivalent categorical 
statements, rather than the four traditional ones. The geometrical result is a logi-
cal cube of oppositions, as depicted by the following figure occurring both in 
Chatti & Schang (2013) and Read (2015). 
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To summarize, a solution to the problem of existential import requires a 

prior distinction between predicate negation (“is not”) and predicate term (af-
fixal) negation (“is-not”); this also advocates an introduction into term logic, in 
order to make sense of traditional logic, along with a corresponding distinction 
between denial and counter-affirmation (see Englebretsen 1981). The distinction 
between denial and counter-affirmation helps to preserve bivalence, as a law of 
assertion and denial (rather than counter-affirmation); it also settles the famous 
sea-battle case (On Interpretation, Chapter IX): if there will be a sea-battle to-
morrow (symbols: p), affirming p or affirming not-p differs from affirming p or 
denying p. In the first case, there is an opposition between contraries and their 
common statement is false now because of the indeterminacy of future events. In 
the second case, the opposition stands between contradictories and is true now in 
denying by lack of evidence. Thus, Aristotle’s logic needs term logic to be con-
sistent regardless of the criterion of existence. Such a refinement may be helpful 
to make sense of the debate opposing “substance: to “essence”. 

          S is P                                        S is not-P 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  S is not not-P                                    S is not P 

Indeterminate events are neither affirmed nor counter-affirmed, but denied. 
Again, a proper logic of terms may give rise to more oppositional structures be-

A I 

A* I* 

E O 

E* O* 
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yond the basic square. For there may be several ways of being, i.e., several com-
positions of categories, as witnessed the so-called categorical statements which 
are a combination of quality (S is P) and quantity (every, not every).  

Some fundamental questions are in order. How many such modes of com-
position can there be? Lines, squares and cubes differ by the number of the com-
posites in opposed beings. Basically, each of n predications can be either as-
serted or denied among a range of 2n opposed terms. Are there fundamental 
modes of compositions (a priori)? It seems that every mode of being is about 
substance S and quality P: every mode of being is a predication (P is true/false of 
S), whether affirmative or negative. Are there reduction laws between some 
compositions? Taking the case of alethic and temporal (de re vs de dicto) mo-
dalities, it might be said that alethic necessity is a composition of quality and 
time (always / never). Are S and P independent categories? If yes, then necessity 
is irreducible to time and substance is irreducible to quality (essentialism). All 
these questions are left open, merely showing the questioning power that lies 
inside Aristotle’s philosophy of being.  

3. Essence
3.1. To be, or not to be? That is the question (on Individuals). What is the 

essence of a thing? Its quiddity is an answer to the question about what it is (quid 
est): “S is P” is the logical form of such answers as “Socrates is a man”, “Men 
are mortal”, “Mortality is natural”, “Nature is beautiful”, and so on. What entity 
of natural language can or cannot play the role of S and P?  

Following Aristotle’s Organon, being is a combination of predicates that 
are true or are not true of a subject; now there are further forms of opposition 
between beings, including the case of modalities (see On Interpretation, Chapter 
14). Some attributes are said to inhere to things either necessarily (by nature), or 
accidentally (possibly). An extensional reading of modalities turns the latter into 
quantifiers, including them into category of quantity. Take for example the 
statement “Every man is mortal”, necessity is to the effect that every S is P and it 
is so (or not) at every time or place. Now what are S and P in any such statement, 
if not substances? But they are not so in same order — they can be given as a 
genus, a species, or an individual, thereby occurring as primary or secondary 
substance in a given predication. The proper name “Socrates” is a primary sub-
stance (hupokeimenon, pros ti), whereas “man” is a secondary substance (eidos, 
ideia). In order to make sense of substance and quality, let us say that the sub-
ject-term is a set-theoretical extension or element of the set P. Then “S is P” is 
true if and only if S is an element of P, i.e., S belongs to the finite set P  {S1, …, 
Sn}. In this sense, there cannot be Ps without Ss. At the same time, S is an indi-
vidual which is to be defined by a set of properties P and, if so, this means that 
there cannot be Ss without Ps. How to settle this circularity problem between S 
and P? A way out is to characterize individuals or primary substances not as ul-
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timate or basic elements from which everything is composed; rather, our sug-
gested solution is to deal with individuals as the resulting products of classes, 
i.e., secondary substances. Primary substances may be metaphysically prime, but 
they are not so from a logical point of view. In order to make this issue more 
precise, let us recall that there can be two distinctive accounts of primary sub-
stance: according to hacceism, S is a substance that is by means of an extra-
property going over predication; according to predicativism, S is a finite set of 
predicates which cannot be what it is without predication. An advantage of predi-
cativism is that it overcomes some paradoxes (as Noah’s boat) by using the catego-
ries of position and time to define substances. Moreover, it helps to reply to Par-
menides’ Paradox by departing nothingness from nonexistence. Indeed, 
nothingness is what cannot be predicated at all (ontological antilogy) and is the 
contrary of fullness which cannot be individuated (ontological tautology). In-
between these two duals, beings are a mixture of nothingness and fullness: this 
serves as a depiction of Aristotle’s hylemorphism, according to which everything is 
a mixture of matter (hyle) and form (eidos). Every subject S is an indefinite string 
of properties P inside the categories of Being. This explanation leads to argue 
against ontological atomism and for semantic holism. By saying “every thing”, it is 
meant an arbitrary composition of being (so-and-so) and not-being (so-and-so), i.e. 
a composition of duals.  

3.2. To be, and to be not! That is the answer (on Individuation). Two main 
sorts of category ae prominent thus far, namely: quantifiers (time-place), and 
qualities (substance-position-relation-having-action-passion). In “every x is a P”, P 
belongs to the qualities of every individual as an ultimate class. This means that 
there are two dimensions of meaning: a qualitative dimension, with a finite string 
of qualities or predicates; a quantitative dimension, composed of sets of times t and 
places s. Let us illustrate this twofold aspect of meaning by the following table, 
where 1 and 0 are yes- and no-answers to questions about properties of individuals. 
In other words, 1 means that S is P and 0 means that S is not P. 

 white philosopher bald Russian 
Socrates 1 1 0 0 
At t = {t1, t2, …}     
In s = {s1, s2, …}     
     
Vladimir Putin 1 0 0 1 
At t = {t1, t2, …}     
In s = {s1, s2, …}      

The difference between atomist and holist ontologies is that the individual oc-
curs either as a basic element of a set P or as the final intersecting product of several 
sets P, respectively.  
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          Atomist ontology 

                                                                                               S (individual)

       
 

                                                     P1 (species) 
                                         

 
 

                                                                                 P2  (genus) 
 
 

 

Holist ontology  

              P1 
        

 P2       
                                                                                                 S 

 
        

   
        

                  
                                                                                                   P5 

 
 
              
        
 
           P3                 P4 

  
                                                                                                               

Another way to figure out the manifold forms of quantitative information 
is by introducing the parameter of depth, as shown in the following scheme: any 
two individuals are made different from each other either from the qualitative 
dimension of predication, or from the quantitative parameters of space, time, or 
even memory. These parameters can be superposed to each other, whereas any 
predication belongs to one of these vertical range of quantitative meaning.  
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Such a non-atomist or holist ontology does not infringe LNC at all, since 
“S is P1 and not P2” obviously differs from “S is P1 and not-P1”. 

To conclude on Aristotle’s theory of oppositions, one can depict the four 
well-known oppositions as four modes of “so-being” for any given thing. Con-
traries are said of those things that cannot be so-and-so together, that is, having 
the same properties at once. However, these things may lack one same property 
at once. Contradictories are said of those which cannot be so-and-so together and 
cannot be not so-and-so together. Subcontraries are said of those that cannot be 
not so-and-so together, while these can be said to be so-and-so together. Finally, 
any thing is said subaltern to another thing if the former cannot be not so-and-so 
whenever the latter is so-and-so. 

Our holist view of meaning leads to a characterization of individuals by 
means of finite properties; the result can be viewed in two theories differing in 
space and time: in the modern Boolean logic, bits are concatenated to each other 
in the form of bitstrings connecting strings of 1s and 0s. In the ancient Book of 
Change, or I Ching, a set of 64 hexagrams was meant to characterize the mutable 
state of course of every thing. The reader will easily make the link between these 
two theories, also noting that Aristotle’s basic theory of predication is opposed 
by no way to this more complex picture of things.  

The I Ching (“Book of Changes”, 1st m. BC): Shao Yong (1011-1077 
C.E.)’s sequence of hexagram: 
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4. Conclusion
4.1. Synthesis (On Aristotle’s Ontology). The present paper proposed a 

transition from Aristotle’s oppositions to Aristotelian oppositions, from a logical 
discourse of truth-values to an ontological discourse of bitstrings. The nexus 
between logic and ontology relied on Aristotle’s theory of hylemorphism.  

Three main concepts help to throw some light on how these aspects of his 
philosophy may be articulated to each other: substance, judgment, and values.  

Firstly, substance is given to be a translation of ousia, a product of the 
process of predication from hyle through eidos — notice that hyle is a sort of 
unformed matter deprived of eidos. Predication proceeds hereby as an eidetic 
formation of things as predicable subjects in a sentence. The “form” of sentences 
is given by a set of predicates individuating a subject. Logic and ontology have 
to do with forms and formalization, respectively. If the related “formation” 
amounts to the process of assigning forms to subjects terms, then it resorts to the 
area of ontology and is closely related to the grammar used in a given language. 
If “formalization” amounts to the process of assigning forms without subject, 
then it resorts to logic by talking about things in a very general way. This is how 
Aristotle presented his syllogistic theory, replacing general terms by mere vari-
ables whenever the meaning of a sentence entirely relies on its given form. 

Secondly, judgment is made in the form of affirmation and denial; it repre-
sents a crucial speech-act in the world-making process of predication, and the 
two further notions of truth and falsity are by-products of these speech-acts. 

Thirdly, values are assigned to the terms of language in various ways. Tra-
ditionally, the values of subject-terms are individuals and the values of proposi-
tions are truth-values. In our holist view of meaning, the picture is more complex 
and should be zoomed on. For individuals are two-dimensional, spatio-temporal 
entities made of a finite set of properties. This means that individuals are many-
valued things, assuming that a collection of such properties makes individuals 
appear as intersections of classes rather than basic element of classes.  

As Quine will claim it much later on, there is ‘No entity without identity’10. 
                                                 

10 Quine. Ontological Relativity and Other Essays. P. 23.  
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To translate this statement in our mixed context of logic and ontology, this 
means that there is no ousia without eidos, i.e., no subject without predicate in a 
language and no substance without essence in the world. On the one hand, any 
subject S results from a concatenation of predicates P1, P2, … in space and time. 
On the other hand, any “thing” is a mixture of being (the Boolean 1) and not-
being (the Boolean 0). If so, then both Absolute being (strict concatenation of 
1’s) and Absolute Non-being (strict concatenation of 0’s) are nothing (or no-
thing) in the sense of not being things at all. In other words, to be everything and 
to be nothing ontologically amount to the same11. 

Does Quine’s statement also suggest that there is no identity without exis-
tence, thereby leading from entity to existence by transitivity? Aristotle’s logic 
makes sense regardless of the criterion of existence, as far as the preceding ex-
planations hold. Philosophers may have been abused by language in their inves-
tigation on meaning, as if a speaker could not understand what is referred to in a 
sentence without making ontological commitments by the same token. In our 
holist theory of meaning, individuals are finite bitstrings in the qualitative di-
mension of meaning while quantifiers resort to the qualitative dimension of 
meaning. This helps to how speakers may be easily misled by the following op-
posed expressions: “no thing” and “nothing”, “every thing” and “everything”, or 
“some thing” and “something”. Only the latter are synonyms, whereas the first 
two paired expressions are not12. 

Valid expressions Invalid expressions 
no thing is everything nothing is everything 
nothing is no thing nothing is something 
no thing is nothing everything is every thing 
every thing is something no thing is something 
some thing is something every thing is everything 
something is some thing everything is nothing 
 something is everything 

4.2. Pros and Cons. What arguments are there for or against a general theory 
of Aristotelian oppositions, beyond the restricted use of Aristotle’s oppositions? 
For, we argued in this paper that opposition is on a par with identity with respect to 

                                                 
11 This echoes what Hegel claimed in his Wissenschaft der Logik: “Das reine Sein 

und das reine Nichts ist also dasselbe, besteht zu Recht” (S. 74). 
12 A similar conceptual confusion between qualities and quantities has been 

summarized in the following joke. Jean-Paul Sartre is sitting at a French café, revisiting 
his draft of Being and Nothingness. He says to the waitress: — I’d like a cup of coffee, 
please, with no cream. The waitress replies, — I’m sorry, Monsieur, but we’re out of 
cream. How about with no milk? 
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the ontological properties of beings: there does not make sense to talk about what 
is or what is not without understanding what opposition consists in. 

On the one hand, the theory of opposition is a sound pattern of rational 
thought in at least three respects. Firstly, a reduction of metaphysical to logical 
opposites is technically possible by introducing contraries in term logic, or priva-
tives in tense and alethic logic. Secondly, this theory turns out to be an elegant 
gathering of “intellectual structures” developed by Robert Blanché, leading to a 
large range of conceptual oppositions by combining the basic parameters of 
quality and quantity. Thirdly, such a theory offers a very general inquiry into a 
meta-opposition between identity (consequence) and difference (opposition); the 
logical notion of consequence relates to identity through the positive criterion of 
value-preservation between formulas, whereas opposition relates to difference 
through the negative criterion of value-non-preservation between any meaning-
ful entities (sentences, concepts, individuals). 

On the other hand, one may argue against such a theory of opposition that 
it remains a language-dependent theory. For one thing, it requires an ontology of 
substance such that any lack of subject entails a lack of meaning in sentences. 
How to make sense of oppositions in quantum physics, for example? Besides, 
opposition has been depicted as a logic of inclusion. The main role of predication 
makes Aristotle’s logic a pioneer of set theory, or monadic predicate theory; 
does it mean that Aristotle’s philosophy is the culprit of contemporary set-
theoretical paradoxes as well as the ensuing foundation crisis of the early 20th 
century? Indeed, it is taken for granted that relation primes over predication or 
inclusion in scientific theories. For want of any modern adaptation of the theory 
of opposition to this requisite of modern science, this ultimate point may consti-
tute the most controversial legacy of Aristotle throughout the history of ideas. 
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José Veríssimo TEIXEIRA DA MATA 

ARISTOTLE AND FREGE  
ON FOUNDATIONS OF LOGIC 

When we speak about classical authors (Aristotle is not only a classical au-
thor, but also a classic author), we can always raise the following question: how 
is it that they, the classical authors, endure for us? 

1. We might say that they endure because they are still important for us, 
independently of their importance in the past. 

2. Furthermore, with Quine1, we might assert that Aristotle’s logic is part 
of our modern logic, but a small part in a larger whole, like a brick in a great 
building. 

3. Concerning Aristotle’s logic, many questions remain; and, in this sense, 
he is still around for us too. We had the chance to see, at the Moscow Confer-
ence on Aristotle’s legacies, for example, that are many amazing questions 
opened in Aristotle’s syllogistic. We might say, then, that he was important in 
the past, but he is also important for us, independently of his recognized impor-
tance in the past, because we are still trying to solve many problems that he 
posed for us. 

4. But we might take another direction, still acknowledging Aristotle’s 
contribution to logic but affirming that he doesn’t have a place in modern logic, 
and particularly in Frege’s conception of logic. If this is true, Aristotle was im-
portant in the past, but he is no longer relevant for us. One might affirm, perhaps, 
that he is not a “classic” author, in the sense that his work doesn’t continue to 
generate new meanings for us. 

Of course, with regard to Hypothesis 4, we might well point out that Frege 
and Aristotle are different thinkers, from different times, speaking, of course, of 
different things. Each one worked in his own time on questions that the science 
of logic had framed within a determined context, so we cannot compare them 
without distorting the meaning of each one’s writings.  

Aristotle’s logical experience responded to the demands of his time, and 
could not meet the demands and the standards of logical rigor of another period. 
In particular, Frege’s logical symbolism is, in fact, much stronger than that of 

                                                 
1 Quine. Logique Élémentaire. P. 27 
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Aristotle, expressing as it does modern concepts, many of them introduced by 
Frege himself. His reshaping of logic is fed by the dialog between logic and the 
philosophy of language. Logical language in Frege is grounded in notions which 
were unknown to Aristotle, like object and concept; while Aristotle based his 
logic on his ontology, in which the major role is played by the categories sub-
stance and predicates. Furthermore, we can see that the difference between dici-
tur de subjecto and in subjecto est, very crucial in Aristotle’s logic, do not play 
any role at all in Frege’s logic. Consider the following propositions: 

— Socrates is a man. 
— Socrates is white. 

Aristotle’s logic has two kinds of predication. In the first proposition, we 
have an example of essential predication, where the definition of the predicate is 
applied to the subject. In the second proposition, we could not apply the defini-
tion of the predicate to the subject. In example “Socrates is white”, color discre-
tivus could not be applied to Socrates, the subject. 

In Frege this distinction plays no role, as we may see in his essay Über Be-
griff und Gegenstand2, where he only recognizes two kinds of predication: iden-
tity and copula. 

Identity: This is Alexander. 

Copula: This leaf is green /// This leaf becomes green. 
This is a mammal. 

Concerning these examples, we may say that Aristotle conceives of all 
them. Something like the pure identity in Frege (This is Alexander), occurs in 
Prior Analitics3. Of course, in the balance between extension and intension, Ari-
stotle could make certain comments on Frege’s examples. “Mammal” is not a 
simple predicate, like green; it denotes a difference, something like a subgenus 
that allows the definition of a species4 or of a subgroup of animals. In fact, in a 
proposition such as this ball is green, green color appears as an accident. Accident 
is something strictly linked with the “modus” (I have made a free use of the word 
modus here); in subjecto est, “mammal”, we would say, is something between 
essence and accident, or another crucial kind of predicate in Aristotle’s logic. 

                                                 
2 Frege. Über Begriff and Object // Fünf logische Studien. S.48: “Kann man nicht 

ebenso gut von etwas aussagen, es sei Alexander der Grosse, ode es sei die Zahl Vier, oder 
es sei der Planet Venus, wie man von etwas aussagen kann, es sei grün, es sei Säugatier? In 
den letzten beiden Beispielen dient es als Kopula, als blosses Formwort der Aussage”. 

3 Aristotle. Analytica Priora 43a 35. 
4 Man = rational (difference) animal (genus). 
   This group = mamal (difference) animal (genus). 
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One could continue along this line of thinking to prove the differences be-
tween Frege and Aristotle, just as we could explore their similarities. For exam-
ple, both Frege and Aristotle consider the logical analysis of language fundamen-
tal to logic, and this highlights an important aspect of logical foundations. 

With regard to differences, we might also say that Aristotle’s fundamental 
logical relationships or logical foundation, dicitur de subjecto // in subjecto est, 
has nothing in common with the fundamental logical relations in Frege’s founda-
tions of logic. As Frege puts, in many passages of different articles5 (for instance 
in the famous “Über Begriff und Gegenstand”, quoted above, these relations are: 

1) A is A, where A is an object. Of course, we are working in the language 
level. We have in fact a proper name A’, which denotes an object (A). 

2) An object falls under one concept. At the language level, a proper name 
falls under a verbal concept. 

3) One first order concept falls under a second order concept. In the lan-
guage, a first order verbal concept falls under a second order verbal concept. 

Both lines of research are a way to explore differences and similarities be-
tween the two logicians and thinkers. 

I have no intention to reduce Aristotle to Frege or Frege to Aristotle, and I will 
not deny the enormous improvements in logic made by Frege. Above and beyond the 
question, what remains for us of Aristotle’s logic, it would be more interesting to 
ask how Aristotle’s concepts and tools could be employed in the foundation of 
modern logic. We thus relocate the issue from logic to the foundations of logic. 
I will discuss whether or not Aristotle is retained in the modern logical tradi-
tion, in particular in Frege’s conception of logic, or in a Aristotelian recon-
struction of modern logic. Under our last supposition, substance, predicate, 
concept and object refer more to the foundations of logic than to logic itself. In 
many logical relationships, Aristotle’s conceptual tools can, as we shall see 

                                                 
5 Besides “Über Begriff und Gegenstand”, where one can read statements like this: 

“Jesus fällt unter den Begriff Mensch (Jesus falls under the concept of man) = ein Mensch 
fällt unter den Begriff Mensch (one man falls under the concept of man), Frege also wrote 
an essay “Ausführungen über Sinn und Bedeutung” (“Remarks on sense and reference”), 
in which we can read: Frege. Fünf logische Studien. S. 52: “Die logische Grundbeziehung 
ist die des Fallen seines Gegenstandes unter einen Begriff: auf sie lassen sich alle Bezie-
hungen zwischen Begriffen zurückfuhren”, (“The logical fundamental relation is that in 
which its object falls under a concept…”). For Frege, the fundamental relation in logic is 
that where one object falls under one concept. Some thing can be similar to that relation, 
when a concept of first order falls under a concept of second order (Frege. Schriften zur 
Logik und Sprachphilosophie. P. 25). 
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below, address the same problems as Frege’s logical concepts. We already 
know from Frege that these tools could even  play a role in the foundations of 
mathematics. 

I think that it is crucial to highlight the contribution of Frege to the rapport 
between logic and mathematics, particularly in his article, Funktion und Begriff 
(Function and concept). This essay takes mathematics from an insular world and 
puts it into our world. Frege showed that the functions are similar to the basic 
structures of our language. We can even say that they are mathematical formula-
tions of the relationships between object and concept. We are tempted to con-
sider that concerning these questions, it does not matter what Aristotle had to 
say, as Frege himself stated that Aristotle had nothing to do with mathematics6.  

Analyzing the function x² = 1, Frege wrote7:  

“We have seen that the value of our function x²=1 is always one of the 
two truth values. Now if for a definite argument, e.g. –1, the value of 
the function is the |True, we can express this as follows: ‘the number –
1 has the property that its square is 1’, or more succinctly, ‘–1 is a 
square root of 1’. If the value of the function x² = 1 for an argument, 
e.g. for 2, is the False, we can express this as follows: ‘2 is not a square 
root of 1, or 2 does not fall under the concept: square root of 1’ ”. 

Following this line of thinking, Frege came to the following conclusion:  

“We thus see how closely that which is called concept in logic is 
connected with what we call a function. Indeed, we must say at once: 
a concept is a function whose value is always a truth value8”.  

                                                 
6 Ibid. P. 92: “Wenn man nun die Logik zur Philosophie rechnet, so ergibt sich 

hieraus das Bestehen eine besonders engen Verbindung zwischen Mathematik und Phi-
losophie, was duch die Geschichte der Wissenschaften bestätigt wird. Plato, Descartes, 
Leibnitz, Newton, Kant” (“If one counts logic as part of philosophy, there will be a spe-
cially close bond between mathematics and philosophy, and this is confirmed by the his-
tory of these sciences: Plato, Descartes, Leibniz, Newton, Kant”). 

7 Frege. Fünf logische Studien. S.11: “Wir sahen, dass der Wert unserer Funktion 
x² = 1 immer einer der beiden Wahrheitswerte ist. Wenn nun für ein bestimmtes Argu-
ments, z.B. –1, der Funktionswert das Wahre ist, so können wir das so ausdrücken: “die 
Zahl –1 hat die Eigenschaft, dass ihr Quadrat 1 ist”, oder kürzer: “–1 is eine Quadratwur-
zel aus 1”. Wenn der Wert der Funktion x²=1 für eine Argument, z.B. 2, das Falsche ist, 
so warden wir das so ausdrücken können: “2 is nicht Quadratwurzel aus 1” oder “2 fällt 
unter den Begriff Quadratwurzel aus 1”. 

8 Ibid.: “Wir sehen daraus, wie eng das, was in der Logik Begriff gennant wird, 
zusammenhängt mit dem, was wir Funktion nennen. Ja, man cird geradezu sagen können: 
Ein Begriff ist eine Funktion, deren Wert immer ein Wahreitswert ist”. 
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Of course, if the value is not a truth value, if the value is false, it doesn’t 
belong to the function. We can say that the function has an extension (truth val-
ues): the concept, and what would be outside that extension doesn’t belong to the 
function, just as it doesn’t belong to the concept. Or, as Spinoza put it, one may 
say that all determination is negation; therefore, the contours of a concept define 
what doesn’t belong to the concept. When somebody conceives something like 
an orange, he, contrario sensu, thinks in some way that not everything is an or-
ange. In this everything there are many things, which leads us to boundary of the 
concept. They are very important in practical mathematical and in concrete ex-
perience, in that we can discuss whether they belong to the concept. 

Frege not only helped us to answer the question of what a function is and 
what its nature is. He also worked on the boundaries of the concept, clarifying 
what is not a function. He showed equations and inequations. He overcame the 
mysterium of a function, working on what is not a function, equations and ine-
quations, as they are expressing simple identities. 

Let us examine two equations which express simple identity: 

2+2+2+2=2x4=8 

3x6=18 

The first question we may pose is how it is possible to think of an identity, 
if it doesn’t concern concepts? The answer is not that we think here without con-
cepts, but we think by the concrete manifestation of a concept, the object; and we 
have, on each side, a manifestation of the same object, the idea of 8, which is 
represented by 2+2+2+2, by 2x4, or by 8. 

The function emerges, when we have, for instance: 

2+( )+ ( )+( )=8 

What does this mean? Frege has discovered here the essential propriety of 
functions: their insaturability (Ungesättigtheit).The propriety of functions and of 
their representations (signs by which we represent them) is their insaturability, 
and what appears in their representation corresponds to something that belongs 
to the functions themselves9. Functions are something in motion something 
which searches for an argument to be fulfilled. This propriety, this tool, their 
insaturability, permits differentiation between number and function.  

For instance, 2+2+2+2+2=10 is a simple numerical relation, while 
2+x+x+x+x=10 (2 +4x = 10) is a function. The function always demands a re-

                                                 
9 Frege. Was is eine Funktion? // Frege. Fünf Logische Studien. S. 69: “Der Ein-

gentümlichtkeit der Funktionszeichern, die wir Ungesätigtheit gennant haben, entspricht 
etwas and der Funktionen selbst”. 
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sponse, an argument that can fulfill the truth value for the mathematical proposi-
tion, in this case 10 is (2+4x). If we don’t have this demand, we don’t have a 
function. 10 falls under the concept of (2+4x), but 10 and (2+4x) don’t represent 
a simple identity. (2+4x) is larger than 10; 10 is only one event of (2+4x). 

One of the great merits of Frege, where he resolves the mystery of the 
function and of other mathematical or logical entities, is to arrive at the relation-
ship between logic and mathematics, on the one hand, and logic and language, 
on the other. Frege draws a parallel between  the abstract disciplines, such as 
logic and mathematics, and concrete language. 

Considering a sentence like the following, “Caesar conquered Gaul”10, 
Frege states that such affirmative sentences, as equations and inequations, can 
generally be broken down into two parts: one is complete in itself, and the an-
other demands to be completed. 

Concerning this sentence, we have the first part (Caesar), and the second 
(conquered Gaul). This second part is insaturable, and this is what we can see as 
the nucleus of the function F(x)= y, where x conquered Gaul. 

Caesar is the truth value of the function (conquered Gaul). In fact, Caesar, 
the function argument, is the object of the concept (the man who conquered 
Gaul). I think we could translate this concept into a question, as a function de-
mands something: who conquered Gaul? Caesar. 

Frege solves a crucial question in connection with the basic structure of 
language, that of the sentence and its parts. 

The question we may raise at this point is the following: can Aristotle tell 
us something about these matters?  

Contrary to what Frege thought, Aristotle made important observations re-
garding mathematics11. No one can doubt what the Analytica Posteriora is con-
cerned with: axiomatic science, and in particular the structure of mathematics. 
Furthermore, we know that Aristotle has very important reflections about num-
bers in Greek philosophy, something which is scattered throughout the books of 
metaphysics. 

But if Aristotle is the father of the philosophical reflections about sentences 
(propositions), he had nothing to say about the relations between sentences and 
number, or between sentences and mathematical or modern logic, despite his 
axioms of mathematical science, as we have seen. 

If this assumption is true, we cannot use Aristotle’s logical tools in the founda-
tions of logic. However, I believe that we can use an element of Aristotle’s philoso-
phy in other contexts. It is possible to apply them in modern scientific contexts, like 

                                                 
10 Ibid. S.12. 
11 Lukasiewiecz pointed that Aristotle conceived his logic as a mathematical theory, 

in particular as a theory of relations (Lukasiewics. La Syllogistique d’Aristote. P. 34). 
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the modern foundations of logic, or the modern foundations of mathematics, consid-
ering that there is a virtual possibility, which permits their use in modern science. 

In this conceptual perspective, I will compare Frege’s conceptual tools to 
Aristotle’s conceptual tools. Consider, for example, object (Gegenstand) and 
concept (Begriff), on the one hand, and first substance and second substance, on 
the other: 

Man (Begriff) — Sócrates, Plato, etc. (objects) 

If the functions are concepts, as Frege teaches, I shall attempt to explore a 
function using Aristotle’s tools. Taking the function Man (M) and y as the set of 
its solutions: 

F(M) = y 
M = second substance 
Y = Socrates, Plato, Epicurus et al. (first substance) 

Of course, someone might object that the application of Aristotle’s con-
cepts to number would be incompatible with Aristotelian doctrine. Let us exam-
ine the following sentence: 

Two (2) is a prime number 

In fact, here we don’t have a relationship between first substance and sec-
ond substance, and we must either assume that no-substance appears as substan-
tialized, or that there is a parallel between what happens with substances in F(M) 
= y and what happens with “two is a number”. Like in Wolff’s view, we would 
use Aristotle’s tool here as figures, autonomous vis-à-vis their original context. 

Of course, Aristotle not only conceived of sentences in the form of first 
substance and second substance, or substance and predicate. Substance is the 
basic concept in his ontology, but similar logical relations occur inside the other 
categories. He knew that his concepts could be used in other places12. 

Black is a color 
White is a color 
Justice is virtue 
Injustice is vice 
The good is genus 
The bad is genus 

                                                 
12 Aristotle. Cat. 14a 19-26: “All contraries must either be in the same genus or in 

contrary genera, or be themselves the genera. For white and black are in the same ge-
nus(since colour is their genus), but justice and injustice are in contrary genera (since the 
genus of one is virtue, of the other vice), while good and bad are not in a genus but are 
themselves actually genera of certain things”. 



José Veríssimo TEIXEIRA DA MATA. ARISTOTLE AND FREGE… 

453 

Even though Frege expelled Aristotle from mathematics, contrary to Lu-
kasiewics (as we saw in note 11), we can see, analyzing sentences like “black is 
a colur”, that Aristotle was saying something very close to what Frege affirms, 
when he says: 

2 is a positive number (2 ist eine positivie Zahl) 
2 is a whole number (2 ist eine ganze Zahl) 
2 is smaller than 10 (2 ist kleiner als 10) 
2 is a prime number (2 ist eine Primezahl) 

Of course, the sentences which Aristotle gives us are not directly about 
numbers, but they have the same structure as Frege’s examples: one object as 
subject, and something like a set where it (object) is included. An object falls 
under a concept: 2 is a positive number // or the good is genus. 

We think, then, that we can have a foundation of modern logic, or a foun-
dation of mathematical structures such as functions, using Aristotle’s fundamen-
tal concepts. Everything goes to show that Aristotle’s categories and tools were 
much stronger than their applications in the Aristotle’s own thinking. They have 
power which keeps them today as a fruitful conceptual repository. 
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27 Ueda Y. et al. Are “Meridian Points” and “Meridians and Collaterals” memorized 

in the brain? P. 134–140.  



 .    … 

585 

   ,    -
    ,   -

 . 
 ,        -
  , . .    

     ,  -
    .     -

   -   ,  
     ,   

. - ,      «  » 
   «  »  -

 ,      « , ».  

 

      ( )  -
   ,   .  

       ( )  
( ).        -

    .     
      -

 ,       . 
  ,   -    -

  ,   ( )  ,  
« »    ,     

    . . .   -
 ,     « »    .  

       -
    .  

      . 
        (Top. IV 2, 

121b 24–40).        -
 /  / ,    , 

      .  -
   ,       
  ,     

   (complex system).   
 ,       -

   ,   . .,    -
 ,        

     .     -



       

586 

 -  ,    . 
       -
-  .      -

    .  

  

An. Post. — Analytica Posteriora 
Cat. — Categoriae 
Met. — Metaphysica 
Top. — Topica 
« » — Regulae ad directionem ingenii 

 . .   . : -   , 
2011. 316 .  
 . .     . : 

-   , 2013. 303 . 
Aristotelis Metaphysica/ Ed. by W. Jaeger. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1962.  
Aristotelis Analytica Priora et Posteriora / Ed. by W.D. Ross. Oxford: Clarendon 

Press, 1964. 
Aristote. La Métaphysique en deux tomes / Ed. par J. Tricot. P.: Vrin, 1986. 
Aristotle. Posterior Analytics / Tr. with comm. by J. Barnes. Oxford: Clarendon 

Press. 2nd ed., 1993. 298 p. 
Carnap R. Einführung in die symbolische Logik. Wien, N. Y.: Springer Verlag. 

3. Aufl. 1968. 241 S. 
Œuvres de Descartes: 12 vol. / Ed. Par C. Adam et P. Tannery. P.: Vrin, 1897–1910. 
Marion, J.-L. Sur l’ontologie grise de Descartes. P.: Vrin, 2000. 220 p.  
Potvin J.-Y. The travelling salesman problem: A neural network perspective //

ORSA J. Comput. 1993. Vol. 5.  4. P. 328–347.
Jie Tian et al. Detection of dynamic brain networks modulated by acupuncture 

using a graph theory model // Progress in Natural Science. 2009. Vol. 19 
(7). P. 827–835. 

Tramo M.J. et al. Neurobiological foundations for the theory of harmony in 
Western tonal music // Annals of New York Academy of Sciences, 2001. 
Vol. 930. P. 92–116. 

Ueda Y. et al. Are “Meridian Points” and “Meridians and Collaterals” 
memorized in the brain? // Journal of International Society of Life 
Information Science. 2001. Vol. 19.  1. P. 134–140. 



 

. .  

   
   

 —  ,    
   ,  .  , 

 ,  ,    , 
  ,   —   -

    (    -
)    - 1.      

  —     ,    . -
    « » ,   « » 

   ,      
      

 ,       .    
       ,   

,   . 
        

      -
 ,     ,   -

 ,  ,     ,  «  
»        2. 

    - ,   
     : ,     

 ,      -
  ;  «  »   -

,       -
  ,       

  . 

                                                 
1 .:  . .      -

 — . . 239–242. 
2    , ,     -

         .   
      ( .: 

: , , ). 



       

588 

,     
       

,       
       ,     

   .  ,    
-         

 — , , , ,   -
       .   , 
  , ,    ,  -

           
   «  »  . 

     , ,  -
,  , «   »   . 

 ,      -
    ,     ,   

    .     : 
  «   ,  ,  

,   (  )   ,  , 
   ,    -

 »3.  ,  -    -
   .    

   ,   
.  ,        
       

   —  ,   
  .   , , 

4.   ,   —    
 —   ,     

      -
      ,   

                                                 
3  . .  . . 194.   -
  :  . .    (XVII–XVIII .). 

. 139–200;  . .      
;  . .   ; . . 207–211; -
 .  —  — :   .   — 

 -  ,     
    ,   ,   

 ( .:   ). 
4 .:  . . A PRIORI     
 .-  . . 118–142;  . .      

?.. . 143–154. 



. . .   … 

589 

      ,   
,         -

   5.  , ,  
       -

       . 
       -

 .   ,     
  ,         

,    ,   -
       -

     .     
  -  ,    , 

     .  , -
      -

     :   -
       

 .  ,  , -  
 ,   , 

   ,     
,      , 

      . 
         

,  .  ,     
    « » (« »), 
          

 .   ,  -
 , -  « », « », « », « ». 

       «  
» — « »,  «  »  «  »  

  : ,  ,   « »,  -
, « ».  ,  -  ,   

  : , , , 
, , ,    . -

, -  —      —   
    .  ,   -

   « », « »,   — -
                                                 

5 .:  . .    . . 106–120. 
         -
      ,   

« »  « » ,   « »,  
« »  . 



       

590 

 , ,    . 
 ,   ,     -

 . 
       

    ,     . 
 ,      ,  -
     :   

         -
     . 

      -
 : 

—  (= ),     
       

 .         
  ,   -

     , -
    .    

    -
    (= )    

(=   ).   
.   —    -

      
       . 

—  (= ),    -
 ,    -

    ,    
    , -

    .   . -
  —     -

     . 

    ,    -
        ,  -

,       .  ,  
 . ,     ,   

    ,     
      «  »,   -

6.     ,  ,   ,  
   ,      

                                                 
6 .: . . 1020  30; 1071b 5-10. . 165, 307. 



. . .   … 

591 

  (   );   -
,        

,       -
 (   ).  ,   

    . 
         -

  ,    ,   .    
    7,    -

         —     
     ;   ,   -

,  8.  ,  -
        , 

       . 
,       

  ,     ,   ,  -
,         ,  

 ,   ,   ,  
.  ,      ,    
,  ,     -

 «   ».       
 ,      

    ,    -
    .  ,    

     ,     
    , —    -

,     . 
 

                                                 
7 .: . . 999b 5. . 109. 
8 .: . . 1088b 15. . 353.     -

.        ,  , 
  ,      , 
        ,   

    ,   ,  ,  
.    ,    ,   -

. ,    , -
  ,   ,     ,   

 (=   ),         
     —    .  -

,     ,   — -
 . ,       -

    ,     
    . 



       

592 

      -
   ,   ,   -

   «      »   -
  «        

  »    ,    
    9. 

 , ,    
          -
.       «  -

»          « -
 » —  ,     

   .        
,        

 .  ,   ,  . -
 ,  ,   ,   

    ;   , 
    ,  -

       10. 

                                                 
9          -
   .        

        
     .     

   .    -
          -

       
.        -
         -

  .        
       -

 .   ,      
,     —    

 . ,        
        -

:    -  « »,      
« »    .  -     

  :     , «  
    ,  » (  .,  . -

 . . 16).        -
      ( . : 
 . .    ;  . .  -

    . . 55–72). 
10 .:  . .   … . 13. 



. . .   … 

593 

       -
     ,    « » -
 « ».        

    ,  . 
 ,      ,    
 ;        « -

»,   « » —    (  ,  
) ,    ,   -

          ,   
   .   ,     

   ,     . 
       , ,   , 

   .    
          

   ,    (  ) —  -
. 

        
        . 

      , 
,       , 

      .  -
  , ,   :  

     , ,    
   «  / ».     .  

       ,   -
     ,    -

      —  
  ,    .      
        -
     . 
 -      

     .   
, ,      -

 ,     ,   .  -
        

   , ,   -
   :   ,    -

  « »,    ,   
      ,   -

         -
   . 



       

594 

 ,        -
 « »  ,    .  ,   

   -  ,     , 
 «     ». ,      
 ,          

« »        . 
   « »  ,   « »   

. 
    ;   -

    :   ,   
 « »   ,   « », 

       .        
 ,  ,     

 , -       -
.      .     -

  « »     « », « -
», « »,        : 

         -
11.  ,      -

   ,  (  -
,    ),   « »    

;   , —    
,       . 

      ,  -
      ,   -

   .      «  
  »,   — ,    
,         ,    

,      , -
, .          

 ,       , 
    .    .   

     . 
   ,    

, ,         
 « - »  « - »12.    , 

                                                 
11  .:  . .   -  

   . . 187–196. 
12    -        

 :  ,      -



. . .   … 

595 

     -
:   ,   « »,   , 
 « » ,     ;   -

,    , ,   , -
       -

   -    « »  —  
   ,       -

  .   ,      
.        -
,        , —   

   . ,     -
,     .   , , -

,        
       -  . 

     —  ,   .  
       

,       ,     
 .    . 
 ,       

 .   ,    , ,  
      ; ,  

   ,   ,    -
 ,      .   , 

  ,        
   ,     ,   
  ,   ,  ,  

   —  ,   -
.         

:     ,       
  ,      -

.   ,       
         

                                                                                                           
,      ,    «  »,   

    ,  «   ».     -  
 :   «  »     

     ,       «   ». 
  «  » ,      — 

  —     «  »,   
  .    ,   , -

,   .,    ,     
       . 



       

596 

 .   ,       
,      13.  

,    ,      
 ,   : «  —  ».  

,      ,     
    . « »  -   -

 « »    . 
   ,    -

 , ,  ,  -
        -

   « »  .  , 
         -

 :      ,  
        , 

     XVII .,      -
14.    ,    

 ,       ,    -
 ;      ,   
  .       

  -    .   
 —        

   ,    
     :   ,   -

    ,      -
,  .       -
 -   ,      

.   ,       -
 -    ,      , 

         -
  .  ,     ,   

  ,     -
.  ,   (  )    — 
          

-  ,   .     « -
»        . 

                                                 
13 .: . . 106 9  5; 1071b. 5-10. . 298–299, 307. 
14  «  » —    ,   

,     « »  , . -
 —      ,    

     . 



. . .   … 

597 

       . 
  ,   ,     -

      -
.   ,    -

       
 .   —    -

      . 
    . 

 ,      ó , -
, ,          

, .          
(   ),       ,  -

  ,      —  -
, , .     ,    — .  

  ,      ,     
    -    .    

    . 

 

.  // . .:  4 . .: , 1976. 
. 1. . 63–368. 

 . .    (XVII–XVIII .). .: , 
1987. 448 . 

 . .      -
. . … . . . , 2003. 141 . 
 . .       

 //  :  ,   -
  :  VIII . . ., 24–26  

2004 . .: -  , 2004. . 239–242. 
 . .   . .: -  . - , 1957. 527 . 
 . .   .    . 

: ; .: -  , 2000. 878 . 
 .,  .   //  .,  . . 2 
.: , 1955. . 3. . 7–544. 

 . .   //   : 
 4 . .: , 2010. . 3. . 194–195. 

 . .    . .: , 1999. 448 . 



       

598 

 //  :  5 . . 4. .:  -
, 1967. . 207–211. 

  : . . .: , 2001. — 350 . 
: , , . .:   

« », 2009. 672 . 
 . .   -    
  //  : . . 24.  

  :   -
, 24–25  2003 . .: -   -
 , 2002. . 187–196. 
 . . A PRIORI      

.-   //  . 2003.  7. . 118–142. 
 . .      ?  -
   -   //  

. 2002.  7. . 143–154. 
 . .     //  -

 .  7. .  4. 2000. . 106–120.  
 .  —  — :   . -

: - , 2000. 752 .  
 . .       // -
 . .  :  3 . .: .   , 

2003.  1. . 55–72. 



 

. .  

   
   

     
   

.  2016 .,     -
 .  2400      -

,     .  
     — , , 

,   .      
   « : 2400 » ( , 23–

28  2016).      -
    ,   -

       . 
        

«  » ( , 10–20  2016 .)   -
    (FISP).     
      

,      -
  .       -
- ,    .  

       .    -
         

«       -
» ( , 17–19  2016 .).    

   «  ».    -
       

  ,      ( -
),     .   -

         . 
     ,    -

   1. 
                                                 

1  . .  ... . 54. 



       

600 

 .   XVI–XVII .,    
 -     «  

» ( . ),  «  »,    
     .  ,  

 . ,    «…     -
    ,     .   XVII . 
         

    -   »2. 
  ,       -

  .       
 , ,    ,  :  

«         -
,    ,      

       
(  ),  ,    

    ,      
   ,     

(     )    ,  -
      »3. 

,      XX .,  -
    (     

  )   (     
 ).    ,   

,      , -
    .  :  

«   ,   …  
,     ,  

  .     , -
    ,    ,   
    -    … 

         , 
       -

  »4. 

   — ,  ,  
      , -

                                                 
2  .     2-  . . 1. . 180. 
3  . . 216. 
4  . . 223. 



. . .  … 

601 

   « »? ,  ,   
        

    (  ).     
        -

 (   ).     
 — «  …  » —  , 

   ,    
,   -     (   
).    ,     -

 ,  , ,  ,  -
     (  ),     

  .      -
,  ,      « »  

,          -
 .        
 ,       -

 ,      XIX–XX . 
(    ),    -

 ,       ,  
  .  ,    

         -
. ,  . ,      -

  «…          ,   -
,       »5.  

   ,     
       , 

       . ,  , 
     , ,  -

     .   -
 ( )       

    ,    
    ,    

 ,    «  »,   -
,       .  

  ,        
       -

     .    
       ,    .  
 

                                                 
5  .   . . 82. 



       

602 

        
   .  

  —   : , , -
;  —  : , , ;  — 

 : , , . 
     ,    

 .  :  

«   ,  -
,      ;   

      ,  
, ,    ,    
;     ,   -

   ,  »6.  

 (  ) —    , -
       ( ) .  -

,       ,     
 . ,  ,      

, ,  ,     
  (« »),       

  . 
        , -

     , -
       -

  .  ,   
  ,      ,    

 ,     , 
       : 

1.    ; 2.   
(     )     -

,    . ,     -
       , -

          
 («  », «  »  -

  . .); 3.       
      ; 

4.    ,      
  ; 5.    -
    . 

                                                 
6 .  1026  13-16. . 108. 



. . .  … 

603 

,    ,    ,   
   -     -

 .     ,   -
       -

   ,     
        

  .  ,   -
        , -

   « »,   -
 . 

  .    
«…     ,     …»7.  , 

   «…     …, 
…       -

 …    »8.
 ,     ,   -

  ,    .  -
 —          
     . 

      «  …,    
    »     -

      -
  .  : «…  

    …»9,    «…  
 ,    [  ] -  …»10. 

 ,      
          -

-  ,    . -
       

      ,   
       .  , -

    ,     —  
      ;     
  ;     ;    

  .  
 

                                                 
7 . . . 4, 1003  21–22 // ... C. 408.  
8  . 1003  26–28. . 408. 
9  . 1006a 3–4. . 413. 
10  . 1006b 10. . 415. 



       

604 

 « »  :  

«        :   
      ;  -

        ; 
 — ,    ;  — -

,  [  ] ,   — «  
 » [  ]   (      

  )»11.  

 ,   ,   — . 
-   - -  (« ») 

     —     , -
 ,     . 

«    ,   ,  ,   
;   ,   .     

  .  ,  ,  …  -
 ,     , , -

,      ,   
 …»12.  

        ( -
),       -

 .     
   . 

 -    
 - - ,          -

      .  —  -
    —   ,   -

       ,  ,  
 .     ,    -

 ,    —   -
        ( , -

 —     ;    — 
     . .).     

,         
      .    

  , ,  - - ,  -
       ( ). 

                                                 
11 . . 983a 26–32. . 23. 
12 . . 1072b 24–30 // … . 421. 



. . .  … 

605 

       — 
 -      .  

        -
 ,       -

.     ,  
     . «   -

   »13,  ,     
  ,   .  

,    ,        
,       ,  

 —      , . . ,   -
  .         

      ,     
   ,    : «      

,         »14. 
    -

 ,     « - » , -
        -

,      . 

 . -  —    -
  .   ,   

   ,      -
   .       , 

            
          

   . -    , 
     .  

        
 ( ),  ,  ,    . 

         
 ,      -

 ,     .  
   ,   -  

         
     ,    -

,    .      -
  ,     .  

     ,   
                                                 

13 .   II, 1, 412b 5–6 // … . 453. 
14 .   III, 5, 430a 22–23 // … . 458. 



       

606 

  .        -
  ,    .     -

 (« »),    ,   
  (« »),    . 

 ,      —   
,    ,     . 

 ,      -  -
.  —     ,   

.       -
  . ,    ,  

         -
,        -

     — «     ».  
        

  ,      -
    ,    . 

        ,   
    -   , -

.      ,   
      . 

  —  (« »)    « -
  »     -

.         
 —  (« »)     -

,     .  -
   ,   — , -
      . 

 ,       
  .     -
 ,  ,  .  

,      ,  -
     .  -

      . -
     ,  

«…        
,       -

    »15.  
 

                                                 
15 .   II, 12, 424a 17–20 // . . 1. . 421. 



. . .  … 

607 

,   
«…      ,  

  ,      -
 »16. 
     -

      . ,   
 ,       -

  ,    .  
,  ,   ,  

   ,     -  .   
   ,       -

 - ,     -
,     .  ,    

 ,      , 
,   . 

   .  «    
,    »,  ,  , 

  ,       . -
 ,    .  — 
       -
-         . «  -

, —   . . , —    
 :     »17.

   ,    —   
 (  « », ,  ).  -

 ,       -
  ,    .   

     — , 
       -

.        -
      ,    

  ,    . -
 « »  « »    -
,         

». 
   «  »  (  )  -

 -    (« -
»)     (« »),  -

                                                 
16  . 424a 25–26. . 421–422. 
17  . .     . . 338. 



       

608 

 ,     ,  -
,        

 .        
    ,     -

     ,   ,   -
      . 

,        
   ( ,    ), 

     .   
(   . )       -

         -
  .  

  ,        
   ,     -

      . ,  
,         

. 

   ? , -
        

   .     
  .   « »    
        

  . 
      -

     ,     
    .     

  .    -
      (  ,  -
,  )    ( ).   « » -

     —  
,  ,  ,  , 

 .    ,  , 
   ,  , , -

, , .       -
  « »      -

   ( ),   .  
 , , ,     ,   

    «  »,     -
   .     -

        ,  
  ,       



. . .  … 

609 

 ,    .    -
       

. ,     .   
   ,      -
   . . 

,   —     -
,         
  ,    ,   

        
   .  ,  ,  

   ,    -
     ,    

(  ),   ,   , 
    . 

      
 , ,  ,    -
   .    

,  ,  ,  , 
    ,        

 ,       -
 ,   ,   -
     . 

        -
  (   500   ),  

    ,   XVIII .  -
   «  ». ,   

,      ,  -
       -

 ,   XIX .     -
 . .  ,   ,   

    ,    ,   
«        ».   -

      .  , -
     «  ». 

    ,   -
  ,  ,   , -

        (mind & body), -
         . 

    «   »   «   
 »          -
   .   ,   
,       — , -



       

610 

, .    ,     , 
    ,       

     .  ,  
        -

       -
   ,  -  . 

,     ,   
    . , ,  ,  -
       ,   

     ,   . 
 «  ».    -

      , 
    . 

     .   -
,  «…      -

    »18.   ,  
      -

          
        

. .  : «      -
 —  —  »19. 

,  ,      
    .  « »  -

: « ,        ,    
   ,     

 ,     ,      
   »20.  ,   -

-          
 ,    , ,   -
      ( . . ). 

 ,   ,   . ,  
 : «    ,     -

.    ,      
  ,         

;     ,    
        , 

,       . 
     ,     

                                                 
18  .    . . 15. 
19  . . 19. 
20  . . . 107. 



. . .  … 

611 

 .    ,  -
    »21. 

,    . ,    -
 ,      -

 .       ,   
   ( )   ,  

       
     . 

  -  ,   , 
  —  . ,    . -

,      . —     
    .   

       ,  -
       , 

« »  ,     , 
    . , , -

        -
   ,     , -
  ,      , 

   ,       
    .     

  ,      -
,   ,      -

  . ,  ,  « »  
        

-     . 

.       -
   . 

    ( )   
 ,  ,      -
  ( , )  -

     .   
          

   .   , -
  ,   ,   

,    .   -
        

 (       ,   .), -

                                                 
21  .   . . 42. 



       

612 

       « » 
  . 

    ,   -
,     «  »  -

.    XVII–XVIII .  , 
           -
. , ,     XX .   .  

,       
 — .  
.         -
 ( - )  ,  

        -
  ,  , , ,   .  

   XX–XXI .    
       -

   —    ,  
  ,      -

  .        -
    ,   -

,   ,    ( . , 
. , . . , .   .),  «  »  

   ( . , .   .).  
,      , -
 ,  -  -

,        ,  -
   ,   

          
  ( . , - - , . .   .).  
        

    ( . . , . . ). 
   ( )  ,  -

,  ,        
     22. 

      . -
 ,       
   ,       

  .      ,   
 ,   .   1277 .   -

 .      XIX–XX . .   
        . 

                                                 
22 .      … . 107–125. 



. . .  … 

613 

        
,    .     

    , ,    -
,      .    

,     ,     
       -

     .      
      -

       .  
         -

   ,     -
     .   -

      .  

 

«   ,   ». 
 —  ,    —  . 

     
 , ,  , . 
 — , , , 

  ,   . 
   - , 
    . 

      . 
   —   : 
 —     , 

   . 
   . 

 —     . 
   : 

  ,   ? 
  ?  ? 

  ,    
   —   – 

    . 
 ,    . 
  ,     – 

      , 
      … 



       

614 

 

    4-  . . 1. . 1. : , 1969. 
. 408–428.  

.  / .  . . . . . – ., 1934.  

.    . . 2. ., 1975. 
 .       —   -

 / . . .  //  .  -
  2-  . . 1. .: , 1964. . 97–633. 

 .    //  .   6 . . 3. .: 
, 1964. 

 .    . ., 1985. 
 .     2-  . . 1. ., 1983 

 .    //  .   :   
 / .,   ., . , .   

. . . : , 1993. . 41–62.  
 . .     . .:  , 1981.  

 . .       -
     /  

     : 
     2016. 17–19 

 2016 .   .    / 
. . . . . .: , 2016.  

 . .      : -
   . — .:   « -

», 2013. 175 . 



 

. .  

    
    

   
   XVI *

    1492 .     -
       (  

        
)          
       ,   -

         
.          
         

      ,   -
 ,    /   
     ,       .  

          
       XVI .,  -
      (  -

        ),  
 —  ,        -

        -
 ,         , 

     .  
         

     ,     
          . 

 ,   ,   , -
   ,      -

                                                 
*        
    (  15–18–30005) «    -

      » ( -
   ). 



       

616 

     —   ,   
        1550–

1551 .  ,    (  ) 
          

  . ,   -
 ,       ,  

 —   « ».  
  ,     

      ,      
,    .     -
    .    
     ,    
: ,      , 

    ,  ,      
          -

.       (  -
,     ,   -

  )     
 ,  ,      
 ,     ,   

« »  « » ,   -
      1. «  

»        
     ,    -

  . 
         

  ,      
 —       , 

  .       -
  (   — ,   , -

    )   
 ,        . 

        .  
       (1512),  

  ,      -
   ,  ,   ,  

 ,      ; -
          

      (  —  ),  

                                                 
1 Viveros de Castro E. O mármore e a murta… P. 21–74. 



. . .   … 

617 

         (   -
 « »).  

    ,     
   (        -

  «  »      
,    ,     2).  

  ,    -
   ,        

     (   
  )3.  1542 .    

  («  »)     
 ,      ; 

 ,     ,   -
    4.   «  » 
     ,     

 1537 .     III « Sublimis Deus »,  -
,        , -
         
.           ,  -

   ,      -
      . 

   XVI .     
     ,     -

       ,    
  « »   ,     -

    ,   — -
,           

 5.    «    -
    »     

. ,       , 
  ,    :   

            

                                                 
2         

  , ó        XVI ., -
       «servus a natura»:   

     . —  . Hanke L. Aristótelis y los índios de 
Hispanoamérica. P. 102–104. 

3 Bennassar B. La América española y la América portuguesa… P. 81. 
4   … . 86. 
5  . . «  »,     -

      . . 113–124. 



       

618 

      6.  
  ,   .      

«  »,      -
7.         -

,   XVI .        -
  ,   ,    , 

         
  ,     8. ,  -
,       «  

» 1542 .  «       — 
  »:       
        

,   ,       9. 
  (     -

   ,     
  ,    -

 ), ,    ,   
      .  

         -
   (      -

 «  »)10.    ,   
        -

         -
. ,   ,    -
        ,     

         
     ,   

  .      
  ,   ,   

,          -
        

                                                 
6 Hanke L. The Spanish Struggle for Justice in the Conquest of America. P. 1. 
7 Hanke L. Más polémica y un poco de verdad acerca de la lucha española… 

P. 493–494; Keen B. The White Legend Revisited… P. 336–355. 
8 Mira Caballos E. Conquista y destruccion de las Indias (1492–1573). P. 95; 

Descubrimiento y Conquista: ¿Genocidio? P. 173–212. 
9 Bennassar B. Op. cit. P. 82. 
10    1950-  – 1990-  .,  -

 «  »     ,   
  ,  : Salinas Araneda C., García y García A. Una década de 

bibliografía… P. 677–681. 



. . .   … 

619 

(  «Democrates », 1535)11.     
        , 

    ,       -
     .  ,   -
 (    )    -

   12. 
  1540-  .      -

 : «Democrates Alter Sive De Justis Belli Causis Apud 
Indios» («      »).  

        
 13;     «  

»   ,      -
    .    «Democrates 

Alter»,        -
,       « »  

(      ,  — ,    
   ,  14;    —  -

15;  — , «     , 
   »16:   , -

,      ;    
,   ,   :   

, ,        
 ).    ,    

 «    »   
  ;     1510-  ., -

     17. 

                                                 
11 Huxley G. L. Aristotle, Las Casas and the American Indians. P. 61. 
12 Ibid. P. 62–63.         

    ,  , .: Hanke L. The Spanish 
Struggle for Justice in the Conquest of America. P. 72–82. 

13 Russel F.H. The Just War in the Middle Ages; Johnson J.T. Ideology, Reason 
and Limitation of War...; Muldoon J. Popes, Lawyers and Infidels…; Idem. Medieval 
Canon Law and the Conquest of the Americas. P. 9–23. —    

           , 
     (  ,   ,   -

    ).  . Carillo 
Cázares A. Tratados novohispanos sobre la guerra… P. 47–91. 

14 .  I, 2, 15, 1255a 2-3. . 384. 
15  . I, 1, 5. . 377. 
16  . I, 3, 8. . 389. 
17 Hanke L. Aristótelis y los índios de Hispanoamérica. P. 39. . : 

Baciero C. Libertad natural y esclavitud natural en la Escula de Salamanca. P. 181–189. 



       

620 

    «Democrates Alter»,    
       , 
  .   , 

     (   « », 
« »,    « » -

 18        II -
      -

19)         
 .         
   ,     .   

,         -
,    ,     -

    20.      
  — «       
 »,     .  

,  V      -
    ;      

1550 .,   —  1551 .       
  ,     1552 .,   -

        
, ,      V.    

   ,     
      ; -

    .       
    ,    -

    . 
      -
         

            
.         -

 ,         -
    ,      ,  

ó   .  ,  ,  
       ; , -

       -
 21. 

                                                 
18 Huxley G. L. Op. cit. P. 60. 
19 Ibid. P. 63. 
20 Gutiérrez J. L. A controvérsia de Valladolid (1550)… P. 229. 
21           

   . Hanke L. Aristótelis… P. 78–82. 



. . .   … 

621 

        -
     .   -

      (  
    ),      

   ,       
 .        «  »,  

    , ,  
   ( ,      — ) 

  ,      :    
 ,        -

   22.      
      «  » 

    ,  ,   « »  
«  »,        

 23.         
: 1) , ,    -

 , 2) ,   , 3)   -
 ,      -

,   ,  , 4) ,    
24.        
 ;       -

,    ,  ,   
,       . 

          
« » (homunculi),       , 

  ,   ,      
      , -
     .  ,   -

        
,        . -

  ,      ,  -
,            
  )25. ,      

     ,      
( , )   ,      -

.       26 
                                                 

22 Hanke L. All Mankind Is One… P. 76. 
23 Ibid. P. 87. 
24 Gutiérrez J. L. Op. cit. P. 230. 
25 Hanke L. Aristótelis y los índios de Hispanoamérica. P. 86. 
26 Schafer Ch. La Política de Aristóteles… P. 129 n. 36. 



       

622 

      « »   -
      ,    : 

«          -
   ,     ,   

     »27. 
          

    , ,    -
   .   -

,          -
     (       

,   28),      : « -
  ,  [ ]    ,    

 ,   ,    -
   ,     

       ,      
      »29.    , , 

  ,      , ,  -
          

      30 ;   -
  . «   , —   , —  

 ,   ,    , -
         
    ?»31. 

        -
      ,  -

   (      -
    32)    

                                                 
27 .  III, 6, 1. . 601. 
28  . I, 2, 14–15. . 384–385. 
29 . : Clément J.–P. De las ofensas contra los índios… P. 136. 
30 Ibid. 
31 . : Hanke L. All Mankind Is One. P. 75–76. 
32 Pastor M. El sacrificio humano : justificación central de la guerra. P. 233–

248. —   ,    -   
 ,    «  »   

   «  »  ,     -
,    .      -
           

«  »:  ,  ,   
,         ,    

       . — Perrone-Moisés B. 
Índios livres e índios escravos… P. 115–131. 



. . .   … 

623 

  ,       -
,         

     33. 
,  (       -

)      :   
   «   ,   » -

      , , 
     ,   ,     

.          
1519 .,   ,    ,    

34. 
     ?   , -
        

.    ,    35. 
          

     ,      ,  
 —   —       

      ,     
 ,      ,  

  ,     ,   -
   .  

  —    —   
        

     ( ).    
 ,   ,    , 

       -
 ,       —  

  .  XVI .    
          

    ,   
.           -

   ,     
.          -

 .    (     
,  — ,  -  

                                                 
33 Hanke L.. All Mankind Is One. P. 88–90.       -

       .: Clément J.–P. De las ofensas 
contra los índios… P. 125–146; Capdevilla N. La teoria de la guerra justa y los 
bárbaros… P. 157–178. 

34 Hanke L. All Mankind Is One. P. 78–79. 
35 Gutiérrez J.L. Op. cit. P. 231. 



       

624 

36)     ,  -
  ,        -
 ,   . 

    XVI –   XVII . -
      «  ,     

».    (    , 
 , ,     ),  

 ,   : Sem fé, sem lei, sem rei / 
sans foi ni loi ni roi.  

         -
 ,     

,    .  ,   -
       «  »: «    

   ,  ,     ,   
     , —  -

    ,  »37.  
  ,  ,  

      «  -
». ,     ,   

1556 .     (     
1500 .),    ,    ,  

   ,   , , , 
, , ,   38.    -

 « »      
( , , ,   , )   

   39.   -
  ,      ,    

 XVI .     40;   -

                                                 
36       (    — 

)     -
    . — Schwartz S.B. Indian Labor and New 

World Plantations… P. 45, 47.  
37 .  I, 1, 9. . 378. 
38 Góis D. de. Chrónica do felicíssimo rei D. Manuel. Lisboa, 1556, — . : 

Randles W. G. L. “Peuples sauvages” et “états despotiques”… P. 299. 
39 Osório J. De rebus Emmanuelis Regis Lusitaiae invictissimi virtute et auspicio 

gestis libri duodecim. Lisboa, 1571. — . : Ibid. 
40 .  . :   «      // 
, ,  ,     //  :   , // 
  ,   ».        -

      ,    -



. . .   … 

625 

      «   »  
«  »41.    -

       (fé),  (lei)   
(rei)   F, L, R   :    ,   

 ,    , «  -
»42,     ,  «    1584 -

»    .  ,    -
 ,       — : 

…    [ ]  F,   ,      
  ,   ;  ,    

 [ . . . — . .]    -
,          ,  

    .     -
  L,    -  ,     , -

  ,  ,   -
    ;     
     ,  ,   

       ,   
.       R  ,   ,  

   ,        -
    ;     — 

  ,    —    43. 

     ,      
F, L, R        

  XVII 44,       -
                                                                                                           

     « - » —  .   -
. C. 193–197.          -

  «  » (    « » ),  -
   ,      : «  

…     ,  ,  -
  ,       , 
  ,     ,  , 
  ,  ,  ,  -

   ,  ,  ,  
 ,   .   ,  , -

, , , , , » (  . — 
. .). —  . . . I. . 266. 

41 Marouby C. Utopie et primitivisme… 
42 Magalhães Gândavo P. de. História da Província de Santa Cruz. P. 102. 
43 Soares de Souza G. Tratado descriptivo do Brasil em 1587. P. 231. 
44 Salvador V. do. História do Brasil (1500–1627). P. 78. 



       

626 

      ,   
      —   

  .      « , 
    »;   -

    45,    -
      46 ( ,   

      ,   
   ). 
      ,    (  -

)         (  )   -
  XVI .     ,   -

 .       
  —   ,    -

 .      ,  
      ( -
 ,         ). 

       ,   -
  ,       -

       (    « -
»,   « » — )47.    

    (   )  
 ;      «  

»  48.  

                                                 
45         , -

           
 .: Marcocci G. Escravos ameríndios e negros africanos… P. 60–70. 

46 Perrone-Moisés B. Índios livres e índios escravos… P. 115–122.   -
  ,       , .: 

Monteiro J. O escravo índio, esse desconhecido… P. 105–119. 
47       

      :  
     ,    

      .  .: 
Alencastro L. F. de. O trato dos viventes... P. 180–187. 

48         
    —      
    ,  . —  . .   …; 
 .  …;  . .,  . .   

… . 24–25, 29;   … C. 61, 80–82.  -
     :   ,   -

        -
 ,     ,   



. . .   … 

627 

  ,    
  ,        -

.  ,          
     ,  ,   

   ,       -
   .        

         , 
     :   -

   . 

 
. :  4 . .: , 1983. . 4. 644 c. 

 .  / . . . . .; ., 1954. . I. 409 . 
 .    /  .  //  .  -

. . : , 1997. C. 193 – 197. 
Magalhães Gândavo P. de. História da Província de Santa Cruz // O 

Reconhecimento do Brasil / Ed. L. de Albuquerque. Lisboa: Publicações 
Alfa, 1989. P. 67–130. 

Salvador V. do. História do Brasil (1500–1627). Belo Horizonte: Itatiaia; São 
Paulo: Ed. da Universidade de São Paulo, 1982. 450 p. 

Soares de Souza G. Tratado descriptivo do Brasil em 1587. Belo Horizonte: 
Itatiaia, 2000. 382 p. 

 
 . .,  . .    (  -

     ). .:  , 1981. 295 p. 
 . .   .     , 

XVI–XVIII . .: , 1977. 295 . 
  .   – 70-   XIX . 

.: , 1991. 520 c. 

                                                                                                           
         -

  ;   «  »     
        -
   .        -

 : Alden D. Black Robes Versus White Settlers… P. 19–45; S. B. Schwartz. 
Op. cit. P. 50, 51. 



       

628 

 .     . .: -   
, 1961. 206 . 

 . . «  »,     -
       //  “ ”. 

    . 2014–2016 /  . . . 
  . . . .: , 2016. . 113–124. 

Alden D. Black Robes Versus White Settlers: the Struggle for “Freedom of the 
Indians” in Colonial Brazil // Attitudes of Colonial Powers toward the 
American Indian / Ed. By H. Peckham, Ch. Gibson. Salt Lake City: 
University of Utah Press, 1969. P. 19–45. 

Alencastro L. F. de. O trato dos viventes. Formação do Brasil no Atlântico Sul, 
séculos XVI e XVII. São Paulo: Companhia das letras, 2000. 525 p. 

Baciero C. Libertad natural y esclavitud natural en la Escula de Salamanca // 
I Diritti dell’uomo nel pensiero di Francisco de Vitoria e Bartolomé de las 
Casas. Congresso Internazionale tenido alla Pontificia Università di 
S. Tommaso, Roma, 4-6 marzo 1985 (Studia Universitatis S. Thomae in 
Urbe 29). Milano: Massimo, 1988. P. 181–189. 

Bennassar B. La América española y la América portuguesa, siglos XVI–XVIII. 
Madrid: Akal, 2001 (11980). 280 p. 

Capdevilla N. La teoría de la guerra justa y los bárbaros: Las Casas frente al 
Requerimiento, Vitoria y Sepúlveda // Las teorías de la guerra justa en el 
siglo XVI y sus expresiones contemporáneas / Coord. G. Bataillon, 
G. Bienvenu, A. Velasco Gómez. México, 2008. P. 157–178. 

Carillo Cázares A. Tratados novohispanos sobre la guerra justa en el siglo XVI // 
Las teorías de la guerra justa en el siglo XVI y sus expresiones 
contemporáneas / Coord. G. Bataillon, G. Bienvenu, A. Velasco Gómez. 
México, 2008. P. 47–91. 

Clément J.–P. De las ofensas contra los índios. La injusticia de la guerra y otras 
violencias, según el Padre Las Casas // // Las teorías de la guerra justa en el 
siglo XVI y sus expresiones contemporáneas / Coord. G. Bataillon, G. 
Bienvenu, A. Velasco Gómez. México, 2008. P. 125–146. 

Descubrimiento y Conquista: ¿Genocidio? Salamanca, 1990. 247 p. 
Gutiérrez J. L. A controvérsia de Valladolid (1550): Aristóteles, os índios e a 

guerra justa // Revista USP.  101. São Paulo, 2014. P. 223-235. 
Hanke L. All Mankind Is One. A Study of the Disputation Between Bartolomé 

de Las Casas and Juan Ginés de Sepúlveda in 1550 on the Intellectual and 
Religious Capacity of the American Indians. Chicago, 1974. 205 p. 

Hanke L. Aristótelis y los índios de Hispanoamérica. El prejuicio racial en el 
Nuevo Mundo. México, 1974 ( . .  . . — L., 1959). 207 p. 



. . .   … 

629 

Hanke L. Más polémica y un poco de verdad acerca de la lucha española por la 
justicia en la conquista de América (Santiago de Chile, 1967) // Hanke L. La 
lucha por la justicia en la conquista de América. Madrid, 1988. P. 493–494. 

Hanke L. The Spanish Struggle for Justice in the Conquest of America. Dallas, 
2002 (1Philadelphia, 1949). 217 p. 

Huxley G. L. Aristotle, Las Casas and the American Indians // Proceedings of the 
Royal Irish Academy. 1980. Vol. 80C.  4. P. 57–68. 

Johnson J.T. Ideology, Reason and Limitation of War. Religious and Secular 
Concepts (1200–1740). Princeton, 1975. 304 p. 

Keen B. The White Legend Revisited: A Reply to Professor Hanke’s ‘Modest 
Proposal’ // Hispanic American Historical Review. 1971. Vol. 51.  2. 
P. 336–355. 

Marcocci G. Escravos ameríndios e negros africanos: uma história conectada. 
Teorias e modelos de discriminação no império português (ca. 1450–
1650) // Tempo 15/30, 2011. (Special Issue: “Pureza, raça e hierarquias no 
Império colonial português”, ed. B. Feitler and R. Raminelli). P. 60–70. 

Marouby C. Utopie et primitivisme. Essai sur l’imaginaire anthropologique à 
l’âge classique. Paris:, Editions du Seuil, 1990. 216 p. 

Mira Caballos E. Conquista y destrucción de las Indias (1492–1573). Granada, 
2009. 406 p. 

Monteiro J. O escravo índio, esse desconhecido // Índios no Brasil / Org. L.D.B. 
Grupioni. São Paulo: Global, 2000. P. 105–119. 

Muldoon J. Medieval Canon Law and the Conquest of the Americas // Jahrbuch 
für Geschichte Lateinamerikas. 2000. Bd. 37. P. 9–23. 

Muldoon J. Popes, Lawyers and Infidels. The Church and the non-Christian 
World 1250-1520. Liverpool, 1979. 226 p. 

Pastor M. El sacrificio humano : justificación central de la guerra // Las teorías 
de la guerra justa en el siglo XVI y sus expresiones contemporáneas / 
Coord. G. Bataillon, G. Bienvenu, A. Velasco Gómez. México, 2008. 
P. 233–248. 

Perrone-Moisés B. Índios livres e índios escravos. Os principios da legislação 
indigenista do período colonial (séculos XVI a XVIII) // História dos 
índios no Brasil / Org. M. Carneiro da Cunha. São Paulo, FARESP – 
Companhia das letras – SMC, 1992. P. 115–131. 

Perrone-Moisés B. Índios livres e índios escravos. Os principios da legislação 
indigenista do período colonial (séculos XVI a XVIII) // História dos 
índios no Brasil / Org. M. Carneiro da Cunha. São Paulo, FARESP – 
Companhia das letras – SMC, 1992. P. 115–122. 



       

630 

Randles W. G. L. “Peuples sauvages” et “états despotiques”: la pertinence, au 
XVIe siècle, de la grille aristotélicienne pour classer les nouvelles sociétés 
révélées par les Découvertes au Brésil, en Afrique et en Asie // Mare 
Liberum. 1991.  3. P. 299–307. 

Russel F.H. The Just War in the Middle Ages. Cambridge, 1975. 332 p. 
Salinas Araneda C., García y García A. Una década de bibliografía sobre el 

derecho canónico indiano // Revista española de derecho canónico,  51. 
Universidad pontifícia de Salamanca, 1994. P. 671–729. 

Schäfer Ch. La Política de Aristóteles y el aristotelismo político de la Conquista // 
Ideas y Valores. N° 119 (agosto de 2002). Bogotá, Colombia. P. 109–135. 

Schwartz S. B. Indian Labor and New World Plantations: European Demands 
and Indian Responses in Northeastern Brazil // The American Historical 
Review. 1978, Vol. 83.  1. P. 43–79. 

Viveros de Castro E. O mármore e a murta : sobre a inconstância da alma 
selvagem // Revista de Antropologi (São Paulo). 1992. Vol. 35. P. 21–74. 



 

     
  

 
 
 

  
    

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

    
. . .    

(   , ) 

  
., . . .    

(   , ) 
. . .     

(    ,  ) 
.   

(  , ) 

 
 



   … 

632 

 

17  2016 . 
( - , 6 ) 

10.30. – 11.00.    

11.00 – 11.30.    

  , -  ,  
   .  

  , . . ., .  
 ,  . 

  , . . .,     
    ,  

   .  

 1 
    

:    
11.30. – 13.30. 

( - , 6 ) 

11.30. – 11.50.    ( )  
    « » 

 « » (Z, 17). 
11.50. – 12.10.    ( )  

        
 :   . 

12.10. – 12.30.    ( ) 
  :   . 

12.30. – 12.50.    ( )  
  :      

«  »   .  

12.50. – 13.10.    ( )  
      . 

13.10. – 13.30.    ( )  
-     «       

  ,    ». 



   … 

633 

 2 
   

:    
11.30. – 13.50. 

(    , . 313, 3 ) 

11.30. – 11.50.    ( - )  
  -    : , , -
. 

11.50. – 12.10.    ( )  
,   :   ( )    
(De anima 407a). 

12.10. – 12.30.    ( - )  
   ( - )  

 «  »:   vs . 

12.30. – 12.50.    ( - )  
« »   « » . 

12.50. – 13.10.    ( - - ) 
   :    . 

13.10. – 13.30.    ( )  
     :  

       
«  » . 

13.30. – 13.50.    ( ) 
A  A  vs A  A ,  

    . 

 3 
     

 IV–XII   
:    

15.00 – 17.00  
(    , . 313, 3 ) 

15.00. – 15.20.    ( - ) 
        . 

15.20. – 15.40.    ( ) 
        

 .  



   … 

634 

15.40. – 16.00.    ( - ) 
     : 
    .  

16.00 – 16.20.    ( ) 
        

  . 

16.20. – 16.40.    ( - )  
       

        . 

16.40. – 17.00.    ( - )  
« »      -

     «  ‘  
’ ». 

 4 
  

     
:   -  

15.00. – 18.00. 
( - , 6 ) 

15.00. – 15.20.   -  ( )  
  . 

15.20. – 15.40.    ( )  
  :     
 . 

15.40. – 16.00.    ( )  
     . 

16.00. – 16.20.    ( )  
       . 

16.20. – 16.40.    ( )  
   . 

16.40. – 17.00.    ( )  
        

?  

17.00. – 17.20.    ( ) 
“Significatio”     . 



   … 

635 

17.20. – 17.40.     ( )  
    «  ». 

17.40. – 18.00.    ( - )  
       

    .  

18  2016 . 

 5 
ARISTOTLE AND HIS THOUGHT 

:   , 
                       

10.00. – 12.00. 
( - , 6 ) 

10.00. – 10.20.   ( )  
Is it possible to see darkness? Some remarks on Aristotle’s theory of light and 

color.  

10.20. – 10.40.    ( , )  
Relations in Aristotle. 

10.40. – 11.00.   ( )  
Smart and Stern: Enemies of Philebus, Friends of Plato.  

11.00. – 11.20.   ( , )  
Aristotle’s Three Teleologies.  

11.20. – 11.40.  -  ( , ) 
The impact of Aristotle in Archaeoenvironmental studies. 

11.40. – 12.00.    ( , ) 
Aristotle’s Physics in the Arabic Tradition:  

Towards a New Edition of the Text. 

 6 
      

:     
10.00. – 12.00.  

(    , . 313, 3 ) 

10.00. – 10.20.    ( ) 
 « »:   .  



   … 

636 

10.20. – 10.40.    ( ) 
      .  

10.40. – 11.00.    ( , )  
-   « » :    . 

11.00. – 11.20.    ( )  
   . 

11.20. – 11.40.    ( - )  
     . 

11.40. – 12.00.    ( , )  
    . 

 7 
    

 XIII – XIV   
:    

10.00. – 12.00. 
(  416, 4 ) 

10.00. – 10.20.    ( )  
«   , ,   »    

  « » .  

10.20. – 10.40.    ( )  
     « » (  1-5). 

10.40. – 11.00.     ( - )  
   .      

 -  . 

11.00. – 11.20.    ( )  
          

XIII . 

11.20. – 11.40.   ( )  
    :   

   . 

11.40. – 12.00.    ( )  
   (“moralitas”)  

:    « ». 

 



   … 

637 

 8 
ARISTOTLE AND HIS THOUGHT 

:    
13.00. – 15.00. 

( - , 6 ) 

13.00. – 13.20.   ( , )  
Alexander of Aphrodisias on Intellect. 

13.20. – 13.40.   ( , )  
Aspects of Simplicius’ Commentary on Aristotle’s De caelo. 

13.40. – 14.00.   ( )  
The Teaching on Growth and Growing in the Aristotelian Tradition and 

Christian Eschatology. 

14.00. – 14.20.   ( , )  
Ethics within the framework of Venetian Aristotelianism: Francesco Piccolomini 

and Sebastiano Venier. 

14.20. – 14.40.   ( ,  ) 
Cardinal Bessarion on Aristotle’s philosophy. 

14.40. – 15.00.   ( , )  
Zurück zu Aristoteles: Trendelenburg and the Aristoteles-Renaissance in the 

XIXth Century Germany. 

 9 
      

:     
13.00. – 15.00. 

(    , . 313, 3 ) 

13.00. – 13.20.    ( )  
      . 

13.20. – 13.40.    ( ) 
                            ( )  

      
 . 

13.40. – 14.00.    ( )  
  . 



   … 

638 

14.00. – 14.20.    ( )  
       . 

14.20. – 14.40.    ( )  
        
     XVI . 

14.40. – 15.00.    ( )  
   :    

   XVI . 

 10 
  

:    
13.00. – 14.20. 

(  416, 4 ) 

13.00. – 13.20.    ( ) 
 «  »     

 . 

13.20. – 13.40.    ( )  
     . 

13.40. – 14.00.    ( )  
   :        

«  » . 

14.00. – 14.20.    ( )  
      . 

 11 
ARISTOTLE AND HIS THOUGHT 

:   -  
16.00. – 17.20. 

( - , 6 ) 

16.00. – 16.20.   ( - , )  
Aristotle’s Theory of the Assertoric Syllogism. 

16.20. – 16.40.   (   , )  
The Reception of the Aristotelian Theory of Definition in the 14th Century.  

The case of John Buridan’s commentary on the “Topics”. 



   … 

639 

16.40. – 17.00.   ( )  
From Aristotle’s Oppositions to Aristotelian Oppositions. 

17.00. – 17.20.   - -  ( , )  
Are Frege and Aristotle speaking on different things concerning the fondation of 

logic? 

 12 
   

:    
16.00. – 17.40. 

(    , . 313, 3 ) 

16.00. – 16.20.    ( )  
      :    

«  »     . 

16.20. – 16.40.    ( )  
  :      

(   vs   ). 

16.40. – 17.00.    ( )  
          

« ». 

17.00. – 17.20.    ( )  
         

    . 
17.20. – 17.40.    ( )  

     
  . 

19  2016 . 

 13 
    

     
:    

10.00. – 11.40. 
( - , 6 ) 

10.00. – 10.20.    ( )  
   «    ». 



   … 

640 

10.20. – 10.40.    ( )  
«  »     

  (  ). 

10.40. – 11.00.    ( ) 
    . 

11.00. – 11.20.    ( )  
       

 IV–V . 

11.20. – 11.40.    ( ) 
   . 

 14 
   

    
:    

10.00-12.20 
(  416, 4 ) 

10.00. – 10.20.    ( ) 
    -  . 

10.20. – 10.40.    ( - )  
   « ». 

10.40. – 11.00.    ( - ) 
      -

. 

11.00. – 11.20.    ( ) 
     . 

11.20. – 11.40.    ( )  
        

    . 

11.40. – 12.00.    ( )  
        

  XVIII . 

12.00. – 12.20.    ( )  
     « »   

2-   XIX . 



   … 

641 

 15 
    

:    

10.00. – 12.00. 
(    , . 313, 3 ) 

10.00.-10.20.   ( , )   
  (  )        

 . 

10.20. – 10.40.    ( ; - )  
      . 

10.40. – 11.00.    ( )  
 « »   .  

11.00. – 11.20.    ( - ) 
   ( - ) 
  « »   « »  

  XII :      . 

11.20. – 11.40.    ( ) 
        XX . 

11.40. – 12.00.    ( )  
  «  »   

  . 

 

 16 
   

     
:    

14.00 – 15.20. 
( - , 6 ) 

14.00. – 14.20.    ( )  
    «   ‘ ’ ». 

14.20. – 14.40.    ( ) 
       

    . 



   … 

642 

14.40. – 15.00.    ( )  
  ars imitatio naturae        

  .  

15.00. – 15.20.    ( )  
“Aristotelische Forschungen” .     

   . 

 17 
    

:    
14.00 – 15.40. 

(    , . 313, 3 ) 

14.00. – 14.20.    ( )  
«  »    -  

 (1891–1937 .). 

14.20. – 14.40.    ( , )  
       

 . . .  

14.40. – 15.00.    ( ) 
 «  »   . . . 

15.00. – 15.20.    ( ) 
    . . .  

15.20. – 15.40.    ( )  
:       . 



CONTRIBUTORS 

AFONASIN Eugene Vasilyevich — DSc in Philosophy, Novosibirsk State 
University (Novosibirsk). 

ALYMOVA Elena Valentinovna — Ph.D, Associate Professor, Saint Petersburg 
State University (Saint Petersburg). 

BALALYKIN Dmitry Alekseevich — DSc in Medical Sciences, DSc in History, 
Professor, I.M. Sechenov First Moscow State Medical University. 

BERESTOV Igor Vladimirovich — Ph.D. in Philosophy, Senior Researcher, 
Institute of Philosophy and Law of Siberian Branch of the Russian 
Academy of Sciences (Novosibirsk). 

BIRIUKOV Dmitry Sergeevitch — DSc In Philosophy, National Research 
University Higher School of Economics (Perm). 

BLAUBERG Irina Igorevna — DSc in Philosophy, Leading Research Fellow, 
RAS Institute of Philosophy. 

BOBROVA Angelina Sergeevna — Ph.D., Associate Professor, Russian State 
University for the Humanities (Moscow). 

CUTTINI Elisa — Dr., Ph.D., University of Padua (Italy). 
DAROVSKIKH Andrey Alexandrovich — Ph.D. in Philosophy, State University 

of New York at Binghamton (USA). 
DUDLEY John — Dr. Phil., Ph.D., De Wulf-Mansion Centre for Ancient, 

Medieval and Renaissance Philosophy, KU Leuven (Belgium). 
EROKHOV Ilya Alexeyevich — Ph.D. in Political Sciences, Senior Researcher, 

RAS Institute of Philosophy. 
FAYZIXODJAEVA Dilbar Irgashevna — Ph.D. in Philosophy, National 

University of Uzbekistan (Tashkent). 
FOMIN Anton Lvovich — Ph.D. In Philosophy, Moscow State University. 
GERASIMENKO Inna Alexandrovna — Research Fellow, The “Humanitarian 

Research Center” Foundation (Moscow). 
GORYUNOVA Tatyana Alexandrovna — Ph.D. in Philosophy, Associate 

Professor, Vyatka State University (Kirov).  
GUERIZOLI Rodrigo — Prof. Dr., Federal University of Rio de Janeiro (Brazil).  



CONTRIBUTORS 

644

GUREVICH Pavel Semenovich — DSc in Philosophy, DSc in Philology, 
Professor, Chief Research Fellow, RAS Institute of Philosophy. 

IAKOVLEV Vladimir Anatolievich — DSc in Philosophy, Professor, Lomonosov 
Moscow State University. 

KARAVAEVA Svetlana Victorovna — Ph.D., Lecturer, Medical College 3 
(Saint Petersburg). 

KISELEVA Marina Sergeyevna — DSc in Philosophy, Professor, Chief 
Research Fellow, RAS Institute of Philosophy. 

KRAVCHENKO Victoria Vladimirovna — DSc in Philosophy, Professor, 
Moscow Aviation Institute (National Research University). 

LE I  Nikola  — Ph.D. in Philosophy, National Research University Higher 
School of Economics.  

MAMCHUR Elena Arkadievna — DSc in Philosophy, Professor, Chief Research 
Fellow, RAS Institute of Philosophy. 

MARIANI Emanuele — Ph.D., University of Lisbon (Portugal).  
MESQUITA António Pedro — Ph.D., Associate Professor, University of Lisbon 

(Portugal). 
MESYATS Svetlana Victorovna — Ph.D. in Philsophy, Senior research fellow, 

RAS Institute of Philosophy. 
NASYROV Ilshat Rashitovich — DSc in Philosophy, Leading Research Fellow, 

RAS Institute of Philosophy. 
OKUNEVA Olga Vladimirovna — Ph.D. in History, Senior Research Fellow, 

RAS Institute of World History. 
PETROFF Valery Valentinovich — DSc in Philosophy, Chief Research Fellow, 

RAS Institute of Philosophy. 
PETROVA Maya Stanislavovna — DSc in History, Chief Research Fellow, RAS 

Institute for World History. 
PIGALEV Alexander Ivanovich — DSc in Philosophy, Professor, Volgograd 

State University. 
SAVEL’EVA Marina Yur’evna — DSc in Philosophy, Professor, National 

Academy of Sciences of Ukraine (Kiev). 
SEREGIN Andrei Vladimirovich — Ph.D. in Letters, Senior Research Fellow, 

RAS Institute of Philosophy.  
SEREGINA Anna Yurievna — DSc in History, Leading Research Fellow, RAS 

Institute of World History. 



CONTRIBUTORS 

645

SHIYAN Taras Aleksandrovich — Ph.D., St. Tikhon Orthodox University 
(Moscow). 

SHALACK Vladimir Ivanovich — DSc in Philosophy, Leading Research Fellow, 
RAS Institute of Philosophy. 

SCHANG Fabien — Ph.D., The State University of Maringá (Brazil). 
SHOK Nataliya Petrovna — DSc in History, Professor, I.M. Sechenov First 

Moscow State Medical University. 
TANABÉ Susumu — Ph.D. in Mathematics, Professor, Galatasaray University 

(Istanbul, Turkey). 
TEIXEIRA DA MATA José Veríssimo — M.A. in Philosophy, independent scholar 

(Brazil). 
TIKHONOV Andrey Vladimirovitch — Ph.D. in Philosophy, Associate Professor, 

Institute of Philosophy and Social and Political Studies, Southern Federal 
Unuversity (Rostov-on-Don). 

TONOYAN Larisa Grachikovna — Ph.D., Associate Professor, St. Petersburg 
State University. 

VOLF Marina Nikolaevna — DSc in Philosophy, Associate Professor, Leading 
Research Fellow, Institute of Philosophy and Law at the Siberian Branch 
of the Russian Academy of Sciences (Novosibirsk). 

USACHEVA Anna Vyacheslavovna  —  Ph.D. in Classical Philology, Post-
Doctoral Researcher at Aarhus University (Denmark).  

VOLKOVA Nadezhda Pavlovna — Ph.D. in Philosophy, Research Fellow, RAS 
Institute of Philosophy. 

ZUBETS Olga Prokofjevna — Ph.D. in Philosophy, Senior Research Fellow, 
RAS Institute of Philosophy.  

ZVEZDINA Yulia Nikolaevna — Ph.D. in Art History, Senior Researcher, The 
Moscow Kremlin Museums (Moscow). 



ABSTRACTS 

Eugene AFONASIN 

ARISTOTLE AND THEOPHRASTUS  
ON THEORETICAL AND METHODOLOGICAL  

FOUNDATIONS OF METEOROLOGY 

In the article, I discuss some theoretical and methodological views of Aris-
totle and Theophrastus, designed to illustrate their approaches to natural phe-
nomena. It becomes clear that, indeed, the student of Aristotle frequently pro-
fesses ideas that would surprise the philosopher of Stagira. For instance, he 
insists that the kosmos is a living and ordered whole, and its innate movement is 
something which cannot be explained with the help of such ad hoc teleological 
constructions, as the first mover. The analysis of Theophrastus’ Metaphysics is 
supplemented in the article by observations based on his Syriac Meteorology and 
a selection of the fragments of his and Aristotle’s lost scientific works.  
Keywords: metaphysics, its foundation and ancient critics, the history of exact 

and natural sciences, empirical method. 

Elena ALYMOVA, Svetlana KARAVAEVA 

DISCUSSIONS ON “THE GOOD” 
EARLY ARISTOTLE VS PLATO 

The paper is dedicated to one of the most crucial issues of the contempo-
rary studies in Ancient Philosophy concerning not only the studies and interpre-
tations of Aristotle’s thought but also those of Plato’s philosophy. We propose to 
reconstruct a meeting of the Teacher and his Pupil at a crossroads. The issue 
which interests us embraces the relations between Plato and Aristotle in the early 
period of the latter. The focal point is going to be the so-called lecture of Plato 
“On the Good” testified by the secondary sources going down after all to a ho-
monymous Aristotle’s text. This text being rendered unfortunately only by some 
later commentators gains in relevance because of its importance for those who 
support the idea of the so-called “unwritten doctrine” of Plato and those who are 
rather sceptical of it.  
Keywords: philosophy of Plato and Aristotle, the “unwritten doctrine” of Plato, 

“On the Good”. 
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Dmitry BALALYKIN, Nataliya SHOK 

THE SIGNIFICANCE OF ARISTOTLE'S WORKS  
IN THE DEVELOPMENT  

OF ANCIENT GREEK RATIONAL MEDICINE 

This article examines the line of development of ancient rational medicine, 
the foundation for which was laid in the works of Aristotle. It involves the use of 
the apodictic method, which is founded on logical necessity, real data, and rigor-
ous requirements for reasoning. The authors regard the apodictic method of 
demonstration in medicine as anatomical dissections, a rational doctrine of gen-
eral pathology, and clinical taxonomy. Aristotle was the first to conduct a com-
prehensive analysis of the principles of demonstration; he discovered patterns of 
similarity in the anatomical structure of living beings and created a doctrine of 
the theory of motion. The principles of comparative anatomy and theory of 
knowledge that he proposed influenced the formation of Galen's method of in-
quiry. The authors conclude that in the course of his medical activity, he thor-
oughly explored the practice of applying the apodictic method. Galen created an 
anatomical and physiological system and a doctrine of general pathology that 
explained the principles and mechanisms by which diseases develop through the 
lens of the teleological approach. He also formulated the necessary methodologi-
cal framework for this doctrine. In Galen's research practice, the apodictic 
method manifested too in his attention to the use of anatomical dissections and 
vivisections for the purpose of studying the structure and functions of the parts of 
the human body. 
Keywords: Apodictic method, dialectical method, theory of motion, history of 

medicine, Aristotle, Galen. 

Igor BERESTOV 

THE INFINITE REGRESS IN MET. Z, 17  
AND THE DIFFICULTY WITH THE UNITY  

OF A COMPOSITE OBJECT 

Aristotle (Met. Z, 17, 1041b 15–22) writes that the composite contains not 
only its elements, but, apart from them, “something else”. We interpret this 
“something else” as the order of the elements, the nexus or the structure that 
connects the elements. Aristotle asks: is this structure an element of the compos-
ite that is constituted by its connection of the elements? Aristotle answers this 
question in the negative, for, if the structure is an element of the composite, then 
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the composite contains also a second structure that connects the first structure 
with the initial elements. Thereby the second structure constitutes the composite 
that contains the first structure and the initial elements. That which we have said 
just now apropos of the first structure and its elements, we can reiterate apropos 
of the second structure and its elements, etc. Thus an infinite regress of struc-
tures, which are parts of the initial composite, arises. This regress of structures is 
essential to understand the problematic character of the concept “the composite”. 
We show that Aristotle’s way to block the infinite regress through the recogni-
tion of possibility for an entity to connect its original elements and itself in the 
composite itself is unacceptable. In some other places (viz. Phys. A, 3; De In-
terp., 11) Aristotle is well aware that it is impossible to block the infinite regress 
in this way — at least in the case of certain types of complex objects. We inquire 
into the foundations, which could incline Aristotle towards his intention to stop 
the infinite regress in this way.  
Keywords: Aristotle, composite, element, whole, infinite regress, substance, one 

and many, self-predication, actuality, potentiality. 

Dmitry BIRIUKOV 

PERIPATETIC LINES  
IN GREGORY NYSSA’S TEACHING OF UNITED MAN 

Gregory of Nyssa’s concept of United Man, vividly discussed in the cur-
rent academic literature, is reviewed. According to this concept, all people con-
stitute, in a certain sense, a single person, and the word “man,” which points to 
the humankind in general and not to a human individual, could be properly used 
only in the singular but not in the plural form. Despite the reconstruction of the 
historical and philosophical background of this concept proposed by J. Zach-
huber and R. Cross, it is suggested that there is no need to look for the sources of 
Gregory’s inspiration in either Alexander of Aphrodisias or Neoplatonic authors. 
Instead, I argue that, in his general treatment of these subjects, Gregory relied on 
the Peripatetic philosophical context, manifested, for example, in his use of the 
principle of “greater–lesser” and the concept of participation of individuals in 
their natural species. The main source of the Peripatetic ideas for Gregory was 
Porphyry’s Isagoge, which is especially evident in the concepts of “whole man” 
as well as the association of the individual with “divisibility” and the general 
with “unity”, although Gregory might also have been aware of other writings 
belonging to the tradition of commentaries on Aristotle’s Categories. 
Keywords: united man, species, individual, divisibility, unity, participation. 
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Irina BLAUBERG 

FELIX RAVAISSON AND HIS WORK  
“ESSAI SUR LA METAPHYSIQUE D’ ARISTOTE” 

Felix Ravaisson (1813–1900) — French philosopher-spiritualist, the 
predecessor and teacher of Henri Bergson. He is the author of two-volume work 
“Essai sur la Metaphysique d’ Aristote”, which, according to the researchers, has 
marked a significant milestone in the French study of Aristotle’s philosophy in 
the nineteenth century. The first volume (1837) contains a historical-critical 
overview, the purpose of which was to identify the true plan of “Metaphysics”, 
and a detailed analysis of the Aristotle’s teaching. In the second volume (1845) 
the author examines the development of ancient philosophy after Aristotle in 
terms of the relationship between the first principle of the universe and the 
world. Interpretation of the Aristotle’s philosophy, proposed by Ravaisson and 
based, in large measure, on the ideas of F. Schelling, formed the basis of his con-
ception of “spiritualist realism”. 
Keywords: French philosophy of the 19th century, spiritualism, Aristotle, Felix 

Ravaisson, Maine de Biran. 

Angelina BOBROVA 

ARISTOTLE’S SYLLOGISMS AND  
DIALOGUE ANALYSIS 

The issue of the paper is the question of syllogistics efficiency for dialogs 
analysis. Such address to syllogistics and syllogisms does not influence on their 
customary interpretation, viz. syllogistics as a deduction theory. The contribution 
is not aimed at the dialogical essence of syllogisms demonstration. I offer to 
study not so much syllogism inner structures as the way of how such reasoning 
can be inserted into the process of argumentation. Aristotelian theory is ap-
praised from the point of contemporary logical approach offered by C.S. Peirce, 
as American scholar’s ideas clarify why syllogisms can be seen as dialog parts. 
The paper is a survey that argues for the correlation between dialogs and syllo-
gisms. As an example of such correlation, I scrutiny a formal dialog system, in 
which syllogisms play an essential role. 
Keywords: Aristotle, syllogism, reasoning, dialog, questions, answers. 
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Elisa CUTTINI 

ETHICS WITHIN THE FRAMEWORK  
OF VENETIAN ARISTOTELIANISM 

FRANCESCO PICCOLOMINI AND SEBASTIANO VENIER 

Francesco Piccolomini was an esteemed professor of Natural Philosophy at 
the University of Padua. He also dealt widely with ethical issues, and wrote the 
Universa philosophia the moribus (1583, 15942), which was well known 
throughout Europe and is considered by scholars as one of the most important 
ethical treatises of the Italian Renaissance. My research aims to show that Picco-
lomini retraced the idea of the unity of practical philosophy supported by Aris-
totle, for whom ethical virtues find their highest application in the political con-
text, and the righteous man can achieve his fulfilment employing himself 
actively participating in improving the society. This element was also character-
istic of the thought of the Venetian patrician Sebastiano Venier, who attended 
Piccolomini’s private lessons to prepare for a political career. In the De Nobili-
tate libri quatuor (1594), he asserted that all men, especially if they are of noble 
descent, can achieve true nobility by striving to acquire virtues, in order to con-
tribute to collective well-being. Therefore, my work highlights the persistence of 
the Aristotelian tradition of ethics in the second half of the sixteenth century, and 
it also contributes to the understanding of the bond between man and society in 
the Venetian Republic. 
Keywords: Renaissance Aristotelianism, Francesco Piccolomini, Sebastiano 

Venier, practical philosophy, moral responsibility, moral nobility. 

Andrey DAROVSKIKH 

THE POWER OF SEMEN  
ARISTOTLE AND SOME GALEN’S FALLACIES 

In this paper, I try to demonstrate how critical empiricism and philosophi-
cal reasoning intertwine with each other and affected the development of medi-
cine. It is a case study considering the problems of generation and semen in the 
writings of Aristotle and Galen via relationship between such concepts as matter, 
form, movement, change, causes and some others. The main question addressed 
in the paper is the reason of Galen’s return to Hippocratic paradigm of two-
semina (male and female). I argue that the reason is two-fold: 1) Different phi-
losophical reasoning and erroneous understanding of some aspects of Aristotle’s 
embryological model by Galen. 2) Empirical discoveries, which proved to be 
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wrong. I demonstrate that Galen’s understanding of form / matter relationship, 
and his view on matter as an underling principle conditioned his understanding 
of the notion of physical change, that allowed him to speak about conception 
only as quantitative mixture between equal substrata. Finally, I show that 
Galen’s view on teleology and his limited understanding of formal / final vs effi-
cient causes and their relationship forced him to claim the inadequacy of Aris-
totle’s biology and necessitated Galen to introduce emendations in definitions of 
seminal faculties of genders and reproductive fluids. 
Keywords: Aristotle, Galen, semen, cause, teleology, biology, medicine, foetus. 

John DUDLEY 

ARISTOTLE'S THREE TELEOLOGIES 

In this article I aim to show that Aristotle's first teleology in his physical 
works extends not merely to the heavenly bodies and animals, but also to plants, 
inanimate beings and matter. Thus all of nature strives for the ultimate Good 
which is God. In the section on Aristotle's second teleology I argue that his ethi-
cal and political writings are teleological in a way that is parallel to his physics. 
However, human teleology is subordinate to the teleology found in nature, since 
art imitates nature. I examine the rejection of Aristotle's first teleology in modern 
times and question its replacement by his second teleology. Finally, I examine 
Aristotle's third teleology, namely a teleology by which nature seeks secondary 
goals, which is an unusual aspect of Aristotle's thought.  
Keywords: teleology, nature, good, God, metaphysics, physics, ethics. 

Ilya EROKHOV 

ARISTOTLE’S POLITICAL SINCE  
THE THEORY OF CIVIL PRUDENCE 

This article is about Aristotle's political theory. The article consists of four 
parts, each part has a conclusion. Analytics is based on modern political texts. 
Author do his best to show that the Aristotle's ideas are relevant to modern po-
litical theory. In the first part of article author writes about Aristotle's concept of 
political knowledge. Author defines the theoretical field of political sciences. He 
based it on Aristotle's concept of four problems of political theory. In the first 
part author formulates the subject of political knowledge and its method. In the 
second part of this article author writes about the main characteristics of relations 
between a scientist and society; he shows the role of a scientist in a life of society 
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according to Aristotle's ideas. Author compares the Aristotle's concept with the 
Plato concept of politics. In the third part author talks about possibility of quali-
fying the Aristotle's theory as an antic version of Communitarianism. In the forth 
part author talks about disputable part of Aristotle's theory. In particularly, about 
correspondence of Aristotle's theory to the transition to the new period of An-
cient Greek world. This world become Hellenistic because of Macedon empire. 
Author thinks, that Aristotle's political theory quite different from his philoso-
phy. The differences are in the logic of Aristotle's philosophy; in the methods of 
cognition; and in the strategy. In this article author tries to prove the inductive 
character of a politics as a phenomena in the context, knowledge of which is 
going throw the experiment. Author tries to line trajectory of Aristotle's political 
strategy. For this purpose author constructs ideology parallel with modern politi-
cal knowledge. In this article you can see an example of synthetic use of Aris-
totle's theory to the problems, which he didn't concern directly. 
Keywords: Aristotle, history of political thought, antiquity, politics, science, 

knowledge, justice, polis, phronesis, prudence, ideology. 

Dilbar FAYZIXODJAEVA 

TRANSFORMATION  
OF THE ARISTOTLE`S SYLLOGISMS THEORY  
IN THE CLASSIFICATION OF CONCLUSIONS  

OF M.I. KARINSKY 

Logical doctrine of Aristotle, especially deductive theory, for many centu-
ries has been the source of numerous disputes, promoted the nomination of dif-
ferent theories on this issue. With the formation of the Bacon — Mill inductive 
theory contradistinction of induction and deduction is began. One reason for this 
opposition, according to famous Russian logic M.I. Karinsky, is that logic does 
not give a complete classification of conclusion which used by people in science 
and in life. According to thinker, these systems are based on the comparison and 
identification of the subjects of judgment; therefore, to divide them into syllogis-
tic and inductive systems is unconvincing. M.I. Karinsky also notes that some 
forms of reasoning are not considered in both systems. This conclusion is based 
on the present and the compatibility of the two phenomena and a conclusion 
based on the equality of the two phenomena. M.I. Karinsky offers his own classi-
fication of conclusions based on a variety of relationships between the elements 
of the judgment. In his classification of conclusions the 1st and the 3rd figures of 
syllogism and total induction included in group A, i.e. a group of conclusions 
based on the collation of the subjects of two judgments of positive conclusions. 
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The 2nd figure of syllogism is included in group B — conclusions based on colla-
tion of predicates or negative and hypothetical conclusions. Thus, M.I. Karinsky 
transforms the Aristotle syllogisms theory combining it with the induction and 
analogy in the single system. 
Keywords: Aristotle, M.I. Karinsky, conclusion, induction, syllogism, subject, 

judgment, predicate, figures of syllogism. 

Anton FOMIN 

   
IN ARISTOTLE S PHILOSOPHY 

In the present article is made an attempt to show how Aristotle distin-
guishes his own views of number from that of his predecessors — especially of 
Pythagoras and Plato. Are discussed arguments against theses that numbers exist 
in things as their elements, and that numbers exist independently from things 
having a special ontological status. Is cleared the own view of Aristotle regard-
ing the mode of existence of numbers: on the one hand, they are some abstrac-
tions, but, on the other hand, cannot exist independently. Is demonstrated why 
for Aristotle is extremely important materiality of numbers, which plays an im-
portant role in the development of the doctrine of the time. 
Keywords: Aristotle, mathematic, number. 

Inna GERASIMENKO 

SHAPE-MORPHE IN ARISTOTLE'S “METAPHYSICS”  
IN SEARCH OF THE LOST CONCEPT 

The article is devoted to clarifying the concept of form by Aristotle based on 
the “Metaphysics” text analysis. Speaking of the concept of form by Aristotle, it is 
unavoidable to get rid of stereotypes established. Adopted in the Russian-speaking 
philosophical translator tradition interpretation of the word “eidos” as “form” 
brings uncertainty in two ways. In the first place, it breaks the organic link between 
Plato and Aristotle, operating with the same eidos term. In the second place, the 
difference between the two own Aristotelian terms is lost: eidos and morphe (both 
are translated as “form”, which leads to their synonymous use). Meanwhile, these 
concepts are invested with a number of differences, which can be found by refer-
ring to the original text of “Metaphysics”. The word “morphe” meets here much 
rarer than the “eidos” (total 25 times), and hereby, in most cases, not as a singular 
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term, but in indispensable connection with something else. To determine the speci-
ficity of morphe and its difference from the other meaning of “shapes” (also often 
translated as “form”), the form appearance contexts are analyzed: in conjunction 
with substance (hyle), eidos and energy (energeia). 
Keywords: Aristotle, “Metaphysics”, form-morphe, eidos, substance, energy, 

scheme. 

Tatyana GORYUNOVA 

LANGUAGE AND BEING  
ACCORDING TO ARISTOTLE 

Aristotle proves the properties of entity, relying upon the properties of the lan-
guage. The notion of special consideration of both entity and language which al-
lows to appeal to the language in order to describe entity as that. The understand-
ing of the entity as a real aggregate of single things-essences by Aristotle is in the 
connection with his understanding of the language as the system of statements-
sentences. The peculiarity of understanding entity by the antique thinker consists in 
an identification of being with really existing — aggregate of things, phenomena 
which act as the independent entities which are in various relations among them-
selves and possessing various properties or predicates. Therefore, the language has 
also to express the existence or the absence of certain properties or predicates of 
these things-essences. This means that in Aristotle’s description of the language the 
center of gravity is shifted from the names to the sentences, which prove or deny 
the existence or absence of certain properties of things. Aristotle recognizes the 
names only as the symbols of things, but the language itself is represented as a 
universal system of signs, which has a content of logical subject. Subsequently, it 
leads to the new European tendency towards objectification of the entity, where a 
discontinuity of the ontological connection between the word and the thing occurs. 
Keywords: Being; essence; the laws of logic; properties of things; categories; 

names and verbs; statements; system of signs; ontology; word meaning. 

Rodrigo GUERIZOLI 

THE QUESTION OF THE PLURALITY OF DEFINITIONS  
IN TWO MEDIEVAL COMMENTARIES  

ON ARISTOTLE’S TOPICS 

My paper addresses one issue related to the reception of the Aristotelian 
theory of definition among Latin authors from the 13th and 14th centuries. Spe-
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cifically, it focuses on the answers enunciated in the commentaries on Aristotle’s 
Topics written by Boethius of Dacia and by John Buridan to the question 
whether there can be more than one definition of the same thing. The relevance 
of this question lies on the fact that Aristotle seems to answer it differently in the 
Topics and in other works, as well as on the fact that it gives opportunity to rele-
vant clarifications concerning the kinds of link that, within an Aristotelian 
framework, subsist between knowledge and definition. 
Keywords: Boethius of Dacia, John Buridan, Medieval Reception of Aristotle, 

Aristotle’s Topics, definition, knowledge. 

Pavel GUREVICH 

THE ANTHROPOLOGICAL DOCTRINE  
OF ARISTOTLE 

The article makes an attempt to give a comprehensive idea of Aristotelian 
anthropology. The diversity of anthropological themes highlighted by Aristotle is 
pointed out. At the same time, the question of the integrity of his anthropological 
conception is raised. The need to compare classical and non-classical anthropol-
ogy becomes relevant. That would give an opportunity to reveal the sense of 
critical judgements of Aristotle’s anthropology in existential literature and non-
classical anthropology. Critics of Aristotle point to the absence of the existential 
dimension in his conception of man. Aristotle’s ideas about human nature and 
essence make him, as a matter of fact, the most authoritative representative of the 
classical version of man. Adherents of non-classical reflection on man call Aris-
totle’s ideas a source of rationalist understanding of man and it is with him that 
they are involved in debate. They see a thesis about man’s predetermined es-
sence in Aristotle’s legacy. In this tradition, man’s essence is conditioned by 
some external substance. Analyzing Aristotle’s anthropology, the author of the 
article holds that resources of classical anthropology are far from being ex-
hausted. Special attention is paid to Aristotle’s unfinished treatise «On the soul». 
Therefore, Aristotle’s conception is placed in the historical-philosophical con-
text, which permits to show the topical character of many Aristotle’s ideas 
nowadays. Aristotle’s views of the nature of the soul have played a significant 
role in the formation and development of psychology. The article also shows that 
his conception has ousted from academic practice other interpretations of the 
soul that undoubtedly had heuristic power. 
Keywords: man, nature, anthropology, animal, genus, species, psyche, essence, 

soul. 
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Vladimir IAKOVLEV 

ENTELECHIAL CAUSALITY  
IN ARISTOTLE'S METAPHYSICS AND TELEOLOGICAL 

RATIONALISM IN MODERN SCIENCE 

Of Aristotle’s four reasons entelecheia is understood as the internal force 
(energy) comprising the purpose and assuming result through a disposition. 
Through entelecheia the being’s possibilities and — what is most important — its 
ability to life («the matter is a potentiality, and the form — entelecheia») are actu-
alized in reality. In a modern science there is a return to holistic concept of life of 
the universe and the target (information-linked) causality, from which the natural 
sciences (since Fr. Bacon) tried to get rid. This study reconstructs important ra-
tional principles of Aristotle from the perspective of their importance to modern 
philosophy and science. Methodological, ontological and epistemological princi-
ples are pointed put, which played important role in the development of philosophy 
and science. The value of the entelechial causation and its interpretation in science 
is emphasized. More and more astronomers and physicists argue about teleological 
character and harmony of the physical laws, about the initial informational matrix 
or a genetic code, as also about the anthropic cosmological principle of the uni-
verse (B. Carter, J. Wiler, I.L. Rosental, St. Hawking, etc.), about «freedom in 
choosing» at level of elementary particles (N. Bor, F. Dajson, etc.). But if teleo-
logical (informational) causality exists, then, it is possible to tell that it has defined 
M. Planck’s fundamental constants and the physical laws based on them, which, 
obviously, had not existed before there was no Universe yet. 
Keywords: metaphysics, creatives, programs, analysis, hermeneutics, causes, 

method, rationalism, entelecheia, science. 

Marina KISELEVA 

“RHETORICAL HAND” BY STEFAN YAVORSKII 
EUROPEAN TRADITION AND RUSSIAN RECEPTION 

The paper traces the reception of European rhetorical traditions of the Rus-
sian culture in the second half of the XVII century.  It is beginning with the reign 
of Alexei Mikhailovich, who invited Kiev’s intellectuals, priests to Moscow and is 
ending with an analysis of “Rhetorical hand” by Stefan Yavorskii (1705). The 
main task is argumentation of the thesis that the Old Russian book culture, focused 
on the Byzantine tradition and not knowing the system of education, could not 
adapt the rules of rhetoric and apply them to practical problems of Russian theol-
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ogy. In Ancient Russia the book itself fulfils educational goals. The author relies 
on R. Lahmann’s analyzes of the translation of “Rhetoric” Macarius the late tenth 
of the XVII century, which did not become a source of proliferation of the rhetori-
cal scholarship at that time. The development of the Baroque culture — panegy-
rics, homiletics, syllabic, based on the poetic and rhetorical rules in the works of 
Simeon Polotskii, a visiting teacher for the children of the tsar Alexei Mikhailovich 
in 1664 and  then an opening of the Slavic-Greek-Latin Collegium in 1687, identi-
fied two sources of rhetorical education: Latin and Greek traditions. Analysis of 
Initiation and the Preface to the text of “Rhetorical hand” by Stefan Yavorskii 
demonstrates a reception of the Latin baroque rhetorical tradition and its direct 
transfer from the Kyiv-Mohyla Collegium to the Moscow ground. The conclusion 
of the author — Peter’s time created a socio-cultural and ideological context of 
learning and the use of rhetoric, oriented also on the Latin type of education, at the 
behest of Peter I. The author concludes the article with the reference to the Aristo-
telian definition of rhetoric, and emphasizes its interdisciplinary aspect. 
Keywords: reception, Latin and Greek tradition, the education system, the Kiev-

Mohyla Collegium (Academy), the Slavic-Greek-Latin Academy. 

Victoria KRAVCHENKO 

ARISTOTLE’S IDEAS  
IN MARIA BEZOBRAZOVA’S WORKS 

The first Russian woman — the professional philosopher Maria Bezobra-
zova (1857–1914) in her books on history of philosophy emphasized a special role 
of “the first philosophy” and the Stagirite’s metaphysics. She considered him a 
“predecessor of the theory of evolution” who managed to avoid extremes of ab-
stract empiricism and absolute idealism. As recognized pioneer of investigations in 
the original Russian philosophical thought, Bezobrazova traced in the medieval 
Russian manuscripts acquaintance of the Russian thinkers to Aristotle’s ideas. She 
devoted her article to the deep study of the pseudo-Aristotelian composition “Aris-
totelian Gates, or Secret of Secrets”. In this popular apocrypha there was the main 
idea f Aristotle about dependence of psychological and spiritual qualities of the 
person on physiological features of his organism. In her own philosophical-ethical 
doctrine about “the pure morality”, Bezobrazova interpreted in a distinctive way a 
number of Aristotelian ideas. Considering ethics as an organic part of philosophy 
and psychology, unlike Aristotle emphasizing political and economic aspects of 
ethics, Bezobrazova originally interpreted the Stagirite’s concept of justice. In es-
sence, the Russian thinker sought to connect antique views on justice and Christian 
practical morality. Within the “pure morality” doctrine she defined justice, first of 
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all, as the “firm and inviolable idea” connected with a personal philosophical idea 
(and not socially and state maintained legality = justness, as at Aristotle). Never-
theless, Bezobrazova accepted the Stagirite’s idea about the rendering and distribu-
tive justice in sense of immutable requital or distribution of the spiritual benefits 
for improvement of both the certain person, and all society. Following her own 
doctrine, Bezobrazova had devoted her life of active public work in the ethical and 
educational societies created by her.  
Keywords: Aristotle, Maria Bezobrazova, history of ancient philosophy, “Aristo-

telian Gates”, “the pure morality” doctrine. 

Nikola LE I  

ARISTOTLE ON SURFACE AND COLOUR  
IN PYTHAGOREANS 

In his reasoning concerning the relationship between surface or visible su-
perficies (understood as the boundary or the limit of a body) and color (De sensu 
439a19–b17), Aristotle asserts that the Pythagoreans called the surface 
( ) color ( ), i.e. that they made no terminological difference be-
tween the former and the latter. In the scholarship on early Pythagoreans, this 
passage has been usually used as an indirect proof for the inaccuracy of attribu-
tion to the early Pythagoreans (1) of the abstract notion of surface (as found in 
Plato and Euclid), and thereby (2) of various forms of “derivation theory”. We 
argue that the color-surface-limit doctrine has great significance for the under-
standing of the early Pythagorean concept of a number, since they articulated it, 
in various ways, precisely through the notion of a limit. 
Keywords: Aristotle, Early Pythagoreans, surface, limit, color, derivation theory. 

Elena MAMCHUR 

ARISTOTLE “TOPOS” AND MODERN PHYSICS 

The paper deals with Aristotle’s conception of “place” which is of cru ial 
importance for his theory of motion. In the physics of Aristotle there is no con-
cept of sp e. Instead of it there is the notion of “place” of a body (topos). Aris-
totle considered “place” as a first boundary of a body embracing the body in 
question. The main goal of Aristotle was disproving the conception of atomists, 
according to which the motion (of bodies) needs void. The author shows in-
commensurability of space ideas of the Stagirite with the similar ideas of New-
tonian physics. The paper states that in order to give an adequate reconstruction 
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of Aristotle’s concept of “place” we need to take into account two different lev-
els of consideration: local and global. Locally separable “places” and bodies 
cannot be separated on the global level. In Newtonian physics bodies are separa-
ble from places on both levels. Author shows that for development of modern 
physics non-separability “places” from bodies is the more essential trait of Aris-
totelian space. It has been proved by the fact of existence of parallelism between 
Aristotle conception of “place” and the ideas of space of the GTR and the Loop 
approach to Quantum Gravity. 
Keywords: “place” (topos), embracing body, boundary of body, incommensura-

bility of concepts, local and global levels of consideration, separability and 
non-separability of bodies from places, parallelism of ideas. 

Emanuele MARIANI 
ZURÜCK ZU ARISTOTELES 

TRENDELENBURG AND THE ARISTOTELES-RENAISSANCE 
IN 19TH CENTURY GERMANY 

One of the conditions of the 19th century German Aristoteles-Rainessance is 
to be found in the complete edition of the Corpus aristotelicum, usually known as 
Bekker edition, given by the Berlin Academy of Sciences. Undisputed protagonist 
of such a Rainessance is surely Adolf Trendelenburg, philologer and philosopher, 
engaged in the well-known debate about the Aristotelian doctrine of categories. As 
opposed to Kant and Hegel, Trendelenburg essentially aimed at demonstrating that 
the Aristotelian categories were anything but a rhapsody. The strategy developed 
in his 1846 Aristoteles Kategorienlehre was to attest the systematic nature of Aris-
totle’s thought, by deducing the categories order on the basis of the relationship 
that organise the constituent parts of the grammatical proposition. It was thus to be 
shown the ontological nature of the categories, with a view to restoring a strong 
connexion between logic and metaphysics. Here lie the main lines of Trendelen-
burg’s philosophical project that we would try to reconstitute in order to counter a 
too often repeated, and basically negative, interpretation: the grammatical guide-
line would be used to the detriment of the ontological nature of the categories. We 
would say that the converse is true: for Trendelenburg it is rather a question of 
understanding that it is only through language that the categories can be properly 
appreciated as regards their ontological aspect. And that includes reconsidering 
grammar in the light of a quite new philosophical scope.  
Keywords: Aristoteles-Renaissance, Trendelenburg, categories, metaphysics, 

logic, ontology. 
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António Pedro MESQUITA  
RALATIONS IN ARISTOTLE 

Predicative propositions are the basic structure of a specific kind of term 
logic that can be traced back to Aristotle. The difficulties it encompasses are evi-
dent. In this paper, I will address the following one: subject/predicate logic is inca-
pable of accounting for relations, in the strong and proper sense of ‘relation’. How 
can this incapacity be justified? I will attempt to show that, within Aristotle’s sys-
tem, the justification lies in the system’s insensitivity to propositions whose sub-
jects are singular terms. In fact, the very doctrine of proposition was developed to 
service a logic that acknowledges only quantified sentences and where, therefore, 
there are no singular subjects. Hence that logic’s neglect of relations (as functions 
which arguments are singular terms) and why it sees no need to overcome, break 
away from, or reformulate the framework set by the model of predicative proposi-
tions for purposes of accommodating atomic structures with more than two terms 
(i.e., with a structure other than subject / predicate). In short: the Aristotelian sys-
tem does not include a logic of relations because it does not include singular term 
logic to begin with. Aristotle’s logic is a logic of connections between universals; 
and this is why the predicative proposition structure provides it with the necessary 
and sufficient conditions for it to operate. 
Keywords: Aristotle; relations; term logic; predicative proposition; singular terms. 

Svetlana MESYATS 
ARISTOTLE’S THREE DEFINITIONS OF COLOR 

The paper intends to propose a consistent exposition of Aristotle’s theory 
of color and vision. In the center of attention there are three definitions of color 
cited by Aristotle in his treatises “De anima” and “De sensu et sensibilibus”, that 
is color as a primary object of vision, color as a power to move what is actually 
transparent and color as a limit of transparent in a defined body. While examin-
ing these definitions one after another we try to answer a number of questions 
traditionally discussed in connection with Aristotle’s theory of sense perception. 
In particular we try to clarify, is there any color without vision, and if so, does it 
exist potentially or actually? Particular attention is paid to the role of transparent 
medium in the process of vision and to the transmission of color by the transpar-
ent medium (light) from the colored object to the organ of vision. The proposed 
solution, based upon Alexander of Aphrodisias’ distinction between “affective” 
and “relational” coloration of bodies, enables us to interpret color as a sort of 
light modification, in the course of which transparent medium preserves its 
transparency and doesn’t undergo real coloration.  
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Keywords: Ancient psychology, Aristotle’s theory of sense-perception, perceptible 
qualities, light and color. 

Ilshat NASYROV 

AL-KIND ’S AND HIS TREATISE  
“ON THE SOUL ABRIDGED FROM THE BOOKS  

ARISTOTLE AND PLATO  
AND THE OTHER PHILOSOPHERS” 

The present article is devoted to the study of famous Muslim Arab peripa-
tetic philosopher al-Kind ’s views on the soul exposed in his work “On the Soul 
Abridged from the Books Aristotle and Plato and the Other Philosophers”. To 
achieve the goal the author uses a method of historical-philosophical reconstruc-
tion. The author demonstrates that al-Kind ’s theory of soul can be traced back to 
the writings of Aristotle and Plato. The author supplies new evidence showing 
that in his above-mentioned treatise al-Kind  attempted to reconcile the two great 
Creek philosophers on the subject of the soul in a neo-Platonic manner. It has 
been established from research that al-Kind ’s provided also proof of the recon-
ciliation Plato and Aristotle on the subject of the soul in his other two small 
works — “That there are Incorporeal Substances” (Fi anna-hu t jadu Jaw hir la 
Ajs m) and “Short Statement on the Soul” (Kal m li-l-Kind  f  ‘l-nafs, 
mukhta ar waj z). In his treatise, “That there are Incorporeal Substances”, al-
Kind  interpreted Aristotle’s “Categories” in a neo-Platonic manner. 
Keywords: Philosophy, soul, Aristotle, Plato, al-Kind . 

Olga OKUNEVA 

ARISTOTLE AND THE PERCEPTION  
OF THE NEW WORLD INDIGENOUS POPULATIONS  

IN THE EUROPEAN WRITINGS OF THE 16TH CENTURY 

The article deals with some examples of the use of Aristotelian doctrine by 
the European authors of the 16th century seeking for answers at the questions 
about the human nature of the American Indians. It was the Aristotle’s point of 
view on the soul, on the political organization, on the capacity of the self-
governance, on the aptitude to live in the city, and — last not least — on the 
categories and classes of the barbarians that guided (obviously or unconsciously) 
Spanish and Portuguese authors in their descriptions and discussions about the 
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New World autochthon populations. One of the examples of such an interrogation 
can be seen in an intensive philosophical and juridical work during the Conquista 
in order to define what (and whom) did the conquistadors meet in the Americas 
and what would be an adequate Spanish monarchs’ reaction. The most notorious 
case of the discussion based on the Aristotle’s “Politics” interpreted in two quite 
opposite ways is the Disputation in Valladolid between Bartolomé de Las Casas 
and Juan Ginés de Sepúlveda in 1550–1551: what kind of barbarians are American 
Indians, are they natural slaves and can the “just war” be afflict to them. Another 
example studied in the article refers to the Portuguese America. An Aristotelian 
root will be shown on the base of the Portuguese authors’ frequent formula “no 
faith, no law, no king” in the descriptions of the Brazilian Indians, that became 
quite a topos in the late 16th – first quarter of the 17th centuries. 
Keywords: Aristotle, Politics, New World, Indians, Las Casas, Sepúlveda, Portu-

guese America, aldeamento. 

Valery PETROFF 

ARISTOTLE’S TEACHING ON GROWTH  
AND GROWING AND THE PROBLEM OF IDENTITY  

OF A HUMAN BODY 

Aristotle has formulated his views on growth and growth in the On Genera-
tion and Perishing. This essay explores the fate of his doctrine in the posterior tra-
dition. As our study shows, Aristotle’s theory of growth and growing holds a sig-
nificant place in the history of philosophical polemics regarding the identity of the 
human living body, being adopted and transformed both by pagan commentators 
and by Christian theologians. In doing this, they developed his concept of the en-
mattered  or corporeal form of the growing body. Each of the following au-
thors — Alexander of Aphrodisias, John Philoponus, Simplicius — had its own set 
of sources and contexts. Each theory had its own logic, its complexities and its 
inconsistencies. As we demonstrate, Philoponus introduced into Aristotelian tradi-
tion Neoplatonic influences, Simplicius referred to the Stoic concept of  

. Of particular interest is the transfer of the questions under consideration to 
the field of theology. Origen was the first to apply Alexander’s arguments concern-
ing the preservation of the identity of a living body to the question of the identity 
between the earthly body and the body of resurrection. As the analysis of Origen’s 
reasoning shows, he combines the Aristotelian discourse about growth and grow-
ing with the Stoic concept of seminal logos, assuming at the same time, as Plato-
nists do, that the bodily  can exist separately from the disintegrated material 
substratum (the subtle body of the soul serves as the carrier of the  in this 
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case). Origen’s critic Methodius of Olympus who mostly thinks in Aristotelian 
terms, identified the bodily  with the qualitative form, similar to the shape of a 
statue. As we point out, Gregory of Nyssa too used disparate elements of the theo-
ries in question, mechanically combining them. He also reveals Alexander’s or 
Galen’s influence, suggesting the dependence of the ’s characteristics on the 
qualities of the somatic mixture. Our review, if necessary brief, nevertheless dem-
onstrates the existence of a powerful and heretofore untraced tradition that applied 
the Aristotelian doctrine on growth and growing to the problem of identity of an 
individual human being. 
Keywords: Aristotle, Alexander of Aphrodisias, John Philoponus, Simplicius, 

Origen, Gregory of Nyssa, growth, identity, risen body, corporeal form. 

Maya PETROVA 

THE RECEPTION OF ARISTOTLE’S TEXTS  
IN LATIN PLATONISM OF LATE ANTIQUITY 

The article discusses the reception of Aristotle’s texts in Latin Platonism of 
Late Antiquity by means of the analysis of Macrobius’ Commentary on the 
‘Dream of Scipio’ (II, 14-16) and Saturnalia. It is shown, how Macrobius used 
Aristotle’s texts while describing the views of the Platonists concerning the im-
mortality of the soul, which he borrowed from Aristotle when he deals with the 
various theories of natural science. The article analyzes the textual and doctrinal 
content and parallels between Aristotle and Macrobius; it shows how Macrobius 
transforms Greek knowledge and discusses if he transmits and exposes it accu-
rately. The conclusion is drawn that Macrobius’ knowledge of Aristotle’s texts is 
not a direct one. 
Keywords: Greek knowledge, Aristotle, perception, the Latin tradition, influence, 

text. 

Alexander PIGALEV 

THE ARISTOTELIAN BACKGROUND  
OF THE “NOMINALIST REVOLUTION” 

AND THE PHILOSOPHICAL FOUNDATIONS  
OF EUROPEAN RATIONALITY 

The purpose of the paper is to expose and to analyze both the Aristotelian 
context of the rise of nominalism in the later Middle Ages and the peculiarities 
of its influence on designing the philosophical foundations of European rational-
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ity as well. The mediating patterns in Plato’s and Aristotle’s metaphysics and the 
appropriate concepts of the coercive identification of non-identical entities are 
analyzed in order to show the peculiarities of the approaches to the problem of 
one and many, whole and parts as the basis of the concept of rationality. It is 
stated that Aristotle as contrasted to Plato eliminated the possibility the immedi-
ate interaction of the opposites and introduced the principle of the golden mean. 
It is emphasized that Ockham’s denial of the existence of universals meant that 
God was considered to be omnipotent because he was understood as absolutely 
free. Hereupon both God and his creation were at length interpreted as contin-
gent and therefore incomprehensible, irrational. The parallelism between the 
destruction of Aristotelianism by nominalism and the destruction of traditional 
societies in the course of modernization is retraced so as to make clear the inevi-
tability of the retrieval of the new mechanisms of universality. The subsequent 
development opposed the ensued irrationalism by means of the principle of self-
assertion of individual as a substitution for the absent external rational founda-
tions. Just the mind of self-asserting man as the subject that is mediately con-
nected with a transcendental subject became henceforth the reason incarnate. 
Keywords: Aristotelianism, Platonism, metaphysics, identity, nonidentity, media-

tion, rationality, nominalism, modernity, subject. 

Marina SAVEL’EVA 

THE PARADOX OF TIME  
IN THE PHILISOPHY OF ARISTOTLE 

This is given the definition of paradox as a form of philosophical and sci-
entific form of thought, argued it’s metaphysical (formal-logical) entity. This is 
analyzed the circumstances of its origin, it is shown the historical and philoso-
phical logic of it’s formation and drawn conclusions that the basis of the paradox 
is time as the inner feelings of the person. It is well-proven, that a paradox is not 
an error or the mistake of thinking, because it expresses the most adequate 
method of the reflection of the infinity of cognitive process by limited language 
means. Time is the basis of formation and translation of a paradox. It is estab-
lished that the paradox of time can appear in ambivalent way. 1) As the for-
mal — like a consistent match of subject's thinking and object which is thinking 
of another entity (the experience of Plato). 2) As substantial — like a consistent 
coincidence of theoretic methodology and empirical history problematic in the 
thinking of subject (Aristotle experience). It is analyzes the basis of coincidence 
of theoretical and historical aspects in the philosophical thinking of Aristotle and 
illustrates the difference between the paradoxical nature and the dialectical prin-
ciple of unity of the historical and logical. It is shown the relationship of the 
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paradoxical nature of thinking and philosophizing original purpose of Aristotle 
which has a comprehension of being as exists in time. 
Keywords: paradox, foundation, thinking, cognition, method, time, subject. 

Andrei SEREGIN 

HAPPINESS AND NON–MORAL VALUES 
IN ARISTOTLE’S ETHICS 

This paper examines the question of what is the significance of non-moral 
goods and evils for happiness and unhappiness within Aristotle’s ethics. There 
are two basic approaches to this problem, which I will refer to as “inclusivism” 
and “instrumentalism”. From the inclusivist point of view, non-moral goods 
are parts of happiness (along with moral goods, i.e. virtues) and therefore, it 
seems, influence it as such and by themselves. On the other hand, instrumental-
ism implies that happiness consists in virtuous activity of human soul, while 
non-moral goods only contribute to it as instruments or resources for this activity 
and therefore have but instrumental value. In Aristotle’s works one can find evi-
dence, that supports both these standpoints, but I will try to show that on the 
whole the instrumentalist interpretation of Aristotle’s ethics is preferable. 
Keywords: Aristotle, Aristotelianism, ethics, happiness, non-moral good and 

evil, Stoicism, virtue. 

Anna Seregina 

ARITSTOTELIAN TRADITION  
AND THE CONCEPT OF MELANCHOLY  

IN THE 17TH-CENTURY ENGLISH CATHOLIC THOUGHT 

The influence of Aristotelianism on Early Modern scholars in Europe, both 
Catholics and Protestants, was, according to recent studies, much more important 
that it has been thought, with texts by Aristotelian scholars crossing confessional 
borders with ease. At the same time, the Aristotelian tradition of the 16th – 17th 
centuries implied not uniformity but a wide range of approaches and interpreta-
tions. Their study will make it possible to evaluate the true role of Aristotelian 
philosophy in European cultural tradition. An important aspect of such a study 
requires looking into the correlations between various parts of the tradition: the 
texts by Aristotle, the works by later Peripatetics, and their Early Modern inter-
pretations. Texts ascribed to Aristotle constituted an important section of this 
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corpus. The article looks into one of these: the Problemata, which offers an in-
terpretation of the concept of melancholy, influential in the 16th – 17th centuries. 
It has been shown that the Problemata influenced English authors who wrote 
about melancholy, and also that Catholic texts were important sources of inspira-
tion for later Protestant works. The links between the concept of melancholy (in 
its Aristotelian version) and the idea of religious conversion have been analysed, 
and possible confessional connotations revealed. 
Keywords: Aristotelianism, pseudo-Aristotle, Problemata, melancholy, conver-

sion, cognition, Timothy Brait, Robetr Persons, Edmund Bunny.  

Fabien SCHANG 

FROM ARISTOTLE’S OPPOSITIONS  
TO ARISTOTELIAN OPPOSITIONS 

Aristotle’s philosophy is considered with respect to one central concept of 
his philosophy, viz. opposition. Far from being a mere side-effect of syllogistics, 
my claim is that opposition helps to articulate ontology and logic through what 
can be or cannot be in a systematic and structural way. The paper is divided into 
three interrelated parts. In Section 1, the notions of Being and non-Being are 
scrutinized through Aristotle’s theory of categories. In Section 2, the notion of 
existence is reviewed in its ontological and logical ambiguities. In Section 3, the 
notion of essence is revisited in order to bring about a holist theory of meaning 
by individuation through opposite properties. In conclusion, the legacy of Aris-
totle is depicted as balanced between a powerful reflection around Being and a 
restrictive ontology of substance. 
Keywords: bitstrings, categories, being vs non-being, opposition, predication, 

quality vs quantity, square of opposition, substance. 

Vladimir SHALACK 

DECEPTIVE SIMPLICITY OF ARISTOTLE’S LOGIC 

Aristotelian logic is underestimated both from the standpoint of cognitive 
possibilities and with regard to its understanding. The conventional wisdom is that 
paradoxes of Zeno fixed inadequacy of our concepts of space, time and movement 
to describe the phenomena of the world. Physicists use Zeno’s “Arrow” paradox 
for interpreting the results of quantum mechanical experiments. It is shown in the 
article, that to solve this aporia it suffices to use elementary means of Aristotelian 
logic. The whole point is that the aporia premises violate one of the basic laws of 
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logic — the law of contradiction. As a result of ignorance of elementary chapters 
of logic that leads us to the inadequate interpretations of quantum mechanics. 
At the same time the Aristotelian logic and derived from it the traditional logic are 
not well understood. This can be demonstrated by simple examples. The standard 
extensional semantics of categorical attributive propositions is not adequate for 
analytical propositions. This problem is solved by means of intensional semantics. 
But both of these semantics are not enough in agree with each other, as they assign 
to some statements the opposite truth values. 
Keywords: Aristotle, Zeno's paradoxes, syllogistic, categorical attributive propo-

sitions, extensional semantics, intensional semantics. 

Taras SHIYAN 

DESIGNATION WITH LETTERS IN ARISTOTLE AND 
ORIGINATION OF FORMAL LOGIC 

The main goal of the article is to give a specification of Aristotle’s contribu-
tion to the creation of logic. The achievement of the goal depends of a number of 
problems solution. The first of the considered problems is the problem of the insti-
tutional forming of logic (in antique time). One of the conclusions is that the form-
ing of logic as a discipline took place at the end of antiquity, that is, at the time 
long after Aristotle’s life. The second question is about Aristotle’s contribution to 
the creation of logic in the plane of content. The author’s opinion is that a major 
Aristotle’s contribution to the creation of logic was to apply a new methodology 
for the analysis, the constitutive moment of which was the use of a special type of 
lettering. After a review of ancient and modern authors, who had mentioned about 
Aristotle’s lettering, the author discusses upon two issues: the interpretation of the 
type of Aristotle’s lettering and its source. Among contemporary lettering author 
distinguishes several types, including: “variables”, “parameters” and “conditional 
names”. According to the author, letter symbols, used by Aristotle in the “Ana-
lytica Priora”, the closest to the modern “parameters”. The author argues in this 
aspect with Lukasiewicz asserted that Aristotle’s letter symbols are variables. On 
the question about the source of Aristotle’s lettering the author challenges the hy-
pothesis by Nicolas Bourbaki that Aristotle possibly took his of lettering from 
“mathematics” of his time. The only type of lettering used (as we know) in ancient 
mathematics of Aristotle’s nearest time is a “conditional names”. Aristotle’s letter 
symbols (even if we accept its interpretation by Lukasiewicz) are not “conditional 
names” and therefore could not be taken from “mathematics”. 
Keywords: Aristotle, Analytica Priora, lettering, veriable, parameter, logical 

form, logic, formal logic, dialectic, institutional approach. 
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Susumu TANABÉ 

ON ARISTOTELIAN GENUS NOTION AND  
CARTESIAN METHOD OF SCIENTIFIC INVESTIGATION 

According to Descartes there must be a universal science (mathesis univer-
salis) that explains all the points that can be raised concerning order and measure 
irrespective of the matter. On the other hand, Aristotle argued that geometrical 
proof shall be neatly distinguished from arithmetical one. For him a geometrical 
continuous quantity must be treated separately from discrete arithmetic numbers 
because they are related to different genera (   ). Aristotle denied the 
supreme role of Being, as a Platonic idea located at the summit of hierarchy of 
all genera, and thus partitioned the world into a multiple of irreducible categories 
of genera that are not communicable one another. Since scientific revolution 
initiated by Galileo-Newton the Aristotelian view on physical world is at stake. 
In this article we make a trial to reassess Aristotle’s scientific method. After hav-
ing analyzed the role of genus as the delimitating notion for an episteme, we 
recall “mathesis universalis” proposed in the Cartesian approach contrasting 
with Aristotelian method. A critical analysis is performed for the cases where 
one science is applied to the proof in another science. We make a trial to ex-
trapolate the genus notion to an extent necessary in order to surmount epistemo-
logical difficulties under the condition that all fundamental Aristotelian concep-
tual constructions be preserved.  
Keywords: genus, Analytica Posteriora, Descartes, mathesis universalis, mathe-

matics, extrapolation. 

José Veríssimo TEIXEIRA DA MATA 

ARISTOTLE AND FREGE  
ON FOUNDATIONS OF LOGIC 

The purpose of this essay is to compare Aristotle’s legacy in the founding 
of modern logic to Frege’s foundations of logic. I will compare the tools of 
Frege’s thought, such as object and concept, with those of Aristotle: first sub-
stance and second substance, for example, or small genus and larger genus. I 
shall attempt to demonstrate that notwithstanding Frege’s own opinion to the 
contrary, Aristotle’s logical tools are very close to those of Frege. From this per-
spective, we may understand in what sense Aristotle is, for us, not only a classi-
cal author, but also classic author. 
Keywords: foundations of logic, concept, object, substance, first substance, sec-

ond substance, identity, difference, function. 
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Andrey TIKHONOV 

THE EXTENT OF THE PLATONISM OF ARISTOTLE 
THE QUESTION OF VIRTUE AND GODLIKENESS 

The subject of analysis in this article are the components of the practical 
parts of Aristotle's philosophy: questions of virtue and godlikeness. The aim of this 
article is to address to the question of the relationship of the doctrines of Plato and 
Aristotle, which raises the problem of identifying platonic nature of Aristotle's 
philosophy. To identify the alleged Platonism of Aristotelian teachings, we must 
first stress out the main propositions of his ethics (which are concerned with virtue 
and good) and pay attention to the Aristotle's criticism of Plato. The views of Plato 
and Aristotle on the good, that can be achieved by means of philosophy, are united 
with common ethical and ontological prescriptions, and this circumstance is de-
scribed by commentators which are belong to the different philosophical traditions. 
The Platonism of the Aristotle's doctrine is expressed in his critical attitude towards 
achieving godlikeness in non-philosophical way. The opportunity to talk about the 
Platonism of Aristotle comes from the found correspondence between the procla-
mations of the ideal theoretical contemplation as the main virtue and the good 
(«Nicomachean ethics») and of the ideal of philosophical comprehension of being 
(«Ion»). Plato teaches that before talking about some object whether it is good or 
not, is it related to the good or not, you should carefully examine all the individual 
details of the subject and all the possible relationships that relate to this subject. 
That is the work for philosopher. For Aristotle, philosophical action is contained in 
theoretical thinking. 
Keywords: Aristotle, Plato, virtue, good, ethics, idea, essence, nature of philoso-

phy, mind, Platonism. 

Larisa TONOYAN 

PRESUPPOSITIONS OF ARISTOTLE’S TEACHING  
ON HYPOTHETICAL SYLLOGISMS  

AND THE DEVELOPMENT OF HIS DOCTRINE  
IN ANTIQUITY 

Invention of syllogism theory is one of the main achievements of Aristotle. 
Having constructed a theory of simple categorical syllogism, Aristotle laid the 
foundation for the doctrine of the complex, hypothetical syllogisms (see Ana-
lytica Priora 40a 20-41b 5; 45b 11-20; 50a 11 – 50b 2; Topica 112a 16-30; 113b 
15 –114a). However, Aristotle never built the doctrine of the complex syllo-
gisms. Theophrastus and Eudemus made attempts to develop the ideas of Aris-
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totle. Simultaneously, the Stoics have created their own “hypothetical syllogis-
tic”. But we heard just fragments of the Peripatetics’ and the Stoics’ work. Ac-
cording to historians of logic, they are based on the relationship between the 
proposals, while the syllogistic of Aristotle is built upon the relationship between 
terms. Alexandre of Aphrodisias, John Philoponus, the Neoplatonic followers of 
Ammonias, Galen, Sextus Empiricus and the others composed commentaries on 
Aristotle’s teaching on the hypothetical syllogisms. A survived treatise “On the 
hypothetical syllogism” by Boethius is particularly valuable as one of the few 
Latin commentaries on Aristotle’s logic. Our study demonstrates that neither in 
Greek nor in Latin commentaries the Stoic syllogistic is opposed to the syllogis-
tic of Aristotle and the Peripatetics. We conclude that that ancient commentaries 
show not the union but complementary of the Peripatetic and Stoic systems. The 
ancient logic schools apparently tried to fulfill Aristotle’s idea of building a uni-
fied theory of the syllogism. 
Keywords: Aristotle, hypotethical syllogism teaching, general theory of syllo-

gism, ancient commentators of Aristotle. 

Anna USACHEVA 

THE BODY OF NOUS  
GREGORY NAZIANZEN’S CONCEPT OF THE HUMAN MIND  

IN THE CONTEXT OF PERIPATETIC PHILOSOPHY 

The article revises methodological approach to the appraisal of Aristotelian 
legacy in Gregory Nazianzen’s works. A point of departure is the reception 
paradigm of the philosophical schools of late antiquity featured by a creative and 
liberal approach to the authoritative text. Primed by a contemporary reception 
paradigm Gregory creatively adopted and transformed Peripatetic anthropology 
and cognitive theory. Although he broadly applied Platonic allusions and com-
monplaces, on the substantial level Gregory’s vision of the human mind leans 
towards Aristotelian theory expounding the bodily conditions of the cognitive 
process such as sense-perception, memory and imagination.  
Keywords: textual fluidity, reception paradigm, nous, sense-perception, altera-

tion, soul, body, matter. 

Marina VOLF 

THE INQUIRY PROBLEM IN ARISTOTLE 

This study examines various types of inquiry in Aristotle, including em-
pirical, endoxical, practical, theoretical, poetical, dialectical, epistemic, ethical, 
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and philosophical inquiry. The attempt to unify Aristotle’s approach to inquiry 
leads to the formulation of two research problems: correlation and coordination of 
the inquiries. The former describes the correlation of practical and theoretical rea-
son with practical and theoretical inquiry, as well as the scopes of the two. The 
latter sets up a correspondence between endoxical, dialectical, ethical, and philoso-
phical inquiries, and the correspondence of each of these types of inquiry with 
theoretical or practical inquiry. The methods of inquiry in Aristotle inherited the 
concepts of inquiry of the preceding philosophical doctrines, which emerged in the 
context of “Meno’s paradox” or the paradox of inquiry: whether one should seek 
that which is already known (Z1) or that which cannot be known at all (Z2). The 
Aristotelian “solution to the paradox” is similar to the way Plato avoided the prob-
lem. There have been suggestions that Aristotle solved the paradox by using the 
idea of pre-existing knowledge. However, this approach is not very fruitful, since 
the notion of pre-existing knowledge was concerned with phainomena, and one 
still has to prove their truthfulness. In his response to the paradox, Aristotle admit-
ted the principle of inquiry into the whole by its parts despite the difficulties which 
that principle implied. Aristotle’s doctrine contains an important clarification with 
relation to the understanding of inquiry: any inquiry is possible unless there is no 
episteme, and the episteme is the final result of all inquiries. In his understanding of 
episteme, Aristotle in fact rethought Meno’s paradox, offering a shift from Z2 to 
Z1 as a necessary step — from a lack of knowledge to absolute knowledge. By 
completely discarding the first premise of the paradox — the unknown cannot be 
found, and postulating the need for such an inquiry, Aristotle fundamentally re-
thought the second premise as compared to the previous tradition, and used it in the 
following way: absolute knowledge is attainable, and inquiry will cease if we 
achieve absolute knowledge.  
Keywords: Aristotle, inquiry, Meno’s paradox, scientific method, episteme, theo-

retical inquiry, practical inquiry, Analytics. 

Nadezhda VOLKOVA 

THE TEACHING OF THE IDENTITY OF INTELLECT  
AND THE INTELLIGIBLE IN THE PSYCHOLOGICAL  

DOCTRINES OF ARISTOTLE AND PLOTINUS 

In this article an author examines two psychological concepts — Aris-
totle’s concept of active intellect and Plotinus’ doctrine of undescended soul. 
This doctrines are considered “divine” element in the rational part of our soul as 
a necessary condition of knowledge and salvation. The author comes to the con-
clusion that the main reason for postulating this kind of “divine” element in our 
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soul is a logical argument of identity of knowledge with its object or the intellect 
and the intelligible. 
Keywords: Aristotle, Alexander of Aphrodisias, Plotinus, “De anima”, intellect, 

intelligible, undescended soul.  

Olga ZUBETS 

ARISTOTLE’S   
AND THE CONCEPT OF MORAL SUBJECT 

The article is devoted to the Aristotle’s teaching as giving an ethical answer 
to the ancient search for the governing origin and yourself. That is that human be-
ing exists as oneself in being the origin of the act: the virtuous man has “the supe-
riority in the act”, leading of the origin of the act up to oneself. Stating the aim of 
the ethical inquiry as becoming good, Aristotle emphasizes not only the content of 
the virtue, that is how to act, but also how to act: in this context it is more impor-
tant for him to do the good than to receive it or not to do evil. In his metaphysics 
Aristotle describes , the actual being, as the immanent nature of the end 
and the being of the acting one in the action, but in his ethics he defines an act in 
the same way. Distinguishing between an act ( ) and creation ( ), Aris-
totle defines the moral space exactly through the moral act as performed by the 
virtuous man: being the origin of an act, he is also the origin of the friend and the 
polis as friendship. The idea of subjectness inherent to every virtue is embodied in 
the concept of great-mindedness, which is described by Aristotle in a special way 
in the image of an actor: the Great-minded ( ). His longing to superior-
ity is a longing to the superiority in the act, that is to the Being as the origin of the 
act. As a despising one, he eliminates everything which prevents him from being 
such an origin. Being an origin, that is being a subject, is the greatest thing which 
Great-minded thinks himself worthy of and is worthy. 
Keywords: Aristotle, ethics, moral subject, Great-minded ( ), origin 

( ), superiority in the act, an act ( ), creation ( ), , 
despising.  

Yulia ZVEZDINA 

THE IMAGE OF ARISTOTLE IN RUSSIA  
IN THE MIDDLE OF THE XVI CENTURY AND THE SECOND 

HALF OF THE XVII CENTURY 

In the Middle Ages Aristotle appears in the paintings of ancient temples in 
the role of a prophet. The appearance of the image of the famous philosopher is 
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based on the widespread “the prophecies of the sages of Hellas”. The most fa-
mous monument — detail of fresco in the gallery of the Annunciation Cathedral 
of the Moscow Kremlin, created during the reign of Ivan the Terrible (the middle 
of the 16th century). Here he, along with a number of other ancient philosophers 
and poets was included in the overall composition “Tree of Jesse”. The scroll in 
the hands of Aristotle contains the glorification of the Holy Trinity. During the 
transition period of the second half of the XVII century the name of Aristotle 
occurs in the works of the leading preachers of Kiev — Ioanniky Galyatovsky 
and Antony Radivilovsky. Their books were quite quickly distributed throughout 
Russia, including Siberia. The distribution of science has led to the fact that the 
spiritual authors treating the theme of prophecy and wonderful predictions of 
sometimes used mythological images. In the case of recourse to ancient philoso-
phy was quoting the works of ancient authors, including Aristotle. 
Keywords: Aristotle, the philosopher, the mural painting, the Annunciation Ca-

thedral, the scroll, the prophecy. 
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