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Being qua being def

Would you like to improve this question? Add details and clarify the problem by editing this post. Closed 4 years ago. Heidegger noted that philosophy had forgotten existence; he suggested recovering this, but at least trying to dig. His question: being a pier being -- what is this about? What is the presence in this proposal? Sometimes it
translates as 'being considered its own being a problem'; Being in Aristotle, is the essence (O'Shea); One peak point is Spinoza, and God, however, assumes one does not ask for, query, question or question his own nature (the essence of which is existence) and then one supposes, Heidgers being not that Aristotle - a substance
modified by aquinas. Thus, one assumes that it is not in essence a theology, in the main Christian traditions, and does not shoot the other. Like Spinoza. Being a Hydeger, then seems to be back into the world (he's thrown in); Is this the tradition on which spirituality depends? First published Sunday October 8, 2000; Objective review
Saturday, November 21, 2020 Aristotle described himself as his subject in a variety of ways: as the first philosophy, or the study of being a pavement, wisdom, or theology. Commenting on these descriptions would therefore help to clarify aristotle's subject. In Metaphysics Α.1, Aristotle says that everyone takes the so-called wisdom
(Sophia) to take care of the main causes (Itia) and the starting points (or principles, archai) (981b28), and these are the reasons and principles that are proposed to be studied in this work. It is his usual practice to begin the investigation by reviewing the views that others had in the past, and that's what he does here, as the Alpha book
continues with a history of his predecessors' thoughts on causes and principles. It is clear that these causes and principles are the subject of what he calls the first philosophy. But this does not mean the branch of philosophy that should be studied first. It is even about issues that are sometimes the most important or at the highest level of
publicity. Aristotle distinguished between things that we know better with things that are better known in themselves,[1] and he emphasized that we should begin our study of a particular subject with things that are better known to us and eventually come to an understanding of the things that are known in themselves. The principles
studied by the first philosophy may seem very general and abstract, but, according to Aristotle, they are known in their own right, no matter how far away from the world Experience. Still, since they are to be studied only by one who receives already a lesson nature (which is the subject of the physics), they are completely appropriately
described as coming after the physics. Aristotle's description of the 'study being a pier being' is often easily misunderstood, because it seems to suggest that there is one subject (albeit private) being coa - which is under investigation. But Aristotle's description does not include two things - (1) study and (2) theme (being qua) – because he
did not think there was any subject like 'being coa'. Its description even includes three things: (1) study, (2) subject (object) and (3) ways in which the subject is studied (pavement). Aristotle's Greek word that has been Latin as 'pavement' almost means 'in limit' or 'under the side'. The study of x quay y, then, is an x study that only concerns
itself with the y side of x. So Aristotle's study is not related to some of the regenerated subjects known as being a pier. It is a study of existence, or better, of beings — things that can be said — that you study in a certain way: as human beings, as much as they are beings. Of course, the first philosophy is not the only area of investigation
for the study of beings. Natural sciences and mathematics also study objects, but in different ways, under different aspects. The natural world is taught as things that are subject to the laws of nature, as things that move and are subject to change. Which is to nature studies things a' Karlato' (i.e., in s., in so, in so a hedemia, in or hoodia
studies a mathematician the things that are countable and measurable. In Γ.2, Aristotle adds that for this reason he studies the causes and principles of the materials (Osiai). Natural science studies are things that are material istic and subject to change, mathematics studies of beings that although not subject to change however are not
separate from (i.e., independent of) matter, there is still room for science to study things (if there is already any) that are eternal, not subject to change, and independent of the material. Such science, he says, is theology, and this is the first and highest science. Aristotle's conceived definition of theology, while studying being a pier, proved
to be a challenge to his translators. We discuss this definition in section 14 below. Finally, you may note that in the book of Β, Aristotle His subject is in a different way, by listing problems or perplexity (aporiai) that he hopes to deal with. One of the characteristics of this perplexity, he says, is that it binds our thinking to a knot. They include,
among other things: are reasonable substances the only ones present, or are there other substances? Are they the types or individuals who are the elements and principles of things? And if the types, of which: most general or most specific? Is there a reason other than substance? Is there anything apart from physical vehicles? Are
principles limited, both in number and in the eye? Are the principles of perishable objects themselves perishable? Are the principles universal or private, do they already exist or are they possible? Are mathematical objects (numbers, lines, numbers, dots) material? If they are, are they separated from or do they always belong to
reasonable things? And (harder and perplexing ever, Aristotle says) is loneliness and being the essence of things, or are they attributes to another subject? In the remainder of β's book, Aristotle presents arguments on both sides of each of these issues, and in subsequent books he addresses many of them again. But it is not always clear
exactly how to solve them, and it is possible that Aristotle did not believe that metaphysics contained definitive solutions to all this confusion. 2. Categories to understand the problems and project of Aristotle metaphysics, it is better to start with one of his previous works, categories. Although developed by the long tradition among his
logical works (see the discussion in entering aristotle's logic), because of his analysis of the conditions that make up the proposals that make up the inferences that are based, the categories begin with a strikingly general and comprehensive display of things there (ta onta)-objects. According to this calculation, objects can be divided into
ten distinct categories. (Although Aristotle never says so, it's tempting to assume that these categories are mutually exclusive and are commonly inclusive of the things that are there.) They include, among other things, material, quality, quantity and relationship. Among these categories of objects, is the first, the essence (O'Shea), which
gives Aristotle a distinct status. The material is unique in being independent things. Items in other categories all depend somehow on the material. That is, qualities are the characteristics of substances; quantities are the quantities and sizes in which the material comes; relationships are the way materials stand together. These different
and not all materials owe their existence to the material - each of them, as Aristotle says, exists only 'in' the meme. That is, every non-guaranteed material is in something, not as part, and cannot exist in isolation (Cat. 1a25). In fact, it It is clear that the materials are subjects that these non-anthropological materials are 'in'. Thus each
member stands in a non-material category in this subjective relationship (as it is often called) to a substance or other - color is always found in bodies, knowledge in the soul. Neither whiteness nor a piece of grammatical knowledge, for example, is capable of existence on its own. Each of its existence requires that there be some content
that does not gnaw. In addition to this underlying bond across categories, Aristotle also refers to another basic relationship that occurs between items within a single category. This is described as a relationship to be said about a subject, and its examples show that it is a more general relationship with something less general in one
category. Thus, he 'said' a certain man, and the animal is 'said' man, and therefore, as Aristotle points out, he 'said' the animal itself too. The relationship 'said of', ie, is transgressive (see 1b10). So sex (for example, animal) is 'said of' species (for example, man) and both sex and species are 'said of' special. The same applies to non-
material groups. In the quality category, for example, sex (color) is said of species (white) and both sex and species are said about your white. There was a major scientific dispute over these details in non-class categories. For more details, see supplementary document: Non-essential details of the language of this variation ('in' theme
versus 'said' subject) are alien to the categories, but the idea seems to recur in other works as a difference between the occasional versus the basic introductory. Similarly, in works other than categories, Aristotle uses the universals label (Ta Catlu) for things that are said by many; things that are not universal hekasta call 'details' (ta kath
hekasta). Although it does not use these labels in categories, it is not misleading to say that the doctrine of categories is that each category contains a hierarchy of universalists and peculiarities, with each being universal being 'told of' the worlds below and the peculiarities under neath them. Thus, each category has an upside-down tree
structure. [2] At the top (or box) of the tree are the most common elements in to class[3] (e.g. in a l, in a senser class, the race plant and the sex animal); Branching beneath it is global at the next highest level, branching below found lower levels of global, and so on, down to the lowest world level (for example, infimae species such as
human and horse); at the lowest level - tree leaves - individual materials found, for example, this man, that Etc. Individuals of the substance category play a special role in this scheme. Aristotle calls them raw materials (prôtai ousiai) because without them, he says, there will be nothing else. In fact, Aristotle makes an argument (2a35-2b7)
to identify the raw materials and the underlying entities in this science of existence. He points out that everything that is not a raw material stands in one of their relationships (in the decay of 'fi', or being 'said about') of raw materials. Sex, like an animal, is 'said of' species beneath it, and since it is 'told of' raw materials, it is a genus (recall
the transition of the relationship 'said of'). Thus, everything in the category of material that is not in itself a raw material is, after all, said about the raw materials. If there are no raw materials, there will be no secondary materials (species and species), either. For these secondary subjects are only the methods in which raw materials are
essentially classified into the material category. As for members of non-material categories, they also depend on their presence on raw materials. Universal in non-material category, for example, color, in quality category, is in the body, Aristotle tells us, and therefore in individual bodies. For coloring can not be 'in' the body, in general,
unless it 'in' at least some certain bodies. Similarly, there cannot be details per se in non-content categories (although there is no general agreement among researchers on what these details are). For example, the specific shade of color, or a particular and unshareable part of that shadow, is unable to exist on its own - if it is not 'in' at
least some raw material, it will not exist. So the raw materials are the basic entities - the basic things that exist - in the world of categories. The categories lead us to expect that the study being generally (being a pier) will involve decisively the study of substance, and when we move to metaphysics we do not disappoint. First, in
metaphysics Γ Aristotle argues in a new way of existential priority in substance; We will begin with Γ the novel of the central place of the material in a study being a pier. As we have noted above, metaphysics (or first philosophy) is the science that teaches being coa. In this regard is unlike a specialized science or department, which is
taught only part of being (only some existing things) or objects study only in a specialized way (for example, just as they are subject to change, not as much as objects). But existence, as Aristotle tells us in Γ.2, is said in many ways. And that's it, 'To be' (einai) has different senses, as does cognates 'object' (on) and 'entities' (onta). So the
universal science of being a pier seems to be based on a quirk: how can there be one science of existence when the term existence is ambiguous? Consider the measurement. There are dining tables, and there are tidal tables. The dining table is a table in the sense of a soft flat board attached to the legs. A tide table is a table that means
a systematic order of data in rows and columns. But there is not a single sense of the table that applies to both the piece of furniture that I write these words and the small booklet on which it is located. It would then be foolish to expect that there is one flag of tables, in general, that would include between objects both dining tables and tidal
tables. Tables, i.e. do not form a single type with a single definition, so no single science, or knowledge field, can specifically include those things that are properly called 'tables'. If the term existence is ambiguous in the way the table is, aristotle's knowledge of being a pier would be as impossible as the science of the tables of the streams.
But, Aristotle says in Γ.2, existence is not so mysterious. 'Being', as he tells us, is 'said in many ways' but not just (what he calls) 'homonymous', i.e. quite mysterious. Instead, the different senses of existence have what he calls the ambiguity of hybrids - all linked to one central sense. (The Greek phrase 'pros hen' means with regard to
one.) Aristotle explains his point of view through some examples he takes to be similar to existence. Consider the terms health and medical. None of these cases has a single definition that applies uniformly to all cases: not everything is healthy (or medical) healthy (medical) in the same health meaning ('medical'). There are a range of
things that can be called healthy: people, diets, exercise, skin, etc. Not all of these are healthy in the same sense. A healthy exercise in the sense of being a health producer; Clear healthy skin in the sense of being a health symptom; A person is healthy in the sense of having good health. But note that these different senses have
something in common: a reference to one central thing, health, which is actually possessed only by some of the things that are talked about as healthy, namely healthy organisms, and these organisms are said to be healthy in the basic sense of the term. Other things are considered healthy just as they are appropriately related to things
that are healthy in this basic sense. The situation is the same, aristotle claims, with the term being. It also has a basic sense as well as related senses that apply to things because they are appropriately related to things that are called objects in the basic sense. Objects in the primary sense are substances; The animal, for example, the
horse, is an object, as well as color, for example, white, object. But a horse is an object in the basic sense — it is material — while white (quality) is an object only because it qualifies some material. Narrative about the existence of anything, therefore, would end up referring to some content. Thus, the knowledge of being a platform
involves an account of the central state of the material-material. 4. Basic Principles: Axioms before embarking on this study of the essence, however, Aristotle goes in a book Γ argue that the first philosophy, more general of science, must also address the most fundamental principles - common axioms - that are used for all reasons. Thus,
the first philosophy must also be concerned with the principle of non-contradiction: the principle that the same cannot belong at the same time and does not belong to the same thing and in the same regard (1005b19). This, as Aristotle says, is the most certain of all principles, not just a hypothesis. However, it cannot be proved, because it
is implicitly used in all evidence, regardless of the subject matter. It is a first principle, and therefore is not derived from anything more fundamental. So what can the science of first philosophy say about the National Civil Police? It cannot provide evidence of the National Civil Police, because the National Civil Police presupposes any
evidence one can provide - any alleged evidence of the National Civil Police that would therefore be circular. Thus, Aristotle does not try to prove the Congolese National Police; In subsequent chapters of Γ he says, instead, that it is impossible to disbelieve the Congolese National Police. Those who claim to deny the National Civil Police
cannot believe that this is not true. For those who have a belief, if they want to express this belief to themselves or others, they must say something — they must affirm. He must, as Aristotle says, point to something. But merely an indication of something can only be achieved if the National Civil Police accepts. Without the acceptance of



the PNC, there would be no reason to believe that one's words had any reference whatsoever -- they could mean nothing instead of another. Therefore, anyone who confirms any confirmation has already committed itself to the Congolese National Police. Thus, Aristotle does not argue that the National Civil Police is a necessary fact (i.e.,
he is not trying to prove the National Civil Police); (For more information on the Congolese National Police, see the discussion in an introduction to Aristotle's logic) in the seventeen chapters that make up the Occult book of Metaphysics, Aristotle addressed the promised study of substance. starts by repeating and refining some of what he
said in That 'being' is said in many ways, and that the basic feeling of 'object' is the feeling in which the material is objects. Here, however, it explicitly connects the secondary senses of 'existence' to non-guaranteed categories. The primacy of substance leads Aristotle to say that the old question is what is existence? Is it just a question
'What's the essence?' (1028b4). One might have thought that this question had already been answered in the categories. There we were given, as examples of raw materials, an individual man or a horse, and we learned that the raw material is what is not in the subject and is not said on the subject (2a10). This seems to provide us with
examples and criteria for raw materials. But in the applicable metaphysics, Aristotle does not seem to take either examples or standards granted. In the same day, he tells the various answers that have been given to the question that things are materials - objects (including plants, animals, parts of plants, animals, elements and celestial
bodies), things more basic than objects (surfaces, lines, dots) and imperceptible objects (such as platonic shapes and mathematical objects) - and each seems to consider them viable candidates at this stage. He did not seem to doubt that the clearest examples of the articles were tangible, but left open the question of whether there were
other examples as well. Before answering this question about examples, however, he says that we must first answer the question about criteria: what is to be a substance (tên ousian prôton ti estin)? The negative criterion (not in the subject and not said about the subject) of categories only tells us things that are materials. But even if we
know that something is an article, we must say what makes its content - what is the reason for it being a substance. That's the question Aristotle is turning into. To answer it is to determine, as Aristotle says, the essence of this thing. Levy 3 begins with a list of four potential candidates for being the core of something: essence, universality,
sex, and theme. This assumes that if x is an article, the content x may be either (i) the essence of x, or (ii) some globality based on x, or (iii) the genus to which x belongs, or (iv) the subject of x. The first three candidates are dealt with in subsequent chapters, and the first three candidates are devoted to consecration to examine the fourth
candidate: the idea that the essence of something is a subject on which it is based. Aristotle says that the subject is the subject from which other things are said, but in itself it is not said of anything else (1028b36). This description of a subject reminds us of the language of the categories, which tells us that the primary material is not based
on anything else, Other things are based on it. Thus, it appears that the candidate (4) reiterates the category criterion as material. However, there are two reasons why this conclusion has been concluded. First, while the criterion of category theme told us that materials are the final themes of pre-slackening, the subject criterion envisaged
here is supposed to tell us what is at the heart of the matter. If what it might tell us is that if x is a substance, the x that makes x material - is a subject on which x. Ii, as his next comment explains, Aristotle has in mind something other than this idea categories. For the subject he imagines here, he says, is either a matter, a form or a
composite of matter and form. These are concepts of Aristotle's physics, and none of them have emerged in the science of categories. To appreciate the issues that Aristotle raises here, we must briefly compare his treatment of the idea of subject matter in physics with that in categories. In the categories, Aristotle was concerned with the
themes of foresight: what are the things we talk about, and attribute characteristics to them? In physics, his interest is with the themes of change: what is that holds (at different times) the opposite bond and continues through the process of change? But there is a clear link between these concepts of a subject, because the subject of
change must have one basis to which it belongs at the same time and does not belong at another time. The themes of change, that is,, are also objectionable. (The opposite is not true: the numbers are bragging topics - six up, seven is prime - but not for change.) In categories, individual materials (man, horse) were treated as key themes
for bragging. They also understood, indirectly, as subjects of change. (Article, one and the same number, can receive offenders. These are changes in which the material moves, changes, or grows. What the categories have not explored, however, are changes in which materials are generated or destroyed. But Aristotle's theory of change
in physics requires some other subjects for such changes — a subject based on its essence — and defines the material as the primary subject of change (192a31-32). The change in physics is seen as a process in an article that either takes on or loses shape. The concepts of material and form, as we have pointed out, are absent from
the categories. Individual materials — this man or that horse — regardless of their episodic characteristics — the qualities, etc., in which they are found — are seen in this work as basically simple, non-transferable atoms. Although there is Structure to the fact that, for example, this horse is white (a certain quality disturbs in a particular
material), and the fact that this horse is a kind of brute truth, free of metaphysical structure. This horse is a raw material, and the horse, the type to which it belongs, is a secondary material. But there is no preconceived knot corresponding to the fact that this is a horse in the way that there is such a complex opposite to the fact that this
horse is white. But from a physics point of view, large individuals are seen as predicative complexes (see Mathen 1987b); They are helomurphy compounds - material and shape compounds - and the subject criterion looks somewhat different from the helomurphy perspective. Metaphysics study 3 theme is standard from this perspective.
Article, shape, complexity of matter and shape may all be considered subjects, as Aristotle (1029a2-4) tells us, but which is guaranteed? The subject criterion itself leads to the answer that the content x is a completely unspecified issue of x (1029a10). Because the model is based on the material as a subject, one can always analyze the
helomurphy compound in its functions and the subject on which it is based. When all functions (in thought) are removed, the subject that remains is not in itself at all - an entity whose properties are all transverse (1029a12-27). The resulting issue is one of which has been written off. (Traditional scholarships call this a major issue, but
Aristotle doesn't indicate here whether he thinks there's actually such a thing.) So the subject criterion leads to the answer that the x content is the material that it does not form in the end. But Aristotle rejects this answer as impossible (1029a28), claiming that the substance must be detachable (chôriston) and this is something (tode ti,
sometimes translates some of this), which means that this issue does not meet this requirement. However, what this particular requirement is about is a matter of great scientific debate. Reasonable interpretation is as follows. Separation has to do with the ability to exist independently (x is separate dislocated from y if x is able to exist
independently of y), and being this thing means being a specific individual. The refore, the material must be a specific individual capable of existing on its own. (One may even bear, although this is controversial, that at the expense of Aristotle not all of this is also detachable. But the article fails simultaneously both chôriston and tide t. the
issue that article They may exist independently of that article (think of the wood that makes up the office, which existed before the establishment of the office and may survive the dismantling of the office), but it is not as such any specific individual - it is just a quantity of a certain type of material. Of course, the issue may be interpreted as
constituting a specific individual material (wood is only, one might say, a particular office that composes), but in this sense it cannot be separated from the shape or shape that makes this content (wood cannot be a particular office unless it is an office). So even though the issue is in a sense that can be separated and in a sense this thing,
it can't be both separated and that's something. It is therefore not qualified as the content of the thing that it is ordered to be. Aristotle turns at 2.4 to consider the next candidate for substance: substance. ('Essence' is the standard English translation of Aristotle's strange phrase for ti ên einai, literally what it used to be for something. In his
logical works, Aristotle connects the concept of substance to that definition (horismos) - the definition is an account (logos) that denotes the essence (topics 102a3) - and he relates each of these concepts to a certain kind of pedagomein in itself (Kath' is Toto, literally, in self-respect, or in essence), what belongs to something in relation to
it belongs to it in essence (en tôi ti esti) because we refer to it in the account that provides for the essence (background analyses, 73a34-5). He repeats these ideas in 2000: there will be only the essence of those things that logos is defined (1030a6), the essence of everything is what is said to be at its core (1029b14). It is important to
remember that for Aristotle, one knows things, not words. The definition of a tiger does not tell us the meaning of the word tiger; Thus, the definition of a tiger states the essence - what a tiger is, what is the basis of the tiger in its own right. Aristotle's initial answer (YY.4) to the question what is the substance? Is that the essence is the
essence, but there are important qualifications. Because, as he points out, the definition (horismos), such as 'what it is' (t esti), is said in very many ways (1030a19). That is, the elements in all categories are definable, so the elements in all categories have abstracts - just as there is a human essence, there is also the white essence and
the musical essence. But Of the endhofer pros of 'he', such secondary gems - in the primary (protôs) and unconditional method (haplôs) definition and essence belong to the material (1030b4-6). Thus, it only tells us that these primary gems are materials. Aristotle does not work here on the details of this hierarchy of essence (Lux, 1991),
but it is possible to reconstruct the theory of such a hierarchy based on subsequent developments in the axiom book in RAV.6, Aristotle goes on to say that if there is something elementary and speaks for himself (Kath' Huoto Ligmenon) is one and the same essence. The exact meaning of this claim, as well as the nature and validity of the
arguments put forward in support of it, are scientificly controversial. But it seems safe to say that Aristotle believes that the episodic unit like a pale man is not Hutu Hutu Kath (because pallor is an occasional feature of man) and therefore is not the same as its essence. A pale man, that is, does not specify what is a fundamental being, and
therefore cannot be the essence of the basic species. As only 4 has already told us, the essence, in the basic sense, belongs to things that are of a race and to anything else (1030a11-12). Man is a species, and so there is the essence of man. But pale man is not a species, so, even if there is something like the essence of a pale man, it
is not, in any case, an essential essence. At this point there seems to be a close link between the essence of the substance and its types (eidos), and this may tempt one to assume that Aristotle determines the essence of something (because the essence of something is its essence) by its sex. (The result of this idea is that Aristotle is a
radical change in his concept of the importance of species, which in categories called a secondary substance, that is, a material only in the secondary sense.) But such a selection would be wrong, for two reasons. First, Aristotle's point in 1030a1 11 is not that species are the essence, but that the core of the basic species corresponds to
species (like human) and not to a more narrow type (like a pale man). Secondly, the word eidos, which means species in logical works, has gained a new meaning in the context of helomorphi, where it means form (in contrast to material) rather than species (in contrast to sex). In the conceptual framework of metaphysics ro, universal like
a human or horse - which was called a species and a secondary subject in the categories - is interpreted as not guaranteed but a composite of some kind, [consists] of this calculation and this issue is taken globally (only 1035b29-30). eidos which is an essential article in a primary book Not the species to which the individual material
belongs but the form that is based on the issue that makes up it. [4] The role of form in this context is the subject of Y and 40-9. (Although these chapters were not originally included in Whatly Y - there is no reference to them, for example, in Rafe's summary of Φ.1, which directly skips from RAV.6 to Rav.10 - they provide a link between
substance and form and thus fill out what would otherwise have been a gap in the argument.) Since individual substances are considered helomorphic compounds, the role of matter and shape must be calculated in their generation. Whether we think of natural things, such as plants and animals, or artifacts, such as houses, the
requirements of generation are the same. We do not produce this issue (suppose we do lead to an infinite decline) and do not produce the model (what can we make of?;; Both matter and form must be present in advance (Communist 2000, 1034b12). But the source of the movement in both cases — what Aristotle calls the moving cause
of the next — is the shape. In the production that results from craft (or art, technê), the shape in the soul (1032b23) of the craftsman. For example, the craft [construction] is the form of [home] (1034a24) and the craft, i.e. shape, is in understanding, and therefore in the spirit, of construction. The builder has in mind a plan or design for a
house and knows how to build. Then enmatters that plan or design by putting it in the material that builds the house. In natural production, there is the shape in the original, where the begetter is of the same kind as the squirrel (not that they are the same thing, certainly, not one in number, but one in shape) - for example, in the case of
natural things. For humans man is born (1033b29-31). In both cases, however, the model already exists and is not produced (1033b18). What is produced in such hemomorphic productions is correctly described as its form, not by a matter. What is produced is a house or a man, not bricks or meat. Of course, what is made of gold may still
be described in terms of its material components, but we should call it not gold but gold (1033a7). Because if gold is the matter from which the statue is made, there was gold present at first, and so it was not the gold that came into existence. It was a statue that came into existence, and although the statue is gold - i.e. made of gold - it
cannot be identified with the gold from which it was made. It is clear that the essence of this helomorphic compound is its form, not its form. As Aristotle says by form I mean the essence of everything and the raw material (1032b1), and through the essence Matter I mean essence (1032b14). It is a form of material that makes the kind of
thing it is, and therefore it is a form that satisfies the condition initially required for being the core of something. The essence of the thing is its shape. At only 10 and 11, Aristotle returns to consider the essence and definition stopped in only 6 trance, but now within the hylomorphic context developed in YY.7-9. The main question that these
chapters are considering is whether the definition of x ever contains a reference to the question of x. Aristotle begins their right to practice10 by supporting the following principle about definitions and their parts: the definition is an account, each account has parts, and as the calculation is the thing, so part of the account is part of the thing
(1034b20-22). That is, if y is part of the x-defined thing, the definition of x will include a part of y that corresponds to y. In fact, you must stand z to y in the same relationship that defines x in x; A z is a y definition so, according to this principle, the definition of a thing will include the definitions of its parts. In a way, this result of the principle
seems very reasonable, given Aristotle's idea that the world is the one that can be determined (Sol 11, 1036a29). Consider kindpendom universal, like man, and his rational animal. Parts of this definiens are universal rational ity and animal. If these parts, in turn, are identifiable, each must be replaced, in the definition of man, by its own
definition, etc. In this way, a full and adequate definition of a world such as man will not contain any parts that can be further defined. All sound or fully analyzed definitions ultimately consist of simple terms that cannot be further defined. It is clear, however, that this idea contains definitions of hemophilia: since the material appears to be
part of such a compound, the definition of the compound will, as part of it, include definitions of its physical components. This result seems implausible to Aristotle. The circle, for example, appears to consist of a half-circle (because it is obviously divided into half a circle) but the definition of a circle cannot consist of the definitions of its
half-ring edits. L, as Aristotle points out (1035b9), the semi-circular is defined in terms of the circle, not the other way around. His point is well taken, if circles are defined in terms of half circles, then it is assumed that half circles will be defined in terms of quarter circles that consist, and so on, an infinity declaration. The resulting infinite
retreat will make it impossible to determine a circle at all, for one will not Ultimately simple parts would be the author of this definition. Aristotle flirts with the idea of distinguishing between different senses in which something can be part of another (1034b33), but instead proposes a different solution: to carefully identify everything that it
claims to be part of. It is a bronze statue of the part, but what is said to be a statue as a shape is not a part (1035a6). Similarly, even if the line, when divided, passes away in half, or human to bone, sinews, and flesh, it is not the case that because of this they consist of these as parts of the material (1035a17-20). Rather, what is divided
into these substances as it is is not the material but the compound (1035b20-1). In reworking his point of view more inconspicuously (1035b4), Aristotle notes in parentheses another important aspect of his theory in substance. He reiterates the priority of the form, and its parts, of the issue to which the complex is divided, and notes that
the spirit of animals (for this is the essence of the movement) is the material that corresponds to the calculation, namely the form and substance (1035b14-5). The idea is repeated in Serenity 11, where it is also clear that the soul is the basic material, while the body is the material (1037a5). It further develops, in metaphysics, in dio.17,
since we will see below, especially in De Anima. For more details on this subject, see Section 3 of Aristotle's Psychology Entry. Now returning to the problem raised by the obvious need to refer to the article in the definition of the article, we may note that the solution presented by Aristotle in only 2.10 is only partial success. His view
seems to be that while bronze may be part of a particular statue, not that a certain batch of bronze nor even bronze generally enters the essence of the statue, since the bronze is not part of what it is to be a statue. But this is only because the statues, although they must be made of a kind of material, do not require any particular type of
matter. But what about the types of substances that require certain types of material? Aristotle's distinction between shape and complexity cannot be used in such cases to isolate the substance from the material. Thus, there may be reasons to think that the reference to the issue should interfere with at least some definitions. In the
difficulty of only 11, Aristotle deals with such a situation (although the passage is difficult, and there is disagreement about its interpretation). Human form is always found in flesh, bones and parts of this type, writes Aristotle (1036b4). And the point here is not just that every man must have matter, but that every one must have a matter of
a certain type -- flesh and bones, etc. some things, he continues, Is this in this (1036b23), any particular form in a particular type of material, so that it cannot be defined without reference to its physical parts (1036b28). However, Aristotle ends up with the 11th Goal Practices Unit as if he defended the claim that the definition is of form
alone. Perhaps his point is that whenever it is necessary for a material to be made of a particular type of material (for example, to be man made of flesh and bone, and that one cannot make a saw of wool or wood, Φ.4, 1044a28) this is in some sense a formal or structural condition. Type of material, after all, can in itself analyze
hylomorphically-bronze, for example, is a mixture of copper and tin according to a certain proportion or formula (logos), which in turn is based on some more general basic subject. Thus, the reference to the issue in the definition of what would always be to a particular type of issue, and therefore to the assigne, not to a subject. In any
case, if one by 'issue' has in mind in the final topic alluded to in Serenity 3 (the so-called 'main issue'), there will be no reference to it in any definition, because it is unspecified (1037a27). 10th 12th Practices Pose a New Problem About Tariffs - The So-Called Definition Unit. The problem is: definitions are complex (and ddiens is always
some combination of terminology), so what explains to definiendum being one thing, rather than many (1037b10)? Let's say this man is defined as two feet; Aristotle is supposed to have in his mind discussed in YY.4 of such occasional units as a pale man. The difference cannot be that our language contains a single word ('man') for a
two-legged animal, but not a word for a pale man, for Aristotle has already admitted (1029b28) that we may have one term (suggests the deity, literally 'cloak') for a pale man, but this will not make the formula of a 'pale man' definition nor a pale man's essence (1030a2). Aristotle proposes a solution that applies to tariffs reached through
the partition method. According to this method (see Aristotle's logic), one begins with the widest genus containing the species to be defined, and divides sex into two subgenies by some differences. Then one locates the definiendum in one subspecies, and begins to divide this into another different, and so on, until one reaches the
definiendum species. This is the classic definition of sex and differentia. Aristotle's suggestion is that the division must take different differences (1038a9). For example, if one uses different feet to divide the sex of the animal, then uses different cloven feet for the next division. If we divide one in this way, aristotle claims, it is That
eventually (or complete, teleutaia) differentia would be the essence of the thing and its definition (1038a19). Each different of the different involves its predecessor (being cloven feet involves feet), so the long series of differentiae can be simply replaced by the different in the end, because it involves all of its predecessors. As Aristotle
points out, it will be necessary to include any of the differentiae in the final series: when we say an animal with two feet ... We must say the same thing several times on (1038a22-24). This proposal shows how a long series of differences can be reduced to one definition, but does not solve the problem of the definition unit. Because we still
face the obvious fact that the sex + differentia constitutes pluralism even if the opposite is the end, or complete one. Not surprisingly, then, Aristotle returns to the unit problem later (E.6) and offers a different solution. At this point, we seem to have a clear idea of the nature of the essential form as Aristotle imagines it. A substantial form is
the essence of an article, and it corresponds to a kind. Since it is essential, the essential form is what the defined definitions symbolize. Since only global systems can be defined, the fundamental forms are universal. That great forms are universal and aristotle's comment confirmed, at the end of 2000, that Socrates and Callias ... Are
distinct because of this issue ... But the same shape (1034a6-8). In order to be the same in the form, it should have the same shape, i.e. the same fundamental model is based on two different mass essay. Its being based on many is what makes something universal (De Interpretatione 17a37). But only 13 throws our full understanding
into chaos. Aristotle begins to return to the candidates for the title of O'Shea presented in his melt.3 And points out that having now discussed the claims of the subject and substance, it is time to consider the third candidate, the global. But the rest of the chapter consists of a barrage of arguments to conclude that universality is not
material. Therefore, a fundamental tension is produced in Aristotle's metaphysics, which has fragmented his translators. Some assert that Aristotle's theory is ultimately inconsistent, on the grounds that it is committed to all three of the following proposals: (1) the essence is form. The figure is general. There is no universal material. Others
gave explanations according to which Aristotle does not retain all (1) - (3), there are a wide range of these explanations, which are too many to be examined here. But there are two main lines, and two opposing, for interpretation. To one, universal fundamental forms are not stolen after all, other than that each belongs exclusively to the
special form it is, and there is therefore since many fundamental forms of a particular type since there are details of that type. According to the other, Aristotle's arguments in RAV.13 are not intended to show that there is no universal, court-prescribed material, but some weaker theses that correspond to the existence of only one basic
form of all the details that belong to the same type. Proponents of certain forms (or gems) include Sillars 1957, Harter 1975, Hartman 1977, Irwin 1988, and Witt 1989b. Opponents include Woods 1967, Owen 1978, Law 1986, Lux 1991, and Lewis 1991. It would be foolish to try to resolve this issue within the limits of the current portal, as
it is perhaps the single biggest and most controversial interpretive issue concerning Aristotle's metaphysics. Instead, we will mention some of the key considerations raised by each aspect of this conflict, and give our reasons to think that substantive forms are universal. The idea that substantive forms are detailed by Aristotle is supported
by claims that the article separated this thing (chôriston kai tode t, Boris 3000), that there are no universals regardless of its details (Boris 13), and that the worlds are not articles (Communist 13). On the other hand, the idea that the core forms are universal is supported by Aristotle's claims that the material is, par excellence, definable
entities (4.4), that the definition is universal (American Communist), and that it is impossible to determine the details (Communist 15.15). In our view, the susceptibility to detail makes it impossible for the substantive forms to be details. If there is a unique intrinsic form for some reasonable certain, says Callias, then the corresponding
definition of this form, or substance, would apply uniquely to Callias - it defines him, which is exactly what Aristotle says can't be done. The question, then, is whether evidence that opposes the substantive forms that constitute universal forms can be addressed. This is less clear, but the following considerations are relevant. (1) Aristotle's
claim that the essential form is an individual (tode ti) does not exclude being universal (katholou). The universals contrast with the details (Kath'hekasta), not individuals (although Aristotle does not sometimes ignore the distinction between T.D. and Kath'hekaston). What makes something t tode is being something completely specific, not
more different. What makes kath'hekaston something is being something, can't be decoding, not from anything else. There is therefore the possibility of a comprehensive tode ti - a complete global identification not the furthest division within a world-class minimum, but to depend from multiplied details. The claim that there are no globalists
should be understood except in its context. When Aristotle (1038b33) asserts that there are no animals ... Beyond those certain (Tina Ta) it is just the possibility to be referring to certain types of animals as for certain samples. If so, his view may be that a generic species, such as an animal, depends on its species, and therefore on the
intrinsic forms that are at the core of those species. (3) RAF-13's arguments against the importance of universality are presented as part of an investigation into the perplexity of the concept of fundamental form. Therefore, it is not clear whether a universal claim that is universal is intended to be accepted without restriction. In fact, a more
thorough examination of the arguments may show that the conditions are required if the arguments are to be convincing. For example, the argument in 1038b11-15 is based on the premise that the strange x (idion) article (idion) to x. Then concludes that universality cannot be the essence of all its situations (because it cannot be admonis
them all), and concludes that it must be the essence of nothing. Note, however, that this conclusion does not say that no universal can be material, but only that no universal can be the essence of any of its situations (see code 1978). Aristotle's point may be that since the shape is material-based, the essential shape is based on different
blocks of matter. But they are not the essence of those blocks of matter, because they are mistakenly based on them. The thing that is uniquely related, which is its essence, is not one of its states, but it is the intrinsic form itself. This conclusion should not come as a surprise in the light of Aristotle's claim in 6-2 that each material is one of
its essence. A universal core form is this essence. In Rav.17 Aristotle proposes a new starting point in his efforts to say what kind of content something. The new idea is that the article is the starting point and the reason (archê Kai Itia, 1041a9) of existence. Before considering the details of his novel, we will need to briefly convert
aristotle's theory of cases. The relevant texts are Physics II.3, Background Analytics II.11, Metaphysics Α.3 and Φ.2. See also the entrance to Aristotle's natural philosophy and section 2 of the introduction on Aristotle's psychology. The word Itia (reason or perhaps better), interpretation, aristotle tells us, is said in many ways. On the one
hand, the reason is that something comes to be, and still exists; issue in this sense was traditionally called an article Although Aristotle himself did not use this label. The second meaning, the reason is the shape ... The account of the essence (194b27), traditionally called the official reason. A third sensation, traditionally called an effective
cause, is the main source of change or comfort (194b30). In this sense, Aristotle says, the counselor is the cause of the work, the father is the cause of his child, and generally the product is the cause of the product. Fourthly, the so-called ultimate cause, which Aristotle describes as the end (telus), for which something is done (194b33). In
this sense, he says, health is the reason for walking, as we may explain a person's walking by saying that he walks to be healthy - health is what it is for walking. Note that, as in this case, things may be the causes of each other - the hard work of fitness, the fitness of hard work - though not in the same sense: fitness is what is hard work,
while hard work is the principle of movement (195a10). Hard work is the effective cause of fitness, where one becomes fit through hard work, while fitness is the ultimate reason for hard work, since one works hard to become fit. Although Aristotle is keen to distinguish between four different types of causes (or four different senses of
'cause'), it is important to note that he claims that one and the same can be caused in more than one sense. As he says, shape, engine, telos often synchronize (198a25). The Anima de Anima is quite clear that the spirit, which is the shape or essence of something living, is caused in three ways that distinguish us (415b10) - effective,
formal, and final. Let's go back to the Aristotle discussion in 2000 2000. He points out that the function of reason or principle of existence is to explain why one thing belongs to another (1041a11); that is, to explain some predicational truth. What must be explained, for example, is why this is a man, or this is home. But what kind of
question is that? The only thing that can be a man is a man, but he cannot be a man. The only thing that can be a house is a house so it seems we ask why a man is a man, or why the house is a house, and these sounds foolish questions that everything has the same answer: because everything is the same (1041a17-20). The questions
must therefore be reworked using the possibility of a biodegradable analysis. You must ask, for example, why these - for example, bricks and stones - house? The answer proposed by Aristotle is that the reason for the existence of an article (such as a house) is the form or substance that is based on the question (e.g. bricks and stones)
that make up that material. The substance is not always just a formal issue; it is a fundamental issue. In some cases, Aristotle says, it is also the ultimate reason (he gives examples of a house and a bed), and in some Effective cause (1041a29-30). But in any case what is being sought is the reason why the matter is something - this is the
essence (1041b6-9) and the main reason for its existence (1041b27). Note that explanandum in these cases (why is this a man? or why is this a house?) involves proselytizing species (Callias is a man, falling is a house). But aristotle's proposed answer evokes an analysis of these questions, where the form is based on the material. So
Callias is a man because the shape or essence of man is present in the body and the bones that make up the body of Callias. The fall is a house because the shape of the house is found in the materials that are made in falling water. In general, the provider of species is explained in terms of the underlying shape, whose subject is not a
particular compound but an issue. Thus form introductions are more basic than their corresponding type introductions. The fundamental form, as a definable initial form, is its own essence, because it is based primarily on itself alone. But the intrinsic form of the compound material, because it is based (by mistake) of the matter of the
compound, is why the compound is the kind of thing that it is. So the shape, in a derivative way, is the essence of the compound as well. 12. Realism and potential in metaphysics, Aristotle offers the distinction between the material and the form of the synchronization of paradoxes, and its application to an individual material at a given
time. The question of a substance is the stuff that consists of; Shape is the way things are put together so that the whole poses can perform their distinctive functions. But soon the diach discrimination begins to apply paradoxes, over time. This connects the issue/form of distinction to another main aristoplin distinction, that between
probability (Dunmis) and the reality (entelecheia) or activity (Energia). Aristotle distinguishes between two different senses of the term Donami. In a strict sense, the Dunami is the power that something has to make a difference. Something that has a dunum in this sense when it is within it a starting point for change in something else or in
itself as much as another (Chlorinated 1046a12, see Φ.12). Exercising such power is kina - movement or process. So, for example, the craft of home builders is a force that is the practice of home building. But there is a second sense of Donamis – which aristotle is primarily interested in – that might be better translated as 'potential'. L, as
Aristotle tells us, in this sense is not related to kinêsis but to activity (energeia) (Weekly.6, 1048a25). And dunami in that sense is nothing. to produce change but rather its ability to be in a different and more complete state. Aristotle believes that the understandable possibility of this night cannot be determined (1048a37), claiming that the
general idea can be understood from the consideration of cases. Activity is to possibility, as Aristotle tells us, because what is awake is for what is asleep, and what we see is with regard to what his eyes are closed but he has a vision, and what has been formed of the matter is with regard to the matter (1048b1-3). This last illustration is
particularly light. Consider, for example, a piece of wood, which can be carved or shaped in a table or in a bowl. In Aristotle's terminology, wood has (at least) two different possibilities, because it is potentially a table and also potentially a pot. The issue (in this case, wood) is related to potential capacity; substance (in this case, table or
pot) is associated with reality. The unintoxicated wood yet is only likely to be a table, so it may seem that once the wood is carved it is actually a table. Maybe that's what Aristotle means, but it's possible that he doesn't want to consider a wood table. His idea might be that not only a piece of rough wood in a carpenter's workshop could be
considered a potential table (where it could be converted into a single table), but the wood that composes the completed table is also, in a sense, a potential table. The idea here is that it is not a wood-quay wood which is actually a table, but a pavement wood table. considered as it is, it is still only likely something that is an issue. (The
contemporary philosopher may make this point by refusing to identify wood with the table, saying instead that wood is only the table and not identical to the table it forms.) Since Aristotle gives priority to the form over the material, we similarly expect him to give real priority to the possibility. This is exactly what we find (Φ.8, 1049b4-5).
Aristotle distinguishes between priority in logos (calculation or definition), at the time, and in substance. (1) Reality is pre-conceived since we must mention reality when we give an account of its corresponding potential. Thus, visual means able to be seen; (2) With regard to time priority, on the contrary, the possibility may appear before
reality, because the wood precedes the table from which it was built, and the oak precedes the oak in which it grows. However, Aristotle finds that even in time there is a sense of reality before possibility: the active person who is himself in shape, though not in number [with something possible] exists, is before [to] (1049b18-19). A certain
oak is, of course, timely before a particular oak tree that grows But it is preceded in time by the actual oak tree that produced it, which is identical in species. The seed (potential substance) must have been preceded by an adult (actual substance). Even in this sense the reality is ahead even in time. (3) Aristotle argues for priority in
substance from reality to probability in two ways. (a) The first argument uses its concept of ultimate causality. The things that come to be moving towards the end (telos) - the boy becomes a man, the oak becomes oak and the activity is the end, and it is for this that the ability is gained [or possibility]. For animals do not see in order to have
sight, instead they have sight in order that they can see ... The issue is something that is likely to be because it may come in the form of it, anyway, when something is actively done, then it is in form (1050a9-17). Shape or reality is the end that natural processes are directed towards. So reality is the reason in more than one sense of
something is to realize its potential. As we noted in Section 11, the ultimate, official and effective cause of another may be the ultimate, official and effective reason. Suppose that the oak realizes its ability to become an oak tree. The effective reason here is the actual oak tree that produced oak. The official reason is the logos that define
this reality; (b) Aristotle also makes (1050b6-1051a2) a more rigorous argument for claiming that reality is essentially preconceived of possibilities. Probability for any pair of opposites; So anything capable of existence is also unable to be. What is capable of non-existence may not be, and what may not be perishable. Anything that merely
involves the ability to be perishable. What is eternal is impervious, and so nothing is eternal can exist only possible - what is eternal must be completely actual. But eternity is accepted in essence to perishable. For eternity can exist without perishable, but not the other way around, this is what the priority is in essence (see Φ.11, 1019a2).
What is actual is accepted in substance to what is possible. 13. The unit that was reviewed in 6.6, Aristotle returns to the problem of the identification unit (discussed above in section 9) and offers a new solution based on the concepts of possibility and reality. He begins by pointing out (recalling the language of Safaa 17) that the objects
he tries to explain their unity are those that have several parts and where the sum of them is not like a pile, but everything goes beyond the parts (1045a8-10). Its task is to explain the unity of these complexes. The problem is insoluble, he says, unless one realizes that there is one side of the issue and on the other (or shape, morphê),
one is likely to be actively. Once this is realized, then what we're investigating won't seem to be a mystery (1045a20-25). It provides the following example (1045a26-35). Suppose the round bronze was defined as a cloak. If someone asks, what makes the cloak one thing, unity? The answer will be clear. For bronze is the issue, rotation is
shape. Bronze is a round prospect, and the tour is what bronze is actually when you received this model. The issue of the unity of the cloak (in this sense of the cloak) is merely a reason for the bronze that takes place around it. Since the cloak is something produced, or brought into existence, there is no reason for its unity other than the
client who put the shape in the matter. Bronze (matter) is a potential area, and the mantle is the actual domain. But the bronze round is on the equal essence of both real sphere and the same potential. Bronze and cycle are not two separate things. Bronze is the possibility of a ball, and when it is round they form an actual one - one ball of
bronze. It is easy to see how this helomorphic analysis explains a special material unit, where neither the matter nor the form of this kind of particular is in itself a single physical individual, and only when they are taken together is they form that individual. But the question Aristotle is trying to answer is: Why on earth is one thing when
calculating it is what we call the abolition of munitions? (Communist 12, 1037b11). Since the right definitions are global elements, it remains to be seen how the proposed solution applies to them. After all, the worlds are not physical beings, so it is not clear how they can be seen as helomurphy compounds. But Aristotle has at his disposal
a concept that can completely fill this project, viz., the concept of the material is understood (hulê noêtêtê). (The main purpose of the understandable material is to provide something semi-material for pure geometric objects that are not achieved in bronze or stone, for example, to be made of.) So we guess that's why Aristotle (1045a33)
continues to introduce the material into the current context. If so, we may conclude that the physical element in the definition of species is understandable. Elsewhere, he explicitly describes his gender as a matter: sex is a matter of what is said to be sex (Φ.8, 1058a23). Even species too, although they are not in themselves a physical
being, can be considered a helomorphi compound. Its command is its sex, which is only tolerated the type ID; In differentia is the shape that really matter. Race does not exist realistically independently of its kind any more than bronze exists [apart from] each form. Animal sex, for It is just what is likely to be a particular species of animal or
other. Aristotle (1045b17-21) concludes that the final matter and shape (morphê) is one, one potentially, and the other actively ... What is likely and what is active is in one way. This solution, of course, applies only to helomorphic compounds. But that's all to do, according to Aristotle. It ends the chapter by claiming that the unit problem
does not arise for other types of vehicles that are not physical: things that don't matter ... All are unconditional only what is one (1045b23). 14. Theology science is being it science of morphology. But it is also theology, the science of God. The question now is, how can they be both? That is why Aristotle gives a brief answer: if there is an
immovable material, this [theological philosophy] would be a precedent and a primary philosophy, and it would be universal in this way, that is, because it is preliminary. I will belong to it to get a theoretical understanding of being a pier, both what it is and the things that belong to it as much as it is going on. (E.1, 1026a29-32) So the
priority of theology, which is based on the fact that it deals with eternal, unmovable and detachable material, is what justifies us in treating it as a universal flag for being qua. Remind, first, what this priority is. As we have seen in sections 2.3 above, only objects in the substance category are detachable, so that they alone have a kind of
existential priority that is both existential and illustrative. Thus, walking and healthy health is described as being unable to separate, on the basis that there is some fundamental subject on which they are based (Z.1, 1028a20-31). Often, the chapter is associated with this subject: the underlying subject is before, and that is why the article
before (Φ.11, 1019a5-6); Similarly, non-segregation is linked to the fact that this topic is related: all other things are either said as raw materials as subjects or in these articles. Therefore, if there are no raw materials, there can be nothing else (Cat. 2b3-6). The starting points and causes of all objects must be, then, materials. But for all
that has been displayed so far, the universe can still consist of a lot of separate materials that have nothing to do with each other. Here you may serve to return to Z.3, which opens by drawing attention to something said (legomenon) about substance, namely: it is said that something (legetai) if not in more ways, and anyway more than all
in four. For the essence, it seems universal, and races is the essence of everything, and fourth of these, the basic theme. (1028b33-36) And since the underlying subject seems more than anything to be the essence (1029a1-2), because what is said or is based on it, the investigation begins with this subject, quickly isolating three
candidates: matter, the complex of matter and shape, and the same shape (1029a2-3), which corresponds to the essence (1032b1-2). Roughly as fast (1029a7-32), the first two candidates are temporarily excluded. A. Perhaps the main basis for their exclusion is the priority dilemma that we will now look for briefly. The philosophical
background of the dilemma is this. If you are realistic about scientific knowledge and truth, as Aristotle is, the structure of your scientific theories must reflect the structure of reality, so that the first scientific starting points or principles must be the building blocks of reality. Let's say that's not the case. Suppose your physics tells you that
atoms are the building blocks of reality and that your psychology tells you that perceptual perception is the starting point of scientific knowledge. Then you will face a very acute problem, those doubts. For a wedge can be driven between the starting points of scientific knowledge and the building blocks of reality. René Descartes's famous
dream argument is such a familiar form that a wedge might take. Your sense - perceptions are consistent with always being asleep having a very detailed dream. In B.6, Aristotle presents a similar problem about the relationship between our scientific representation of the world and how the world itself is organized: we must ... We ask
whether [start points] are universal or exist the way we say the details. Because if they are universal, they won't be materials. Nothing in common indicates this thing but such kind of things, while the article that's something.... If the starting points are global, these things follow. But if it's not universal, it's [existing] as privacy, it's not
scientific knowledge. The scientific knowledge of all things is universal. Thus, there will be other starting points before the starting points, which are based globally, if there is already scientific knowledge of these points. (1003a7-17) The building blocks of reality, the Science of Aristotle tells us, are special compounds in the form of
material. However, the starting points of science are the forms of such things - universal gems. There is no knowledge of you, or me, although there is one of the humans. How, then, science could possibly accurately reflect the structure of reality, when And those reality radically fail to map each other? Because there seems to be no
greater difference between the details and the worlds. The thing to do, then, given that science provides our best access to the nature of reality, is to investigate the universal forms or gems that are essential to it. Aristotle begins investigating the most familiar and widely recognized condition, which is the shape or substance found in sub-
level material form compounds. It is advertised in Z.3 (1029b3-12), but did not even start some chapters later and was not really completed until the end of The Φ.5. By this time it is with reality (entelecheia) or activity (energeia) in which the shape is determined, and the matter with potential. The science of being legitimately focused on
form, or reality, then, as a common factor for all materials, so for all objects. But unless it is possible to prove an explanatory link between the forms of all these materials, the undivided nature of being itself will not yet be created, and the images given to us by various sciences will be, so to speak, separate images, and the universe that
they collectively depict, divided. The next stage in unifying existence, legitimizing the science dealt with as a coa, is influenced by the argument in Φ.6 that trades on defining the form with reality and matter with the possibility: if there is something capable of moving things or acting on them, but this does not activate do so, there will not be
[necessarily] movement, since it is possible for what has the ability not to activate it. So there is no point in putting forward eternal material, as do those who accept forms, unless there is a starting point capable of making a difference. Moreover, even this is not enough, nor is another material out of shapes. Because if you are not active,
there will be no movement. Moreover, even if the activity, it is not enough, if its essence is ability. So there will be no eternal movement, because what may not be. Therefore, there must be such a starting point, the very essence of which is activity. Moreover, accordingly, these articles must be without any issue. Because they must be
eternal, if indeed anything else is eternal. It must therefore be active. (1071b12-22) Material form compounds, as such, are capable of movement and change. The ecclesiastical examples of them — perhaps the only real or complete — are living-developing organisms (Z.17, 1041b29-30). But if these objects are to be actual, there must
be substances whose essence is activity – substances that need not be activated by something else. with material form compounds that have been shown to depend on significant activities in their actual work Insert a further element of vertical unification into an object, But on the other hand, the division continues to threaten. The number
of large activities required to explain astronomical phenomena, such as the movements of stars and planets, answers that there must be forty-nine of them (1074a16). But these forty-nine are coordinated with each other in order to form a system. What enables them to do so, and to form one sky, is that there is one initial movement for all
of them: there is clearly only one sky. Because if there are many humans, as there are many humans, the starting point for each of them will be the same in shape but in many numbers. But all the things that are many in number are important, on the expense of one and the same applies to many, for example, humans, while Socrates is
one. But the basic essence is irrelevant, because it is a reality. Thus, the main immovable engine is the same in terms of both calculation and number. And so, therefore, is what is always and constantly moved. So, there is only one paradise. (1074a31-38) What explains the unity of the sky, therefore, is that the movements in them can be
traced to one issue: the prime minister or the primary engine. Apart from the question of just how this initial engine moves what moves directly, the next stage in the unification of objects is the stage at which the sub-mandatory world is integrated with an already standardized super single studied by astronomy. This happens at Φ.10. A
clear indication of this uniformity is the reproductive cycles of plants and animals on the seasons, and their reliance, in turn, on the movements of the sun and the moon (Φ.5, 1071a13-16). Beyond this, there is the unity of the natural world itself, which is manifested in the ways in which its inhabitants are adapted to each other: all things
are jointly organized in a way, albeit not in the same way - even swimming creatures, flying creatures, and plants. The Organization is not the kind of thing that has nothing to do with anything else, but there is a relationship. For all the things they organize together with regard to one thing, but as in the family, where free men of at least
everything do things randomly, but all or most of the things they do organization, while slaves and monsters can do a little about the common thing, but mostly not Randomly. For this is the kind of starting point that nature is for each of them. I mean, for example, at least all of them should be categorized [into their elements], and similarly
there are other things that all share for all. (1075a16-25) so the field is semi-integrated enough with a super single that we can talk about as a common of nature and ruler, and as similar to the army (1075a13) and family (1075a22). We may therefore agree that the divine materials in the supersphere and the compounds in the sub-
material have been vertically integrated into a single explanatory system. As a result, when we look at a composite shape semi-material, we will find a supertonic marker, just as we do in the case of various celestial bodies, and as in their active line of causes, we find the sun and its movement in a slanted circle (1071a15-16). Still waiting
for integration, though, are mathematical objects, such as numbers. But in the Books M and N appear these are not starting points and fundamental causes but abstractions of sub-level objects perceived - they are subsidiary entities, in other words, rather than those that depend on self-subsistence. Similarly, in Physics II.2 we read: the
mathematician also buses himself around these things [airplanes, solids, lines, dots], though not as much as each of them is reducing the natural body, nor does it get a theoretical understanding of the synchronization of natural objects as much as they are like. This separates them because they are detachable in understanding from the
movement, so their separation makes no difference between them, and does not result in any falsification. (193b31-35) This complements the vertical and horizontal uniformity of the form: the qualities depend on the material, the compounds with the essential shape of the material depend on large shapes, activities, and numbers
depending on the compounds of the material form. It is not said that beings agree with one thing, therefore, as if they formed one race of the first order, but with reference to one thing, a divine substance is essentially an activity. This more complex unit, compatible with general diversity and the true multiplicity of distinguished first-class
sciences, but with the same strength and foundations, is based on the legitimacy of science as a single science dealing with an authentic subject of study (Γ.2, 1003b11-16). Thus, the long argument leading to this conclusion is some kind of evidence of the existence, and so of possibility, of the science that focuses metaphysics. This is
also the justification for the claim, which we have seen before, that the science of sober existence is in fact theology (1026a27-32). There, then, in the starry heavens above us, are celestial spheres, all moving forever in stationary circular orbits. The furthest that contains all the others is the basic sky. The questions are immediately asked:
(1) How does the basic sky be moved by the primary engine, the primary god? Aristotle gives his response in Φ.7: There is something [i.e. basic sky,] that is always moved with a movement that does not stop, which is in a circle (this is clear not only from the argument but also of the facts). So the basic sky will be eternal. Therefore, there
is also something driven by [i.e. the primary God]. But since something is being conveyed and moved is something that is not, something that moves without being moved, being eternal, guaranteed, and active. This, though, is the way in which the subject of desire and object is understood to move things: they move without being moved.
of these objects, the basic of which are the same. (1072a21-27) Thus the basic heaven is driven by the main God, in the way we are influenced by the good we desire. (That this sky, as well as other celestial bodies, is therefore alive is argued for in De Caelo II.12.) But (2) How can god be the basic such good? Moreover, (3) Why not
move something else again? As the answer to question 2 is found in Φ.7: Active understanding, though, is essentially what is best in essence, and the type that is to the highest score is to the highest score better. Understanding is actively understood by the participation of the obvious being. (Because it becomes a clear object by touching
and understanding one, so that understanding and clear object are the same.) For what is receptive to the understandable being and the essence is understanding, it is active when it possesses it, so that this instead seems to be the divine thing possessed by understanding, and meditation seems to be more fun and better. So, if, that
good state [of activity], which we sometimes are in, the [primary] God is always in, that's great, and if that's even more wonderful to a higher degree. But this is his condition and life certainly belongs to him. (1072b18-28) What moves the basic sky, then, is the desire to be in a good state of active meditation that we, when we are happier,
in, and that god's basic is always in because it is only that activity. As we look for the goodness that God is, so is the basic heaven and his 48 heavenly companions. This brings us to question (iii). When understanding actively thinks of something, that thing — that understandable being — is what activates it. So why isn't this object yet
more Who's the main God? Aristotle gives his answer in Φ.9; Logic, despite its pressure, should now be fairly easily understood: what does [God's basic] understand? Because it's either the same or something else. And if there's something else, either it's always the same thing or sometimes this and sometimes it.' Do you, then, make a
difference or nothing at all whether he actively understands good things or randomies? Or are there certain things that would be absurd to think about? It is therefore clear that he effectively understands what is more divine and more important and does not change [his goal], because change will be for the worse, and it will indeed be a
kind of movement. First, if its essence is not an active understanding but an ability [to understand]... It is clear that something else will be more free of understanding, that is, what is understandable. Indeed the [ability] to actively understand and understand belong sought even to someone who actively understands the worst thing, so that if
this is to avoid (because there are actually some things that are better not seen than to see), active understanding will not be the best thing. It is, therefore, to understand it, if it is really the most excellent thing, and the active understanding is an active understanding of active understanding (haha noêseôs noêseôs noês). (1074b2-35) God
is an understanding that understands himself, because understanding it like ours would be if we imagined that it was the understandable equivalent of seeing light without seeing anything else visible. From the inside, then, from the point of view of the subject he suffers from, is a state of consciousness of a familiar kind of writings of great



religious mystics, in which both the subject and the object disappear from consciousness which is still yet fully and truly alert, completely alive and joyful. As far as we have any evidence of experience on what is like a beatific state, this one is definitely approaching it. If we are to experience it or something like that, then, there are some
reasons why we believe that we agree that it is actually bliss, and landlocked blessed happiness. This is the conclusion that Aristotle himself comes to and defends in ethics at Nicomashyan X.6-8. Practical wisdom and theoretical wisdom, as follows, have the same final starting point, the same principle, so that wisdom is also a common
thing. We now return to the dilemma of priority and note that its solution is within our reach, although one may be forgiven for not easily understanding Aristotle's statement about it in M.10: the fact that all scientific knowledge is universal, so that the starting points of the beings must also be global and not separate materials, have the
greatest mystery of those mentioned. But although there is certainly a way that It is said that it is true, and there is another way that is not true. For scientific knowledge, such as scientific knowledge, is a dual, one potential, and the other is active: the ability [or potential], being as a material, universal and unspecified, is what is universal
and unspecified, while the activity, being specific, is what is specific - this is something of this thing being. But it's only coincidental that sight sees the global color, because this [special example] of the color he sees is color, so what grammar theoretically understands, that [special example] of A, is A. If the starting points have to be global,
what comes from them must also be global, as in demonstrations. If that were the case, there would be nothing that could be decided or guaranteed either. However, scientific knowledge is in some way universal, but in another way it is not. (1087a10-25) The idea is this. Since shapes or jewels are universal, you and I may know the same
shape, as we may know both letter A. But when I know or actively reflect on that universal form, what is now on my mind is something special: this truth to this universality. Now consider the basic God. It is forever and essentially the subject of the active understanding it is. So it is very special, but since it is essentially an activity, it is also
a universal essence of a particular species -- that is, it can only be real, not just a possibility. In a way, the main God overcomes the difference between details and universalities that seemed inexorable. Because it is both a concrete and a starting point for all scientific knowledge. It thus unites not only existence, but also scientific
knowledge of it, while ensuring that the latter fits the former in the way that realism requires. 15. Glossary of incident aristocratic terminology: sumbebêkos incident: kata sumbebêkos Account: Activity Logos: energeia Actual: entelecheia Change: alloiôsis Positive: confirmation kataphatikos: apophansis (sentence with value of truth,
explanatory sentence) Assumption: feature hupothesis: pathos axiom: a Bexioma be: Inai object (s): on, onta belong: huparchein category: issue katêgoria: aition, change aitia: kinês, metabol come to be: gignesthai coming to be: Genesis contradicts: antiphanai contradiction: antiphasis (meaning a contradictory pair of proposals and also
in the sense of denying a proposal) on the contrary : enantion definition: horos, horismos demonstration: apodeixis denial (of suggestion): dialectic apophasis: dialektik differentêia: diaphora; The specified difference, eidopoios diaphora characteristic: idios, idion end: telos essence: l ti ên einai, l ti esti basic: en tôi ti esti, en tôi ti ên einai
(from predications). kath'hauto (of attributes) present: einai explanation: aition, aitia Reason: Heneka (literally, what is something for) form: eidos, murphy formula: function logos: genos homonymous: instant homônumon: amesos impossible: adunaton in self-respect: kath' hooto individual: atomon, tode titinuditi: epaôgggêb infinite: type
aperon: genos, eidos knowledge: epistêmê matter: movement hulê: nature kin: exile of nozzles (term): apophasis special: en merei, epi meros (from suggestion); kath'hekaston (of individuals) strange: idios, idion in itself: Kath 'Hootto perception: aisthêsis perplexity: aporia possible: donaton, endechomenon; endechesthai (verb: be
possible) potentially: possibility dunamei: donames assigned: katgorein (verb); katêegoroumenon (based) proselytizing: katêgoria (verb or instance of predicating, type of proselytizing) principle: archê (starting point of demonstration) pavement: hêi quality: quantity of poion: poon disproving: elenchein; Refutation, separate elenchos:
chôriston said in many ways: science pollachôs legetai: epistêmê spirit: psuchêmê species: specific eidopoios (of different species, eidopoios diaphora) subject: hupokeimenon: term ousia: horos this: tode ti universal: katholou (both of proposals)
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