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ANALOGON AND ANALOGIA IN THE PHILOSOPHY
OF ARISTOTLE

(o L

E DO NOT wish to give an exhaustive treatment of
the problem of analogue and analogy in the philoso-

phy of Aristotle, for then we would have to analyze
his entire work under this special aspect. We seek only to
specify a few elements of this problem, one which is especially
important whenever we try to penetrate the philosophical
genius of Aristotle, since it may well be that his manner of
using analogue and analogy best characterizes his philosophical
approach.

If Plato is above all the philosopher of dialectics, Aristotle is
the philosopher engaged in the search for proper and first
causes. If they both use analogy, they employ it in very dif-
ferent ways. In fact, we are in the presence of two major
methods for the use of analogy: the first remains fully orien-
tated to dialectics, the second serves the most perfect under-
standing possible concerning what is; the first remains an
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analogy of form, the second attains being, that which is. To
Plato, as to Aristotle, analogy is indeed a method for excellence,
a method which allows us to rediscover a more profound unity
through the diversity as it first appears to us; yet this type of
excellence functions quite differently in each of them.

There are relatively few texts in which Aristotle explicitly
speaks of analogy or the analogue, and even fewer in which he
explains his understanding of these words. However, if we go
beyond the strictly literal and try to penetrate the thought of
the Philosopher, we are pleasantly surprised to see that his
philosophical inquiries, which go beyond merely univocal knowl-
edge attained through genus and specific difference, are truly
pursued at another level, which can easily be characterized as
analogical. Does not this exaction result from the Philosopher’s
desire to grasp, in everything he analyzes, not only the material
and quantitative aspect but especially the most qualitative and
most real aspect, discerned in the final cause? Thelatter escapes
from the confines of every vocal systematization of knowledge.
If the continued inquiry into the various causalities, and es-
pecially finality, gives the philosophy of Aristotle its incom-
parable and excellent value, this is also the quality which often
makes it incomprehensible to minds formed under fully dif-
ferent disciplines. This is why we feel it is important to
approach this problem of analogon and analogia in the phi-
losophy of Aristotle for its own sake and to try to unfold all
its richness.

In the first section we should like to extract the principal
texts in which Aristotle explicitly speaks of analogy or analogue
and to try to specify their proper meaning.

In the second part, beginning with the Philosopher’s major
statements on the subject of * terms having manifold mean-

1Ct. G. L. Muskins, De vocis dvahoyia significatione ac non apud Aristotelem,
thesis of the University of Nijmegen, Groningen, 1943: H. Lyttkens, The Analogy
between God and the World (Upsala, 1952), pp. 29-77. One should consult also
the latest work on analogy by B. Montagnes, O.P., La doctrine de Uandalogie de
Vétre d’aprés Saint Thomas d’Aquin (Philosophes médiévaux, VI) (University of
Louvain, 1963), which summarizes the Aristotelian doctrine of analogy within
a few pages.
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ings,” ordered to a same end or proceeding from an identical
origin, we shall examine whether such statements disagree with
his conception of the analogue and analogy or whether, on the
contrary, they are essentially linked to them; this will require
an ultra-literal grasp of the proper and fundamental meaning
of analogy.

Finally, in the third section, we shall try to show the con-
nections between analogy and the various metaphysical analy-
ses of being, since ultimately analogue and analogy can be
explained only through the diversity and the unity of that
which is.

I. Tur PrincipAaL TEXTs IN WHICH ARISTOTLE MENTIONS
ANALOGY AND ANALOGUE

In order to respect the various levels of Aristotle’s philo-
sophical reflection—and we deem this to be particularly im-
portant whenever analogy is concerned~—we shall follow the
Philosopher’s various writings, in the attempt to specify any
original idea each text expresses relevant to the problem under
consideration.

A. Logical Works, Rhetoric, Poetics

In the Organon Aristotle rarely uses the terms analogue and
analogy. This is hardly surprising, since logic primarily con-
cerns the univocal universal and the various relations which
unite the univocal universals.

Nevertheless, in the Topics Aristotle uses the term davdloyov
once. Analogue there expresses a proportion which exists be-
tween ends and their efficient causes,” justifying that in certain
cases the efficient cause is preferable to the end. He also uses

2Ct. Topics TII, 1, 116b 27: “Between an agent and an end, preference is
taken from the analogue when the superiority of one over the other is greater
than that of the latter over its own efficient cause.” For instance, if happiness has
a8 greater superiority over health than health over that which produces health,
that which produces happiness is better than health.,” TIlommrikod 8¢ xal Téhovs
€k 1ol dvdloyov, 8rav mhelom Umepéxp 10 TéNos Tol TéNovs # éxelvo Tob olkelov
moriod, . . . (The Latin translates ék 700 dvdhoyov as ex proportione).
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the expression xar’ dvaloyiav ® once to signify realities which
behave similarly among one another without reference to a
subject. The Philosopher distinguishes these realities from the
attributes similarly pertinent to the subject. Here, then, “ ac-
cording to analogy ” means “similarly ” (éuolws), inasmuch
as it qualifies &ew and not dmwdpyew.

These terms occur more frequently in the Analytics, especi-
ally the Posterior Analytics (thirteen times). The analogue ex-
presses a similarity of relations between the fact of not knowing
the good and that of knowing the non-good on the one hand,
and, on the other, the fact of not being good and of being non-
good,* since knowledge is fully related to its proper object.
If, then, the terms of the first relations are different, those of
the second will likewise differ. These terms are said to be
analogous, inasmuch as a certain similarity of relationship
exists between them. Analogue also expresses that which im-
plies a proportion,” is proportionate,® or implies something in
common, as having the same source,” such as homonyms having

2 Cf. Topics V, 8, 138b 24: “ The place based upon things standing in a
similar relation differs from that based upon attributes belonging to the subject
in a similar relation, inasmuch as the former is derived by analogy without any
consideration of some attribution of the subject . . .” Awagéper & & éx Tdv dpoiws
éxérrwy Tol éx TEV Odmolws VmwapxdvTwy, 8t TO mév kar' draloylay NauBdverar,
otk éml ol Omdpxeww T Bewpotuevoy. . . . (The Latin translates xar’ dvadoylav as
secundum analogiam or as ex proportione, according to the translation of Sylv.
Maurus) .

t Prior Analytics I, 46 51b 22-25: “ Thus, just as there is no identity between
not knowing the good and knowing the non-good, so there is no identity between
being non-good and not being good, inasmuch as in the matter of these analogous
terms (r&»r dvdhoyov), if the first are different, so are the others.” (CAvd\oyor
is translated into Latin as quae eamdem rationem habent).

5 Posterior Anal. 1, 5, 74a 18: 70 drdhoyov 87t évadhds. (The 70 dvdhoyov is
translated into Latin as proportio). Cf. II, 17, 99a 8, where we find the same
expression.

S Post. Anal. I, 24, 85a 38: Concerning universal demonstration the Philosopher
explains: “In fact, in this type of demonstration, one proceeds in such a way
as to attempt proofs like that which asserts that a proportional (wepl 7of
dvd MNéyor) is anything having a certain definite characteristic, and that it is
neither a line nor 2 number nor a solid nor a plane, but something distinct from
all of these.” (Here dva Néyor is translated as proportionale).

7 Post. Anal. II, 14, 98a 20. In reference to generic determination, the Philoso-
pher makes this final specification: “ Moreover, there is another method of selec-
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a similarity of relations in diversity.® The expression according
to analogy qualifies common principles in order to show the
particular character of their universality or realities or their
middle-terms. Discussing principles, Aristotle notes that
“ among the principles used in demonstrative sciences, some
are proper to each science and others are common, having that
communication which accords with analogy (kowd kar dva-
Noyiav) , since their use is limited to the genus of the science.” ®

These common principles are said to be common according to
analogy precisely because, in each case, they are modified in
the various sciences which use them, without thereby being
limited to any one of these sciences. If their proper meaning
cannot be reduced to this or that particular science, their use
is limited to the genus of each science using them.

If these common principles have a meaning which cannot be
reduced to the restricted sense of one particular genus, this is
precisely because these principles are directly based on being,
the precise exactions of which are expressed by them. Being,
however, does not belong in a genus.*

tion, namely, by analogy (xard 76 dvdheyor). It is impossible to find one and
the same name to designate pounce, spine, and bone (properly so-called), and
yet all these realities have attributes which belong to them as if they were one
and the same nature of this type.” (Kard 70 dvdhoyop is translated as secundum
proportionem) .

8 Cf. Post. Andl. II, 17, 99a 12: “ The cause of similarity is different for color
than for figure because °similarity > in these cases is equivocal; in the latter it
means, presumably, that the sides are proportional and the angles are equal,
whereas in colors it means that our perception of them is one and the same or
something of that sort.” (T¢ dvdhoyor is translated into Latin as secundum
proportionem habere latera, et aequales angulos . . .).

® Post. Anal. 1, 10, 76a 37-39. (Kar’ dvadoyfav is translated into secundum
analogiam) . The Philosopher explains: “ The common principles are propositions
such as: If we remove equal portions from equal things, the remaining portions
are equal. But the application of each of these common principles is limited to
the genus in question, for it will have the same value, even if it is not used in
its umiversality but in geometry, for instance, is applied only to sizes or in
arithmetic only to numbers” (Post. Anal. I, 10, 76a 41-76b 2). Considering
these common principles or axioms, Aristotle again states: “ All sciences com-
municate with one another by common principles. (I call those principles
common which are used as premises of a demonstration and not those which
are the subject of a demonstration nor that which is demonstrated)” (Post. Anal.
1, 11, 77a 26-28; cf. also 75b 2).

10 Post Anal. 11, 7, 92b 13.
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Investigating the connections between cause, effect and sub-
ject, the Philosopher states: * Realities which are the same
according to analogy will have means [which], too, are [related]
according to analogy.” ™

If Aristotle makes fairly little use of the terms dvdloyor and
dvaloyia in his strictly logical works, in his treatise on Rhetoric,
on the contrary, he uses them frequently.

Again we encounter the meanings we have already indicated:
dvdloyov means a similarity of relation. If the genus man is
taller than the genus woman, the tallest in the first genus will
be taller than the tallest in the second.”” Analogue also ex-
presses the proportion safeguarding what is appropriate. Speak-
ing of the ornamentation pertinent to style, the Philosopher
makes the following observation:

Style will have normal appropriateness if it expresses emotions
and customs and if it is analogous (avdroyov) to the subjects under
discussion. There is an analogue (w0 8 dvdloydv éorw) if one does
not speak casually about important matters, nor solemnly about
trivial matters, nor highly ornaments an ordinary word; otherwise

one would fall into a comic style, as does Cleophon.*®

1 Ibid., 17, 99a 15-16: 7& kar’ dvaloylav 74 adrd which is translated into
Latin as secundum proportionem. One should also consult the rather special
place (Post Anal. I, 12, 78a 1 sq.) where Aristotle cites the illogical argument of
Caeneus: “ Fire increases rapidly and therefore in a manifold way, év 7§ woM\a-
whaoia drvaloyie, which is translated by in multiplici proportione and which J.
Tricot translates as proportion géométrique [geometric proportion] in reference to
Philopon, 159, 22 sq.

12 Rhetoric I, 7, 1363b 26-27. Speaking of the greatest good and the greatest
usefulness, the Philosopher notes that “ the greatest represent genera and the
greatest among these are analogous (dvdMoyor, in Latin proportionem). Here is
the example he cites: “If the tallest man is taller than the tallest woman, this
is because men in general are taller than women; and if men in general are
taller, it must be agreed that the tallest man is taller than the tallest woman.”
And likewise (I, 7, 1864b 7-11) in reference to sciences and their objects, inasmuch
as there is an essential relationship between them, we can say, “ The more the
objects of science are worthy of research and honorable, the more their sciences
will be honorable.” We again encounter the analogue (dvdNoyor) among sciences
and for the same reasons. Likewise II, 23, 1399a 383: ék 7ol dvdAoyor (ex eo
quod eadem proportione); III, 4, 1406b 31: év 7@ dvdhoyor (ratione proportionis) is
used to express a similarity of relationships between Archidamos and Euzenos.

1% Rhetoric, III, 7, 1408a 10-14; dvdAayor is translated as conveniens.
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Let us add that one must not use all the analogues (rois
dvdhoyov) simultaneously; this caution serves to captivate the
listener. I mean, for instance, if the words used are harsh, one
must not extend this harshness to the voice, to the countenance and
to everything which can be harmonized; otherwise each element
[of the art] is manifestly artful; whereas if one uses this feature
with one thing, but not with another, the artfulness remains hidden,
the same effect being achieved. If, then, mild matters are expressed
harshly and harsh matters gently, persuasion is attained.'*

But it is especially in reference to the metaphor that this new
meaning of analogue, as what is appropriate, is clearly deline-
ated. Analyzing beauty of style, Aristotle mentions the im-
portance of the metaphor: “One must choose epithets and
metaphors which agree with the subject of one’s discourse,
starting with the analogue (éx 7o dvdloyov); otherwise one
risks shocking for lack of appropriateness.” ** The analogue,
then, retains a certain appropriateness. Aristotle specifies:
“ Nevertheless the metaphor must always be derived from the
analogue and must refer to both terms and to terms of the
same genus. For example, if one says that the cup is the shield
of Dionysius, one must say that the shield is the cup of
Ares.” ** The Philosopher draws the following conclusion at
the end of Chapter 10: Beautiful language is said of the
“ analogous metaphor.” ¥

Furthermore, let us observe the intimate connection between
the metaphor-analogue and the image:

As regards images (elxdves), . . . they are always, in some way, very
pleasant metaphors. Like the analogous metaphor (&omep % dvd-
Aoyov perapopd), they always rely upon two terms. For example,
to say “ The shield is the cup of Mars” or “ a bow is a lyre without
chords ” is a complex metaphor; on the contrary, “ The bow is a
lyre ” or “ the shield is a cup ” is a simple metaphor.*®

1 Ibid., 1408b 5 sq. Tols dvdhoyor is translated as analogis.

5 Ibid., 2, 14052 10-11; éx ToD dwdAoyor, which is translated as ex analogia.

18 Ibid., 4, 1407a 14; ék 7ol dvdhoyor dvramodidbvar. (Latin translation: ez
analogia ductam).

17 Ibid., 10, 1411b 22-28. éx uperagopds Te THs dvdhoyor (Latin translation: duci
a metaphora secundum analogiam).

18 Ibid., 11, 1421b 33-35; cf. ibid. 1413a 14: “ The images are metaphors.” “ The
image is very close to the metaphor. The image is a metaphor which differs from
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When Aristotle uses the word dvaloyia, the signification of
“ proportion ” and “ appropriateness ” are even more cbvious.
This is especially clear as regards the expression xar dvaloylav
which qualifies the metaphor and establishes the most perfect
metaphor. With a view to perfection in style,

one must seek these three things: metaphor, antithesis, and actu-
ality (évepyelas). Among the four types of metaphor, the most
excellent are the metaphors according to analogy (ai kar dvaloylav).
Thus Pericles said that the young men who had died in the war
had disappeared from the city as though (dorep) Spring were
removed from the year. Speaking about the Lacedemonians, Lep-
tines said that the Athenians could not tolerate that an eye be
plucked from Hellas . . . Peitholaos called the state-galley the
“club of the people,” and Sestos “the corn-bin of the Piraeus.”
Pericles asked that Aegina, “ that eye-sore of the Piraeus” (mpy
Mjuny 1od Iepalews) be removed.'®

The metaphor places the fact before the eyes (mpd dupdrov) .
“. .. Iphicrates has said: ‘In my view, the path of discourse
runs through the deeds of Chares.” This is a metaphor accord-
ing to analogy and ‘ through this the fact is placed before the
eyes.” ” ? Returning to the meaning of the expression “plac-
ing facts before the eyes,” that is, putting them into the very

it only because it is preceded by a word. Furthermore, it is less pleasing because
it is somewhat better developed . . .” (III, 10, 1410b 17 sq.). “ To say that an
honest man is square is a metaphor ” (Ibid., 11, 1411b 24-25). It is a metaphor to
“ animate what is inanimate” (Ibid., 1412b 32). Thanks to such metaphors
“ objects appear to be active ” (évepyolvra) (Ibid., 1412a 2).

1 Ibid., 11, 9, 1387a 28. Speaking of the good, he says: “ Since not every
good belongs to everyone, but there is proportion and the suitability of one thing
to one person, but not to another (draloyia kal 7o &puérrov); as, for instance,
fine weapons belong to the brave but not to the just.” (Avaloyla is here trans-
lated as analogia and dpuérrov as aliud alii convenit).

2° Ibid., TII, 10, 1410b 35-1411b 2. Aristotle defines the metaphor as follows:
“that which contributes the greatest clarity and agreement to thought, as well
as the special characteristic of which we have spoken . . .” (Ibid., 2, 1405a 8-9).
“Do we seek to embellish the subject? Then we must draw the metaphor from
what is the best in the name genus. Do we want to debase it? We must borrow
the metaphor from what is the worst.” For example: “Those whom some call
the ¢ flatterers of Dionysius’ call themselves artists. These two terms are metaphors,
but one has the effect of degrading, the other has the opposite effect.” (1405a
14-15 and 23-25).
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act or function of signifying, Aristotle shows from this that the
ordinary metaphor does not suffice, that, “ like the poet,” we
must look for a metaphor “which is in keeping with analogy
(8w s kar' dvaloyiav peradopds), as, for example, what the
stone is to Sisyphos, so he who acts shamelessly is to him who
is treated shamelessly.” **

With the metaphor in keeping with analogy we are in the
presence of a meaning of analogy which Aristotle carefully
delineates. This analogy implies a similarity between two re-
lations and thus includes at least four terms; it has an evocative
power which makes abstract realities present in visible images.
In poetry the discovery of the metaphor plays an extremely
important role, similar to that of induction in philosophy:

We must draw metaphors (peradépew) from things which are close
to us and yet not obvious, as in philosophy the man with a quick
and sharp mind perceives similarities even in very distant realities
(76 Spowv kal & wodd Siéxovor), just as Archytas said that a judge
and an altar are the same because both serve as a refuge for
victims of injustice.??

In the Poetics we encounter Aristotle’s most explicit defi-
nition of what he means by analogue in relation to the meta-
phor. The metaphor is the transfer (émdopa) of the name of
one thing to something else, the transfer from genus to species,
from species to genus, or from one species to another, or in
keeping with the analogue (% xard. 76 dvdloyov). A transfer
from genus to species is exemplified in: “ My ship is standing
here, since riding at anchor is a type of standing. . ..” *

I say that there is an analogue (T 8 dvdhoyor Aéyo) when the
second term is related to the first in a way similar to that wherein
the fourth term is related to the third, since then one uses the
fourth term instead of the second and the second instead of the
fourth. Sometimes, too, one substitutes for the subject of one’s
discourse that to which this subject is related (=pds 3). I say, for
instance, that the cup is to Dionysius what the shield is to Ares.
One will say that the cup is the “ shield of Dionysius,” and the

2 Ibid., 11, 1412a 5.
2 Ibid., 1412a 10-14.
28 Poetics 21, 1457b 7-9: Cf. Odyssey 1, 185, as well as Poetics 4, 1448b 38.
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shield the “ cup of Ares.” Evening is to day what old age is to life.
One will say, then, that evening is “ the old age of the day,” and
old age is “ the evening of life,” and, with Empedocles, “ the sunset
of life.” In certain cases, the corresponding analogous term (rév
dviloyov) has no name, but the relation will be none the less
communicated.?*

Truly, then, the analogue is such a similarity between two
relations as enables the communication of the metaphor to be
accomplished in a very profound way. The analogue seems to
imply four terms connected among one another according to
two similar relations. In the metaphor the analogue achieves
the most perfect metaphor.

Reflecting upon this first series of texts, extracted from the
Organon, the Rhetoric, and the Poetics, we can easily delineate
various meanings of analogue:

1) That which implies a broader commonness than that of
the genus. “ Common by analogy ” expresses something far
beyond what is generically common;

2) That which implies a relation in similarity and thereby
maintains a certain appropriateness; that which expresses a
similarity among relations;

3) That which is achieved very clearly in metaphorical
analogy, or, if one prefers, in the analogous metaphor.

The term analogy formalizes the term analogue as the ab-
stract formalizes the concrete; we encounter the same meaning
in both terms. The kar’ dvaloyiar makes the formal meaning
even more explicit, as it does also as regards the expression
metaphor in keeping with analogy.

B. Physics, De Coelo, Meteorology

If we go on now to investigate the philosophy of Nature as
we find it in Aristotle’s basic book and in his two most speci-

24 Poetics 21, 1457b 17 sq. Aristotle again insists on the importance of meta-
phors: “ The most important thing by far is to excel in the metaphor. Indeed,
it is the only thing which one cannot learn from another, and it is a sign of
natural talent, since, with a view to making good metaphors, one must notice
what is similar” (v6 78 Buowor Oewpelv) 22, 1459a 5 sq. (Here dvdhoyor is
translated by analogum).
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fying books, we can discern various textual segments where the
Philosopher makes explicit use of the terms analogue and
analogy.

Physics

Analogue is used rather infrequently (six times), as also is
analogy (four times). Analogue expresses similarities in rela-
tions among various realities. Showing that the void is impos-
sible, Aristotle concludes: “It is clear, then, that if there is
a time during which a body goes through the void, one comes
to this impossibility: a body can simultaneously go through
the empty and the full, since there will be a certain analogue
(7v dvdhoyov) of one body to another (€repov mpods €repov) as of
one time to another time [ds xpdvos wpos xpdvov).” ** This
analogue expresses the relation existing between the movement
of a certain body and the time measuring this movement, but
this relation no longer exists when it is a question of the void.
Aristotle himself explicitly states this in summarizing his con-
clusion: “ Briefly, the cause of this conclusion is obvious, since
there is a relation (Adyos) between all movement and one
movement (since they are in time, and there is a relation
between all time and one period of time, the two being limited
quantities) , but there is no relation between the void and the
full.” =

In the second chapter of the same fourth book, the Philoso-
pher makes the following emphasis relevant to the relation
existing between the magnitude of a body and its movement:
“Since what precedes and what follows are in the magnitude
[of a body], they must also be in movement, according to what
is analogous to magnitude (dvdloyov rois éxet) . However, what
precedes and what follows are also in time since, in every case,
time and movement accompany each other. . . .” * Analogue,
then, expresses a similarity of relations between the precedent
and the consequent in their movements and the periods of

5 Physics IV, 8, 216a 6-7.
8 Ibid. 216a 8-11.
* Ibid., 11, 219a 16-18,
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time measuring their movements. Analogue is used in the same
way to express the similarity of relations existing between
power (Svvauss), the quantity of the body, its movement, and
its time.”

Analogy is used to express the fact that a certain reality
cannot be known directly in itself, that it can be known in-
directly by reason of the similarity among certain relations.
“The subjected nature,” Aristotle affirms, “is known by
analogy, as bronze in relation to the statue, wood to the bed,
matter and what lacks form to what has form but before as-
suming form; in the same way matter is related to substance,
the individual, and existence.” 2°

Analogy also expresses a similarity among relations: “ For
each finite power time, too, must be finite; indeed, if a given
power moves in a given time, the greater power will move in
a shorter, yet determinate time, and this according to the
inversion of analogy (kara ™y dvriorpodny 7is dvaloyias). In
this last text analogy qualifies the inversion (dvriorpod)),
explaining that it is achieved antithetically and proportionally.
The relation remains despite the inversion.

Finally analogy here expresses a certain type of relationship
or proximity which differs from generic and specific common-
ness, yet is sufficient for the avoidance of mere equivocation.

28 Ibid., VIL, 5, 250a 4. “If the same force moves the same body a certain
distance in a certain time, it will move it half the distance in half the time, and
half the force will move half of the body an equal distance in an equal time.
If E represents half the force of A, and Z half of the body B, the force and
the weight will be similar (duolws & #xovs:) and analogous (dvdloyor) to each
other, so that each force will move each body an equal distance in an equal time.”
Likewise, 250a 10-15: “ And if, in time A, force E moves Z by T, it does not
necessarily follow that E force will move twice Z by the half of T' in an equal time.
And finally, if A moves B in A by a distance equal to T, it does not follow
that half of A, namely E, will move B in time A, nor in any part of A, over any
part of T or any partof I" which is analogous (dréhoyor) to the totality of T,
in the same way that A is relative to T.” Finally, 250a 25-28: “If there are
two forces and each moves a given body a certain distance in a certain time,
then the combined forces will move a body composed of the two weights an
equal distance in an equal time, for it is analogous (dvdhoyor vap).

2 Ibid., I, 7, 191a 8: émoryry kar’ draloylav.
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Here, then, analogy expresses a broader and suppler similarity
than that of the genus, this similarity being situated between
equivocation and generic unity.

Making a mutual comparison among movements and trying
to determine how realities can be mutually compared, the Phi-
losopher concludes: “ This argument shows that genus is not
some one thing, but that a plurality (moA\d) lies hidden close
to it (mapa 7obro); that some homonyms are far removed
(wohd dméxovoar) , others have a certain similarity (rwa dpoid-
mra) others are close (éyyvs) by reason of genus (yéver) or
analogy (dvahoyiq). This is why they seem not to be homo-
nyms (Spovvpiar).”

De Coelo

In the treatise On the Heavens and the Universe, the Phi-
losopher likewise uses the terms analogue (three times) and
analogy (twice), as well as the verb to analogize (dvaloytleo-
far) (twice) . Analogue expresses a certain relation: “If, then,
the sizes are analogous (dvdhoyov) to the weights and the lesser
weight is that of the smaller size, the greater weight will also
be that of the larger size.” **

Analogy, too, expresses a certain relation. Considering the
relations between weights and temporal spans in regard to what
is mobile, Aristotle emphasizes that temporal spans are in-
versely proportionate to weights: “ Temporal spans have the
analogy (v dvaloyiav) of weights in an inverse way; for

30 Ibid., VIII, 10, 266b 19. Cf. also IV, 8, 215b 29.

31 Ibid. VII, 4, 249a 21-25.

32 De Coelo 1, 6, 278b 3 sq. Likewise, speaking in a hypothetical manner of an
infinite weight, the Philosopher states: “On the one hand, it moves itself in
the measure that it is as heavy as the finite weight, plus something, but, on the
other hand, it does not move itself at all, insofar as what is analogous (dvdheyor)
must be moved according to the transcendent ” (De Coelo I, 6, 274a 6 sq.). Let
us also cite this passage: “. . . one must therefore admit, on the one hand,
that an equal body in an equal time can change an equal body, on the other hand,
that a smaller body in an equal time alters a smaller body and that a larger body
will alter a larger body, the analogue (dvdAoyor) of the altered body to the
altered body being exactly that of the greater body to the smaller body . . .”
{, 7, 2758 7 sq.).
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instance, if half a weight moves in a given time, twice the
weight will move in half that time.” ®

Speaking of lightness, he states: “If the relation between
the solid and the void exceeds a certain analogy (davaloyias)
the body will not be lighter.” ** Finally, the verb to analogize
expresses a calculation, a reasoning: “ Among the mathema-
ticians, those who try to analogize the size of the circum-
ference.”

Meteorologica

In this work Aristotle uses analogue and analogy according
to meanings which are very much like the preceding. Analogue
signifies that diverse realities have similar relations, similar
properties, activities and situations in the midst of their diver-
sity.*® Analogy signifies proportion—thus one can speak of

38 Ibid., I, 6, 273b 32-274a 2.

** Ibid. IV, 2, 809a 14.

38 Ibid., 11, 14, 298a 16: dvahoyltesfai. Likewise II, 13, 293a 31-84 in reference
to a reasoning: ““Fire is nobler than earth and that which is at the limit is
nobler than intermediary things. The circumference and the center, however, are
limits, so that analogizing on this basis [Latin translation: ex his ratiocinantes],
they think that it is not the earth that occupies the center. .. .”

8¢ Meteorologica I, 2, 83%a 18: In regard to the four elements one sees that,
with reference to the two extremes, two intermediate elements are in an analogous
position, drdhoyoy &xet, which is translated into proportionem servans. I, 11, 347b
14: In regard to the three bodies condensed by the cold, two of these bodies,
analogous to the phenomenon of this earth, result from the same causes. ’Avdloyor
is translated into pari ratione. I, 14, 851b 4: Rivers disappear here, are proportion-
ately formed elsewhere . . . *Avdloyor is translated into proportione. II, 5, 362b
32: Having stated the necessity that there should be a region having the same
situation in regard to the other pole as ours in relation to our pole, one can
conclude: It is clear that the rule of the winds will be proportional; ‘Qs dvdMoyor
¢e is translated into proportione. II, 5, 363a 11: In regard to the winds, one
notes that no wind blows from the tropics in the winter, for then there would
have to be another wind blowing from the tropics during the summer, and
this would reestablish the proportion (73 dvdloyow: proportio). III, 2, 372a 5:
In regard to the double rainbow, one notes that, with the exception of the two
outer bands, the bands are proportional (ras &\Aas dvdioyov: proportione). III,
4, 3752 4: Concerning the rainbow, the two other color bands are analogous
(dvdhoyor: proportione respondet). IV, 12, 390a 6: Speaking of what is inter-
mediate in relation to the two extremes (matter and substance), the Philosopher
states: They are “analogous to the extent that they approach the extremes
{dvdroyor: secundum rationem).”
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the equality of common analogy—,*” and according to analogy
indicates a unity distinct from that of the common name.*

By way of summary, we can conclude that in the treatises
on the Philosophy of Nature, analogue expresses primarily a
similarity of relations affecting three terms (for instance,
bodies, sizes, movements, temporal spans, efficacious powers,
weights) ; this relation is expressed by érepov mpos éErepov.
Analogue expresses, too, a similarity existing among certain
states of imperfection or dependency affecting bodies and quali-
ties with regard to other states of perfection or fundamental
conditions affecting these bodies and these qualities.

Analogy qualifies homonyms which are close but of a dif-
ferent proximity than that of genus, and it indicates a unity
distinct from that of a common name (when there is a generic
unity there is a common name, when there is no generic unity
there is no common name). Analogy, then, expresses a simi-
larity of relations and also a relation.

C. Philosophy concerning the Living

In the treatises on the Philosophy concerning the Living
the terms analogue and analogy are used more explicitly and
more frequently. This is very clear in the treatises On the
Parts of Animals and the History of Animals, but it is evident,
too, in the tracts On the Soul and On Generation and Corrup-
tion. In the treatise On the Soul the term analogue signifies
having a relation, a correspondence:

It seems that smell is analogous to taste (&vdloyov &xew mpds ww
yebow: similem rationem subire . . . ad gustum), and likewise that
the species of taste are analogous to the species of smell.?®* We must
also extend what belongs to the parts of the whole of the living

3 Ibid. 1, 3, 240a 4: “If there were two elements to fill the intermediate
region between earth and heaven, the air would far exceed the quality of common
proportion which must be maintained among bodies of the same order” (v4»
lobmyTa Tis kowds dvaloylas gloroixa: communis rationis).

*8 Ibid., 1V, 9, 387b 8: “ There are no common names for wooden bodies, bones,
or hair, but they are all analogously in the same nomenclature (ka7 dvaloylav:
propter similitudinem) .

% On the Soul, 11, 9, 421a 16-17.
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body, for there is a proportion: (dvdloyov éxe: est rationum simi-
litudo) as the part is to the part, so is the total sensation towards
the body in its totality, as such.*® There seems to be an analogue
(&vdroyor &xew) between the sharp and the blunt in touch, since the
sharp stabs in a certain way and the blunt pushes in a certain
way inasmuch as one movement oceurs in a short time, the other
movement in a long time, so that, as a result, the one is quick, the
other is slow.#> But certain objects have an analogous smell and
flavor (my dvddoyor douiyy xai xupdv): I refer, for instance, to the
fact that they have a sweet smell and a sweet flavor.? Being
awake is analogous (&vdroyor) to contemplation, sleeping to its
possession but not to the act of using it.*?

Analogue is also used to express that which is capable of
tulfilling a similar function:

One asks what the organ of touch is: is it the flesh and the
analogue (r6 dvdhoyov) of the flesh for those who do not have
flesh? ¢* . . . roots are the analogue of the mouth, for both absorb
food. . . .* Like (&s) the head of animals, thus (ofrws) the roots
of plants, if we judge the different or the same organs by their
operations.®

We see that in the treatise On the Soul analogue undoubtedly
always has the same meaning but with new nuances and deline-
ations; there is more insistence on relation than on similarity
among relations. Moreover, there seems to be a new meaning
for analogue, the analogue of function, a meaning which is
well developed in the treatise On the Parts of Animals. In
this treatise, investigating the reason why men have not
designated aquatic and flying animals by the same name and
united them in the same genus, the Philosopher recognizes
the basis for the ordinary classification:

“ Ibid., 1, 421b 23-25.

4 Ibid., 8, 420b 1-4.

“2 Ibid. 9, 421a 28. Let us take note also of III, 7, 431a 22: Speaking of the
common sense, he specifies that it is one analogously (& 7§ dvdhoyor) and
numerically (7§ dpibud).

5 Ibid., 11, 1, 412a 25; 412b 28; 4132 1.

¢ Ibid., 11, 422b 21; 428a 15.

** Ibid. 1, 412b 2.

¢ Ibid., 4, 416a 4 sq.
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In fact all groups differing among one another only by excess and
degree are united in a single genus; on the contrary, all analogous
groups (éxe 10 dvdhoyor) are separated. I am speaking, for instance,
of a bird which differs {from another bird only by degree, or, in
other words, by excess (one has large wings, the other has small
wings), whereas fish differ from birds by analogue (+§ dvdAoyor)
(what the feather is for one, the scale is for the other). It is not
easy, however, to apply this method to all animals, since most of
them have the same analogue among themselves (dvdhoyov ratrd) .47

The Philosopher makes a clear distinction among the dif-
ferences which are reduced to the more and the less, achieved
within one and the same genus, and those which cannot be
reduced to the same genus, yet all having a similar functional
relation. This is what he calls analogous, “ as is the case be-
tween man and fish, so also between bone and fishbone.” *
Beyond the diversity among genera one can perceive certain
similarities on the functional level. What the bone is in the
morphology of man, the fishbone is in the morphology of the
fish. The Philosopher himself says: “By analogy I under-
stand the fact that while some possess a lung, others do not,
yet these others have another organ which takes the place of
the lung. Likewise some have blood, while others have what
is analogous and possessing the same power (8dvauw) that the
blood has in the sanguinous animals. . ..” *

Having specified what must be understood by “ actions
common to all living things,” unlike those which are common
according to genus or species, the Philosopher again says:
“Indeed, some animals have something in common according

7 Parts of Animals, 1, 4, 644a 16-23. Ci. J. M. Le Blond, Aristote, Philosophe
de la Vie, Le livre premier du traité sur les parties des animaux (Paris: Aubier,
1945), p. 178, note 125: “ Analogy excludes any direct resemblance among the
parts, it comprises only an indirect similarity in a comparison of the relation
between the organs and their functions. Thus the scale is to the fish what the
feather is to the bird, the bone is to man what the spine is to the fish.” Cf.
p. 65: “ Returning to the subject frequently, Aristotle clearly distinguishes between
these similarities of structure within a single genus and the analogues or functional
simalarities existing among various genera.”

*8 Parts of Animals, 1, 4, 644b 12.

40 Jbid., 5, 645b 6-10 (Aéyw & dvdhoyor); cf. 11, 8, 653b 85; 11, 2, 648a 5.
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to analogy (76 kowdv kar’ dvaloyiav) , others according to genus,
others according to species.” *® This something-in-common-
according-to-analogy seems to be something even more com-
mon than what is common according to genus, since it implies
only a similarity among relations which can be understood in
relation to functions (wpdfess), ends, faculties, organs, and even
parts of the living thing.®

Certain ““ analogical ” comparisons in the Parts of Animals
seem to be very close to simple metaphorical comparisons, as,
for example: “ The fins are to fish what oars are for boats.” **
In the tract On the Soul Aristotle himself uses xara peradopav
to describe a reasoning which he could have qualified as ka7
dvaloytay in his treatise on the Parts of Animals:

Likewise (domep) as colors are not seen without light, so (ofrws)
the acute and the grave are not heard without sound. According
to the metaphor (kard peragopiv) these are said of tangible objects
since the acute moves the senses in little time and more lastingly,
the grave slowly and more passingly. Nevertheless the acute is not
what is quick, and the grave is not what is slow, but a similar
movement is produced through rapidity on one hand and through
slowness on the other.*®

Is there a new delineation of Aristotle’s thought in the tract
On the Soul? We must specify the relation and the difference,
existing in the Philosopher’s thought, between the xard pera-
dopav and the kar’ dvaroylav. What is certain is that analogy,
as he conceives it, plays a very important role in the inquiries

50 Ibid., 1, 5, 645b 26-28.

1 Ibid., 11, 8, 650a 35. Aristotle speaks of the analogue of blood in animals who
do not have any blood, blood being deemed the inherent nourishment of san-
guinous animals: “If blood exists in sanguinous animals, it is for the purpose
of feeding them.” Likewise, with reference to the brain of sanguinous animals, the
Philosopher states that there is an analogous organ in the octopus (I, 7, 652b 25).
The brain produces sleep in animals having a brain, in brainless animals the
analogue [produces it] (II, 7, 653a 11).

5% Ibid., IV, 694b 9-10.

5 On the Soul, II, 8, 420a 27 sq. Speaking about the imagination, Aristotle
specifies: “ Leaving aside all metaphorical usage of this term (xard ueragpopiy
Aéyoper), we can say that is only a faculty and a state through which we judge
and through which we can be in truth or error” (III, 3, 428a 2).
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about the Parts of Animals. This is easily understood, since
the Philosopher seeks especially to grasp the proper causes
and, among them, the final cause in view whereof the parts
of the living thing exist. For nature makes the organs for the
work (mpds 70 €pyov) and not the work for the organs.®* The
mpdéis and the épyov finalize the organic parts of the living.
In the treatise on the Generation of Animals analogue is used
fairly often (twelve times), the xar avaloyiav once, as also
the verb to andlogize. Analogue is used primarily, as in the
Parts of Animals, to express a similar function, “ that which
corresponds,” “ that which takes the place of,” as, for example,
the analogue of grease,* the analogue of blood,* the analogue
of the seed,’” the analogue of the menstrua,®® the analogue of
the heart,”® the analogue of the flesh,* the analogue of the
teeth,’* the analogue of the hair.®* But it signifies, too, “ the
fact of having the analogue” or “implying a proportion.”
According to analogy is used, along with according to simi-
larity, in reference to the sexes of plants as compared with the
sexes of animals.®* The verb to analogize means to estimate or
reflect.®®

In the treatise on the History of Animals, analogue has pri-
marily the same meaning—to have a similar function—as in

4 Parts of Animals, IV, 12, 694b 18-14.

5% Generation of Animals, I, 19, 727b 4; 7d dvdhoyor is translated as respondet
and, in Sylv. Maurus, as proportionale.

% Ibid. 20, 728a 20, and 19, 726b 2: 75 dvdhoyor is translated as respondet.

ST Ibid., 19, 7272 8: 87 dwdhoyor &s Tols dppecw § yorhy olrw Tois OGfhest TH
karaugra (dvddoyor is translated as respondet).

58 Ibid., 20, 729a 22.

% Ibid., 11, 1, 785a 24-26: 70 Tabry dvdhoyor, translated as quod cordi respondet;
I1, 5, 741b 16; 6, 742b 37.

% Ibid., II, 6, 743a 10.

®t Ibid., 745b 10: T& dvdhoyor Tois d8ofow, translated as respondet.

%2 Ibid., V, 3, 782a 31.

*5 Ibid., 111, 10, 760a 12: A kal Exer dvdhoyby wws # ye o abrdy (translation:
proportio) .

S Ibid., 1, 1, 715b 20: ka8 dpoibryra xal xar’ dvadoylay Aéyera: (translation:
proportione) .

® 1bid.,, V, 8, 783b 382: ’Avaloyloyra:r (translation: reputet and, in Sylv.
Maurus, cogitet).
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the Parts of Animals and in the Generation of Animals: the
analogue of the matrix,*® the analogue of the organ of touch,”
the analogue of feet and wings,*® the analogue of the breast,*
of blood and veins (lymph and fibers),” of the flesh,” of
bones,” of hair,”® of veins, nerves and skin,” the air that we
breathe.™

Analogue expresses similarity, appropriateness.” As affecting
the qualities of men and animals, analogue expresses something
other than their identity and their relationship; it is the third
type of unity between parts.™

The expression xar” dvaloylav is utilized three times to ex-
press a special type of unity existing among organic parts, yet
neither the generic identity nor the specific identity nor the
identity according to more or less, but according to analogy; ™
in other words, what is said of identity can be said of the
difference among the parts.*

¢ History of Animals, I, 8, 489a 14.

8% Ibid., 3, 489a 22.

88 Ibid. 4, 489a 29.

* Ibid., 11, 1, 497b 33: dvdloyor éxe; II, 12, 508b 81: 78 drdhoyor rworibe
(translation: quodque pectoris vicem gerit).

" Ibid., 111, 2, 511b 4.

" Ibid., 511b 6.

"2 Ibid., 7, 516b 14.

"8 Ibid., 10, 517b 3: 7é» dvdhoyor (translation: quae ipsorum gerunt vicem).

" Ibid., 16, 519b 26-28.

8 Ibid., VIII, 2, 580b 18,

"¢ Ibid., 11, 1, 6501a 8.

" Ibid., 1, 1, 487a 5: dvdhoyor is translated as conveniunt.

"8 Ibid., VIII, 1, 588b 3; 74 & drdAoyor is distinguished from radra and from
wapariiowe (translation: proportione, eadem, similia).

" Ibid., 1, 1, 486b 19: ka7’ dvaloylav (translation: similitudine and, in Sylv.
Maurus, proportione quadam) .

8 Ibid., 2, 488b 82. Speaking of the organs through which the animals take
their food, the Philosopher states that these organs are identical (radrd) or
diverse (&repa). This diversity is either rar’ eldos or xa Umepoxiv or xar
dvahoylay or through position (rff 6éoer). Likewise I, 6, 491a 19, where Aristotle
returns to the various modalities of diversity: through form (efSe), through
excess (Smepoxf), through analogy (dvaloylg), through the contrariety of affec-
tions. ("Avaloyla is translated as convenientia). Cf. also II, 1, 497b 11: Certain
animals differ generically and are one by analogy (ka7 dvaloylayr 7 yéver Erepa),
others are generically identical and specifically different.
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In these various texts of the treatises On the Soul, the Parts
of Animals, the Generation and the History of Animals, it is
easy to see that analogue is employed especially to express
“ what fulfills the function of,” “ what takes the place of,” and,
therefore, what is known only through another and through the
similarity of its function. Analogue expresses a vital function
which we know through its similarity to another vital function.
It signifies, also, relation or proportion.

In fact, the term analogy is used much less frequently; it is
used only in the tract On the Soul. Is there a reason for this?
When used, this is with a view to characterizing a type of unity
and difference that cannot be expressed in terms of genus or
species and which, nevertheless, is neither identity nor equi-
vocation.

D. First Philosophy

In the First Philosophy Aristotle uses the terms analogue
and analogy explicitly only a few times (analogue, eight times;
analogy, four times), but he uses them with great precision.
Again we find analogue with the meaning of what takes the
place of, plays the role of, and this time in reference to sub-
stance. Speaking of substance, the Philosopher specifies: “ Dif-
ferences are never substance, not even in their union with
matter; they are, however, the analogue of substance in all
these cases. Moreover, just as in the definitions of substances
what is predicated of matter is the act itself, so in these other
definitions it will be what is the most actual.” ®

To discern an analogy is to discern what cannot be defined
through genus and specific difference but implies a relation; and
in order to manifest the full force of this relation, one shows
the manner in which it is achieved in various cases. The act
as end-term of “ that which is ” is discovered by induction in a
synoptic view bringing the analogue to light:

The act which we propose can be elucidated through induction
starting with particular cases. We must not seek to define every-

8 Meta. H, 2, 1043a 4-7.
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thing, we must also know how to discern the analogue (v§ dvdroyor)
in a synoptic view (owoepiar). The act will then be as the person
who builds is to the person who has the faculty to build, he who is
awake to him who sleeps, he who sees to him who has his eyes
shut but possesses sight, that which has been separated from
matter to matter, what is elaborated to what is not.®?

Within a synthetic view, grasping an analogue is clearly op-
posed to knowing through genus and specific difference, a
knowledge proper to definition. Here we see a very interesting
connection between induction and the analogue. It is easy to
recognize that act is not said of all things in the same way but
according to the analogue®® Analogue expresses a unity of a
special type, a unity which exceeds generic diversity. Dis-
cussing the variety of causes and elements in relation to various
beings—dAha 3¢ dMwv—, Aristotle observes: “ The principles
are the same through the analogue . . . but &\\a 7e¢ d\hots kai
dMws 3 8 likewise: “ Things which are not in the same genus
have various causes, except for the analogue.” ® Analogical
unity exists beyond the variety of attributions and modalities
of being. One speaks of the one analogue in connection with
being,*® and of the analogue within each category of being.®
Analogy characterizes a particular unity. Discussing the one,
the Philosopher specifies that one can be understood in refer-
ence to number, species, or genus, and then adds: according to
analogy ka7’ dvaloyiav; they are all things which are related as
one to another (Soa &xer ds dAho mpos dAlo) B Aristotle speci-
fies: “ What is one in number is also one in species, while what
is one in species is not always one in number; everything that is
one in species is also one in genus, but what is one in genus
is not always one in species, but can only be one according to

82 Ibid., ©, 6, 1048a 35 sq.

83 Ibid., 1048b 7: &AN’ 4 7@ dvdhoyor is clearly distinguished from éuolws.

8 Ibid., A, 5, 1071a 4: 7§ dvdroyor and 4, 1070b 17.

85 Ibid., 1071a 26: wA\yy 74 dvdloyow.

8 Ibid., N, 6, 1093b 18: év 8¢ 7§ dvdloyor.

87 Ibid., 1093b 19: “ As the straight is in length, so the level is in surface,
perhaps the odd in number, the white in color.” This further explains the analogue
and &s . . . ofirws is used.

8 Ibid., A, 8, 1016b 32-35.
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analogy; what is one according to analogy is not always one
according to genus.” * This clearly shows that unity according
to analogy is deemed the weakest unity since it does not imply
a common form as does generic unity, but only a unity of rela-
tions in diversity. This text manifests the very particular
character of this ultimate unity according to analogy as imply-
ing a certain universality ® which is achieved d\o &év dA\e.™

E. Human Philosophy

In Aristotle’s human philosophy, namely, Ethics and Politics,
we see that he makes fairly frequent use of the terms analogue
and analogy. In the Ethics, analogue is used to express a simi-
lar relation, a certain resemblance. Speaking about the activi-
ties which serve as a basis for the acquisition of a virtue,
Aristotle states that they are the same as those which lead
to its corruption, the same [analogue having reference] to the
builders of a house. . . %2

Analogue signifies the middle between two extremes. The
following is said on the subject concerning what is just: “In
distribution the just is a middle in relation to the extremes,
which are outside the analogue (mapa 70 dvdhoyov) for the
analogue is the middle, and the just is the analogue.” ** Ana-
logue expresses the proportion of reciprocity which must exist
between unequal friends. If one is superior in virtue, he can be
the friend of someone who exceeds him in his social status;

8% Ibid., 1016b 86-1017a 3.

°® Ibid., A, 4, 1070a 31-33: “ The causes and the principles of various beings
in one sense are different (4\\w»), but, if one speaks in a universal way and
according to analogy, in another sense they are the same for all beings.” Cf.
ibid., N, 2, 1089b 4.

*1Ibid., A, 4, 1070b 26-27.

°2 Nie, Eth. II, 1, 1108b 9. Cf. I1, 8, 1108b 26: “ The coward calls the brave
man rash and the rash man calls him a coward, and the analogous occurs in other
cases ”; and VII, 6, 1148b 10-18: “ The insufficiency of the physician or the
agent is not a vice, but analogously like a vice (¢ dvdhoyor duolar).”

8 Ibid., V, 6, 1181b 11. Cf. 7, 1181b 29-32: “The distributive mean occurs
kaTd Tov Aéyov . . . the unjust occurs wapa 78 dvdroyor. Cf. 9, 1134a 8-12; Great
Ethics A, 34, 1193b 86-37: “ Since the just is analogously equal, 70 & drdhoyor
& Térrape ylverar éhaxlorons.”



24 M.-D. PHILIPPE

otherwise there could be no proportionate equality.® Analogue
qualifies friendships in order to manifest their degrees.*®

Analogy is used with even greater precision. Criticizing
Plato’s “Idea of Good ” and showing that this idea does not
exist, the Philosopher asks:

But what then is meant by the word good? It does not seem to be
a question of homonyms by chance (éxd tixys). Rather it is a
question of homonyms proceeding from a single principle (¢
é&vos) or of homonyms converging to a single end (wpés &) or, still
better, it is a question about things receiving the same name
through analogy (xar’ dvadoyiav). Thus what sight is to the body,
the intellect is to the soul, one in the other (dAlo & dAro).%®

And when he himself wants to specify what the good is he
observes:

In fact it is self-evident. The good is one thing in one action,
something else in another. Likewise, it is one thing in one art,
something else in another; it is one thing in medicine, something
else in strategy, and so on. What, then, is the good in each of these
acts? But what could it be, if not that for whose sake the rest is
done? In medicine it is health, in strategy victory, in architecture
a house, in another art something else; but in every external action,
as in every moral intention, it is the end, since whatever anyone
does is done for the sake of the end. .. .**

Thus the good is victory, health, a house . . . The good is
achieved in various realities, each, however, having something
similar, since each is an end to another, the end being * for
the sake of which ” everything else is sought and accomplished.
This is what is meant by saying that the good is said according
to analogy. Here, then, analogy expresses a particular type of
unity in diversity, namely, a unity of relations in the diversity
among existing realities.

Aristotle here distinguishes unity in diversity from pure
equivocation, which proceeds from the same origin or a single

®4 Ibid., VIII, 7, 1158a 35-86: odx lodter dvdhoyor. *Just as friendship lasts
by reason of the analogue, so, too, the city.” Cf. also V, 8, 1132b 33-34.

8 Ibid., VIII, 14, 1162b 15.

o8 Ibid., 1, 4, 1096b 26-29.

7 Ibid., 5, 1097a 16 sq.
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end, since in the last two cases unity can still remain extrinsic
(the origin and the end), while a similarity of relation is in-
herent in diversity.

On the subject of virtue Aristotle discusses the concept of
the middle. The middle is the equidistant point between two
extremes.

If we agree that ten is many and two is few, we shall arrive at the
relative middle by taking six, for six exceeds one of the extremes
in an amount equal to that whereby it is exceeded by the other
extreme. Thus we obtain a middle according to arithmetical
analogy (xard ™y dpilbuyrucyy dvadoylav) 28

This is the first time that we encounter this aspect of the so-
called arithmetical analogy, which is distinguished from geo-
metrical analogy (for instance, two is to four what four is to
eight) . It would be useless to discuss this at the present, since
we shall encounter these distinctions especially in the matter
of justice. Analyzing what justice is, Aristotle concludes:
“ Justice achieves a certain kind of proportion ” which can be
easily understood, since the fact of being proportionate is not
a character proper to abstract numbers but a general property
of numbers.

Analogy (% dvaroyle) is an equality of relations (iodrys Adywr) re-
quiring at least four terms. It is evident that a discontinuous
proportion comprises four terms, but the same applies to the con-
tinuous proportion; in fact, in this latter case, a single term plays
the role of two terms and appears twice. For instance, if length A
is to length B as length B is to length C, we observe that length B
appears twice, so that by posing this length B twice, we obtain four
proportionate terms (rérrapa éorar 78 dvddoya) ®® Now the econcept
of the just also implies four terms, at least four, and in each group
of two terms the relation (6 Adyos) is the same; indeed the lengths
representing the persons and the parts are divided in similar fashion.
Consequently (&s), term A is to term B as (o¥rws) term C is to
term D, so that the whole is to the whole [in the same relation].*°
The mathematicians call this geometrical analogy (dvaloyiay yewpe-

%8 Ibid., I1, 5, 1106a 29-36; cf. Plato, Timaeus 36A.
% Ibid., V, 6, 1181a 31 sq.
10 Ibid., 1131b 8-7.
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rpucyy) , for, as we recall, in a geometric proportion the whole is to
the whole as each [part] is in relation to each [part], [which means
that the sum of the first and third terms is to the sum of the second
and fourth terms as one term from one of the two relations is to
the other term].t** This analogy (adry % dvaroyia) is not continuous,
since no term is numerically one for a person as for a thing (
kai 6).1°* The just distribution of the common good is always
according to analogy (kard v dvadoyiav), the kind [of analogy]
mentioned above.*® In individual transactions the just is a certain
equality, and injustice an inequality, but not according to this
kind of] analogy (kard ™ d&varoyiav &elvpp), but according to
arithmetical analogy.l** The equal is the intermediate between
what is the greatest and what is the smallest according to arith-
metical analogy (kard mw dpibunrucy dvadoylav) 108

Discussing the theory of the Pythagoreans who seemed to
identify justice with reciprocity, Aristotle shows that recipro-
city can be identified neither with distributive justice nor with
commutative justice. Nevertheless,

in associations for exchange, it is justice under its form of recipro-
city that holds men together according to an analogy (xard éva-
Moylav) and not according to strict equality, since the city remains
by reciprocally making an analogue (t6 évrimoteiv dvdroyor) 2% Cross-
conjunction assures reciprocity, and this according to analogy
(7w kat’ qvadoylav) 27 1If, for instance, A is an architect, B is a shoe-
maker, C a house, and D a shoe, then the architect must receive
from the shoemaker the result of the latter’s work and in return
give him his own work. If, then, in the first place there is equality
according to analogy (76 kard 7y dvadoylav loov), if next there is a
reciprocal exchange, then the solution will be obtained.'®® There
will be reciprocity, then, when the goods have been made equal,
so that the relation between a farmer and a shoemaker will be
the same as between the farmer’s work and the shoemaker’s
work.'?® Nevertheless they must not be forced into the form of
analogy (els oxjpa & dvedoyias) after they have effected the ex-
change.**?

1% Ibid., 7, 1181b 12 sq. 108 Ibid., 8, 1132b 81-34.
192 Ihid., 1181b 15-16. 107 Ibid., 1133a 5-6.

%2 Ibid., 1131b 27-29. 108 Ibid., 1133a 7-11.

194 Thid., 1181b 32-1132a 2. 1%° Ibid,, 1183a 81-33.

198 Ibid., 1132a 29-30.
110 Ibid., 1138b 1-6. In reference to this text, R. A. Gauthier makes the following
observation: “ The expression which must be put into a proportion (els oxfua
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And finally here is Aristotle’s explanation of justice:

Justice is a disposition by virtue whereof the just man is defined
as the person who is apt to do what is just by deliberate choice,
the person who, in a distribution to be effected either between him-
self and another or between two other persons, does not give him-
self too large a part of the desired good and too small a portion
to his neighbor . . . but gives each a proportionately equal part
(10 lgov Tod kot dvadoyiav) and acts similarly when the distribution
is made among thirds (dAlg wpos dArov) [literally: from another
to another].}**

On the subject of political justice, Aristotle writes: * This
concept of the just is what must reign among men who are
associated with a view to self-sufficient justice, men who are
free and equal, equal either according to analogy (xar’ dvaho-
vitav) or according to number (ka7 dpifudy).” **?

From these various textual excerpts it is easy to see that the
meaning of analogy is not always the same. In the first text,
which concerns the search for the good, according to analogy
expresses the final unity of function in diversity, whereas in
the texts wherein Aristotle discusses geometrical or arithmetical
analogy or even equality according to analogy, this analogy,
still signifying an equality of relations and therefore a unity
in diversity, remains very close to the mathematical schema,
obviously transposed and applied to the case of the just and
the mean.

Analogy, then, expresses an equality of relations among four
terms. This equality of relations is achieved according to the
arithmetic or geometric type of analogy. It is distinguished,
on the one hand, from absolute equality, and, on the other,
from pure diversity. It maintains a certain equality in diversity.

dvaroylas &yew) refers to the formula A 4+ D:B 4 C=A:B; in this formula D
cannot be just anything but must be reduced to equality, without which the
proportion could not be verified. Consequently, one sees why this determination
of D has to be effected before the exchange; if one thought of this function only
after the exchange, the two parts would first have to enter into the possession of
what is theirs and then start their exchange over again” (R. A. Gauthier,
L’Ethique & Nicomaque, ed. Nauwelaerts [Louvain-Paris, 1958], p. 383).

111 Ibid., 9, 11342 1-6.

112 I'bid., 10, 1184a 26-28.
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Even through the sole excerpts of the various texts wherein
Aristotle makes explicit use of the terms analogue and analogy
it is easy to become aware of the different meanings of these
two terms. Analogue signifies either a relation of similarity
among various realities or diverse functions, or a particular
type of unity neither generic nor specific nor purely equivocal,
but a unity which maintains something common in the midst
of diversity; or a similarity of proportions (through which
there remains a certain conformity permitting the making of
certain metaphors, certain metaphorical comparisons), or a
similarity of proportion allowing an induction or special reason-
ing, or an equality of relations of the arithmetical or geometric
type.

When Aristotle speaks of arithmetical or geometric analogy,
it is easy to grasp the mathematical origin of such a notion.
Nevertheless, we should not resultantly pretend that for Aris-
totle analogy remains a simple transposition of a mathematical
notion into the philosophical domain. This would be a pro-
found misunderstanding of the nature of analogy as under-
stood by the Philosopher. The origin of a notion is one thing,
the meaning conferred upon it through use is quite another
matter.

It would seem, indeed, that Aristotle uses analogy to express
a similarity of relations which are primarily of a qualitative
rather than a quantitative order. The analogies extracted on
the subject of the vital functions of animals reveal this very
well; these analogies are taken from the aspect of finality.
Obviously, when Aristotle speaks of justice or discusses equality
according to analogy, the qualitative aspect is less visible;
nevertheless this aspect remains, since it is a question more of
similarity than of true equality, precisely because analogy is
opposed to strict quantitative equality and aims at maintain-
ing a kind of unity in the midst of diversity.

In the Politics we again encounter the terms analogue
(twelve times), analogy (three times) and the verb to ana-
logize. Analogue expresses a profound correspondence among
political functions pertinent to various regimes; their ana-
logous (similar) role is brought to light as something more
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basic than their diversity.'*®* Analogue expresses a relationship
among various political orders wherein certain common ele-
ments, customs, and practices appear as more basic than the
diversity among these orders.** It expresses similar relations,
a similarity among relations,’® a due and just proportion; the
analogous cannot exist among unequals.'*®

Analogue qualifies a harmonious political growth, while a
growth which is not analogous, that is, outside the analogue, is
a cause of revolt." As the vital growth is organic, so must the
growth be within the political community.

To consider certain qualities according to analogy is no
longer to examine them in themselves or for themselves but
in the function of their proper effects.”® In this way we can
investigate ““the just and the equal according to analogy,”
that is, in the functioning of a complete political system.'*®

Analogy also expresses a harmonious and reciprocal mixture
of qualities and quantities (wpos dA\Anha).'*® The verb to ana-
logize means to compare, to think in comparisons.***

* * *

112 Politics II, 11, 1272b 87: “ The kings and the council of the elders are
analogous to the kings and elders of Sparta.” ("Avd\oyor is translated as respon-
dentes and, in Sylv. Maurus, as comparatione et proportione quadam respondentes) .

34 Ibid., 10, 1271b 40: “ The Cretan order is analogous (¥xet dvdhoyor) to that
of the Lacedemonians . . . the two have meals in common . . .” (CAvdloyor is
translated as proportione quadam respondet). Likewise IV, 4, 1292a 18-21; 14,
1298a 32.

138 Ibid., VII, 1, 18238b 18: “So that, if the soul is nobler in itself and for
us than the body and riches, the best condition of the former must be analogous
to the latter.” 14, 1833a 27: There is a similarity of relation between the parts
of the soul and its proper functions. ("Avd\oyor is translated as similis ratio).

118 1bid., V, 1, 1301b 27: “Inequality is everywhere a cause of revolution,
whenever the proportional is not distributed to the unequal.” (’Avdloyov is trans-
lated as id quod proportione debetur). Cf. 4, 1303b 30-84: “so that even a small
error at the beginning is analogous to other errors in their parts.”

127 Ibid., 2, 1302b 8. Among the causes of political change Aristotle cites the
growth which occurs outside the proportional, mapi 76 dvdhoyor. Cf. also 8,
1302b 34-35 and 40. This proportional growth maintains the symmetry (ovu-
uerpla) of the parts.

118 Ihid., 111, 12, 1282b 40: «xard r9v dvadoylav.

219 1bid., V, 1, 1801a 27: 70 xar’ dvaloylay {oov.

190 Tpid. TV, 12, 1296b 25.

121 Ihid., VI, 1320b 20: dvaloyifbuevor.
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Considering these excerpts, let us try to specify the principal
meaning of the terms under scrutiny. Let us first observe the
completely different way wherein the Philosopher makes use
of the terms dvd\oyov and avaloyia. Avdloyov is not declined; **?
but it is used in many different ways: éx 700 davdloyow, Tév
dvdloyov, 70 dvdloyov évallaf, mepl 10D dvdloyov, kard TO Avd-

Noyov OF wapd 70 . .., T® . . . , TO dvdloyov &xew, TOlS . . . , TS
d\\as . . . 70 dvdhoyov éoTw, Tis . . . , Tt dvdhoyor. Whereas dva-

Moyta is declined, we encounter: xar dvaloyiav, év 74 dvaloyiq T7s
kowds dvahoytas. What difference is there between dvdloyov
and dvaloyia? It seems that dvdloyov explicitly expresses the
fact that a given reality, a given activity, implies a relation,
a similarity of relation with another given reality, another given
activity. Thus it expresses a concrete situation.

’Avaloyia expresses the formal aspect of this concrete state,
that by virtue of which the dvd\oyow is dvdloyov. It is the ab-
stract form, one might say, of this concrete state. It seems
that the Pythagoreans and the mathematicians especially made
use of this abstract form, which is found in Plato, too. While
Aristotelian analogy is characterized by a more frequent use of
the concrete form, the latter is not only a manner of looking at
reality, a method of thought, but also a manifestation of some-
thing real, a manner of existence within reality itself.

The few explicit definitions of dvdhoyov and dvaloyia pro-
vided by the Philosopher should be clearly indicated.

I say analogue when the second term is related to the first in a
way similar to that whereby the fourth is related to the third.
One may then use the fourth term in the place of the second.!*
I understand by analogue the fact that certain animals have a lung,
that others have no lung, but have an organ which takes the place
of the lung.'** Analogy is an equality of relations (Adyev) requiring
at least four terms.'?®

122 Only once in the Ethics do we find 74 dvddoya (Nic. Eth. V, 6, 1131b 3)
and kar’ dvaloyiar (V, 8, 1133a 6).

128 Poetics 21, 1457b 16.

324 Parts of Animals 1, 5, 645b 7.

125 Nie. Eth. V, 6, 1131a 32.
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These definitions show that analogue expresses a similarity
among relations, a similarity among functions, and analogy
expresses an equality of relations.

Do these definitions manifest a development in Aristotle’s
thought? Is the Nicomachean Ethics older than the other
two writings? This is possible. Aristotle would have made the
definition of analogy more flexible by examining the analogue
more concretely. However, does this situation not exist rather
by reason of the matter under investigation? In the Poetics
and in the Parts of Animals Aristotle discusses the life of the
intellect and life in its principal functions, whereas in the Fifth
Book of the Ethics he is concerned with justice, which implies
equality; the analogy in justice implies an equality of rela-
tions; it is an analogy restricted to this particular matter.

Are these definitions of Aristotle exhaustive? We do not
think so, inasmuch as analogue and analogy escape definition,
since essentially they are among the indefinables. This is why
we must rather deem these definitions to be the prime modali-
ties of analogue and analogy. It is our first way of perceiving
them, but not all of their meanings can be reduced to these
first modalities; this would involve forgetfulness anent the
very nature of analogue and analogy.

When Aristotle says, “ Certain objects have an analogous
smell and flavor, I refer, for instance, to the fact that they have
a sweet smell and a sweet flavor,” *** we face a different type
of analogue not implying more than three terms. We are in
the presence of a term attributed differently to two different
realities. And when he states, “ the sense of smell seems to be
analogous to taste,” **" analogous expresses a relation, a certain
similarity, an appropriateness **® in the manner of functioning
in these functions. There remain, then, only two terms ex-
plained in relation to each other.

Analogue can express also a harmony between part in rela-
tion to the whole, and this enables us to speak of an analogical

128 On the Soul 11, 9, 421a 27-28.
127 Ibid. 421a 16.
128 Rhetoric III, 7, 1408a 10-14.
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growth: Analogue, too, expresses the middle between two
extremes.

Finally, this term expresses a special type of unity, distinet
from the unity of genus and species; it is no longer a unity
proceeding from the form, it is a unity in diversity, very close
to homonymy.

Analogy formalizes what the analogue expresses. There is a
distinction between arithmetical and geometric analogy, as well
as between the ka7 dvaloytav and similarity. According to
analogy, too, is distinguished from what is proper and always
expresses something common. We specity, therefore, that unity
according to analogy is a unity achieved in diversity,—ds dAho,
wpods d\ho. It implies a relation, an orientation (ordo ad).

Analogue and analogy always imply an orientation. This
is possibly the fundamental element, the basic core. In the
similarity among relations, the orientation becomes a reciprocal
ortentation, like a twofold orientation.

Analogue and analogy aid a mind which cannot be satisfied
with univocal knowledge through genus and specific difference
and therefore tries, despite its poverty and limitations, to
grasp reality in the most profound way possible, indeed, all
realities, including those which it does not grasp immediately.

Normally, analogue and analogy increase our immediate
knowledge under a twofold perspective, namely, comprehension
and extension, in the area of the knowledge of universal prin-
ciples and concepts, as well as in the area of sensible knowl-
edge (the metaphor). One could say that, within this twofold
perspective, there is, as it were, an excellence, an opening, by
reason of this orientation. Our univocal knowledge is fully
determined and limited; it is, as it were, closed upon itself,
whereas our knowledge according to analogy is no longer fully
determined but remains open.

To have a better grasp of this attempt to transcend, we should
focus our attention upon a careful investigation of the various
realities, the various terms, and the various principles which
are called analogous or which are investigated according to
analogy. One cannot deny that there are some treatises where-
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in the Philosopher uses these terms more than in others. In his
logical treatises these expressions are used most frequently in
the Posterior Analytics in reference to principles, which are the
most qualitative element in logic. This usage is even more
frequent in the Rhetoric, at least in reference to the metaphor.
And here again, is not the metaphor the most qualitative ele-
ment in rhetoric?

In his Philosophy of Nature Aristotle uses these terms espe-
cially in reference to movement, with a view to specifying the
connections existing among movement, temporal span, magni-
tude, etc.; he uses them in the Meteorologica to characterize
what 1Is Intermediate in relation to the extremes, what the
position of the part is in relation to the whole. However, the
most frequent use of these two terms is encountered in the
philosophy concerning the living thing, with a view to expres-
sing similar functions among various living things, as well as
certain similarities among the various parts of the same thing.
In the First Philosophy these expressions are used especially
in reference to act, to one, and to principles. They are used
in the human philosophy as regards justice and friendship, in
the Politics as regards social functions.

It is easy to see that Aristotle makes the most frequent use
of these terms in connection with the problems about unity,
potency and act, and common principles. We think that this
happens not by chance but because the examination of these
problems specifically demands the use of the excellence-method.
Movement and vital functions are modalities of act. One sup-
poses act and manifests its nature; the multiple follows upon
potency. By reason of their irreversibility, principles are the
units of our judgments.

As soon as the Philosopher touches upon the problem of act
and potency, he can no longer define quidditatively, he can no
longer understand other than by way of analogy. It seems that,
for Aristotle, the problem about the end, grasped at various
levels, makes a special demand for the use of this new method
for approaching the real.

To confirm this hypothesis let us make a rapid comparison
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between the manner wherein Plato speaks of analogy and the
manner wherein he uses it with that of Aristotle. This will
enable us to raise the question about the possible development
of Aristotle in this field.

Obviously one can deem all of Plato’s work to be a manifes-
tation of the order existing in the cosmos and the forms and,
from this aspect, affirm that all Platonic philosophy implies
analogy. In his work on Les origines de Uanalogie philoso-
phique dans les dialogues de Platon, Grenet concludes: * Simi-
larity mixed with dissimilarity, this, then, is the true formula
of the universal law which has complete power over divine
affairs as over human matters; and this is analogy.” *** For
Grenet the essential aspect of the analogical method seems to
be the “ rediscovery of the same relation, the sign of a certain
formal commonness, at a higher level.”**® He goes on to
establish how analogy, being  similarity essentially mingled
with dissimilarity, is specifically the law of knowing, being, and
acting.”

Grenet recognizes that ““Plato has never explicitly stated
that one of the conditions (requisite if the empirical properties
of sensible realities are to be enabled to have a metaphorical
meaning) is the similarity among relations.” ** It is evident
that Plato made use of the metaphor; he has a very profound
understanding of it.**®* There is no doubt that certain meta-
phors in the dialogues are really philosophical analogies,'® as
is patent in the following segment from the Republic: “ Let
us transfer what we have discovered in a well-organized State
to the individual. If there is agreement, perfect; if not, we
shall return to the State.” ***

But can one say that there is a scientific use of a deliberate

*2% P. Grenet, Les origines de Uanalogie philosophique dans les dialogues de
Platon, éditions contemporaines (Paris: Boivin, 1948), p. 284.

180 Grenet, op. cit., p. 115, n. 394,

%1 Op. cit., p. 285.

32 Cf. Pierre Louis, Les métaphores de Platon (Paris, 1945).

182 Cf. Plato, Timaeus, the metaphor about the artisan.

1%¢ Cf. Plato, Republic IV, 434D: ér-ava-¢pépwper: let us transport it; likewise
dvagepbvres VI, 484C; dvdrerar IX, 592B.
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and precise analogy in Plato? Usually Empedocles is con-
sidered to be the clearest witness of the transition from literary,
metaphorical analogy to scientific analogy.** Among the physi-
ological philosophers prior to Plato, analogy seems to be the
requisite procedure for representing facts and realities which
escape immediate observation, this procedure becoming ap-
parent once there is philosophical reflection, at least in actu
exercito, since in actu signato the situation is quite different.

To make a truly useful comparison between Aristotle’s use
of analogy and that of his teacher, we must give an account of
the fact that analogical knowledge, or the analogical method,
is situated at various levels. In fact, analogy seems to have
its origin in Greece in the area of poetry, namely, the metaphor.
Here we are in the presence of what is called literary and poetic
analogy, a descriptive analogy which seeks to elucidate certain
human situations.

Within the scientific domain, analogy undoubtedly first be-
comes explicit in mathematics. Is it not the similarity among
relations that serves as the best means for identifying the
differential? In biology it develops very efficaciously; one finds
it in works produced before the time of Plato and Aristotle.
In Aristotle it is discerned also in the domain of first philosophy.
Is it not in his works that one first encounters analogy in
the domain proper to the examination of being itself?

One can say, then, that Plato uses analogy in a non-original
way, in the sense that he uses the discoveries of his predeces-
sors, especially the Pythagoreans, the physicians, and the biolo-
gists,”*® and adapts them to his dialectical method. Further-
more, he rarely uses the terms analogue and analogy while
making frequent use of the terms émavadépouer, dvadepdvres.
The verb to transport manifests this movement of the mind

3% Cf. O. Regenbogen, “ Eine Forschungsmethode antiker Naturwissenschaft,”
Quellen und Studien zur Geschichte der Mathematik, Astronomie und Physik
(Berlin, 1931), pp. 145-148. Cf. also H. Diller, "Oyus 7ér dd9hwr 14 dawbuera,
Hermes (Berlin, 1982).

1%6 Cf. Grenet, op. cit., p. 181 sq. nn. 449 and 450. Cf. Delatte, Essai sur la

politique pythagoricienne, pp. 67-70, 91-109, on the role of dvadoyla in the Pytha-
gorean definition of justice.
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passing from one domain to another and transferring the rela-
tion discovered in a given domain to another domain.*** When-
ever Plato uses the terms analogue and analogy, he does this
to signify a unity of relations. Analogy has a unifying power,
as is very clear in the great passage on dvahoyia (Timaeus
31 C). The same relation exists between fire and air, air and
water. . . . Grenet makes the following accurate observation:

In Plato’s mind, this established relation is not wanting in pre-
senting a certain relationship with Form, the Eidos, since it must
be mentioned that law and order in Philebus (26 B) have a singu-
lar resemblance to order in Gorgias (608 E), all of which were
identified with the Form and the Eidos.*® As a result we have
to affirm that Plato was not explicitly aware of the proportional
structure of philosophical analogy.’*® It cannot be denied that he
makes a mathematical use of analogy in Timaeus.**®

However, Grenet holds that Plato made the distinction between
mathematical and philosophical analogy.

Aristotle further develops his predecessor’s discovery and
gives it a new status, inasmuch as the Philosopher perceives
this similarity of relations, not only on the level of visible
qualities, vital functions, and quantitative properties, but also
on the level of the very structure of what is, the level of the
division of being. For Plato, analogy remains on the level of
forms and vital functions; for Aristotle, it reaches being and
the principles of being, movement and vital functions. Analogy
is no longer thought to be primarily a method promoting the
manifestation of formal commonness among diverse realities
of various levels, as seems to be the primary meaning for
Plato; it is principally the fundamental structure of what is; the
real dvdloyov is something beyond the (at least virtual) multi-
plicity of experienced reality, it implies an order towards what
unifies it, that is, towards its act. This is why analogy is

137 Cf, what Digs calls the “ Platonian transposition,” in Autour de Platon (Paris,
1926), II, p. 401.

38 Op. cit., p. 189.

10 Op. cit,, p. 148.

140 Op. cit., p. 154.
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primarily expressed by the termdwvdloyor. The methodological
aspect is secondary precisely because our mind cannot intui-
tively grasp this unity and multiplicity of that which is, inas-
much as it grasps them only by analyzing (inquiring into vari-
ous proper causes) and by unifying these diverse analyses.

II. Are “ TerMs wiTH A MurtipLe MEANING ¥ ANALOGOUS
TErRMS?

To improve our understanding of the meaning of analogue
and analogy in Aristotle, let us try to see if the Philosopher
considers as analogous terms which are said in many ways in
virtue of a same origin or a same end. The question is raised
since Aristotle himself does not treat it explicitly.

Let us cite here several excerpts wherein Aristotle presents
his thought most clearly concerning terms said in mantfold
ways, as well as delineate the ultimate signification of the
various meanings of these terms.

Organon

We shall first examine the Philosopher’s definitions of
homonyms (épdrvpa) and synonyms at the beginning of the
Categories: “ A homonym is said to be that of which only the
name is common and the concept (Adyos) signified by this
name has a different nature.” *** “ Animal > for instance, can
signify a man or a certain painting. The existing man and
the painting of the man have only the name in common, the
name can designate either the one or the other. Here we are in
the presence of equivocal terms, namely, terms which have
entirely different meanings but nevertheless keep the same
name,

“That is called a synonym of which the name is common
and the concept (Myos) expressed by this name has the same
nature.” *** “ Animal ” is at the same time a man or a cow.
Man and cow can be expressed by the same name and both
have the same substantial notion. Here we are in the presence

141 Categories, I, 1a 1-2. 42 Ibid., 1a 7.
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of univocal terms, namely, terms having similar meanings. Be-
tween these two extremes the Philosopher recognizes the exist-
ence of paronyms.**®

In the Categories Aristotle does not add any further dis-
tinctions, and this is correct from the vantage point wherein he
places himself (the aspect of attribution, of Aéyeras) . The first
major distinction to be made is between equivocal and uni-
vocal terms, since every term has a proper meaning which is
manifested in a particular name. By this very fact some things
have a common name with totally different meanings, while
others can have common names with common meanings.

In the Topics the Philosopher asks: ‘Must the good be
examined as a term said in manifold ways (m\eovaxds) ?

For if it is said in many ways, its opposite (evil), too, will be said
in many ways, as the fact of not-seeing is said in manifold ways,
one being the fact of not having sight, the other the fact of not
exercizing it. If the fact of not seeing is said in many ways, the
fact of seeing is also necessarily said in many ways. Likewise, as
regards realities existing according to privation and habitus, if one
is said in many ways, so will the other, as the fact of sensing is
said in a manifold way as applied to the soul and the body, the
fact of being deprived of the ability to see, also, is said in many
ways accordingly as it is applied to the soul or to the body. Like-
wise the just . .. In the same way (ésdvros) if healthy (ro fyewor)
is said in several manners, then healthily (v tywewds) will also be
said in many ways; now the healthy is on the one hand what
produces (r6 momrwov) health, on the other hand what preserves
(70 Yvhakridv) it, what betokens (7o onuavrikdy) it; and “ healthily »
(10 Yyewds) will also have the same meanings. Similarly (Sgolws)
this applies to other terms, when the same name is said in several
manners, even the case (wrdows) of this name (é=° adrod) will be
said in many ways. ...’ ¢

Finally the Philosopher specifies:

The good in food is what produces pleasure; the good in the art of
medicine is what produces health; in the soul, it is the fact of a
certain (woidv) [quality], temperate, strong, just; similarly (Suofws)
in man. This is why the good is homonymous.1*®

148 Mapdvvpa (Latin translation: denominativa).
144 Topics I, 15, 106b 17-19.
145 Ibid., 107a 5.
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This text of the Topics is very clear and plainly shows what
the Philosopher understands by the expression “a term said
in a manifold way.” Such a term is indeed a homonymous
term, in the sense that it is not a term said in one way, having
only one meaning. Yet it is not a matter of merely homony-
mous term, since the Philosopher emphatically states: “If it
is said in many ways, so will its opposite.” This indicates that
these various meanings imply a certain order, and the matter
becomes even more explicit with the example concerning
“healthy ”: first when the Philosopher says: “1If healthy is
said in many ways, so also healthily,” then when he explains
that healthy is, on the one hand, what produces health, on
the other, what preserves or indicates it, ete. . . . This variety
of meanings, then, implies diverse relations having something
in common, that is, the same term.

Philosophy of Nature

In his philosophical studies about nature and the living
thing, Aristotle constantly explains his understanding of the
homonym.*** Beyond univocal terms there are terms which are
said in a manifold way, having various meanings.

At the beginning of the Physics the Philosopher discusses
being and says: “since being is said in a manifold way
(moXhaxds) ,” *** “ since one itself is said in many ways > (mwol\-
Naxds) 1 . . . Parmenides is mistaken since he views matter
absolutely (am\@s) whereas it should be viewed manifoldly ”
(moA\ards) **° One can say that Aristotle’s great discovery
as concerns Parmenides was his discovery that what exists is
manifold in its very being (woM\a elvar 76 Svra). Not only
being and one are said manifoldly but so also is nature:
“ Nature is said in a twofold way ” (Sux@s) **° (the Philosopher

4% Tndeed, if these realities are to be comparable (cvuBAyn7d), they must not be
homonymous. They are comparable to the extent that they are homonymous. Cf.
Physics VII, 4, 248b 5.

T Physics 1, 2, 185a 20.

148 Tbid., 185b 5.

4 Ipid., 3, 186a 24-25.

180 Ibid., 11, 2, 194a 12. Cf. 1, 143a 28; 193b 19; 8, 199a 30; IV, 11, 219b 6.
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also uses the term wooaxds in reference to the various meanings
of nature).*** The end is taken in two senses.'” The causes
also are said according to various meanings: “in one way
(éva . . . Tpdéwov) a cause is said to be that of which reality is
made . . . in another, it is the principle of movement . . .” **
(the causes are saild in a manifold way [moA\axds]) .*** The
infinite is sald manifoldly (mooaxds);**® the fact of being in
power is said in various ways (mheovayds),'*® the first also is
sald in various ways (mheovaxds).”™ Non-being is said in
various ways (wheovaxds);**® the unity of movement is said
in many ways (moMaxds).**® To express the quality of these
notions and these terms, it is easy to observe that Aristotle
sometimes uses moA\ax@s, sometimes wooaxds, sometimes 7heo-
vaxds. Are there reasons for the choice of one or another of
these terms?*® It seems that we can specify that wolaxds
expresses a more qualitative diversity, wocaxds a more quanti-
tative diversity, and wAeovax®s a more numeric diversity of
plenitude; but we should not try to be too specific in a domain
where Aristotle seems to interchange these expressions rather
easily.

In the De Anima we again encounter this need to specify
the various meanings of the terms used in the Physics. For in-
stance, entelechy is twofold (Sux@s),'® finality is twofold
(Surrdy, Surrds) ; *°* substance is threefold (rpuxds);*® the one

151 Ibid., I1, 2, 193b 22: émel 8¢ udpioTar wogay@s 4 ¢plows Néyerat.

52 Ibid., 194a 35.

15 Ihid., 3, 194b 23 sq.

154 Ibid., 195a 29.

155 Ibid., 4, 204a 2; likewise IV, 3, 210a 14 concerning &\Xo év &g,

158 Ibid., VIII, 4, 255a 31; cf. 4, 255b 17: “ The power of the light and the
heavy is understood under many aspects (woMAax®s).”

87 Ibid., 7, 260b 17.

58 Ibid., V, 1, 225a 20.

150 Ibid., 4, 22'7b 8.

1% Tn the Parts of Animals we constantly find mheovax®s and wodhax@s as
opposed to &rhds. Cf. III, 648b 11 and 649b 10 concerning the dry and the humid.

191 On the Soul, 11, 1, 412a 22.

182 Ibid., 4, 415b 2 and 20; II, 8, 419b 5; II1, 2, 426a 7-8.

183 Jpid,, T, 2, 4l4a 14-15; 6, 418a 8.
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and being are manifold (wheovaxds); *** life is manifold (wheo-

vaxds) ; **° principles and causes are manifold (woMaxds) .**
These adverbs (Sixds, Tpix@s, mheovaxds), which qualify the
manner in which these terms are communicated and expressed
are primarily opposed to dwA@s, namely, the absolutely simple
manner in which a term can be stated.*” At the same time,
they show that these terms are not simply homonymous, since
their various meanings can be specified, and this enables phi-
losophy to make use of them.

First Philosophy

We know how important a role terms said in many ways
(moM\axds heybpeva) play in the First Philosophy, wherein the
Philosopher devotes a whole book to the enumeration and
ordering of their various meanings; **® this is what is very
significant. As he has already stated in the Physics and the
tract On the Soul, the Philosopher again insists: Causes are
said in manifold ways (molaxds) ,*® as also are having **° and
being *™* (this diversity of being implies both accidental being
and being per se) '™ What is true of being is true of the one
and the good, which are said manifoldly.””®* Furthermore, di-
versity has the greatest extension in relation to them. For sub-
stance, on the contrary, the manifold manner (woM\axds),
which is no longer explicitly formulated through diverse mean-
ings, is reduced to two modalities (kara 8Yo Tpémovs) .

Speaking about being in Book I', Aristotle makes explicit his
understanding of this diversity of meanings: “ If being is said in
various ways, this diversity is not a pure diversity, since it is

184 Ibid., 1, 412b 8-9.

195 Ibid., 2, 413a 22.

188 Ibid., 4, 415b 9.

197 Ibid., 5, 417b 2 and 30.

158 Book A is called Ilepl r&v mosaxds Aeyouévor.

%% Meta. A, 2, 1013b 81 sq.; cf. Physics 11, 3, 195a 29 sq.

17 Meta. A, 23, 1023a 8 sq.

Y1 Ibid., 1, 1028a 10.

2 Ibid., 7, 1017a 7 sq.

73 Ibid., T, 2, 1004a 22-31, Cf. Meta. I, 2 and 3, 1054a 18, 32-33. Aristotle
recognizes that the “same” has various meanings (woM\ax®s) as well as the
“ other ” and the “ dissimilar.”
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ordered to some one thing, to a certain nature (wpos &v kal
plav Twa ¢dow), which enables this diversity to state that
being is not said equivocally (odx Spovipws).” ™ And again
we encounter the example of the healthy and the medical,
quoted earlier in the Topics, which illustrates this kind of
diversity: As the various meanings of healthy are all said in
relation to health, “ the one because it preserves it, the other
because it produces it, the other because it is a sign of health,”
so also all the meanings of the medical are ordered to medicine:
“The term medical is applied either to what possesses the art
of medicine or what is connatural to it or what is its function.
Thus being is said in various ways, but all these meanings are
said in reference to one unique principle, namely, substance;
some express substance, others the determination of substance,
others the completion to substance.” " To indicate that this
diversity is not merely equivocal diversity but a variety
ordered to a certain principle which measures, determines, and
limits it, Aristotle uses these expressions wpos év, wpos 76 av70,'™®
wpos Tavrd O ékaorov,'”’ 18
a3

In some cases he uses xad’ & ** to underline the relationship
of wpds plav ¢bow and of kel év; and of kol & 1 kal kowdv; ™
in other cases he opposes wpos &v to kal &v.*®

\ e \ / Y 4
apos plav Twa Glow,'™® mwpos miav

174 Meta. T, 2, 10082 33-84.

78 Ibid., 1003a 33 sq. Cf. also 2, 1004a 23-24; 10052 6 sq.; O, 1, 1045b 27 sq.
and 1046a 10.

78 Ibid., Z, 4, 1030a 33 sq. Aristotle speaks of the “ medical ” which is relative
to onc and the same thing but is not, in itself, one and the same thing and there-
fore is not said to be Suwriuws.

77 Ibid., K, 8, 1061a 3 and 1061b 11-12: “And since everything existing is
kal &v Ti kal kowdy.

178 Ibid., T, 2, 1003a 33-84.

17 Ibid., 1003b 6. Again it is a question of being: 76 8» Méyerar woNhaxds.

180 Ibid. 1003b 12-15: “ There is a science, not only of those things which are
said xa® & but even of those things which are said mpds ulav ¢iow; for these
things themselves in a certain way are said xaf’ &.

#1 Ibid., K, 8, 1061b 12. Speaking about the philosopher who treats various
realities insofar as they are beings, Aristotle adds: “and . . . although everything
existing is sald woANax®s, yet it is said kad & 7 kal xowdy.”

183 Ibid., Z, 4, 1030b 8: “ The term ‘medical’ is said neither of the body

o 9

and the function and the instrument nor homonymously nor xa® & but mpds é.
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Whenever being is concerned he uses mpos év and xaf’ év i,
the latter specifying the former, and when speaking of the
medical he states that this term is said neither equivocally nor
according to some one thing (xaf &) but towards some one
thing (wpos &v).

What difference is there between being ordered towards
(mpds) a single principle (for being, substance; for the medical,
health) and being according to (xaf’) some one thing (for
being, substance) ? To be ordered towards a single principle
can be achieved in reference to a principle-measure which uni-
fies diversity only externally, whereas being according to some
one thing requires that some one thing be immanent and that
it unify diversity internally. If this distinction is correct, we
can say that diversity possesses something common in this
latter case, but not necessarily in the former case.

Is this not what Aristotle seems to be indicating in Books
K and T, when he asks whether there is a single science which
studies being in all its universality? If being were simply equi-
vocal, without anything common, it could not be studied by a
single science.’®® Being, however, is not merely equivocal, since
it is according to some one thing and it possesses something
common (kaf’ & 7i kai kowov) .*** Let us observe, however, that
in the third chapter of Book K, immediately before the con-
clusion, Aristotle, with a view to explaining his thought further,
uses the ordinary examples of the healthy and the medical. In
reference to these two terms he uses the expressions wpos Tadrd
% and amo s émoriuns.*® Then, considering being,
he says: “ Being is said of everything in the same way ... "™
since from everything existing, induction (dvaywyd) leads to
some one and common thing (wpos € 7 kal xowdw).” ™ It
seems that Aristotle uses wpos év 7v kail kowdv as well as kaf
& 1L kal kowév.

If in Book Z, speaking about essence and quiddity and re-
turning to the example of *““medical,” the Philosopher com-

3 ¢
8’ ékaorov

%3 Ibid., K, 3, 1060b 32 sq. 188 Ibid., 1061a 4-5.
184 Ibid., 1061b 12. 187 Ibid., 1061a 7-8.
185 Ibid., 1061a 2. %8 Ibid., 1061a 10-11.
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pares the use of wpds & and kel & to it, and accepts one
but rejects the other, whereas in Book K he decides to use
kad & with being after using wpos & with “ medical,” is this
a sign of delineation in his thought? One knows that Book Z
was undoubtedly written later than Book K. Or can this dif-
ference be understood by reason of the subject matter? (In
Book Z it is a matter of quiddity and substance, in Book X it
is a question of being and the science of being) .**°

As regards this order to a principle, we can specify that
being taken in the first sense, in the absolute sense, “ to which
all the other categories of being are related (wpos 6), is sub-
stance. In fact, it is through the notion of substance that the
other determinations, quantity, quality, and the other cate-
gories are said to exist, since they all imply the concept of
substance.” *** There is, then, a certain order among these
diverse meanings of being. If there is an order, there are rela-
tions. But then, are not these terms which are said in various
ways said according to analogy? Aristotle does not explicitly
say this.

Human Philosophy

In the Nicomachean Ethics the Philosopher seems to dis-
tinguish between this diversity of meanings ordered to or pro-
ceeding from one and the same principle of unity according to
analogy.” We have already cited this text. The Philosopher
distinguishes among the homonyms which happen by chance

%% Book T is usually deemed to be contemporary with Book Z. This would indi-
cate that it is not a question of evolution in Aristotle’s thought but of different
viewpoints. When it is a question of the critical aspect, namely, of justifying
the unity of a science, then the wpds & 7, the wpds ulay ¢iow is sufficient; one
can use wpds & just as well as xaf’ &; but when it is a question of the aspect
of reality in its proper structure, it is different: the medical does not possess unity
ka8’ &, only being possesses it.

%0 Meta. ©, 1, 1045b 27 sq.

**In the Eudemian Ethics, Aristotle emphasizes that the various friendships
cited therein are said, not according to the same meaning, not as species of the
same genus, nor are they fully equivocal, but they are said according to analogy
(Eudemian Ethics H, 3, 1238b 21); they are said in reference to one of them,
namely, the first mpos v mpdryr (H, 6, 1240b 39).
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(amd 70xms) the homonyms which proceed from a single prin-
ciple (d¢’ évés) or lean towards a single principle (wpos &)
and finally the terms which are said according to analogy. He
gives this example: ““As sight is in the body, the mind is in
the soul, another in the other.”*** When it is a matter of
terms said according to analogy, the order existing among
their various meanings no longer proceeds from an extrinsic
principle, that is, an origin or an end; it is inherent.

As regards this text let us observe that Aristotle uses the
expression d¢’ évés, which he does not use in his First Philoso-
phy. This is understandable since, as regards being and the
one, he has not made an inquiry about the common origin,
inasmuch as he has not raised the question about creation,
whereas the problem about the origin of the good can be raised,
inasmuch as we ourselves are at the origin of the goodness of
our activities.

On the contrary, the Philosopher does not use the expression
kel &, but from wpds €v he goes on immediately to kara dva-
Moyiav. Perhaps in writing the Ethics he has not sufficiently
distinguished between xaf’ év and wpos €v and deems these two
expressions to be identical. One can explain this omission by
virtue of the concept under consideration, namely, the good.
This concept cannot have a a6 & unity, since it does not refer
to the formal cause but implies the final cause. It is easy to
understand that diversity according to analogy and diversity
according to some one thing are closely related, since both
imply an inherent order; but this inherent order, when it is a
question of unity according to analogy, does not as such imply
something common but a simple similarity of relations (another
in the other) , whereas the immanent order expressed by accord-
ing to some one thing necessarily implies something common.

This enables us to understand, on the one hand, that the
diversity of terms according to analogy is the farthest removed
from the similarity of univocal terms and the closest to the
variety in equivocal terms; on the other hand, that this diver-

%2 Cf. Nic. Ethics 1, 4, 1096b 29 (4\ho év 4A\\g) and 5, 1097a 17 sq.
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sity has a special type of original unity which does not corre-
spond to the unity of the various terms which are ordered to a
single principle or proceed from the same principle, since the
order to this principle or dependency upon a single origin can
remain external. On the contrary, the properly analogical
order, being a similarity of relations, is not external to diver-
sity; but this analogical order does not explain the one common
thing expressed by xa8 év 7. Aristotle, then, does not establish
an opposition between terms with manifold meanings and terms
according to analogy but distinguishes among terms said in a
manzfold way, terms proceeding from some one thing and terms
ordered to some one thing, terms according to some one thing,
and finally terms according to analogy. In other words, he
specifically explains how, by implying a certain unity, the
diversity of meanings in these terms avoids mere equivoca-
tion.’*® This unity must be considered a unity proceeding either
from a common origin, a common principle to which one is
ordered, something common according to which one exists, or a
relation or similarity among relations.***

These various ways of considering unity in diversity do not
necessarily exclude one another; on the contrary, they can com-
plete one another yet remain distinct, each having its proper
character.

%2 There is no contradiction between being said manifoldly and being said
according to analogy. Aristotle has explicitly recognized that the just is analogous
and he also recognizes that the just has many meanings. This is what he says:
“As a result, in most of these cases, if one group of terms is used in many
senses, the opposite group of terms also will be used in many senses (mwAeovaxds).
For instance, if the notion of the just bears many meanings (mheovax®s), the same
will apply to the notion of the unjust. Now it seems that the term ‘unjust’ is
understood in many senses (wAeovaxds), but because of the proximity of these
meanings (84 70 odveyyvs), their homonymy (equivocation) escapes notice and
their case is unlike that of notions which are removed from one another, so
that their homonymy is more easily detected; for instance (since the difference is
considerable when it refers to the external form), the univocal use of the word
“key’ to designate the bone situated at the base of the neck in living beings and
the instrument which serves to lock doors” (Nic. Ethics, V, 2, 1129a 23-31).

1%¢ Here one could undoubtedly rediscover the various causalities: efficient
causality, the origin d¢’ évés; the exemplary causality, mpds &v; the formal inherent
causality, xa® &; the final causality, kar’ draloyiar.
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Let us carefully observe that, in all the parts of his philoso-
phy, Aristotle speaks of terms said manifoldly and that, most
of the time, he does not specify the way wherein the various
meanings of these terms have a certain unity. He insists on
the diversity of their meanings, then, to keep us from taking
these terms equivocally. Especially in the First Philosophy he
shows us how the various meanings of being and the one are
ordered to a single principle, namely, substance. His purpose
is to show that, despite their diversity, the meanings of being
and the one can be examined by one single science, since they
are all ordered to some one thing and are said according to
some one thing.

In no way does this prevent the variety of meanings in
being, under another aspect (the aspect of potency and act),
from being thought to have only one unity in keeping with
analogy. However, precisely because this consideration of being
as act and of being as potency is taken from the aspect of its
final cause, it is ultimate and, therefore, throws light on a final
aspect in the diversity and unity of being. This seems to indi-
cate that unity according to analogy is surely ultimate, since it
is achieved within the greatest variety and reduces this diver-
sity to a certain unity. Moreover, what Aristotle says about
the good is very significant since the good is also being in act
and under the aspect of the final cause. It is not surprising,
then, that the various meanings of the good are said according
to analogy.

*Apérepov kai vorepov: the Previous and the Consequent

Since the problem here concerns specifying the kind of unity
in diversity, we are facing a problem about order. Let us con-
sider how Aristotle distinguishes the various orders; this will
enable us to have a better grasp on the position of analogue in
his philosophy.

Among the concepts stated manifoldly Aristotle lists the
previous and the consequent. The previous and the consequent,
however, specifically constitute an ordered diversity of which
the terms are inherent, since the previous is not necessarily
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the principle or what is first; it is the first under a certain
aspect, but, inasmuch as it is related to the consequent, it
remains in an ordered diversity. ‘

Is this not exactly the characteristic of terms in which the
manifold meaning is said according to analogy, in contrast to
terms stated in reference to some one thing?

Following Aristotle, we should specify that the concepts im-
plying the previous and the consequent cannot be defined.*®
They are, as it were, beyond genera and specific differences, and
yet they are as though within principles. Being intermediate
they enable the principles to be reunited. Here we cannot
pursue a depth-study of the question concerning anteriority
and posteriority, a very important one in Aristotle’s philoso-
phy; let us observe only that the previous and the consequent
manifest to us the various ways in which the order of realities
can be arranged and understood. The exigencies of the order
of thought do not always correspond to those of the order of
physical realities. Our thought is not a measure of physical
realities, and yet it is not always totally submitted to them. In
short, does not this ambivalent order require a knowledge
according to analogy? Would this not safeguard a certain de-
pendency of our knowledge upon reality, simultaneously pro-
claiming that it exceeds it?

In the Categories Aristotle specifies the various meanings of
anteriority and posteriority.**® The first and principal sense is
anteriority according to time; previous, then, signifies the older.
Second, anteriority is what admits no reciprocity in the achieve-
ment of the act of existing; previous in this manner is that
whose achievement in being is not reciprocal. For instance, the
number “ one ” is previous to “ two ”’; if two exists, one exists,
whereas if one exists, two does not necessarily exist. Third, the
previous is said in relation to a given order; letters are said to
be previous to syllables. On the contrary, the species which
proceed from the division of one genus are opposed to each

%5 On the Soul, 11, 3, 414b 23: “There is no definition of the concepts indi-
cating the previous and the consequent.”
198 Categories 12, 14a 26 sq.
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other; neither is previous, they are simultaneous by nature.
Fourth, previous by nature is what is best (76 Belriov), it is
what is the most estimable. In this sense, the natural cause is
always previous to its effects; so is reality in reference to the
true proposition. It is easy to grasp the various modalities of
previous as the Philosopher explains them here. For us, the
first modality is according to time, thence according to becom-
ing or movement; it is the most evident. The second modality
examines the structure of reality whose basis we seek, the pri-
mordial element, which, although presupposed by everything
else, itself presupposes nothing. The third modality examines
order and the fourth investigates finality.

Speaking about time in the Physics, Aristotle says:  First
of all (wpérov) the previous and the consequent are in place.” **
This should be understood in the sense of position, whereas
if the previous and the consequent are in magnitude, they are
necessarily also in movement, by analogy with magnitude. But
they are also in time, since time and motion are always related
to each other. From another aspect, the previous and the
consequent are in motion and, in reference to the subject, they
are motion itself. Nevertheless, we can know time by deter-
mining motion, that is, by determining the previous and the
consequent. . . .*** We see how we must understand the previ-
ous and the consequent especially as they are in time. Really
they first exist in motion, but they constitute time, the latter
being the number of motions according to previous-consequent.

In the First Philosophy Aristotle again sets forth the various
meanings of previous and consequent.

a. Previous and consequent are basically said “ according to
the greater or lesser prozimity of a principle determined either
absolutely by nature or in reference to some thing, some place,
or certain persons.”*® This anteriority can be achieved ac-
cording to place, time, motion, potency, order.

17 Physics IV, 11, 219a 14.
98 Ibid., 219a 23.
1% Meta. A II, 1018b 10-12.
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b. Previous and consequent are said according to the order
of knowledge, either according to the Aéyos, the conceptual
order (the universal precedes the particular, the simple pre-
cedes the complex), or according to sensation (the individual
precedes the universal) .

c. Previous and consequent are said according to properties
(wdfn) . The properties of previous things are previous; the
linear is previous to the polished.

d. Finally, the previous and the consequent are what accord-
ing to nature and substance can exist independently of others;
subject precedes accident, act precedes potency. In a certain
way the other three meanings of the previous rely upon this
last meaning.

One can readily see the various ways in which the diverse
meanings of previous and consequent are set forth in the Cate-
gories and the First Philosophy. In the latter work there is a
much clearer distinction between anteriority examined accord-
ing to the various aspects of reality (according to place, time,
motion, potency, and order) and anteriority as derived from our
knowledge. Anteriority stated according to properties is neces-
sarily secondary and relative, whereas anteriority according to
nature and substance is the most fundamental and most essen-
tial; in a certain way it assumes all the others®*®

Although act is first AMdye and yvdoe, it is preceded by
potency in realities in the process of becoming; thus it is not
first according to time. This is why the anteriority of sub-
stance implies all other anteriorities, whereas the anteriority
of act does not imply all of them. Being what is ultimate in
being, act is beyond time and becoming.

These various types of anteriority constitute various orders.
If we first examine what First Philosophy tells us, it is easy

200 Analyzing what substance is, Aristotle claims and establishes that substance
is previous from the conceptual aspect (Néyw), from the aspect of knowledge
(yvwoer), and, finally, from the temporal aspect (xpévw) (Z, 1, 1028b 32; 18,
1038b 27). In the Cutegories these various meanings are taken more generally,
according to the diverse causalities: material causality (the becoming), efficient
causality (the fact of existing), formal causality (order), final causality (the best).
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to understand that the first anteriority constitutes an order
towards a single principle. This indeed corresponds very well
to diversity ordered to some one thing mpds &. And it is in
reference to substance that this ordered diversity exists ulti-
mately.

The second anteriority considers the order of knowledge.
This corresponds to the diversity ordered according to analogy
as it is ultimately achieved in reference to act. This act pos-
sesses the ultimate anteriority in the order of knowledge.

But this order of knowledge can be understood also accord-
ing to the genetic order. According to this order, we first
discover the order achieved in time and based on motion and
magnitude. This is why for us diversity according to analogy
is first an arithmetical and geometric analogy. In pure quan-
tity, the domain of magnitude and numbers, there is no diver-
sity according to analogy; there is only division, which produces
equality or inequality. However, there can be a certain ana-
logical diversity by reason of motion and time and by reason
of our knowledge as it orders movement and measures it. It
is the first reflection of quality, the similarity of relations, in
the domain of quantity.

The third anteriority, which concerns properties, corresponds
to analogical diversity as this is achieved in reference to various
vital functions.

Finally, the fourth anteriority, which is * according to
nature and substance,” is concerned with the order of existing
realities. This anteriority truly corresponds to analogical diver-
sity as it is ultimately achieved in reference to act. Act truly
has the ultimate anteriority in the order of nature,

We should carefully advert to the truth that, although the
anteriority of act and the anteriority of substance are accord-
ing to nature, they are not identical. The anteriority of sub-
stance is necessarily an existential anteriority which implies
the anteriority of act, whereas the anteriority of act does not
always immediately and formally have the anteriority of sub-
stance (the ultimate act of a vital function is not a substantial
being) , but necessarily presupposes it. As we have seen, how-
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ever, for Aristotle only the diversity of being in act and potency
is a diversity according to analogy, whereas the diversity of
being in substance and accidents is a diversity to a single
principle.

This enables us to specify that the ultimate metaphysical
basis of diversity according to analogy is the anteriority of act
over potency,** whereas the ultimate basis of diversity ordered
to the one is the anteriority of substance over the other deter-
minations of *that which is.” The anteriority of act over
potency, however, exists only Ay and yvdoe. Therefore, the
ultimate analogical order is Ady@ and yvdoe, namely, the con-
ceptual level (the level of intelligibility), and the level of
knowledge itself.

The order serving as the basis of diversity ordered to the one
exists also on the existential and temporal level.

What difference is there between these various orders? Order
on the conceptual level and the level of knowledge does not
imply a real and extrinsic principle, whereas order on the
existential level does imply it. This advances a better under-
standing of the domain proper to the analogical order.

In the order of concept and the order of knowledge the
analogy of potency and act is something ultimate, the analogy
of substance and accidents remains fundamental and Aristotle
expresses it by @pos &v; in the existential order substance is first
and basic; act always presupposes it.

If we go on to examine the various anteriorities as they are
presented to us in the Categories, we can easily see that the
first, the one according to time, is reduced to the anteriority of
knowledge according to its genetic aspect. The second anteri-
ority manifests the existential aspect of the anteriority of sub-
stance; thus this anteriority is reduced to the first type ex-
plained above. The anteriority of the best is reduced to the

21 If the ultimate basis of analogy is the anteriority of act over potency, never-
theless, for us (quoad nos) the first basis according to the genetic order of dis-
covery seems to be the anteriority of motion and time which is based on magni-
tude. Between these two extreme domains there is the whole field of anteriority
according to properties, to proper qualities. Is not this order the order with which
the discovery of the analogy of vital functions is connected?
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anteriority of act, and the anteriority of order is reduced to the
anteriority of property.

The Relation between Analogy and Certain Ways of Reasoning

We have specified the proper meanings of analogue and
analogy. Having examined the link existing between terms with
manifold meanings and terms said according to analogy, and
having investigated the basis of these terms, we must now
mention the peculiar character of a certain reasoning of Aris-
totle, which seems to be analogical. We shall not be able here
to quote all his reasonings of this particular sort; that would
lead us too far. We have had to limit ourselves to the selection
of a few very significant passages.,

In the treatise on Physics Aristotle reasons in this manner:

As (domep) art is said of what is according to art and of what is
artificial, so (o¥rw) nature is said of what is stated according to
nature and of what is natural. We shall not say that a bed is
according to art, however, if it is only a bed in potency and does
not yet have the form of a bed, nor shall we say that there is any
art in it. The same is true of realities constituted by nature.
Indeed, flesh or bone in potency does not yet have its proper nature
and does not exist by nature inasmuch as it has not received the
form of flesh or bone. 1 am referring to the definable form, which
we express to define what flesh or bone is. . , .202

This comparison between nature and art gives all this reason-
ing a rather complex form; instead of two terms in the major
premise there are really four terms, but between them there is
a similarity of relations, which, through the use of art, pro-
motes a better clarification of certain natural properties.

Aristotle sets forth this reasoning without using the terms
analogue or according to analogy to characterize the connec-
tions between art and nature, but he makes use of such terms
as domep and oVre which certainly indicate a certain similarity
of relations. Speaking about place in the fourth book of the
same treatise, the Philosopher again reasons in this way: “It
seems, indeed, that place is something like a vessel, the vessel

202 Physics 11, 1, 193a 31-b 2.
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being a transportable place. The vessel, however, is no part of
the thing. Insofar, then, as it is separable from the thing, the
place is not the form.” *** This comparison between place and
the vessel enables the Philosopher to have a better understand-
ing as to why place is not the form of a thing.

One sees similar reasonings based upon the comparison of
instants and points,”* time and motion,**® existence in time
and existence in motion and place,”® the composition of time
and the composition of size and movement,**” the division of
time and the division of motion.

Let us not pretend that this kind of reasoning characterizes
the works of Aristotle’s youth and that later his philosophy
uses a more formal and more rigorous logic. In the tract On
the Soul, recognized as a work Aristotle wrote towards the end
of his life, very similar reasonings occur even more frequently.
We may simply note this:

Thus it is clear that if there is a common notion about the soul,
the same applies to the figure; there exists no figure outside of
that of the triangle, but the figures could be dominated by a com-
mon reason (Adyos kowds) which would be included in all (8s épsp
péoe wiow) but would not be proper (i8os) to any figure; similarly
(8polws) in the matter about merely enumerated souls. . . .*°
What the part of the soul is to the part of the body, the entire
sensibility is to the whole of the body. .. .?*° In the same way that
an eye is a pupil joined to sight, so an animal is a soul joined to a
body. . . 2 As (&omep) sight is the sense of the visible and the
invisible, so (épolws) hearing is the sense of sound and silence,
and thus (ovre) it is with taste, the sense of the tasty and the
tasteless.?? The soul is entelechy like (és) science, since sleep and

293 Ibid., 1V, 2, 209b 28 sq.; cf. also VIIL, 1, 251b 29 (xafdmep ofrws).

294 Ibid., IV, 10, 218a 19 (domep).

205 Ibid., IV, 11, 219b 9 (Somwep) .

200 Tpid., 12, 221a 17-18 (Gomep).

207 Ibid., VI, 1, 282a 18 (opolws).

298 Ibid., 4, 2353 22 (duolws); cf. also 5, 286b 16 (éuolws); 9, 240a 26 (duoiws);
VIIL, 8, 246b 20 (épolws); VIIL, 4, 255b 5 and 255b 10 (duolws).

2%° On the Soul I, 8, 414b 23.

210 Ibid., 1, 412b 28.

212 Ibid., 1, 413a 8-4; cf. also 412a 25.

232 Ibid., 10, 422a 2 sq.; cf. also 11, 424a 10-11; 11, 428b 17 sq.
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awakeness require the presence of the soul. Now sleep is analogous
to possession and awakeness to exercise. The anteriority according
to the order of generation in the same individual, however, belongs
to science. The soul, then, is the first entelechy of a natural body
having life in potency. . . .2** As (&omep) the nutritive faculty
can be separated from touch and all sensation, so (ofrws) touch
[can be separated from all other sensations]. . . .2* As (domep)
the intelligence (vods) achieves nature in view of . . . in the same
way (tov adrdv rpdmov) . #® As (&owep) action and passion are in
the patient, so (ofrw) the act of the sensible and of the faculty
reside in him who senses . . .2*® If the fact of thinking is like
(domwep) the fact of sensing, it is therefore necessary . . .27

These reasonings are indeed reasonings based upon a certain
similarity of relations. This is why they are true analogical
reasonings or reasonings according to analogy and manifest to
us all the virtualities and 2ll the riches of the proper principles
of which they make use. Although Aristotle does not use the
word ““ analogy ” in relation to them, the reality is sufficiently
manifest for us to be able to consider them as such. This is
important for a better perception of the place of analogy in the
philosophical work of Aristotle, since it is through such reason-
ings that analogy appears as a rich source of research and dis-
covery. It is a very different way of thinking from that which
is attained through genus and specific difference and according
to univocity. Instead of inquiring into the common and generic
notion of realities, one considers the various modalities accord-
ing to which the realities are presented to us.

Certainly this mode of reasoning already existed in Plato,
but we may repeat here what we have said earlier. It seems
that to Plato this manner of reasoning remained approximative,
as an artistic comparison, whereas Aristotle uses it in a far
more precise and technical way.

Thus in Aristotle we find analogical inductions and deduc-
tions, propositions implying analogical attributions and terms

28 Jpid. 1, 412a 23 sq.

21 Ibid., 2, 413b 5-6.

215 Ibid., 4, 415b, 16; cf. also 5, 417b 4-5.

218 Ibid., 111, 2, 426a 9-10.

27 Ibid., 4, 429a 10-17; cf. also 8, 432a 1; 12, 434b 18.
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having various analogical meanings. Concerning the three
operations of the human intelligence, then, we find a certain
manner of expression which is no longer univocal and yet
implies an ordered diversity; this diversity can be according
to analogy.

This process of knowledge corresponds to the very nature of
known reality, which in its being avoids all univocal classifi-
cation. Being is not in a genus, nor is the one, the good, the
true and the act.

This procedure is found again at various levels. Analogy is
not identical in the Philosophy of Nature and the First Phi-
losophy; this is normal, since the quality of attained reality
is not the same. Hence the extreme difficulty we have in
specifying and truly grasping what analogue and analogy are.
Nevertheless, across this enormous complexity something com-
mon remains. The similarity of relations is perceived as a
diversity of meanings implying an order, as a diversity of attri-
butions implying an order, or as a diversity within a reasoning
mmplying a similarity of relations, and this on the level of
speculative philosophical knowledge or artistic or practical-
moral knowledge.

TITI. ArTEMPT AT SYNTHESIS IN THE PERSPECTIVE OF AN
ArisroreriaNn PHILOSOPHY

Having examined the principal texts in which Aristotle ex-
plicitly speaks of analogy, having tried to discern how, on the
one hand, terms taken according to analogy are an ultimate
case among terms said in various ways, and how, on the other
hand, the previous and the consequent are the basis for the
meanings of these terms said in different ways, we must now
make a last effort to try to understand how the great divisions
of being into substance and accident, potency and act, the one
and the multiple immediately lead us to the problem about
analogy in its most fundamental and primordial aspect. From
there we can make a genuine attempt to grasp the fundamental
intuition of the Philosopher on the problem about analogy. In
fact, the human intellect discovers itself in what is its greatest
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possession, namely, the grasping of that which is insofar as it is
being; the human mind can have a perfect discovery of itself
in what is the deepest within it only by starting with this
knowledge. That is why its proper procedure for grasping
realities in their most qualitative aspects can be unveiled and
manifested only by specifying the way whereby it grasps that
which is insofar as it is being and the manner wherein it ex-
presses this understanding.

However, the human mind does not have a precise under-
standing of that which is insofar as it is being through intuition;
if the mind had this understanding through intuition, meta-
physical researches and analyses would be useless, all meta-
physical knowledge would then be reduced to simple intuitive
consideration. Yet the human mind does not perceive that
which is insofar as it is being as a genus, not even as the most
universal, the most common, the most abstract, the supreme
genus, the one which, containing all realities, would admit of
their classification. This is impossible, since nothing exists out-
side being; if such a genus existed, it could have no specific
difference, which by determining being would contract it. Being
cannot be contained within a genus, for it revolts against the
potential and radical limitation pertinent to genus.

Our mind, then, can attain all the richness of that which is
insofar as it is being, only by seeking to discover the proper
causes, namely, by analyzing that which is. If the mind rejects
this analysis through proper causes, it must then be content to
describe the fact of existing as it is in reality or as it appears
to our judgment concerning existence, when we say “ this is ”
or “ this is not.” From that very moment the mind seeks only
to specify what is given, the fact (Positivist attitude) or the
“tissue of relations in which the fact of existing appears”
(Phenomenologist attitude) .

The desire to discover the proper causes of that which is
insofar as it is being can be fulfilled only through and in a
philosophical induction. Only philosophical induction enables
us to grasp the proper principles, beyond the fact of existing
or the appearance of the fact of existing. All philosophical in-
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duction, however, implies certain experiences and certain ques-
tions. Philosophical induction arises from the cooperation of
certain experiences and certain questions. Hence there is a
preparatory phase to all philosophical induction, this phase
being pre-philosophical but nonetheless essential.

In fact, for Aristotle there is an induction which makes us
discover substance, as principle and cause according to the
form of that which is (Meta. Z, chap. 17) and an induction
which leads us to discover act as principle and cause according
to the end of that which is. In the First Philosophy there is
no discovery of matter as the proper constitutive principle of
that which is, precisely because matter is immediately the con-
stitutive principle of nature, the proper principle of what is in
movement; it can be the principle of what is only mediately
through the intermediary of becoming and form. Likewise in
the First Philosophy there is, properly viewed, no discovery of
the efficient cause as proper cause of that which is precisely
because the efficient cause is the proper cause of becoming
and not of that which is.

The discovery of the first, immovable Cause is the discovery
of the ultimate cause of what is moved, of what moves, and not
the discovery of the proper cause of what is. That is why the
only two proper causes of that which is are substance and act;
there can be no others. The one is discovered as a property of
what is, it is no longer seen as a proper cause of that which is.

To grasp substance as cause of that which is according to
the form implies a separation of substance in reference to all
secondary determinations, the accidents. This separation is
achieved on the level of being, for if substance is primarily
what exists, accidents, quality, and quantity are that which is
in a secondary way. That is why this understanding of sub-
stance achieves a certain division of what exists.

We can reason in the same way about perceiving act as cause
of that which is according to the end. This understanding im-
plies a separation of act in reference to potency, and thus also
a division of what ewists.

These two divisions (substance-accidents, act-potency) are
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irreducible and necessarily determine the mind in two different
ways. The division of that which is into substance and acci-
dent comes first; it is a division according to the order of deter-
minations. Discovering being in that which is the source of
everything, in what is entirely first, the mind discovers itself
in its most basic exigency of intelligibility. Everything pos-
sessing a determination, a quiddity, is its good, capable of per-
fecting the mind.

The division of being into potency and act is completely
different; it necessarily determines the mind in a fully different
way. The distinction between the one and the multiple pre-
supposes the other two divisions of being, since, properly con-
sidered, it is not a question of grasping a proper cause of that
which 1s but of making explicit a property of that which is.
That is why this last division of being into the one and the
multiple makes the preceding two divisions explicit and mani-
fests all their richness and all their power but no longer deter-
mines the mind in a new and original way. It does, however,
promote unfolding of some of its richness according to various

modalities of the two preceding divisions, while presupposing
them.

How Does the Division of Being into Substance and Accident
Determine the Mind?

This division, which is made from the research into the
essential determination of that which is, specifies its primordial
determination. It puts us in the presence of the first mode of
that which s, namely, substance. Being is primarily substance,
the radical principle, the source of all determinations of what
exvists. The accidents are only secondary beings relative to
substance. Although they have their quiddity, their proper
form, in their being, however, they remain essentially relative
to substance. They exist only through substance, only through
substance can they be defined; substance is included in their
definition. Hence being will be said in various ways in refer-
ence to substance, quantity, quality, or relation. For in refer-
ence to substance, being is said primarily and absolutely,
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whereas in reference to quality it is said relatively to substance.
Quality is being because it is the disposition of substance,
quantity because it is the measure of substance. . . . Hence
it is relative to substance that accidents, these secondary de-
terminations, are said to be.

Through this discovery of substance, the cause according
to form of that which is, and of accidents, secondary deter-
minations of what exists, the mind grasps being in a diversity
which is determined and ordered within that which is. All the
determinations of being, then, appear as relative to a first
determination, a first principle which orders them. The diver-
sity and the unity of being are then expressed according to an
order towards a first (wpos &v) . In the midst of the diversity of
determinations, the latter maintains a fundamental unity. All
accidents are said to exist by virtue of their order to substance,
and substance is said to be per se.

We are in the presence of a very special type of attribution,
which is neither univocal nor equivocal, but intermediary be-
tween these two extremes in the sense that the same term
“being > is attributed to substance, quality, and relation, but
in different ways, each time with a proper meaning. However,
the diversity of these meanings is not absolute, for there is an
order. Only one of these meanings is first and remains inde-
pendent of the others; these, on the contrary, are essentially
relative to the first and imply it; in this sense there is no
pure equivocation. This is what Aristotle calls the homonymy
TPOS €V.

How Does the Division of Being into Potency and Act Deter-
mine the Mind?

This division, as resulting from the research into the purpose
of being, specifies that for the sake of which what is exists. It
manifests the proper term of that which is considered as being.
It puts us in the presence of the other first mode of that which
s, namely, act. Being is primarily act, as it is substance. Act
is the ultimate principle and proper purpose of that which is;
being in potency is an imperfect state of being, a state which
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makes sense only in reference to an act; it remains essentially
dependent upon act. Being in potency is intelligible only
through its act. Being in potency cannot exist by itself (per
se), it does not ewist in the absolute sense, it exists only
through its act. Being, then, is said in diverse ways in reference
to potency and act, for it is said of the one absolutely, of the
other in an essentially relative manner. Being is said to be
potency in relation to act; potency is truly being through act.

Through this induction from act, the cause according to the
purpose of that which is, the mind grasps a new division of
being; it grasps a new diversity and unity of being, namely,
being in potency and being in act; being in act is being per se,
being in potency is a relative being. However, let us carefully
observe that here it is no longer a question of a diversity of
meanings ordered towards a first, but of an essential order of
one term towards another. This essential order is expressed
in a relationship between one and the other. Although in cer-
tain cases this relation can be reciprocal, it is not in itself, since
being in act does not depend in itself upon being in potency,
although a given being in act can depend upon a given being
in potency (the vital function in relation to its faculty, for
instance) . Considered in itself, act does not appeal to potency
for existence, it s act immediately and per se. As act, it is,
whereas potency appeals to act for existence; being in potency
is being only in its order towards act, it is essentially a relative
being.

In other words, the order among a given accident, quality,
and substance, and the order between potency and act do not
have the same nature. Between quality and substance, there is
a quidditative and essential order of subordination, of a second-
ary determination of that which is in reference to a funda-
mental and primordial determination. Between potency and act
there exists an order of essential dependency in reference to
exercise. Being-in-potency depends essentially on being-in-act
in the very exercise of its being.

The order of subordination of quality to substance is in line
with the cause according to form, the order of dependency of
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being-in-potency in reference to being-in-act is in line with
the cause according to the end. This is why the dependency of
being-in-potency in reference to being-in-act is more ultimate
and therefore less intelligible to us. It is no longer a question
of a quidditative dependency, since being-in-potency can pos-
sess the same quidditative intelligibility as being-in-act (for
instance, essence and its act of being), but of itself it remains
in a state of dependency of being, not of form (quiddity).
Being-in-potency as being-in-potency exists only in view of
an act. Only an act exists in an absolute way.*®

Since our mind grasps all that it apprehends through a
quidditative mode, we can understand how, unless it raises
itself “above ” the apprehension which continues its function
and does not remain enclosed in its proper manner of grasping
the real, it will no longer be able to penetrate this new division
of being into act and potency. It will pretend that this division
of being in reality is simply a distinction of reason correspond-
ing to different and successive states of the same reality; being
in potency is simply the abstract aspect of being in act, which
alone is the experienced concrete reality.

Hence we understand the increased difficulty for our mind to
express and manifest this second division of being, since act
in all that is totally proper to it cannot be grasped quiddita-
tively; it is grasped in its exercise or in its result. The act
terminates but does not structure. The act is not first to us,
it is not what is fundamental but it achieves, it is what is ulti-
mate. Its proper intelligibility can be expressed only as some-
thing ultimate, towards which we reach and beyond which
there is nothing. This is why this second division of being can
no longer be expressed immediately, in what characterizes it,
according to “an order towards a first,” since this order
towards a first implies an order of determinations, an order of
quidditative dependency. This second division of being is
situated at another level inasmuch as we grasp act only in a

7*The dependency of accident upon substance is simultaneously quidditative
and existential; it is the dependency of a relative form upon its proper principle.
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judgment and express it grammatically through a verb.*® This
verb always implies composition or division in its subject. If
there were not this first relation of subject to verb, no further
attribution would be possible. Furthermore, this second divi-
sion of being into potency and act is expressed according to a
relation, an analogy. And with a view to a better manifesta-
tion of this intimate and original relation, various examples
are used: possible being is to being in act as he who can build
is to him who builds, as he who can see is to him who sees, as
he who can contemplate is to him who contemplates . . . One
can say, then, that the relation is manifested in a proportion.
If, in fact, this second division of being was expressed like the
first through the statement: being is said of being-in-potency
in a secondary and relative manner, it is said of being-in-act
in a principal and primary manner, one would no longer mani-
fest what characterizes this division of being and would pretend
that it has the same value and same meaning as the first, the
division into substance and accident.

To express the originality of the division of being into
potency and act, one uses the relation existing between him
who has the faculty to see and him who sees, since this relation
is like the relation between potency and act. He who has the
faculty to see is, indeed, essentially ordered to sight; this is the
proper aim of the faculty to see. If one has the faculty to see,
this is ¢n order to see. One thereby manifests the special rela-
tion existing between being-in-potency and being-in-act, by
using two realities which, better known to us, have the same
relation.

These two irreducible divisions of being bring us into the
presence of two distinct orders, orders which, however, are not
foreign to each other, since these two divisions are a division
of being. Hence they can be compared. While simultaneously
respecting their irreducibility, one can specify their similarities
and underline their divergences. For instance, one can say im-
mediately that substance is act, whereas accidents always

?1° The verb primarily signifies action,
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imply a certain potentiality, but one cannot thereby say that
act is substantial and that all potentiality is accidental. There
can be a substantial potentiality and there can be act-accidents
(the immanent vital functions are second acts, ultimate as acts,
but from the entitative aspect they are accidents).

One could specify similar relations among the various mean-
ings of being expressed according to the order to a single
principle and those which are said according to analogy. Yet
these two diversities of being will always remain irreducible
for us, since our mind does not measure being but is measured
by it. Our mind does not impose its method upon reality;
rather reality is the basis of its method and thereby structures
our mind.

The Eaxtension of Analogy through the Distinction between
the One and the Multiple

The distinction between the one and the multiple, which is,
as it were, a consequence of the preceding division, enables us
to have a better understanding of these two types of basic
divisions and the ways for expressing them (wpos v, dvaloyia) .

Indeed, the one and the multiple are like properties of being
and its divisions; by this very fact they make more explicit
for us the order and the relation existing among the various
modalities of being, the fruits of these divisions. Although the
one adds nothing to being, it nevertheless manifests for us the
indivisibility of that which is; by this very fact it gives being
greater intelligibility. If, then, we consider the division of being
into substance, quality, quantity, and relation under the aspect
of the one, we can affirm that only substance is perfectly one,
whereas quality, quantity, and relation are not perfectly “ one,”
they are “ one ” relatively to the perfect and substantial ““ one.”
Their unity is ordered to this first “one.” That is why, with
accidents, there immediately appears the problem of multi-
plicity and number. If substance is essentially one, accidents
are essentially multiple, not only because in a single substance
they necessarily are diverse but also because they are complex
in themselves. As the second mode of being, accident is never
simple.
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In this perspective we see how the one is said of substance
and accidents in the same way as being is said of them, namely,
according to an order to the first (wpds év). Accidents are to
be “ one > by reason of their essential relation to substance, the
primordial one, whereas the one as a substance is said in an
absolute way.

Is there a difference between the diversity of the being-
accident in relation to the being-substance and that of the
multiple-accident in relation to the one-substance? Is the mpos
& of accidents in relation to substance the same as that of the
multiple in relation to the one?

The accident appears more intrinsically being than it appears
one. We can say that it is being according to a secondary
modality, whereas it is one only according to its proper intel-
ligibility (its abstract form), since according to its proper
existence and its concrete nature it is multiple; therefore it is
one according to intention and not according to esse. By this
very fact the attribution of the one to the multiple-accident
tends to imply merely an extrinsic denomination; the multiple
is one. This attribution is legitimate because of the essential
order of the multiple to the one, but the multiple is not intrin-
sically and formally one. It is one extrinsically inasmuch as it
is measured by the one; hence it is named as such by reason of
this order to its measure.

Under the aspect of the one and the multiple, then, the
diversity of the ordered attribution (mpos €v) acquires a new
extension. It is applied to all the terms having various mean-
ings which, however, are not equivocal precisely because those
meanings are variously related to a primordial meaning playing
the role of measure, without any consideration as to whether
these terms intrinsically or only extrinsically affect the realities
to which they are attributed.

If we now examine the division of being-in-act and being-in-
potency under the aspect of the one and the multiple, we can
say that only act is perfectly one (like substance), whereas
being-in-potency is not. It is relative to this first “one,”
namely, that of act, perfectly one. The unity of being-in-
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potency is ordered to this first unity. With potency, too, there
immediately appears the problem about multiplicity. Potency
is the radical source of all multiplicity, all number, inasmuch
as potency limits and contracts act and thereby particularizes
and multiplies it. As the second mode of being, being in
potency is never indivisible.

In this perspective we see how the one, like being, is said of
act and potency in the sense that the one which affects being-
in-potency essentially depends on the one which affects being-
in-act. Being in potency is said to be “ one” only by reason
of its order towards being in act, this order giving it its unity.
Being in potency, then, is one only through act; it is indivisible
in itself.

Furthermore, the relations of the multiple-potency to this
one-act appear to be of the same type as those existing between
being in potency and being in act. These relations can be
expressed in the following way: Being-in-potency is to being-
in-act as the faculty to see is to him who sees, as the multiple-
in-potency (the divisible) is to the one-in-act (indivisible).
One can therefore say more briefly: Being-in-potency is to
being-in-act as the multiple is to the one.

What difference is there between the relation expressed on
the level of being (being-in-potency and being-in-act) and
on the level of the one (the multiple-in-power and the one-in-
act) ?

The relation between being-in-potency and being-in-act 1is
immediate, Surely it could be manifested through the relation
existing between the faculty to see and sight, which is better
known to us, as well as similar to it, but this manifestation
does not modify the intrinsic nature of this relation which has
only three terms or, if one prefers, two modes or two states of
the same reality, namely, being-in-potency and being-in-act
in relation to being. But the relation of the multiple in potency
(the divisible) to the one in act supposes another simpler
relationship, that of being in potency relative to being in act,
on which it is based. Hence, what is here involved is a relation-
ship between two similar relations: the multiple-in-potency is
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to the one-in-act as the being-in-potency is to being-in-act.
There are four terms instead of two.

Thus here, too, under the aspect of the one and the multiple,
the simple relation of analogy acquires a new extension. It is
transformed into an analogical proportion in which the terms
connected with one another imply two similar relations. To
universalize, we could say: Wherever four terms imply two
similar relations, there will be an analogy of proportions, for
instance, the eye is to the body as the mind is to the spirit.
Such relations remain on the level of properties or vital func-
tions. They cannot occur on the same level as the primordial
structure of being but are based radically (with more or less
intermediacy) on that simple relation of being-in-potency to
being-in-act. When these relations no longer oceur on the level
of the vital and essential properties or functions but are exer-
cised in regard to the accidents, one is in the presence of meta-
phorical analogies. Such analogies can be very useful in artistic
or even affective knowledge, but they cannot be part of true
philosophical knowledge.

The two great metaphysical analyses of being, then, immedi-
ately account for two particular kinds of unity in the midst of
diversity, namely, mpds €v and analogy. The discovery of the
property of being accounts for the explications of these two
kinds of unity in the midst of diversity. If, in fact, Aristotle
reserves the term analogy for relation and proportion, he un-
doubtedly does this with a view to a greater fidelity to the
proper sense of dvaloyia (proportion), as well as to a better
manifestation of the distinction between the two divisions of
being. The division according to substance and accidents gives
rise to an order of which the principle is substance, whereas
the division according to potency and act gives rise to a simple
relation. In the midst of diversity, however, order demands a
greater unity than a mere relation. Hence it is normal to
qualify these two kinds of unity diversely in the midst of their
diversity. What is certain is that being as predicated of sub-
stance, quality, or quantity is said neither univocally nor equi-
vocally but according to a certain order to a principle. Nor is
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being as predicated of potency and act said either univocally
or equivocally; rather being pertains primarily to act, second-
arily to potency, and hence is according to a certain order (an
order which is quite different from the former). It is not sur-
prising, then, if we first examine the logical viewpoint of attri-
bution, if we should speak of analogical attributions with a
view to characterizing these intermediary attributions between
univocal and equivoeal attributions. As soon, however, as we
seek to specify the metaphysical foundation of these analogical
attributions, we must affirm the irreducible diversity of this
basis, as well as of the two divisions of being. Aristotle was
especially sensitive to this metaphysical viewpoint, namely, the
irreducibility of the two divisions of being.”*® This is why he
has reserved the term analogy for this ultimate division and
for that which follows it, namely, the distinction between the
one and the multiple. Nevertheless, we must not forget that,
for Aristotle, this ultimate division of that which is into potency
and act in a certain way presupposes the division of being into
substance, quality, quantity. This is why the first basis of
analogy is indeed this first division of being possessing the
order wpos €v which the second division does not have. Thus
it is also normal that they have different names: wpos €v and
avadoyia.

Analogy and the Paths Leading to the Discovery of the First
Being

The First Philosophy does not end with that phase of
analysis which seeks the proper causes of that which is; it
implies also an ultimate search. To answer the supreme ques-
tion: Is there a Being which is the first cause of every existing
thing?, it elaborates the paths leading to the discovery of the
first Being. These access paths imply various analogical rea-
sonings which make use of the various modalities of the prin-
ciples of causality. Obviously the First Philosophy of Aristotle

220 Commenting on Aristotle’s Metaphysics, Albert the Great speaks of the
communitas analogiae relevant to this first division of being (Book IV [T,
Treatise I, Chapter 3).
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does not explicitly elaborate these diverse analogical reason-
ings, but these reasonings are in no way opposed to his meta-
physical analysis.

Having discovered the necessary existence of the first Being,
the First Cause. These judgments of metaphysical wisdom seek
between existing realities which we experience and this first
Being. In this latter part the First Philosophy does the work
of wisdom, it tries to judge every existing thing in the light of
the First Cause. These judgments of metaphysical wisdom seek
to connect the most perfect qualities of men and of various
existing realities to their first Source, their Creator, with the
recognition that these qualities, to the extent that they are
perfect, are said primarily of the Creator and secondarily of
creatures. They are achieved in the first Being in a way which
is substantial and eminently one, whereas in created realities
they are achieved in a participating and limited way. Such
judgments are called analogical and imply analogical attribu-
tions referring to a “first.” This first is no longer substance
but the first Being, God.

These analogical attributions indeed presuppose the meta-
physical analyses of substance and accidents, potency and act,
the one and the multiple, which they achieve on a new level,
namely, that of the relations between the first Being and
created beings which share in the infinite perfection of the first
Cause. In comparison with the analogies examined on the level
of the analysis of potency and act and the one and the multiple,
these analogical attributions appear extremely complex and
synthetic. They are truly ultimate judgments of wisdom mani-
festing to us the order of participation existing between the
perfections of the first Being and those of created beings. These
perfections in the first Being are not properties but express its
true substance; they are identified with it. On the side of
created beings, on the contrary, these perfections express their
properties, their qualities and not their substance.

On the level of the First Philosophy, by respecting the termi-
nology of Aristotle, we would thereby have the following:
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1.—a first analysis of being which manifests the first diversity
of the modalities of being expressed according to an order
towards a first.

2.—a second analysis of being, which manifests another diver-
sity of the modalities of being expressed according to a
relation, an analogy.

3.~—the distinction between the one and the multiple makes
the two preceding distinctions explicit. It puts us in the
presence of a new order the measure whereof is extrinsic,
as well as in the presence of a new analogy which implies
a similarity of relations, thereby always having at least
four terms.

These are the two kinds of ordered diversity, the basis of
analogy, and the two elementary kinds of analogy.

The analogical reasonings of the paths leading to the exist-
ence of the first Being (which Aristotle does not discuss ex-
plicitly) are no longer part of the elementary analyses; they
already imply a certain synthetic knowledge. Last of all, in
the judgment of wisdom, the analytical attributions also ex-
press a certain synthetic knowledge.

Again at the level of analogical discoveries, then, we en-
counter the various functions of the mind: induction, deduc-
tion, judgment. Although apprehension is not specifically
mentioned, it is necessarily implied. Moreover, does not Aris-
totle speak of terms stated manifoldly? Here, too, it seems
that analogy is explicit on the level of “relation ” and there-
fore of judgment. On the level of apprehension, he speaks of
order, of ordered diversity.

Our mind cannot remain on the level of univocation; inas-
much as it is intellect, it always tries to exceed the limits of
univocal knowledge. The appearance of analogy seems, indeed,
to be the fruit of a perfect mind achieving this excellence. From
this aspect analogy is always a very great risk, since we
depart from the stability and the discipline of univocal knowl-
edge, which makes use of predicables, so that we may penetrate
into a more pervasive and subtler although less precise knowl-
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edge.’” Does not the principal merit of Aristotle lie in the

fact that he grasped this so forcefully?
The Underlying Order of Analogy

This shows us the importance of the notion of order, which
is truly the proper basis for the various types of analogical
knowledge. There is an order between substance and accidental
determinations (e.g., quality, quantity, and relation). There
is an order among these diverse determinations themselves.
There is an order between potency and act, between first act
and second act. There is an order between the one and the
multiple. There is an order between the first Being and created
beings.

It is easy to grasp that these orders are very different, each
having its proper nature. By specifying their respective prin-
ciples we can grasp their nature, since each order presupposes
a principle, which plays the role of measure in reference to
everything that is ordered.

Between substance and quality or quantity, substance is
the principle-measure, a principle according to form. As re-
gards accident substance has an absolute priority according to
intelligibility, time and reality. The order which exists be-
tween substance on the one hand, and, on the other, quality
or quantity, then, is a very determined order, but non-recipro-
cal, since substance as such is not ordered to quality or
quantity.

Among the various accidents, quality, quantity, relation
(etc.), there is a secondary order inasmuch as, in relation with
each other, the accidents enjoy a certain priority. Quantity
is basic inasmuch as it is the first as subject, as the source of
divisibility; it makes reality measurable. Quality is what dis-
poses, what determines, what qualifies. From the aspect of
formal specification, it is ultimate, that is, the most perfect.
This secondary order has no absolute principle but two relative
principles which require each other,

It would be interesting to specify the way in which analogical knowledge
achieves these various “ excellences,” how, for example, analogical attribution
achieves the various types of univocal attribution in an eminent way.
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