METAPHYSICS Z, 1, 102822030

010 xal dmogioeiey {dv)') T mdregoy 10 Padilew xai T
yaivew xal 0 xadijodar Exactov adt@v v onuaive?), duolwg
0 xal émi T@v GAAwy STovody T@Y TotdTwY 0B Yap abTd doTiy
o?te xalf aiTo mepunds obre ywoileodar dvvardy Tijc odalag, dAld
udddov, eimeg, 10 Padilov Tdv rwy xali T xadijuevoy xal o
ytavor. Taita 0¢ udrdov pavetar dvra, didte EoT T1 TO SmoxElUEVOY
avTois dgouévoy (Toito & éotiv 1) odola xai T0 xad éxaarov), Snep
Supaiverar &v Tij xaTnyopia Tij TotadTy’ T6 dyadov o 7 16 xahjue-
vov 0¥x dvev TobTOV Adyetar. OfjAov 0By STi S TadTyy xaxelvaww
Enaotov EoTwy.

The above aporia follows an argument in the first ten lines
of the chapter which establishes the ontological priority of sub-
stance over the other categorial beings. Substance, introduced
as a 7/ éote xai Téde T (10282 11-12), is viewed in the dual role
of essential predicate and of essentially qualified subject3). As
essential predicate, substance responds to the privileged question
‘what-is’ (10282 14-18). Constituted by its essence, substance is

1) I accept Jaeger’s emendation. The alternative readings »ai dmogi-
oeté Tig (APALCT) and xdv dmogriceié Tic (EJ) are both suspect. The ex-
pression dmogrjoetey dv Tig, with the insertion sometimes of an aspirated &’
or ydg between dnogrjoeie and &, is a commonplace in Aristotle. See, for in-
stance, Cuaf. 10b31; De Int. 22b29; Phys. 210a25; Meteor. 339b3, 342a3,
388a33; De G.C. 317b20; De An. 410bio, 411bi4, 423a21; Metaph.
1002b12. The expression 616 xai dmogrioetey &v Tic appears in Meteor. 361a25.

2) AV’s reading &v onualver, accepted by Ross (see note in his Com-
mentary), is more likely than the reading 8v 7 u7 & (E.]. Al. Asc.). The
aporia has to do with whatever is signified by the infinitives fadilew, etc.
The article 76 in 76 fadilew suggests an item taken in a linguistic mode.
One should not look, however, in Aristotle for a sharp distinction between
word and thing. Things behave linguistically, and Aristotle freely passes
from the linguistic to the ontological realm, and vice versa. See D.W.Ham-
lyn, “Aristotle on Predication”, Phronesis, vol. 6, no. 2, 1961, especially
pp. 110-113.

3) These two perspectives are not incompatible with each other be-
cause there is an identity between the thing and its essence; cf. Metaph. Z, 6,
1031217-18: éxaoTdy T Yag o0dx dAlo doxel elvar Tijs favtod odoiag, xal To Tl
7w elvar Adyetar elvar 1§ éxdotov odola. I have discussed elsewhere the distinc-
tion and relationship between reistic and archological (formal) senses of
substance. See my article “Two Conceptions of Substance in Aristotle”,
New Scholasticism, vol. 47 (1973), no. 1.
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the ontological foundation and subject of the other categorial
beings which function as 7#s various attributes (10282 18—20).
In the ensuing aporia, the question is raised regarding the
ontological status of the denotata of infinitives such as fadilew,
Syatvew and xadijoda. As 1 see it, the aporiaarises because of the
form of the infinitive which, per se, while designating an activity or
state, does not refer to a subject or bearer of the activity or state.
At the same time, what is designated by the infinitive is such
that it cannot have an independent nature®) or be separable
from substance. Chung-Hwan Chen has perceptive remarks
about the nature of Badilov, etc., but seems to miss the point of
the aporia with respect to terms such as fadilew, etc.’). He ob-
viously takes them to be verbs prior to being used in definite
propositions. He writes: “Aristotle asks whether what is ex-
pressed by a verb is existent. He answers that, for example, to
walk, to be healthy or to sit only vaguely implies a substance
which performs the action, but walking, sitting, etc. are judged
to be more real because these is something definite underlying
them (i.e. an individual substance) which is implied in the very
designation “walking”. The expression “walking” cannot be
used without such an implication”$). I do not think that this
really explains the contrast between fadileww and fadilov. Ari-
stotle’s point is that unlike 76 fadilov, ©0 xathjuevor and 7o
Syaivoy, the corresponding infinitives do not have, in their
linguistic form, a reference to an underlying substance, not even
an implicit one. The infinitive, per se, does not imply a subject
at all. The aporia in question arises if we understand the infini-
tives to stand, not for the predicative use of verbs, but for
activities (processes) and states as such. Asclepius, in his com-
mentary on the passage, characteristically renders the aporia as
follows: 60 xai d&wov dmopijoar mepl Tijg Vyelas adtijc xad avTiy
xal i Padioews xai T@v dAAwv T@AY TowdTwy, mTEQOY dvTa

4) Jaeger’s excising of mepvxdg (1.23) is not justified. Presumably, he
was suspicious of the construction éo7i ... xad’ avro mepuxds. Perhaps for
this reason he refers in the apparatus to Bonitz’ Jndex for the combination
of mepuxds with the infinitive. We find, however, elsewhere in Aristotle a
construction with mepuxdg(-cdhs) similar to that at 1028a23. Cf. De P. A.
664a13: Yo 0 TIY xepaliy ¢ alyny mepuxds éoTi TOis Eyovow avyéva TV
Cdaw. Ibid. 665b34—35 : uéoov yap o tijc xagdias éoi cdua muxvoy xal xoilov
sepuxds ... For the combination of @doic with xad’adrd, see Index Ari-
stotelicus 838b45—47.

5) Sophia — The Science Aristotle Sought, New York, 1976, pp. 211-12.

6) Ibdd., p. 211.
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mdoyovow avta xad adra 7 oddé SAwg...7). We may note,
however, that while the word fddiois suggests an object of some
sort?®), the word Badilew is ontologically neutral. The temptation
of hypostatization is stronger in the case of the substantive than
in the case of the infinitive. The soutrce of the aporia is the
dilemma between, on the one hand, hypostatizing processes and
states, and, on the other hand, denying altogether their exi-
stence®). The ontology of Badilov, xadijuevor and dyaivor,
however, is not as problematic because their form of assertion
(rarnyogia) is revelatory of subject that supports them into
existence. The meaning of the wotd eineg in line 24 is dependent
on the interpretation to be given to Badilov, etc. I take it that
Badifor functions here as a predicate, not as a subject. It stands
for the attribute that accompanies the predicative ‘is” when the
verb fadilet is analyzed into its equivalent components?). Thus
I believe Ross to be wrong when he explains 76 faditov as
“a substance (though referred to only as the possessor of an
activity)”’t). His translation of 11.24-25 reads: “but rather, if
anything, it is that which walks or sits ot is healthy that is an
existent thing”. Contrary to Ross’s assumption, einep does not
express a certainty about the reality of v0 fadilov, 10 xadjuevoy
and 76 dyiaivor but hints at a conceivable doubt about their
reality, since they are not subjects, things in themselves, though
in comparison with fadilew, etc. they appear to be more real be-
cause of the built-in reference to a subject in their linguistic form.
10282 24—25 might be translated as follows: “but rather, if at all,
it is walking and sitting and healthy that are beings”. einep
indicates the entertainment of the possibility of a total reduction

7) In Metaphysicorum Z 1, 376, 34—36.

8) This is because of its substantive form. Cf. the apparent significa-
tion of a 7dde 7¢ by secondary substances in the Cuategories, due to their
oyfjpa Tis mgoonyoglas: énmi 68 Ty devrégwy odoudy palverar uév duolws T@H
aynpuat Tijs mgoonyogias T6de T onuaivew, Stav einy dvdowmov 7 {dHov. 0 uiw
GAndés ye, A pallov mowdv v onuatver... (Cat. 4b13—16).

9) Aristotle favours a compromise between the two extremes. Com-
pare, for instance, the following statements regarding motion: Phys.
200b32-33: 0vx éoTL 08 xlvnows magd Ta modypara. De C. 279a16: xlvnoig
& dvev puowxot oduaros odx Eotw. Metaph. 1071a1—2: TOY 0D0LGY dvev ok
éott Ta mddn xai ai xwijoes. Phys. 228a16-17: Srav yag madonrar fadilwv,
ovxér ot 1) Pddiots, ndAw ¢ fadilovros Eorar.

10) Cf. Metaph. A, 7, 1017227-30: 009év pdp Siapéper 16 dvdowmog
ywalvoy éotiv 7} 16 dvdgwmos Vyralver, 098¢ To Gvdgwmos Padllwy éotiv 7
Téuvaw 10 dvipwmos Padiler 7) Téuver, duolws 8¢ xal éni Taw dAAwy.

11) Aristotle’s Metaphysics, vol. II, Commentary, pg. 160.
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of all being to substance as the sole ontological category. This is
not a position that Aristotle actually takes. Nevertheless he

comes close to it when he ascribes to substance at 10282 31 the
exclusive title of v dnd@c!?).
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12) Cf. Chung-Hwan Chen, ibid. pp. 212-13.





