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the matter of things is four bodies. For he too is confronted by consequences some of

hich are the same as have been mentioned, while others are peculiar to him. For

. sce these bodies produced from one another, which implies that the same body
do\s not always remain fire or earth (we have spoken about this in our works on
natdge); and regarding the moving cause and the question whether we gust suppose
one ok two, he must be thought to have spoken neither correctly gor altogether
plausitly. And in general those who speak in this way must do awayfwith change of
quality, igr on their view cold will not come from hot nor hot frongcold. For if it did
there woul be something that accepted those very contrariesg#ind there would be
some one erXity that became fire and water, which Empedoclgh denies.

As regaXds Anaxagoras, if one were to suppose that #fe said there were two
elements, the S\ypposition would accord thoroughly with gfview which Anaxagoras
himself did not ¥ate articulately, but which he must hafle accepted if any one had
developed his vieW. True, to say that in the beginnifg all things were mixed is
absurd both on oth¥ grounds and because it followd that they must have existed
before in an unmixediform, and because nature dogh not allow any chance thing to
be mixed with any chgce thing, and also becaude on this view modifications and
accidents could be separijed from substances (T the same things which are mixed
can beseparated); yet if ofg were to follow higf up, piecing together what he means,
he would perhaps be seen t§ be somewhat glodern in his views. For when nothing
was separated out, evidently Nothing could/be truly asserted of the substance that
then existed. | mean, e.g. that ityyas neither white nor black, nor grey nor any other
colour, but of necessity colourlessjfor i##t had been coloured, it would have had one
of these colours. And similarly, by % ifsame argument, it was flavourless, nor had it
any similar attribute; for it could g0 be either of any quality or of any size, nor
could it be any definite kind of tjfing.jfor if it were, one of the particular forms
would have belonged to it, and ¢ 4s is imbossible, since all were mixed together; for
the particular form would necgfsarily hav@been already separated out, but he says
all were mixed except reasog, and this alode was unmixed and pure. From this it

“ follows, then, that he musjfsay the principle§yare the One (for this is simple and
unmixed) and the Other, @hich is of such a nattge as we suppose the indefinite to be
before it is defined and jgartakes of some form. Yerefore, while expressing himself
neither rightly nor clegfly, he means something li what the later thinkers say and
what is now more clghrly seen to be the case.

But these thigKers are, after all, at home only if\arguments about generation
and destruction affd movement; for it is practically only¥f this sort of substance that
they seek the p inciples and the causes. But those whiextend their vision to all
things that exjt, and of existing things suppose some to @e perceptible and others
not perceptijfle, evidently study both classes, which is all the more reason why one
should devge some time to seeing what is good in their views@nd what bad from the
stand-poifft of the inquiry we have now before us. \

Thf! ‘Pythagoreans’ use stranger principles and element than the natural
philosgbhers (the reason is that they got the principles from non-5§ sible things, for
the gbjects of mathematics, except those of astronomy, are of th@class of things
witflout movement); yet their discussions and investigations are all abut nature; for
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Ny generate the heavens, and with regard to their parts and attributes and
fumwgions they observe the phenomena, and use up the principles and the causes in
explaljng these, which implies that they agree with the others, the natural
philosop¥grs, that what exists is just all that which is perceptible and contajg#ed by
the so-callo heavens. But the causes and the principles which they mentj#h are, as
we said, suffidient to act as steps even up to the higher realms of regifty, and are
more suited to Wese than to theories about nature. They do ngj tell us at all,
however, how thergan be movement if limit and unlimited ang#odd and even are
the only things assumd¢, or how without process and change tp€re can be generation
and destruction, or how Mge bodies that move through the J€avens can do what they
do. Further, if we either gxgnted them that spatial g Agnitude consists of these
elements, or this were proved 3§l how would some pédies be light and others have
weight? To judge from what thdy assume and gfaintain, they speak no more of
mathematical bodies than of percepijble; hep € they have said nothing whatever
about fire or earth or the other bodieNgf #iis sort, I suppose because they have
nothing to say which applies peculiarly 1B erceptible things.

Further, how are we to combineg fe belR(s that the modifications of number,
and number itself, are causes of whft exists and¥aappens in the heavens both from
the beginning and now, and thggfthere is no other Mymber than this number out of
which the world is composedg#W hen in one particular rog ion they place opinion and
opportunity, and, a little g#fove or below, injustice and siftikg or mixture, and allege
as proof of this that eg # one of these is a number, but whelghere happens to be
already in each plag€ a plurality of the extended bodies compaged of numbers,
because these mogdifications of number attach to the various groups O places,—this
being so, is thighiumber, which we must suppose each of these abstractioNgto be, the
same numbgf which is exhibited in the material universe, or is it another tifg this?
Plato sayfit is different; yet even he thinks that both these bodies and their cuges

are nyfhbers, but that the intelligible numbers are causes, while the others are
sengble.

9 . Let us leave the Pythagoreans for the present; for it is enough to have
touched on them as much as we have done. But as for those who posit the Ideas as
causes, firstly, in seeking to grasp the causes of the things around us, they
introduced others equal in number to these, as if a man who wanted to count things
thought he could not do it while they were few, but tried to count them when he had
added to their number. For the Forms are practically equal to or not fewer than the
things, in trying to explain which these thinkers proceeded from them to the Forms.
For to each set of substances there answers a Form which has the same name and
exists apart from the substances, and so also in the case of all other groups in which
there is one character common to many things, whether the things are in this
changeable world or are eternal. .

Further, of the ways in which we prove that the Forms exist, none is
convincing; for from some no inference necessarily follows, and from some it follows
that there are Forms of things of which we think there are no Forms.

For according to the arguments from the existence of the sciences there will be
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