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Being opposite

On the translation of antikeimena in Aristotle’s De anima

Pietro Giuffrida

The enquirer who approaches this subject must ascertain what each of these
faculties is before he proceeds to investigate the questions next in order and
so forth. But if we are asked to state what each of these is; that is to say,
what the cognitive, sensitive and nutritive faculties respectively are, we must
begin by stating what the act of thinking is and what the act of sensation
is. For activities and functions are logically prior to faculties. But, if so,
and if a study of the correlative objects should have preceded, these objects
will for the same reason have to be defined first: I mean, nutriment and the
sensible and the intelligible. Consequently we have to treat of nutriment
and generation.!

The main concern of this article is the interpretation of this passage, and
the particular way by which it is generally translated by modern editors.
Almost all modern translations adopt the two locutions that I emphasize
in the text: objects and correlative objects, to translate the Greek word
antikeimena.” But this choice is not neutral, nor it is without consequences
for the understanding of the text. Rather, I suggest it is affected by three
problems:

1. De anima 402b11-17 and 415a14-23 are the only two cases in the
whole Aristotelian corpus where the word antikeimena is translated
with ‘objects’ or ‘correlative objects’;

2. this translation is nesting in the earth of Aristotelian psychology the
modern opposition between subject and object;

3. it implies that antikeimena in De anima is not used as a technical term,
and that its presence in this text has not theoretical consequences.

Arguing that the word antikeimena plays a specific role in De anima, I
will propose some arguments for the inadequacy of the standard translation,

"Tr. Hicks 1907, 63 (italics mine), De anima I1.4 415a14-23: "Avaykoiov 8¢ ToV péAlovta mepi
00TV okéYy moleicOon AaPelv Exootov adTdV Ti Ty, €10’ olTwg mepl TOV éxopévev kol mepi
oV &MV dmlnteiv. el 8¢ xpn Aéyew i Ekactov adTdV, olov Ti TO vonTikov 1 10 aicHnTikov
1) 10 OpenTikdV, TPOTEPOV ETL AekTéOV Ti TO VOELY Kal Ti TO aloBdvecBal mpodTepal yap elot TdV
Suvéypenv ai évépyelon kal ol tpdelg kot TOv Adyov. &i § obtwg, todtwv & ETL pdTEpa TR
avtikeipeva 8l teBewpnréval, mepl Ekelveov mpdTov &v déol Stopican S Trv adTV aitiov, olov
mepl TPOYPTIg ko aloBnTod kal vontod. Hhote TPOTOV el TPOPTG Kol yevviioewg Aektéov. See the
similar passage in 1.1 402b11-17.

2All the English and Italian translation, and two of the French, adopt the locution “relative” or
“correlative objects”. See Hicks 1907, 63; HAMLYN 1993, 17; BARNES 1984, 26; Movia 2005, 133;
LAURENTI 2007, 136; BARBOTIN 1966, 38; BoDEUS 1993, 150. The only exception seems to be TricOT
2003, 25, that uses the word “opposées”. For some remarks about the adoption of this translation see
Bobp£tUs 1993, 80 n.5; Movia 1991, 296 n.2; Hicks 1907, 189-90; and RoDIER 1985, 21 e 225.
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Pietro Giuffrida

and I will suggest that the Aristotelian explicit theory of opposite terms, as
developed in Categories and Metaphysics, is the appropriate ground for the
usage of the word antikeimena in De anima.

1 Dewan on the historical introduction of the term ‘obiectum’

Let start the analysis of the problems involved in the translation of an-
tikeimena by referring to Lawrence Dewan’s article “Obiectum”. Notes
on the invention of a word.> In this article Dewan presents an interest-
ing discover: the first philosophical usages of the Latin word ‘obiectum’
appears in the XIII d.C. in two commentaries on the powers of the soul:
the De anima attributed to Roberto Grossatesta, and the anonymous De
potentiis animae et obiectis. Both these texts paraphrase the Aristotelian
nexus dynameis-energeiai-antikeimena, that originally appears in De anima
L1 and I1.4. They both adopt the word ‘obiecta’ instead of ‘opposita’, despite
the latter was the word normally used in the Latin translation of this pas-
sages.* Therefore, the introduction of the word ‘obiectum’ in the history
of philosophy is the outcome of an interpretation of Aristotle’s De anima,
that, for some specific (medieval) theoretical issues, modifies the ordinary
Latin translation, replacing the word opposita with the new philosophical
term obiecta.’

The historical reasons that explain this substitution are not in view of
this article,® but I think it is really important to remind Dewan’s arguments
about such transformation of the text, which seems to be not legitimate
from a strictly Aristotelian point of view. If I correctly understand Dewan’s
arguments, he explains De anima usage of antikeimena with reference
to the theory of opposite terms developed in Categories and detailed in
Metaphysics. With this word Aristotle refers in De anima to a special
kind of opposites, i.e. the relative terms, generally exemplified by the

*DEWAN 2008.

4See DEWAN 2008, 427 ff. Dewan shows that in the vetera translatio, the only one available when
the two commentaries were written, James of Venice renders antikeimena with opposita, as well as
in translation from Arabic by Michael Scot. Only in the later revision of James of Venice’ translation
by William of Moerbeke the first of the two occurrences is rendered by obiecta. Dewan’s conclusion
is that «the word “obiectum” is found in the translations only after its invention by teachers (as
distinct from translators). Around 1268, by which date the word is already well established, William
of Moerbeke is still prone to write “opposita”» (DEWAN 2008, 427).

°See DEWAN 2008, 428.

See DEWAN 2008, 405-19. The author connects the adoption of Aristotle’s nexus dynameis-
energeiai-antikeimena to the explanation of several functions of human soul by maintaining its unity.
In this sense, the ultimate responsible for the multiplicity of the energeiai are the various types of
antikeimena from which and to which the movement starts. «[...] the essence of the soul being itself
simple or lacking diversity, if there is a diversity among the powers of the soul, it must be explained
[...] by some other factor in the situation, that is, either by the organs and instruments or by the
obiecta» (DEWAN 2008, 412).
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couples double/half, larger/taller and so on. Notably, this usage is especially
related to the case of relatives analyzed in Metaphysics V.15, where Aristotle
addresses the relation between knowledge and the knowable, and between
sensation and the sensible. These couples are characterized by lack of
reciprocity (antistrephein), which is the quality that normally identifies the
relatives. Paraphrasing Metaphysics V.15, Dewan explains that:

In the Metaphysics, Aristotle distinguish carefully between the case of rela-
tives based on number and power, on one hand, and that of relatives of the
type measurable-measure, knowable-knowledge, on the other hand. [...] In
the latter case, the measurable and the knowable is so called not because
it, by virtue of its very self, is said of something else, but rather because
something else (the measure, knowledge) is said of it. The knowable, in
its own being, is not essentially a “knowable”. What this means is that the
knowable is not, according to its own being, a pros ti, and so neither is it
an antikeimenon. Thus, the trend of this doctrine of Metaphysics is toward
the conclusion that it is primarily the knowledge or perception that the
term “to antikeimenon” fits. The knowable would be so called with less
appropriateness.’

In other words, the relation between terms like ‘sensation’ and ‘sensible’
is not bidirectional, such as that between ‘double’ and ‘half’. Therefore
in such cases can be recognized an independent term (the sensible) and a
dependent one, properly regarded as relative (the sensation). But if it is true,
the direction implied in the Aristotelian concept of ‘relatives’ is exactly
the contrary of the direction implied by the concept of obiectum. The term
obiectum appropriately indicates the knowable, while the oppositum rather
indicates the knowledge. For this reason only sensibles, intelligibles and
nutriment can properly be said obiecta of their respective faculty. On the
contrary the Aristotelian notion of relative terms, especially when applied
in knowing contexts, properly denote the faculty, and not what normally
we would call their ‘objects’.

Although, from this argument, which undermines the parallel between
the two concepts of antikeimena and obiecta, another consequence can be
drawn. If we accept that only the knowledge, instead of the knowable,
can properly be considered an antikeimenon, also Aristotle’s usage of this
term in De anima is not quiet coherent. Indeed, in this treatise Aristotle
is pointing out as opposite and relative terms the «nutriment and the
sensible and the intelligible»,® whereas, according to Metaphysics V.15,
only the faculties can be described as such. Therefore Dewan can draw the
conclusion:

From all this, it looks as though Aristotle, when uses the term “ta an-
tikeimena” for food, the sensible, and the knowable, is using a term with a

"DEWAN 2008, 421.
8See De anima I1.4 415a14-23.
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well-determined sense, but not a term tailored to that set of items as such. It
is not a technical term for those items.’

1.1 Effects of the substitution of opposita with obiecta

Dewan’s article has the merit of showing an historical short-circuit, that
produces some consequences in the contemporaneous reception of De an-
ima. The usage of the expression ‘relative objects’ to translate antikeimena
in De anima can determine a misinterpretation of the Aristotelian text.
However, in the following paragraphs I propose another evaluation of
the role played by the notion of antikeimena. In fact, I do not agree with
Dewan’s claim that antikeimena in De anima is not used as a technical
term, and I am not sure that the role of the term in this context is to char-
acterize as relatives each faculty (threptikon, aisthetikon, noetikon) and their
respective opposites (trophe, aisthéta, noeta)."’ Then, in order to verify
the meaning of the five occurrences of antikeimenon in De anima, I will
refer to the explicit theory of opposite terms developed in Categories and
in Metaphysics. If, as I think, the notion of opposites plays a specific role
in Aristotle’s philosophy, the ultimate reason to reject the translation of
antikeimena as ‘correlative objects’ is that it overshadows the technical role
played by this term in De anima.

In order to prove this claim, I propose to go through three stages. In
the first, I examine some passages from Categories and Metaphysics where
Aristotle delineates an explicit theory of opposite terms. In the second, I
point out a coherent usage of this theory in Physics V, where the notion of
opposition plays a central role in the theory of motion and change. Then
in the third, I analyze the five occurrences of antikeimenon in De anima
to argue that they are understandable only on the base of the technical
meaning of this term.

2 Aristotelian explicit theory of antikeimena

Aristotle speaks about antikeimena in some parts of his corpus. One exten-
sive description is provided in Categories 10, but it is necessary to compare
it with Metaphysics V 10, and with some other texts. The general schema
of the four kinds of opposite terms is drawn in Categories 10:

Things are said to be opposed to one another in four ways: as relatives or as
contraries or as privation and possession or as affirmation and negation.!!

’DEWAN 2008, 421.

'°See De anima 11.4 415a14-23.

Tr. AcKRILL 1963, 31, Categories 10, 11b17-8: Aéyetou 8¢ étepov £Tépp avtikeicBou TeTpary G, 1
G T PG TL, T OG T EVAVTia, 1] OG 6TEPNOLS Ko €L, 1] OG KATAPAOLG Kol ATOPAGLS.
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Also other texts agree with this initial account of the opposites,'? and
on this basis it is possible to point out some general features of this notion.
The four kinds of opposites seem independent and irreducible (Categories 10
broadly emphasize their respective character). Furthermore, the list of the
possible kinds of opposition seems complete: Aristotle does not mention
other cases of opposite terms.'® The first consequence of this account is that
the term antikeimena - as an equivocal term - has not simply one meaning,
so that each case of opposition can always be explained by referring it to
one of the four kind. Then, when antikeimena is used without any other
specifications, it should be regarded as generally pointing to all the four
meanings, as a general or weak term.

2.1 Opposites as relatives

A general account of relative terms is found in Categories 7, but a further
analysis is located in Metaphysics V.15.1

We call relatives all such things as are said to be just what they are, of or
than other things, or in some other way in relation to something else. For
example, what is larger is called what it is than something else (it is called
larger than something); and what is double is called what it is of something
else (it is called double of something); similarly with all other such cases.
The following, too, and their like, are among relatives: state, condition,
perception, knowledge, position.'

To define terms like ‘slave’ and ‘master’, or ‘double’ and ‘half’, it is
necessary to refer to their relation with another terms. Each slave is called
the slave of his master, like the master is called ‘master of his slave’.

This mutual dependence of relatives permits to point out two essential
features of this term. They have to be reciprocal and simultaneous. Reci-
procity implies that both terms involved in the relation require in its own
definition the reference to the other one.'® Simultaneity requires that both

12See Metaphysics V.10 and X.4.

In Metaphysics V.10 1018a20-3 Aristotle also includes in the list of the kinds of opposites «the
extremes from which and into which generation and dissolution take place; and the attributes that
cannot be present at the same time in that which is receptive of both» (tr. BARNEs 1984, 70). But it
is highly probable that they are respectively synonyms of the contradictories, usually intended as
principles of generation and corruption, and of contraries. For the former see Metaphysics X 4; for
the latter see Categories 11. On this argument see RossrrTo 1977, 44 ff.

"See also Categories 10 11b31 ff. and 12b16 ff. For a general account see MiGNUcct 1986 and
MoRALEs 1994. Also useful the notes to the text in BopE®Us 2002.

5Tr. BARNES 1984, 11, Categories 7 6a36-b6: IIpog TL 8¢ T& Toladra Méyetan, oo adTX &mep
¢oTlv ETépwV elval Aéyeton ) OTwG0DV dAAWG TPOG ETepov- olov TO peilov 00O dmep EoTiv éTépov
AéyeTon, — TvOG yap pellov Aéyetau, — ko tO Suthdotov £Tépov Aéyeton TodO Omep €otiv, — TIVOG
yop Suthdolov Aéyetal — ®oadtwg d¢ kal 6o aAla Toladta. €0TL 8¢ kKol T ToladTo TGV TPOG TL
olov &1, Si14ecic, aioOnoig, mothun, 0éo1g.

16See Categories 7 6b27 ff.: TIavta 8¢ T TPOC TL TPOG AVTIGTPEPOVTA AEYETAL...
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terms exist at the same time: in absence of a master, the man just called
slave no longer is a slave."’

Nevertheless, these features are not verified by relative terms as a whole.
This is particularly clear about simultaneity, that is involved only in some
relatives, and explicitly excluded by relations such as episteme/episteton
and aisthesis/aistheton. Indeed these cases require that the second term
already exists when the relation is established. But the same couples of
relatives lack the first and more important feature, i.e. reciprocity. Only
the first term of these couples - respectively the aisthesis and the episteme -
requires for its own existence an actual relation to the other one, whereas
the second one exists before and independently of the relation. In such case
it is possible to regard a term as absolute, and the other one as dependent,
because its existence requires the relation with the first one. This problem
is already focused in Categories 7 7b15 ff., but in Metaphysics it receives a
more detailed examination, by distinguishing three kinds of relatives.

Things called numerical relatives or relatives in respect of capacity are all
relatives from being called just what they are of something else, not from the
other thing being relatives to them. But the measurable and the knowable
and the thinkable are called relatives from something else being called [what
it is] relative to them. For ‘thinkable’ signifies that there exists thought of
it, but the thought is not relative to that of which it is a thought (for then
we should have said the same thing twice). Similarly sight is the sight of
something, not of that of which it is the sight (though of course it is true
to say this); in fact it is relative to colour or to something else of the sort.
But according to the other way of speaking the same thing would be said
twice,~’it is the sight of that which is the object of sight’.!8

2.2 Opposites as contraries

Aristotle makes an extensive usage of the concept of contraries (enantia) in
Categories, in the context of the analysis of predicamenta. This notion is
analyzed in the chapter devoted to the opposites, and further in a distinct
chapter, the XI. The distinctive feature that characterize two terms as
contraries is identified in their reference to the same reality (one species or
genus, one category...) and, conversely, in the impossibility of belonging to
the same thing at the same time. The terms white and black, for example,
belong to the same qualitative range, and the subject of which they are
predicates cannot be said, at the same time, both black and white.

It is clearly the nature of contraries to belong to the same thing (the same
either in species or in genus) - sickness and health in an animal’s body, but
whiteness and blackness in a body simply, and justice and injustice in a soul.

"See Categories 7 7b15 ff.: Aokei 8¢ Té TPoG TL dptat Tfj PvEL Elva...
18 Metaphysics V.15 1021a27-30, tr. KIRWAN 1993, 52.
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All contraries must either be in the same genus or in contrary genera, or be
themselves genera. For white and black are in the same genus (since colour
is their genus), but justice and injustice are in contrary genera (since the
genus of one is virtue, of the other vice), while good and bad are not in a
genus but are themselves actually genera of certain things. !’

2.3 Opposites as ‘form and privation’

The account of privation in Categories explicitly focuses only on the ‘natural

privation’, i.e. the privation of whatever a subject is naturally endowed
of.?

We say that anything capable of receiving a possession is deprived of it
when it is entirely absent from that which naturally has it, at the time when
it is natural for it to have it. For it is not what has not teeth that we call
toothless, or what has not sight blind, but what has not got them at the
time when it is natural for it to have them. For some things from birth have
neither sight nor teeth yet are not called toothless or blind.2!

2.4 Opposites as contradictories

In Categories the contradiction is identified by two features: (1) one of the
two contradictory propositions must always be true, and the other one must
always be false; (2) there is not any possible intermediate between them.
Then, for two propositions to be opposed, they must respectively affirm
and denies the same thing about the same subject. To build a contradiction
it is not enough to predicate two contraries, like ‘healthy’ and ‘sick’, nor a
disposition and its privation, because in these cases the true proposition
cannot always be distinguished.

But with an affirmation and negation one will always be false and the other
true whether he exists or not. For take ‘Socrates is sick’ and ‘Socrates is not
sick’: if he exists it is clear that one or the other of them will be true or false,
and equally if he does not; for if he does not exist ‘he is sick’ is false but
‘he is not sick’ true. Thus it would be distinctive of these alone—opposed

affirmations and negations—that always one or the other of them is true or
false.?

3 Aristotle’s usage of antikeimena in Physics V

I analyze Physics V as a relevant context of usage of antikeimena, perhaps
also useful for understanding the role that this term plays in De anima. 1
select this book from Physics because it contains eight of the 31 antikeimena

1 Categories 11 14a15-26, tr. BARNES 1984, 24.

®Qther kind of privation is identified in Metaphysics V.22.
*! Categories 12a28-34, tr. BARNES 1984, 21.

*2 Categories 10 13b-36, tr. BARNES 1984, 23.
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occurrences of the whole treatise, and because these occurrences play a
great role in the Aristotelian theory of motion and change. As a matter of
fact, in this book Aristotle draws a sort of schema involving four kinds of
change, relying for this purpose on the general case of change (metabole)
of a substrat (upokeimenon) between two opposite terms (antikeimena).
The aim is to include in a single theoretical framework the generation
(genesis), the qualitative alteration (alloiosis), the quantitative augmentation
(auxeis), the local movement (phora), and their respective contraries. This
is possible by distinguishing the two cases of antikeimena among which
any change can take place: the contraries (enantia) and the contradictories
(antiphaseis).
Change which is not accidental on the other hand is not to be found in

everything, but only in contraries, in things intermediate between contraries,
and in contradictories, as may be proved by induction.?

The final scheme of change includes the generation (genesis) - as the
only kind of metabole that takes place between two antiphaseis - and three
cases of motion (kineésis), i.e. alteration (alloiosis), augmentation (auxeis),
and local movement (phora), that require enantia as their starting point.
This achievement requires the application of the categorial scheme, and
contradiction and contrariety as relevant kinds of antikeimena. Contradic-
tion grounds the analysis of generation and corruption. These are logically
and ontologically problematic because they require that a substance comes
from being to not-being and vice versa. Contrariety allows the identification
of the terms a quo and ad quem of three kinds of change, that respectively
belong to the quality (poton), the quantity (poson), and the place (topos).?*

metabolai antikeimena

N "
PR P

ginesis  alloiosis  auxeis  phora  antiphaseis  kata to poson  kata to poion  kata to topon

3.1 The change model and the interpretation of De anima

In the brief summary of Aristotle’s theory of opposites I pointed out that
the word antikeimena is not usually associated with a singular meaning. It

“Tr. HARDIE and GAYE 1984, Physics V.1 224b28-9: 1} 8¢ pr) kot cupPefnidc obk év daoty,
QAN év toig évavtiolg kal Toig petald kol év avtipdoel. See also Physics VIIL7 261a32-6: «Every
other motion and change is from an opposite to an opposite: thus for the processes of becoming
and perishing the limits are what is and what is not, for alteration the contrary affections, and for
increase and decrease either greatness and smallness or perfection and imperfection of magnitude;
and changes to contraries are contrary changes».

%gee Physics V.1. I found the same schema of the four metabolai in ZANATTA 1999, 4 n. 4 and in
TrIcOT 1990, 260, n. 13. A more recent account, but with different purpose, in Rosen 2012, 82 ff.
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is rather used with reference to all its four kinds. This hypothesis does not
exclude that in some contexts Aristotle uses the same term as synonym of
a particular kind of opposition, like contraries or relatives, but affirms that
antikeimena is normally used as a general and equivocal term, as denoting
not one but many kinds of opposition.®

Such general character is shared by another concept: the concept of
change. With metabole Aristotle does not denote a particular kind of
change, but all the four cases established in Physics, that is the generation,
and the three kinds of motion: qualitative (kata to poion), quantitative (kata
to poson) and local (kata topon).*®

The two concepts of change and of opposition are developed by Aristo-
tle with mutual reference. The generic term metabole corresponds to the
other generic term antikeimena, as well as each kind of metabole requires a
special meaning of antikeimena.”’

This correspondence between antikeimena and metabole, as two generic
and plurivocal terms, produces the ground for the usage of antikeimena in
De anima. In other words, I think that the concept of opposition as found
in Categories and as applied in Physics to the model of change, could be an
adequate background for the interpretation of the usage of antikeimena in
De anima as a technical term.

4 Aristotle’s use of antikeimena in De anima

In De anima the word antikeimena occurs used five times, but two of
this occurrences - 1.1 402b11-17 and I1.4 415a14-23 - are almost specular:
in the first one Aristotle proposes in a problematic and aporetic way
a procedure for the inquire of the soul, whereas in the second one he
accepts and confirms this same procedure. Before analysing these two
parallel occurrences, that are the most problematics and the only two
where antikeimena is normally translated as “correlative objects”, I will
examine the other three passages to check if there is a coherent and unitary
use of the questioned term.

4.1 Deanimal.5 411a2-7

And if the soul is to be construed out of elements, there is no need to employ
them all, the one of a pair of contraries being sufficient to discern both itself

»This hypothesis seems confirmed by the text quoted from Physics VIIL7 and from its use in the
book V..

*See Physics V.2 266a25-33 and VIIL7 260a26-9.

“’The relevant exception is that only two of the four kinds of opposite terms are regarded as
principles of change. Aristotle explicitly exclude that relatives and privation can provide cases of
change. See Physics V.2 225b10 ff.
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and its opposite. For by that which is straight we discern both straight and
the crocked, the carpenter’s rule being the test of both.?

This text is located in the part of the treatise devoted to the discussion
of Aristotle’s predecessors theories on the soul. It belongs to a polemical
context, where is not always easy to distinguish Aristotle’s own position.
In this case Aristotle is engaged with the gnoseological theory grounded
on the assumption that “like is known by like”,* from which several
aporetic consequences follow. Adopting this theory the predecessors did
not clearly distinguish the sensation from the intellection. The cognition
in general is therefore seen as a material interaction between the knower
and what is known. Hence the knowledge is explained on the basis of the
similarity between the elementary structure of the things and of the soul.
In this context, the quoted text submits a minor criticism: the thesis of
the similarity of the elementary structure of the soul and the knowable
is unnecessary and redundant, since the four elements are organized in
two couple of contraries, and the possession of only one element for each
couple is sufficient to explain also the discrimination of the other terms.

In this text the word antikeimenon is strictly associated with the notion
of contrariety, and it seems to be used like a synonym of enantion to denote
the other term of a couple of contraries. In my opinion that the polemical
context of the quoted text undermines the importance of this occurrence
in order to explain the role of the word antikeimena in the two problematic
cases of 1.1 402b11-17 and I1.4 415a14-23. However, this text too contributes
to show a complex as well as on important context for the notions of
contrariety and opposition.

4.2 Deanimall.4 416a29-34

But there is a difficult here; for some say that the like is fed by like, as is the
case with the growth, while others, as we said, think the reverse, that one
thing is fed by its contrary, since the like is unaffected by like whereas food
changes and is digested; and in all cases changes is to the opposite or to an
intermediate state.>

Located in the chapter devoted to the nutritive and reproductive faculty,
also this text discusses predecessors’ theory on the relation between two

%Tr. Hicks 1907, 42 (italics mine), De anima 1.5 411a2-7: i 8& 8¢l t)v Yuynv ék T&V ool eiwV
motelv, o0BeV Sl €€ amavtwv: tkavov yop Batepov pépog Tiig EVaVTLOoE®S EXVTO Te Kpively Kol
TO avtikeipevov. kail yop @ €00el kol adTO Kal TO KOPTTOAOV YIVOOKOHEV: KPLTNG YOP GHPOTV O
Kavov, o 8¢ kapmodov ob0” avtod obte Tob evB0G.

#See De anima 1.5 409b20-410b22.

Ty, HaMLYN 1993, 20 (italics mine), De anima I1.4 416a29-34: dopiav 8 #yer paci yap ol
HEV O Bpotov 1@ Opolw Tpépecbon, kabdmep kol adEdvesbou, Toig 8 domep elmopev TodpmoALy
Soxel, TO Evavtiov 1@ éva iw, Og amabodg 6vtog Tod Opoiov VIO TOd Opoiov, TV 8¢ Tponv deiv
petaParrewy ko téttecBon 1) 8¢ petaforn mhow eig TO AvTikeipevoy 1) TO petad..
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similar terms: in this case the food and the living beings. Here Aristotle
opposes those who explain growing through the similarity of the terms
involved in the relation, and those who consider this terms as necessarly
unsimilar. The solution later proposed by Aristotle consists in synthesizing
this two claims, putting them as two stages of the same process. In the first
stage the nourishment and the living being are contraries and unsimilar,
whereas in the second stage, at the end of the digestion, the food is made
actually similar to the living beings.

The whole examination of the process of digestion is built on a contin-
uous usage of the notion of contrariety. But, unlike the case of 1.5, here
the word antikeimenon is not used as a synonym of enantia. In my opinion
the concise, elliptical sentence: «in all cases changes (metabole) is to the
opposite (antikeimenon) or to an intermediate state (metaxu)» can be con-
sidered as Aristotelian claim, even if interposed in the discussion with the
predecessors. One evidence can be provided for this reading. This sentence
is similar to some other texts frequently found in some other texts, where
Aristotle establishes a connection between metabolé and antikeimenon. One
relevant example can be found in Metaphysics IV.7:

For there is not change except into opposites and things in the middle.*!

In this context there is a similar use of the word antikeimenon as a
technical but generic term, denoting several kinds of opposites among
which the change - several kinds of change - can take place. The occurrence
of the same sentence in some other treatises would allow to regard the
passage quoted from De anima as a link to the change model developed in
Physics and its peculiar use of the word antikeimena.

4.3 Deanimall.11 424a10-6

Again, just as sight was in a way of both the visible and the invisible, and just
as the other senses too were similarly concerned with opposites, so too touch
is of the tangible and the intangible; and the intangible is that which has to
a very small degree the distinguishing characteristic of things which are

3T, KIRWAN 1993, 24 (partially modified), Metaphysics IV.7 1011b34-5: o0 ydp #oTL petafolr
QAN 1 eig T avtikeipeva kol petakd. Three other similar passages in Physics V.1: «Change which
is not accidental on the other hand is not to be found in everything, but only in contraries, in things
intermediate between contraries, and in contradictories, as may be proved by induction» (tr. HARDIE
and GAYE 1984, 224b28-9: 1] 8¢ pr) kot ovpPefnkog odk &v dmaoty, AN v tolg évavtiolg kol Toig
petabd kai év avtipdoet); and V.2: «Now every change implies a pair of opposites, and opposites
may be either contraries or contradictories; since then contradiction admits of no mean term, it is
obvious that ‘between’ must imply a pair of contraries» (tr. HARDIE and GAYE 1984, 227a7-10: émel
8¢ naoo peTafor) év Toig avtikeévolg, T & dvtikeipeva Té te Evavtio kol T Kotk avtigaoty,
AVTIPpdoEng 8 008V avdt pécov, pavepov OTL év Toig évavtiolg Eoton TO petakl); and the text from
Physics VIII quoted at p. 34, n. 23.
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tangible, as is the case with air, and also those tangible which are in excess,
as are those which are destructive.*?

In my opinion it is possible to read this text as denoting not one but
two couples of opposite terms. Surely, it is possible that the opposition
here involves the sight and the visible, the touch and the tangible. So, in
a first sense, this text would confirm that Aristotle uses ta antikeimena as
synonym of ta pros ti, to denote terms like knowledge and knowable as
relatives. But I would like to propose another interpretation of the same
text. The terms identified as opposites are respectively the visible and
the invisible, and the tangible and the intangible. In this sense the sight
and the touch are relatives terms, because this relation is expressed by the
grammatic construction of the phrase with the genitive ton antikeimenon.
Yet the second term of this relation, the antikeimena related to each sense,
is not identified with a single object, but rather with a range of contraries,
that are perceptible qualities.

Such interpretation, requiring that ta antikeimena is used as synonym
of ta enantia (instead of ta pros ti), is grounded on the account of aisthesis
developed by Aristotle in book II of De anima. Here Aristotle tries to
explain the somatic level of sensation as an alteration (alloiosis) of a initial
state, through the stimulus of a sensible object. This initial stage is qualified
as an indeterminate or an intermediate one. Then, the action of a sensible
quality on a sensory organ causes a sort of break of this equilibrium, an
alteration that properly constitutes the somatic ground of perception.*

Therefore, this occurrence firstly contains a confirmation that the sen-
sation and the sensible are relative terms. However, this relation is not
designated by the word antikeimena, but by the grammatic construction of
the phrase, and particularly by the genitive ton antikeimenon. The proper
target of Aristotle’s usage of antikeimena in this context is not this relation,
but the contrariety involved in the sensible qualities as responsible for the
somatic alteration. If it is true, this passage, and the relation here estab-
lished between an activity of the living beings and its specific couple of
opposite terms, can provide a decisive contribution to the interpretation of
the two problematic occurrences we are concerned with. Then, I propose
to read antikeimena as indicating not the objects of each faculty qua relative
to the faculty, but the contrary terms required for the changes of the living
beings.

2Tr. HAMLYN 1993, 42 (italics mine), De anima I1.11 424a10-6: 11 &8 (domep 6paTod Kol XOPATOL
AV oG 1) 8YLg, Opoiwg 8¢ kai ai Aoutal TV dvtikelpévov, oDTw Kol 1) &@r) Tod duttod kol &vanTov:
&vamtov & 0Tl T6 Te pkpdy Exov ThpTay Slopopdty TGV AnTdV, olov mémovlev 6 &np, kol TGOV
antdv ai vrepPolai, domep T POXPTIKA..

3For an extensive reconstruction of the somatic process involved in Aristotle’s psychology, see
Moss 2012, chapter 2. For a review of the debate on the kind of alloiésis involved in sensation, see
SHIELDS 1993 and BERTI 1998. Recent contributions in ROSEN 2012 and BowIN 2012.
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4.4 The problematic occurrences of antikeimena

The review of the three less problematic occurrences of antikeimenon
provides us with two selected evidences for the interpretation of the prob-
lematic occurrences.

1 InIL4 416a29-34 Aristotle uses antikeimenon in the singular form in a
short sentence, frequently attested in some other parts of the corpus:

[...] and in all cases changes is to the opposite or to an intermediate state [...]

In my opinion, the presence of this passage in De anima can be read as a
first connection with Aristotle’s usage of the term antikeimenon in Physics.
In this sense I suggest to read this word not as a synonym of enantia (as
the context of the phrase could suggest), but as broad and general notion
of being opposites, without reference to or exclusion of anyone of the four
kinds of opposition.

2 The case of II.11 424a10-6 is as important as complex. Saying that all
the senses are «concerned with opposites» Aristotle is meaning that each
sense is relative to the opposites. But if it is correct, this passage can be
decisive for a a different interpretation of the two problematic occurrences
of antikeimenon. It suggests that sensation is not simply relative to its
proper object, but that it is relative to a range of contrary or opposite terms.
In this sense, I propose to understand the relation between each activity
and its opposite terms as a triadic model, that corresponds to the Physics
model upokeimenon-antikeimena.**

4.4.1 Deanimall.4 415a14-23

The enquirer who approaches this subject [i.e. the soul] must ascertain what
each of these faculties is before he proceeds to investigate the questions next
in order and so forth. But if we are asked to state what each of these is; that
is to say, what the cognitive, sensitive and nutritive faculties respectively
are, we must begin by stating what the act of thinking is and what the act of
sensation is. For activities and functions are logically prior to faculties. But, if
so, and if a study of the correlative objects should have preceded, these objects
will for the same reason have to be defined first: I mean, nutriment and the
sensible and the intelligible. Consequently we have to treat of nutriment and
generation.

*In the following paragraphs I will analyze only IL.4, because this contains the definitive version
of the nexus dynameis-energeiai-antikeimena, which overcomes the precedent aporetic version of 1.1
402b11-17.

»Tr. Hicks 1907, 63 (italics mine), De anima I1.4 415a14-23: *Avaykoiov 8¢ TOV péAAovia mepi
00TV okéPLy moleicOot AaPelv Exactov adTdv T 0Ty, €10’ oDTwg Mepl TAV dxopévev kol mepl
TV &MV ¢mlnteiv. el 8¢ xpr) Aéyew ti fxacTtov adTdV, olov T T vonTikdv f T aicOnTikov
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In this text Aristotle identifies two levels for the analysis of the soul
faculties: for each faculty the enquiry will start from the analysis of its
activity or function. In turn, this analysis depends on the description of the
opposite terms of each activity, that is the starting point of the movements
of the living beings. This opposite terms are designated as the starting
point of the enquiry of the faculties, that Aristotle often calls the first for
us.

Adopting the traditional translation of antikeimena as “correlative ob-
jects” the Aristotelian schema of the relation between the faculties, the
activities and the environment is identified with the subject/object relation.
Yet another interpretation is possible by comparing this passage to II.11.
According to the latter, the term antikeimena is not be used to denote the
relation between each faculty and its respective terminus a quo, but rather
to identify the range of terms from which and to which several cases of
change can take place. Unlike II.11, in II.4 we not find the genitive ton
antikeimenon, that permits to put in a different logical level (1) the relation
between the faculty and its antikeimena and (2) the proper opposition of
the opposites terms. Still, despite this difference, it seems to me that the
parallel between the two passages can be helpful for the interpretation of
I1.4.

Another relevant difference between the two passages is that only
in I1.11 the context suggests antikeimena as synonym of enantia. But in
my opinion this does not indicate an incoherence. This difference rather
permits to explain the relation between the two passages. As a matter
of fact, II.11 is only devoted to the sensible faculty that, as a qualitative
alteration, requires a relation to qualitative contraries (enantia kata to
poton). Otherwise, I1.4 concerns the whole of the three faculties, with their
respective peculiarities. Yet, the antikeimena involved by the sensation
is not the same required for the growing and the generation, not for the
intellect or the local movement. Then, in I1.4 is more appropriate the
reference to a weak and general concept antikeimena, that would include
more than one kind of opposition.

In this view, a more adequate translation would not emphasise the
relation between each faculty and its objects, nor the contrariety required
by the sensation, but the more general concept of opposition. Since the
changes involved in life belong not to one but to several kinds, It seems
to me more effective to leave the meaning of antikeimena undetermined.
Indeed the explain of the alteration involved in sensation and intellection
requires qualitative contraries (enantia kata to poton), whereas the analysis

1) 10 BpenTikdV, TpOTEPOV ETL AekTéOV Ti TO VOELY Kal Ti TO alcBdvecBal mpodTepal yap elol TdV
Suvbypenv ai évépyelon kal ol tpdelg kot TOv Adyov. &i § obtwg, todtwv & €Tl TpdTEpa TR
avtikeipeva 8l teBewpnréval, mepl ékelvov TpdTov &v Séol Stopican S Thv adTv aitiov, olov
mepl TPoYPT|g kol aioBnTod Kol vontod. (doTe TPOTOV TEPL TPOPTG KA YEVVI|OEWG AEKTEOV.
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of the first faculty, responsible for growth and generation, requires quan-
titative contrariety (enantia kata to poson) and contradiction (antiphasis).
The reference to the relation between each faculty and its object on the
other hand does not provide the connection with the change model.

5 Conclusions

Dewan arguments against an unnoticed substitution of opposita with
obiecta relies on the incompatibility between the two concept of opposita
and obiecta. In his view, the Aristotelian opposites as analyzed in Categories
and Metaphysics is primarily used to point out the activities rather than
their objects. Nevertheless, the usage of antikeimena in De anima does not
seem consistent with this theory. In the treatise on the soul this word is
mainly used to denote the objects instead of the activities. Then, if Dewan’s
first conclusion is the inadequacy of the current translation, the second is
that the Aristotelian usage of antikeimena in De anima does not rely on the
technical meaning of this term.

I suggested some arguments against this second conclusion, looking
for evidence of a proper technical usage of antikeimena in De anima. In
this sense, I suggested as appropriate context for this usage some parts of
Categories and Metaphysics where Aristotle explicitly elaborates a theory
of opposite terms, and Physics V as an application of this theory. The role
played by the opposites in the construction of the change model is in fact
useful for the interpretation of the treatise on the soul. Here the analysis
of four kinds of change that characterize living beings (the generation, the
qualitative alteration, the growing, and the local movement) requires the
reference to two kind of opposition: the contraries and the contradictories.

I tried to prove that the relation between De anima and the change
model has great influence both on the method and the target of the treatise.
In this sense, the most relevant evidence that I can indicate is found in
De anima I1.11, where the relation between the senses and the sensibles
can be seen as an application of the Physic’s triadic model upokeimenon-
antikeimena. Considering this text as a context for the two problematic
occurrences we are concerned with (1.1 and I1.4), we will have to avoid
the translation of antikeimena as “correlative objects”. Translating this
word simply as ‘opposites’ makes clear the peculiar application of the
triadic change model in De anima, and allows to recognize the activities
due to each faculty as special cases of change that respectively require two
contraries or two contradictories.
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