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Matter as Contradiction
A unified interpretation for Aristotle’s Phys. A and
Metaph. I’

Marco Rincione

«Tautologie und Kontradiktion sind nicht Bilder der Wirklichkeit. Sie
stellen keine mogliche Sachlage dar. Denn jene lasst jede mogliche
Sachlage zu, diese keine».! With these words Ludwig Wittgenstein
described in his Tractatus his concise theory of tautology and contra-
diction: in his view, both tautology and contradiction lie on the borders
of linguistic meaningfulness and, at the same time, of the possible
description of reality. In fact, it is neither possible to see tautologies
nor contradictions in the world (they are never the case). We may say
that, centuries before him, Aristotle had expressed a very similar con-
ception of contradiction, by putting it outside of the meaningfulness
of language: as we will see, neither for Aristotle can a contradiction
ever be an effective reality.

My purpose is, though, not only to merely explain how Aristotle’s
theory of contradiction works, but also to try to combine his concept of
contradiction (&vtipaoic) with that of matter (UAn), in order to demon-
strate that both these concepts are firmly linked to each other so that
we can fully comprehend Aristotle’s idea of contradiction through his
view of matter and potentiality. More precisely, I will argue that Aristo-
tle’s theory of the elements of nature (i.e. form, matter and privation),
of which he speaks in the first book of Physics is compatible with his
theory of contradiction (Metaph. I') and that the Aristotelian concep-
tion of matter must take account of both the substrate (broxeiuevov)
and the contradiction to be fully understood.

1. Matter

1.1. Matter and potentiality

Before seeking to determine which relation there is between matter
and contradiction, we are firstly to observe in what terms Aristotle
describes UAn and what the main characteristics of this concept are.

1. TLP, 4.462.
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It is, in this perspective, very noteworthy that Aristotle never gives a
detailed definition for ‘matter’: every definition of matter that we find
in his works makes use of negative expressions as if it were impossible
to completely define what matter is. In spite of this indescribable
character, it seems evident that matter is a component of the essence
(oVola), which for Aristotle is, above all, the living.

An example for it can be found in De Anima:

We call ‘essence’ one genus of beings, and of it the one <component
is> like matter, which is not something <determined> for itself (6
o)’ abTd 00X EoTL TOBE TU), the other <is> aspect and form (uopgny
%ol €1doc), with reference to which <the essence> is said something
<determined>, and third the <compound> of them. Matter is poten-
tiality, while form <is> actuality (Eott &’ 1| ugv OAn dOvoulg, 10 &
eldoc éviehéye) [...].2

What really characterises matter is its potential nature (50voyLc)
and yet this feature can only be understood in reference to the opposing
concept, actuality here évtehéyeio.® For an essence to be effectively
what it is, it must be composed of its matter and its form. We do
not have to intend this conjunction of matter and form as an external
process, but rather as a process of becoming: the matter is potentially
the form and when it becomes the form, then an oUcla comes into

2. ARISTOTELIS, De anima, B 1. 412a6-10.

3. Aristotle uses two terms to express ‘actuality’, evteAéyeia and evépyelo. These
terms describe two different aspects of the same idea: on the one hand, something
actual - that is something which effectively exists — must have achieved its proper
nature or purpose (t€Aog); on the other hand, this can only happen if something fulfils
its proper function (£pyov). Quite surprisingly, this actuality fully depends on matter:
as Aristotle points out in ARISTOTE, Les parties des animaux, A 1. 640b35-641a3, a
hand will not be a hand if it is a wooden hand, since it cannot do what a hand usually
does; a flute made from stone cannot be played, hence it is not a flute and a picture of
a doctor cannot cure an illness. Something can fulfil its €oyov only if its matter has
the right d0vogue.
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being.* This may be clearer after we have seen how Aristotle himself
explains what it means to say that a subject becomes a predicate.

Matter remains something undetermined as long as it does not
receive the shape of a certain form. Its potentiality consists in the
capability® of becoming determined.

1.2. Matter and predication

This process of becoming (y{yvecUo) determined is to be intended as
a predicative determination: that a matter becomes a formed-matter
means that this form is related to matter just as a predicate is related
to a subject. This predicative description of natural phenomena shows
us that in Aristotle’s perspective there is a propositional structure
underlying every natural happening: this will be clearly understandable
when Aristotle analyses the structure of every natural becomingness
in Phys. A.

For now the question is what role matter plays in this process of
becoming, i.e. when a matter, which has potentially a form, acquires
this form and so becomes a real being (o0cta). Also in this case Aristotle
expresses himself clearly right in that section of his Metaphysics where
he seeks to define the oUola:

I call ‘matter’ what for itself is not said (Aéyeton) something, quan-
tity or any other <predicate>, by which the being is defined. For
it is something upon which all the predicates are predicated (xo-
tnyopeiton) and its being is different from the being of every other
predicate (tT&v xatnyop&yv eéxdoty) — the other <predicates> are
predicated upon essence, while this upon matter (t& yev yap dhha
tfic obolog xatnyopeitar, abtn 8¢ tfic UAnNC) -, so that the last <level

4. One could object that Aristotle often states that essence is form (€idoc); we
should indeed avoid interpreting this form as pure form, because an €ido¢ becomes an
ovola only in conjunction with its appropriate matter (oixeio OAr). This is true in
particular for living organisms so that we can say, with IRWIN 1988, 240 that «Aristotle
claims, therefore, both that matter is part of a living organism’s form and essence and
that it is not. If he is consistent, he appeals to different types of matter».

5. The Aristotelian term 8Uvoplc means both possibility and capability, as it is
clear from ARISTOTELIS, Metaphysica, D 12. Either way, IRWIN 1988, 230 is right when
he remarks that «[p]otentiality requires more than mere possibility, because it requires
reference to a permanent state of the subject that explains the actuality in question».
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of predication> is not something for itself, neither quantity nor any
other <predicate> [...].°

Again we find in this passage the undetermined character of matter.
But it is exactly this indetermination the factor that permits in general
that a predicate (one of the categories) is predicated upon a subject: this
subject must already be an oOcia in order to be subject of predication
of a predicate such as quantity or quality; in this view, the oOcta herself
becomes a predicate for matter, so that matter is the subject of the oOoio.
Just as an oVoio can potentially obtain a predicative determination (“the
cat is black”), matter can potentially become an oOcio (“this matter is a
dog”; and we should here consider the form as predicate).”

2. Potentiality and predication

We can now try to conceive matter as a fundamental function for
Aristotle’s theory of predication. As we have read in Metaph. Z, matter
is none of the possible predicates (categories).

While the predicates refer to the essence, essence refers to matter.
In other words, this means that essence can also be the ground of
predication (“the dog is white”, “Marco has brown hair”, “Plato is older
than Aristotle”), but matter can only be either essence or nothing.

Using Aristotle’s jargon, we say that matter is potentially an essence
(if combined with a form), otherwise it is nothing actual (pure matter
does not exist anywhere).

3. Contradiction

3.1. A definitory introduction

Thus far, we have dealt with Aristotle’s attempts to define matter and
its position in natural beings. Now I will turn to his definition of contra-

6. ARISTOTELIS, Metaphysica, Z 3. 1029a20-25.

7. «For Aristotle, ‘actual’ was a synonym for ‘determinate’. What lacked actuality,
or in technical language the potential, could therefore be positive. By establishing the
concept of the potential as positive even though non-actual or indeterminate, Aristotle
has been able to set up matter as a positive though entirely non-actual subject of
predication. Because the potential is positive without being determinate, this concept
of matter is possible to the human mind», writes OWENs 1981, 46.

4
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diction before I try to demonstrate my claim that contradiction should
be intended as a particular sort of matter (of something particular).

The Aristotelian term which describes contradiction is avtipaoic;
we can find its definition in De Interpretatione:

Let this be contradiction (&vtigootc), the opposing affirmative and
negative sentences (xotdgoolc xol dnépaoic ob dvtixelpevon): and
I mean the opposition as the same upon the same (100 a0tol xotd
700 abtod) [...].8

We must firstly consider that the Aristotelian idea of contradiction
is a relation between two opposed sentences: a contradiction, according
to Aristotle, never takes place in only one sentence, as in “The cat is
not-cat”; it is rather the result of the connection between two sentences
in which opposite predicates are predicated upon the same subject: thus
we might say that “The cat is black” and “The cat is not black” is an
avtigaole, i.e. the conjunction of an affirmative sentence (xotdpooic;
“The cat is black”) and the corresponding negative one (dnégooic; “The
cat is not black”).

Secondly, we are to distinguish between contradiction and contrari-
ety (EvavTtiotng) and other forms of opposition (Gvtixeicton). The main
feature of the Aristotelian contradiction is related to the truth/falsehood
of the two opposing sentences: the one is always true and the other is
always false, and it is impossible for them both to be true or false,
unlike contrary (€vavtia) sentences.

It is evident that oppositions as affirmative and negative sentences
are not opposed in the same way as the others: for it is necessary
for them only that the one is always true and the other always false
(Gvoryxolov Gel to pev dindeg to 8¢ Pebdoc oty elvon). It is not
necessary for contrary <sentences> that the one is always true and
the other always false [...].°

Contrary oppositions do not consist in the opposition of two pred-
icates of which the one is the exact negation of the other; two contrary
predicates can be predicated upon the same subject and, although two
contrary sentences can never be both true, they can be both false: “The

8. ARISTOTELIS, Categoriae et liber De Interpretatione, 6. 17a33-35.
9. ARISTOTELIS, Categoriae et liber De Interpretatione, 10. 13a37-b4.
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cat is black” is contrary to “The cat is white”. These two sentences
cannot be both true at the same time, but they can be false (the cat is
actually grey).

3.2. Contradiction and predication

The previous observations have sufficiently shown that contradiction
is possible only in a predicative context: as soon as something is
said upon something (Tl xatd Tivoc), this predication generates either
truth or falsehood. Every statement of the sort Tt xatd twvoc has a
corresponding opposite sentence of the sort i anod twvog: the avtigaoic
subsists between xatd and dnd, that is to say, there is no contradiction
without predication.

A contradiction is generated by the predication of two opposite
predicates upon the same subject; this predicative structure produces
the main feature of contradictory sentences so that the one must be
true and the other must be false.

So far we can say that both matter and contradiction play a fun-
damental role in the predicative functioning. Matter is the ground
on which essence is predicated, while contradiction is the result of
the predication of opposing predicates. In order to bind the two con-
cepts more deeply, we shall see how far contradiction is related to
potentiality.

3.3. Contradiction and potentiality

It has been explained how contradiction depends on predication and
this might after all result easy to conceive. I will argue now that
contradiction is not only linked to potentiality, but also that they have
the same ontological structure. In fact, this assumption cannot eo ipso
be found in any Aristotelian work; it is, however, Aristotle himself who
suggests such an interpretation, as it may be clear from the following
passage of Metaphysics:

We have already said that the firmest opinion of all is that opposing
sentences (tac avtixelwévag @doelc) [contradiction] cannot be true
at the same time (duo), what happens to the ones who say so and
why they say so; [...] if then it is impossible to affirm and deny truly
and at the same time (Juo xatopdvon xol dmopdvon dANdEcg), it is
also impossible for contrary predicates to belong <to the subject>

6
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at the same time, but either both in a certain way, or the one in a
certain way and the other in a simple way.*

If we look at the truth/falsehood of a whole contradiction, i.e. the
two opposing sentences taken together, we can notice that they cannot
coexist simultaneously, which means they cannot have the same truth-
value. If we then consider the two sentences of a contradiction at the
same time, we must realise that they are both true and false potentially
only.

It is impossible for a contradiction to be actually predicated at the
same time and in the same reference. In this sense we are to interpret
the so-called “law of non-contradiction”, whose meaning is still often
misunderstood:!! as long as we have a contradiction, this can only
be in a potential status, that is to say, a contradiction cannot be an
effective reality.

Matter and contradiction have turned out to be connected in their
potential and predicative nature, but we could hardly state that they
are one and the same thing, since matter was found to be ground for
predication rather than predicate, whereas contradiction is a potential
status of predication — two contradictory predicates are potentially
predicated upon the same subject.

As it appears evident, we are supposed to comprehend how Aris-
totle describes the functioning of predicative processes if we aim to
understand the connection between matter and contradiction; but it is
essential to remember that Aristotle does not distinguish predicative
processes as they happen in propositional contexts and generative or
natural processes as they take place in the natural world: if we do
not forget this assumption, the first book of Physics may reveal unex-
pected aspects of Aristotle’s theory of predication and contradiction
that would get lost with a distinct separation of nature and language.'?

10. ARISTOTELIS, Metaphysica, I 6. 1011b13-22.

11. ARISTOTELIS, Metaphysica, I 3. 1005b19-20: t0 yop adTO dpa UTdEYEY TE
xoll YN Udpyey advvaTov T adT ol xatd o avTo [...]. We have tried to give
an interpretation of this principle by observing Aristotle’s usage of the term dpy? in
RiNcIONE 2013a.

12. We fully agree with WIELAND 1962’s interpretation of Aristotle’s method of
studying natural phenomena: as the author points out, «[w]enn Aristoteles sprachliche
Formen untersucht und sich dabei stindig auf ein Aéyopev oder ein Aéyetau beruft, so

7
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4. The predicative process

4.1. "Troxelyevov and avtixelyeva

It is now time to examine how Aristotle himself discusses and analyses
the phenomenon of predication: this is the main subject of the first book
of Physics, in which he seeks the elementary components (ctovyeia) of
natural becomingnesses. It might therefore appear unusual that, as he
searches for the causes of natural beings, he also deals with linguistic
structures. “But we need to see how all this works in the language
to0”,13 that is to say, we must take into consideration that linguistic
and natural phenomena happen in the same way or, even better, that
we explain natural phenomena in linguistic terms.

untersucht er daher unmittelbar zugleich das in diesen sprachlichen Formen Gemeinte.
Daher ist auch das Sprachliche fiir Aristoteles kein Bereich, der noch auf etwas
auflerhalb seiner verweisen wirde. [...] Indem er sprachliche Formen untersucht,
analysiert er also zugleich die Strukturen der Wirklichkeit» (1962: 145). In the same
way, BERTI 1989, 53 writes that «per Aristotele probabilmente il linguaggio era una
specie di riflesso, o di pre-comprensione, dell’esperienzax.

13. ARISTOTELIS, Physica, A 5. 188a30-31: &GAA& del ToUto ol €ml toD Adyou
oxédoocon méc ovyfaivet. It is undeniable that here the term Adyoc turns up
abruptly in the discussion of the possible principles of nature. That Aristotle here
refers to sentences of Greek language and not to any reasoned result, it may become
clearer if we do not abandon the linguistic perspective of predication.

8
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214 What does it mean

How does predication effectively work
to predicate something upon something? This particular process is
described by Aristotle with the usage of a new acuminous terminology:

the nexus Unoxefuevoy - dvtixeiuevo.

After these distinctions, we can assume this from every becoming,
if we look at what we said, that there must always be something
that lies under the becoming, and this is one numerically (8¢t t del
bnoxeloBon t0 yryvouevov, xal tolto el xal dordus éotv €v) but
not one for form - I mean the same with ‘form’ and ‘definition’ —:
for it is not the same “to-be-a-man” and “to-be-unmusical”, and the
one [to-be-a-man] stays under, the other does not stay under: the
not-opposing stays under (xol T6 pev Uouével, T6 6’ 00y Umouével-
TO Uev U1 dvtixeluevov Dropével) — the man stays under -, the not-
musical and the unmusical do not stay under, and neither does the

compound of them, for example “the unmusical man”.’®

Aristotle describes the process of becoming in terms of lying-under
and lying-against, UnoxeioVou and dvtixeioVou: for something to be-
come something else, it is necessary that something underlies and stays,
while something else goes away from or comes into the underlying.
We can try to somehow depict Aristotle’s example:

[avtl] opposing(+): musical opposing(-) : unmusical
[Und] underlying : a man

14. Up to now I have spoken of predication as one of the main topics of Aristotle’s
philosophy. Nevertheless we should remember that not all scholars are in agreement
about the effective value of this aspect of Aristotle’s thought. In several works, Charles
KAHN 1966; KAHN 1972; KAHN 1973; KAHN 1976; KAHN 2003; KAHN 2004 has expressed
the idea that the Greek verb eip{ should primarily be interpreted as “sign of predication”,
so that «eiui can function as sign for the belonging of the predicate (i.e. attribute) to
the subject quite in general, regardless whether the predicate phrase is provided by a
copula construction or by any other verb in the language. This is the generalization
taken for granted by Aristotle when he says ‘Belonging (Undpyewv) signifies in just as
many ways as being (€lvow) and as It is true to say this (is) that’ (Pr. An. 136, 48b2)»
KanN 2003, 396; on the other hand, DE Rijk 2002, vol. 1, p. 32 states that «to ascribe a
subject-predicate analysis to Aristotle is anachronistic, and bound to lead to wrong
assumptions and conclusions». I believe that Aristotle had a very complete theory
of predication and therefore I find in Kahn’s works a more convincing explanation
of Aristotle’s philosophy of language. A solution for this problem can be found in
MATTHEN 1983, who has tried to bind predication and existence in the occurrences of
the Greek verb eiul.

15. ARISTOTELIS, Physica, A 7. 190a13-21.

9
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It is of utmost importance that the two opposing predicates be parts
of a contradiction: something cannot become something else randomly,
but only within a contradictory line (from + to - or vice versa): this is
clearly stated in ARISTOTELIS, Physica, A 5. 188a30-b11, where Aristotle
denies that any process of becoming could be 6t0Uv €€ 6TouoDv and
€lc TO TuYOV, but it only takes place between contradictory or, at most,
contrary terms.

Whereas it is rather easy to understand that the &vtixelyeva are
here contradictory opponents, !¢ the question now is: What is, strictly
speaking, this underlying subject, the Unoxeiuevov? In the previous
example it was the man, and it was defined as something numerically
one, but not one according to the form or definition. What does this
statement exactly mean?

The underlying is numerically one, but is two for its form - <it
is> man, gold and generally speaking the countable matter () OAn
Gorduntn): <this is> more like something determined, and the be-
coming does not become from it accidentally; or <it is> privation and
contrariety as accident — [...]. This is why we can either say that
the principles are two or that they are three (810 €oTL pév d¢ dvo
hextéov elvan tdg dpyde, ot & bg Teeic) [...].77

The Unoxelyevov is some matter.’® But it is, more precisely, a deter-
mined type of matter so that it is possible to count it or to determine its
quantity: this Uroxeiuevov must be one for quantity but it can acquire
two forms; these two forms are the dvtixeipeva, ie. a contradiction.
Hence we can either say that the principles are two — Umoxeiuevov
and the whole dvtipaoic — or three — Unoxeipevov, xatdgaolc and
ATOPICIC.

Contradiction and countable matter are the primary constitutive
elements of every process of becoming, which has in this view the struc-
ture of a sentence (A6yoc) in which either of two opposite predicates
can be predicated upon an underlying subject.

16. Inaformula we may resume that xatd(gooic) + ané(paocic) = avti(gaoic).

17. ARISTOTELIS, Physica, A 7. 190b23-30.

18. We do not mean to say that matter is, in every case, a Unoxelyevov. The
Onoxelyevov is not pure matter because it is not pure potentiality: to some extent it is
already an actual reality upon which either of the contradictory terms is potentially
predicated, while pure matter is subject for the essence only.

10
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4.2. Contradiction and meaningfulness

Any natural process of becoming must presuppose an underlying sub-
strate upon which either of the contradictory terms can be predicated.*®
As Aristotle points out, it is impossible for a predicate to be predicated
and not predicated upon the same subject at the same time and in the
same reference (ARISTOTELIS, Metaphysica, I' 3. 1005b19-20: T yop
a0TO Gua DdpyE T %ol un UTHEYEY AOUVATOV TE ALTE Xl XATd
10 a010), which means that only one of the contradictory sentences
can be true at one time.

This is not a law that a good legislator gave the whole world,
but rather the essential condition that a sentence must fulfil to be
understandable.?’ In order to understand something, we need to mean
something:

Not to mean one (something determined) is to mean nothing (10 ydp
un Ev onuaively o0Vey onuoively €otiy), and if words do not mean
<anything>, any dialogue among people perish, and actually also
towards yourself: for it is impossible to understand anything but one
(000Ev Ydp EVDéyeTon VOELY uf) voobvta &v).2!

If someone then says that this dog is white and not white at the
same time and under the same conditions (white and not white exactly
in the same part of the body), we immediately lose the sense of their
words and we are allowed to ask: “What do you mean?”. It is impossible
for two contradictory sentences to be effectively understood at the same
time.

19. DaNcy 1975, 79 also points out that language and world are firmly bound
in Aristotle’s theory of meaning: «This is the distinction we have to get across to
Antiphasis: between something talked about and what is said about it. We could say:
between subjects and predicates. But in putting it that way we have to bear in mind
that the subject is not the word or expression that is the grammatical subject of the
sentence uttered: when we say that Cleinias is wise, we are talking about Cleinias,
the man».

20. We may rather say that this dpy is the shortest description of the world and
of language at the same time. A similar interpretation is given by BERTI 1966, 83:
«il principio di non contraddizione non solo esprime qualche cosa di reale, ma pit
esattamente esprime tutto il reale». See also BERTI 1968 on the theological value of
this principle.

21. ARISTOTELIS, Metaphysica, I' 4. 1006b7-10.

11
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There are, of course, people who do not agree with this statement
and claim to say a contradiction meaningfully.

The starting-point against them is not to claim to say that something
is or is not [...], but to mean something for themselves and for an-
other: for this is necessary, if someone speaks (onuoively Y€ T xai
abTé xal dhAw- To0To Ydp dvdyxn, elnep Aéyor Tu). And if they do
not <mean anything>, then they will have no speech either for them-
selves or for someone else. But if someone admits this, then there
will be a demonstration, because we will already have something
determined.??

The predication of a contradiction is potentially meaningful. As
long as we do not choose either of them, the meaning of our words
will be pending.

5. Matter as contradiction

5.1. “Tnoxelyevov and dvtipaoic as potentiality

As we have already seen, matter is something potential. It is now
noteworthy that both the underlying subject and the contradiction have
a potential existence: the Uroxeiyevov is potentially the subject upon
which either of the contradictory terms is predicated; contradiction
keeps being potential until either of its components becomes truly
predicated upon a subject.

We may say that they are both matter. But to what extent are they
different kinds of matter?

5.2. The Unoxeiuevov as UAn aloOnth/dprdunty

In only three passages® of his Metaphysic — and explicitly in no other
work —, Aristotle draws a distinction between two kinds of matter:
the one kind is matter that can be perceived (JAn aicdnty), the other

22. ARISTOTELIS, Metaphysica, I" 4. 1006 a18-25. «Aristotle [...] certainly accepted
the idea that our ability to communicate depends on our being able to say the same
thing of different things [...] and the correlate idea that our ability to think, to talk to
ourselves, depends on our being able to think the same thing about different things»,
writes DANCY 1975, 86.

23. ARISTOTELIS, Metaphysica, Z 10. 1036a8-12; Z 11. 1037a4-5; H 6. 1045a34-36.

12
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kind is matter that can be thought or understood (UAn vontr). What
Aristotle actually means is not at first sight clear:

Matter is for itself unknowable. Matter can either be perceivable or
understandable (OAn 8¢ 1 yev alodntn EoTwv 1) 8¢ vonTy), perceivable
such as bronze, wood and movable matter (uwnty) UAn); understand-
able such as the <matter> which does belong to perceivable things
but not as they are perceivable, for example in the mathematical
objects.?

We have already seen that the Uroxeiuevov is defined by Aristotle
as countable matter because it has to be a determined quantity of
matter; it is not hard to understand that it also belongs to the kind of
perceptible matter, since it is a determined amount of matter which
belongs to the natural world and hence to movable objects. Matter can
be dprdunty and cicVntr on condition that it is possible to sensibly
perceive it in a determined quantity. Every Unoxelyevov fulfils this
condition, otherwise it could not be substrate of predication.

5.3. The dvtigooic as UAn vontr of a sentence

But if contradiction has a potential nature as well, it has to be a kind
of matter. My claim is that contradiction is understandable matter
(UAn vontr), because a contradiction is understood potentially only. As
contradiction is related to the potential meaningfulness of a sentence,
we can say that contradiction is the Ohn vont# of the Aéyoc,?® whose
actuality is the effective meaningfulness, generated as soon as the
potentiality of contradiction disappears.

Aristotle himself describes the A6yoc as a compound of actuality
and potentiality exactly after pointing out — for the third and last time
in his works — that not every matter is perceptible:

24. ARISTOTELIS, Metaphysica, Z 10. 1036a8-12.

25. The Moyvog has a perceptible matter as well, which is voice (@wvn). This is
clearly stated in ARISTOTELIS, De generatione animalium, E 7. 786b21-22: «voice is
the matter of the language (to¥ 8¢ Aéyou VANV elvon v @wvHv)». Also CASSIN
and NARcy 1989, 51 makes explicit the “matérialité signfiante” of the A6y oc, although
she does not recognise contradiction as part of the matter of language. For the
conceptualisation of voice in ancient Greek literature, see also LACHENAUD 2013 and
our review of this work (RINCIONE 2013b).

13
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Matter can either be understandable or perceivable, and there is
always matter [voice and contradiction] and actuality [meaningful-
ness] of the sentence (xol del T00 Adyou T pev VAN T O¢ Evépyeld
goTwv).?

It follows that Umoxeipevov and dvtixelueva are to be intended as
two different kinds of matter that, if combined, constitute the basis of
every process of becoming and predication.

6. Nature and language

6.1. The common principles of ¢loic and Aéyog

Contradiction (dvtixeipeva) and underlying subject (bnoxelyevov) are
described by Aristotle as the principles of nature. But if contradiction
is something which takes place between two opposed sentences, i.e.
between two sentences in which two opposed predicates are predicated
upon the same underlying subject, it becomes clear that natural and
linguistic processes have the same structure, and hence the same principles.

These principles are called form, matter and privation in Phys.
A, while in Metaph. T' Aristotle only uses the expression “firmest
principle” to describe the functioning of them together; in particular:
the Unoxeiyevov was found to be the UAn aicOnth/derdunt of every
process of becoming and predication, while contradiction plays the
role of the UAn vontn of the same process; as actual results of it, we
find on the one hand the €ldoc, which is not hard to recognise as a
xatdpaolc and as a positively connoted compound (cuyxeiuevov), on
the other hand the o tépnoic, that is to say the correspondent anégacic
or negatively connoted compound.

Aristotle did not write two different doctrines in Phys. A and
Metaph. T, but rather he has shown how in natural phenomena the
entire theory of predication and contradiction is to be seen as the
deepest paradigm to understand such happenings at best.?’

26. ARISTOTELIS, Metaphysica, H 6. 1045a33-35.

27. OEHLER 1984, 10 describes the relation between physics and first philosophy
as a mutual involvement: «Das Verhéltnis von Physik und Erster Philosophie bei
Aristoteles involviert ein Verhéltnis partieller wechselseitiger Implikation bei spezifis-
cher Aspektverschiedenheit. Von dieser Voraussetzung aus erscheinen Versuche, die
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6.2. ®Voic and matter

My interpretation might hopefully reveal that the common opinion,
according to which Aristotle considered matter as something evil in
nature, is to be rejected. Matter has such a necessary role in nature
that Aristotle affirms that, to a certain extent, matter is nature itself.

The cause that lies under the form of the becoming is like a mother
(h pev Yap Uropévouoa cuvantio Tfj wop®f] &V Yiyvouévwy Eotly,
&omep uhtne) [... ], but this is matter [...]. Matter degenerates and
generates somehow, but somehow it does not. As far as it is in some-
thing, it degenerates for itself (for what degenerates is in a state
of privation); as far as it is potential (&¢ 8¢ xata SOvauwy), it does
not <degenerate> for itself, but it is necessarily incorruptible and
never-generated. And even it was generated, there must already
have been something underlying from which it would be generated:
and this is nature itself, so that it will be before being generated
(elte yap EylyveTo, UmoxeioVal Tu Bel TpdStov £ ol évundpyovToc:
tolito & éotlv adth 1) @lowg, dot’ éoton mplv yevéodou) — I de-
fine ‘matter’ the first underlying subject for any thing (10 npé&tov
Unoxelyevov exdotw), from which something is generated but not
accidentally[...].%8

6.3. Mater Matter

Matter plays so the role of a mother, whether it generates a natural
being or a meaningful sentence. Matter and contradiction are therefore
the ground on which both natural and linguistic processes take place,
since Aristotle himself does not distinguish between world and word.
This matter-contradiction expresses the full potentiality which can
never be effective; but far from being sterile and unproductive, this
is the real mother of natural substances (linguistically expressed by
nouns or definitions) and linguistic intelligibility.

Marco Rincione
marco.rincione@virgilio.it

Unabhéngigkeit und Prioritit der ,Physik‘ gegeniiber der ,Metaphysik‘ nachzuweisen,
als philosophisch bedeutungslos».
28. ARISTOTELIS, Physica, A 9. 192a13-32.
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