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CANADIAN ARISTOTLE SOCIETY / LA SOCIETÉ 

ARISTOTÉLICIENNE DU CANADA   
 

University of Ottawa / Université d’Ottawa 

 
October 2-3 octobre, 2026 

 

ARISTOTLE AND SCIENCE 

ARISTOTE ET la SCIENCE 

 

Schedule / l’Horaire  
October 1 Octobre 

THURSDAY / JEUDI 
October 1 (Optional) / 1 Octobre (optionel) :   

18h00-21h00 : Informal greet at D’Arcy Magee’s, 18h-21h00.  44 Sparks Street, Ottawa, ON K1P 

5A8 (613) 230-4433.  Each person pays his/her drinks and food. // Accueil informel chez D’Arcy 

Magee, de 18h à 21h.  44, rue Sparks, Ottawa (Ontario) K1P 5A8 (613) 230-4433.  Chacun paie 

ses boissons et sa nourriture.   

D’Arcy Magee’s : https://maps.app.goo.gl/ktYGdd2TTYoJuNTP9 

 
 

https://maps.app.goo.gl/ktYGdd2TTYoJuNTP9
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ZOOM LINKS / LIENS ZOOM 

 

1. ZOOM LINK/LIEN ZOOM, Simard 125 : https://uottawa-

ca.zoom.us/j/97304060353?pwd=BqSUEHSXwRvk7KtDPAwzVvZ7dVfgxV.1 

 

2. ZOOM LINK/LIEN ZOOM, Simard 129 : https://uottawa-

ca.zoom.us/j/93391956256  

 

 

  

https://uottawa-ca.zoom.us/j/97304060353?pwd=BqSUEHSXwRvk7KtDPAwzVvZ7dVfgxV.1
https://uottawa-ca.zoom.us/j/97304060353?pwd=BqSUEHSXwRvk7KtDPAwzVvZ7dVfgxV.1
https://uottawa-ca.zoom.us/j/93391956256
https://uottawa-ca.zoom.us/j/93391956256
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ROOMS / SALLES : SIMARD (SMD) 125 and SMD 129 

Address/Adresse : Simard Hall (SMD) 60 University, Ottawa, ON K1N 8Z4 

 

Friday / Vendredi : SMD 125 [PYTHIAS] 

ZOOM LINK/LIEN ZOOM, SMD 125: https://uottawa-

ca.zoom.us/j/97304060353?pwd=BqSUEHSXwRvk7KtDPAwzVvZ7dVfgxV.1 

 

Time/l’Heure Participant and Title/Participant(e) et titre  

8h30-8h50   Accueil, mot de bienvenue / Welcome (SMD 125)  

A.  CHAIR  Vanessa Arviset  

9h00-9h35 Michel Bastit, « Lumières aristotéliciennes sur les champs quantiques » ZOOM 

9h35-10h10 Silvia Fazzo, « En quel sens la science exige-t-elle une invariance ? La 

réponse d’Aristote » 
ZOOM 

10h10-10h40 COFFEE BREAK/PAUSE CAFÉ  

B. CHAIR Léa Derome  

10h40-11h15 Martha Catherine Beck, “The Reaffirmation of Aristotle’s Basic 

Scientific Principles” 
ZOOM 

11h15-11h50 Flavien Musitu Wanzio, « La fécondité de l’approche scientifique de la 

logique aristotélicienne d’hier à aujourd’hui » 

 

11h50-12h25 Antoine Côté, « Le sujet de la scientia chez Aristote d’après Guillaume 

d’Ockham »  

 

12h25-14h00 LUNCH/ DINER  

C. CHAIR Flavien Musitu Wanzio  

14h00-14h35 Vanessa Arviset, « L’inutilité de la rigueur scientifique et des arguments 

en matière de vertu selon Aristote »   

 

14h35-15h10 Antoine Pageau-St-Hilaire, “Is there a science of human affairs? 

Questions concerning the homonymy of science and politikē epistēmē” 

 

15h10-15h45 COFFEE BREAK/PAUSE CAFÉ  

D. CHAIR Antoine Pageau-St-Hilaire  

15h45-16h20 Francisco Gonzalez, “Aristotle’s New Biology”  

16h20-16h55 Norah Woodcock, “Aristotle on Brooding Birds and the Scala Naturae”  

KEYNOTE SPEAKER (SMD 125), 17h30, followed by RECEPTION in the foyer / 

CONFÉRENCIÈRE PRINCIPALE (SMD 125), 17h30, suivi de RÉCEPTION dans le foyez:   

 Dr. Marguerite Deslauriers (McGill University) – “Aristotle among the 

Feminists in the 16th Century” 
 ZOOM LINK/LIEN ZOOM, (SMD 125) : https://uottawa-

ca.zoom.us/j/97304060353?pwd=BqSUEHSXwRvk7KtDPAwzVvZ7dVfgxV.1 

  

https://uottawa-ca.zoom.us/j/97304060353?pwd=BqSUEHSXwRvk7KtDPAwzVvZ7dVfgxV.1
https://uottawa-ca.zoom.us/j/97304060353?pwd=BqSUEHSXwRvk7KtDPAwzVvZ7dVfgxV.1
https://uottawa-ca.zoom.us/j/97304060353?pwd=BqSUEHSXwRvk7KtDPAwzVvZ7dVfgxV.1
https://uottawa-ca.zoom.us/j/97304060353?pwd=BqSUEHSXwRvk7KtDPAwzVvZ7dVfgxV.1
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Friday / Vendredi : SMD 129 [NICOMACHUS]  

ZOOM LINK/LIEN ZOOM, SMD 129: https://uottawa-ca.zoom.us/j/93391956256  

 

8h30-8h50   Accueil, mot de bienvenue / Welcome (SMD 125)  

A.  CHAIR Pierre-Luc Boudreault  

9h00-9h35 Samuel Boudreau, PhD., “On the Infinite Regress of Demonstrations in 

Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics I.3, 72b 5-15 and I.22, 83b 32-84a 6” 
 

9h35-10h10 Jay Elliott, “Akrasia and the Science of Drunkenness”  

10h10-10h40 COFFEE BREAK/PAUSE CAFÉ  

B. CHAIR Emily Perry  

10h40-11h15 Angela Curran, “Stable and Unstable Deviations in Aristotle’s Biology: 

Females, Monsters, and Deformed Kinds” 
ZOOM 

11h15-11h50 Olenka Laschuk, PhD., “How Aristotle’s Theory of the Nature of Woman 

Challenges his Metaphysical Project” 
 

11h50-12h25 Rebecca Caithamer, PhD., “Aristotle’s Non-Aristotelian Account of 

Gender” 
 

12h25-14h00 LUNCH/ DINER  

C. CHAIR Jay Elliott  

14h00-14h35 Richard Cain, “Not a Rival Efficient Cause: Formal Causality and the 

Metaphysical Conditions of Scientific Intelligibility” 
 

14h35-15h10 Paolo Biondi, “Is Aristotle’s Metaphysics an Aristotelian Science?”  

15h10-15h45 COFFEE BREAK/PAUSE CAFÉ  

D. CHAIR Olenka Laschuk  

15h45-16h20 Fabien Cayer, “First Philosophy and Phainomenological Method”  

16h20-16h55 Teressa MacIntosh, PhD., “Out of Sight, Out of Time: An Aristotelian 

Solution to the Problem of Time in Wheeler-DeWitt Quantum Cosmology 
 

KEYNOTE SPEAKER (SMD 125), 17h30, followed by RECEPTION in 

the foyer / CONFÉRENCIÈRE PRINCIPALE (SMD 125), 17h30, suivi de 

RÉCEPTION dans le foyez :   

 Dr. Marguerite Deslauriers (McGill University) – “Aristotle among 

the Feminists in the 16th Century” 
 ZOOM LINK/LIEN ZOOM, (SMD 125) : https://uottawa-

ca.zoom.us/j/97304060353?pwd=BqSUEHSXwRvk7KtDPAwzVvZ7dVfgxV.1 

 

  

https://uottawa-ca.zoom.us/j/93391956256
https://uottawa-ca.zoom.us/j/97304060353?pwd=BqSUEHSXwRvk7KtDPAwzVvZ7dVfgxV.1
https://uottawa-ca.zoom.us/j/97304060353?pwd=BqSUEHSXwRvk7KtDPAwzVvZ7dVfgxV.1
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Saturday / Samedi : SMD 125 [PYTHIAS] 

ZOOM LINK/LIEN ZOOM, SMD 125 [PYTHIAS]: https://uottawa-

ca.zoom.us/j/97304060353?pwd=BqSUEHSXwRvk7KtDPAwzVvZ7dVfgxV.1 

 

Time/l’Heure Participant and Title/Participant(e) et titre  

A.  CHAIR  Byron Stoyles   

8h25-9h00 Christopher Byrne, “Aristotle’s Natural Science and the Scientific Revolution” ZOOM 

9h00-9h35 Laura Folli, “An Aristotelian Scientific Manifesto: The Science of The Good and 

The Final Cause from Metaphysics Alpha Meizon 2” 
ZOOM 

9h35-10h10 Laurence Lauzon, PhD., “Why Must Natural Science Study Final Causes?”  

10h10-10h40 COFFEE BREAK/PAUSE CAFÉ  

B. CHAIR Laurence Lauzon  

10h40-11h15 John Thorp, “Code in Aristotle’s Natural Science”  

11h15-11h50 Emily Perry, “Aristotle on the Natural as the Default”  

11h50-12h25 Byron Stoyles, “Explanatory Priority in Aristotle’s Science of Nature”  

12h25-14h00 LUNCH/ DINER  

C. CHAIR Richard Cain  

14h00-14h35 Léa Derome, “Aristotle’s Physiological Explanation of Sleep”  

14h35-15h10 Mazdak Rajabi, “φύσις, τέχνη, and the Limits of Machine-Intelligence based 

Science” 

 

15h10-15h45 Nikolo Michael Panganoron, PhD., “Aristotle and Interdisciplinarity”  

D. CHAIR Paolo Biondi  

15h45-16h20 Yusuke Yamada, PhD., “Analogy as a Tool of Explanatory Unification in 

Aristotle’s De Motu Animalium” 
 

16h20-16h55 Pierre-Luc Boudreault, “Aristotle’s Account of Sensation”  

   

 

 18h30 ($85/person) BANQUET (85$/personne) – Trattoria Caffé Italia, 

https://www.trattoriaitalia.com/.  (Optional/Optionel)   
 

 

  

https://uottawa-ca.zoom.us/j/97304060353?pwd=BqSUEHSXwRvk7KtDPAwzVvZ7dVfgxV.1
https://uottawa-ca.zoom.us/j/97304060353?pwd=BqSUEHSXwRvk7KtDPAwzVvZ7dVfgxV.1
https://www.trattoriaitalia.com/
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Saturday / Samedi : SMD 129 [NICOMACHUS]  

ZOOM LINK/LIEN ZOOM, SMD 129: https://uottawa-ca.zoom.us/j/93391956256 

 

Time/l’Heure Participant and Title/Participant(e) et titre  

A.  CHAIR  Christopher M. Lutz  

8h25-9h00 Mohammad J. Esmaeili, “Soul Without Sensation?  The Hidden Life of Plants 

Based on Aristotelian Principles and Avicennian Reception” 
ZOOM 

9h00-9h35 Claudia Zatta, “Aristotle on the Longevity of Plants”  

9h35-10h10 Madeline Brenchley, PhD., “Epistemic Subordination: Making Sense of 

Aristotle’s Examples in APo A13” 
 

10h10-10h40 COFFEE BREAK/PAUSE CAFÉ  

B. CHAIR Claudia Zatta  

10h40-11h15 Ebrahim Ranjbar, « La Summa terminorum metaphysicorum de Giordano 

Bruno: une lecture métaphysique de l’ontologie aristotélicienne » 
ZOOM 

11h15-11h50 Terence J. Kleven, “Alfarabi on Necessity and Possibility in his Commentary on 

Aristotle’s Peri Hermēneias, chapter 9 19a4-19b19” 
 

11h50-12h25 SayedAlireza SeyedMohseni, PhD., “Ockham’s Termini Concepti and the 

Cognitive Gap in Aristotelian Induction” 
 

12h25-14h00 LUNCH/ DINER  

C. CHAIR John Thorp  

14h00-14h35 Jean-Marc Narbonne, « Une possible science du politique ? Retour sur les 

énoncés programmatiques d’Éthique à Nicomaque X, 10 » 

 

14h35-15h10 Benjamin Wilck, “Reconsidering Per Se₂ Predication in Posterior Analytics I.4”  

15h10-15h45 Christopher M. Lutz, “A Worry about Per Se Predication”  

D. CHAIR Terence J. Kleven  

15h45-16h20 Emma Cohen Edmonds, MA., “The Periphery of Unordinary Change 

and the Tunnel of Supervenience: Contextualising Aristotle’s Physics VII, 3” 
 

16h20-16h55 Caterina Pavoni, PhD., “Per se, Opposites, and Causation in Aristotle’s Theory 

of Science (A.Po. I.4)” 
 

   

 18h30 ($85/person) BANQUET (85$/personne) – Trattoria Caffé Italia, 

https://www.trattoriaitalia.com/.  (Optional/Optionel)   
 
Gratitude: The Canadian Aristotle Society owes a great debt of gratitude to all those who made this 

conference possible. I would like to thank 1) the Department of Philosophy and Professors Patrice Philie 

Léa Derome for their donation, and to the graduate students, especially Ms. Laurence Lauzon and Dr. 

Antoine Pageau-St-Hilaire, and to Ms. Ana Ion for their collaboration; 2) the Department of Classics and 

Religion and Professor Dominique Côté for their generous donation; 3) the anonymous donor, whose very 

generous donation and commitment to CAS has sustained our activities for years, for which we are truly 

grateful.  We would also like to thank Mr. Zacharie Cadieux for his generous help in organizing Rooms 

and the Reception, and to Ms. Fatiha Zemmou for her diligent care of the finances regarding the conference.    

 

Remerciement : La Société Aristotélicienne du Canada a une grande dette de gratitude envers toutes celles 

et ceux qui ont rendu possible cette conférence.  Je tiens à remercier 1) le Département de philosophie et 

les professeures Patrice Philie et Léa Derome pour leur don, ainsi que les étudiants diplômés, notamment 

en particulier Mme Laurence Lauzon et le Dr Antoine Pageau-St-Hilaire, ainsi que Mme Ana Ion pour leur 

collaboration; 2) le Département des études classiques et religieuses et la professeure Dominique Côté pour 

leur don; 3) le donateur anonyme, dont l’engagement et don généreux envers SAC a soutenu nos activités 

https://uottawa-ca.zoom.us/j/93391956256
https://www.trattoriaitalia.com/
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pendant des années, pour lequel nous sommes sincèrement reconnaissants.  Nous tenons également à 

remercier M. Zacharie Cadieux pour son aide généreuse dans l’organisation des chambres et de la réception, 

et à Mme Fatiha Zemmou pour sa gestion rigoureuse des finances de la conférence. 

 

In memoriam 

Professor Thomas De Koninck 

  

Professor Thomas De Koninck was an Executive member of the Canadian Aristotle Society.  His 

contributions, insights, and his genuine love for the Society have given a strong gust of wind to 

help CAS sail into new waters.  He was a mentor and a friend, and I, for one, will miss him terribly. 

// Le professeur Thomas De Koninck a siégé au comité directeur de la Societé Aristotélicienne du 

Canada. Ses contributions, ses idées et son amour sincère pour la Société ont insufflé un vent 

puissant, permettant à la SAC de naviguer vers de nouveaux horizons. Il était un mentor et un ami; 

pour ma part, il me manquera énormément.  (Mark Nyvlt) 

 

 

Rhodes Trust 

 

We were saddened to learn of the passing of Thomas de Koninck, who died on 16 February 2026 

in Québec at the age of 91. 

A distinguished Canadian philosopher whose reflections on human dignity and ultimate questions 

shaped both academic and public discourse, Thomas was born in 1934 in Leuven, Belgium. He 

pursued an exceptional education that included a Rhodes Scholarship to Oxford, alongside studies 

at Université Laval and the Freie Universität Berlin, laying the foundation for a lifetime devoted 

to philosophical inquiry. 

Thomas began his academic career at the University of Notre Dame before returning to Québec in 

1964 to join Université Laval, where he remained for more than fifty years. As a revered professor 

and later Dean of the Faculty of Philosophy from 1974 to 1978, he played a central role in 

cultivating philosophical scholarship and mentoring generations of students, leaving a lasting 

imprint on the intellectual life of the institution. 

Renowned for his writings on human dignity, Greek philosophy, and education, Thomas achieved 

international recognition, notably receiving the Prix La Bruyère from the Académie française 

for De la dignité humaine and the Canadian Philosophical Association’s prize for Questions 

ultimes. He was elected a Member of the Royal Society of Canada and appointed to the Order of 

Canada, reflecting a career marked by intellectual depth, public engagement, and a steadfast 

commitment to the enduring value of philosophical thought. 
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CANADIAN ARISTOTLE SOCIETY / LA SOCIETÉ ARISTOTÉLICIENNE DU 

CANADA  
 

UNIVERSITY OF OTTAWA / UNIVERSITÉ D’OTTAWA 
 

October 2-3 octobre, 2026 
 

ARISTOTLE AND SCIENCE 

ARISTOTE ET la SCIENCE 

  

ABSTRACTS / RÉSUMÉS 
 

Vanessa Arviset (Cégep de Rosemont) 

L’inutilité de la rigueur scientifique et des arguments en matière de vertu selon Aristote 

L’Éthique à Nicomaque est le lieu du rejet de la science. L’enquête éthique sur l’âme ne nécessite 

pas la même rigueur que d’autres types d’études (EN II 1102a24-28). On n’écoute pas les conseils 

de vertu comme on fait des mathématiques (EN II 1102b30-1103a4). Le but n’est pas non plus de 

trouver un argument (EN I 1098b9-12), et l’amateur en la matière ne saurait acquérir la vertu par 

ces moyens (EN II 1105b12-19). Sur le plan méthodologique, la science se voit donc rejetée en 

raison de son trop de rigueur et, sur le plan pratique, elle se voit écartée pour son inefficacité à 

rendre vertueux. Et pourtant, Aristote reconnaît la force d’un certain discours rationnel sur les 

appétits (EN II 1102b30-1103a4). Comment concilier ces différentes affirmations sur la science 

en matière de vertu ? La nature de la science, mais aussi sa localisation dans l’âme, expliquent son 

inutilité en matière éthique, car tout aussi rigoureuse qu’elle soit, l’âme peut l’oublier.  

 

Michel Bastit (Université de Bourgogne) 

Lumières aristotéliciennes sur les champs quantiques 

L’exposé que je propose a pour but de montrer que la conception aristotélicienne de la matière 

peut fournir un éclairage philosophique fécond pour interpréter et intégrer les conceptions que la 

science physique contemporaine se fait des réalités quantiques. 

Devant la complexité des données de la physique quantique certains physiciens renoncent 

à la rationalité et adoptent soit une attitude sceptique (Feyman)  soit une attitude opérationnaliste 

(Bas van Fraasen), mais d’autres font appel à la philosophie pour clarifier la portée de leurs 

découvertes (Shimony, d’Espagnat). 

En répondant à cet appel avec l’aide d’Aristote il est possible : (I) de mieux comprendre 

l’indétermination quantique en la rapprochant, sans l’identifier, à la matière première. La 

conception aristotélicienne de la matière en puissance relative étagée selon les divers objets permet 

aussi d’assigner aux champs quantiques une réalité relativement actualisée sans en faire des 

substances et suggère l’idée d’une échelle  d’actualisation de la matière. 

(II) de proposer une résolution de la question de la transition du monde quantique au monde 

ordinaire en recourant à une interprétation réaliste et néanmoins localisée de l’effondrement de 
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l’onde  (Contextual wave function collapse)  et de comprendre celle-ci comme une actualisation  

réelle résultant de l’action d’objets ordinaires (l’expérimentateur et son appareil). Ainsi peut se 

trouver aussi conserver l’idée aristotélicienne fondamentale d’une priorité de l’acte sur la 

puissance, en l’occurrence la matière plus ou moins déterminée. 

Enfin les aveux d’inconnaissance profonde de la réalité matérielle ultime trouvent aussi 

leur justification dans la perspective aristotélicienne de la connaissance seulement indirecte (par 

analogie) de la matière première. 

 

Martha Catherine Beck (Lyon College, Arizona) 

The Reaffirmation of Aristotle’s Basic Scientific Principles 

Aristotle’s basic principles have reemerged as relevant to the huge paradigm shift in the sciences 

today, from the mechanistic and materialistic views of the Enlightenment to a holistic paradigm. 

Among many others: Henrich Pas, “The One” about quantum physics and Aristotle. “The Systems 

View of Life: A Unifying Vision,” describes a paradigm shift in the sciences and social sciences 

to a view consistent with Aristotle’s basic causes and principles. Robert Lustig, a specialist in 

metabolic disorders, uses Aristotle’s view of flourishing to condemn the current profit-driven food 

system in the U.S. Antonio Damasio explains why recent discoveries about the psyche in 

neuroscience lead to Aristotle’s model of flourishing. Oxford University has a working group, 

“Why A.I. Needs Aristotle.” When Pope Leo XIV introduced “Magnifica Humanitas,” Christopher 

Olah, co-founder of Anthropic, was at the table, affirming the need for wisdom to guide A.I. 

 

Paolo Biondi (Université de Sudbury) 

Is Aristotle’s Metaphysics an Aristotelian Science? 
We will examine whether and to what extent Aristotle’s thoughts on metaphysics may be 

considered a science as this methodology is understood by Aristotle. The Posterior Analytics, 

along with statements made in other treatises, provide the characteristics of science and scientific 

knowledge. Such characteristics thereby act as the standards for an Aristotelian science and 

conception of scientific knowledge. It is against several of these standards that we will measure 

and evaluate a number of statements made in the Metaphysics about the science of “being as 

being.” The paper is primarily limited to measuring this science against the characteristic that the 

unity of a science is by a genus, along with the one that science is of the universal. We explore 

whether ‘being’ and/or the category of substance can be considered the genus in the constitution 

of a science of “being as being.” 

 

Samuel Boudreau (PhD, Université d’Ottawa) 

On the Infinite Regress of Demonstrations in Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics I.3, 72b 5-15 and 

I.22, 83b 32-84a 6  
This paper examines Aristotle’s discussion of the impossibility of an infinite regression of 

demonstrations in Posterior Analytics I.3 (72b 5–15) and I.22 (83b 32–84a 6). I provide a new 

interpretation of the argument, focusing on its logical form. Two key moves are made: an infinite 

regress is derived, and the regress is shown to be vicious. Aristotle claims it is vicious because “it 

is impossible to traverse the infinite” (72b 10–11; 84a 2–3). I argue that "to traverse" means to 

perform syllogistic inferences in succession, and that “the infinite” is an actually infinite sequence 

of propositions ordered by explanatory relations. My interpretation explains why demonstrations 

cannot go to infinity, though non demonstrative syllogisms can. Once this distinction is 



10 
 

understood, Aristotle’s argument withstands two common objections to such infinite regress 

arguments. 

 

Pierre-Luc Boudreault (Cégep de Lanaudière à Joliette) 

Aristotle’s Account of Sensation 

While not being an empiricist in the modern sense, Aristotle famously claims that science begins 

with sensation. Understanding Aristotle’s account of science consequently begins with 

understanding his account of sensation. Furthermore, sensation is the first, fundamental form of 

knowledge, so understanding how intellectual knowledge – which science is a certain type – is 

possible presupposes understanding how sense knowledge is so in the first place.  My presentation 

will aim at providing a general understanding of Aristotle’s account of sensation found in DA ii, 

focusing on chapters 5, 6 and 12. Special attention will be devoted to analyzing Aristotle’s claim 

that sensation is a certain motion, but not an alteration in the strict sense of the term (417a15-b17), 

and to the wax and ring analogy (424a17-24), which is supposed to illustrate how sensation works, 

what sense knowledge consists in and what is the sense power in general.  

 

Madeline Brenchley (PhD, Boston College) 

Epistemic Subordination: Making Sense of Aristotle’s Examples in APo A13 

This paper examines what I call “epistemic subordination” in Posterior Analytics A13— namely, 

Aristotle’s notion that cross-disciplinary inquiry is possible only when sciences (ἐπιστῆμαι) stand 

“one beneath the other” (θάτερον ὑπὸ θάτερον). Specifically, I explain how Aristotle’s disparate 

examples of the principle are connected. Drawing on APo B1–B2, I argue that subordinate sciences 

provide knowledge of the that (τὸ ὅτι) while superordinate sciences provide knowledge of the why 

(τὸ διότι). This framework explains Aristotle’s first seven examples. I then turn to Aristotle’s 

eighth example in APo A13 which includes medicine (ἰατρική) and has received little attention in 

secondary literature. Medicine is a problematic example of epistemic subordination because it is 

techne rather than episteme according to criteria in NE VI and Metaphysics A1. Ultimately, I argue 

that this eighth example implies two forms of subordination: vertical subordination within a branch 

of knowledge and horizontal subordination across branches.  

 

Christopher Byrne (St. Francis Xavier University, Antigonish) 

Aristotle’s Natural Science and the Scientific Revolution 

According to the foundational figures of the Scientific Revolution, natural science could begin 

only after it had freed itself from Aristotle. This claim was based on a reading of Aristotle that 

attributed to him three views: 1) the material cause of natural substances is simply privation and 

non-being; 2) final causes are universal and fundamental because everything that happens in nature 

has a final cause and the final cause of a natural substance is responsible for its essence; and 3) 

whatever human beings do as causal agents is non-natural, thereby making scientific experiments 

impossible. I argue that philosophers such as Francis Bacon and Descartes were correct that these 

views are incompatible with modern natural science, but they are not Aristotle’s views. 

 

Richard Cain (Independent Scholar) 

Not a Rival Efficient Cause: Formal Causality and the Metaphysical Conditions of Scientific 

Intelligibility 

Five issues structure contemporary misreadings of Aristotle in light of modern science: (1) the 

identification of scientific method with mechanistic ontology, (2) the ambiguity of “explanation” 
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across predictive, mechanistic, and ontological registers, (3) the reduction of formal causality to a 

rival efficient cause, (4) the crisis of organismic unity in contemporary biology, and (5) the hidden 

metaphysical commitments embedded within scientific practice itself. This paper concentrates its 

argument on the third issue, which functions as the hinge on which the others turn. Drawing on 

Aristotle’s Metaphysics Θ.6–8 and De Anima II.1, and developed through Kosman’s interpretation 

of energeia as ontological activity rather than event-process, I argue that formal causality does not 

compete with efficient causation within a shared causal register; it specifies the ontological 

conditions—intelligible structure, actuality, unity, determination—under which any causal system 

is constituted as one determinate being. The paper engages Kim’s causal exclusion argument as 

the most rigorous contemporary articulation of why formal causality appears either redundant or 

epiphenomenal and argues that the exclusion argument fails not because it is answered within its 

own framework but because it presupposes a flat causal register that Aristotle’s analysis precisely 

denies.  

 

Rebecca Caithamer (PhD, University of Illinois, Chicago) 

Aristotle’s Non-Aristotelian Account of Gender 

Aristotle claims in Politics 1.5 that women are inferior “by nature,” yet neither his biological nor 

metaphysical accounts of sexual difference straightforwardly support this conclusion. In this paper, 

I examine Aristotle’s biological and metaphysical texts to ask whether his account of sexual 

difference actually entails this political hierarchy. I argue that it does not. While Aristotle identifies 

biological and metaphysical differences between men and women, these differences alone fail to 

establish the inferiority he claims in Politics. Instead, I suggest that the problem lies in Aristotle’s 

scientific methodology: gender ideology seeps into his interpretation of biological difference and 

begins to function as though it were a natural explanatory principle. Drawing on feminist 

scholarship about gender ideology, I argue that Aristotle mistakes socially habituated gender 

norms for nature itself. Thus, Aristotle’s account of gender is “non-Aristotelian” insofar as it 

involves the sort of dogmatic assumptions his science aims to avoid. 

 

Fabien Cayer (Université d’Ottawa) 

First Philosophy and Phainomenological Method 

Abstract: There remains some dispute about the meaning and significance of the method that 

Aristotle outlines near the beginning of EN VII.1, which has since come to be called the 

“phainomenological method.” Whereas G.E.L. Owen and Martha Nussbaum both argue that 

Aristotle’s phainomenological method is fundamentally distinct from the more hard-nosed method 

Aristotle develops in the Prior and Posterior Analytics, others, such as Christopher Shields, argue 

that it is continuous with and in fact prior to these other methods. In this essay, I attempt to resolve 

this dispute by means, first, of a detailed analysis of the contours and course of the phainemological 

method and, second, an analysis of Aristotle’s use of the method both in the Ethics and in the 

Metaphysics. I show here that the phainomenological method is continuous with the methods of 

the Prior and Posterior Analytics but that, against Shields, it anticipates Francis Bacon’s later 

moves towards abductive, empirical argument. 

 

Antoine Côté (Université d’Ottawa) 

Le sujet de la scientia chez Aristote d’après Guillaume d’Ockham 

Ockham juge qu’Aristote partage sa conviction que la science est la science du monde réel, 

constitué de choses singulières. Il loue néanmoins Aristote d’avoir soutenu que, « à proprement 



12 
 

parler » (proprie), « il n’y a pas de scientia des singuliers (de singularibus), mais des universaux 

(de universalibus) qui supposent pour les singuliers ». Dans sa propre tentative pour ancrer 

la scientia dans les choses, Henri de Harclay, un contemporain d’Ockham, semble s’être écarté de 

cette position aristotélicienne en soutenant que la connaissance est bien connaissance des choses 

singulières. Ockham rejette cette thèse, qu’il décrit comme une « ânerie ». Selon Ockham, il y a 

une mauvaise manière d’ancrer la scientia dans les choses singulières — celle d’Henri de Harclay 

— et une bonne: celle d’Aristote, tel qu’Ockham lui-même l’interprète. 

 

Angela Curran (Texas Tech University) 

Stable and Unstable Deviations in Aristotle’s Biology: Aristotle on Females, Monsters, and 

Deformed Kinds 

Stable and Unstable Deviations in Aristotle's Biology: Females, Monsters, and Deformed Kinds 

In several places, Aristotle describes females as a deviation from the normal course of reproduction 

(Generation of Animals IV.3, 767b5ff.). He also places females within the same explanatory 

framework as so-called "deformed kinds," such as seals, which use their fins for locomotion rather 

than swimming (Witt 2012; Gotthelf 1985). This paper asks why females and deformed kinds are 

stable, recurring deviations, whereas monsters are accidental and unstable. One possible answer is 

that Nature preserves only those deviations that can be put to beneficial use. I examine this 

secondary teleological explanation and argue that, while it helps explain the usefulness of stable 

deviations, it does not fully explain their regularity or their place within Aristotle's account of 

natural kinds. 

 

Léa Derome (Université d’Ottawa) 

Aristotle on the Causes of Sleep 

In this paper, I examine Aristotle’s physiological explanation of sleep in De somno et vigilia 3. 

The account has proved difficult to interpret because Aristotle appears to offer three distinct 

physiological explanations of how sleep arises. Depending on which parts of the text one 

emphasizes, sleep can be attributed to (i) an inward concentration of heat, (ii) a cooling of the 

blood and heart, chiefly through the action of the brain, or (iii) the increased weight placed on the 

heart following blood separation. I argue that the first two processes contribute to the onset of sleep 

but do not constitute its proper cause. Sleep, understood as the incapacitation of the perceptive 

faculty, results specifically from the third process. The apparent confusion, I suggest, reflects 

Aristotle’s attempt to incorporate earlier and contemporary views into his own account, thereby 

illuminating a broader feature of his scientific practice: the integration of inherited theories into a 

more complex causal explanation. 

 

Marguerite Deslauriers (McGill University) – KEYNOTE SPEAKER / 

CONFÉRENCIÈRE PRINCIPALE 

Aristotle among the Feminists in the 16th Century 
Aristotle is notorious as a misogynist.  That reputation is legitimately founded on several claims he made 

about the incompleteness, imperfection, deformity or inferiority of females and women.  The accusation of 

misogyny emerged during the Renaissance, in the debate about the nature and worth of women termed the 

Querelle des femmes, in which misogynist authors argued for a view of women as intellectually incompetent 

and morally deficient, and pro-woman authors aimed to refute those arguments.  The misogynists saw 

Aristotle as an authoritative ally, and the pro-woman authors as an authoritative opponent whose claims 

needed to be disproved. From the fifteenth through the seventeenth centuries, "scarcely a serious defense 

of woman fails to contend, in one way or another, with an Aristotelian text," (C. Jordan, Renaissance 
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Feminism: Literary Texts and Political Models (Cornell University Press, 1990), 33).  Their citations, she 

allows, may sometimes be vague or inaccurate, "[b]ut however they cite him, they invariably see him as an 

exponent of misogyny," (31, n. 36)  

 While Aristotle's reputation for misogyny among pro-woman authors in the Renaissance is 

indisputable, it is also true that pro-woman authors drew on Aristotle's authority to defend women and to 

argue that women and men are equally perfect as human beings. My focus here is on one set of arguments 

derived from Aristotle that was fundamental in establishing the worth of women. Pro-woman authors 

offered interpretations of passages in Aristotle's Categories and Metaphysics to argue for the status of 

women as human beings capable of rational activity.  They represented Aristotle as an enemy of women 

who was unaware of the implications of his own views, and so maintained an understanding of him as a 

misogynist, even as they devised arguments based on claims found in his works.    

 

Emma Cohen Edmonds (MA, Oxford University) 

The Periphery of Unordinary Change and the Tunnel of Supervenience: Contextualising 

Aristotle’s Physics VII, 3 

After the emergence of Jaegwon Kim’s formula of supervenient relations, Michael Wedin and 

Victor Caston have argued that Aristotle’s psychology utilises the model of supervenience. 

Following Aristotle’s illustration of how psychological states relate to “alteration” (ἀλλοίωσις,) an 

investigation emerged to consider whether this relation reflects a belief that psychological states 

asymmetrically depend on physical events. The objective of my paper is to dispel the rumours of 

such space existing.  This will be done by way of a threefold convergent argument. My first 

independent argument shows how the supervenience thesis ultimately ends in a reductionism that 

Aristotle would oppose. My second argument demonstrates how Michael Wedin and Victor Caston 

repurpose Physics VII, 3 to withhold an authorial intention that is incompatible with the text itself. 

My final argument explains how a reading of supervenience in Aristotle over-emphasises his 

commitments to material causation and simultaneously neglects his commitments to final 

causation. 

 

Jay Elliott (Bard College) 

Akrasia and the Science of Drunkenness 
Aristotle famously compares the akratic agent to a drunk person in NE VII.3, writing that both “in 

a way have knowledge and do not have it.” (1147a14). Some readers, such as Justin Gosling, 

Martin Pickavé, and Jennifer Whiting, have criticized this comparison as unhelpful. I propose that 

the comparison is in fact quite helpful for understanding Aristotle’s account of akrasia, once we 

better understand Aristotle’s view of drunkenness. To that end, I explore in detail a neglected 

resource for understanding the comparison, namely the physiological and psychological 

exploration of drunkenness undertaken in Book III of the Problems. This text may or may not be 

authored by Aristotle, but it plausibly reflects Aristotle’s understanding of drunkenness, at least in 

its broad outlines. A look to the Problems reveals that Aristotle sees drunkenness not as a general 

state of cognitive incapacity, but rather as a specific distortion of the agent's cognitive powers. 

This distortion results in a heightened sensitivity to a specific range of practical considerations, 

those having to do with honor and status. Drawing on this account of drunkenness, I argue that the 

comparison between the akratic and the drunk sheds light on how we should understand the 

specific kind of cognitive breakdown at work in akrasia.  
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Mohammad Javad Esmaeili (Iranian Institute of Philosophy) 

Soul without Sensation?  The Hidden Life of Plants Based on Aristotelian Principles and 

Avicennian Reception 
This presentation introduces a new translation (David Reeve and I, Forthcoming, Hackett) of the 

Arabic De Plantis—a pseudo-Aristotelian compilation by Nicolaus of Damascus—to explore the 

philosophical inquiry into the "hidden" life of plants. While the text employs the Aristotelian 

vegetative soul (threptikē psychē) to explain plant agency, I focus on Avicenna’s critical re-

evaluation and its reception by al-Lawkarī. Avicenna redefines "life" by linking it to perception 

and voluntary motion, arguing that plant sensation is biologically redundant. Consequently, he 

dismisses early Greek attributions of "reason" to plants as mere verbal disputes.  Beyond natural 

philosophy, Avicenna integrates botany into pharmacology through the concept 

of mizāj (temperament), bridging plant properties and human health. By situating De Plantis at the 

intersection of Aristotelian psychology and zoology on one hand, and Galenic medicine on the 

other, this study highlights how Avicenna synthesized these traditions. This harmony of natural 

philosophy and medical practice laid the vital foundations for the plant sciences of the medieval 

world. 

 

Silvia Fazzo (Università del Piemonte Orientale) 

En quel sens la science exige-t-elle une invariance ? La réponse d’Aristote 

La conception aristotélicienne de la science est souvent réduite à deux lectures opposées : soit la 

recherche d’essences immuables, soit un modèle désormais dépassé par les sciences empiriques 

modernes. Cet article défend une autre interprétation. Selon Aristote, la science n’exige pas 

l’immobilité du réel ; elle exige qu’au sein du changement puisse être saisi un principe 

d’invariance, seul capable de fonder la définition, la démonstration et l’explication. 

À partir des Seconds Analytiques et des livres centraux de la Métaphysique, je montre que 

l’eidos remplit précisément cette fonction. Loin d’être une essence figée, il constitue le principe 

d’intelligibilité grâce auquel les réalités soumises à la génération, à la corruption et à la 

transformation deviennent susceptibles d’une connaissance scientifique. Les traités biologiques 

d’Aristote offrent ici un terrain d’observation privilégié : les espèces ne sont pas objets de 

science parce qu’elles seraient historiquement immuables, mais parce qu’elles assurent la 

continuité formelle nécessaire à l’explication. 

 

Laura Folli (Università del Piemonte Orientale) 

An Aristotelian Scientific Manifesto: The Science of the Good and the Final Cause from 

Metaphysics Alpha Meizon 2 

My study focuses on the Aristotelian concept of science as set out at the beginning of Metaphysics 

Alpha Meizon 2. Aristotle defines superior, from an architectonic perspective, that science which 

is capable of knowing what the good is for each thing, with a precise reference to the best that 

manifests itself throughout nature as a whole: τοῦτο ἔστι τὸ ἀγαθὸν ἐκάστου ὅλως δὲ τὸ ἄριστον 

ἐν τῇ φύσει πάσῃ. It is clear that the orderly structure of the natural cosmos cannot be attributed to 

chance: this is a recurring topic that features in other passages of the corpus aristotelicum. There 

is an inherent reason in living beings that coincides with their end and their good. Indeed, there is 

something unique in the structure of the text that delineates an expressive hapax: the theoretical 

science par excellence. The ‘good’ and the ‘in view of which’ constitute a singular cause amongst 

those towards which Aristotle’s new research is directed.  
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Ali Golbaz (PhD, Université d’Ottawa) 

Aristotle's On the Plants: Tracing New Evidence in Arabic Sources 

The Arabic reception of Aristotle's On the Plants has been shaped primarily by the pioneering 

studies of A. J. Arberry and H. J. Drossaart Lulofs, whose work established the foundation for the 

study of the Arabic text and its transmission. While indispensable, these studies focus principally 

on the extant Arabic version and its known textual witnesses. This paper argues that further 

evidence for Aristotle's botanical tradition may be preserved in a broader corpus of Arabic sources, 

including botanical and pharmacological works, writings on natural philosophy, and manuscript 

marginalia. Through a philological examination of overlooked quotations, references, and textual 

fragments, the paper investigates whether these materials preserve indirect traces of On the Plants 

or reveal previously unrecognized channels of its transmission. By moving beyond the evidence 

assembled by Arberry and Drossaart Lulofs, this study proposes a broader methodology for 

identifying dispersed evidence and reassessing the reception of Aristotle's botanical writings in the 

Islamic world. 

 

Francisco J. Gonzalez (Université d’Ottawa) 

Aristotle's New Biology 

 In an important but largely overlooked article published in 1948 and entitled “Aristotle’s 

Teleology and Uexküll’s Theory of Living Nature,” Helene Weiss argued that Aristotle's teleology 

anticipated the theory of the German biologist Jakob Johann von Uexküll, in particular his 

argument that all life is characterized by a "plan" without an intelligent planner. While Weiss's 

attempt to relate Aristotle to contemporary biology, and the work of Uexküll in particular, clearly 

received general inspiration from her teacher, Martin Heidegger, her argument goes beyond 

anything found in Heidegger himself. What I wish to show, after reviewing Weiss's argument, is 

that it remains valid today. The evidence is a recent book by the biologist Philip Ball, How Life 

Works: A User's Guide to the New Biology. Like Uexküll before him, Ball challenges the 

materialistic and mechanistic assumptions of modern biology and argues for a conception of life 

that, as I seek to show, reproduces Aristotle's fundamental insights, even though Aristotle is not 

cited once. The new biology turns out to be the very old biology. 

. 

 

Terence J. Kleven (Central College, Pella, Iowa) 

Alfarabi on Necessity and Possibility in his Commentary on Aristotle’s Peri Hermēneias, 

chapter 9 19a4-19b19 

The purpose of this paper is to examine the central arguments in Alfarabi’s (d. AH 339/AD 950) 

account of Aristotle’s Peri Hermēneias, chapter 9 19a4-19b19. Alfarabi shows that Aristotle’s 

arguments are a defense of the notion of ‘possibility’ in the political order, in nature, and in 

theology. Aristotle, Alfarabi argues, does not eliminate ‘possibility’ in the nature of things, and 

therefore Aristotle challenges various deterministic accounts. This study is a continuation of my 

previous essay entitled “Alfarabi on Necessity and Possibility in the Commentary on Peri 

Hermeneias, chapter 9 18A28-19B4” which is published in Medieval Debates on Foreknowledge: 

Future Contingents, Prophecy, and Divination, Acts of the XXVII Colloquium of SIEPM, ed. A. 

Palazzo, et al., Brepols, 2026, pp. 93-106. Alfarabi’s Arabic commentary is published as Alfarabi, 

Commentary on Aristotle’s Peri Hermēneias (De Interpretatione), edited with an Introduction by 

Wilhelm Kutsch and Stanley Marrow, Beyrouth, Imprimerie Catholique, 1960. 
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Olenka Laschuk (PhD, University of St. Michael’s College at the University of Toronto) 

How Aristotle’s Theory of the Nature of Woman Challenges his Metaphysical Project 
The problems with Aristotle’s theories concerning the nature of woman and how they influence 

theology, medicine, politics, etc., can be identified and evaluated. For example, what Aristotle 

posited concerning conception can be related to current scientific consensus on the subject. Then, 

how Aristotle’s claim concerning woman being a mut(il)ation of the default man influenced other 

thought can be reevaluated. Anthony Preus argues that Aristotle presented human generation as 

the model to explain the metaphysical question of how generation, and change generally, is 

possible. Aristotle develops his theory of human generation where woman’s contribution is 

material and passive, and man’s is formal and active, in view of answering this metaphysical 

question. The current scientific consensus concerning human conception cannot reasonably be 

reconciled with Aristotle’s theory of human generation. What are the possible consequences to 

Aristotelian metaphysics if the conception of his paradigmatic model of coming to be is 

fundamentally challenged?  
 

Laurence Lauzon (PhD, Université d’Ottawa) 

Why Must Natural Science Study Final Causes? 

In Physics II.8, Aristotle provides an explanation for what he assumes elsewhere, namely, “that 

nature belongs to the class of causes which act for the sake of something”. The argument, however, 

is notoriously difficult. Scholars disagree about the position Aristotle is trying to refute, as well as 

the structure, force, and scope of his argument. In this paper, I attempt to reconstruct Aristotle’s 

reasoning as clearly as possible. My aim is to determine what he is trying to establish, how the 

different parts of the chapter contribute to that aim, and whether the argument succeeds. To support 

this analysis, I retrace the development of Physics II chapter by chapter. By reconstructing the 

argument of Chapter 8 and situating it within the development of Book II as a whole, I hope to 

clarify why Aristotle regards knowledge of final causes as a necessary component of natural 

science. 

 

Christopher M. Lutz (City Colleges of Chicago) 

A Worry about Per Se Predication 

In APo, demonstrations feature per se1 predications and per se2 predications. Interpreters normally 

formulate these notions thus: P1 is a per se1 predicate of S iff S is P1 and P1 is in the definition of 

S. P2 is a per se2 predicate of S iff S is P2 and S is in the definition of P2. All definitions are per 

se1 predications. Complete definitions licitly convert, i.e., a complete definition and its converse 

are both “natural” predications. Assuming that (a) S is P1 is the complete definition of S, then (b) 

P1 is S is a natural predication. Indeed, given the above formulae, (b) is a per se2 predication. Yet 

the converse of a per se2 predication is an unnatural predication. As a definition, (a) is a natural 

predication, but as the converse of (b), it is an unnatural predication. My paper considers means of 

avoiding this worrisome result. 

 

Teressa MacIntosh (PhD, Université d’Ottawa) 

Out of Sight, Out of Time: An Aristotelian Solution to the Problem of Time in Wheeler-DeWitt 

Quantum Cosmology 

The Wheeler-DeWitt equation, ĤΨ=0, describes the universe by way of a timeless wave function, 

yet no physicist has offered a consensus-garnering explanation as to why a theory without a 

temporal variable should govern a manifestly temporal world. This paper locates that explanation 
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in Aristotle's ontological distinction between dynamis and energeia, potentiality and actuality. For 

Aristotle, “time is the measure of motion” (Physics 221b8), and motion is the actuality of a 

potentiality insofar as it is potential. The wave function of the universe (Ψ), however, is a 

superposition: it assigns amplitudes to every possible configuration of the cosmos without 

selecting a single realized state. It therefore corresponds, in Aristotelian terms, to dynamis rather 

than energeia: a domain of possibility prior to the actuality through which motion becomes 

measurable and temporality can emerge. The Wheeler-DeWitt equation thus does not describe a 

universe from which time has been removed, but a universe prior to the conditions under which 

time applies. Its timelessness is not a defect of the theory, but the necessary consequence of 

describing reality at the level of potentiality rather than actuality. 

 

Laetitia Monteils-Laeng (Université de Montréal) 

Le non-fonctionnel, l’accidentel et l’involutif dans le vivant : ce que nous en dit la calvitie et 

son équivalent végétal (GA, 5.3) 
La connaissance du vivant intègre aussi pour Aristote celle des phénomènes sans fonction vitale, 

à l’image des symptômes dégénératifs. Le livre 5 de la GA reconstitue la formation de certaines de 

ces pathèmata à partir de causes matérielle et motrice. Dans ce contexte, sont rapprochées la 

calvitie de la défeuillaison, toutes deux associées à un pathos katholou (783b9-10), que subissent 

aussi à intervalle régulier les animaux à plumes et à poils (783b14-15). Plantes et hommes 

vieillissent-ils pour autant de la même façon? Plus généralement, le vieillissement se produit-il 

indifféremment de ce que sont formellement les vivants? À travers cette question, on interrogera 

les rapports entre fonctionnel et non-fonctionnel au sein du vivant, l’articulation de leur régime 

explicatif respectif, mais aussi le niveau de raisonnement de cette comparaison 

transgénérique entre défeuillaison et calvitie. 

 

Jean-Marc Narbonne (Université Laval) 

Une possible science du politique ? Retour sur les énoncés programmatiques d’Éthique à 

Nicomaque X, 10. 

 Il est bien connu qu’Aristote s’est objecté à la volonté platonicienne d’instaurer une « science » 

du politique. La phronêsis dont dispose l’homme politique n’est pas une science, contrairement à 

ce qu’énonce République (epistêmê tis 428 b 7), mais relève d’un simple raisonnement ou calcul 

aux conclusions seulement possibles ou probables mais nullement nécessaires.  Pourtant, à la toute 

fin de l’Éthique à Nicomaque, dans un chapitre qui opère la transition entre préoccupations 

éthiques et questionnement politique, Aristote annonce être désormais en mesure de proposer une 

analyse non seulement inédite mais proprement scientifique de ce champ.  Le vocabulaire propre 

aux procédés scientifiques soudainement abonde et Aristote paraît sûr de pouvoir porter le discours 

politique à un niveau effectivement jamais atteint auparavant par personne, qu’il s’agisse des 

sophistes, de Platon ou des hommes politiques de son temps. Comment interpréter ce nouveau 

programme, ce tournant dans son œuvre, et peut-on dire que le projet annoncé s’est effectivement 

réalisé, jusqu’à un certain point du moins ? Et la science dont il s’agit alors est-elle la même que 

celle décrite par exemple dans les Seconds analytiques ou s’agit-il en vérité d’autre chose ? C’est 

à ces questions et quelques autres que nous tenterons d’apporter des éléments de réponse dans 

notre exposé. 
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Antoine Pageau-St-Hilaire (University of Texas, Austin) 

Is there a science of human affairs? Questions concerning the homonymy of science and 

politikē epistēmē 

The phrase politikē epistēmē occurs only once in its full explicit form in Aristotle’s corpus (Rhet. 

I 4 1359b17-18), but often the word politikē silently implies either epistēmē or technē (e.g. Pol. I 

1 1252a13-16, NE 1094b11, 1099b29-32, 1102a18–25, 1103b3–6, 1152b1–3, 1180b23–1181b23), 

and the same is true of praktikē epistēmē (e.g. NE I 2 1094b4-5, b11, Top. 145a15-18, Met. 993b20, 

1025b20, 1064a16-18). In this paper, I want to ask what would such politikē epistēmē and politikē 

technē mean in light of the epistemological distinctions laid out by Aristotle in Book VI of the NE. 

Specifically, I try to address three questions. 1. How is an epistēmē of politics possible if epistēmē 

is knowledge of things that do not admit of being otherwise, are necessary, and are “most 

honorable,” and if, as Aristotle seems to think, the human affairs that make up politics are 

contingent and admit of being otherwise, and certainly not the most honorable things in the 

universe (cf. NE VI 7, 1141a19-22, a33-b3, cf. APo 71b12, 75a18-22, cf. Nielsen 2015, 35)? 2. If 

there is indeed a politikē technē (see Angier 2010, 50, 146), and if political activity is praxis as 

distinguished from poiēsis (cf. NE VI 5 1140b3-7, cf. VI 4 1140a16-17), what is that craft? 3. 

Provided both politikē epistēmē and politikē technē exist for Aristotle, how would they relate to 

one another? In response to 1, I argue that politikē epistēmē may be epistēmē only in a derivative 

or homonymous sense, and that it is concerned with the (roughly, hōs epi to polu) permanent or 

invariant structures that can be discerned among the human affairs. While this permanence allows 

for some definitions in practical sciences, the akribeia problem Aristotle raises at the beginning of 

the NE (I 3 1094b19-22) speaks to this “derivative” character. In response to 2, I argue that while 

Aristotle thinks that genuine knowledge that befits a political leader is (politikē) phronēsis (NE VI 

8; Jagannathan 2024, 158-63), he also recognizes that there is some deal of “producing” in shaping 

or crafting the city according to human needs (cf. Angier 2010), notably by producing the 

conditions for contemplative modes of life (see Pol. VII 3 1325b14-32, cf. NE VI 13 1145a6-9). I 

do think, however, that this position points to a somewhat unresolved tension in his thought, one 

that Hannah Arendt, among others, has well seen (and criticized). The third question is more 

explorative. It seems that since the function of a politikē epistēmē like the science that the NE is 

would be to help its audience live better lives, and so has a clear practical intent (e.g. NE I 2 

1094a22-24, b4-11 II 2 1103b26-31; EE I 5 1216b21-25), then it might be possible for both politikē 

phronēsis and politikē technē to be formed and informed by politikē epistēmē, the “theoretical part 

of ethics” (Nielsen 2015). While this proposal should not appear too controversial (yet see 

Polansky and Ward 2024), the exact nature of the application of truths discovered by politikē 

epistēmē to the “lower levels” of practical wisdom and craft is a very difficult question, one I shall 

only approach in a hypothetical and provisional mode.  

 

Nikolo Michael Panganoron (PhD, Ludwig Maximillian University of Munich and Munich 

School of Ancient Philosophy) 

Aristotle and Interdisciplinarity 
I argue against the view that interdisciplinary scientific demonstrations are proscribed by the so-

called ‘genus-crossing prohibition’ in Posterior Analytics (APo) I.7 tout court and that such 

demonstrations may only be allowed if Aristotle abandoned his commitments in the APo for ‘a 

less departmental and more flexible picture of scientific study’ (Nussbaum 1978, p. 113) and 

‘messy, unsystematic’ disciplinary relations (Judson 2019). I do so by (1) offering an account of 

the prohibition as against the borrowing of an explanans, i.e., middle term, from one discipline for 
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an explanandum from another (following Angioni 2018) and not the employment of expository 

devices intended to aid appreciation of a scientific inquiry, (2) reconstructing the subordination 

model of scientific demonstration in APo I.9, 13, thereby showing that interdisciplinary scientific 

demonstrations do not contravene the prohibition, and (3) illustrating how these commitments are 

reflected in Aristotle’s scientific practice in selected passages in Physics. 

 

Caterina Pavoni (PhD, Ludwig Maximillian University of Munich and Munich School of 

Ancient Philosophy) 

Per se, Opposites, and Causation in Aristotle’s Theory of Science (A.Po. I.4) 

In A.Po.I.4, Aristotle distinguishes four meanings of per se. The first two are well established: per 

se1 tracks essential predication, while per se2 captures properties that can only be defined by 

reference to their subject, such as demonstrable attributes. A long interpretive tradition, from 

Philoponus through Ross, Barnes, and others, has dismissed the last two. This paper rehabilitates 

per se4 in demonstrative science and traces its systematic connection to per se2. Per se4 captures 

a causal relation: X is per se4, if its occurrence is necessitated by something else – the relation in 

which a demonstrable attribute stands to its middle term. My reading helps understand Aristotle’s 

puzzling claim that per se2 properties come in oppositional pairs: on this view, a specific per se2 

property could be “otherwise” (i.e. its opposite may be instantiated instead), failing to be an object 

of scientific knowledge, were it not for its per se4 cause. 

 

Emily Perry (Concordia University) 

Aristotle on the Natural as the Default 

For Aristotle, natural science is possible because while natural phenomena are not strictly 

necessary, they happen “always or for the most part”. This paper considers why natural 

phenomena happen “always or for the most part” by examining an understudied passage that links 

(a) the status of a nature as an internal principle of motion with (b) its tendency to produce its 

characteristic effect “if nothing prevents” or “always or for the most part” (Phys. II.8, 199b15-18 

and 24-26). To understand this link, I contrast the causality of natures and powers, which are 

external principles of movement (DC III.2, 301b17-19; Met. Theta.8, 1049b4-11). Whereas a 

power doesn’t produce its characteristic effect “if nothing prevents”, but requires the cooperation 

of a correlative power, a nature reliably produces its effect without the help of an additional cause. 

For this reason, what is natural happens by default.  

 

Mazdak Rajabi (Independent Scholar) 

φύσις, τέχνη, and the Limits of Machine-Intelligence based Science 

Aristotle defines physis as the intrinsic principle (ἀρχή) of motion (κίνησις) and change 

(μεταβολή), distinguishing natural beings from artifacts (τέχνη), whose motion originates 

externally. This paper examines whether artificial intelligence challenges this ontological 

distinction. Contemporary AI appears capable of learning, adaptation, and self-correction, 

suggesting a movement from potentiality (δύναμις) to actuality (ἐνέργεια). Yet such actualization 

remains dependent upon human design, algorithmic structure, and computational infrastructure 

rather than an internal principle of motion. Through Aristotle's doctrines of the four causes (αἰτίαι), 

the Matter (ὕλη), and the Form (εἶδος), and the relation between final goal (τέλος) and causality, I 

argue that AI possesses functional complexity without genuine nature (φύσις). Rather than 

collapsing Aristotle's distinction between nature and artifice, AI invites a renewed reading of 

Aristotelian physics, revealing how apparent machine autonomy remains an extension of human 
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artifacts rather than a self-subsisting mode of being (οὐσία). The age of AI therefore reopens an 

Aristotlian account of causation for contemporary science. 

 

Ebrahim Ranjbar (Allameh Tabataba’i University, Iran) 

La Summa terminorum metaphysicorum de Giordano Bruno : une lecture métaphysique de 

l’ontologie aristotélicienne 

Cet article propose une lecture de la Summa terminorum metaphysicorum de Giordano Bruno 

comme un commentaire implicite de la Métaphysique d’Aristote. L’œuvre, souvent réduite à un 

simple lexique, opère en réalité une réinterprétation radicale des notions d’étant (ens) et 

d’existence (esse). En reformulant la question aristotélicienne du τό ὂν ᾗ ὄν autour de la catégorie 

de realitas, Bruno déplace l’enquête métaphysique de l’abstraction conceptuelle vers une 

effectivité infinie, fondant ainsi la possibilité d’une saisie objective de la nature. L’article démontre 

que ce basculement repose sur une redéfinition du rapport entre puissance et acte, où l’être n’est 

plus un fondement statique, mais une production perpétuelle. En restaurant le lien entre existence 

et réalité, Bruno libère la métaphysique aristotélicienne des contraintes de l’univocisme et l’ouvre 

à l’illimitation dynamique de l’univers. 

 

SeyedAlireza SeyedMohseni (PhD, Université d’Ottawa) 

Ockham’s Termini Concepti and the Cognitive Gap in Aristotelian Induction 

Aristotle’s account of scientific knowledge in the Posterior Analytics rests on a foundational 

tension that universal scientific principles require grounding in real natures, however, Aristotle’s 

explanation of how the mind grasps those universals from particulars, his account of epagoge in 

Posterior Analytics II.19, remains notoriously underdeveloped. This paper argues that William of 

Ockham’s medieval concept of termini concepti, mental constructs that group individual objects 

through observed similarities, provides the cognitive mechanism Aristotle’s inductive account 

requires. Rather than reading Ockham as simply opposing Aristotle, I contend that Ockham’s 

nominalist framework completes what Aristotle started, that is, it supplies a robust, parsimonious 

account of how the mind moves from sensory experience to reliable scientific generalization, 

satisfying the functional demands of Aristotelian science without its contentious metaphysical 

commitments. By drawing on Panaccio’s analysis of Ockham’s mental language, I demonstrate 

that termini concepti bridges the explanatory gap at the heart of Aristotelian epistemology, with 

significant implications for contemporary debates in philosophy of science. 

 

Byron Stoyles (Trent University) 

Explanatory Priority in Aristotle’s Science of Nature 

Parts of Animals I includes Aristotle’s argument for the priority of final causes in the science of 

nature. On Aristotle’s view, the best explanations will capture the end for the sake of which each 

thing is or comes to be. These are what we call teleological explanations.  Aristotle’s explanations 

of natural phenomena reflect this priority—teleological explanations are found throughout his 

works—yet their consideration reveals a kind of circularity. We sometimes find that one thing is 

said to be for the sake of a second thing while the second thing is said to be for the sake of the first. 

For example, certain parts of animals, including mouths, teeth, and stomachs, are said to be for the 

sake of nutrition while nutrition is said to be for the sake of the parts of animals. This paper is my 

attempt to address this circularity. 
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John Thorp (University of Western Ontario) 

Code in Aristotle’s Natural Science 

Although it is both inchoate and latent, a theory of code underlies large parts of Aristotle’s biology. 

In genetics, features are passed from parent to offspring in coded form: sperm itself has no hair 

and no gait. In nutrition and growth, bodily forms are impressed upon the ‘elaborated’ nutriment 

before it travels to its destination in the living body:  a lump of such nutriment isn’t tubular in 

form, but it carries a coded instruction to build a tube — a vein or a nerve. In psychology, 

ephemeral sensations dwell in memory, but they do so in coded form: if you put your ear to a 

person’s heart you won’t hear the cymbal clang whose memory is materially encoded there. This 

paper explores the terrain of code in Aristotle. 

 

Flavien Musitu Wanzio (Chercheur Independent) 

La fécondité de l’approche scientifique de la logique aristotélicienne d’hier à aujourd’hui 

La logique aristotélicienne a été à la base du développement de la science. Aristote a établi de 

prime abord les aspects régis sur l’empirisme et le rationnel de la méthode scientifique moderne.  

En effet, si la logique aristotélicienne est prise comme un instrument (l’organon), celle-ci est vitale 

pour garantir la validité du raisonnement, la démonstration par le syllogisme comme clé d’accès 

aux principe universels.  Nous aimerions nous interroger ici, si cette logique aristotélicienne a une 

place avec le développement de la science aujourd’hui axée sur l’IA ?   

 

Benjamin Wilck (The Hebrew University of Jerusalem) 

Reconsidering Per Se₂ Predication in Posterior Analytics I.4 

Aristotle famously distinguishes two kinds of per se (καθ᾽ αὑτό) predication in Posterior Analytics 

I.4. The received interpretation holds that both are defined symmetrically by definitional 

containment:  

A is predicated per se₁ of B if A occurs in the definiens of B;  

A is predicated per se₂ of B if B occurs in the definiens of A.  

I argue that this view systematically misconstrues per se₂ predication by obscuring the distinct 

roles of genus and differentia. For instance, it incorrectly implies that a per se₂ predicate is per se₂ 

predicated of every term occurring in its definiens, including the differentia, although it is not 

predicated of the differentia term at all. A close analysis of Aristotle’s examples shows that per se₂ 

predication is determined not by mere definitional inclusion but by the predicative functions of 

genus and differentia. This revised account resolves longstanding interpretative difficulties and 

entails a corresponding revision of D. Bronstein’s (2016; 2025) account of Aristotelian 

demonstration. 

 

Norah Woodcock (Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridge) 

Aristotle on Brooding Birds and the Scala Naturae 

In Generation of Animals II.1, Aristotle ranks animals according to method of generation, as 

enabled by vital heat (732a25-733b23): the offspring of more “perfect” viviparous animals is 

complete when discharged, whereas most of the process of generation happens outside the mother 

for lower animals, e.g. in eggs or larvae. This paper explores the in-between status of birds in this 

hierarchy. I show that while Aristotle interprets the disconnect between the brooding parent bird 

and the developing offspring in the egg as a sign of birds’ lower normative status relative to 

vivipara, he also uses the connection guaranteed by birds’ need to incubate their eggs to justify 

their status as better than other ovipara, since it leads to an affective, even political relationship 
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between parent and offspring. Aristotle thus uses the scala naturae of GA II.1 to explain differences 

among animals in features like behaviour, sociality, and intelligence; this suggests, I argue that it 

functions as a unified, comprehensive explanatory framework, not just for embryology, but for a 

value-laden comparative zoology more broadly. 

 

Yusuke Yamada (PhD, Kyoto University) 

Analogy as a Tool of Explanatory Unification in Aristotle’s De Motu Animalium 

In the De Motu Animalium, Aristotle devotes chapters 3 and 4 to the discussion of difficulties 

(aporiai) concerning heavenly motion. This apparent digression was regarded as evidence against 

its authenticity (Rose 1854), and as a sign of Aristotle’s changing mind about “kind-crossing” 

demonstrations forbidden in the Posterior Analytics (Nussbaum 1978). I argue that the discussion 

in these chapters contributes by analogy to the identification of the soul as the unmoved mover in 

animal locomotion and of its place in the body in chapters 8 and 9. I distinguish this interpretation 

from a recent interpretation (Coope and Morison 2020), which supposes that the digression 

motivates the investigation of the unmoved mover in chapter 6. My interpretation fits the text better 

and shows that analogy plays a positive role in scientific explanation compatible with Aristotle's 

conception of science in the Posterior Analytics. 

 

Claudia Zatta (Independent Researcher, Athens, Greece) 

Aristotle on the Longevity of Plants 

De longitudine et brevitate vitae investigates the causes of longevity and shortness of life in living 

beings, devoting particular attention to the exceptional longevity of plants. This paper examines 

Aristotle's explanation of vegetal longevity, arguing that it rests on the distinctive physiological 

constitution of plants in relation to animals. Aristotle identifies moisture and warmth as the 

fundamental conditions of life and attributes the longevity of terrestrial plants to their abundant, 

viscous moisture, regenerative capacity through the production of new shoots and roots, and 

limited production of bodily residue (perittōma), which prevents desiccation. He also recognizes 

the influence of environmental conditions, maintaining that warm climates favour longevity. By 

integrating physiological, morphological, and environmental factors, Aristotle develops a unified 

causal account of why certain plants attain lifespans far exceeding those of other living beings. 
 


