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PREFACE
TO LOEB PLOTINUS VI-VII

The text of these volumes corresponds to that of
the third volume of the revised editio minor of Henry
and Schwyzer (Plotini Opera III, Oxford Classical
Texts, 1982), with correction of printers’ errors and a
few changes in punctuation, except in the following
places, where the changes are indicated in the
critical notes:

vol. VI _ vol. VII
VI. 1. 12. 38 VI.7.1.489
VI.2.5.5 VI.7.7.25
VI.2.9. 21 VI.7.17. 26-8
VI. 3. 4. 36 VI8 1.7
VI. 4. 3. 15 VI. 8. 14. 19
VI. 5. 8. 29-31 VI. 8. 18. 29
VI. 5. 10. 44 VI. 8. 21. 23
VI. 5.12.6

Indices have not been provided. The availability of
the recently published Lexicon Plotinianum (by J. H.
Sleeman and Gilbert Pollet: Leiden and Leuven
1980) makes the provision of a selective word-index
unnecessary and likely to be misleading; and the
Index Fontium in Plotini Opera 111 (see above), while
not complete, is very extensive and must be referred
to by anyone seriously interested in the sources of
Plotinus; work on its revision and expansion is
continuing.
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PREFACE

The preparation of Volumes VI and VII for publi-
cation has been assisted by grants from the British
Academy and the Leverhulme Trust, which are
gratefully acknowledged.
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exemplum alterum tractatus VI. 5in codice E a
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ORDO ENNEADVM COMPARATVR
CVM ORDINE CHRONOLOGICO

Enn. chron. Enn. chron. Enn. chron.
I1 53 II1 40 |11 3
I 2 19 o2 14 I 2 47
I3 20 o3 52 I 3 48
I 4 486 o4 12 IIT 4 15
I5 36 II5 25 IIT 5 50
I8 1 He 17 I 6 26
I7 54 7 37 I 7 45
I8 51 I8 35 II 8 30
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Ivi 21 Vi1 10 Vi1 42
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VI 1-3. ON THE KINDS OF BEING

Introductory Note

THE work on the Calegories (Nos. 42-44 in the
chronological order) was composed late in Plotinus’
writing life, towards the end of the six years during which
Porphyry was with him (Life ch. 5). It is difficult not to feel
as one reads it that he did not find the subject very
congenial. In the first of the three treatises into which
Porphyry has divided the work (Porphyry’s editorial
divisions correspond exactly here to the real divisions of
the subject-matter, as they do not always do elsewhere)
Plotinus seems to be doing his duty as a Platonic
philosopher by making his contribution to the traditional
polemic which some Platonists had been engaged in since,
probably, the first century B.C. against the category-
doctrine of Aristotle and the Peripatetics and to the joint
attack by Peripatetics and Platonists on Stoic category-
doctrine which had been going on since about the same
period. (There were other Platonists, notably Alcinous (or
Albinus) in the second century A.D. who took a more
positive attitude which finally prevailed in the Platonic
school, with Porphyry and Iamblichus.)

In the first twenty-four chapters of VI. 1 Plotinus seems
to be very much dependent on the polemic against the
Aristotelian categories of the Platonist of the second
century A.D. Nicostratus (who took over the work of an
otherwise unknown Lucius), about which we know
something from the Commentary on the Categories of
Simplicius: the passages of this which are relevant to the
text of Plotinus are printed in the editio maior of Henry and

6



ON THE KINDS OF BEING

Schwyzer.! In the last six chapters of the treatise it is likely
that he 1s making use of the anti-Stoic polemic of the
Peripatetic Andronicus, the editor of Aristotle in the first
century B.C. and his pupil Boethus. Ancient philosophers
are not at their best in polemic, and Plotinus and his
Platonic and Peripatetic sources are no exceptions. Very
much of the criticism is carping, superficial and
tendentious, and there is very little attempt to understand
the positions of Aristotle and the Stoics or to discover what
they are really trving to do. The philosophical point of view
is throughout that of Platonism as Plotinus understood it.
Aristotle is treated as if he were a bad and metaphysically
unintelligent Platonist, and the Stoics as gross and crude
materialists. (Plotinus can sometimes understand Aristotle
at a very much deeper level, and, even when he is
criticising him, develop genuinely Aristotelian thoughts:
and his own thought in some areas is much influenced by
Stoicism, in ethics and in his understanding of the organic
unity of the universe.)

V1. 2 is on a considerably higher level and must rank as
one of the major works of Plotinus on the One-Being, the
Divine Intellect, Nois. Here he turns from polemic against
opponents to expound the true Platonic doctrine of the
Categories of the Intelligible World. These are the
“greatest genera” of Plato Sophist 254D-257A, Being, Rest,
Motion, Same and Other. Plotinus uses them In a
remarkable and original way, of which this treatise gives
the fullest account to be found in the Enneads. It has not
perhaps very much to do with logic in any ordinary
Aristotelian or modern sense: the “categories” are not
really used as logical categories or classes. Bréhier, in his
Notice to VI. 1-3 in his edition (p.37), puts it very well when
he speaks of it as a “reflective analysis which brings to
light different aspects of the same whole.” The ultimate

' On Nicostratus see further K. Praechter “Nikostratos
der Platoniker” in Hermes 57 (1922), 481-517 and J. Dillon
The Middle Platonists (.ondon 1977), 233-6.



ON THE KINDS OF BEING

appeal, as always when Plotinus is speaking of the
intelligible world and its source, is to a direct awareness or
vision, for which discursive reasoning can only prepare us.
This is very apparent in Chapter 8 and in the last three
chapters of the treatise, especially Chapter 21.

In VI 8 Plotinus returns from the intelligible to the
sensible world, and does his best to provide it with a
suitable Platonic set of categories. His attitude to Aristotle
at this point becomes a good deal more positive, and this
part of the work is more a critical adaptation than a
refutation of Peripatetic doctrine. But he finds it difficult to
arrive at any certain conclusions, and is more imprecise
and undogmatic than usual. This is particularly apparent
in the last eight lines of Chapter 3, where he suggests,
though he does not pursue the suggestion, that we might be
able to manage here below with only two categories, quasi-
substance and relation, and in the rather impatiently
agnostic last words of Chapter 27. We can see clearly in
this treatise how a Platonist, who, following the Timaeus,
does not believe that any certain and unchanging
knowledge of the sense-world is possible, can be much more
open and uncommitted to any particular account of the
nature and structure of material things than an
Aristotelian, who, while still believing that certain and
unchanging knowledge is possible, must find its objects
predominantly in the world of sense.

(Only Substance, Quantity, Quality, Motion and,
incidentally, Relation are discussed in VI. 8. It is possible,
but not certain, that Plotinus meant to continue with a
fuller discussion of other categories than the summary
remarks in the last chapter.)



ON THE KINDS OF BEING

Synopsis

VL1

Earlier opinions on the number of beings and kinds of
being summarily considered. Do the ten Aristotelian
categories apply to both sensible and intelligible worlds
(ch. 1)? Substance: criticisms of Aristotelian doctrine:
there cannot be one category of substance for both sensible
and intelligible worlds (chs. 2-3). Quantity: difficulties
about numbers and magnitudes, discontinuous and
continuous quantity (ch. 4). Speech and time should not be
classed as quantitative (ch. 5). Relation: difficulties of the
Aristotelian doctrine. Relations are not only in our
thinking (chs. 6-9). Quality: difficulties about the
Aristotelian account and the classification of qualities
(chs. 10-12). When. Why make it a separate category: are
not “whens” parts of time (ch. 13)? Where. Again, as with
the “when”, perversity of making a separate category, and
putting place and what is in place in different categories
(ch. 14). Action (or doing and making): critical discussion
of the Aristotelian account (chs. 15-19). Affection (or
passivity). Difficulties about making it a separate category,
sharply distinguished from Action (chs. 20-21). Action-
Affection as Relation (ch. 22). Having: is this category
reﬁlly )necessary (ch. 23)? The same applies to Position
(ch. 24).

The Stoic Categories: absurdity of the Stoic highest
genus, “something”: confusion in their materialistic
account of substance-subject (ch. 25). Attack on Stoic
materialism (chs. 26 and 27). The great Stoic mistake is
reliance on sense-perception (ch. 28). Criticism of the
materialistic Stoic account of Quality (ch. 29). Summary
dismissal of the Stoic categories of State and Relation
(ch. 30).



ON THE KINDS OF BEING

VL 2

The Platonic genera. Genera and Principles. Being and
Becoming (again, absurdity of the Stoic “something”) (ch.
1). Being is one and many: its co-equal genera are also
principles (ch. 2). The transcendent One cause of the
genera: the genera in the unity of the One-Being:
inadequacy of discursive reason to apprehend this (ch. 3).
Bodily and intelligible being: Soul as a handy example of
the intelligible (ch. 4). The unity and multiplicity of Soul,
and of the One-Being (chs. 5 and 6). Movement as life in
Soul and Intellect. Necessity also of the genus Rest (ch. 7).
The discernment by direct vision of Being, Motion and Rest
in Intellect: this brings with it the discernment of Same
and Other (ch. 8). Are there more genera? Why the
transcendent One is not a genus (ch. 9). Why the One in the
One-Being is not a genus: bow this One is in Being (chs.
9-11). All things, including mathematical entities, which
appear to be soulless, strive towards the One and Good
(chs. 11-12). Quantity and number are posterior to and
derived from the five Platonic genera (ch. 13). So is quality:
in the intelligible world it is the activity of substance (ch.
14). Being and the other four Platonic genera (ch. 15).
There is no place for the other Aristotelian categories 1n
the intelligible (ch. 16). The Good is not a genus: the
activity, life or movement of the One-Being towards the
transcendent Good is its good (ch. 17). The Beautiful
belongs to Substance, Knowledge is Movement. Intelliect is
not a genus, but all that truly exists: and the virtues are its
activities (ch. 18). The genera and their species: universal
and particular in Intellect (chs. 19-20). The great vision of
Intellect, in which, deriving from and along with the
primary genera, Quality, Quantity, number and figure are
discerned. The allinclusiveness of Intellect (ch. 21).
Exegesis of Timaeus 39E (the Complete Living Creature) in
terms of this doctrine, with confirmatory texts from the
Parmenides and Philebus (ch. 22).

10



ON THE KINDS OF BEING

VL 3

Are the categories of the sense-world the same,
analogously, as those of the intelligible, or different?
Problems of classification in the sense-world (ch. 1).
Sensible substance: matter, form and composite: the
Platonic intelligible categories cannot be applied, even
analogously, to sensible substance (cb. 2). Discussion of
matter, form and composite continued: relation of otber
categories to tbem. Seven, five, or possibly only two
categories of the sensible world (ch. 3)? Wbat have matter,
form and composite in common to make us put them in the
category of “substance” (ch. 4)? Substance and substrate
(chs. 4-5). What does *‘is” mean in the sense-world (ch. 6)?
It is not matter from which things here below derive their
being (ch. 7). Sensible substance as a combination of
qualities and matter (ch. 8). How should the genus
“sensible substance” be divided into species (chs. 9-10)?
Quantity in the sense-world (chs. 11-15). Quality in the
sense-world (chs. 16-20). Movement in the sense-world (chs.
21-26). Stillness in the sense-world is to be distinguished
from the Platonic category Rest in the intelligible (ch. 27).
Summary conclusion, with a few remarks on Relation
{ch. 28).

11
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1 The “extremely ancient philosophers” are the Pre-
Socratics. As usual, Plotinus takes his information about
them from Aristotle and dismisses them very summarily.
“One being”: Thales, Anaximenes, Heraclitus; “a definite
number”’: Empedocles; “an infinite number”: Anaxagoras,
Democritus.

2 Aristotle and the Stoics.

3 The reference may be to Peripatetic discussions of the
Categories by Andronicus, Boethus, and their followers
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V1. 1. ON THE KINDS
OF BEING 1

1. The extremely ancient philosophers investi-
gated beings, how many there were and what they
were: some said there was one being, some a definite
number, and some an infinite number; and in each of
these groups, some said the one being was one thing
and some another, and the same applies to those who
said the number of beings was limited and those who
said that it was infinite.! And since these views have
been sufficiently examined by those who came after
them, we can let them go. But since these later philo-
sophers,? after examining the views of the earlier
ones, themselves placed beings in a number of
definite kinds, we must consider them and see how
many the kinds are; these philosophers did not posit
one being, because they saw many even in the
intelligible realm, nor an infinite number, because
this was impossible and knowledge could not occur,
and some of them posited ten of their numerically
limited kinds and some fewer (they have said that
the foundations of being are not rightly thought of
as a sort of elements, but as genera of some kind); but
there might have been some who posited more than
these ten.? But there are differences in their genera

(first century B.C.): cp. Dexippus In Categ. 1 37, p. 32,10-34.2,
But the wording is vague, and Plotinus clearly did not
know much about these people and was not very interested
in them.

r
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING I

as well: for some of them make the genera principles
of being, others the beings themselves, generically
the same in number.

First, then, we must take the opinion which di-
vides beings into ten, and see whether we think the
philosophers are saying that there are ten genera
which fall under the common name of “being”, or
ten categories. For they say, and say rightly, that
being does not mean the same thing in all ten; but we
should rather ask them this first, whether the ten are
there in the same way in the intelligible beings and
the beings perceived by sense, or whether they are
all in the beings of the sense-world, but in the
intelligibles some are there and some not: for it
certainly cannot be the other way round. At this
point we must examine which of the ten are also
there in the intelligible, and if the things there can
be brought under one genus with those here below,
or whether the term “substance” is used ambigu-
ously of that there and this here. But if this is so,
then there are more than ten genera. But if “sub-
stance’’ is used in the same sense there as here, it
will be absurd for it to mean the same thing when
applied to primary beings and those which come
after them, since there is no common genus of things
among which there is priority and posterity. But in
their classification they are not speaking about the
intelligible beings: so they did not want to classify
all beings, but left out those which are most authen-
tically beings.

2. Again, then, are they really to be considered as
genera? And how is substance one genus? For we
must in any case begin with this. That there cannot
be one common substantiality applying to both

s IS
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! This seems to be a polemical reference to the widest
Stoic category 7 (“sort of something”), which included
both corporeals (the only realities) and incorporeals
(which existed only in thought): cp. SVF II 117, 329, 331-3;

cp. ch. 25, 1-10.
2 A critical reference to Aristotle Categories 5. 4a10-11.
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING I

intelligible and sensible substance has been said
already. And besides, there will [if this is so] be
something else before both intelligible and sensible
substance, which is something else and is predicated
of both, and this could not be either body or bodiless:
for [if it is] body will be bodiless, or the bodiless
body.! Of course we must also investigate this point
about the substance here below themselves, what
there is common to matter and form and the com-
posite of both. For they say that all these are sub-
stances, but that they are not equal in respect of sub-
stance, when it is said that form is more substance
than matter—quite correctly; but there are those
who would say that matter is more substance. But
what could the substances which they call primary
have in common with the secondary ones, when the
secondary ones derive their name of substances from
those prior to them? But in general it is impossible to
say what substance is: for even if one gives it its
“proper characteristic”, it does not yet have its
“what it is”, and perhaps not even the definition
“that which is one and the same in number which is
receptive of the opposites” will fit all cases.?

3. But ought we really to call substance one
category, collecting together intelligible substance,
matter, form and the composite of both? This would
be like saying that the genus [or clan] or the Hera-
clids was a unity, not in the sense of a unity common
to all its members, but because they all come from
one ancestor: for the intelligible substance would be
so primarily, and the others secondarily and less.
But what prevents all things from being one
category? For everything else which is said to exist
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING I

derives from substance. Now those other existents
are affections [of substances] and substances are in
successive order in a different way. But besides that,
in this way we are not yet able to put any weight on
substance or grasp the most essential thing about it,
in order that the others may come from it. Let all the
so-called substances, certainly, be akin in this way
and have something over and above the other gen-
era. But what is this very “something” and “this
here”, and the “substrate” and the not resting upon
or being 1n something else as in a substrate, nor
being what it 1s as belonging to another, as whiteis a
quality of body and quantity belongs to substance,
and time is something belonging to motion, and
motion belongs to the moved? But second substance
1s predicated of something else. Now here it is
predicated of something else in a different way, in
the sense of an immanent genus, immanent as a part,
and the “what it is”’ of that first substance; but the
[quality] white 1s predicated of something else
because it 1s in something else. But one might say
that these are peculiar properties of substances as
compared with other things, and for this reason one
might collect them into one and call them sub-
stances, but one would not be speaking of one genus,
nor would one yet be making clear the concept and
nature of substance. Let this discussion rest here,
and let us go on to the nature of the quantum.!

4. They say that the first gquantum is number, also
all continuous magnitude and place and time, and
they refer all the other things they call quanta back

! Plotinus returns to the discussion of sensible
“substance” at 1ength in VI. 3.
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING I

to these, and they say that movement is quantified
by the quantum of time, though perhaps, conversely,
time takes its continuity from movement. But now, if
they are going to say that the continuous is a
quantum in so far as it is continuous, the discon-
tinuous would not be a quantum; but if the con-
tinuous is a quantum incidentally, what is this being
quantitative which is common to both? Now let us
agree that numbers have the property of being
quanta; yet this only gives them the property of
being called quanta, and it is not yet made clear
what their nature is in virtue of which they are
called quanta; but a line and a surface and a body
are not even called quanta, but are called magni-
tudes but not quanta, granted that they receive the
additional appellation of quanta when they are
brought to a number, two cubits or three cubits:
since the natural body also becomes a quantum
when it is measured, and place is so incidentally, not
in so far as it is place. But one must not take what is
incidentally a quantum, but the quantitative in
itself, like quantity: since even the three oxen are
not a quantum, but their number is: for three oxen
are already two categories. In this way, therefore, a
line of a certain length is two categories, and a
surface of a certain area is two categories, and its
guantity is a guantum, but why is the surface itself a
quantum? It is, at any rate, only when it is limited,
by three or four lines for instance, that it is said to be
a quantum. Well then, shall we assert that only the
numbers are quantitative? But if we mean the num-
bers in and by themselves,! these are called sub-
stances, and are called so particularly because they
are in and by themselves. But if we mean the num-
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING 1

bers in the things which participate in them, the
numbers by which we count, not just units, but ten
horses or ten oxen, first of all it will seem absurd
that, if the numbers in themselves are substances,
these [counting] numbers should not be so as well,
and then [it will also seem absurd] if when they
measure their subjects they exist in them, and do not
exist outside them and measure them like rulers and
measuring-pots. But if it is as existing on their own
and not in their subjects that they are taken for
measuring, those subjects will not be quanta since
they will not participate in quantity, and why are
the numbers themselves quantitative? For they are
measures: but why are measures quanta or quantity?
Presumably because, since they are among the
things that exist, if they do not fit into any of the
other categories, they will be what they are called
and will be placed in the category called quantity.
For their unit marks off one thing, and then goes on
to another, and number indicates how many there
are, and soul measures the multiplicity using num-
ber to help it. Therefore when it measures it does not
measure what a thing is: for it says “one’’ and “two”,
whatever they are and even if they are opposites; but
1t does not measure what state a thing is in either,
warm or beautiful for instance, but how many things
there are. Number itself then, whether it is regarded
in itself or in the things which participate in it, is
quantitative, but its participants are not. So not the
“three cubits long” but the “three”. Why, then, are
magnitudes also quantitative? Is it because they are
near the quantum, and we call the things in which
they occur quanta, not because they are quanta in
the proper sense, but we call something big as if on
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING I

the ground that it participates in a great deal of
number, and small, because it participatesin a little?
But the big itself and the small are not considered to
be quanta, but relations; but, all the same, they call
them relations in so far as they appear to be quanta.
But we must consider this more precisely. There
will, then, not be one genus, but only number, and
the other things as quanta secondarily. There is not,
then, one genus in the proper sense, but one
category which gathers in also the things that are
somehow near quanta in a primary and secondary
sense. But we [Platonists] must investigate how the
numbers in and by themselves are substances, or
whether they too are a kind of quantum; but, which-
ever way they are, those numbers would have
nothing in common with these numbers here below,
except the name alone.

5. But how are [articulate] speech and time and
movement quanta? First of all, if you like, about
speech. But it is speech and is of a certain quantity—
for it is certainly measured——yet in so far as it is
speech it is not a quantum: for it is something
significant, like noun and verb. Like theirs, its mat-
ter is the air: for in fact it is composed of them; but it
is rather the impact which is speech, and not just
simply the impact but the resulting impression
which so to speak shapes the air: it is therefore an
action, and a significant action. Certainly one would
more reasonably class this movement according to
the impact as an action and the corresponding move-
ment as an affection, or say that each of them was an
action of one thing and an affection of another, or an
action upon the substrate and an affection in the
substrate. But if the voice is not considered in terms
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING I

of the impact but of the air, there would be two
categories and not one to be extracted from the
significant action, if the significant thing is to be
placed in this category and the co-significant in
that.! As for time, if it is understood in its measuring
capacity, we must grasp what it is that measures: for
it is either soul or the “now”. But if it is understood
as measured, let it be a quantum in respect of being
of a certain length, a year’s length for instance; but
in respect of being time it is some different nature:
for the so much is a something else which is so much.
Quite certainly time is not quantity; but it is just
exactly quantity which has no hold on anything else
which is the quantum in the strict and proper sense.
But if one classes all the things which participate in
the quantitative as quanta, then substance will be
the same thing as quantum. But that “equal and
unequal are characteristic of the quantum”?® must
be understood of the quantum itself, not of the
things which participate in it, except incidentally,
not in so far as they are those things which they are,
as the man three cubits tall is; he too is not brought
together into one genus, but under one genus and
one category. |

6. As regards relation, we should enquire about it
in this way: whether there is any generic community
in it, or whether it comes together in another way
into one. And it is particularly important when
dealing with this category to ask whether this state
of being related has any substantial existence, for

1 We adopt here Igal’s conjecture, which gives good sense
and accords with Simplicius In Categ. 6, p. 131. 8-10.
2 Aristotle Categories 6. 6a26-7
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING I

instance the right and the left and the double and
the half, or whether it is so in some cases, for
instance the one last mentioned, but there is no
substantiality in the first mentioned, or whether it is
nowhere so. What, then, about double and half and
in general exceeding and exceeded, and again about
habitual state and [changeable] disposition, and
lying, sitting, standing, and again about father, son,
master, slave, and further about like, unlike, equal,
unequal, and active also and passive, and measure
and measured? And knowledge and sense-
perception, of which one is related to the object
known and the other to the object perceived. Know-
ledge would indeed have in relation to its object a
single active substantial existence, and sense-
perception in the same way in relation to its object,
and so would the active to the passive, granted that
they accomplish a single work, and the measure to
the measured in respect of measuring it. But what
product would like have in relation to like? 1t is not
a question of a product, but of something which is
there, of the sameness in the qualified. But there is
nothing over and above the qualification in each of
the like things. Nor is there in the case of equal
things: for the sameness in the quantum is there
before the state of being related. But what is this
state of being related other than our judgement
when we compare things which are what they are by
themselves and say “this thing and this thing have
the same size and the same quality”, and “this man
has produced this man, and this man controls this
man”? And what would sitting and standing be over
and above what sits and stands? But habitual state,
when it refers, to the possessor, would rather signify
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING I

possession, but when it refers to the possessed,
would be a quale; and the same would be true of
[changeable] disposition. What then would there be
over and above these things which are related to
each other except ourselves thinking their juxta-
position? Exceeding is a matter of one thing of one
definite size and another of another definite size; and
this one and that one are two different things; the
comparison comes from us, but is not in them. But
right i1n relation to left, and before and behind
perhaps rather belong in the category of position:
one 18 here and the other there; but we thought the
right and left; there is nothing of it in the things
themselves. And the before and after are two times;
but it is we who think the before and after in the
same way.

7. If then we are not saying anything, but our
statements are deceptive, none of these would exist
and “the state of being related” would be an empty
phrase; but if we speak the truth when we say “this
time is before this one, and this one after”, compar-
ing two times and saying that the “before” is some-
thing other than the underlying subjects, and it is
the same with right and left, and if in the case of
sizes [it is true to say] that their relationship is
something over and above their quantitativeness, in
that one exceeds and the other is exceeded; further,
if, even when we do not speak or think, itis in fact so
that this is the double of that, and one possesses and
another is possessed, even before we notice it, and
things are equal to one another prior to us, and,
where being qualified is concerned, are in a relation
of sameness to each other, and if in the case of all
things which we say are related the state of being
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING 1

related to each other is subsequent to the subjects
related, but we observe it as presently existent, and
our knowledge 1s directed to the object being
known——at this point the substantiality arising out
of the state of relation is even more obvious—we
should stop enquiring whether the state of relation
exists; but we should also note that with some things
in this state, as long as the subjects remain as they
were, even if they become separated, the state of
relation persists, but with others it comes into
existence when they come together, and with others
again, even when they remain as they are, the state
of being related either comes to an end altogether or
becomes different, as in the case of right and near,
and it is from these particularly that our suspicion
arises that in things of this kind relation is nothing.
Having taken note of this, then, we must enquire
what is the same 1n all, and if it is so as a genus, but
not something incidental; then, when we have found
what is the same, we must enquire what kind of
existence it has. We must certainly speak of relation,
not if something 1s simply said to belong to another,
a state of soul or body for instance, nor because a
soul belongs to this man or is in something different
[from itself], but in things where the existence de-
rives from nowhere else but the state of relation:
existence here does not mean that of the [related]
subjects, but that of the relation. For instance the
relation double to half gives existence neither to the
two-cubits-long nor in general to two things, nor to
the one-cubit-long nor in general to one thing, but
when these are in their state of being related, in
addition to being two and one respectively, the first
has the name and reality of double, and the one the
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING I

name and reality of half. They both together, there-
fore, generated from themselves something else, the
existence of double and half, which came into
existence in relation to each other, and their being is
nothing else than being for each other; for the
double it comes from exceeding the half and for the
half from being exceeded; so that one of them is not
prior and the other posterior, but they come into
existence together. But do they remain in existence
together? Now in the case of father and son and
similar relations, when the father is gone the son is
[still]] son, and a brother [is a brother] when his
brother is gone: for we say “he 1s like the dead man”.

8. But we digressed here; and starting from this
point we must investigate the question why there is
dissimilarity in these relations. But let these philo-
sophers! tell us what common substantiality this
being from each other has. Well now, this common
reality cannot be a body. So it remains that, suppos-
ing it exists, it is incorporeal, and is either in the
things related or comes from outside. And if the state
of being related is [always] the same, it is univocal,
but if not, but different in different cases, it is
equivocal: for it is certainly not just because it is
called a state of being related that it would have the
same essential character. Are then the states of
being related to be distinguished in this way, in that
some things have a relationship observable as inac-
tive, just lying there, so to speak, and it only exists
when they are entirely simultaneous, but others,
along with their power and operation, are either
always disposed to relationship and had their

! The Peripatetics.
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING 1

preparedness for it beforehand, and it comes into
existence in their coming together and actualisa-
tion, or, in a quite general way, one set of them have
produced and the others come to exist, and what has
come to exist only gives a name to the other, but the
producer gives the existence? For the father and the
son are like this; and the active and the passive have
a kind of life and actualisation. Are we then to
divide the state of being related in this way, and
divide it not as something identical and common in
its differentiations, but on the general assumption
that the state of relationship is a different nature in
each of the two classes, and we are to speak of it
equivocally when we say that one kind produces
action and affection as a united pair, but the other
does not produce, but what produces the relation-
ship in both the related things is something other
than them? For instance, equality is the state of
relationship which produces equals: for they are
equal by equality, and in general same things are the
same by some kind of sameness; as for large and
small, one is large by the presence of largeness and
the other small by the presence of smallness. But
when it is a question of larger and smaller, one of the
participants is larger by the actualisation of the
largeness apparent in him, and the other smaller by
the actualisation of the smallness.

9. We must therefore in the cases mentioned earli-
er, of the producer and of knowledge for instance,
posit that the state of being related is active by
reason of the activity of the actual agent and the
rational forming principle operative in the activity,
and in the other cases that it is a participation in
form and rational forming principle. For certainly, if
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING I

realities had to be bodies, it would be necessary to
say that the states which are said to belong to a
relation were nothing; but if we give the principal
place to incorporeal things and rational principles,
saying that the states of relationship are rational
principles and participations in forms their causes
..... ! for [it is necessary to say] that the double
itself is cause of being double, and for the other
[related] thing the half [is cause of its being half].
And some are what they are called by the same form,
but others by opposed forms: for the double comes to
one thing and the half to another simultaneously,
and largeness comes to one thing at the same time as
smallness to the other. Or both are in each thing,
both likeness and unlikeness and, in a general sense,
sameness and otherness. What then is going on if
one man is ugly, but another uglier by participation
in the same form? Now, if they are altogether ugly,
they are equal by the absence of form; but if there is
a greater degree of ugliness in one, and a lesser
degree in the other, the less ugly is so by partici-
pation in a form which is not in control and the more
ugly by participation in it when it is still more not in
control; or, if one would like to get one’s comparison
[in this way, one could do it] by privation, which
would be like a kind of form for them. But sense-
perception is a kind of form coming from both [the
related things] and knowledge in the same way a
kind of form from both; but the habitual state in
relation to what is possessed by it is a kind of
activity which in a way holds it together, like a kind
of making; and measuring is an activity of the

1 The apodgsis of this sentence is missing.
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING 1

measurer which is a rational principle in relation to
the measured. If then one is going to consider the
state belonging to relation generically as a form, it
will be one genus and substantial reality, as there is
a rational forming principle in all cases; but if the
rational principles are both opposed and have the
differences which have been stated, perhaps there
would not be one genus, but all relatives are brought
back to a certain likeness and a single category. But
even if it was possible to bring back all the relatives
we have mentioned into one, it would be impossible
to bring into a single genus all the things which are
grouped under the same category with them. For
they bring back into one the denials of the relative
terms and the things which derive their name from
them, for instance the double and the double-sized
man.! How then could one bring under one genus a
thing itself and the denial of it, double and not
double, and relative and not relative? It is just as if
one made a genus ‘‘living being” and put the non-
living being into it. And the double and the double-
sized man are like whiteness and the white man, not
at all identical.

10. And as for quality, from which what is called
the gualified [or quale] derives, one must first grasp
what is its real nature which enables it to produce
what are called qualified beings, and whether, being
one and the same according to what is common [to
all kinds of quality], it produces its species by dis-
tinctive differences, or, if qualities are to be under-

'On anmoddoes see Dexippus In Categ. 33. 8-13 (=
Aristotle fr. 116 Rose?, p. 106 Ross). mapovoualdpeva are
defined in Axistotle Categories 1. 1al12.
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! The passage of Aristotle under discussion in this
chapter is Categories 8. 8b25 ff.
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING I

stood in many different senses, there would not be
one genus of quality. What, then, is the common
element in state and disposition and passive quality
and figure and shape!? And what about rarefied and
solid and lean? For if we are going to say that the
common quality is power, which fits states and
dispositions and natural powers, from which that
which has it has the powers which it has, the in-
capacities will not fit in any more. Then, how are
individual figure and shape power? And further,
being qua being will have no power except when the
quale comes to it. And the activities of substances,
which are activities in the strictest sense, activate
what belongs to the quale by themselves, and what
they are belongs to their own powers. But does this
mean that qualities are according to the powers
intrinsic to the essences themselves? For instance,
the power of boxing does not belong to man qua man,
but rationality does; so that rationality in this sense
1s not a quality, but rather the rationality which one
might acquire from virtue; so “rationality” is
equivocal; so that quality would be a power which
adds to substances, posterior to their being them-
selves, the being qualified. But the specific differ-
ences which distinguish substances in relation to
each other are qualities in an equivocal sense, being
rather activities and rational forming principles, or
parts of forming principles, making clear what the
thing is none the less even if they seem to declare
that the substance is of a specific quality. And the
qualities in the strict and proper sense, according to
which beings are qualified, which we say are powers,
would in fact in their general character be a sort of
forming principles and, in a sense, shapes, beauties
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING 1

and uglinesses in the soul and in the body in the
same way. But how can they all be powers? Let us
grant that beauty and health are, of both kinds, but
how can ugliness and illness and feebleness and in
general incapacity be powers? Is it because beings
are sald to be qualified according to them? But what
prevents the term “qualified” from being used
equivocally and not according to one definition, and
not only in four different senses, but in at least two
in the case of each of the four? Now, first of all, is not
quality [divided] according to active and passive, so
that what is able to act is quality in one sense, and
what i1s passive in another? And further, health
determined by disposition and state is a quale, and
illness in the same way, and strength and feebleness.
But if this is so, power is no longer common [to all
quality], but we must look for something else as the
common element. Nor, again, are all qualities ra-
tional forming principles: for how can illness, a
permanent state of illness, be a forming principle?
But, then, are those which consist in forms and
powers qualities, but these other ones privations? So
there is not one genus, but they are brought into one
as one category, as for instance knowledge is a form
and power, but ignorance is a privation and incapac-
ity. Now incapacity is a sort of shape, and so is
illness, and both illness and vice are capable of and
do many things, but badly. But when a quality is a
missing of the mark, how is it a power? It does its
own business, not having the correct end in view: for
it would not have done anything which it could not
do. And the unbeautiful has some sort of capacity.
Well, then, does the triangle? Now in general we
ought not even to look in the direction of power, but
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! Plotinus seems to be here concerned to exclude any
recourse to the “negative Forms” which undoubtedly
appear in Plato, but have generally been an embarrassment
to Platonists: he explicitly denies their existence in V. 9,10.
On negative Forms in Plato see W. D. Ross Plato’s Theory
of Ideas (Oxford 1951) 167-9. Plotinus’ “theory of ideas” is
of exactly the kind which Ross suggests on p. 169: “It might
be possible for a theory of Ideas to dispense with an Idea of
evil and with Ideas of its species, and to explain all evil in
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING I

rather to what [a quality] is disposed; so that quality
i1s a matter of what one might call shapes and
characteristics, and shape is the common element,
and the form on the substance which is posterior to
the substance. But again, how are there the powers?
The natural boxer has this ability of his by being
disposed in a certain way, and so does the man who
is incapable of something. And in general quality is
a kind of non-substantial characteristic; it 1s some-
thing which seems to be the same and to contribute
both to substance and to non-substance, heat, for
instance, and whiteness and in general colour: that
which belongs to substance is one thing, a kind of
activity of the substance, but that which does not
has a secondary status and derives from that other
and is one thing in another, an image of it and like it.
But if quality corresponds to shaping and character-
istic and rational forming principle, what about the
cases of incapacity and ugliness? They must be said
to be incomplete forming principles, as in the ugly.
And how 1s the forming principle in illness? Here too
we must speak about a disturbed forming principle,
that of health.' Or perhaps all are not contained in
rational forming principle, but the sufficient com-
mon element [of quality] is, besides being disposed in
a particular way, being outside substance, and the

the sensible world as due to the fact that the relation of
the phenomenal to the ideal is never one of perfect
instantiation but always one of imitation which falls short
of its pattern.” Plotinus’ close friend and colleague
Amelius, however, took a different view, perhaps closer to
Plato’s own. He postulated Forms of Evils (Asclepius In
Nic. Arithm. 44. 35 p. 32 Taran; cp. Proclus Platonic
Theology 1. 21 p. 98 Saffrey-Westerink).
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING 1

quality of the substrate is what comes upon it pos-
terior to the substance. But the triangle is a quality
of that in which it is, not simply and solely a
triangle, but the triangle which is in this thing and
in so far as it has shaped this thing. But did manhood
also shape? Rather, it gave substance.

11. But if all this is so, why are there several
species of quality, and why is there a difference
between state and disposition? For there is no speci-
fic difference of quality involved in persistence and
non-persistence, but any kind of disposition is suffi-
cient to make something a quale; and persisting is an
external addition; unless someone says that dis-
positions are only incomplete sort of shapes, but
states are complete ones. But if they are incomplete,
they are not yet qualities; but if they are already
qualities, persistence is an addition. But how are
natural powers another species [of quality]? For if
they are qualities because of the powers, the power-
characteristic does not fit all of them, as has been
said; but if we say that the natural boxer is qualified
by being so disposed, then the addition of “power”
does nothing, since there is power in states also.
Then why will [the boxer] by natural power differ
from the [boxer] by knowledge? If they are both
[pugilistically] qualified, these differences are not
specific differences of quality, if one is a boxer by
practice and one by nature, but the difference is
external. But how [are they to be differentiated] in
relation to the very form of boxing? And [the dif-
ference is external again] if some qualities derive
from being affected, but others not: for the source of
the quality does not make a specific difference; but
what I am talking about is differentiation by vari-
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' A critical reference to the discussion of “passive”
qualities in Aristotle Categories 8. 9a35-b11.
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING 1

ations and specific differences of quality. But there
would also be room for enquiry how qualities are
members of the same species if these particular ones
derive from being affected, some in this way, but
others not even belonging to the same things; and if
some [derive from being affected] by coming into
being, but others by producing [the affection], they
would be called qualities equivocally.! And what
about the shape of each individual thing? For if this
is meant in the sense in which each thing is form, the
thing is not [in this sense] a quale; but if it 1s meant
in the sense in which a thing is beautiful or ugly in a
way posterior to the form of its substrate, there
would be some sense in it. And would not the rough
and the smooth and the rare and the dense be
correctly called qualia? For it is certainly not by the
distances [of the parts] from each other or their
nearness that something is subtle or dense or there
is roughness, and it is not everywhere the result of
the irregularity or regularity of the position [of the
parts]; and even if these were their origins, nothing
prevents them even so from being qualia. And know-
ledge of light and heavy will reveal where one ought
to put them. But there might be an ambiguity about
“light” if it is not used in the sense of more and less
weight, since it has in it the idea of “lean” and
“fine”’, which is in another species besides the four.?

12. But if one does not think it proper to divide the
quale in this way, in what way could one divide 1t?
We should consider, then, if we ought to say that
some qualities belong to the body and some to the

2 There seems to be a reference here to Andronicus, who
according to Simplicius In Categ. 8, 263. 19-22 made a
special genus for Aénrov, mayd ete.
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING 1

soul, and classify the bodily ones according to the
senses, allotting some to sight and some to hearing
or taste, and others to smell or touch. But how are
we to classify those of the soul? As belonging to the
appetitive, emotional or rational part. Or by the
differences of the activities which occur in accord-
ance with them, because these qualities are such as
to produce these activities. Or by helpfulness and
harmfulness; and again one must divide the helps
and the harms. But the same grounds of differenti-
ation apply to bodily qualities, by doing different
things or by helpfulness and harmfulness: for these
are proper differences of quality. For one either
thinks that help and harm come from quality and the
quale or one must adopt a different method of inves-
tigation. But we must consider also how the quali-
fied by the quality is in the same category [as the
quality]: for there is certainly not one genus for
both. And if the boxer is in the category of quality,
why not also the doer and maker? And if this is so,
then also the ability to do and make; so that there is
no need to refer doing to the relative, nor again the
ability to be affected [by the doing] if the one who is
affected is qualified [by the doing]. And perhaps the
doer and maker is better placed here, if he is called
so in regard of power, and power is quality. But if
power, or any power, appertains to substance, it is
not in this way either a relative, and not, further-
more, a quale. For ability to do is not like more: for
the more has its reality, in so far as it is more, in
relation to the less, but ability to do by being such as
it i1s already. But perhaps it is a quale by being such
as it i1s, but in so far as it has power directed to
something else it is called ability to do as a relative.
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! This is common Platonic doctrine: ¢p. Phaedo 100E5-6.
But Plotinus is anxious, as appears in what follows, that it
should not be interpreted in a way which asserts that there
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING 1

Why then i1s not the boxer relative, and boxing
itself? For boxing is altogether directed to somebody
else: for certainly there is no part of the art which is
not other-directed. And perhaps we should consider
and speak of the other arts, or most of them, like
this: in so far as they dispose the soul, they are
gualities, but in so far as they do or make they
belong to the category of doing and making, and 1n
this way are other-directed and relative; since they
are also relative in another way, in that they are
called states. Is there then another reality of the
doer and maker, according to its ability to do and
make, when it is not another thing than it is in so far
as it 1s a quale? Perhaps in the case of living things,
and still more those which .have the power of choice,
one migbt say that there is a reality in them also
according to their capacity to do and make, because
of their inclination to act so; but in the case of
lifeless powers, which we call qualities, why bring in
doing and making? Now, whenever a thing encoun-
ters another, it gets something from it and takes a
share from that other of what it has. But if the same
thing both acts on and is affected by something else,
how is doing and making still there? Since the more
also is three cubits long in itself and 1s more or less
on the occasions when i1t meets something else. But
someone will say that the greater and the less are so
by participation in largeness and smallness?; so this
[acting on and being affected] will also be by par-
ticipation in activity and passivity. But one must

are Forms of qualities, and contradicts his own doctrine
that there are no qualities in the intelligible world, but
what we call qualities here below are activities of
substances there. See II. 6 and VI. 2. 14.
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L A Peripatetic would deny the Forms, but admit a
transcendent incorporeal Nods and sodia (which Plotinus,
as usual, interprets in his own way).

2In ch. 5 Plotinus makes it clear that time is not
quantity, though definite lengths of time are quanta; cp.
also VI. 3. 11. His doctrine of time in this treatise is by no
means as developed and carefully thought out as it is in the
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING 1

enquire here also if the gqualities here and those in
the intelligible world come under one genus: this is
directed to those who posit qualities in the intel-
ligible world as well; or even if someone does not
grant that there are Forms, all the same when he
speaks of intelligence,! if he is speaking of a state, he
certainly [implies that there is] something common
to the state in the intelligible world and this one
here; and it is agreed that there is wisdom. Now if
the term “wisdom” is used of it equivocally in re-
lation to the wisdom here below, it is clearly not
counted among the things of this world; but if it 1s
used univocally then the quale will be common to
both worlds, unless someone says that all the things
in the intelligible world belong to the category of
substance; in which case being intelligent will be
substance there too. But this is a general question
about the other categories as well, whether there are
two genera here and there, or whether both fall
under one.

13. About the “when” we must enquire in this
way: if the “yesterday’” and *‘to-morrow” and *‘last
year’ and such are parts of time, why are not these
also in the same genus 1n which time is too? Since it
is surely right that the “was” and thc *“is” and the
“will be”, being parts of time, should be classed in
the same genus in which time 1s. But time is said to
belong to the quantum?: so what need is there of
another category? But if they were to say that it
is not only time that the “was” and the “will be”

treatise which follows On The Kinds of Being in Porphyry’s
chronological order, IIl. 7 (45) On Eternity and Time,
perhaps written because Plotinus did not feel that he had
dealt with time adequately in On The Kinds of Being.
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING I

are, and the “yesterday” and “last year”’—for these
must be classed under the “was’’—but (as was just
said) not only time but some time, then, first of all, if
itis “some time” it will be time: then, if the “yester-
day” is time past, it will be something composite, if
past is one thing and time is another: two categories,
then, and not something single and simple. But if
they are going to assert that what is when is that
which is in time, but not time, if they mean by this
“in time” the state of affairs, for example that So-
crates was last year, the “Socrates” would be brought
in from outside, and they are not talking about one
thing. But what would Socrates or the affair in this
particular time be except in a part of time? But if
because they say “a part of time”, and in that it is a
part claim that they are not saying that something is
simply time, but a past part of time, they are making
still more, and are adding on the part qua part,
which is a relative. And will the past be for them
either something included in or the same as the
“was”’, which was a part of time? But if [they make
their distinction] because the “was” is indefinite,
but the “yesterday” and the *last year” are defined,
first of all, where are we going to class the “was’?
Since the “yesterday” will be a “‘definite was’’, so
that the “yesterday” will be a definite time; but this
is a time of a certain quantity: so that, if time 1s a
quantum, each of these will be a definite quantum.
But if, whenever they say “yesterday”’, we take this
to mean that this particular thing happened in a past
definite time, they are mentioning still more and
more things; then, if one must introduce other
categories by putting one thing in another, as in this
case what is in time, we shall discover many others
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING I

from putting one thing in another. But this will be
explained more clearly in the next discussion about
the “where”.

14. The “where”, in the Lyceum and in the Aca-
demy. Now Academy and Lyceum are in every sense
places, and parts of place, just as the “above” and
the “here” are species or parts of place; the dif-
ference is only that Academy and Lyceum are more
closely demarcated. If then the “above” and the
“below” and the “middle” are places, Delphi, for
instance, the middle,! and also the “to one side of
middle”, Athens and the Lyceum and the rest, for
instance, why do we have to look for anything
besides place, especially when we say that when we
mention each and every one of them we are indicat-
ing a place? But if we are talking about one thing in
another we are not talking about one thing and are
not talking about anything simple either. Then fur-
ther, when we say that this man is here, we are
generating a relational state, of this man in this
place and of the receptacle to what it receives: why
then is there not a relation, if something was pro-
duced from the relatedness of one thing to the other?
Then why is “here” different from “at Athens”? But
they will assert that “here” signifies that which
declares place; therefore so does *at Athens”: so that
“at Athens” belongs to place. Then, if this “in
Athens” means “is in Athens”, the “is” category is
added to that of place; but it ought not to be added:
just as one does not say ‘“‘quality is”’, but only
“quality”. And, over and above all this, if what is in

' The dudards, the navel-stone at Delphi, was in Greek
tradition the central point of the earth.
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time is something else besides time and what is in
place is something else besides place, why will not
what is in a pot make another category, and why is
not what is in matter something else, and what is in
a substrate something else, and the part in the whole
and the whole in the parts, and the genus in thc
species and the species in the genus? And so we shall
have more categories.

15. But in what is called *“‘acting” [or doing and
making]! these are the points which one would
enquire into. For it is said that, since after substance
there were the accompaniments of substance, quan-
tity and number, the quantum was another genus,
and because quality accompanies substance the
quale was another genus; so, since there is activity,
acting is another genus. Is the genus then the acting
or the activity from which the acting comes, just like
the quality from which the gquale comes? Or in this
case are activity, acting and the agent, or acting and
activity, to be included in one genus? But acting
indicates more clearly that there is also the agent,
but activity does not; and acting is in some kind of
activity, that is, of active actuality. So would active
actuality rather be the category, which is said to be
observed as an accompaniment of substance, like
quality in the other case? And [is there a question]
whether active actuality is an accompaniment of
substance just like movement? And the movement of

! moweiv and évépyera present considerable difficulties to the
translator. “Doing and making” and “active actuality” go
some way towards bringing out the full range of meaning of
the two words, but are too cumbersome to use continually
and not always necessary. Various more or less unsatis-
factory compromises will be detected in what follows.
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING 1

real beings is one genus.! For why is quality one
single accompaniment of substance, and quality one,
and the relative one because of the state of related-
ness of one thing to another, but, when movement is
an accompaniment of substance, will movement also
not be a single genus?

16. But if someone were to say that movement was
an incomplete active actuality,? nothing would pre-
vent us from giving active actuality the priority and
subordinating movement to it as a species as being
incomplete, making its category active actuality,
but adding the “incomplete”. For the “incomplete”
1s said about it, not because it is not also active
actuality, but it is altogether active actuality, but
has also the “over and 6ver again”, not that it may
arrive at active actuality—it is that already, but
that it may do something, which is another thing
subsequent to itself. And then [when it does do it] it
is not itself brought to completion, but the business
which was its object: walking, for instance, was
walking from the beginning. But if one had to com-
plete a lap, and had not yet arrived at the point of
having completed it, what was lacking would not
belong to walking or movement, but to walking a
certain distance; but it was already walking, how-
ever short the walk was, and movement: for certain-
ly the man who is in motion has already moved, and
the man who is cutting, cut already. And just as
what is called active actuality does not need time, so
neither does movement, but {only] movement to a
certain extent; and if active actuality is in timeless-
ness, so is movement in that it is in a general way

2 This is Aristotle’s doctrine. See Physics I" 2. 201b31-32;
Metaphysics K 9. 1066a20-21.
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING 1

movement. But if it must be in every way in time
because it has acquired the character of continuity,
then sight which does not interrupt its seeing would
be in continuity and in time. There is evidence for
this 1in the stupid statement which says that it is
always possible to take a piece of any movement
whatever, and there is not a beginning of the time in
which and from which it began, nor a beginning of
the movement itself, but it is always possible to
divide it up and back: so that it would result that the
movement which has just begun has been in motion
from infinite time, and that movement is infinite in
respect of its beginnming. This results because of
separating of active actuality from movement and
asserting that active actuality occurs in timeless-
ness, but saying that movement needs time, not
movement of a certain length only; but they are
compelled to say that its nature is quantitative; and
yet even they admit that the quantum is incidentally
present to it, if it is a day long or of any time you
like. Therefore, just as active actuality is in timeless-
ness, so nothing prevents movement from originat-
ing 1n timelessness, but time has come by its becom-
ing of a certain length. Since changes also are
admitted to take place in timelessness, in the remark
“as if there was not a change which takes place all at
once”.! If then change, why not also motion? But
change has here been taken, not in the sense of
completed change: for there was no need of change
in completion of the process of change.

17. But if someone were to say that neither active
actuality nor movement need a genus in and by

! Aristotle Physics A 3. 186a15-16.
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING I

themselves, but they are to be referred to the relative
in that active actuality belongs to that which is
potentially active and actual, and movement to that
which is potentially moving or moved, one must
answer that it is the very state of relatedness which
produces relatives, and they are not produced by the
mere statement that a thing is related to another.
But when there is some substantial reality, even if it
belongs to something else or is related to something
else, it certainly possesses its nature prior to the
relativity. This active actuality, then, and move-
ment and state, though belonging to another, do not
lose their priority to the relative and being thought
in and by themselves; otherwise in this way every-
thing will be relative: for absolutely everything has
a relation to something, as in the case of the soul.
And why are not activity and acting to be referred to
the relative? For movement and active actuality will
be altogether so. But if they are going to refer
activity to the relative, but make one genus of
acting, why will they not refer movement to the
relative, but posit being in motion as one genus, and
divide being in motion, as one genus, into two, into
the species of acting and being acted upon, instead
of, as they do now, saying that acting is one genus
and being acted upon another?

18. But we must investigate whether they are
going to assert that in acting some activities are
active actualities and some are movements, saying
that those which occur all at once are active actu-
alities and the others are movements, cutting for
instance—for cutting goes on in time—or whether
they are all movements or accompanied by move-
ment; and whether all activities are related to passi-
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING 1

vity, or there are also some which are independent,
walking and talking for instance, and whether all
the activities which are related to passivity are
movements, but the independent ones are active
actualities, or whether there are some of each in
each class. Walking at any rate, which is independ-
ent, they would say was a movement, but thinking,
though it also has no passivity, an active actuality, I
suppose. Or else it must be asserted that thinking
and walking are not included in acting at all. But if
they are not in acting, it must be said where they are;
but perhaps the act of thinking is related to the
object of thought just as thought [in general] is. For
certainly sense perception is related to the sense-
object; but if in that case sense-perception is related
to the sense-object, why is not the actual [particular]
act of sense-perception any longer related to the
sense-object? And sense-perception, even if it is re-
lated to something else, has indeed a relatedness to
that something, but has something over and above
the relatedness, the being either an active actuality
or a passive experience. If then the passive experi-
ence, over and above belonging to something and
being caused by some agent, is something different
so also 1s the active actuality. Certainly walking,
which itself also has the characteristics of belonging
to something, and in fact belonging to the feet, and
of being caused by an agent, has the being a move-
ment. Therefore thought also, over and above its
relation, has the being either a movement or an
active actuality.

19. But we must investigate whether some active
actualities are going to appear as incomplete with-
out acquiring an addition of time, so that they will
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING 1

come into the same genus as movements, life and
living for instance. For the life of every man is in a
complete time, and his well-being is not in partless-
ness, but is like they maintain that movement also
is. So that both are to be called movements, and
movement is one thing and one genus, as we observe
besides the quantum in the substance the quale as
well, and a movement which appertains to the sub-
stance. And, if you like, some movements are of body
and some of soul, or some are self-originated and
others are produced in the moving things by the
agency of others, or some come from themselves and
some from others, and the ones which come from
themselves are activities, whether they are directed
to other things or independent, but those which
come from others are passivities. And yet the move-
ments to other things are the same as the movements
from other things: for cutting, the cutting which
comes from the cutter and the cutting which takes
place in what is being cut, is one, but cutting and
being cut are different. But perhaps even the cutting
originating from the cutter and the cutting going on
in the cut are not one, but what cutting is is the
process in which, from an active actuality and move-
ment of this particular kind, another successive
movement comes to be in what is being cut. Or
perhaps the difference does not lie in the actual
being cut, but in something else, the subsequent
movement, feeling pain for instance: for there is
certainly passivity in this. Well then, what is the
case if there is not any pain? What else is there than
the active actuality of the agent existing in this
particular thing? For in this way this description
also fits acting. And in this way acting is double, one
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING I

kind which does and one kind which does not occur
in another; and it is no longer a distinction of acting
and being passive, but acting in another has pro-
duced the supposition that there are two, acting and
being passive. Writing, for instance, although it is in
something else, does not require [the concept of]
passivity, because it does not produce anything else,
feeling pain for instance, in the writing-tablet
beyond the actual activity of the writer; but if
someone says that the tablet has been written on, he
is not referring to passive suffering. And in the case
of walking, though there is ground on which one
walks, [the concept of] its passive suffering is not
included. But when one steps on the body of a living
being, one does have passive suffering in mind, since
one reasons about the pain which occurs, not the
walking; otherwise one would have thought of it
before also. In this way too in all cases, where action
is concerned one genus must be mentioned together
with passive suffering, that of the opposite of action.
But what is called passive suffering is what occurs
subsequently, not the opposite like being burnt to
burning, but what results from burning and being
burnt which are one, either the pain which occurs in
the burnt object or something else, like shrivelling.
Well then, if someone does this very thing in order to
cause pain, does not one act and the other suffer,
even if the two come from one actual activity? Now,
in the actual activity what belongs to the will to
hurt is no longer contained, but the agent does
something else, by which he causes pain, which
something else, being one and the same when it
occurs in what is going to be hurt, produces another
effect, that of being hurt. Why then is not the one
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING I

thing which occurs, before it also causes pain, or if it
does not cause pain in its object at all, not a passive
affection of that object, like hearing? Now hearing is
not a passive affection, nor is sense-perception in
general, but being hurt is coming into a passive
state, which is not opposite to action.

20. But granted that it is not opposite, yet all the
same it 1s different from action and not in the same
genus as doing and making. Now if both are move-
ments, 1t is in the same genus, as, for instance,
“qualitative change is movement in respect of
quality”.! Whenever, therefore, the movement in
respect of quality, the qualitative change, proceeds
from the agent is it an action and is it doing, if the
maker is unaffected? If the agent is unaffected, it is
in the category of doing, but if the agent is acting on
someone else, hitting him for instance, and is af-
fected, the agent is no longer doing. Now nothing
prevents the doer from also being affected. If then
the affection is in respect of the same thing, for
instance rubbing, why is it doing rather than being
affected? It is because it is reciprocally rubbed that
it is also affected. Are we then to say that there are
two movements In it because it is reciprocally
moved? How can there be two? But there must be
one. And how can the same movement be both a
doing and a being affected? It is a doing in that it
comes from one thing and a being affected because it
acts on another, being the same movement. But are
we to say that it is another? And how does the
movement in producing qualitative change dispose
what is affected in a different way and the agent
remain unaffected by that change in disposition? For
how could it be affected by what it does in another?
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Is it then the fact that the movement is in something
else which produces being affected, which was not
being affected in the case of the agent? But if on the
one hand the rational form of the swan produces
whiteness and [on the other] the swan coming into
being is made white, are we going to say that the
swan is affected as it proceeds to substantiality? But
is 1t if it is made wbite afterwards when it has come
into being? And if one thing is going to make some-
thing larger and the other is going to be made large,
is that which is going to be made large affected? Or is
being affected only in quality? But if one thing
makes something beautiful and tbe other is made
beautiful is that which is being made beautiful
affected? If, then, that which makes beautiful
becomes worse or even disappears, like the tin, and
the other, the copper, becomes better, are we to say
that the copper is affected and the tin acts? And how
is the learner affected when the activity of the agent
comes to him? How could the activity be a passivity
when it is certainly one? But is this activity not a
passivity, but will [the learner] who has it be pass-
ively affected, being affected being taken as some-
body being affected? For it is not because the learner
has not been active: for learning is not like being hit,
since 1t consists in grasping and getting to know,
and neither is seeing.

21. By what indication, then, are we to recognise
being affected? Not, certainly, by the fact that the
activity [affecting it] comes from another, if the one
who received the activity took it over and made it
his own. But is it when there is no activity and only
passive affection? What then if it becomes more
beautiful, and the activity has the worst of it? Or if
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING I

someone is viciously active and starts an unscrupu-
lous attack on another? Now, there is nothing to
prevent activity from being bad and passive affec-
tion good. So by what shall we distinguish them?
Perhaps by the fact that the one is directed from the
agent to another, and the other, passive affection, is
in another but comes from a different source? What
then if it comes from oneself but is not directed to
another, thinking or opining for instance? And what
about getting heated as g result of one’s own
thought or of being put into a passion by an opinion,
when nothing comes to one from outside? Is action,
whether in oneself or going on to another, a self.
caused movement? Then what is concupiscence and
every sort of desire, if desire derives its movement
from the desired object? Unless of course one does
not make the assumption that it has derived its
movement from the object, but only that it has been
awakened after [the appearance of] the object. How
then does desire differ from being hit, or pushed and
knocked down? But perhaps we should divide de-
sires, saying that some of them are actions, all that
follow intellect, but those which drag one are pass-
ive affections, and that passive affection is not g
matter of deriving from another or from oneself—for
a thing can rot in itself—but that when without any
contribution of its own a thing undergoes an alter-
ation which does not bring it to substantiality and
changes it for the worse, or not for the better, an
alteration of this kind has the characteristic of
passivity and being passively affected? But if being
heated is acquiring heat, and this contributes to one
thing’s substantiality but not to another’s, being
affected and not being affected will be the same
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING I

thing. And, surely, being heated is double. Now
being heated, when it contributes to substantiality,
will then also contribute to substantiality by some-
thing else being affected; for instance when the
bronze is heated and affected, but the substance is
the statue, which was not heated itself except inci-
dentally. If then the bronze is more beautiful as a
result of being heated or according to the degree of
heat, there is nothing against saying it is passively
affected: for being passively affected is double, one
kind consisting in becoming worse, the other in
becoming better, or neither.

22. Passive affection, then, occurs by having in
oneself an alterative motion of any kind; and action
1s either having in oneself an independent self-
derived motion or one which starts from oneself and
ends in another, [a motion, that is,] starting from
that which is said to act. There is motion in both
cases, but the difference which separates action and
passive affection keeps action, in so far as it is
action, unaffected, but makes passive affection con-
sist 1n being disposed otherwise than it was before;
the substance of what is affected gains nothing
which contributes to its substantiality, but what is
affected is different, when a substance comes to be.
So the same is action in one relationship and passive
affection in another. It is the same motion, but
looked at on one side it will be action, but on the
other passive affection, because this is disposed in
this way; so it seems likely that both are relation, in
all cases where action is related to passive affection;
if one looks at the same on one side it is action, but if
on the other, it is affection. And each of the two is
looked at not by itself, but [one] along with that
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING 1

which acts, and [the other] with that which is af-
fected: this one moves and this one is moved, and
each is two categories; and this one gives motion to
this, and this one receives it, so that there is taking
and giving and this is relation. Or, if the recipient
has, as in the phrase “have colour’”, why does it not
also “have movement”? And independent movement,
that of walking for instance, has walking, and also
has thinking. But one must consider whether fore-
thought is action, if being the object of forethought
is being affected; since forethought is directed to
something else and is about something else. Now
forethought is not action, even if the thought is
about something else, nor is being its object being
affected. And thought is not action either—Iit does
not operate] in the object of thought itself, but is
about it: it is not any kind of doing or making. And
one should not call all activities doings or makings,
or say that they do something. Doing is incidental.
Well then, if someone walking produces footprints,
do we not say he made them? But [he did so] because
he was something else. Or [we may say that] the
making is incidental and the activity [of footprint-
making] is incidental, because he did not have this
Iin view: since we speak of action in the case of
Iifeless beings, that fire heats, for instance, or “the
drug acted”. But that is enough of that.

23. But about having, if “having” is used in many
different senses, why will they! not refer all the
ways of having to this category? So the quantum,
because it has size, and the quale, because it has
colour, and the father and such, because he has a
son, and the son because he has a father, and, in
general, possessions. But if the other things are in
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING I

those categories [of quantity, quality and relation]
but weapons and shoes and things around the body
[are in this one], first of all one might enquire why,
and why the person who has these things makes
another category, but, if he burns them or cuts them
or buries them or throws them out, does not make
another or others. But if it is because they are
around the body, if a cloak lies on a bed there will be
one category and if someone has wrapped himself in
it another. But if it is in accordance with possession
and the state of possessing, obviously again all the
other things spoken of in connection with having
are also to be referred to the state of possessing,
wherever one puts it: for there will be no differenti-
ation according to what .is possessed. If then one
must not say that one has a quality, because quality
has been mentioned already, or that one has quan-
tity, because quantity has been mentioned, or that
one has parts, because substance has been men-
tioned, then why should one say one has weapons,
when substance has been mentioned, and they are in
this category? For a shoe and weapons are sub-
stance. And how, altogether, 1s “‘this man here has
weapons’ a simple statement belonging to one
category? For this means being armed. Then, can
one say this only about a living man, or also ifitis a
statue which has the weapons? For each of the two
appears to “have” them in a different way, and
perhaps “have” is equivocal: since “stand” is not the
same in both cases. And again, how is it reasonable
that something which occurs in a few cases should
have another general category?

24. About position—which also only occurs 1n a
few cases—lying on, sitting: though these terms do
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! Again the Stoic r; see ch. 2, n. 1, p. 186.
2 For a good account of the Stoic Categories and of the
misunderstandings about them which may have arisen

88



ON THE KINDS OF BEING I

not simply express position, but “they are in a
certain position” or “he is posed in such and such an
attitude”. And the attitude is something else; but
what else does position signify but “is in place’” and,
when place and attitude have been mentioned, what
need is there to join up two categories into one?
Then further, if “‘sits’ signifies an activity, it must be
ranked among activities, but if a passive affection, it
must be placed in the class of having been or being
affected. But what does “he lies on” mean except “he
lies above”, like “he lies under”, or “he lies be-
tween’’? And why, when lying on is in the category
of relation, is not the man who is lying on something
there too? Since being on the right is there too, and
the one on the right and the left. So much for that.
25. But as for those who posit the four genera and
make a fourfold division into subjects and qualia
and things in a certain state and things in a certain
state in relation to others, and posit over them a
common something! and include all things in one
genus, therf?is much that one could say against them
because they assume a common something and one
genus over all. For, really, how incomprehensible
and irrational this something of theirs is, and how
unadapted to bodiless things and bodies.? And they
have not left any room for differences with which
they will be able to differentiate the something. And
this something is either existent or non-existent,; if,
then, it is existent, it is one of its species; but if it is

from the hostile character of most of our sources of

evidence, of which these chapters are an important part,
see J. M. Rist Stoic Philosophy (Cambridge 1969) ch. 9,

“Categories and their Uses”, 152-72.
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING 1

non-existent, the existent is non-existent. And there
are innumerable other objections. Well, we should
leave these for the present and consider the division
itself. They rank subjects first and at this point rank
matter before the others, and so rank what they
think is the first principle along with the things
which come after their first principle. And first of all
they bring prior things into one [genus] with pos-
terior things, when it 1s not possible for that which i1s
prior and that which 1s posterior to be in one genus.
For in things in which there is prior and posterior,
the posterior takes its being from the prior, but in
things which come under the same genus each re-
ceives an equal contribution to its being from the
genus, if the genus is what is predicated in speaking
of the essential nature of the species: since they, I
think, will agree that existence comes to the other
things from matter. Then, when they count the
subject as one, they do not enumerate existing
things, but are looking for the principles of existing
things. But it makes a difference whether one speaks
of the principles or the things themselves. But if they
are going to say that only matter exists, and that the
other things are affections of matter, they ought not
to place a single genus before being and the others:
rather, it would have been better put if they had
distinguished one thing as substance and the rest as
affections and then divided these. And [it 1s unreas-
onable] to call some things subjects and [put] others
in [categories], when the subject is one and has no
differentiation except by being divided, like a mass,
into parts-—yet it cannot even be divided because
they say that,its substance is continuous—it would
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING 1

have been better to say “the subject” [in the
singular].

26. But, speaking generally, it 1s In every way
superlatively absurd to rank matter, something
which is potential, before all things, but not to put
actuality before potency. For it is not even possible
for what is in potency ever to come to actuality if the
potential holds the rank of principle among beings:
for it certainly will not bring itself to actuality, but
the actual must be before it, and then this potential-
will no longer be a principle; or, if they say that
[potential and actual] are simultaneous, they will
put the principles in the realm of chance. And then,
if they are simultaneous, why do they not give the
actual the first rank? And-why is this one, matter,
the more existent, and not that one? But if the actual
1s later, how [did it come into being]? For, certainly,
matter does not generate form, that which is without
quality the qualified, nor does actuality come from
the potential: for [if it did] the actual would exist in
the potential, and it would no longer be simple. And
God for them comes second after matter: for he is a
body, and composed of matter and form. And where
did he get his form from? But if [he had it] without
having matter, having the nature of a principle and
being a rational formative power, God would be
bodiless and the creative bodiless. But if even with-
out matter God is composite in his essential nature,
in that he is a body, they will be introducing another
matter, that of God. Then how is matter a principle 1f
it is body? For it is not possible for a body not to be
many; and every body is composed of matter and
quality. But it: this one is body in a different way,
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1 This 1s the nearest Plotinus ever comes to any
awareness that Stoic corporealism was not as gross and
absurd as Platonist and Peripatetic opponents supposed.
The Stoic conception of “body” was much subtler and more
interesting than Plotinus represents it, here and elsewhere.
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING I

they are calling matter body equivocally.! But if
three-dimensionality is the common characteristic
of body, they are speaking of mathematical body; but
if resistance accompanies three-dimensionality,
then they are talking about something which is not
one. And then resistance is a quale or derives from
quality. And where did the resistance come from?
And where the three-dimensional extension, and
who extended it? For matter is not contained in
the definition of three-dimensionality, nor three-
dimensionality in the definition of matter. If then
matter participates in magnitude, it would no longer
be simple. Then where does its unification come
from? For it is certainly not absolute unification, but
by participation in unity. They should certainly
have worked out that it is not possible to put mass in
the first place of all, but that which is without mass
and the one, and starting with the one to conclude in
the many and starting with the sizeless to conclude
in magnitudes, if it is not possible for many to be
unless one is, nor size unless the sizeless 1s: if, that is,
size 1s one not by being itself one but by participa-
tion 1n the one and a coming together. There must
therefore be the primarily and properly [existent]
before that [which exists] by coming together or how
does the coming together occur? And one must
enquire what is the manner of the coming together:
for [if the Stoics had done so] they might perhaps
have found the one which is not incidentally one. By
“incidentally one” I mean that which is one not by
being the one itself, but from another.

See 8. Sambursky The Physics of the Stoics (London 1959),
29-44 (with interesting parallels to modern physics); A. A.
Long Hellenistic Philosophy (London 1974), 152-8.
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING 1

27. And in other ways, also, they ought to keep
the principle of all things in the place of honour, and
not to posit as principle the shapeless nor that which
is without share in life and unintelligent and dark
and is the indefinite, and then to attribute substance
to this. For they bring in God for the sake of ap-
pearances, [a God] who has his being from matter
and is composite and posterior, or rather is matter in
a certain state. Then if matter is the substrate [or
subject] there must necessarily be something else
which acts upon it, being external to it, and makes 1t
to be subjected to the things which are sent into
matter by it. But if God himself was subjected in
matter and himself came into being along with it, he
will no longer make matter a subject, nor will he be
the subject [or substrate] along with matter: for to
what will they be substrates, when there will be
nothing to make them substrates since everything
has been used up in the so-called substrate? For the
substrate is substrate in relation to something, not
to what is in itself but to what acts upon it as it lies
subjected. And the substrate is subjected in relation
to what is not substrate: that is, to what is external,
so that this would just have been left out. But if they
do not require anything from outside, but the sub-
strate itself is capable of becoming everything by
being figured, like the dancer who in his dance
makes himself everything,! then it will no longer be
the substrate, but itself everything. For as the dan-
cer is not the substrate of the figures—for all the rest
are his active actuality—so what they call matter
will not be the subject of all things, if all the rest
come from it; or rather, all the rest will not even
exist, if matter in a certain state is all the rest, just
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING I

as the dancer in a certain state 1s the figures. But if
all the rest are not going to exist, this matter will not
in any way be a substrate, and not the matter of
existing things, but, since it 1s purely and simply
matter, will by this very fact not be matter: for
matter 1s relative. For the relative is in relation to
something else, and something of the same genus,
double to half for instance, not substance to double;
but how is being to non-being a relation, except
incidentally? But the relation of being in itself to
matter is one of being. For if it 1s potentiality, which
is going to be, and that 1s not substance, 1t will not be
itself substance; so that this 1s what happens to the
Stoics: they blame those who make substances out of
non-substances, but themselves make non-substance
out of substance; for their universe, in so far as it is
universe, 1s not substance. But it 1s absurd that
matter, the substrate, is substance, but bodies are
not more substantial and the universe more sub-
stantial than bodies, [but the universe according to
them] 1s only substance in so far as it 1s a part of the
substrate; and that the Living Being does not have
its substantiality from soul but only from matter,
and that the soul is an affection of and posterior to
matter. From what, then, did matter derive its en-
soulment, and 1n general from what did the real
existence of soul derive? And why does matter some-
times become bodies, but another part of it becomes
soul? For, even if the form comes from somewhere
else, soul would in no way come into being when
quality comes to matter, but soulless bodies. But if
something moulds matter and makes soul, the soul
which makes will be prior to the soul which comes to
be.

£
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING 1

28. But, though there are many things which are
said against this hypothesis, we must stop here for
fear that it may be absurd to strive for victory with
so manifest an absurdity by showing that they give
non-being the first rank as that which is most of all
being and so rank the last first. The cause of this is
that sense-perception became their guide and they
trusted it for the placing of principles and the rest.
For they considered that bodies were the real beings,
and, since they were afraid of their transformation
into each other, they thought that what persisted
under them was reality, as if someone thought that
place rather than bodies was real being, considering
that place does not perish. Yet place also does persist
for them, but they ought not to have considered that
what persists in any kind of way was real being, but
to see first what characteristics must belong to what
is truly real, on the existence of which persistence
for ever depends. For if a shadow always persisted
which accompanied a being in process of alteration,
it would not exist more than that being. And the
sense-world with that [persistent substrate] and
many other things would by its multiplicity be more
real, being the whole, than any one of the things in
it; but if indeed the whole is not real, how could that
[substrate] be its foundation? But the most extra-
ordinary of all is that, though they are assured of
the existence of each and every thing by sense-
perception, they posit as real being what cannot
be apprehended by sense. For they do not rightly
attribute resistance to it: resistance is a quality. But
if they say they grasp it by intellect, it is an odd sort
of intellect which ranks matter before itself and
attributes real being to matter but not to itself. So,
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING 1

since their intellect is not real for them, how could 1t
be trustworthy when 1t speaks about things more
authentic than itself and is in no way related to
them? But about this nature and about substrates we
have spoken sufficiently elsewhere.

29. Qualia for them must be different from the
subject-substrates, and this is what they mean;
otherwise they would not have counted them
second. If then they are different, they must also be
simple; if this is so, not composite; and if this 1s so,
they must not have matter, in so far as they are
qualia; and if this is so, they must be bodiless and
active: for matter is subjected to them for passivity.
But if they are composite, first of all the division is
absurd which sets simpies and composites over
against one another, and that under one genus, and
then puts the other one in each of the species, as if
someone dividing knowledge said that one kind was
literary knowledge and another literary knowledge
plus something else. But if they were to say that
qualia are qualified matter, first of all their rational
forming principles will be immanent in matter; they
will not make something composite when they have
come to be in matter, but before the composite which
they make they will be composed of matter and form;
they will not, then, themselves be forms or forming
principles. But if they were to say that the forming
principles are nothing but matter 1n a certain state,
they obviously will be saying that qualia are things
in a certain state, and they ought to be classed in the
third genus. But if this is a different kind of state,
what is the difference? Now clearly in this case
being in a certain state 1s more.of an existence. But if
it is not an existence there too, why do they count it
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING 1

as one genus or species? For certainly that which is
and that which is not cannot be under the same
genus. But what is this being in a certain state
imposed upon matter? It is either existent or non-
existent; and if it is existent, it is altogether bodiless;
but if it is non-existent, it is an empty appellation
and there is only matter, but the quale is nothing.
But neither is the thing in a certain state anything:
for it is still more non-existent. And the fourth class
mentioned is even still more non-existent. So, then,
only matter is existent. Who, then, asserts this? Not,
presumably, matter. But perhaps matter does assert
it: for matter in a certain state is intellect; though
the “in a certain state’” is a meaningless addition.
Matter, then, says this and understands it. And if it
talked sense, it would be surprising how it thinks
and does the works of soul, when it has neither
intellect nor soul. But if it was talking senselessly,
making itself what it is not and cannot be, to whom
should we attribute the senselessness? Well, if it did
speak, to itself; but, as things are, matter does not
speak, but the speaker speaks with a large contri-
bution from matter, to which he entirely belongs;
even if he has a bit of soul, he speaks in ignorance of
himself and of the power which is able to speak the
truth about such things.

30. In the case of things in a certain state, it is
perhaps absurd to put things in a certain state third,
or however they are placed in the order, since every-
thing in a certain state is in relation to matter. But
they will say that things in a certain state have a
distinctive difference and that it is one thing for
matter to be in this or that particular state, but
something else in the case of things in a certain
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING I

state, and, besides, that qualia are in a certain state
in relation to matter, but the things which are
specifically in a certain state are so in relation to
qualia. But, if the qualia themselves are nothing but
matter in a certain state, again the things in a
certain state go back for the Stoics to matter and are
so in relation to matter. But how is the class of
things in a certain state one when there is a great
deal of difference between them? For how can the
“three-cubits-long” and the “white” [be got] into one
class, when one of them is quantitative and the other
qualitative? And how the when and the where? And
how altogether are “yesterday’” and “last year” and
“in the Lyceum” and *“in the Academy” in a certain
state? And, generally speaking, how is time in a
certain state? For time is not so, nor are the things in
time itself, nor the things in place nor place. But
how is doing being in a certain state? Since the doer
1s not existing in a certain state but doing in a
certaln way, or not at all in a certain way, but just
doing; and the one who is affected is not existing in a
certain state but rather being affected in a certain
way or simply being affected like this. But perhaps
“being in a certain state” will only fit position and
possession; but in the case of possession one is not
“in possession of a certain state” but “in pos-
session”. But as regards the relative, if they did not
class it under one genus with the other [things in a
certain state] it would take another discussion to
enquire if they give any reality to such [relative]
states, since they often do not do so. And again it is
absurd to put a thing which is subsequent to things
already existing into the same genus as the things
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING I

which were there before: for one and two must be
there first for there to be half and double.

But as for all the others who have made other
assumptions about beings or the principles of beings,
whether they said they were infinite or limited,
bodies or bodiless, or both, one is free to enquire
about each and every one of them, taking into
account as well what the ancients said against their
opinions.
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! The critical discussion of the ten Aristotelian
categories occupies the first 24 chapters of V1. 1, of the
Stoic categories the last 6. Note the importance which
Plotinus gives here to the highest Stoic genus, = (¢p. VI. 1.
25 and below lines 21-5), which he did not quite understand
and which annoyed him particularly, perhaps because
Severus the Middle Platonist, who was read in his school
(Life ch. 14, 11), had taken it seriously and used it in his
exegesis of the Timaeus: see below n. 1, p. 112,
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1. Now that our enquiry about what are called the
ten genera has been completed, and we have spoken
about those who bring all things into one genus and
posit four species of a sort under the one,! the next
thing would be to say how these things look to us,
trying to lead back our own thoughts to the thought
of Plato. Now if it was necessary to assume that
being is one, there would be no need to investigate
whether there is one genus over all, or whether the
genera cannot be classed under one, or whether the
principles [can or cannot be], or whether one should
assume that principles are the same as genera or
genera as principles, or whether all the principles
are also genera but the genera not [all] principles, or
the other way round, or whether in both groups
some principles are also genera and some genera
also principles, or whether in one group all are the
others, but in the other some are also the others.2
But since we maintain that being is not one—Plato
and others have explained why?®—it becomes, per-

? On the difference between prineciples and genera see ch.
2, 15-19. It is of great importance for Plotinus’ exegesis of
the Sophist.

® The reference to Plato is to Sophist 244B-245C and
Parmenides 141C9-10. “Others”: Aristotle and the Stoics;
cp. VI. 1. 1. 5-9.
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Stoicising Platonist exegesis of this passage, probably that
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING II

haps, compulsory to enquire about these points,
centring our discussion first on what number [of
kinds of being] we intend and in what sense. Since,
then, we are enquiring about being or beings, we
must in our discussion first of all make a distinction
between what we call being, about which at present
our investigation would be correctly conducted, and
what others think is being, but we call it becoming,
and say that 1t 1s never really real. But 1n thinking of
these two classes which are distinct from each other
one must not think of them as if there was a genus of
“something’ divided into them, or suppose that
Plato made this division. For it is absurd to put
being under one genus with non-being, as if one were
to put Socrates and his portrait under one genus.
For “making a distinction” here! means marking off
and setting apart, and saying that what seems to be
being is not being, [and by this Plato] indicates to
them that what 1s truly being is something else. And
by prefixing “always” to being he indicated that
being must be of such a kind as never to belie the
nature of being. So we are speaking of this being,
and this is the being about which we shall enquire
on the assumption that it is not one; afterwards,® if it
seems proper, we shall say something about becom-
ing and what comes to be and the universe perceived
by the senses.

2. Since, then, we maintain that being is not one,
do we say that it is a number or infinite? What do we
really mean by “not one”’? Now we say that it 1s at
the same time one and many, and that it is a richly
variegated one keeping its many together in one. It
is therefore necessary that this, which i1s one in this
way, showld either be generically one, and the
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beings its species, by which it is many and one; or
that it should be more genera than one, but all
[grouped] under one; or that there should be more
genera, but none of them subordinated to any other,
but each including those below it (whether they
themselves are lesser genera or species with indi-
viduals [grouped] under them) and all contributing
to one nature; the intelligible universe, which is
certainly what we call being, would be constructed
from all of them. If this is so, these must certainly
not only be genera but at the same time also prin-
ciples of being: genera, because there are other
lesser genera under them and subsequently species
and individuals; principles, if being is thus composed
of many and the whole derives its existence from
these. If then there were a number of originative
constituents and they came together as wholes and
made the all while having nothing else subordinated
to them, they would be principles, but not genera; as
if someone made the sense-world out of the four
elements, fire and such: for these would be prin-
ciples, but not genera; unless “genus” is used
equivocally. If we say, then, that they are a kind of
genera, but that these same genera are also prin-
ciples, then shall we achieve the completion of the
whole by mixing the genera, all of them, togcther
with each other, each with the things which come
under it, and make a blend of everything? But then
each and every thing will be potential and not
actual, and each will not be itself in a pure state. But
shall we let the genera go and mix up the indi-
viduals? What then will the genera by themselves
be? They will be by themselves and pure and their
mixed-up members will not abolish them. And how
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2 coniecimus: —oa WU (vix recte, sed cf. peploes VI
4. 8. 20): ~oy BxC: —ef Volkmann.
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can this be? We will discuss this Iater!; but now,
since we have agreed that there are genera, and
further that they are principles of substance and
principles and a composition in another way, first it
must be stated how many genera we say there are
~and how we distinguish them from each other and do
not bring them under one, as if they came together
by chance and made some one thing; yet it would be
much more reasonable if they did come under one.
Now, if it was possible for them all to be species of
being, with the individuals immediately subsequent
to them, and nothing outside these, it might perhaps
be possible to proceed like this. But since such an
arrangement would be the abolition of substance—
for the species would not be species, nor altogether
would there be many under one, but all would be
one, and there would be no other or others outside
that one: for how could the one become many, so as
to generate species, unless there was something else
besides itself? For it could not by its own means
become many, unless somebody cuts it up like a
magnitude; but even so the cutter would be another.
But if it is going to do the cutting up, or in general
the dividing, itself, it will be divided before the
division. Thus, and for many other reasons, we must
abandon the “one genus”, also because it is not
possible to take any and every individual thing and
call it being or substance. But if one does call it
substance, one will do so by incidental predication,
as 1If one called substance white: for one is not
speaking of what is [essentially] white.

i Ch. 19, 12-17.
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! This is the One-Being, the Second Hypostasis, sharply
distinguished as usual from the Absolute One, the Kirst
Hypostasis; the subject of the One-Being and its relation to

118



ON THE KINDS OF BEING II

3. We certainly say that there are several genera,
and that it is not by accident that there are several.
They derive therefore from one. Now, even if they do
derive from one, but a one which is not included in
the definition of their being, nothing prevents each
one of them, since it has not the same specific form as
another, from being itself a separate genus. Is then
this one which is outside the genera which have
come into being [from it] their cause, but not pre-
dicated in the definitions of what each of the others
are? Yes, it is outside, for the One 1s transcendent, so
as not to be numbered with the genera, if the others
exist through it, which are on equal terms with each
other as far as being genera goes. And how does it
come about that it is not numbered with them? We
are looking for beings, not what transcends being.
So much, then, for this One; but what about the one
which is numbered with the others!? One might
wonder about this, how it is numbered with those
caused by it. Now i1f it and the others were under one
genus, it would be absurd; but if 1t is numbered with
those of which it is the cause, as if it was the
absolute genus and the others were subsequent—
and the subsequents are different from it, and it is
not predicated of them as their genus or anything
else with reference to them—then they too must be
genera, if they have things classed under them. For
if you generated walking, walking would not be
classed under you as its genus; and if there was
nothing else before it as its genus, but there were
things after it, walking would be a genus in the

beings, and why “one” is not a genus like “being”, is taken
up again in ch. 9.
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! We thankfully accept here Igal’s excellent emendation
moAdvowy {(cp. ch. 21, 4). The reading with most MSS
authority moAdyvovv ("downiness” or “furriness’), printed
in H-S!, can surely on reflection only commend itself to
cats, and the woAdyovr of other MSS, generally adopted by
editors, is not used elsewhere by Plotinus and does not give
as exactly appropriate a sense.
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realm of real beings. But in general, perhaps not
even the one should be asserted to be the cause of the
others, but they are something like parts of it, and
something like elements of it, and all one nature
divided into parts by our conceptions, but [this one]
itself is by a wonderful power one into all, both
appearing all and becoming all, as if when 1t 1s 1n
motion, and, by its nature’s fullness of intelligence,!
it makes the one be not one, and we bring forward as
it were parts of it and posit these, each of them as
one and call it a genus, being unaware that we do
not know the whole all at once, but bring forward
piece by piece and join them up again, being unable
to hold them back for long as they hasten to them-
selves.2 Therefore we letthem go into the whole, and
allow them to become one, or rather to be one. But
perhaps all this will be clearer when we know what
is coming next, if we grasp how many genera there
are: for this will tell us how they are. But since in
our discourse we should not just make statements,3
but form some idea and come to some understanding
of what is being said, we must proceed as follows.

4. If we wanted to see the nature of body, [and
asked ourselves] something like what the nature of
body itself was in this [perceptible] universe, when
we had got to know thoroughly in the case of one of

2 A good example of Plotinus’ continual insistence on the
inadequacy of discursive reason to give an adequate
account of the One-Being: e¢p. V. 8 (31). 5-6; VI. 7 (38). 35.
28-30; IIL. 5 (50). 9. 26-29 and Klaus Wurm Substaenz und
Qualitdt (Berlin & New York 1973).

3For Plotinus’ use of dwddaois in the sense of
“declaration’], “assertion”, ep. I1l. 7.1.9.
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its parts—a stone for instance—that there was what
functioned as its substrate, and its quantity, the
magnitude, and 1its quality, colour for instance,
should we not say in the case of every other body
that there was what might be called substance, and
quantity, and quality, all together, but divided by
our reasoning into three, and that body was the
three as one? But if it also had movement as a
natural part of its constitution, and we counted this
1n as well, then the four also would be one, and the
one body would be brought to completion by them
all mm respect of its unity and its own nature. In the
same way, certainly, when the discussion is about
intelligible substance and the genera and principles
there, one must remove the coming into being in the
sphere of bodies and the understanding through
sense-perception and the magnitudes—for 1t 1s
[because bodies have size in] this way that there 1s
separation and they stand apart from each other—
and grasp an intelligible existence and that which
really and truly i1s and is more one. In this 1t is also
remarkable how that which is one in this way is
many and one. For in the case of bodies 1t has been
agreed that the same body is one and many; for the
same one [can be divided] to infinity, and its colour
is different from its shape; for they are in fact
separated. But if someone takes one soul, without
spatial separation of parts, without magnitude, su-
premely simple, as it will seem at the first appli-
cation of the mind to it, how would one expect to find
that it was after all many? For one would have
thought that one could stop at this, when one had
divided the living being into soul and body, and
found the body multiform and composite and vari-
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! The phrase occurs in Plato Republic 508C1 and 517B5.
Plotinus’ use of it here, and the presentation of soul as the
handiest example of a being * from the intelligible place”,
show clearly that the distinction between vy+ and vois was
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ous, but was confident that one had found that the
soul was simple and could rest from one’s journey
since one had come to the principle. Since, then, this
soul has come ready to hand for us from the “intelli-
gible place”,! as in the former discussion the body
did from the perceptible, let us apprehend how this
one is many, and how the many are one, not a one
compounded from many, but one nature which is
many; for through this, when it has been appre-
hended and has become clear, we maintained that
the truth about the genera in real being would
become clear.

5. But first we should think about this: that since
bodies, of animals and plants for instance, are, each
and every one of them, many in virtue of the colours
and shapes and sizes and specific forms of their
parts, and the fact that one is in one place and one in
another, but all come from one, they will come either
from a one which is in every way and altogether one
or from a one which is more one than 1s that which
comes from it,? so that it is also more real than that
which has come into being—for the extent of the
departure from being is as great as that of the
departure from unity—since, then, they are from a
one, but not a one such as to be in every way one or
the absolute One—for this would not have made a
discrete plurality—it remains that they must be
from a plurality which is one. But what made them is
soul: this then is a plurality which is one. What
then? Is the plurality the rational forming principles

not always for him very clear-cut (Plato, of course, makes
no such distinction).

21 adopt Igal’s emendations here (see critical notes): they
seem to me to be required to give a tolerable sense.
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of the things which have come into being? Or 1s it
rather itself one thing and the forming principles
different from it? On the contrary, it is a forming
principle itself and the sum of the forming prin-
ciples, and the principles are its activity when it 1s
active according to its substance; but the substance
1s the potentiality of the principles. It has then been
demonstrated from what it does to other things that
this one 1s iIndeed many. But what if 1t was not doing
anything, but one was to consider it not doing by
ascending to that of 1t which does not do? Will one
not find many powers here too? For everyone would
agree that the soul exists: but is this really the same
thing as saying that a stone exists? Certainly not.
But all the same there in.the case of the stone also,
existing for the stone is not [just] being but being a
stone; so here, existing for soul has being soul along
with being. Is then being one thing, and the rest
something else, which contributes to the completion
of the substance of the soul, and is there being [as
such] and an essential difference makes the soul?
No, the soul is a particular being but not in the way
that a man 1s white, but only and simply like a
particular substance; and this is the same as saying
that it does not have what it has from outside its
substance.

6. But, surely, does 1t not have [something] from
outside 1ts substance to make 1t 1n one respect
existent but in another existent in a particular way?
But if it is existent in a particular way, and the
particularity comes from outside, it will not be sub-
stance as a whole and in so far as it is soul, but in a
particular respect, and a part of 1t will be substance,
but not the, whole of it substance. Then what
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! “The stone” as an image of lifelessness occurs several
times in Plotir;_us: cp. VL. 5 (23). 11. 5-14 and possibly III. 2
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will existence be to it, without all the rest, different
from a stone'!? Now this being of soul must be
within, like a “source and principle”,? or rather
must be all that it is; so it must be life; and both must
be one, being and life. Is it then one like a single
forming principle? No, the underlying reality is one,
but so one that it is also two or even more, all that
soul primarily is. It is therefore substance and life,
or it has life. But if it has it, that which has is, in
itself, not in life, and the life not in substance; but if
one does not have the other, one must say that both
are one. Or rather one and many, and as many as
appear in the one; and one for itself, but many in
relation to the others; and it is one being, but makes
itself many by what we may call its movement,; and it
is one whole, but when it undertakes, one might say,
to contemplate itself, it is many: as if it cannot bear
its being to be one when it is capable of being all the
things that it is. And its contemplation is the cause
of its appearing many, that it may think: for if it
appears as one, it did not think, but is that One.

7. What, then, are the constituents seen in soul,
and how many are there? Since we find in soul
substance and life together, and substance is com-
mon to all soul, and life also common, and life is also
in Intellect, if we bring in also Intellect and its life,
we shall posit as common to all life a single genus,
movement. And we shall posit substance and move-
ment, which is the primary life, as two genera. For
even if they are one, [the observer] separates them in
tbougbt, finding the one not one; otherwise it would

(47). 17. 67 (see my note ad loc.). For further examples see
Lexicon Plotinianum s. v. Aifos.
2 Plato Phaedrus 245C9.
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING I

not have been possible to separate them. But observe
in other things also how movement and life are
clearly separated from being, even if not in the true
being, yet in the shadow and that which has the
same name as being. For as in the portrait of a man
many things are wanting, and especially the decis-
ively important thing, life, so in the things perceived
by sense being is a shadow of being, separated from
that which i1s most fully being, which was life in the
archetype. But then, this gives us grounds for se-
parating living from being and being from living.
Now there are many species of being and there is a
genus of being; but movement is not to be classed
under being nor yet over being, but with being; it is
found in being not as inhering 1n a subject; for it is
its active actuality and neither of them is without
the other except in our conception of them, and the
two natures are one nature: for being is actual, not
potential. And if, none the less, you take either of
them separately, movement will appear in being and
being in movement, as if in the “one-being” each
taken separately had the other, but all the same
discursive thought says that they are separate and
that each form is a double one. But since movement
appears 1n the sphere of being, not as changing the
nature of being, but rather in being as if making it
perfect, if one does not introduce rest as well one
would be even more perverse than one who did not
grant that there was movement,; for the notion, and
intellectual perception, of rest comes readier to
hand where being i1s concerned than that of move-
ment; for “existing in the same state and in the same
way’! and having a single definition are there in
being. So let.rest be one genus, different from move-
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING II

ment, in that it would seem to be its opposite. But
that it is different from being could be made clear in
many ways, especially because, if it was the same as
being, it could not be any more the same as being
than motion. For why is rest the same as being, but
motion not, when motion is its life and the active
actuality of its substance and its very being? But,
just as we separated movement from it as being the
same and not the same as it, and spoke of them as
two and yet again one, in the same way we shall also
separate rest from it and yet again not separate it,
separating it so far in the mind as to posit it as
another genus among real beings. Otherwise, if we
were to bring rest and being into one, saying that
there was not in any way any difference between
them, and bring being into one with movement in the
same way, we shall bring rest and movement into
identity through the medium of being, and move-
ment and rest will be one for us.

8. But one must posit these three, if Intellect
thinks each of them separately; but it does at once
know and posit them, if it thinks, and they exist, if
they have been thought. For the being of things
whose being involves matter is not in the intellect;
but if things which are without matter have been
thought, this is their being. But behold Intellect,
pure Intellect, and look upon it with concentrated
gaze, not seeing it with these bodily eyes of ours.
You see the hearth of substance and a sleepless light
on it, and how they stand on it and how they stand
apart, existing all together, abiding life and a
thought whose activity is not directed towards what
is coming but what is here already, or rather “here
already and, always here already”, and the always
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING I

present, and it is a thought thinking in itself and not
outside. In its thinking, then, there is activity and
motion, and in its thinking itself, substance and
being: for, existing, it thinks itself as existent, and
the being on which it is, so to speak, founded. For its
self-directed activity is not substance, but being is
that to which the activity is directed and from which
it comes: for that which is looked at is being, not the
look; but the look, too, possesses being, because it
comes from and is directed to being. And since it is in
act, not in potency, it gathers the two together and
does not separate them, but makes itself being and
being itself. And since being is the most firmly set of
all things and that about which the other things [are
set], it has made rest exist and possesses it not as
brought in from outside but from itself and in itself.
It 1s that in which thought comes to a stop, though
thought is a rest which has no beginning, and from
which it starts, though thought is a rest which never
started: for movement does not begin from or end in
movement. And again the Form at rest is the defin-
ing limit of Intellect, and Intellect is the movement
of the Form.

So all things are being, rest and motion; these are
all-pervading genera, and each subsequent thing is a
particular being, a particular rest, and a particular
motion. Now when anyone sees these three, having
come into intuitive contact with the nature of being,
he sees being by the being in himself and the others,
motion and rest, by the motion and rest in himself,
and fits his own being, motion and rest to those in
Intellect: they come to him together 1n a sort of
confusion and he mingles them without distinguish-
ing them; then as it were separating them a little and
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING II

holding them away from him and distinguishing
them he perceives being, motion and rest, three and
each of them one. Does he not then say that they are
different from each other and distinguish them in
otherness, and see the otherness in being when he
posits three, each of them one? And again, when he
brings them back to unity and sees them in a unity,
all one, does he not collect them into sameness and,
as he looks at them, see that sameness has come to be
and 1s? So we must add these two, the same and the
other, to those first three, so that there will be in all
five genera for all things, and the last two also will
give to subsequent things the characters of being
other and same; for each individual thing is a parti-
cular “same” and a particular “other”; for “same”
and “other” without the “particular’” would apply to
genera. These are the primary kinds because you
cannot apply any predicate to them which forms part
of the definition of their essence. You will certainly
predicate being of them, for they exist, but not as
their genus, for they are not particular beings. Nor
can you predicate being as the genus of motion and
rest, for they are not specific forms of being; for some
things exist as species of being, others as participat-
ing in being. Nor again does being participate in
these others as if they were its genera: for they do
not transcend being and are not prior to it.

9. But that these genera are primary one could
confirm from these arguments, and perhaps also
from others; but how could one be confident that
there are only these [primary genera] and not others
in addition to them? For why not also the one? And
why not the quale and the quantum and the relative
and the others, which other philosophers have al-
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ready counted up '? Well then, as for the one, if it is
the absolutely One to which nothing else is added,
not soul, not intellect, not anything at all, this could
not be predicated of anything, so that it is not a
genus. But if it is the one added to being, that of
which we speak as one-being, this is not primarily
one. Again, if it is undifferentiated in itself how
could 1t make specific forms? But if it cannot do this,
it is not a genus. For how could there be divisions?
For in dividing you will make many: so that the one
itself will be many and will destroy itself—if it
wanted to be a genus. Then, you will add something
toitindividing it into specific forms. For there could
be no differentiations in the one, as there are of
substance. For the mind.accepts that there are dif-
ferentiations of being, but how could there be of one?
Then, every time [you differentiate] you abolish tbe
one by positing two with the differentiation, since
everywhere the addition of a unit makes the previ-
ous quantum disappear. But if someone were to say
that the one in being and the one in movement and
the others is a common term, bringing being and one
into 1dentity, then, as in the argument that did not
make being the genus of the others, because they are
not beings as being is,? but beings in another way, so
the one also will not be a common term over them,
but it will be one primarily, and the others one in a
different way. But if he were to say that he does not
make the one the genus of all [genera] but one
[genus] by itself, like the others, if being and the one
are identical for him, since being has already been

! The reference is to the Aristotelian categories.
21 retain the {(év) évra of Miiller here.
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counted among the genera, he is introducing a
[mere] name. But if each of them is one [different
from tbe other], then he means [by the one] a nature,
and if he adds “some” he means some particular one,
but if he adds nothing, he means, yet again, the one
which is predicated of nothing; but if he means the
one which goes with being, we have said that he does
not mean the primarily one. But what prevents this
from being primarily one if that which is absolutely
one is left out of account? For we do call the being
which comes after it being and say that it is prima-
rily being. Now we do so because that which is
before it is not being, or, if what is before it was
being, it would not be primarily being; but in this
case what 1s before it is one. Then, when it is
separated In thought from being it does not have
differentiations; then, in being, if itis a consequence
of being, it is a consequence of and posterior to all;
but the genus is prior. But if it is simultaneous, it is
simultaneous with all; but the genus is not simulta-
neous. But if it is prior, it is a principle, and a
principle only of being; but if it is its principle, it is
not its genus; but if it is not its genus, it is not the
genus of the others either; or it would be necessary
for being also to be the genus of all the other
[genera]. For in general it appears likely that, since
the one in being is near to the one and in a way
coincides with being, and being in so far as it is close
to that [absolute One] is one, but in so far as it is
posterior to it, being, by which it is able also to be
many, the one in being, remaining itself one and
being unwilling to be divided into parts, does not
want to be a genus either.

&
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING II

10. How then is each individual belonging to
being one? Now by being a particular one it is not
one—for it is already many by being a particular
one—but each of the specific forms is equivocally
one: for a specific form is a multiplicity, so that
“one” here is [used as it is of] an army or a chorus.!
So then the one there [in being] is not in these, so
that the one is not a common term and it is not the
same one which is observed in being and in partic-
ular beings. So that the one is not a genus; since
every genus of which the one is truly predicated as
genus can no longer have the opposites truly pre-
dicated of it; but in that the one and the opposites
are truly predicated of every being, the one will not
be predicated as their genus. So that it will not be
truly predicated of the first genera either, since the
one being also is not more one than many, nor is any
one of the other genera one in such a way as not to
be many, nor can [the one be truly predicated] of the
others which come after, which are In every way
many. But in general, no genus is one: so, if the one
1s a genus, it will destroy its unity. For “the one is
not a number” %; but it will be a number if it has
become a genus. Further, the one is one in number:
for if it was one in genus, it would not be properly
one. Further, just as in the numbers the one is not
there as a genus predicated of them but is said to
exist in them, but not said to be their genus, so, even
if the one is in the beings, it would not be the genus
either of being or of the other [genera] or of all of
II 366-8 and 1013; Philo On The Eternity of the World 79;
Sextus Empiricus Adv. Math. VIII 102 (= Against the

Logicians 1102 in Bury’s Loeb edition).
2 Aristotle Metaphysics N 1. 1088a6.
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them. Further, just as the simple might be principle
of the non-simple, but could not also be its genus—
for [if it were,] the non-simple would also be simple—
so with the one, if the one is principle, it will not also
be genus of the things posterior to it. It will not
therefore be the genus either of being or of the other
[genera]. But ifit is going to be a genus, it will be the
genus of the particular “ones”, as if one were to
think it right to separate the one from substance. It
will be, then, a genus of particular things. For, just
as being is not the genus of all things but of the
specific forms which “are”, so the one will be the
genus of the particular specific forms which “are
one”. What then will be the difference of one from
another in so far as they are one, as there is a
difference of being of one from another? But if the
one is divided along with being and substance, and
being by the division and by being observed in many
things as the same is a genus, why could not the one
be a genus since it appears as many things as
substance and is divided into an equal number of
parts? Now, first of all it is not necessary, if some-
thing exists in many things, that it should be a
genus, either of the things in which it exists or of
other things; nor, in general, if something is com-
mon, is it at all necessary for it to be a genus. At any
rate the point, which exists in the lines, is not a
genus, either of them or generally speaking, nor, as
was said, is the one in the numbers a genus either of
the numbers or the other things. For that which is
common and one in many things must employ dif-
ferentiations which belong to itself and make spec-
ific forms and make them in its essential being. But
what are the differentiations of the one or what
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specific forms does it generate? But if it makes the
same specific forms as occur in the sphere of being, it
would be the same as being, and one of the two
would be only a name, and being is sufficient.

11. But we must investigate how the one is in
being, and how what we speak of as division [works],
and in general the division of the genera, and if it is
the same [as the division of being] or different in
each of the two cases. First, then, how in general
each and every thing is called one, and then if we
mean the same [by “one” when we speak of it] in the
one being and as transcendent. Now the one over all
things is not the same; for [we do not mean] the same
[by “one”] in the case of perceptible and of intelli-
gible things—and certainly being is not [one in the
same sense as the others}—|and it does not mean]
the same in the case of perceptible things in com-
parison with each other; for it is not the same in a
chorus and an army and a ship and a house, and not
the same in these last and in what is continuous. But
nevertheless all try to represent the same [One], but
some attain only a remote resemblance, some come
nearer, and attain it already more truly in Intellect:
for soul 1s one and Intellect and being are still more
one. So we then in each thing when we say its being
also say its “one”, and is it with its “one” as it is
with its being? This happens incidentally, but a
thing 1s not therefore one in proportion to its being,
but it is possible to have no less real an existence but
to be less one. For an army or a chorus has no less
being than a house, but all the same it is less one. It
seems then that the one in each thing looks more to
good, and 1n so far as it attains to good it is also one,
and being mare or less one lies in this; for each thing
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wishes not just for being, but for being together with
the good. For this reason things which are not one
strive as far as they can to become one, natural
things by their very nature coming together, wish-
ing to be united in identity with themselves; for all
individual things do not strive to get away from each
other, but towards each other and towards them-
selves; and all souls would like to come to unity,
following their own nature. And the One is on both
sides of them; for it is that from which they come and
to which they go; for all things originate from the
One and strive towards the One. For in this way they
also strive towards the Good; for nothing whatever
among the real beings could have come to exist or
endure in existence if its.striving was not directed
towards the One. This is how it is with the things in
nature. But as for the things of art, each art brings
each of its products to this as far as it can and as far
as their capacity allows. Being attains this most of
all: for it is near. For this reason the other things are
called only what they are called, man for instance;
for even if we do sometimes say “one man”, we say
this in comparison with two; but if we do use the one
in other contexts, we do so by adding, beginning
from itself. But in the case of being we call this
whole “one-being” and by indicating it as one claim
its close communion with the Good. So the one in it
also 1s principle and goal, but not in the same way,
but otherwise, as there is prior and posterior also in
that which is one. What then is the one in it? Is it not
observed to be alike in all the parts and common?
Now, first of all the point is common in lines and is
not the genus of lines; there is something common in
numbers, very likely this one, and it is not a genus:
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING II

for the one in the one itself is not the same as the one
In the unit and the two and the other numbers. And
then in being also nothing prevents some things
from being prior and others posterior, and some
simple and some composite. And if the one is the
same 1n all things which belong to being, as there is
no differentiation of it it does not make specific
forms; but if there are no specific forms, it cannot
itself be a genus.

12. And so much for this. But how does the good
for numbers lie in their being each of them one when
they are soulless? Now this is common also to other
soulless things. But if anyone were to say that
numbers do not exist at all, we for our part were
speaking of existing things, in so far as each of them
1s one. But if they were to enquire how the point
partakes of the good, if they are going to assert that
it exists by itself, then, if they assert that it is
soulless, their enquiry is the same as in the case of
other things of the kind; but if in others, in the circle
for instance, this is the good of the point and its
desire is directed to this, and it will strive as far as it
can towards the transcendent through this circle.
But how can the genera be these things? Can they
really be particulars, all chopped up small? No, the
generic one is like a whole in many things. Does it
exist only in the things which participate in it? No,
but 1t exists both independently and in the things
which participate in it. But perhaps this will be
clearer later.

13. But now, why is the quantum not in the pri-
mary genera, and also the quale? Now, the quantum
18 not primary with the others because they are
simultaneous with being. For movement is with
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING II

being as the activity of being, since it is its life; and
rest came in as well in substance itself; and still
more is being same and other associated with these
three classes, so that sameness and otherness also
are seen together with them. But number is posterior
to these classes and posterior to itself, and the
posterior comes from the prior and numbers come
one after another in order, and the posterior exist in
the prior; so number could not be counted among the
first genera; and we should enquire whether it is a
genus at all. But magnitude is still more subsequent
and composite; for it is number in this particular
thing—and a line is some sort of two and a surface
three. If then the continuous magnitude has its
quantitativeness from number, if number is not a
genus how could this have [the status of a genus]?
And there is prior and posterior also in magnitudes.
But if it is common to both numbers and magnitudes
to be quantitative, we must grasp what this [being
quantitative] is and, when we have found it, posit it
as a posterior genus, not among the primary genera;
and if it is a genus not among the primary ones, it
must be referred back to one of the primary genera
or to one of those which go back to them. So it is
perhaps clear that the nature of the quantum sig-
nifies a definite quantity and it measures how much
each thing is and is itself a so much. But if definite
quantity is common to number and magnitude, then
either number is primary and magnitude comes from
it, or number consists altogether in a mixture of
movement and rest, but magnitude is a movement or
derives from movement; movement goes forward into
the indefinite, but rest in holding back what is going
forward makes the unit. But we must consider later
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING 11

the coming into being of number and magnitude, or
rather their real or notional existence. For perhaps
number is among the first genera, but magnitude
comes later in a composition; and number is of static
things, but magnitude is in movement. But, as we
say, we will discuss these questions later.

14. But as for the quale, why is it not among the
primary genera? It is because this also is posterior
and comes after substance. In composite substances,
then, which are made up of many elements, and in
which numbers and quantities produce their dif-
ferentiation, there might also be qualities, and a
certain common element will be discerned in them;
but in the primary genera the distinction which
must be made is not between simples and composites
but between simples and those which make an essen-
tial contribution to substance, not to a particular
substance. All the same, we did think it right to say
elsewhere that the elements which contributed to
the essential completion of substance were qualities
only in name, but those which came from outside
subsequent to substance were qualities [in the pro-
per sense], and that tbose which were in substances
were their activities, but those which came after
them were already passive affections. But now we
are saying tbat the elements of particular substance
make no contribution at all to the completion of
substance as such; for there is no substantial ad-
dition to the substance of man by reason of his being
man; but he is substance at a higher level, before
coming to the differentiation, as is also the living
being before coming to the “reasonable”.

2 Rieth: 77‘0!-67?]7‘65‘ Enn.
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15. How then do the four genera contribute to the
completion of substance when they do not yet make
it a kind of substance? For they do not make it a
particular substance. It has been said that being is
primary, and it is clear that movement cannot be
other [than primary], nor rest, nor other, nor same;
and it i1s perhaps also obvious that this movement
does not produce quality, but if we say something
about this, it will perhaps be clearer. For if move-
ment is the activity of substance, and being and the
primary genera altogether are actively actual, move-
ment could not be something incidental, but, being
the activity of what is actively actual, could not any
longer be called something which contributes to the
completion of substance, but 1s substance 1itself: so
that it has not entered some subsequent genus, not
even quality, but is ranked as simultaneous. For
being is not first being and then in movement, nor is
it first being and then at rest; nor is rest a passive
affection of it; and same and other do not come after
it, because it did not become many afterwards, but
was what it was, one-many; but if it is many, it is also
otherness, and if it is one-many, it is also sameness.
And these are enough for its substance; but when it
1s golng to proceed to the lower levels, then there are
others, which no longer make substance, but quali-
fied and quantified substance, and let us grant that
these are non-primary genera.

16. But how could “relation’’, which is like a side-
shoot, be among the first [genera]? For the state of
being related is of one thing to another and not of a
thing to itself. “Where” and “when’ are still further
away. For the “where’” means one thing in another,
so that there are two; but the genus must be one, and
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YA very curious and paradoxical kind of intelligible
“place” does appear in V. 8.4. 15-19 (cp. VI. 7.31-33): but
the intelligible yapa there is very different from the
Aristotelian rdmos here. Plotinus’ unwillingness to dismiss
the question of time in the intelligible as summarily as he
dismisses that of place should be noted. Perhaps he was
already planning the work On Eternity and Time (III. 7
[45]), which follows VI, 1-3 immediately in Porphyry’s
chronological order. There are passages in this and one or
two elsewhere in the Enneads which anticipate and may
have provided the starting-point for the doctrine of a
higher time on the intelligible level in lamblichus and his
successors. See-1V. 4 (28). 16. 13-16; V1. 7 (38). 1. 54-58; I11.
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not a compound; and there is not any place in the
intelligible world; but now we are speaking of the
things which truly exist. And we must consider
whether time is there; but it is more likely that it is
not.! But if it is a “measure”, and not just a measure,
but a “‘measure of movement”, there are two [compo-
nents] and the whole is composite and posterior to
movement, so that it is not where movement isin a
division on the same level. But “acting” and “being
affected” are in movement—if being affected 1s
really in the intelligible world at all; and “acting”
involves two; and so likewise does “being affected”;
neither, therefore, is simple. And “having” implies
two, and “‘position” means one thing in another, so
that there are three. -

17. But why are not the beautiful and the good
and the virtues among the primary genera—and
knowledge and intellect? As for the good, if 1t is the
first, the nature which we certainly do call that of
the good, of which nothing is predicated, but we call
it this because we cannot indicate it in any other
way, it could not be the genus of anything. For it 1s
not predicated of other things, or each of the other
things of which it was predicated would be spoken of
as the good. And that good is before substance, not
in substance. But if it is the good as a quale, the
qualified in general is not among the primary gen-

7 (45). 7. 7-10; on anticipations of the later doctrine in the
much-discussed chapter 11 of IIl. 7 see Peter Manchester
“Time and the Soul in Plotinus I11 7 [45] 11" in Dionysius 11,
1978 for the later doctrine itself see S. Sambursky and S.
Pines The Concept of Time in Late Neoplatonism (a
collection of passages with introduction and commentary),
Jerusalem 1971.
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING 11

era. Well then, is the nature of being not good? First,
it is so otherwise, and not in that way in which the
first 1s; and the way in which it is good is not as a
quale, but in itself. But we said that the other genera
also were in themselves, and it was because it was
something common and was seen in many things
that it was a genus. If then the good is seen in each
part of substance or of being, or in most of them, why
is it not a genus, and among the primary ones? Now
it is not the same in all the parts, but is present
primarily and secondarily and subsequently: either
because one good comes from another, the posterior
from the prior, or because all come from the one
transcendent Good, but different ones partake of it
in different ways according to their own nature. But
if someone does want to posit it also as a genus, 1t
will be posterior; for a thing’s being good is posterior
to its being and its being something, even if it always
accompanies them, but those [primary genera] be-
long to being as being and enter into substance. For
that is the reason for the “beyond being”’,! since
being and substance cannot help being many, but it
must contain these, the genera we have counted up,
and be one-many. But if the good is the one in
being—Ilet us not shrink from saying that its natural
activity towards the One is its good, that it may be
by it in the form of good—the good for being is its
activity towards the Good; but this is its life; but this
is movement, which is already one of the genera.

18. As for the beautiful, if the primary beauty is
that [transcendent First], what could be said about it

1 This is one of the clearest indications in Plotinus of
how he understood the énéxewa 7is ovaias of Plato Republic
509B8; cp. V. 5.6. 5-13. 161
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! For the possibility of beauty being either the First or
the Second Hypostasis cp. 1, 6.9. 40-43. In the great work
11, 8 (30)—V. 8 (31)—V. 5 (32)—IL. 9 (33) beauty is firmly
identified as on the level of odoia, the Second Hypostasis.
V. 5. 12 brings out the difference between this and the First
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING II

would be the same and similar to what was said
about the Good; and if it is that which, one might
say, shines out upon the Idea, [we could say that it is
not the same in all] the Forms and that the shining
upon them is posterior. But if the beautiful is no-
thing else but substance itself, it has been included
in what was said about substance.! But if it is the
beautiful in relation to us who see it by affecting us
in this kind of way, this active actuality is move-
ment, and if the activity is directed towards the
transcendent, it is [still] movement. And knowledge
1s self-movement, since it i1s a sight of being and an
active actuality, not a state; so that it also comes
under movement—but, if you like, under rest, or
under both; but if under- both, it is as something
mixed; and if so, the mixed is posterior. But Intellect,
since it 1s being as intelligent and a composite of all
[the genera], is not one of the genera; and the true
Intellect is being with all its contents and already all
beings, but being in isolation, taken as a genus, is an
element of it. But righteousness and self-control and
virtues in general are all particular activities of
Intellect; so that they are not among the primary
[genera] and genus and species [of virtue] are
posterior.

19. Granted that these four are genera, and pri-
mary genera, does each of them by itself make
species? Does being, for instance, already divide by
itself without the others? No: since it must take its
differentiations from outside the genus, and they are

particularly sharply. For the “shining” of beauty on the
ldea see V1. 7.21-22. Cp. my “Beauty and the Discovery of
Divinity in the Thought of Plotinus” (Plotinian and
Christian Studies X1X).
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING II

differentiations of being as being, but the differen-
tiations are not being itself. Where will it get them
from, then? Certainly not from non-beings. But if it
got them from being and the three remaining genera
existed, it is clear that the differentiations arose
from them and with them, applied to being and
coupled with it and coming to be simultaneous with
it. But by coming to be simultaneous with it they
made what is composed of all. How then do the
others exist along with that which is from all? And
how if they are all genera do they make species?
How does movement make species of movement, and
rest, and the other ones? For we must be careful
about this, that each genus does not disappear in its
species, and that the genus 1s not only predicated as
observed in them, but that it is both in the species
and in itself, and must be at once mingled and pure
and unmingled, and must not contribute uselessly to
substance by destroying itself. We shall have to
consider these questions. But since we asserted that
what 1s composed of all beings i1s each individual
intelligence, but posited that the being and sub-
stance prior to all as species and parts was Intellect,
we are saying that Intellect as it 1s is posterior. Well
then, let us make this difficulty profitable for our
enquiry and by using it as a kind of example embark
upon getting to understand what we are saying.

20. Let us then apprehend one Intellect which in
no way applies itself to partial things and is not
active about anything in particular, so that it may
not become a particular intellect, like the knowledge
before the specific partial forms of knowledge and
the knowledge in specific form before the parts in it;
for every body of knowledge is none of its partial
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING II

contents but the potentiality of all of them, but each
part is actually that part which it 1s, and potentially
all of them, and the same is true of universal know-
ledge: the specific bodies of knowledge, which lie
potentially in the whole, those, that is, which grasp
the specific contents, are potentially the whole; for
the whole is predicated of them, not a part of the
whole; yet it must certainly be pure and indepen-
dent. Thus we can certainly say that universal In-
tellect exists in one way-—that is the one before
those which are actually the particular intellects—
and particular intellects in another, those which are
partial and fulfilled from all things; but the Intellect
over all of them directs the particular intellects, but
is their potentiality and éontains them in its univer-
sality; and they on the other hand in their partial
selves contain the universal Intellect, as a partic-
ular body of knowledge contains knowledge. And
[we can say that] the great Intellect exists by itself,
and so do the particular intellects which are in
themselves, and again that the partial intellects are
comprehended in the whole and the whole in the
partial; the particular ones are on their own and in
another, and that great Intellect is on its own and in
those particular; and all are potentially in that
Intellect which ‘is on its own, which is actually all
things at once, but potentially each particular se-
parately, and the particular intellects are actually
what they are, but potentially the whole. For in so
far as they are this which they are called, they are
actually that which they are called; but in that they
are generically that whole, they are potentially that
whole. And it again, in that it is the genus, is the
potentiality of all the species under it and none of
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them in actuality, but all rest quietly in it; but in
that it is actually what it is before the species, it
belongs to the non-particulars. But certainly, if the
intellects in specific form are going to exist, the
activity proceeding from universal Intellect must be
the cause.

21. How then does Intellect itself, remaining one
in its essential structure, produce the partial beings?
This is the same [as asking] how from those four
primary genera the things which we call subsequent
proceed. Well then, see how in this great, this
overwhelming Intellect, not full of talk but full of
intelligence, this Intellect which is all things and a
whole, not a partial or particular intellect, all things
which come from it are .present. It certainly has
number in the things which it sees, and it is one and
many, and the many are its powers, wonderful
powers, not weak but because they are pure the
greatest of powers, fresh and full of life, we may say,
and truly powers, without any limit to their action:
so they are infinite, and infinity [is there] and great-
ness. Then when you see existing in it in the way
proper to Intellect this greatness, along with the
beauty that there is in it of its substance and the
glory and the light around it, you see quality also,
already in flower on it; and with the continuity of its
activity you see magnitude, quietly at rest, appear-
ing to your gaze; there are one and two and three,
magnitude and all that i1s quantitative being the
third. And when you see quantity and quality in it,
both tending to one and in a way becoming one, then
observe figure also appearing. Then otherness tum-
bles 1n and separates quantity and quality, and there
are differences of figures and other qualities. And
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sameness, which is there as well, makes equality
exist, and otherness, inequality, in quantity, number
and magnitude, and from these derive circles and
squares and figures with unequal sides, and like and
unlike numbers, and odd and even. For since its life
is intelligent and its activity without imperfection,
it leaves out none of the things which we now find to
be works of intelligence, possessing them as realities
and in the manner proper to Intellect. Intellect
possesses them as in thought, but not the discursive
kind of thought; but nothing is left out of all the
things of which there are intelligible forming prin-
ciples, but Intellect is like one great complete intelli-
gible principle embracing them all, and it goes
through them starting from its own first principles,
or rather it has always gone through them, so that it
1s never true that it is going through them. For in
general everywhere, whatever one might apprehend
by reasoning as being in nature one will find existing
without reasoning in Intellect, so as to think that
Intellect has made being as it is after reasoning—it
1s like the rational forming principles which make
living beings: for as the most accurate reasoning
would calculate was best, so are all things in the
rational principles before reasoning. What, then,
should one expect in the higher principles before
nature and the principles in it? For in those of which
the substance is nothing else than Intellect, and
neither being nor intellect is brought to them from
outside, there would be no trouble about everything
being for the best, if it is disposed according to
Intellect and 1s what Intellect wills and is; therefore
it 1s true and primary: for if it came from another,
that other would be Intellect. Now all figures have

171



45

50

55

PLOTINUS: ENNEAD VL 2.

-~ M 4 3 ! ) L EEAI] A
() OVTL KAL TOL6TNTOS ATdons—7V yap ov Tis* ov8E yap
P ’ ~ ’ ’ P ’ » \ 7 \
M elvar plav Tis Batépov dioews évovons, dAXa ula kal
4 \ \ L4 7/ [ A M
moAAal" kal yap TavTéTYs Ny €v 8€ xai moAAd, kal €¢
2 ~ ) - Ld L 4 2 -~ 10 A}
apx”ns 70 ToLobTOV OV, WOTE €V WALV €L0€0L TO €v Kal
4 4 A 4
moAAG: peyéln Om duadopa kat oxrfpara dddopa kal
14 4 2 4 * 4 \
mooTTES Oddopor: ov ydp v ovdé Beuirov Ty
"~ 2 4 4 4 ~ ) ~ " L4 ko)
mapaledeiplar ovdév TéAelov ydp éxel TO AV 1) ovk AV
~ 2 ~ L F4 - L !
H mav—rxal {whs embeovons, udAlov 8¢ cwovans
- 4 > L4 ) L4 \ 4 A
mavTayov, mavra €€ avdykmns {@a éyivero, kai N kai
/ of ) / Ld 4 A
CWUOTO, UANS Kai moLéTYTOS OVTwy. Yevouévwy Oé
’ P \ ’ v 3 - % ~
TAVTWY Q€L KOL UEVOVTWY- KAL €V TQ €var atv
L4 A 1 Lid o 3 L4 € ~
meptAndlévTwy, ywpls puév €xaoTov 6 €0TW GVTWY, OpLOD
2 5 3 € Ao . ’ 3 e A o * 1
8’ av €v €vi OVTwWY, N TAVTWY €V €VL OVTWY 0LOV GUTTAOKY)
A / -~ L ¥ 1 A ¥ > € -
kal auvleais vois €07 Kkal Exwy eV TA OVTA €V AUTQ
-~ 7 2 b 1 bid 2 -~ -
{wdv éort mavTedeés kat 0 €ort {Dov, T@
2 3 3 ~ o ! ¢ 1 £ -~ i)
8 €f avrol ovri mapéxywv éavrov opdclar vonyTov
! 2 -~ ) ’ ] - ’
vevduevos éxei v ' 8ldwow 6pfds Aéyeaba.
M ~
22. Kal preyuévws Hddrave 76 fmep odv voids
» ’ L 7 L -~ -~ ! 4
evovoas Ld0éas év 7Y wmavTtedel {Pw olfal
L4 \ o ~ 2 ) A A
7€ €veLotr kat 0oat kabopd. emer kat Yoy
k) ”~ I L 2 ¢t ~ 2 ~ L
pera vovv, xaléoov vy éxovoa év avry), év T® mpo
4 ”~ rd ”~ L T ~ L.} ~ » > ”~ 1
avtiis BéATiov kabopd: kai o vols Nuav éxwv év 7§ Tpo

A ~ 4 ~ 3 A A L ~ ~ I 4 2
avTod BeATiov kabopd: év uev yap avrew kabopd povov, év

gal: éxetv BXxUC, H-S: éxelvewr w.
172



ON THE KINDS OF BEING II

been seen in being and all quality—not a particular
quality; for it could not be one since the nature of
the other is there, but one and many; for sameness is
there also: one and many, and being is like this from
the beginning, so that the one and many is in all its
specific forms; magnitudes are various and figures
various and qualities various; for it was not possible
or lawful for anything to be left out; for the intelli-
gible All is complete, or it would not be the All—and
since life is running over it, or rather everywhere
accompanying 1it, all things necessarily become
living beings, and there are bodies there also since
there 1s matter and quality. Since all things eternal-
ly come into being and eternally abide, and are in
eternity comprehended in being, each of them being
what it 1s and all again being in one, the complex
and construction, as we may put it, of all in one is
Intellect. And since it has the real beings in itself it
is a “‘complete” living being and “‘the absolute living
being’’ !; but by giving itself to that which comes
from it to behold, by becoming intelligible, it allows
the transcendent Intellect to be rightly so called.?
22. And Plato speaks riddlingly of “the way in
which Intellect sees the Ideas in the complete living
creature [observing] of what kind they are and how
many they are”. For Soul too, which comes after
Intellect, though in so far as it is Soul it has [the
Forms] in itself, sees them better in that which is
before it; and our intellect, though it has them, sees
them better in that which is before it; for in itself it

! Plato Timaeus 31B1 and 39E7-9.
*1 adopt here Igal’s éxei vg for éxelvw, a very small change
which gives a clearer sense.
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! Plato Parmenides 144B4-C1.
2 Plato Philebus 16E1-2,
® No satisfactory sense can be extracted either from
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only sees, but in what is before it it also sees that it
sees. Now this intellect of ours, which, we maintain,
sees, 1s not separated from that before it, as it derives
from it, and because it is many from one and has the
nature of the other accompanying it, it becomes one-
many. But the one Intellect, since it is also many,
makes the many intellects as well by a necessity of
this kind. But in general it is not possible to appre-
hend the numerical one and the individual; for
whatever you apprehend is specific form; for it is
without matter. So Plato makes this cryptic remark
also, that “substance is cut up to infinity”.! For as
long as the division, of a genus for instance, arrives
at another form, it is not yet infinite; for it is limited
by the forms which have been generated; but the
ultimate form which is not divided into forms is more
infinite. This is the meaning of ““at this point to let
them go into the infinite and say goodbye to them”.2
But as far as they are on their own, they are infinite;
but as soon as they are comprehended by the one
they arrive at number. So then Intellect holds the
soul which comes after it so that it is in number, and
holds soul down to its last part, but its last part is
altogether infinite. And an intellect of this kind is a
part, although it contains all things, and the whole
intellect ... but soul is a part of a part, but like an
activity proceeding from it.? For when it is active in
itself, the products of its activity are the other
intellects, but when it acts outside itself, the product
1s Soul. And since Soul acts as genus or specific form,
the other souls act as specific forms. And the activi-
ties of these are double: that which is directed above

Kirchhoff’s text or that printed by Henry and Schwyzer in
their first edition.
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING 11

is intellect, that which is directed below is the other
powers in proportion and order; the last of them is
already grasping and shaping matter. And its under-
part does not prevent all the rest from being above.
Or rather, what we call its underpart is an image of
it, but not cut off, but like images in mirrors, [which
last] while the archetype is present outside. But one
must understand what “outside” means. And as far
as that which is before the image [extends] the total
intelligible universe, completed from all intelli-
gibles, like this universe here below, which 1s an
image of that one, as far as it 1s possible for an image
of the Living Being to preserve the Living Being
itself, as a drawing or a reflection in water is the
ghostly image of that which appears to be there
before the water and the drawing. But the image in
the drawing and the water is not of the composite,
but of the one formed by the other. So then the image
of the intelligible is not of its maker but of the things
contained in the maker, which include man and
every other living being: this here 1s a living being
and so is that which made it, each in a different sense
and both in the intelligible.
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VI. 3. ON THE KINDS
OF BEING III

1. We have explained the way in which we think
about substance and how it might accord with the
thought of Plato. But we must also enquire about the
other nature, whether we should posit the same
genera which we posited in the intelligible, or more
here below, adding others to those, or altogether
different ones, or some as they were there but others
otherwise. We must of course understand “the same”
[genera] analogously and ambiguously: this will
become obvious when we have got to know them.
Our starting-point is this: since our discussion is
about sense-objects and every sense-object is in-
cluded in this universe of ours, it will be necessary in
considering the universe to seek to divide its nature
and distinguish its elements and arrange them by
genera: as if we were to divide articulate sound,?
which is unlimited, into limited sections by bringing
back to one what is the same in many, and then to
another one and again a different one, until we have
brought each and every one of them into a definite
number, calling the one under which individuals are
classed a species, and the one under which species
are classed a genus. Now in the case of articulate
sound each and every species and all of them which

! This passage on the collection and division of sounds
corresponds closely to Plato Philebus 17B-18C.
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING 111

have been discovered can be brought back to one,
and we can predicate “letter” or “sound” of all; but
in the case of the things we are investigating this is
not possible, as has been shown.! Therefore we must
look for more genera, and different ones in this All
from those in the intelligible, since this All is differ-
ent from that and it is not called the All in the same
sense but 1n a different one, and is an image. But
since here below also in the mixture and compo-
sition one element is body and the other soul-—for
the All is a living thing—and the nature of soul is in
that intelligible All and will not fit into the classi-
fication of what is called substance here below, we
must, even if it is difficult to do so, all the same leave
soul out of the investigation in which we are at
present occupied; just as if someone wishing to
classify the citizens of a city, by their property
assessments or skills for instance, left the resident
foreigners out of account. But as regards the affec-
tions, which occur in soul with the body or because
of the body, we must consider later how they are to
be classed, when we are enquiring about things here
below.

2. And first of all we should consider what is
called substance, agreeing that the nature in the
sphere of bodies can only be called substance am-
biguously, or should not properly be called sub-
stance at all but coming into being, because it is
adapted to the idea of things in flux. Then some of
the things which belong to coming into being are of
this kind, and some of that: there are bodies; these,
both simple and composite, we put into one class;
and then there are incidentals and consequentials,
and these we should also distinguish from each
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING 111

other. Or there is one thing which is matter, and
another which is the form upon it, and either each as
a genus 1s separate or both fall under one genus,
being each of them substance in the ambiguous
sense or coming into being. But what is the common
factor of matter and form? And how can matter be a
genus, and a genus of what? For what essential
differentiation is there belonging to matter? But in
what genus 1s the product of both to be ranked? If
the product of both 1s itself bodily substance, and
each of them is not body, how could they be ranked
in one and the same genus with the composite? And
how could the elements! of a thing be ranked with
the thing itself? But if we were to start with bodies,
we should be starting with syllables. But why should
we not say analogously, even if the division is not on
the same lines, that instead of being in the intelli-
gible there 1s matter here below, and instead of the
intelligible movement there is form here below, a
kind of life and perfection of matter, and that
matter’s not going out of itself corresponds to rest,
and that there are sameness and otherness, since
there 1s plenty of otherness, or rather unlikeness,
here below? Now, first of all, matter does not hold or
grasp form as its life or its activity, but form comes
upon it from elsewhere and is not one of matter’s
possessions. Then, in the intelligible the form is
activity and motion, but here below motion is some-
thing else and an incidental; but form is rather
matter’s rest and a kind of quietness: for it limits
matter which is unlimited. And in the intelligible
sameness and otherness belong to one thing, which

1 Or “letters”: cp. ch. 1, 18.
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is both same and other, but here below a thing is
other by participation and in relation to something
else, and the same and other is some particular same
and other, not as it might be in the intelligible but a
particular same and a particular other which is
something among the things wbich come later. But
how can there be a rest of matter when it is being
pulled into all sizes and gets its shapes from outside
and is not sufficient in itself to generate the other
things with these shapes? We must therefore reject
this division.

3. But let us explain how we should divide; this is
the way to begin with: it is one thing to be matter,
another to be form, another to be the composite of
both, and another to be the peripheral character-
istics; and of these peripheral characteristics, some
are only predicated, some are also incidental; and of
the incidentals some are in these three [, matter,
form and composite], but in other cases these three
are in the incidentals; others are their activities,
others their passive affections, and others conse-
quences. And matter is common and in all the sub-
stances, but is certainly not a genus, because it has
no essential differences, unless one understood the
differences as one part having a fiery shape and one
the shape of air. But if one was satisfied with what is
common, that there is matter in all existing things,
or that it is like a whole in relation to parts, it would
be a genus in another sense; and this would be one
element, and an element can be a genus. But the
form, with the addition “about matter” or “in mat-
ter”’, separates from the other forms, but does not
include all substantial form. But if we mean by form
that which makes substance, and by rational forma-
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tive principle that which 1s substantial according to
the form, we have not yet said how substance i1s to be
understood. But, as for that composed of both [mat-
ter and form], if this alone is substance, matter and
form are not substances; but if they are also this, we
must investigate what they have in common. But the
characteristics which are only predicated would
come under relation, being a cause or being an
element for instance. And the incidental character-
istics in the three would be quantitative or qualita-
tive, in so far as they are in them; as for the cases
where the three are in the incidentals, this would be
like place and time; their activities and passive
affections would be like movements; their conse-
quences like place and time, the place a consequence
of the composites, the time, the time of the move-
ment. But the three will go into one, if we can find
something common, the ambiguous substance here
below; then the others will follow in order, relation,
quantity, quality, in place, in time, movement, place,
time. Or, if one leaves out place and time, “in place”
and “in time’’ are superfluous, so that there are five,
on the assumption that the first three are one; but if
the first three do not go into one, there will be
matter, form, composite, relation, quantity, quality,
movement. Or these last also could go into relation:
for it is more inclusive.

4. What is it, then, which is the same in the three,
and what will it be which makes them substance, the
substance in things here below? Is it a kind of base
for everything else? But matter 1s thought to be a
base and “seat’! for form, so that the form will not

1 Plato Titmaeus 52B1.
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING III

be included in substance. And the composite is a
base and seat for other things, so that the form with
the matter will be a base for the composites, or at
least for all that come after the composites, quantity,
guality, movement for instance. But then, is the
same in the three what is called “not belonging to
another’’? For white and black belong to something
else, that which has become white, and the double
belongs to something else—I do not mean that it
belongs to the half but I am speaking of a double-
sized piece of wood—and a father is someone else’s,
in so far as he 1s a father; and knowledge belongs to
another, in whom it is, and place is the boundary of
another, and time the measure of another. But fire
does not belong to something else, nor does a piece of
wood 1n so far as it is a piece of wood, nor does man
belong to something else, nor does Socrates, or
“composite substance’! in general, or the substan-
tive form belong to something else, because it 1s not
an affection of something else. For form does not
belong to matter, but is a part of the composite; and
the form of man and man are the same thing; and
matter is part of a whole, and belongs to another as
belonging to the whole, and not in the sense that
that of which it is said to be is another thing; but
what is said to be white is the white of something
else. That then which belongs to another and is said
to be of that other is not substance: substance, that
is, is what belongs to that which it is, or, if it is a
part, is an essential completion of a composite of its
own kind; for the composite is either or both parts of
itself, but in relation to the composite each part is

! Aristotle Metaphysics H 3. 1043a30.
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! Simplicius, Theiler: § Enn., H-S.

' I adopt the mepi v of Simplicius and Theiler here rather
than the reading of the MSS, nepi 6.

2 Aristotle Categories 5. 3a7-8.

8 Ibid. 2. 1a24-25.
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING 111

sald to belong to it in another sense; or if it is a part,
it 1s called so in relation to something else, but by
itself its natural existence is said to be in being what
it is, not in belonging to another. The substrate is
also common to matter, form, and the composite; but
the matter is substrate to the form in one sense, and
the form {and the composite] to the affections in
another. Or, alternatively, the matter is not sub-
strate to the form—for the form is its perfection in so
far as 1t is matter and in so far as it is potential—nor,
again, is the form in it: for when something com-
pletes some one thing with something else, neither of
them is 1n the other, but both the matter and the
form together are substrates to something else—
man and a particular man are substrates to the
affections, and precede the activities and
consequences—and [substance is] that from which
the others come and through which the others exist
and the subject which is affected! and the origin of
doing and making.

5. This is to be understood as being said about
what is called substance here below: if it applies in
any way to that intelligible substance, it is perhaps
analogously and ambiguously. Thus it is said to be
the first in relation to what comes after it. For it is
not the first in-any unqualified sense, but substantial
sensibles are last in relation to intelligibles but first
after them. And “‘substrate” is used in a different
sense, and it is disputed whether there is passive
affection in the intelligible, and, if it is there, pass-
ivity there is something different. And the statement
“not being in a substrate applies to all substance” 2
[is true] if that which is in a substrate must “‘not be
there as a part of that in which it is”,? nor in such a
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way as to contribute with it to the completeness of
some one thing; for it could not be as in a substrate
in that witb which it contributes to a composite
substance; so the form is not in the matter as in a
substrate, nor is humanity in Socrates [in this way],
since it is a part of Socrates. What is not in a
substrate, therefore, is substance; but if we say that
it is “not in a substrate nor predicated of a sub-
strate”,! we must add “as of something else”, that
the human also, predicated of a particular human
being, may be included by the statement in the
addition “not of something else”. For when I predi-
cate humanity of Socrates, I mean it not in the sense
in which the wood is white, but in the sense that the
white thing is white: for in saying that Socrates is
human, I am saying that a particular human being is
human, predicating humanity of the human in So-
crates; but this is the same as calling Socrates
Socrates, and again as predicating “living being” of
this particular rational living being. But if someone
says? that not being in a substrate is not a peculi-
arity of substance, for the essential differentiation is
not itself one of the things in a substrate, it is by
understanding [the differentiation] as ‘“‘the two-
footed” that he makes this assertion that it is not in
a substrate: since, if he did not understand “the two-
footed”, which is a particular kind of substance, but
“two-footedness”, not meaning a substance but a
quality, then the two-footed will be in a substrate.
But time is not in a substrate either, nor is place. But
if “the measure of movement” is understood as

!Ibid. 5. 2a12-15.
% Aristotle, in Categories 5. 3a21-28.
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING III

applying to what is measured, the measure will exist
in the movement as in a substrate, and the move-
ment in what is moved; but if it is taken as referring
to the measurer, then the measure will be in the
measurer. And place, being the “boundary of the
surroundings’’, is in those surroundings. But what is
to be said about this substance here which we are
discussing? It comes about that this substance can
be understood in contrary ways according to one or
more or all of these statements, since the statements
fit both matter and form and the composite as well.
6. But if anyone should say that, granted that
these are observations about substance, what it is
has not been said, he is perhaps still requiring to see
this with his bodily eyes; but this “is” and this
“being” could not be seen [in this way]. Well then, is
not fire substance, and water? Is each of them sub-
stance because 1t is seen? No. But by having matter?
No. But by having form? Not this either. And not by
being a composite either. But by what, then? By
being. But the quantum is, and the quale is. But, we
shall insist, only in an ambiguous sense. But what is
this “is” which applies to fire and earth and such-
like things, and what is the difference between this
“18” and the “is” which applies to the others? It is
that one means simply to be and simply existing, but
the other means to be white. Well then, is the “ig”
which is added to the “white” the same as the “is”
without addition? No, but one means primary being,
the other being by participation and secondarily.
For the “white” added to “being” makes the being
white, and the “being” added to the “white” makes
the white being, so that in both cases [there is
something incidental], the “white” incidental to the
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“being” and the “being” incidental to the “white”.
And we do not mean this in the sense in which one
might say that Socrates is white and the white thing
1s Socrates; for in both these cases Socrates is the
same, but perhaps the white 1s not the same; for in
the statement “the white thing is Socrates”, So-
crates i1s included in “the white”, but in the state-
ment “Socrates is white” the white is simply and
solely incidental. And here [in the case we are
discussing] “being is white” has “white” as inci-
dental, but in the statement ““the white is being”,
“the white” has being included in it. And in general
the white has being because it is about being and in
being; it derives its existence therefore from being;
but being has being from -itself and white from the
white, not because it 1s in the white, but because the
white is in it. But, since this being in the sense-world
does not exist of itself, 1t must be said that it has its
being from the real being and has its being white
from the real white; that also which has the white
has its being by participation in the being of that
other intelligible world.

7. But if anyone should say that the things here
which are based on matter have their being from it
we shall demand where matter gets being and the
existent from. We have explained elsewhere that
matter is not primary.! But if one says that the other
things could not come into existence except on the
basis of matter, we shall agree as far as sense-objects
are concerned. But even if matter is prior to these,
nothing prevents it from being posterior to many
things and to all the things there in the intelligible,

'In VI 1. 25-28 (the critique of Stoic corporealism),
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING III

since the being it has 1s dim and less than the things
based upon it, in so far as they are rational prin-
ciples and derive more from the existent but matter
is utterly irrational, a shadow of rational form and a
falling away from rational form; but if one says that
this matter gives being to the things based on it as
Socrates does to the whiteness based upon him, we
must say that what is more existent might give being
to what 1s less existent, but the less existent could
not give being to the more existent. But if the form is
more existent than the matter, existence 1s no more
something common to both, nor is substance a genus
containing matter, form and the composite, but they
have many things, those we are speaking of, in
common, but their being is different. For when some-
thing which i1s more existent arrives about some-
thing which 1s less existent, [the latter] would be
first in order, but posterior in substance; so that, if
being 1s not equal for matter, form and the com-
posite, substance would not still be common as a
genus. It will, certainly, be otherwise disposed to the
things which come after it, as having something
common in relation to them by the fact of their
being, as there 1s a dimmer and a clearer life, and one
picture is a sketch and another a more finished
work. But if one were to measure being by the
dimness of being and let go what is more of it in the
others, in this way again being will be common. But
one should not perhaps proceed like this. For each
[of the three, matter, form and composite] 1s different
as a whole, and the dimness is not something com-
mon, just as in the case of life there would be
nothing in common between nutritive, perceptive
and intelligent life. So here also being is different in
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING III

matter and in form, and both together come from one
which flows in all sorts of different ways. For it is not
only necessary for one to exist more and the other
worse and less if the second comes from the first and
the third from the second, but even if both come from
the same, in that one has a larger share in fire, like a
pot, and the other less, so as not to become a pot. But
perhaps matter and form do not even come from the
same: for there are different things also in the intelli-
gible world.

8. But ought one then to drop division into ele-
ments, especially when one is speaking about sen-
sible substance, which one must grasp by sense
rather than reason, and not to take into consider-
ation the parts of which they are composed—for
those parts are not substances, or at least not sen-
sible substances—and include in one genus what is
common to stone and earth and water and the plants
which arise from these, in so far as they are sense-
objects, and the animals likewise? For [if one does
this] matter and form will not have been left out; for
sensible substance has these; for fire and earth and
the elements between are matter and form, and the
composites are already many substances coming
together into one. And what is common to all these
is how they are separated from the other things; for
these are substrates to the others and not in a
substrate nor belonging to another; and everything
else which has been said applies here. But if sensible
substance does not exist without size or without
quality, how shall we still be able to separate what is
incidental? For when we separate off this, size,
shape, colour, dryness, moistness, what are we going
to establish as substance itself? For these [sensible]
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING I

substances are qualified substances. But is there
something around which occur what make being
simply substance into being qualified substance?
And will fire be not as a whole substance, but
something belonging to it, like a part? And what
could this be? Just matter. But then, is sensible
substance a conglomeration of qualities and matter,
and are all these compounded together on one mat-
ter substance, but when each is taken separately will
one be a quale and one a quantum, or will they be
many qualia '? And will that which, if it is lacking,
does not allow a completed coming into existence to
take place be a part of this substance, but that
which, when a substance has come to be, comes to it
as an addition, have its ‘'own position and not be
bidden in the mixture which makes up what is called
substance? I do not mean this in the sense that when
it is there with the others it is substance, completing
one mass of a particular size and quality, but else-
where when it is not contributing to completion it is
a quality, but that even in the former case each
particular one is not a substance, but the whole
made up from them all is substance. And there is no
need to object if we make sensible substance out of
non-substances; for even the whole is not true sub-
stance but imitates the true substance, which has its
being without the others which attend on it, and the
others come into being from it, because it truly 1is;
but here what underlies is sterile and Inadequate to
be being, because the others do not come from it, but
it 1s a shadow, and upon what is itself a shadow, a
picture and a seeming.

' Cp. ch. 15, 24-38 and II. 7.3.
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! The bodies of celestial living beings are, of course,
spherical.
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING II1

9. So much for what is called sensible substance
and the one genus. But what species of it should one
posit, and how should one divide them? Now the
whole must be classed as body, and of bodies some
are matterish and some organic; the matterish are
fire, earth, water, air; the organic the bodies of
plants and animals, which have their differences
according to their shapes. Then one should take the
species of earth and of the other elements, and in the
case of organic bodies one should divide the plants,
and the bodies of animals, according to their shapes;
or by the fact that some are on and in the earth, and,
element by element, [one should class separately]
the bodies in each; or [one could class them on the
ground that] some are light, some are heavy, and
some in between, and that some stand in the middle,
some surround them above, and some are in be-
tween; and in each of these the bodies are already
differentiated by their outlines, so as to be some of
them bodies of celestial living beings! and others
appropriate to the other elements; or one should
divide the four according to their species and after-
wards proceed in another way to weave them to-
gether by blending their differences according to
places and shapes and mixtures, classing them as
fiery or earthly, called so according to the largest
and predominant element [in the mixture]. But as for
calling them “‘first” and “second” 2—"this fire” and
“fire”—these have a difference in another way,
because one is individual and one universal, but not
a difference of substance; under quality, also, there
is “something white” and “white” and “a particular

* Aristotle Categories 5. 2a11-19.
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING IIT

literary skill” and “literary skill”. For what less
does “literary skill” have in comparison with “a
particular literary skill” and in general “body of
knowledge” in comparison with “a particular body
of knowledge’’? For literary skill is not posterior to
the particular literary skill but rather it is because
literary skill exists that that in you exists; since that
in you is particular by being in you, but in itself is
the same as the universal. And Socrates did not in
his own person give being human to the non-human
but humanity gave being human to Socrates: the
particular human is so by participation in humanity.
Since what could Socrates be except ““a man of a
particular kind” and what could the “of a particular
kind” do towards being more of a substance? But if it
1s because “humanity is only a form” but Socrates is
“form in matter”, he would be less human in this
respect: for the rational form is worse in matter. But
if humanity is not in itself form, but in matter, what
less will it have than the particular human in mat-
ter, when it 1s itself the rational form of something in
a kind of matter? Again, the more general is prior by
nature, as the species is prior to the individual; but
the prior by nature is also simply prior: how then
could it be less? But the individual is prior in
relation to us because it is more knowable; but this
does not make a difference in actual fact. Then, if it
were so, there would not be one definition of sub-
stance: for the definition of what is primarily and
what 1s secondarily is not the same, nor do they
come under one genus.

10. It is also possible to divide like this, by hot and
dry, and dry and cold, and moist and cold, or what-
ever kind of-coupling he! wants, and then a compo-
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ON THE KINDS OF BEING III

sition and mixture of these; and either to stop there,
coming to a halt at the composite, or [to go on
dividing] according to whether things are in or on
the earth, or according to the shapes and according
to the differences of animals, not dividing the
animals but dividing according to their bodies,
which are like their tools. The division according to
their shapes is not out of place, since the division
according to their qualities is not either, hotness,
coldness and such like. But if someone were to say
“but bodies act by these”, we shall reply that they
also act according to the mixtures and the colours
and the outlines. For since our discussion is about
sensible substance the division would not be out of
place if it was taken to.be made by the differences
which present themselves to sense-perception; for
this sensible substance is not simply being, but is
perceived by sense, being this whole world of ours;
since we maintained that its apparent existence was
a congress of perceptibles, and the guarantee of
their being comes from sense-perception. But if the
composition has no limits, one should divide accord-
ing to the species-forms of living things, the bodily
species of man, for instance. For this, a species-form
of this kind, is a quality of body, and it is not out of
place to divide by qualities. But if we said that some
bodies are simple and some are composite, opposing
the composite to the simple in our division, we were
speaking of matterish and organic bodies, not taking
the composite seriously into account. It is not a
division by opposition which sets the composite
against the simple, but, when one had placed the
simple bodies by the first division, one mixed them
and differentiated the composites starting from an-
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other subordinate principle, either by positions or
shapes, some celestial and others earthly, for in-
stance. And so much for substance or coming-to-be
in the things perceived by sense.

11. But about the quantum and quantity, it has
often been said how one should locate it in number
and size, in so far as each individual thing which is
in the number of things in matter and the extension
of the substrate is of a certain size—for the dis-
cussion is not about separate quantity but about the
quantity which makes the wood three cubits long
and the five which applies to the horses—and that
only these things should be called quanta, but that
place and time should not be considered under
quantity, but that time because it is the “measure of
motion’’ should in its own nature also be given to the
relative, and that place is what surrounds body, so
that this too is put in relation and the relative;
further, movement is continuous and so was not put
in the class of quantity. But why are large and small
not in quantity? For the large is large by some kind
of quantity and size is not something relative, but
larger and smaller belong to the relative; for they
are so in regard to another, like the double. Why
then is “the mountain small, but the millet-seed
large” 1?7 Now, first of all, this is said instead of
“smaller”. For if it is agreed that it is called small in
regard to and from [comparison with] things of the
same kind, it is agreed that it is said instead of
“smaller”. And a large millet-seed is not simply
called “large” but “large millet-seed” and this is the
same as “of things of the same kind”, and it can

! Aristotle Categories 6. 5b18-19.
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naturally be called larger than things of the same
kind. Next, why is “beautiful” not said to be one of
the relatives? But we call something beautiful in
itself; 1t has the quality of beauty, but “more beauti-
ful” is one of the relative terms; and then what is
called beautiful might appear ugly in relation to
something else, like the beauty of a man compared to
a god; “the most beautiful of monkeys’’, he! says, “is
ugly 1In comparison with another kind”; but it is
beautiful by itself, but in relation to something else
it is more beautiful or the opposite. And in the case
of size, then, a thing is large in itself by possession of
size, but in relation to something else it is not so.
Otherwise one would have to deny the “beautiful”
because something else was more beautiful; so here
one must not deny the “large” because there is
something larger than it: since it could not be larger
at all if it was not large, just as a thing could not be
more beautiful if it was not beautiful.

12. We must allow then that there is opposition in
the quantitative; for our notions admit the oppo-
sition, when we say “large” and when we say
“small”, and make our mental images opposite, just
as when we say “many” and “few’’: for we ought to
say much the same about *“few” and “many”. For
“there are many people in the house’ is instead of
“more people”; but this 1s in relation to something
else; and we say “‘few people in the theatre’ instead
of “fewer”.2 And one ought in general to call the
many “many’’ as a multiplicity in number—and how
can multiplicity be one of the relatives?—but this is
the same as saying “an expansion of number” and

2 Aristotle Categories 6. 5b24-25.
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the opposite “contraction”. And the same applies to
the continuous, in that our notion of it prolongs the
continuous into the distance. So there is a quantum
when the unit moves forward, and also when the
point does. But if either of them comes to a stop
quickly, one 1s few and the other small; but if the
advance does not halt quickly in its progress, one is
many and the other large. What then is the defining
limit? What is it of the beautiful? Or the hot? And it
1s possible here also to be hotter. But “the hotter” is
said 1n relation to something, but “the hot” is simply
a quale. But in general there must be a rational form
of the large just as there is of the beautiful, which
when it is participated makes a thing large, as the
form of the beautiful makes a thing beautiful. In
these respects, then, there is an opposition in the
quantitative; for there i