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Abstract: In this note I will defend the correct understanding of a
passage (Physics I 7, 190a31-34) that has been largely misunderstood
by many modern commentators. The reason for the misleading
translations and interpretations can be found in the presence of the
problematic expression t06e t.. In what follows, I will argue that
there is no mention in this text of the expression t08¢ 11, at least in its
technical sense, that can be traced in Aristotle’s philosophy. At the
beginning I will give my translation of the passage in question and
some information about the context of Physics I 7. Secondly, I will
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give an account of the language categories of “coming to be” and I
will show that Physics I 7, 190a31-34 continues in all respects this
linguistic analysis. Finally, I will discuss the work of ancient
commentators, which can be read according to my interpretation.

Keywords: Aristotle’s Physics, coming-to-be, t106¢ Tt

The translation and the context of Ph. 17

Aristotle begins to develop his own theory of coming to be in
Physics 1, especially in chapters 7-9, with a very general linguistic
analysis of the different meanings of ‘to come to be.’! Significantly,
Aristotle investigates along these lines that there is always something
that underlies every change and that the principles of change are
essentially three: matter, form and privation.? At a certain point, he
introduces the account of substances in the analysis. Here we have
the problematic passage in 190a31-34, that I am quoting first from
some erroneous translations:

oAy &G 6¢ Aeyopévou tod yiyveoBat, kKai 1@V pEV 00
yiyveoBan adAAa 108e 1 yiyveoBon, anAdg 8¢ yiyveabot
TV 00CIAV OVOV, KaTd iV TEAAG @avepov 6T
avaykn VokeloBal TL TO yiyvOpevov.

Things, though, are said to come to be in many ways,
and some things are said not to come to be but to come
to be a this something, whereas only substances are
said to come to be unconditionally. In the other cases,
by contrast, it is evident that there must be some
underlying subject that comes to be [something].3

! This paper is based on a presentation in a recent seminar. I am grateful to all
participants for their comments and suggestions.

2 See Bodnar, 2018; Charles, 2018; Lorenz, 2019; Morison, 2019.
3 Reeve, 2018.
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certaines choses sont dites non pas advenir mais
devenir une chose déterminée.*

von Vielem kann man nicht einfach sagen ,,es wird“,
sondern immer nur ,,es wird etwas Bestimmtes*.°

cosi da un lato v’é “essere divenuto” non in senso
generico, ma “essere divenuto questa cosa
determinata”.®

Aristotle points in this passage to a fundamental distinction in
modalities of physical coming to be. On the one hand, there is the
unqualified or simple generation (&mA&¢ ylyveaBar), which refers to
substances and beings that have an independent existence; on the
other hand, there is a form of becoming determined and particular
that concerns specific aspects of the substance without affecting the
substance itself. Aristotle thus establishes a radical difference
between the coming to be of the substance and that of other
categories, but so far, he cannot prove it.’”

However, we should now go through the first part of this text.
The translations quoted above, like many others,® interpret the first
sentence in such a way: on the one hand, there are things that are not
said to come to be tout court but become a particular thing (166¢ Tv);
on the other hand there are substances that are said to come to be
without qualification (amA®@g). The problem is the following: why
should 166 T be associated with a particular type of change and
especially opposed to the generation of substances? As sufficiently

4 Couloubaritsis-Stevens, 1999.

> Zekl, 1987.

% Ruggiu, 1995.

7 This will be the aim of Arist. GC 1 1-4.

8 Carteron, 1926: «il y a, a coté de ce qui est engendré absolument, ce qui devient
par génération cette chose-ci» ; Russo, 1983: «divenire non qualsivoglia cosa, ma
un qualcosa di particolare»; Radice-Palpacelli, 2011: «da un lato puo significare
non il venire alla luce, ma divenire questa data cosa»; Zanatta, 1999: «di alcune
cose non essendo proprio <parlare di> divenire, bensi di divenire alcunché di
determinato».
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demonstrated by scholars,” 108¢ Tt is normally related to substances
and substance generation. But the translators above mentioned,
implicitly or explicitly, said that coming to be without qualification
is opposed to coming to be a “this something”, namely a substance. !’
To solve this difficulty, I propose following a different understanding
which, as I will show, fits better even with the previous analysis of
the linguistic categories of “coming to be”. This interpretation of the
text was first proposed by Barrington Jones in a paper on the
Aristotelian matter published in 1974.' I now give my translation of
the passage and in a later section of this article I will try to justify and
defend this understanding:

But ‘coming to be’ is said in many ways and, on the
one hand, some things are not said to ‘come to be’ but
‘this comes to be something’, on the other hand only
substances are said to ‘come to be without
qualification’, regarding the other things it is clear that
there must be something underlying, namely that
which becomes.!?

In this passage, therefore, there will be no reference to the 166¢
Tt in its technical sense, and not even generically to a particular
object, but the formula t68¢e 1 yiyveaBon should be construed as 108
yiyveoBai T, linguistic expression already introduced by Aristotle
few lines above in the same chapter of Physics (190a21-22)."® This

9 Aubenque, 2000; Corkum, 2019; Sharples, 1999; Smith, 1921; Yu, 2003, p. 113—
154.

10 See Reeve, 2018, p. 215, n.113: «in very many cases, as in the present one, being
a tode ti is a distinctive mark of ousia».

1 Jones, 1974, 479.

12 A similar and correct translation is given by Morison (2019, p. 251): « Since
coming to be is spoken of in many ways, and in some of them it’s not that this
comes to be, but rather this comes to be something, whereas coming to be
unqualifiedly applies only to substances». Although Wieland (1992, p.120)
translates 108¢e T yiyveoBou with «etwas wird etwas», he seems to take 108¢ 11 as a
single expression (see n. 7 ad loc.).

13 A different choice in the sentence construction was proposed by Bostock, (1982,
p-184-185): «Now coming to be is predicated in many ways. Some things cannot
be said to come to be — rather, something is said to come to be them — but of
substances and of them alone it may be said that they come to be without
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translation has furthermore the advantage to offer a way to get the
grammar right. In fact, there are other translations that, although
substantially correct, do not correspond very well with the Greek text.
These do not express the subject, which is 16d¢, but translate as if the
Greek words were just yiyvecsBai 1. Two examples of such
translations are The Revised Oxford Translation'* (ROT) of R.P.
Hardie and R.K. Gaye: «in some cases we do not use the expression
‘come to be’, but ‘come to be so-and-so’» and that of W. Charlton
«some things are said, not to come to be, but to come to be
something».!®

Finally, we can find another possible translation in the literature
but again it lacks the accuracy and precision of the correct one.
Translators have searched in this case to express the indeterminacy
of the coming to be. Examples of this are D. Charles’ and H.
Wagner’s translations: «some things are said not to come to be but to
come to be something or other» ; « es gibt dies, dall man nicht einfach
sagen kann: ,,es wird“, sondern sagen mul$: ,,es wird zu dem oder
dem“».1®

We must now turn to the argumentative development of Physics
I 7 to understand how the construction ‘this comes to be something’
for 106¢e T ylyveaBau is preferable not only for the accuracy of the

qualification». In a footnote, Bostock says that we must take ‘T’ as subject to
‘yiyveoBon’ and ‘tode’ as complement, although he admits that this is not the most
natural way of construing the Greek. The Arabic translation seems to construct the
sentence in the same way, Badawi, (1964 p. 60-61): <l (U Glaa 8223 33550 K" (S
3 G S g (DY e (8 L,

14 Barnes, 1985.

15 Charlton, 1970. See also Pellegrin, 2000: «certaines choses ne sont pas dites
advenir mais devenir ceci»; Stevens, 2012: «certaines choses sont dites non pas
venir a 1’étre mais devenir ceci»; Horstschéfer, 1998: «weil man von den einen
nicht sagen kann ,.es wird“, sondern ,,es wird ein solches“»; Franco Repellini,
1996: «mentre delle une si dice che non vengono ad essere, ma che vengono ad
essere questa certa cosa».

16 Charles, 2018; Wagner, 1983. See also Cornford-Wicksteed, 1929: «for the same
word (gignesthai) is employed either of a thing ‘coming to be’ in the absolute sense
of ‘coming into existence’, or in the sense of ‘coming to be this or that’»; Boeri,
1993: «de ciertas cosas no decimos ‘llegar a ser’ sino ,llegar a ser tal o cual cosa‘».
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translation but also for preserving the sense of Aristotle’s linguistic
analysis. Before introducing substance generation into the
discussion, Aristotle provides several distinctions between the ways
in which we talk about the becoming.

Qopev yap yiyveoBol €§ GAAov GAAO Kal €€ €Tépou
€tepov 1] T& amAX Aéyovteg fj T& ovyKeipeva. Aéyw 8¢
10010 W&l €0t yap yiyvesBor dvBpwmnov povoikov,
€omL 8¢ TO P1| povalkov yiyvesBol HovoKOV T TOV W
HOLOKOV GvOpKTOV GVOPHOTIOV HOVGIKOV. ATTAODV |IEV
oDV Aéyw TO ylyvopevov Tov &vBpwmov kol TO i
HOLOWKOV, Kol O yiyvetor GmAodv, TO HOULOIKOV:
OLYKELpEVOV &€ Kal O yiyvetal Kail TO yiyvopevov, dtav
TOV Pn  pouolkov GvBpomov  @dpev  yiyveoBou
HOLOIKOV GvBpwMOV.

We say that ‘one thing comes to be from another
thing’, and ‘something from something different’, in
the case both of simple and of complex things. I mean
the following. We can say the man becomes musical,
or what is not-musical becomes musical, or the not-
musical man becomes a musical man. Now what
becomes in the first two cases — man and not-musical
— I call simple, and what each becomes — musical —
simple also. But when we say the not-musical man
becomes a musical man, both what becomes and what
it becomes are complex (Ph. I 7, 189b32-190a5.
ROT).

Here Aristotle explains the distinction between the becoming of
simple things and that of complex things, having affirmed at the
beginning a very general statement that applies to both: all forms of
becoming go from something to something different.!” Examples of
simple things include ‘a man’ or ‘musical’; whereas examples of
complex things include ‘a musical man’ or ‘a non-musical man’. We
thus have a criterion of simplicity/complexity that is given in the first
place by the language used to refer to these objects. After these
preliminary remarks, Aristotle begins an inquiry about the different
ways in which a simple or complex thing could come to be.

7 For the differentiation between &tepov and &GAAo see (MORISON, 2019) 233-
234.
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Linguistic expressions of coming to be
The text of Physics I 7 continues as follow:

TOUTWV 8¢ TO pév o0 pdvov Aéyetar 108e '8 yiyveoBat
BAAX Kai €k T008e, olov &K pT] LOLGIKOD OVGIKOG, TO
&' 00 Aéyeton €mi mavwv: oD yap €€ avBpmmou éyéveto
HOLOTKOG, AN GvOPWMOG EYEVETO HOVLOKOG. TV &€
YIYVOHEVQOV ¢ TA A& Aéyopev yiyveaBon, tO pév
UTOpEVOV yiyvetal TO &' oOY UMopévov: O HEV yap
GvBp®TOG LTTOHEVEL HOVOIKOG YIYVOHEVOS GvOp®TOG
Kol €oTl, TO 6€ PR HOLOKOV Kol TO Gpovoov oUTE
GMAGG 00TE GuVTEDELEVOV DTIOpEVEL SlwPLOPEVQRV 8E
To0TeV, €§ AMmAVIOV TAV Yylyvopévev Todto €oTt
AaBelv, éav Tig EmPAEYM Gomep Aéyopev, 6T 8el T ael
vmokeloBot TO yyvopevov, kai todto el kol aplOpd
éomv €v, AN’ €ide1 ye oly €v: 1O yap €idel Aéyw Kol
A0y TOOTOV: 00 y&p TOOTOV TO GvBpemg Kol 1o
dpoVCE Elva. Kai TO Pév DITOpEVEL, TO §' 00Y DTopével:
TO HEV HT| &VTIKEIpEVOV UTopével (0 yap GvBpwmog
UTIOHEVEL), TO U] HOLOIKOV 8¢ Kol TO GLovoOV 0VY
Omopével, 0088 1O ¢€ &p@olv ouykeipevov, olov O
&povoog avBpwmnog.

In some cases, we say not only °‘this becomes
something’, but also ‘from being this it comes to be
that’ (e.g.: from being not-musical he comes to be
musical); but we do not say this in all cases, as we do
not say from being a man he came to be musical but
only the man became musical. These distinctions
drawn, one can gather from surveying the various
cases of becoming in the way we are describing that
there must always be an underlying something,
namely that which becomes, and that this, though
always one numerically, in form at least is not one. (By
‘in form’ I mean the same as ‘in account’.) For to be a
man is not the same as to be unmusical. One part
survives, the other does not: what is not an opposite
survives (for the man survives), but not-musical or
unmusical does not survive, nor does the compound of
the two, namely the unmusical man (Ph. I 7, 190a5-
21. ROT modified).

18 Mss. E1VPSpT have 108¢, whereas E2ASc have 168 1.
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We now approach one of the distinctions that will be
fundamental to the purpose of this paper, namely the difference
between ‘this becomes something’ (t08¢ yiyveoBai 1) and ‘becoming
something from this’ (é¢k T006¢ yiyveoBai ). Aristotle informs us that
there are cases of becoming where we can use both expressions. In
fact, we could say both that ‘not-musical comes to be musical’ and
that ‘from being not-musical he comes to be musical’. In other cases,
howevers, it is preferable to use only one of the two expressions. I will
soon discuss the criterion besides these peculiarities. There is also a
textual problem at 190a6, with some manuscripts that have 168¢e Tl
yiyveoBo instead of tode yiyveoBar. My argument is independent
from the linguistic choice we face here, but it is remarkable that in a
part of the manuscript tradition we already find in this passage the
problematic expression (t66¢ Tt yiyveoBm) that is present in 190a32.
In any case, some translators think that there is an undefined pronoun
(tv) that functions as object complement for the verb ‘to come to be’
in the manuscript.'® If we want to translate the lesson 168¢ yiyveo@on
literally, as Charlton does, we would use “this comes to be”, but in
this way we run the risk of interpreting this form as identical to the
simple generation that is exclusive to the substances and will be
introduced only some lines below by Aristotle. I therefore think that
the lesson 166¢ 11 yiyveaBon should be taken seriously into account
and that it may also be preferable to the text accepted in Ross’ edition
of Physics.

In any case, having stated this distinction, Aristotle makes some
important considerations about the need for an underlying subject in
any kind of becoming. This Onokeipevov is identified with the thing
which comes to be (10 ytyvopevov), and that is not “one” in form or
account, though always “one” numerically.?’ Regarding the different
elements of the expression “to come to be”, there are therefore things
that can be an underlying subject and others, the opposites (t&
avtikeipeva), which do not remain. Aristotle indicates ‘man’ as an

19 For example, in ROT.

20 See Morison, 2019 for a claim about the dual nature of Vnokeipevov (one part of
which persists, i.e. matter, and the other does not, i.e. privation).
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example of underlying subject, while ‘musical’ and ‘not-musical’,
besides all compounds, are cases that do not survive becoming. With
all these differences in mind we can approach the last section before
the problematic passage of 190a31-34.

10 &' £k Twvog yiyveoBai T, kai pr 108 yiyveobai T,
HOAAOV [Ev Aéyetan &ml TV [T DTOHEVOVI@Y, olov £§
GpovooL poVOKOV yiyveaBa, €€ avBpomov &¢ ol ob
HIV GAAG Kol éml TGV UTOHEVOVTOV éviote Aéyetan
WOoaUTOG €K yop XaAkod avépiavta yiyveabal papev,
00 TOV YOAKOV Gvépldvta. TO péviol €k Tod
AVTIKELPEVOL KAl [T DTIOPEVOVTOG AOOTEPMG AEYETAL,
Kol €k ToD8e T08e Kal T08e T08e* Kai yap €§ apoboov
Kol 0 GpovooG yiyvetal HOLOIKOG. 610 Kol €ml Tod
OLYKELHEVOL MOAVTOG Kal yap €§ apovaou dvBpmmou
Kol 0 &povoog GvBpwmnog yiyveaBal Aéyetan HOVOIKOG.

We speak of ‘becoming something from this’ instead
of ‘this becoming something’ more in the case of what
does not survive the change—‘becoming musical from
unmusical’, not ‘from man’-but we sometimes use the
latter form of expression even of what survives; we
speak of a statue coming to be from bronze, not of the
bronze becoming a statue. The change, however, from
an opposite which does not survive is described in
both ways, ‘becoming something from this’ or ‘this
becoming something’. We say both that the unmusical
becomes musical, and that from unmusical he
becomes musical. And so both forms are used of the
complex, ‘becoming a musical from an unmusical
man’, and ‘an unmusical man becoming musical’ (Ph.
17,190a21-31. ROT).

We are now able to propose an exhaustive classification of
linguistic expression according to the different ways in which
something can come to be.?? There are essentially three expressions
that can be used to speak about coming to be.??

2 Mss. E1J2VP have 108¢ yiyveoOai, whereas the others have t68¢ yiyveoOai .

22 See also Cerami, 2015, 78-85.

23 The classification I propose is not entirely explicit in Aristotle’s text. His main
interest is to establish the distinction (remaining/non-remaining things) about the
items that are the starting point of the change in question.
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(1) éx twvog yiyveobBai 1t (becoming B from A). This expression
is used especially for things that do not remain (¢§ &povoov
<ylyveaBar> povoikov, 190a23). It is used also for all compounds (¢§
apovoov  &vBpwmov yiyvesBon povoikog, 190a30-31) and for
substances (kai ai oboion kol doa [GAAa] GAGG Gvta €€ DrTokeLEVOL
Tvog yiyvetal, 190b1-3). However, this expression cannot be used in
all cases. In fact, we may suppose that there are three subcategories
depending on whether the terms considered are both things which
remain/do not remain or if one of them is an underlying subject which
remains:*

la. From A (which does not remain) comes to be B (which does
not remain), e. g. ¢§ dpovoov <ylyveoBor> povoikov (190a23).

1b. From A (which remains) comes to be B (which remains), e.
g. €k xoAkod <ylyvecBonr> a&vépiavta (190a25); ¢k LAV
<ylyveoBar> v vadv (Themistius, In Ph. 25.2-3).

lc. From A (which remains) comes to be B (which does not
remain), e. g. €& &vBpw@mMoL &yeveTo Hovaolkog (190a8-9 and 190a23).

The last form (1c) is incorrect for Aristotle, because it is not true
that from the simple ‘man’ we would have the coming to be of
‘musical’. For such expression of becoming to be correct we should
have compounds, such as ‘the musical man’. In that way the wording
would work, since the expression ‘becoming B from A’ always works
for compounds: ‘becoming a musical from an unmusical man’, and
‘an unmusical man becoming musical’ (190a29-31).

(2) 106¢ yiyveoBai 1 (A comes to be B). This expression is used

for things which do not remain (&vBpwmog éyéveto povoikdg 190a8,
0 &povoog ylyveton povoikog, 190a28-29) and for all compounds (6
&povoog avBpwmog yiyveaBol povoikog, 190a30-31). It is preferable
not to use this expression for substance generation (00 TOV YOGAKOV

24 Aristotle does not take into account the case of becoming a thing which remains
from a thing which does not remain.
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avépldvta, 190a25-26). As with the previous case, we can draw up
three subcategories from this expression:

2a. A (which does not remain) comes to be B (which does not
remain), e. g. 6 &povoog ylyvetan povoikog (190a28-29).

2b. A (which remains) comes to be B (which remains), e. g. TOv
XOAKOV <yiyveaBor> dvépravta (190a25-26); ta E0Aa yiveaBat vadv
(Themistius, In Ph. 25.3).

2c. A (which remains) comes to be B (which does not remain), e.

g. avBpwmog éyéveto povoikdg (190a8); dvBpwmog yéyovev Aeukog 1
povoikog (Philoponus, In Ph. 158.15).

The second form (2b), although it might turn out to be
permissible, is not the expression we prefer to use in case of
becoming between things which remains. For this reason, while
“becoming B from A” could currently be used for substantial
generation, “A comes to be B” hardly meant a change according to
the substance, even if it is possible.?

(3) yiyveoBar amA&¢ (A comes to be). This expression is used
only for substance becoming (&mA&G 8¢ yiyveaBon 1@dv o0O1®Y pbvov,
190a32-33). We cannot say, for example, that ‘musical’ or
‘unmusical’ come to be without qualification.

We can now go back to the problematic passage (190a31-34) and
see how this fits perfectly into the discourse on the different
expressions to speak about the becoming.

But ‘coming to be’ is said in many senses and, on the
one hand, some things are not said to ‘come to be’ but
‘this becomes something’, on the other hand only
substances are said to ‘come to be absolutely’,
regarding the other things it is clear that there must be
something underlying, namely that which becomes.

Introducing the third form, that of coming to be without
qualification (which belongs only to substances), Aristotle still refers

% See Code, 1976, p. 360-361; Charles, 2018, p. 183; Morison, 2019, p. 249-250.
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to the distinctions made previously. Consistently therefore, Aristotle
opposes the type of substance becoming to that of the second type.
On the one hand we have the ylyveaBon &rA&¢ (A comes to be), on
the other hand, we have the 166¢ yiyveoBai 11 (A comes to be B), that
hardly applies to substance generation. There is therefore no need to
introduce at this point a new form of becoming, such as that is
affirmed, more or less explicitly, by some translators. In addition,
there is no example in any part of the text of what should be ‘come
to be a particular thing’ (ylyveoBon 106¢ 11). The most straightforward
option is therefore to interpret the 108e 11 yiyveoBou of 190a32 as 108¢
yiyveoBai 1t (A comes to be B), and so to identify this expression with
the second form of becoming. The fact that Aristotle does not
introduce here any other distinction besides that of substantial
generation, is also confirmed by the next lines, where the form (1)
returns to play a considerable role.

KOt PV TEAA pavepov 8T &vaykn drokeioBai Tt 1O
Ylyvopevov (Kal yip Tooov Kai ooV Kol Tpog €Tepov
Kol moTé Kol oL yiyvetal DMOKEIPEVOL TIVOG 81 TO
poviv v ovoiav pnbevog kot GAAov Aéyeabon
UMOKELEVOL, T §' GAAX TTAVTA KOTK TFiG 0001xG) OTL
8¢ kal ai ovoiot kol 6oa [GAAa] GmAGCG Gvta &€
UTIOKELPLEVOL TIVOG YIYVETAL, EMOKOTODVTL YEVOLTO GV
@avepdv. ael yoap #otm O Umokertar, €€ o0 TO
YIYVOLLEVOV, 010V T& QUTX Kai To (G €K GTEPHTOG.

Now in all cases other than substance it is plain that
there must be something underlying, namely, that
which becomes. For when a thing comes to be of such
a quantity or quality or in such a relation, time, or
place, a subject is always presupposed, since
substance alone is not predicated of another subject,
but everything else of substance. But that substances
too, and anything that can be said to be without
qualification, come to be from some underlying thing,
will appear on examination. For we find in every case
something that underlies from which proceeds that
which comes to be; for instance, animals and plants
from seed (Ph. I 7, 190a33-b5. ROT).

Substances make no exception regarding the need for an
underlying subject. In this context, the first type of expression
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describing (becoming B from A) shows accurately that both
substances and things which do not remain are said to come to be by
something else. Therefore, when we talk about substance coming to
be, we prefer to use expression (1) or (3). In the first case, the
presence of an underlying subject is made explicit, because the
particle ¢k makes manifest what the substance comes from (the seed
for animals and plants). Instead, in the case of coming to be without
qualification, only the new substance generated is expressed, even if
in any case there must be an underlying subject. So, I think I have
sufficiently justified how the problematic passage of 190a31-34 —
because of the t06e Tt expression — is finally fully intelligible in the
construction that I propose.

Otherwise, the text of Physics I 7 would pose a serious problem,
because we would have 166¢ 11 in opposition to the becoming of
substances. But normally 108¢ T is associated with the substance and
its kind of becoming. Physics I 7 is not an exception in this regard,
because in this chapter we have three other occurrences of t68e 1
and, in each of them, the relation with substance generation is
manifest.”® It is difficult therefore to think that 168e 1 was opposed
to the unqualified generation in 190a31-34 and then, after only a few
of Bekker’s lines, it is described as its result. I am convinced that this
fact further confirms to eliminate the reference of t66¢ T in the t68¢
Tt yiyveoBon of 190a32 and to interpret the expression as T08¢
yiyveoOai Tt

26 Arist. Ph. 17, 190b23-27: «now the subject is one numerically, though it is two
in form. (For there is the man, the gold—in general, the countable matter; for it is
more of the nature of a ‘this’ (168¢ 1), and what comes to be does not come from
it accidentally; the privation, on the other hand, and the contrariety are accidental»
ROT; 191a7-14: «the underlying nature can be known by analogy. For as the
bronze is to the statue, the wood to the bed, or the matter and the formless before
receiving form to anything which has form, so is the underlying nature to substance,
i.e. the ‘this’ (t68e ©) or existent. This then is one principle (though not one or
existent in the same sense as the ‘this’ (t68¢ 1)); one is the form or definition; then
further there is its contrary, the privation» ROT.
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A final confirmation can be found in On generation and
corruption 1 3. Here, Aristotle faces the question concerning the
cause of the unbroken continuity of coming to be.

A ti 8¢ mote T pev anmA®dg yiveoBon Aéyston Kol
©BeipeaBon T §' 0VY GMAGG, MAAV OKeMTEOV, €imep TO
a0TO €0TL YéVeoig Pév Toudi pBopa 6¢ Tovdi, kai eBopd
HEV TOLST Yéveaig 6¢€ Toudi: (ntel yap Tiva todto Adyov.
Aéyopev yap 6L @Beipetan vV AmA&G, Kai o0 povov
T081* Kal altn pév yéveoig anAdg, abitn 6¢ eBopa. Todt
8¢ yivetan pév 1, yiveton §' anAdg ol @apév yap tov
pavBavovta yiveoBon pév émotipova, yiveaBou &'
QMAGC 00.

Yet, if the same process is a coming-to-be of this but
a passing-away of that, and a passing-away of this but
a coming-to-be of that, why are some things said to
come-to-be and pass-away without qualification, but
others only with a qualification? This question must
be investigated once more, for it demands some
explanation. For we say ‘it is now passing-away’
without qualification, and not merely ‘this is passing-
away’; and we call this change coming-to-be, and that
passing-away, without qualification. And ‘this comes-
to-be something’ but does not come-to-be without
qualification; for we say that the student comes-to-be
learned, not comes-to-be without qualification (GC I
3, 318a27-35. Text ed. M. Rashed. ROT modified).

This separation between coming to be without qualification
(yiveton amA®g) and coming to be something (yiveton 1) has a pivotal
role in the argumentation of the first book of GC. In fact, Aristotle
seeks to show that the two forms of becoming are not equivalent,
otherwise one would fall back into the confusion of the early
physicists, who on the one hand identified generation and alteration,
and on the other hand interpreted the generation as a form of
association. For this reason, Aristotle presents many arguments in
order to properly separate the two forms of becoming. The possibility
of this differentiation lies in the fact that one can separate the results
of the two types of becoming. From yéveoig GrmAfj we have a unitary
being, a whole (6Aov) as the product, while from yeveoig Ti¢ we have
an accidental compound or something partial and relative that
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ultimately refers to a substance. What comes to be without
qualification is, on the contrary, something positive and determined,
i.e. a 108 1.7 Socrates’ generation is therefore a case of substantial
generation, while Socrates becoming cultivated is an example of a
coming to be something partial.?®

As said before, this text supports this interpretation further. The
reason is the following: in the last lines of the text we find the same
opposition that was at the centre of the Physics passage. Aristotle
says that «‘this comes to be something’ (Toé1 yiveton 1) but does not
‘come to be without qualification’ (yiveton anA&g)». The syntactic
structure of the sentence fits perfectly with that of Physics 1 7,
190a31-34, where we read: «some things are not said to ‘come to be’
but ‘this comes to be something’ (166e T ylyveaBau), on the other
hand only substances are said to ‘come to be without qualification’
(dmA®d¢ ylyveoBan)». This coincidence confirms that the proposed
division between the different forms of becoming and the opposition
between (2) and (3), is so important for Aristotle that it is also taken
up in GC. Therefore, if we take seriously the meaning of 166 1 in
generative contexts (always in connection with the substance) and the
analysis of the different ways of speaking about the becoming, then I
think that the understanding of Physics I 7, 190a31-34 I defend is the
only acceptable.

Ancient commentators

I will now consider the commentaries of Philoponus, Themistius
and Simplicius concerning the problematic passage of Physics I 7.
Firstly, Philoponus comments as follow:

27 This is also confirmed by Alexander of Aphrodisias’ commentary of
Metaphysics. See for example in Metaph. 153.15-154.4: «But there is a coming-to-
be that is change from what does not yet exist to existing as this particular thing
(gig 10 €lvan 168 T), as air is said to come to be from water» (tr. by W. E. Dooley
and A. Madigan). See also in Metaph. 541, 12-13 and 546, 23-29.

28 See Arist. GC 1 3, 317b35, where coming to be without qualification is opposed
to partial (kata pépog) coming to be.
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elpnTol MOAAGKIG OTL GUATV pEV YEVECV TV TGV
00010V KOAET, Tiva 8¢ TNV TV oLpPefnkotav, 60Tt
i PEV TV Kat' oboiav YIVOREVROV ARG @ajev 0Tl
yéyovev &vBpwmog, émi 8¢ Ti¢ Kot oLPPEPnKOg
YeVETE®G 0V OMA®DG yeyovéval Qapév, GAAd Tl
YEYOVEVOL AEVKOG YOp YEYOVEV T| HOLOKOG GvBprTOG.

It has often been said that Aristotle uses the term
‘come to be’ by itself for the development of
substances, and ‘<becoming> something’ for the
development of attributes, because in the case of
things that develop in respect of substance we say
simply that ‘a human being was born’ but in the case
of development in respect of attribute we do not say
simply that it came to be, but that it became something.
The person became pale, or musical.?

As you can see, Philoponus eliminates the reference to t66e Tt
and talks about ‘becoming something’ (ti yeyovéval) as opposed to
‘come to be without qualifications’. His commentary therefore seems
to go in the direction I propose, even if following his exegesis, we
lose continuity with the linguistic and grammatical analysis
previously made by Aristotle. In this way, in fact, it seems that we
drop the reference, which in my opinion is present, to the second form
of becoming (A comes to be B). But in the end, we see that this form
of becoming is exactly the one in question, because the two examples
given by Philoponus represent perfectly the formula: «the person (A)
became pale (B), or musical (B)».

In the commentaries of Themistius and Simplicius, on the
contrary, the reference to T06e Tt is maintained. Here the
interpretation provided by Themistius:

nmoAAay @G toivuv tod yiyveaBon Aeyopévov kai TV
HEV 00 yiyveoBon GmA®G Aeyopévev GAAX TOSE T
yiyveoBay, anAdg 8¢ ylyveaBon Aeyopévav TV 0001Hv
(TO pév yap Aevkov oLy GMAGG yiyveoBat GAAG TOSE TL
MAVIOG OAHX Yap yiyvetalr Aevkov kai Sutnyvaiov

29 Philoponus, in Ph. 16.158.9-15. (tr. by C. Osborne). Note that these lines are
from the lexis part of the commentary (the theoria section starts at 155.11);
Philoponus’ intention is therefore to elucidate what Aristotle’s actual wording
expresses.
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[yiyvetal] oy amA®dG GAA& TouTi TO 8§évEpov: PUTOV
HévToL yiyvetal amA®g Kai GvBpwmog ylyvetat AmA&g).

Now ‘to come to be’ is said in many ways. Some
things are not said to ‘come to be without
qualification’ but ‘this comes to be something’, only
substances are said to ‘come to be without
qualification’. White is not said ‘to come to be without
qualification’ but invariably ‘this [comes to be]
something’, since a body becomes white and two cubit
long does not come to simply, but this very tree
[comes to be two cubit long]. A plant, however, comes
to be simply and a human being comes to be simply.3

Compared to the Aristotelian text, Themistius immediately
identifies simple becoming with coming to be without qualification
(&mA&G). Later he gives some examples to explain the two types of
becoming. Unfortunately, the examples concerning the t6de T
yiyveaBau are not so intelligible. Also, it is difficult to understand how
we must read the sentence «t0 pPeV yap AEUKOV 00) GMAGG yiyveoBat
GAAX TOSE TL TAVIWG OAHQ Yap yiyvetonr AeukKOV Kai Sutnyvoaiov
[ytyveton] 3! ovy amAdg GAAG toutt TO 8évSpov». R. B. Todd’s
translation «white is not said simply to come to be but invariably as
a given thing» is slightly obscure, because it is difficult to figure out
what it means for white to become a particular or a given thing. If the
example he had in mind was something like «white comes to be this
white human», I think that the interpretation is questionable, since
Aristotle never uses this formula to talk about the coming to be of
things which do not remain. In addition, the following sentence,
which should explain the meaning of the first statement, is equally
problematic. Even taking the lesson of the manuscript W (Venetus S.
Marci 205), where the second yiyveton does not appear, interpretative
problems remain. It seems that Themistius meant something like this:
a body come to be white and two cubits long does not come to be

30 Themistius, in Ph. 5, 2.27.13-18. (tr. by R. B. Todd modified). Here the (wrong)
translation made by Todd: «some things are said not simply to come to be but to
come to be this given thing».

31 This yiyvetau is missing in the lesson of W. Spengel proposed to eliminate the
&Aa that follows.
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without qualification. In fact, only a this something (e.i. Touti 10
dévépov) can become two cubits long and this is not a form of
becoming without qualification. Conversely, we can say
unambiguously that the human being and the plant come to be
without qualification.

Finally, we have Simplicius’ commentary:

Kol Tp@dTOV pEV  émonpaiveton, OTL <MOAAXY®G
Aeyopévou Tod yiveoBar> Kal Tooautay®dg 6oa €0TL Ta
YWOUEVQ, €L PHEV TAV Evvéa KATNyopl&dV oL yiveabot
OMAGG Aéyopev, <aAAa tOde T yiveoBon>. v yop
UNOKELPEVIV 0001V 0V yiveaBor GmA®G, GAAX AevKOv
yiveoBan fj tpimnyu 1 §e€10v Aéyopev, €mi 6¢ Tig ovaiag
olov t00 &vBphrov, &t yivetan &vBpwnog Aéyopiev,
GAN' 00 TOSE T1 yiveTal. To0ToL 8¢ aitiov TO TV ovaiav
pHEV abTV Kaf' avtv Veeotdoav kab' Eautnv
yiveoBon, 6V 82 &AAwV &v Tfj oboin O eivon &xovTwv
1 ovolx Kot a0t Aéyetan yiveoBar, GAN' o0y GmAGS
006¢ Kab' EauTnv.

And first he indicates that ‘coming to be is spoken of
in several ways’ and in as many ways as there are
kinds of things which come to be. In the case of the
nine categories [other than substance], we do not say
that something ‘comes to be without qualification’,
but that ‘this come to be something’. For [in the case
of these categories] we do not say that the underlying
substance comes to be without qualification, but that
it comes to be white or three feet long or to the right.
But in the case of a substance such as human we say
human comes to be, not that ‘this come to be
something’. The reason for this is that because
substance exists on its own it comes to be on its own,
but, since other things have their being in substance,
substance is said to come to be with respect to them,
but not in the sense of coming to be without
qualification or on its own.??

32 Simplicius, in Ph. 9.212.25-31. (tr. by 1. Mueller modified). Here the (wrong)
translation made by Muller: «we do not say that something comes to be without
qualification, but that it comes to be some particular thing».
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Simplicius makes explicit reference to the theory in the
Categories to explain the difference between the two forms of
becoming: only for the category of substance we can say to come to
be without qualification, for the other nine categories, on the other
hand, we can only say «t66e Tt yiveoBaw. I modified the translation
of I. Mueller («it comes to be some particular thing») to see if this
interpretation could agree to Simplicius’ text. In fact, I think that it
can, especially if we look at the examples that the commentator
proposes. For categories other than substance we say that something,
or better the underlying substance (brokelpévnv ovaoiav) comes to be
«white or three feet long or to the right». The structure of the second
form of becoming (A comes to be B) is clearly represented. For
substances, on the contrary, we say only that «<human comes to be»,
because oboia exist on its own and does not need to have another
term in the structure of becoming. Nevertheless, substance also
appears in the other forms of becoming, because non-substantial
attributes (the other nine categories) must refer to a substance in order
to exist and to come to be. Finally, we can say that Simplicius closely
follows Aristotle’s linguistic analysis of becoming proposed in
Physics 1 7 and integrates this survey with the Categories theory,
separating the way of being of substances from that of the other nine
categories.*

Conclusion

In this paper, I hope to have shown how the proposed
understanding of Physics I 7, 190a31-34 is preferable in many ways
to other translations and interpretations.

33 A different interpretation is still possible: one can argue that Simplicius’ move
is to ascribes the coming to be of attributes to the coming to be of substances with
respect to these non-substance items, its attributes. As substance is a 168¢ T1, one
can say that the coming to be of each attribute is a coming to be of a 106¢ Tt with
respect to that attribute. Although it is possible to interpret Simplicius’ text in this
way, I think that my proposal is the easiest option.
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But ‘coming to be’ is said in many senses and, on the
one hand, some things are not said to ‘come to be’ but
‘this comes to be something’, on the other hand only
substances are said to ‘come to be without
qualification’, regarding the other things it is clear that
there must be something underlying, namely that
which becomes.

On this interpretation, the continuation of Aristotelian analysis
on the different ways of saying the becoming is made explicit. In
particular, the opposition is between the form (2) of becoming and
form (3), which is used only for substances. At the same time, there
can be no confusion in this passage regarding the technical notion of
108¢ 1. Furthermore, the strong parallel with On generation and
corruption 1 3, 318a27-35 has highlighted that the formula ‘A comes
to be B’ is opposed to yiyveaBon GmA®dg not only in the Physics.
Finally, ancient commentators can be understood according to my
interpretation and do not say anything in the opposite direction.
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