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ABSTRACT

A COMPARISON OF ARISTOTLE AND STRAWSON
ON THE CONCEPT OF A PERSON

By

Stephen Russell Dickerson

I intend to achieve two main goals in this disserta-
tion. First, I intend to reconstruct Aristotle's theory
of a (human) person. Second, I intend to compare Aristotle's
theory of a person with P. F. Strawson's theory of a per-
son in an attempt to assess the strengths and weaknesses
of one theory as compared with the other.

I devote the first chapter to a consideration of two
questions: '"What makes an individual thing to be a person?"
and "How can we decide when the concept of a human person
applies to an individual thing?" Relying heavily on
Aristotle's discussion of substance and essence in Meta-
physics VII, I arrive at the conclusion that the necessary
and sufficient condition for the existence of a person is
an ensouled body. I also arrive at the conclusion that
the necessary and sufficient condition for applying the
concept of a person to an individual is that the individual

have the essence of a person.
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Since a necessary condition for the existence of a
person is that it have a soul of a certain kind, I devote
Chapter II to an examination of Aristotle's theory of the
soul in the De Anima. I also give a critical analysis of
his doctrines of the active and passive minds, and I in-
vestigate the extent to which Aristotle was a materialist.

Since Aristotle relies on a certain theory of the

soul in the Nicomachean Ethics, I devote Chapter III to an

examination of this theory of the soul and to Aristotle's

discussion of reason in the Nicomachean Ethics. I also

argue that Aristotle uses a theory of the soul in the

Nicomachean Ethics that is different from the theory of

the soul that he develops in the De Anima.

Having explored Aristotle's theory of a person, I
devote Chapter IV to a critical analysis of P. F. Strawson's
theory of a person. The source of my account of Strawson's
theory of a person is Chapter III, titled 'Persons," of

his book Individuals. My discussion of Strawson's theory

of a person touches on his views of descriptive metaphysics,
basic particulars, and P- and M-predication. I consider
criticisms that have been raised against various aspects of
Strawson's theory of a person by Joseph Margolis, Roland
Puccetti, Jerome A. Shaffer, and Bernard Williams.

Finally, I devote the last chapter to a comparison of
Aristotle's and Strawson's theories of a person. I conclude

that one advantage of Strawson's theory of a person is
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that it recognizes the need to explain how we have non-
observational knowledge of ourselves. An account of the
inner, personal aspect of the person is missing, for the
most part, from Aristotle's theory of a person. Neverthe-
less, I also conclude that Aristotle's account of a person
is more successful than Strawson's account of the person
in explaining the similarities and the differences between

persons and other animals.
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INTRODUCTION

There are two primary goals that I intend to achieve
in this dissertation. First, I intend to reconstruct
Aristotle's theory of a human being. (Throughout my dis-
cussion of Aristotle, I will use the terms 'human being'
and 'human person' interchangeably.) Second, I intend to
compare Aristotle's theory of a human being with P. F.
Strawson's theory of a person. While comparing these two
theories, I will examine the points upon which they agree
and disagree, and I will attempt to assess the advantages
and disadvantages of one theory as compared with the other.

Since Aristotle did not devote any single work solely
to a discussion of his views on the nature of a human
being, his views on this subject must be distilled from
his work in a wide variety of areas, including not only
metaphysics and biology, but also logic, ethics, and poli-
tics. Thus, in order to uncover Aristotle's theory of a
human being, I will devote Chapter I to his discussion of

substance and essence in Metaphysics VII. This is neces-

sary because a study of the essence of a human being will
tell us what it is to be a human being. Since Aristotle
holds that the essence of a human being is the soul as the

formal aspect of the body, and since it is in being rational

1



that human beings are different from plants and other ani-
mals, I will devote Chapter II to a study of Aristotle's
discussion of the soul in the De Anima. I will be espec-
ially interested in his discussion of the mind in the De
Anima. In Chapter III, I will examine the theory of the

soul that Aristotle uses in the Nicomachean Ethics. I will

argue that the theory of the soul that Aristotle uses in

the Nicomachean Ethics is different from the theory of the

soul that he uses in the De Anima. In this chapter, I will
also examine the question whether Aristotle would regard
slaves, women, and children as human beings in his discus-
sion of slaves, women, and children in the Politics.

Having examined some of the most important aspects
of Aristotle's theory of a human being, I will devote
Chapter IV to a critical analysis of P. F. Strawson's theory
of a person. I will study Strawson's theory of a person
as he presents it in Chapter III, titled "Persomns,'" of his

book Individuals. In examining Strawson's theory of a per-

son, it will be necessary to consider his doctrine of basic
particulars, and his doctrine of P- and M-predication. This
is necessary because Strawson regards persons and material
bodies as the only two types of basic particulars, and be-
cause persons are different from material bodies in that
both P- and M-predicates are ascribable to persons.

After reconstructing Aristotle's theory of a human

being and critically examining Strawson's theory of a






person, I will devote Chapter V to a comparison of these
two theories. Not only will I compare their concepts of
a person, but I will also examine the extent to which
Aristotle is doing descriptive metaphysics and the extent
to which Aristotle could accept Strawson's concept of a
basic particular.

By reconstructing Aristotle's theory of a human
being, I hope to shed some light on his concept of a human
being in a way that has not been done before. Also, by
critically analyzing Strawson's concept of a person and
comparing Strawson's concept of a person with Aristotle's
concept of a human being, I hope to accent some issues that
one should consider when one is proposing a concept of a

person.



CHAPTER 1

SUBSTANCE AND ESSENCE

My investigation of Aristotle is ultimately directed
toward the goal of offering an account of the nature of the
human being within the context of his philosophy. Conse-
quently, it will be the purpose of this chapter to examine
the concepts that Aristotle might have used in order to an-
swer the questions '"What makes an individual thing to be a
human being?" and "How can we decide when the concept of a
human being applies to a particular individual thing?'" Some
contemporary philosophers would attempt to answer these ques-
tions by trying to find necessary and sufficient conditions
that must hold in order for an individual to be a human be-
ing (in the case of the first question) or in order that we
might properly apply the concept of a human being (in the
case of the second question). However, Aristotle did not
use the term 'necessary and sufficient condition', and it
should not simply be assumed that he would see the task of
answering these questions as one of specifying the neces-
sary and sufficient conditions. My approach here, then,
will be to discuss first those concepts that would seem to

be especially important in an attempt to state the nature



of the human being and the appropriate use of the concept
of a human being from Aristotle's point of view. After
discussing those concepts, I will try to show how Aristotle
would use them to answer .the two questions mentioned above.
Consequently, the following discussion will be divided into
four major parts. In the first part I will discuss briefly
Aristotle's concept of substance. This is important be-
cause he regards human beings as being primary substances
(Cat., Chap. 5). The second part will deal with his con-
cept of essence, which is important because Aristotle holds
that what a thing is by its nature is its essence (Met.
1029 b 13-16). And since the essence of a thing is ex-
pressed by its definition (Met. 1030 a 6), the third part
will be concerned with his concept of a definition and with
the method of arriving at a definition of a substance by
means of divisions. Finally, in the fourth part I will
explain how some contemporary philosophers would answer
these two questions by means of necessary and sufficient
conditions; and after showing how Aristotle would answer
these questions, I will discuss the similarities and the
differences between his approach and the contemporary

approach.

A. Aristotle's Concept of Substance

In the Categories Aristotle says that "a substance--
that which is called a substance most strictly, primarily,

and most of all--is that which is neither said of a



subject nor in a subject" (2 a 11-13, trans. Ackrill,
Ackrill's emphasis). Now, to say that X is "in a subject"

(en_hypokeimenoi) means that X "cannot exist separately

from what it is in" (1 a 22-23, trans. Ackrill). An in-
stance of white is an example of something that is in a
subject; an individual white cannot exist apart from any
particular object--it is always in some object or other.

Also, to say that X is "said of" Y (kath' hypokeimenou

legetai) means that X is related to Y as a genus to one of
its members, so that the genus '"human being" is said of an
individual human being (1 b 10-15).1 Consequently, the
existence of an individual substance does not depend on its
being in something else, and it does not bear to anything
the relation that a genus bears to one of its members. In-
stead, he says that "all the other things are either said
of the primary substances as subjects or in them as sub-
jects. So if the primary substances did not exist it would
be impossible for any of the other things to exist" (2 b
4-6, trans. Ackrill).

I have been concerned so far with what Aristotle re-

fers to as primary substances (protai ousiai). But he also

holds that there are substances that are substances only

in a secondary sense (deuterai ousiai). These are the

1This is pointed out in Sir David Ross, Aristotle,
5th ed. (London: Methuen § Co., 1949), p. 23, and in J. L.
Ackrill, Aristotle's Catqgories and De Interpretatione,
translated with notes (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1963), pp. 75-76.




species and the genera to which the primary substances be-
long (2 a 13-18). To use Aristotle's example, the individ-
ual human being (a primary substance) belongs in the species

"human being" (en eidei hyparchei toi anthropoi), and both

the individual human being and the species '"human being"
belong to the genus "animal." Thus, in terms of the dis-
cussion above, the secondary substances are said of (legetai)
the primary substances, and yet, he argues further, they

are not in any subject (3 a 6-21). Furthermore, the impor-
tance of the secondary substance is revealed when Aristotle
says that "only they, of things predicated, reveal the pri-
mary substance'" (2 b 30-31, trans. Ackrill). In particular,
he says that if someone were to ask what the primary sub-

stance is, a more intelligible and proper (gnorismoteron

kai oikeioteron) answer would give the species instead of

the genus (2 b 7-10). This is because the species is
"nearer to the primary substance'" (trans. Ackrill). A des-
cription of the species to which an individual belongs is

a more complete description and a description that more
effectively distinguishes the kind of individual that is

of interest than a description of the genus is. To des-
cribe an individual in terms of its genus would be to give
a description that would not distinguish the individual
from individuals of other species of the same genus. This
is because the genus consists in individuals that have cer-

tain attributes in common, and these attributes alone are



not sufficient to distinguish individuals of various kinds
into species. For example, describing a particular human
being in terms of the group of attributes that all and only
human beings have in common (i.e., the attributes that
characterize the species '"human being') would yield a des-
cription that tells one more precisely what a human being
is than describing a human being in terms of the genus
"animal." The characteristics in virtue of which individ-
uals are animals are too general to distinguish among var-
ious kinds of animals. Of course, to specify that a human
being is an animal does give us some useful information;
it tells us, for example, that a human being is neither a
vegetable nor a mineral, and it tells us that human beings
are similar to other animals in certain respects. This
seems to be Aristotle's position, and it gives us some in-
sight into what he would consider to be an appropriate ac-
count of a human being, viz., an account that is based on
the species.

In Metaphysics VII Aristotle develops his concept of

substance more fully. In Chapter 1 he points out that sub-
stance is the primary sense of 'being', and in this sense
substance is what is referred to as "what a thing is" (ti
esti) or a "this" (tode ti) (1028 a 10-15). As in the

Categories, substance is still not said of (legetai) any

other subject, while everything else is said of substances

(1029 a 7-8, 1038 b 15). But in Metaphysics VII, 3




Aristotle considers the possibility that matter is the same
thing as substance, since matter also is that of which
everything else is said, while not itself being said of
anything else (1029 a 7-26). Nevertheless, he rejects
matter as a candidate for substance because of two features
that belong especially to substance but not to matter:

separability (to choriston) and individuality (tode ti)

(1029 a 27-29, 1017 b 25). The separability of primary
substances refers to their existing apart from some other
subject; this is to be contrasted with the particulars of
other categories, such as qualities or quantities, whose
existence is dependent on the existence of some subject of
which they are predicated (Phys. 185 a 28-32; Met. 1040 b
22-27, 1069 a 25). Individuality also belongs primarily
to substances (Cat. 3 b 10; Met. 1029 a 27-29, 1030 a 5),
and Aristotle distinguishes the individual from the uni-
versal by pointing out that the universal is predicated of
many subjects despite the fact that the individual is not
predicated of any (De Interp. 17 a 38-40). Hence his re-

mark in Metaphysics VII, 13 that a primary substance is a

"this," while a universal attribute is a "such" (1038 b
34-1039 a 1, 1039 a 15-16).

It is also in Metaphysics VII that Aristotle develops

the relation between the concepts of a thing's substance
and its essence. This is of special importance because my

attempt to determine the characteristic features of a human
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being is an attempt to discover the essence of a human being.
Furthermore, I think that an inquiry into the nature of a
thing from Aristotle's point of view is best directed at an
inquiry into its essence, because Aristotle holds that the
essence of a thing is precisely what it is to be that thing.
Concerning the relation between the essence and the substance
of a thing, Aristotle says that essence belongs to substance
"especially and primarily and simply" (1031 a 13); and in
addition, for substances, the formula of a thing's essence
is the definition of the thing (1031 a 12-14). In Chapter 6
Aristotle even argues that '"each primary and self-subsistent
thing is one and the same as its essence'" (1032 a 5-6, trans.
Ross).

Finally, I should point out that Aristotle uses the
word 'substance' (ousia) in several different senses. 1In

the Categories he uses 'primary substance' (he prote ousia)

to refer to the individual existing things to which I have
been referring so far. These include individual human

beings, horses, and houses. In Metaphysics VII, however,

he uses 'primary substance' often to refer to the form

(eidos) and the essence of each thing (to ti en einai

hekastou) (1032 b 1), and the soul (he psyche) (1037 a 5,
28-29). He sometimes uses 'primary substance' in Metaphys-
ics VII to refer to the soul alone, in contrast with the

material body and the concrete individual (he synolos

ousia) (1037 a 5-9, 25-b 2). In this context the concrete

individual consists of a certain soul in a certain body;
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that is, the concrete individual is the individual thing,

such as Socrates or Callias. But he also uses 'substance'
to refer to the essence of a thing (1017 b 22), the matter
of a thing (he hyle, 1042 a 32), and the form (1041 b 7-8).

Sometimes he says that the substratum (to hypokeimonon)

seems to be substance; this can be either the matter, the
shape (he morphE),2 or that which is (a compound) of matter
and shape (to ek touton) (1029 a 1-5, 1042 a 26-31; De An.

412 a 6-10).

The preceding discussion has been an attempt to give
a brief account of Aristotle's theory of substance in order
to examine its relation to other concepts that will be of
use in determining what it is to be a human being from his
philosophical point of view. As a result, I have concen-

trated on his discussion of substance in the Categories and

in Metaphysics VII. In particular, I have established that

his concept of substance involves the views that primary
substance (as distinguished from secondary substance) is
neither in nor said of any other subject; its characteris-
tic features are individuality and separability; and it is
one and the same as the essence of a thing. Since the es-

sence of an individual primary substance is such an

2Instead of shape (he morphe), Aristotle also says
"the outward appearance of the Eorm" (to schema tes ideas,
1029 a 4), or the form (to eidos, 1029 a 6, 29; De An.

412 a 8), or the formula (ho logos, 1042 a 28).
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important part of what it is to be that individual, an
examination of Aristotle's concept of essence is invaluable
to our study of his concept of a human being. This will be

the subject of the next part.

B. Aristotle's Concept of Essence

1. A Paradox

In Metaphysics VII, 4 Aristotle says that the essence

of a thing is what it is said to be kath' hauto or by its

very nature (1029 b 13-16). Later, he says that the
essence is what some this is (1030 a 2). But in Chapter 6,
he proposes the paradoxical view that "each primary and
self-subsistent thing is one and the same as its essence"
(1032 a 5-6, trans. Ross), and in the first few lines of
this chapter he suggests that this is true because '"each
thing seems not to be different from its substance and the
essence is said to be the substance of each thing" (1031

a 15-18, trans. Ross). This is paradoxical because, as

3 the statement 'Socrates is a

M. J. Woods has pointed out,
man' becomes an identity statement. It is also paradoxical
because, since 'Callias is a man' is an identity statement
also, it would follow that Socrates and Callias were the

same in some way. Woods reconstructs the steps that could

have led Aristotle to this position as follows (p. 168):

3,

M. J. Woods, "Substance and Essence in Aristotle,"
Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society 75 (1974-75): 167.
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Callias is identical with his essence. Woods points
out that, at Metaphysics 1022 a 24-27, when discussing
the meanings of 'EatH' hauto', Aristotle says that
'kath' hauto' "'denotes the essence of each particular;
e.g., Callias is in virtue of himself Callias and the
essence of Callias" (trans. Tredennick).

The essence of Callias is what is expressed by the
definition of Callias. At Metaphysics 1031 a 12
Aristotle says that "definition i1s the formula of the
essence'" (trans. Ross).

The only definition of Callias will be the definition
of his species. In support of this, I would point
out that at Metaphysics 1039 b 27-1040 a 7 Aristotle
argues that there can be no definition of sensible
individual substances "because they have matter whose
nature is such that they are capable both of being
and of not being" (trans. Ross).

The essence of Callias is the essence of the species
"man." At 1030 a 11-13 Aristotle says that '"nothing,
then, which is not a species of a genus will have an
essence--only species will have it" (trans. Ross;
Ross's emphasis).

Therefore,

s.

'Callias is a man' is an identity statement.

Woods argues later in his article that Aristotle was

motivated to identify an individual thing with its essence

because he recognized that the non-identity of '"what a

predicate is said of, and that on the basis of which it is

so said" was partly responsible for the Third Man Argument

against Plato's theory of predication (pp. 169-70). Thus,

it is his attempt to avoid this difficulty that at least

partly explains why Aristotle raises this issue, according

to Woods. Later (pp. 22-24), I will offer an interpretation

of Aristotle's doctrine of an individual essence that will

help resolve this paradox.
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The remainder of my examination of Aristotle's con-

cept of essence as it is discussed in Metaphysics VII will

deal with two major issues: (1) the relation between es-
sence, form, and matter, and (2) the difference between
essence as it belongs to an individual thing and essence

as it belongs to a species.

2. Essence, Form, and Matter
Regarding the first issue, Aristotle maintains that

the essence of a thing is the same as the thing's form,
which in turn is the same as its primary substance. At
1032 b 1-2 he says quite explicitly: "By form I mean the
essence of each thing and its primary substance'" (trans.
Ross).4 In the case of a living thing, the soul is its
substance, form, and essence.5 In Chapter 17 Aristotle
explains in what sense the essence, form, and substance are
the same. In this chapter he proposes to consider anew
what substance is. When one asks "What is a man?" or "Why
is a man a man?," one might be understood to be asking "Why
is this material (flesh and bones) a man?" Aristotle says
that in such an inquiry '"plainly we are seeking the cause.
And this is the essence (to speak abstractly), which in

some cases is the end . . . and in some cases is the first

4He says that the essence is the form or the substance
also at Met. 1017 b 22-23, 1035 b 32, 1037 a 32-1037 b 1.

5Met. 1035 b 14-16, 1037 a 5, 1037 a 27-30.
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mover; for this also is a cause'" (1041 a 27-30, trans. Ross).
Further on, Aristotle says:

Since we must have the existence of the thing as some-

thing given, clearly the question is why the matter is

some definite thing; e.g. why are these materials a

house? Because that which was the essence of a house

is present. And why is this individual thing, or this

body having this form, a man? Therefore what we seek

is the cause, i.e. the form, by reason of which the

matter is some definite thing; and this is the substance

of the thing. (1041 b 4-9, trans. Ross; Ross's emphasis)
Not only does this passage show that the essence, form, and
substance of a thing are the same, but it also shows that
it is this particular matter's having the essence or form
that it has that makes the individual thing to be the kind
of thing that it is by '"giving'" the matter a certain defi-
nite, coherent structure. As Aristotle explains in the re-
mainder of this chapter (1041 b 11-33), it is the cause of
the substance (or the essence) of a collection of elements
that makes the elements, taken together, something more
than just a disorganized heap--it makes them flesh (if they
are fire and earth) or a certain syllable (if they are a
and b).

Concerning the nature of the cause, in the case of

artifacts (such as a bronze sphere) it is the efficient
cause (the artisan) who imparts a certain form to the mat-

ter. But in human beings and other organisms the soul is

the formal cause, final cause, and efficient cause.6 It

6Aristotle says that the soul is the form or formal
cause at Met. 1035 b 14-16 and De An. II, 1; the final
cause at De Part. An. 645 b 14-19; and all three causes at
De An. 415 b 8-11.
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is the presence of soul in some flesh that makes a partic-
ular thing to be a human being and to do the kinds of
things that human beings do, probably the most significant

of which is thinking.7 In De Partibus Animalium Aristotle

points out that a human being without its soul is not really
a human being at all, but a dead body, a statue, or a sculp-
ture--all of which are "human beings" in name only (640 b
17-641 a 33). In living things, then, it is the soul (which
is the formal, final, and efficient causes) that is essen-
tial to the living thing if it is to exist as a genuine
living thing.

Concerning the relation between the essence and the
matter of a thing, it should be pointed out that it is not
possible for the essence to exist separately from any mat-
ter, just as it is impossible for matter to exist without
possessing some kind of form. As far as what actually ex-
ists is concerned, we will always encounter individuals
that are "enmattered" essences or "informed" matters (with
the exceptions of God and the intelligences that move the
heavenly bodies). (It is possible, however, to discuss
essence and matter in an abstract way as though they were
separable.) In fact, Aristotle points out that the essence
of a human being always appears in a certain kind of matter,

viz., flesh (1036 b 3-6). Nevertheless, he always insists

7Ross makes a similar point in Aristotle, p. 173.
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that an account of the essence of a thing does not contain
a reference to its matter, or alternatively, the matter

is not part of the form or formula of a thing (1032 b 14,
1036 a 26-1036 b 6, 1037 a 25-1037 b 5). It is important
to keep this in mind, because when one is attempting to
understand the nature of a thing, one way of doing this is
to find its definition or an account of its essence, and
one should keep in mind that an account of its essence will
not involve its matter. Aristotle points out that this

is not always obvious, because, as I have just mentioned,
the form of a human being is always found in flesh, so one
might be tempted to include flesh in an account of the es-
sence of human beings (1036 a 26-1036 b 6). (I will return
to this issue in the last part of this chapter.) Before
proceeding further, it will be useful to consider briefly
why one can only understand a thing through its essence and

not its matter. Aristotle explains this in Metaphysics VII,

15, 1039 b 20-1040 a 7.

First, he assumes that there can be definition (horis-
mos), demonstration (apodeixis), or knowledge (episteme)
only of things that can be neither generated nor destroyed
(1039 b 31-1040 a 5). Next, he states the two kinds of
substances that he is going to consider: the whole together

(to synolon) (i.e., matter and form together--individual

sensible substances) and the formula entirely (ho logos
holos) (1039 b 20-21). (The formula here seems to be the
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essence or the form, since it is '"the being" of a thing.)
The formula itself is neither generated nor destroyed, and
hence would be something about which we could have know-

ledge. The manifestation of the formula in some matter,

however, is something that can be created or destroyed
(1039 b 25). Finally, he says that there can be no defini-
tion or knowledge of sensible substances, because they can
be created and destroyed. The reason for this is that they
have matter (gzlg), and it is in virtue of having matter
that sensible substances can exist or not exist (1039 b
27-30). What Aristotle seems to be assuming here (without
stating it explicitly) is that having matter makes sensible
substances capable of being created or destroyed, and hence
undefinable and unknowable, because matter has the poten-
tial for having a certain form at one time and not having
it at another time. The matter itself is never generated
or destroyed, and the form (or formula) itself is never
generated or destroyed. But the sensible substance--to
synolon--as the manifestation of a certain form in a cer-
tain matter, can come into being or cease to exist, and it
does this because of the matter's potential for coming to
have, and ceasing to have, a certain form. Consequently,
individual sensible substances cannot be defined; only the
essence can be known. As H. W. B. Joseph points out, "we
can only define then what is universal, or a concept.

But . . . concepts are the natures of things; and therefore
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in defining concepts, we may define things, so far as they
8

are of a kind, but not as individuals."

The preceding explanation of why matter is not a
part of the essence of a thing was primarily concerned with
the epistemic advantage of disregarding a thing's matter
when giving an account of its essential nature. But I
think that reasons can be given from a slightly different
perspective for omitting matter from a description of a
thing's essence.9 An essential attribute of a thing is an
attribute that cannot fail to hold of the thing while the
thing persists as the kind of thing that it is (Post. An.
73 b 16-19). Thus, "having three linear sides" is an es-
sential attribute of triangle, or of a triangle, because
without this attribute there would be neither the concept
of the triangle nor a concrete individual triangle. A tri-
angle could not be made out of bronze unless three-sidedness
were imparted to the bronze. '"Being made of bronze,'" how-
ever, is not an essential attribute of triangle, because a
triangle can exist in other kinds of matter. But an even
stronger claim is being made, namely, that "being made of
some kind of matter" is not an essential attribute, because

one can describe the nature of a triangle and work with the

8H. W. B. Joseph, An Introduction to Logic, 2nd ed.,
revised (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1916), p. 82.

9This account is based on Edwin Hartman's discussion
in his "Aristotle on the Identity of Substance and Essence,"
The Philosophical Review 85 (Oct. 1976): 553-57.
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concept of a triangle without mentioning any matter. These
things could not be done if matter were an essential attri-

bute of triangle.10

Furthermore, even though the essence
of triangle can be "enmattered" in a variety of different
kinds of matter, it may well be that the essence of some
things can only be "enmattered" in certain specific kinds
of matter. Edwin Hartman suggests (pp. 554, 556-57) that
an essence may place some constraints on the kind of matter
in which it can appear. This may be why the essence of a
human being, the soul, always appears in flesh and bones.
Aristotle may argue that animality and rationality are es-
sential attributes of human beings and that these attri-
butes can only be manifested in flesh and bones. The human
body is the kind of substance that is flexible, and yet it
holds its shape; and so human beings are capable of moving,
engaging in social activities, and trying to understand
things by interacting with other things in their environ-
ment. In short, since Aristotle sometimes regards essence
as involving the final cause, as well as the formal cause
(1041 a 28-29, 1044 a 36-b 1), he might argue that a human
being could only attempt to realize his or her end if his
or her essence is in flesh and not in something as rigid

as wood, for example. Even a triangle cannot appear in

just any kind of matter; it could only appear in those kinds

0ce, Met. vII, 11.
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of matter that were rigid enough to hold their triangular
shapes. A triangle could not be made of water, for
example.
3. Essence in Individuals vs.
Essence in Species

Having discussed the relation between essence, form,
and matter, I turn now to the second major issue, that of
the difference between essence as it belongs to individual
things and as it belongs to species. Much of Hartman's
discussion in Part III of his paper will be particularly

relevant here. Often in Metaphysics VII Aristotle suggests

that individual things have their own individual essences.
For example, in Chapter 6 he says: "Each thing itself,
then, and its essence are one and the same in no merely
accidental way . . . so that even by the exhibition of
instances it becomes clear that both must be one" (1031 b
18-22, trans. Ross), and '"clearly, then, each primary and
self-subsistent thing is one and the same as its essence"
(1032 a 5-6, trans. Ross). Later, in Chapter 13, he says
that '"the substance of each thing is that which is peculiar
to it, which does not belong to anything else . . . for
things whose substance is one and whose essence is one are
themselves also one" (1038 b 9-15, trans. Ross). Hartman
also points out that Aristotle's doctrine of the soul
"hakes it clear that each person has his own soul" (p. 550).

As Hartman says, these cases suggest that Aristotle admitted
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individual essences, or essences that are unique to indi-
vidual things. In other places, however, Aristotle suggests
that there are not individual essences. For example, he
says that '"nothing, then, which is not a species of a genus
will have an essence--only species will have it" (1030 a
11-13, trans. Ross; Ross's emphasis). One problem with
saying that only a species has an essence is that a species
is a secondary substance, while essence is the same as a
primary substance. So, it is not clear in what sense a
species has an essence. The problem that I will address

is how to explain these apparently different views of
essence.

Hartman says that '"to say that your essence is dif-
ferent from mine is not to say that you and I have differ-
ent essential properties . . . that distinguish us each
from all others" (p. 552). And when Aristotle said at
1030 a 11 "that only species of genus have essence, he
means simply that it is the species . . . that determines
what the essence of something is" (p. 552). Furthermore,
Hartman explains that the essences of two individuals are
to be distinguished in the same way that the two individ-
uals are to be distinguished (since each individual is
identical with its essence), and that is in virtue of their
having numerically different portions of matter, which ex-
ist in different places. Hartman refers here to Aristotle's

claim that the individuals Callias and Socrates 'are
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different in virtue of their matter (for that is different),
but the same in form; forAtheir form is indivisible" (1034
a 6-8, trans. Ross). This approach helps to resolve the
paradox I discussed earlier (pp. 12-13) of claiming that
Socrates and Callias are the same because they have the
same essence (viz., "man"), and because each individual is
the same as its essence. The paradox can be resolved be-
cause even though Socrates and Callias have the same form
or essence, the form or essence of each is actualized or
"enmattered" in portions of matter that exist in different
places.

I would propose the following explanation of Aristotle's
position on the relation of the essence to the species and
to the individual. I would say that Aristotle can maintain
that essence belongs to species, on the one hand, when one
considers essence in the sense of an abstraction or a uni-
versal; and on the other hand, essence can be understood
to belong to an individual when it is considered as the
formal cause that is in the individual's matter. To ex-
plain this more clearly, consider first the claim that es-
sence belongs only to species. It should be pointed out
immediately that this cannot be understood as saying that
species have essences in the same sense in which individual
things have essences. For example, it would make sense to
say that the essence of a triangle includes its having

three sides, but it would not be proper to say that the
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essence of the species ''triangle" includes the species'
having three sides. If this were true, Aristotle would be
admitting the self-predication assumption that was partly
responsible for causing the Third Man difficulty in Plato's
theory of predication. However, when Aristotle says that
only species have an essence, I think he can be interpreted
as meaning that each member of the species has the same
essential attributes. Since essence is ''the what it was

to be" some thing, a statement of '"what it was to be an X"
would be true for all X's. This is just to say that the
definition of X applies to every X, since the "definition
is the formula of the essence'" (1031 a 12, trans. Ross;
also Top. 101 b 38). For example, the attribute of having
three linear sides belongs to the essence of a triangle;
this attribute, as well as all of the other attributes

that are essential to a triangle, would truly hold for all
triangles in the species '"triangle." If a thing did not
have three sides, it would not be a triangle and it would
not be included in the species '"triangle." In short, to
say that only species have an essence is to emphasize that
all of the individuals of a certain kind have the same
essential characteristics, because an account of '"what it
was to be'" one of those individuals applies to all of those
individuals, and it is in virtue of "what it was to be"
such an individual that the particular individuals are

individuals of the same kind. The differences among the
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individuals arise because their essential characteristics
occur in different portions of matter and because the indi-

11 Evidence

viduals have different accidental attributes.
that Aristotle would accept this explanation is provided

in the De Partibus Animalium when he says: 'The individ-

uals comprised within a species, such as Socrates and
Coriscus, are the real existences; but inasmuch as these
individuals possess one common specific form, it will suf-
fice to state the universal attributes of the species, that
is, the attributes common to all its individuals" (644 a
24-27, trans. Ogle).

Having explained the sense in which a species has an
essence, let us consider the sense in which a living organ-
ism has an essence. In an individual organism the essence
is the form (eidos, 1032 b 1-2, 1035 b 32). As the formal
cause, the individual's essence consists in the individual's
shape and structure. The form is the essence also in the
sense that it constitutes what it is to be an individual of
such a kind. This is expressed in the definition of a
thing. The manifestation or realization of the essence in
a particular individual is characteristic of individuals of

its kind. In fact, the realization of the essences of

11Accidental attributes could be other than they are
for any individual, or they could cease to hold for any
individual without destroying what it is to be that indi-
vidual. (Top, 102 b 4-26)
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various individuals in roughly the same way makes them in-

dividuals of the same kind, i.e., individuals of the same

species.

It should be pointed out, further, that even though
the essence of each of the individuals in a species is the
same, this does not mean that all of the individuals in
the species will be qualitatively identical. The individ-
uals of a species may differ qualitatively because the
matter of an individual may affect the extent to which the
formal and final causes are developed in the individual.
Thus, the matter in which the form exists may prevent the
organism from achieving its end, and hence, the organism

may not develop fully (De Gen. An. 778 a 29-778 b 6).

Aristotle points out in Physics II, 8 that accidents occur
in nature when an organism fails to achieve its end of
being completely developed; this is because of the '"cor-
ruption of the seed" from which the organism came to be or
because of some impediment to its development (199 a 39-199
b 25). For example, because of a genetic defect--a defect
in the matter (or, specifically, the seed)--a thing may not
develop in the way in which things of that kind usually
develop; or because of some external impediment, such as a
lack of calcium in the food, a thing may not develop nor-
mally, but it could become deformed or its growth could be
retarded. These differences are differences in individuals

of a kind that are failures to develop normally. But there
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may be differences among individuals that do develop nor-
mally, such as differences in eye, skin, or hair color,
for example.

Nevertheless, I think that Aristotle would say that
certain kinds of things can only differ in certain charac-
teristic ways, as well as resemble each other in certain
characteristic ways. Human beings, for example, may have
different eye colors, and their growth may be stunted or
abnormally increased, but humans usually do not develop
gills, sprout wings, grow horns, or crystallize (see De
Gen. An. 770 b 9-17). I will return to this point in the
last part of this chapter.

I have pointed out that the essence, as the formal
cause of an organism, is manifest in an individual that
has a certain structure and performs certain functions that
are characteristic of individuals of its species. I also
hope to have shown the sense in which the essence belongs
to species and the sense in which it belongs to individ-
uals. These are not two completely different aspects of
essence, but closely related ones.

Throughout the preceding discussion, I have mentioned
that the definition of a thing is a formula of its essence
(1031 a 12). Since my goal is to determine the essence of
a human being, it will be especially useful to examine the
procedures that Aristotle outlines for arriving at a defi-
nition of a thing. This will be the subject of the next

part.
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C. Definition

Before discussing one of the methods that Aristotle
proposes for arriving at definitions, it should be pointed
out that it is important to examine his theory of defini-
tion when one is trying to determine what his concept of a
human being, or anything else, is. This is because the
definition of something can tell us what it is to be the

12 The definition tells

13

kind of thing that is being defined.
us this because it states the essence of the definiendum.
Thus, Aristotle's view of what a definition is and how to
arrive at one should be of considerable help in an attempt
to determine what it is to be a human being in Aristotle's
view. The following discussion will involve first a brief
account of what a definition is for Aristotle, and then an
account of the method of arriving at a definition by

divisions.

1. What a Definition Is
A definition is a statement of the genus and the dif-
ferentiae of the definiendum (Top. 103 b 16, 139 a 28, 153
b 14; Met. 1037 b 29). Aristotle says in the Topics that

""genus is that which is predicated in the [category of]

12Post. An. 93 b 29: horismos legetai einai logos
tou ti esti.

_ 13post. An. 91 a 1, 90 b 30: ho horismos ti esti
deloi. Top. 101 _b 38, 154 a 31: esti d'" horos men logos ho
to ti1 en einai semainon. Met. 1030 a 6: to ti en elnail
estin hoson ho logos estin horismos.
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essence [ti esti] of more and different things" (102 a 31).
Thus, a genus consists in individuals that are the same in
kind. For example, if we were to define a human being as
"an organism that has the capacity to reason,'" the genus
to which humans belong is the genus '"organism."

H. W. B. Joseph defines the differentia (he diaphora)

as "that part of the essence of anything--or, as we may
say, of any species--which distinguishes it from other

species in the same genus."14

For example, in our hypo-
thetical definition of a human being, "having the capacity
to reason" would be the differentia. This differentia dis-
tinguishes the species of human beings from all other
species in the genus '"organism,'" because human beings have
this capacity, while the individuals of other species do
not have it. Another feature of differentiae is that they
belong to a subject necessarily, in the sense that "it is
impossible [for them] to belong to something and not to be-

long [to it]'" (Top. 144 a 26). Thus, differentiae are not
accidental attributes (symbebekos 102 b 4-5).

In An Introduction to Logic H. W. B. Joseph explains

that genus and differentiae together form a single concept
and constitute the essence of a thing (p. 82). They pro-
vide this unity, according to Joseph, because the genus is

""the general type or plan'" and the differentia is 'the

14Joseph, p- 74. The following discussion owes much
to pp. 82-88.
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'specific' mode in which that [plan] is realized or devel-
oped" (p. 83). He says that the differentia ''carries out
as it were and completes the genus" (p. 86). Aristotle
indeed suggests at Met. 1038 a 5-7 that the genus does not
exist apart from the species and that the differentiae
stand to the genus as form to matter. He also says that
"the differentiae make the species . . . out of it [the

genus]'" (1038 a 7: hai diaphorai ta eide . . . ek tautes

poiousin; my emphasis). Consequently, the picture that we
get of the relation between genus and differentia is that
together they form the species to which an individual be-

15 The genus "animal' is in one

longs and the essence.
sense the same for human beings and for other kinds of ani-
mals. But it is different in the case of any single kind
of animal (such as a human being), because it is "articu-
lated'" in a unique way through the differentiae (such as
having a rational capacity) of that kind of animal. Con-

sequently, not only do the genus and differentiae form a

conceptual unity (as Joseph points out, pp. 82-83), which

is captured in a definition or a statement of a thing's
essence, but also, I would point out, they form an actual
unity in a particular individual, thus making the individ-

ual to be the kind of individual that it is.

15Joseph, p. 74.



31

2. How to Arrive at a Definition
Aristotle explains the method of arriving at a defi-

nition by divisions in Posterior Analytics II, 13 and

Metaphysics VII, 12; I will consider each of these passages

in turn. In Posterior Analytics II, 13 he proposes to con-

sider "how to hunt for what is predicated in what a thing

is" (96 a 23: ta en toi ti esti kategoroumena). Before

explaining this method, he explains what we are looking
for. First, we are looking for attributes '"which always

belong to each [subject]" (96 a 24: ton hyparchonton aei

hekastoi). Regarding these attributes, Aristotle says:
"One must take such things [attributes] up to the point
where, while so many are taken in the first place each of
which will belong to more [things], on the one hand, but
on the other hand, all [of them] together will not belong
to more [things]; for it is necessary that this be the
substance [ousian] of the thing'" (96 a 31-34). That is,
we are looking for attributes, each of which belongs to
more than the subject being defined, but which, taken to-
gether, do not belong to more subjects than the one being
defined. Aristotle illustrates this with the example of
the triad, whose essential attributes are that it is a
number, odd, and prime in the sense of '"not being measured
by number and not being composed of numbers." Taken sep-
arately, each of these attributes belongs to other numbers,

but all of them together belong only to a triad. Also,
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together they constitute what it is to be a triad, and a
statement of them is the definition of a triad (96 a 36-b
14).

Having explained the character of the attributes
that are predicated in what a thing is, Aristotle turns to
the method of arriving at a definition by divisions accord-

ing to differentiae (96 b 25: hai diareseis hai kata tas

diaphoras). He first alludes to an earlier discussion
(Post. An. II, 5) in which he has argued that the defini-
tion that one arrives at through divisions is not an in-

ference (syllogismos) and hence does not prove anything

(96 b 25-26). Nevertheless, this method does insure that
the parts of the definition are stated in the right order
(96 b 31-35) and that nothing is omitted from the defini-
tion (96 b 36-97 a 5).

The rules that are to be followed are: (1) "to take

what is predicated in what the thing is" (en toi ti esti),

(2) "to arrange these [predicates according to] what is
first or second," and (3) '"[to be sure] that these are all
that there are" (97 a 22-25). The second rule is to be
followed by being sure that that which is ordered first

is that which follows all (ho pasin akoluthei), but which

is not followed by all (97 a 28-33). The third rule is to

be followed by assuming

e e of the first term in the division that every
animal is either this or this, and that this belongs
to it, and again [you take] the difference of this
whole, and [you assume] that there is no further
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difference of the final whole--or that straightway
after the final difference this no longer differs in16
sort from the complex. (97 a 35-b 1, trans. Barnes)

He then proposes a way of arriving at a definition
by means of successive generalizations (97 b 6-25). He
does not say whether this is part of what is involved in
defining by divisions or whether this is a different method
of arriving at a definition. Ross's view is that "in this
chapter Aristotle describes well, though his meaning is not
always easy to catch, the process of combined division and
generalisation which actually is the true method of attain-

ing correct non-causal definitions."17

The procedure is,
first, to look at things that are '"similar and undifferen-

tiated" (ta homoia kai adiaphora), and consider what they

have in common. Second, the same thing is done with other
species in the same genus. Finally, having considered

what is common to each species individually, we then con-
sider whether there is anything that is common to all of

the species. When we arrive at a single expression (logos),
"this will be the definition of the thing" (97 b 14).
Aristotle points out that if we arrive at more than one
expression, then more than one thing is being defined (97

b 14-25).

16Aristotle discusses in more detail the method of
arriving at a definition by divisions in Met. VII, 12. I
will examine his discussion in Met. VII, 17 shortly.

17Ross, p. 53.
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Aristotle says that "every definition is always of
the universal" (Post. An. 97 b 26; Met. 1036 a 28). Joseph
explains that

We can only define then what is universal, or a
concept. But we have already said that concepts are
the natures of things; and therefore in defining con-
cepts, we may define things, so far as they are of a
kind, but not as individuals. (p. 82, Joseph's empha-
s1s)

This is because a definition is a statement of the genus
and differentiae (i.e., the species--Top. 143 b 8-10),
which are not peculiar to only one individual, but common
to many individuals. And it is in virtue of having the
characteristics of the genus and differentiae in common
that we say that these individuals are of the same kind.

In Metaphysics VII, 12 Aristotle is more specific

about how the method of arriving at a definition by divi-
sions according to the differentiae is to work. He says
that we are to begin with what is called the first genus

(to proton legomenon genos, 1037 b 30) and divide it into

a subgenus according to the differentia. The subgenus,
then, is divided according to the differentia of the dif-
ferentia, and so on. For example, the genus "animal" may

be divided into a subgenus by the differentia "having feet."
Next, the genus '"animal having feet'" must be divided into

a subgenus with respect to the differentia '"having feet,"
such as "cloven-footed." Aristotle says that this division
is to be continued until one arrives at a species that con-

tains no further differences (1038 a 15: ta adiaphora).
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At this point, '"the last differentia will be the substance
of the thing and the definition" (1038 a 19; also 1038 a
26, 29-30).

Joseph points out (p. 131) the possibility that a
certain genus might be divided by a differentia that is not
a further specification of the differentia that was used
just before. The genus '"animal," for example, may be di-
vided into the species "human being" by the differentiae
"featherless'" and '"rational." In such cases, the species
is constituted by more than one differentia. Aristotle
says that dividing by a differentia that is not a differen-

tia of the preceding differentia is dividing kata to sym-

bebekos, rather than kata ta orthon (Met. 1038 a 27-30).

Nevertheless, Joseph says that

The fullness and complexity of natural kinds constantly
leads to the introduction of fundamentally new dif-
ferentiae, especially where, as in the classificatory
sciences often happens, our differentiae are intended
as much to be diagnostic--i.e. features by which a
species can be identified--as to declare the essential
nature of a species. (p. 131)

Aristotle does not give a final definition of a human

being. In Metaphysics VII, 12 he suggests that a human be-

ing is to be defined as an animal having two feet, but in
the Topics he says that a human being is "by nature a civ-

ilized animal" (Top. 128 b 17: to zoon hemeron physei).

In other places he says that human beings have the proper-
ties of being "an animal receptive of knowledge" (Top. 132

a 20: zoon epistemes dektikon), a political animal (Pol.
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1253 a 2), and naturally imitative (Poet. 1448 b 8). Not
all of these properties belong to the essence; being "an
animal receptive of knowledge,' for example, is not part
of the essence (and hence not part of the definition) of
a human being; it is a property (idion) that '"at the same
time always belongs of necessity'" to the human being (Top.

133 a 22: hama ex anangkes aei hyparchei kai to anthropos).

It is difficult to decide what belongs to the essence
of a human being, or any other organism, and what does not.
Joseph addresses this problem, pointing out that ''the prob-
lem of distinguishing between essence and property in re-
gard to organic kinds may be declared insoluble'" (p. 102).
He explains that it is not possible to isolate a certain
core of characteristics that are the essential character-
istics of the individuals of a certain natural kind (p. 102).
The reason why this is the case, he explains, is:
The conformity of an individual to the type of a par-
ticular species depends on the fulfillment of an in-
finity of conditions, and implies the exhibition of an
1nf1n}ty of correlated peculiarities, structural and
functional, many of which, so far as we can see . . .
haye no connexion one with another. There may be devi-
ation from the type, to a greater or less degree, in
endless directions; and we cannot fix by any hard-and-
fast rule the amount of deviation consistent with be-
ing of tbe species, nor can we enumerate all the points,
of functlog or structure, that in reality enter into
the determination of a thing's kind. (p. 103)

The consequence of this for the definition of a human being

is that '"the essence cannot be comprised in the compass of

a definition, or distinguished very sharply from the
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properties of the subject. In these cases one must be
content to do the best he can" (p. 111).

Even though we may not be able to express exactly
and completely the essence of a human being in a defini-
tion, it is possible to identify at least some of the
characteristics that are part of what it is to be a human
being. I will attempt to do this in the next part.

D. The Nature and Concept
ot a Human Being

In order to specify the nature of a thing (in the
sense of stating what it is to be that thing) and to state
the means of deciding whether a particular individual is
of a certain kind, a contemporary philosopher may try to
formulate necessary and sufficient conditions as criteria
for deciding which individuals belong to a certain kind
and which do not. In this part I would like to compare
Aristotle's approach with the approach of those who appeal
to necessary and sufficient conditions as means of answer-
ing the questions '"What makes this individual thing to be
what it is?" and "How can we decide whether this individ-
ual thing belongs to this class or not?" Note that the
first question is a question about the nature of the indi-
vidual thing; answering it would involve stating only
those factors that are responsible for making it the kind
of thing it is, and it would not involve stating what makes

it to be this particular individual, which is different
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from other individuals of the same kind. The second ques-
tion, however, is concerned with our knowledge about the
individual thing in question; answering it would involve
stating how we know that the individual thing is of a cer-
tain kind or deciding whether a certain concept applies to

a certain individual thing.

1. Necessary and Sufficient Conditions

Consider first the views of some contemporary philos-
ophers on necessary and sufficient conditions. Brian
Skyrms says that A is a necessary condition for B if, and
only if, whenever B is present, A is present. And A is a
sufficient condition for B if, and only if, whenever A is
present, then B is present.18 Similarly, Richard Taylor
says that A is a necessary condition ("essential") for B
if B cannot occur without A (although he points out that
it is logically possible for B to occur without A). And A
is a sufficient condition for ("ensures") B if A cannot
exist without B existing also (and he points out again that
it is logically possible for A to occur without g).lg For
example, the presence of oxygen is a necessary condition

for combustion, because combustion cannot occur without

18Brian Skyrms, Choice and Chance: An Introduction
to Inductive Logic, 2nd ed. (Encino, Calif.: Dickenson
Publishing Co., 75), p. 85.

19Richard Taylor, Metaphysics (Englewood Cliffs,
N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1963), p. 58.
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oxygen; but oxygen is not a sufficient condition for com-
bustion, because oxygen can exist without combustion occur-
ring. To take another case, ingesting cyanide is a suf-
ficient condition for death, because ingesting cyanide
cannot exist without death occurring; but ingesting cyanide
is not a necessary condition for death, since death can
occur without ingesting cyanide. Consequently, if A, B,
and C are singly necessary and jointly sufficient conditions
for D, then A, B, and C must all be present in order for D
to occur; and if A, B, and C do exist, then D must occur.
Necessary conditions and sufficient conditions are
often introduced in discussions of causation, where the
word 'cause' can be taken to refer to either the necessary
conditions, or the sufficient conditions, or both, of a

certain effect.20

Taylor points out that, for most contem-
porary philosophers, to say that certain causal conditions
are necessary for the occurrence of an effect is not to say
that they are logically necessary for the effect, but that
if any of the conditions had not occurred, the effect would

not have occurred.21

20See Irving Copi, Introduction to Logic, 4th ed.
(New York: Macmillan Publishing Co., 1972), pp. 369-376;
Skyrms, pp. 85-88; and Richard Taylor, "Causation," in The
Encyclopedia of Philosophy, vol. 2, ed. Paul Edwards (New
York: Macmillan Publishing Co., 1967), pp. 62-63.

21Taylor, "Causation," p. 62.
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Consequently, I would say that an answer to the ques-
tion "What makes X to be what it is?" could be given by
stating the causally necessary and sufficient conditions
for X, that is, by stating the circumstances that must ex-
ist in order for X to exist and which are such that if they
exist, then X must exist. This, then, could be seen as a
way of stating the cause of X.

The question "How can one decide whether this indi-
vidual belongs to this kind?" or "How does one know whether
a certain individual is an X?'" are different from the
question '"What makes X to be what it is?" These first two
questions are not concerned with specifying the conditions
under which we can say that X exists, but instead they are
concerned with specifying the conditions under which we can
know that X is a certain kind of thing, or, one might say,
with specifying the conditions in which we can correctly
apply the concept of X.

This has been only a brief account of some contem-
porary views on necessary and sufficient conditions, but
it will serve to enable us to compare these views with
Aristotle's position on how one should answer the questions
"What makes an individual thing to be what it is?" and "How
can one decide whether a certain individual thing is an
individual of a certain kind?" In what follows, I will be
primarily concerned with these questions as they apply to

human beings in particular.
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2. What is a Human Being?
(a) Necessity

In Metaphysics V, 5 Aristotle defines five senses of

the word 'necessity' (anangkaion). First, necessity is

that "without which, as a joint condition, it is impossible
to live" (1015 a 20-22). Second, necessity is that "with-
out which it is impossible for good either to be or to come
to be" (1015 a 22-26). Third, it is '"the compulsory and

compulsion'" (1015 a 26-33: to biaion kai he bia). Fourth,

"that which it is impossible to be otherwise we say it is
necessary to be so" (1015 a 34-b 5). Aristotle explains
that "it is in relation to this sense of 'necessity' that
all of the other senses of 'necessity' are said in some
way" (1015 a 35). Finally, "demonstration is of things

that are necessary [he apodeixis ton anangkaion], because

it is impossible to be otherwise, if [a thing] has been

proven absolutely [ei apodedeiktai haplos]'" (1015 b 6-8).

In De Partibus Animalium I, 1 and Physics II, 9

Aristotle discusses the concept of hypothetical necessity

(ex hypotheseos), which will be especially useful to our

investigation of his views on the nature of a human being.
Hypothetical necessity is such that if a certain object is
to be produced or a certain end is to be brought about,

then it is necessary that certain materials exist and cer-

tain motions occur in a certain order (De Part. An. 639 b

24-39; 642 a 1-13). For example, if a house is to be
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produced, then it is necessary that bricks and wood exist
first, and then that the bricks and wood be put together

in certain ways by someone. Aristotle says that this same
kind of necessity holds for natural phenomena as it holds
for artifacts. In Physics II, 9 he says that the thing
that is produced is not simply the outcome of a series of
natural events which just accidentally produced it. I also
wish to point out that the object which is produced is not

the necessary outcome of the matter qua matter. Aristotle's

view of hypothetical necessity is just that if a wall, for
example, is to exist, then there must be some matter of the
appropriate kind (i.e., the kind of material from which a
wall can be built) available to the builder. There is

nothing in the nature of the matter itself that makes it

necessary that a wall will exist--i.e., the stones may

22

never be used to build a wall. (Aristotle makes this

point at 200 a 25-27.) About a wall, Aristotle says:

Whereas, though the wall does not come to be without
these [i.e., the stones, earth, and wood of which it
is made], it is not due to these, except as its mate-
rial cause: it comes to be for the sake of sheltering
and guarding certain things. Similarly in all other
things which involve production for an end; the product
cannot come to be without things which have a neces-
sary nature, but it is not due to these (except as its
material); it comes to be for an end. (Phys. 200 a
5-10, trans. Hardie and Gaye; Hardie and Gaye's
emphasis)

22D. M. Balme discusses the distinction between ab-
solute necessity and hypothetical necessity in Aristotle's
work. See D. M. Balme, Aristotle's De Partibus Animalium
I and De Generatione Animalium I, translated with notes
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1972), pp. 76-84.
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It is clear from Aristotle's discussion in Physics
II, 9 that certain materials are necessary only with res-
pect to a purpose: '"The necessary, then, is present only
on the basis of some assumption, it is not there as an end"
(200 a 14, trans. J. L. Creed). And there is further evi-

dence in De Partibus Animalium I, 1 that Aristotle was not

satisfied with a purely mechanistic explanation of how a
thing came into existence, whether that thing be a living
organism or an object made by an artisan (641 a 5-18).

More than just a mechanistic explanation of how a thing was
created, Aristotle asks for an explanation of why it was
created. Thus, a complete account of an object's origin
must include an account of its purpose.

It is also clear from his discussion in Physics II, 9
that his concept of hypothetical necessity is similar to
the contemporary philosopher's concept of a necessary con-
dition. The similarity is that, for Aristotle, an object
such as a house could not exist without the bricks and wood
that make up its matter (Phys. 200 a 25-29); the existence
of some matter is a necessary condition for the existence
of the house. Furthermore, Aristotle's discussion in this
chapter suggests that the matter of a thing, while being
the necessary condition for its existence, is not a suf-
ficient condition for its existence. This is suggested
when Aristotle says, with respect to the example of the

wall mentioned earlier, '"although the wall has not come
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into being without these [i.e., the stones, earth, and

wood], it has not come into being because of them [dia

tauta]" (200 a 6, trans. Creed; my emphasis). He could be
interpreted as saying here that it is not the case that
whenever the appropriate matter is present, a wall is al-
ways present.23 This is to deny that the appropriate ma-
terial is a sufficient condition for the existence of a
house, since one contemporary definition of 'sufficient
condition' is that F is a sufficient condition for G if,
and only if, whenever F is present, G is present also.%*
It should also be pointed out that Aristotle does not claim
that matter of a certain kind is necessary for the produc-
tion of a house (although, of course, only certain kinds

of matter will serve the purpose--houses cannot be made of

water, for example); I take him only to be claiming that

some kind of matter is necessary.

In spite of the similarity between Aristotle's con-
cept of hypothetical necessity and the contemporary con-
cept of a necessary condition, Aristotle's concept differs
from the contemporary concept in the importance of the fi-
nal cause--the purpose for which the material is to be used.

For Aristotle the matter is necessary on the basis of a

23I made this point in a slightly different way at
the beginning of my discussion of Physics II, 9 on p. 42.

24Skyrms, p. 85.
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certain assumption or hypothesis about the end that is to
be achieved (200 a 12-14). This purposive aspect is not
emphasized in contemporary accounts of necessary conditions.
However, I do not think that contemporary accounts of neces-
sary conditions preclude a mention of purposes. One could
say that the presence of oxygen, combustible material, and
the appropriate heat are necessary in order to burn some-
thing.

Even though the preceding discussion has dealt pri-
marily with objects that are made by human beings, such as
walls and houses, these remarks apply equally well to nat-

ural phenomena. In De Partibus Animalium Aristotle says

that because of what it is to be a human being, the human
body has certain parts and the body develops in a certain
way. Consequently, certain parts of the body and a cer-
tain pattern of development are necessary in order for
there to be a human being (640 a 33-b 4). Further, I
think that one can reasonably maintain that Aristotle re-
garded an ensouled body (or an embodied soul) as being
necessary in order for a human being to exist. Having an
ensouled body would be necessary in Aristotle's sense of
hypothetical necessity, since if there is to be a normal,
functioning human being, there must exist an ensouled
body. In addition, having an ensouled body would be a
necessary condition in the contemporary sense of that term,

since a human being cannot exist if either the soul or the



46

body is lacking. That Aristotle would regard the soul as
necessary for a human being to exist is evident in his dis-

cussion in De Partibus Animalium I, 1, where he says that

a dead body has exactly the same configuration as a
living one; but for all that is not a man. So also no
hand of bronze or wood or constituted in any but the
appropriate way can possibly be a hand in more than
name. For . . . in spite of its name it will be unable
to do the office which that name implies. (640 b 35-
641 a 3, trans. Ogle)
This passage suggests that a human body or something look-
ing very much like a human body cannot be said to be a hu-
man being (except in name only), because it is unable to
function in the way that a human being normally functionms.
The body must have a soul in order to do this. A few lines
later, he says, '"as would seem to be the case, seeing at
any rate that when the soul departs, what is left is no
longer a living animal, and that none of the parts remain
what they were before, excepting in mere configuration,
like the animals that in the fable are turned into stone"
(641 a 19-21, trans. Ogle). This suggests that the soul
is necessary in order for a living thing to exist.

When Aristotle discusses hypothetical necessity in

both Physics and De Partibus Animalium, he concentrates on

the hypothetical necessity of certain kinds of matter for
bringing about the end of a certain artifact--a house, a
wall, or a saw. Nevertheless, he does say that "it is the

same with things that come to be naturally' (De Part. An.

639 b 30, trans. Balme), which suggests that his remarks
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about hypothetical necessity apply to organisms also. In
addition, his general statement of what (hypothetical)
necessity is seems applicable to organisms: ''Necessity
signifies sometimes that if there is to be that for the
sake of which, these must necessarily be present" (642 a
32-33, trans. Balme; Balme's emphasis). In my preceding
discussion I have urged that an ensouled body is hypotheti-
cally necessary, because if there is to be a functioning
human being (an end), then the soul must necessarily be
present. But it should be kept in mind that the soul is
more than hypothetically necessary in order for a human be-
ing to exist. In the course of distinguishing between A's
not coming into being without B and A's coming into being

because of (dia) B, Aristotle says:

Similarly with all other things in which purpose is
present, they do not come into being without the things
that possess the necessary nature, but they do not come
into being because of them, except insofar as these
things are matter; they, rather, come into being for
a purpose. (200 a 7-10, trans. J. L. Creed)

It seems that it is because of the soul that a human being,

or any other organism, exists.25

An organism exists because
of the soul in the sense that the soul enables the organism
to perform its function. One way in which the soul does
this is by directing the development of the organism; that
is, by articulating the matter--giving it a certain form--

in such a way that the organism will develop into a

25The importance of the '"because of'" role of the soul
was suggested to me by Professor Rhoda H. Kotzin.
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normally developed, normally functioning organism. It is
in this sense that the organism comes to be because of its
soul. Therefore, the soul is not merely hypothetically
necessary.

There is evidence in Aristotle's work to support this
interpretation. First, in Physics II, 9, as I have already
pointed out, he says that things in which there is a pur-
pose (to heneka) cbuld not have come into being without
matter (hyle), but they came into being for a purpose (200
a 7-10). He also points out two further aspects of this
purpose: first, he says that '"mecessity is in the matter,
and that for the sake of which is in the formula" (200 a

15: en gar tei hylei to anangkaion, to d' hou heneka en

toi logoi); second, he says that 'purpose is the cause of

the matter" (200 a 32: aition gar touto [he heneka] tes

hyles). What he says about the soul in other works sug-
gests that both of these aspects of the purpose are also

aspects of the soul. In Metaphysics VII, 10 he says that

"the soul of animals (for this is the substance of the 1liv-
ing thing) is the substance according to the formula and
the form and the essence of a body of such a kind" (1035 b
14-17).

Finally, in De Partibus Animalium I, 1 Aristotle

says that

nature as being . . . is also nature as moving cause
and as end. And such, in the animal, is either its
whole soul or some part of it. So in this way the
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student of nature will actually have to speak more