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{NTRODUCTION. .

X opject in writing this ook has been 0 put into fhe hands of those of
i my popie, “who arestudying the History of Philosophy, 2 simple acoonnt
ZE%he contents of Aristotie’s Bletaphysies. To know the History of Philo-
sephy 18 to have thought the thoughts of philosophers affer them. The
~tndent who 18 jgnorant of the language :7 which a particaiar philosopher
“has written, must, 83 & rule, stody him in & transiation. Bub in the case.
. atleast of somne of the rentizes of ‘Aristotie, where the exprossion I3 condensed
. znd the lamguage technieal, 8 TAETE translation i3 ok suthcient. Something
. the way of -explahatisu and comEieniary BCEMS cssentinl, A OEE {ranss
if the Metuphysics would be ansztisfartory for = additiceal resson
N trely wantingin continuity and grrangesent. It is & set
; Apatobie’s works aollected Tog
frer’! on f@oos heyond i} 3

e 4 the ?nyslcsf’
fmdent would seem to wanhb gomething which, theughnot 2
1 yetbe pomething more than the mere wanker of an epltome.

e in gubetance everything of importance tuat Avistotle Las

agstat_e it in guch = form that the meaning and the Dearing
oraprebended. Chapters fand 2 oontain the substance of
£ Book 1 ininor, 'Thefirst baok defnes the problem of
and criticizesthe solationsafit whick 1 i
deessors. Book 1 minor, evel if Axi : S
stand in s present place. There j5 NG TECEERRTY
tion between its parts: ibi8 ot skrietly relevants and 1t
ral auceession of Boolk 2 upon Took I, I have ins aded %
o mihered the position of it S0 B8 b secure . continuity
In the third Ghapter; T have grouptd togehher Boaks 2, 5, g,
Chap. & In# regrmlar treatise these pooks wonld never have
sde by mde. They largely 1epeat oue another, being
and ps.rt.ial solnfion of difionltica, and nartion s
By ljf"contijaﬂicticm, and toa vetutation of the acepicisH
ththe teaching of Herselitug and Frotegotas. Thelatter
o omitted, 88 peing rrelovant, The subjevt math
o to ms to belong wather to Logie than 4o Bieta
avs that in bis view ii 35 proper. to Eletaphyec.
F definitions, 1 have drawn upor ib anly oooac
o itlustrate the properly metaphysical portions of the
re devoted to Books 5and §, and Chapter 6 to Book 7.
extent repeats ibe gixth ; and both in the Gih
{ .+ desl of purely logioal discussion arising
hetween $orm and definition. Chapter ¥ comprises
Cmart of ib ja actually atated. o be irrelevent. | have.
4he whole, of it, becouse sindents may ©e glad te
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vi PTRODTCTION,

‘
heve a. fuller disoussion of the conception of potentivlily thar is absclately |
vecessary. I have omifted the #irst five Chaplers of Book 11, Besides
being badly arranged, they arc either frrelevant, or a mere -revetition
of what has been statod elsewhere. The rest of the book is set foz*f; ix the
‘agt ehapter. I have omitted altogether Books 12 and 13, which contair &
criticism of certain Platomic and Pythagoreun theorics, becanse tLPy
practically add - nothing to the cviticism of fhe same theories which
contained in the P.\l‘rTICr portiona of the book. The eriticisme is not u_
1tself very interesting or instructive, being direeted mainly against certaia |
f‘;&.zagmanimg forms of Platonism about which we really ‘Euow h i
hHttle 3
_ Themarginal reforences ave to the Oxford Edition of Bpkker 5 text priated L
in 1837. I have derived much assistance from Schw egler’s Commentary, . |

Philosophy is an attempt fo comprehend the wm’ld a5 a r”‘Lozzal sysiem.,
Men’s fivst view of the worldis veflected in mythology. 1% is regardes
a8 & scene for the capricious action of deities, who ave 1ndapi.ndenu‘ Afonot
opposed. W say that philosophy begins w ‘ith Thales ! because he, so fa
43 we know, first conceived of the world as the ﬁmatatmn o i
prizciple. He thought
derived from water or 2 e,
there was indetermuinad fter. According to An
element was air.  Em c.ﬁonlpq traced the world as we Ezuow ! t

of attractive “IRa - repuime Torces upon the four elements.  Ag
r- &ined it by the action of reason tpon & mass containing: Wi
elements of all varieties of matter. Demoeritus and his follow
thet all bodies are but combiuations of atoms in ‘space, an
different gualities are due fo differcncesin the shs;pe and at
these atoms, f

In its firet stage philosophy had a value only o it masmsfaata&
clonsness of the world. In respect of its content it w: h
simply a erude physical dogma. Nothing more couid b
attempt to prasp the scoret of the universe by antici
aspects of the problem revealed themselves. Empe
problem of perception, Demogyitus distinguished”
peceeptions of sense and the real deliVerances of thonghs

Pv*..hngoms marks & new erz by the introduction of a :fomz}
..u am principle for the explanation of the world :

the essencn of thin gs. He wished to emphasize th 3
or law in the apparent diversity of things, so he said tha
numbers, or were copies of nunibers, because number. 1
d‘ﬁe:euce Ttis natural enonghthat at first men shot
the power of mathematics. Tt was yet to be learnt tbntmﬁm Tawa
are fxue of all things, becanse they are so litle of the

The Elcata.cs reduced all reality to the mere. abaiza
ever pu:,.ses-.aea “the attributes of manifoldness, or ch
be nnreal. [Fts appsrent reality is a’delusion of sense.
that Being and Not-Being are relative conceptions, nor
tas illusion nnder which welabour that there is a
and movement. :

il INTRODUCTION. e c

and that lawwis reason, and that the universs 1s knowabls because it is
rational, and that it is known just so far as itis comprehended as rationsl.
Unforfunately, however, Plato did mot, or, at least, sometlmea, 80 axpre-_.s
self as to appear that he did not—hold fast to the trath that the world is
iriply a manifestation of lasw, and that knowledge is a fusion of the elements
of eense and thonght. He seems sometimes to geparate law from phename_a
thought Zrom sense, the ideal from the particular, and thus te create sad
seb over against ono another two worlds, one ideal and the other phenomensl.
one ?’eal and the other zpparent. This hypoatatisation of the ideal seems o 2
g rather to the mythologic and poctical parts of Platonism. So \

T e

far as il was anything more than this, Plate was quite well aware of ifa
urestsfackoriness.  Agistoble, hewever, has madeit the central dootrine of
Platonism, anﬂ has du‘%tﬂd all his eriticism against 16, Heis an Idealigtlike
J:'.at-:u i - 2, according to him, between himseld and Plato is that
i—..: *sa.afd.a- the uu 1 asexistiog only in the pc:artr'ula: and not apart from
# is that which comstitntes the individuality of a thing: and, as a |
persy of the thing, it is venl, tub not ctherwise. Matier, thought of |
part from form, is a meve negation. It is nothing. as yet to bacoms |
ssomething. Thus Aristotle explained the world by the comcepfion of
‘o'm'wrrr+ Thi onghmovement and c}_anqa po::sw;hmes arealways becom- |
iz always sssaming form. Thus aggregates of men 4
Le raw materiel ¢f human fesling becomes character.
#But it must bo remembered that theugh in the order of time ihe particula:
universal, yetin the ovder of thought the unwersa,l i8
o invs, when the co meeption of evolution is in the air, and when i
4o sse in the highest nothing but the lowesf, from. wh:mh
may well us that we onghf to change
O see J.L t'ue nighest the o:;pl inaf
artiss ean anl
, notion of vmql: nts to make pre-o
paers of nabure, tha very notion of -J»—velopmcnt pmppc-sea i’sseu&
lopment means s devolopment to something : and the end mimpﬁgl
age of the process.  in this semac it is true that the world is m
as 8¢ rmcct of desire. _}—WLare we see the effort fo
perfection. God 38 not in Aristo view the Creator 033
ich i eternal. hmitb.”ma]_mm o gaabesi
s gsid fruly shab, o the higher spheres ot Bamg, Ax;sttsﬂe ar
nd, without any eonscicusness of incongraity, the notions of P
- zad Tmperacnal, It is equaily troe fo say t,u.it Asistotle speaks of
8. Fer ana.l Being tracscending the world, and as reason immen

O

sworld, We esnaot make the conception more definite than
&btil\};. 'a own mind, When it arrives at God, his system presents a)

duslispe which is not transecended. If we startfrom the side of the
“we may allow the need of God fo explzin ib. ¥

£ God, it does not appear that the world is, in any way, €
maeed, a0 $ar as Ho is definad ss pure self- cmsuoumess, H
“he entirely indeperdent of the world.
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‘META PHYS]C,

e

f ARISTOTLE g

CHAPTER 1,
THE PROBLENM op METAPHYSTE,

_ Ar‘istoﬂe does not uge the word Metaphysic to denote the in
= Wistiom. = ﬁr:_-st prir;ciplles oL roatite and of
iy What we cqn Metaphysic pa cal}
Bhilosopliy, op theology, and, 45 IS nsus] yoith him, F,

TR e Bis chivice of g
to_th:ez_n.-_ i i

kz:c.wledge‘

MSaning: which Je Sives
ged inap aq,
SEnEE, memery, EXDetience, 4.f scieneq
=152 : = 3 i
and wisTom. SHATTS 1 byt IGT“E!»OTI‘HO“'}-E-QQ*S
18 provad by the disivteresiag Dlessure Which "
& Selises, Specially (hy BENSC CF siph, Which -
extend and vary ‘his Eiowledgn, 7 e Yango
28pacity, then depends in the first incfanca
It50s igep n those Cledaturey 4y have the
56 whoowant 3 16 35 g3 further extended by

n the HWEMOry, or e Tevived in thy
istinguishes man from the o?hérf
: ; nig fr rhak |
& bruires TEVEr gt hoyp ap 81;1;:5 zfz:rfénr:uﬁf %
Cders the appe Possible.  Trggg) 4 elligenes {5 g
comci‘mzs of lavs fonneciing specifin Céuseq
Teaim of whay Arisiotle aplis chance, ie,
Apizie,  An ap JOWETEr, may by Practised
SEland tho thecry of 4 % he dpsg. Thery dppears
208 betwoen i1, HASONSEIons aeiion of iaiiimate
o AChon of g ogyppy o Ve place ;
ie of thg black.smith', becanss the ;
blucksmizy YA enly produee. It
igh in _proportion”as it ha it g

of acquiri,

workman. bt

a8 for j
AL We are indply
2ive to {hey the name of
ihout SXplaining faote. As provisi y hag

1 ULs, iniereagi g Ieisire hog

coulative Sciences, ang st i8to them, that #
W3y say, then, that Wisdom =

¥

quiry intg the

3 Wikdom, o
€ beging by ATETing 1
T8 and the i
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The philosopher is by common consent s man whoss knowledge is general,

founded upon dats remote from sense, and exact, B = . ok riiy L A5a o
Alilosophy degined. He is a man who can give an aceountf of whathe ¥ = | l?itrl;sﬂ ;11\1;;1 enf}) 20 O11€ O g s - :j[}ii? ;:(’;Ee‘“"cgfuﬂ; point 53 Efinity The
: '\N_B\]_{’ b 2. Enows. Heis a man engaged in studies that are’ e im@:;-nof,hc-ren o boy PECOMES & mian gy ag the tm_ﬂ'g{ﬂ;‘t?fﬁ@rm of 8 provese =
porsus. ‘or their own sake and not for their practical results. Lastly, itis _ Adinfinite 5 ér?:sw-?&:ﬂ 81T PASSES Tiito weter wwh e 1615,‘1‘*3“? °f one substarcg
a,greef& all other kinds of knowledge are snbordinate to philosophy. 1f we S exisToioe e fﬁﬂg‘gﬁ}ﬂljm e also meuns is equally jroc e ¢ 10t0 air,
take the he accepted tests of what philosophy is, we shall come round to Irrational, s t‘m absolute ond oF Fral e ol 7 Impossible, 1, e
the same o, msion as before, namely, that wizdom or philosophy has for its : eaizaes ﬁtr;t(;h bf? dt‘prn‘fe them of 4]] Meaning, & Ny ‘“r{ el ];L‘ > aiid existon
‘object firsth; ples and causes. For general knowledge is krowledge of Cornes o los, dfk to mﬁuny: in 5 ILOLE}%‘; sm-;fm tf 1€ Saries of formal
eaiversals, & St principles; since he who knows a principle, knows alse the form o G;‘ &u:m:ctte SXPression of the essence of the b‘?_‘ Geliniti
what that p v,%a explains, His knavq‘{edge bas a wider rzuge than that ; We can foves ‘tf;ltc_e 18 ot exprassed 4 ¥ the imme dia+¢ .._-g’o“ ject. 1
1 ‘ows only isolated facts. {Snch knowledge again is the most i attain to ), fate definition o

& EXpression of it 51 all i -

of the man whi ) : B0eh g j1nfin . is . r
Welenrn soon and Without effort whatever BETIES CAIT e mi_’imte TCETess is fatal to tha ez, the 4S80 pion "‘:
- i

P . 358 e as1hili ¥ e
fsveal. but it is " hard. for our reason to apprehend what is universal as i 20 'éhrui ;ﬁ-‘g s ;’,n Huquestioned sta rt'-iu; %;ifj‘glg flp]lw-“'kdge’ oy
{da for 2 bat to see in day-light. Eve1L‘-’E_lLM:G@@EQ.S}}L%P&@A]}Q,'El.llversaj 6o Lo serd o -nfm inite serios of objects. e N .-U.,,'immig Thiy e curied
3% 2 hard TRk to show how it expli bs the mapifold phenomens of Th yorld, : Canses aro np:0le kind of canses is pyp <. finite, shos | W hich e
“When, However, it i¥ affained,isuch knowledgo possesses the reguired ended o f"t nfinite. Yy Cannut be said o ka0 Bat the kindy o
characteristic of exactness. Forthe mere abstract a geience iz, the more exack Elv u_fa, .ﬁmd_ We never eould apprehend an flvl?'i“. 'imtz'* i - ios%npre.
it is. The complexity of phenomena Teqnires us to malke the statement of : ng #hus justified the artempt of P-}liEOQK;EEJ::i e o
their laws subjest to many conditions ; but in propertion as we can leay ErEvious phitosopiis consideration of Arictar)er, . L2¥ Tetarn to the
of sight the conerete differences of particulars, we attain to simplicit TE. 1. ¢h. 5, 8ophic inguiry,  Frepe . PLeOCC080TS in il
D . i iy, - Every ong of them hag cong

. o i 7
L e dtile to 3 LD(]'\‘.A :dee 1

. : but, d sox lel i i th.b : Lo of the fl‘hth

ali of then th ether We Iriay l-{:ge to der iVE S0 e

exaciness. The scionce of Space, for instance, is abstract, and %
cxaet, If fakes account of one relation 051_,\;{ and t-hait-, tiﬁoo, a Irel&t}-.L i
which all objects arc and must be bound. %, Again, only the man e Ak el :
risen to the ilnowledge of causes can expldih what he knows, or Justify s 0_11.-? HOTE suseassfy] effortg p(?;;‘{;ﬁ’ t}icgo{x?per'[e E atbempis hova i
he believes. Again, if the philosopher pursues knowledge for its o i & Horly oteritin, Thales was the . s *f:f Spﬁcu;a;m-.g of whowm =
he must pursue the highest knowledge. But the hishest cnowleda : e : TR view materisl o u;-’u ‘?»“em he s th o
knowledge of first principles and causes, Hor all other fruths rest v orld E‘H.DP?Y by Positing sation enly,
apon the truth of these, and all existence must ultimately be exp 2 originally aroge 5, :
reference to these. Lastly, we must dssion te: philosophy a ranle abios o such thino
| seiences. For philosophy tukes the results of scicnce as its startin
- determining the W
f that philosophy is uble sense diviy b :
' that complete unde g d at wh
Cod a!o:lzfe'. Philoscphy is not concerned, like the arts,
‘oir material wants. It did nof becin nntil these wants
i had its origin in wonder. It was a disinterested effort to
and answer the questions suggested by nature. Bu :
perfect mnderstanding. If it beging in wender as to ho
they are, it ends in wonder as to how they conld be of : 5505 and Heppis ot s the onighul oo 5,
Lf then knowledge is incomplete so far as it stops sho UL, earfl aiy, fre. ang S a.} e, Fmpedo
naturally ask what, ROV il s : ; oot UDOTPHONS into ymis sy wh:[c]‘;-aw:ii, dlf} fa”vtd’ are always
Claseification of causes. ate. ccoordingie S8 . - & there existed arigingily qoor ¢
e 2 form, the matter, the effic i 370 call ereation is gimay A% Infiniie nyppey
tests the correctnoss of this classification by a 5. whicl L, in tinie dicalvn s e = 1p. Jf-t}.l@_.!fgaiesceﬁ(ze;of
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existence of ideas of relation, which Plato denies. Tt would follow, for
example, from Plato’s premisses that there must be an idea of equality to
explain the predication of resemblances. Things ean only be equal,
because they participate in the idea of eguality.® Axnd if phepﬂm.ena'%
can ouly resemble one another by participation® in an idea, anocther idea ©
is required to explain the resemblance of the idez and the phenomena,
and so on ad infirifum, The doctrine of ideas is also incompatible with
the doectrine that unity and a duad ave the first principles of existence.
The duad cannot be a first primciple: for the conception of a duoad
involves a previous idea of number. The conception of number, more-
over, being a conception of relation, it follows that relation is prior to
substance, which Plato would not allow, But the fatal objection to the
doetrine is that the ideas do not in any sense explain phenomenal existence,
origin, or decay. They originate neither movement nor change. They do
not explain our knowledge of things, because, not being in things, they do
not constitute their essence. Nor do they explain the existence of things,
for they ureseparate from things. Plato has not shown how the phenomenal
orld is generated from the ideas according to any known mode of generation.
ere is no meaning in his assertion that the ideas are patterns in which
omena partake. Such language is merely figurative and expresses
g. Who is it that models phenomenal objects on the pattern of the
? Nor is a tbiug which iz like another necessarily made after the
of it. It would follow too that there must be many patterns or idecs
and fhe same thing: e. g., for man alone are required the ideas of
biped, and man. In the case of a genus and its species the ides
1 pattern and image, for the ideas of the different species-are
the iden of the genus, as the individuals of a species are to the
b apecies,  The truth is that the separate existence of the ideas 18
The essence cannot be separated from that of which it is the
mides, if some things, s for instance as the products of
exist withont any idea corresponding to them, why may
be posiible without ideas? Plato’s theory doesnotin any way
blem of the physical universe. It establishes no real cansal
between the essences of things and the ideas which it posits to
em. - This charge cannot be evaded by saying that the ideas
They donot in any way explain the action and meaning
in fact, impossible to consider the ideas as causes, because
numbers. Supposs that chjects of sense are
, how can the ideal numbers be the canses of them ?
is not got rid of by making the ideal numbers eterpal.
ishable numbers are equally numbers, and cannnot be canse
the other.: Tiit be argued that nnmbers are the causes.
objects are mmmerical proportions, the answer is that
has no meaning except in refevence to elements
ion. Number in this sense is not the cause or essence
mply expresses the proportion in which their material

not only allows this, but he actuslly selects the idea of equality as
his doetrine that knowledge is a reminiseence of the ex;;lm of
But in later dislogues, ¢. g. the Sophist, ideas of relation are trans-
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constituents are blended. "Another objection to tha identification of ideas with
numbers is that nambers Ly addition generate one number, whercas many
ideas do not make one idea. If it be answered that five is not added to five
any more than idea is addible to idea, but that the units of each are added
in each case, then we naturully ask how the ideal units, which are now said
to be addible, are related to one znother. Equal difficulties arise whether we
suppose qualitative distinctions to exist, or not to exist, cither between the -
units of one idea or between the units of different ideas. On the one hand,
it is difficult to conceive in what respect they can differ from ome another;
on the other hand, if they do not differ, it seems impossible to account for
the gualitative distinctions between things. Another objection to the Platonic
theory is that it necessitates the assumption of a new kind of number,
intermediate botween ideas and phenomena, for the object matter of
srithmetic. Y¥et we are not told what the origin of this new kind of number
+i5, nor why there should be npumbers intermediate between ideas and
phenomena. The units of the original duad, too, from which numbers are
generated, remain mnaccounted for. Again each ides, as a number, is
composed of umits : but we are not told how, though composed of parts, i
is yet one. The nature of the ideal nnit shounld have been clearly i
The materialists did not exgjain phenomena simply by reference to bo
ew that there were different kinds of body, and they said disti

erated from long and short, i. e., a definite great and small. A g
they say, is generated from broad and narrow, and a solid from hig
It is evadent, however, that things, whosefirst principles differ ﬁ
coalesce. The line, therefore, cannot be contained in the surface, nor

line and the surface be contained in the solid. For broad and na:
in kind from high and low. IFor the same reason nnmber cann
tained either in surface or solid, sinee great and small, which are th
number, differ in kind both from broad and narrow, and from hig
"There is, therefore, no generation of the surface from the line, o
trom the line and the aurface. The mere prolongation of a
words, would never yield a surfzcs. The mere contraction or ex
surface would never yield a solid. Nor is the generation
expleined. Plato denied the real existence of the point, Li
indivisible, and a point is a mere assumption of ihe mathe
evident, however; that there must be a limit even to an
There is, therefore, the same necessity for the point, as the
which there is for the line as e limit to the surface. Th
losophy has been identified with mathematics, The co
and small are properly applicable fo mognitudes, but t
quate to the explanation of the physical universe. Great
50 much matfer as predicates of matter, like density and
- earliost speculators deseribed as the first differentiation
substance. If the great and small possess power of mov
must 2lso be in movement, since great and small ars elem
well as of things.* The ideas are, however, said to be

*Hee p. 6,
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The origin of movement, therefore, i unexplained, and consequently the
whole problem of the universc remains unsolved, Another defect in
Platenism is that it doss not really prove the existence of 2 universal. At
“the most it establishes an independent unily corresponding to a group
of particulars to which a common predicate is applicable. Tf does not even

i prove so much when there is no elass corresponding to the conception. It is

iy diffieult also to understand the position in the Platonic s}igtem of the lines,
= surfaces, and solids, to which reference has been made. liey are not ideas,

for thoy are not numbers. They are not intermediate between ideas and
phenomens. for that position has already been assigned to the objects of
mathematics. Lastly fhey are not the perishuble objects of sense. They
soom to constitute a fourth species of existence, for which no place is provided
iu the system. Again, if Plato Had only reflocted that there arc different
kinds of existenees, he would have récognized ihe absurdity of looking for
the elements of all'existences in hia sense of the term elements. Tt may be
possible to discover the matter and the form of substances : but fo tallrof the
matter and the form of acts, states, or qualities; 14 to use words withous
meaning. A search for the elements of all things is meaningless for
sother reason, siz., that if implies that he who begins such a search knows
lately nothing. Yet withont some previous knowledge it is impossible
rn gnything, Tt cannot be maintained that such knowledge is innate,
e bighest knowledge of all could not be innate without our being con-
: of 15. It is evident indeed that we have mo kmowledge which cquld
e us to construct the world 4 priori.

L



12 DIFFICULTIES AKTIOIPATED AND SOLVED,

CHAPTER III.
- DPIFFICULTIES ANTICIPATED AND SOLVED.

The foregoing criticism of philosophies will have done something to'
e _ prepare the way for a correct conception of
e philosophy. But* before proceeding to positive
Ly anticipating possible doubts and difficulties. These ave to the mind what
fetters are to the body. They are an absolute har to progress. Itis of the
wimost importance to get a clear conception of a problem before attempting
- & solution of it. A fuewlty of wise interrogating is half @ knowledge. : :
1s the treatment of principles, it may be asked, the subject matter of a
i single inguiry, and, when we talk of principles,
“ do we mean the first prineciples of reality only,
: or do we include the firat. prineiples of demon-
stration, such ag the law of eontradiction ? Tf reality only is meant, do all
forms of reality fall under one inquiry, or are there different sciences, and, s
if so, are they all allied, or do some of them only deserve the name of
metaphysic, the rest going by different names ? e L
Et would seem that the four camses cannot form the subject of a single
inquiry, They are not opposites which, while
Sret difiente of & exelnding, yet imply ona ancther, in the sense
ok L that the definition of the one is implicitly ]
definition of the other. ¥etif is such opposites as these, ¢. g., health an
sickness, which fall under one inguiry. Moreover all four causes are
applicable to all things. The efficient cause has no meaning with referen
o what is immutable. Norhas the final canse.  For the final canse = &
motive to action, and withont movement or change there is no achion. The
mathematician demonstrates what the propertics of a figure are, bub he does.
rot ask why they are what they are, nor does he show that they are:
best possible.  On the other hund, if each camse is the subject of & single
inguiry, to which of the four ars we {0 give the name of metaphysic ! Each
would seem fo have'a claim. All four canses are applicable to a house, Th
efficient is the builder and his art: the material is the stone and martar
the formal and final causs is the idea of a honge as a receptacle for men
things. Now, if we revert to the acknowledged characteristics of philosoph
it would seem that the highest knowledge is the kmowledge of the fi
. cause. For everything is subordinated to the purpose which the obj
meant toserve. From another point of view it would seem that philo:
i3 the knowledge of the efficient cause. For if we are ignorant of tha
cannot understand any process or any act. With regard o the first prix
of demonstration, it would seem that they must be included in th
inguiry with the first principles of reality,” If not, which of the-twe
ries is metaphysic P On the other hand, as the firsh principles of dem
tion are assumed equally in all seiences, it is difficult to see why me
in particolar should concern itself with them. Indeed it is mob

First diffionliy stoted.
. Fk.2 Ch. 2

FProbable solution

* Befors stating his own view upon an—;:_ subjeot Avistotle very ofien Degins |

the difficuities which may be raised with regard toit. The next stepis toen

certain plausible solufions of them. F:'::g.‘lly hiz own view is given, :
e tBeép. 2.

exposition we may still further assist the reader : '*'.'-'; |
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what is meant by an inguiry info the first privciples of demonstration, They
are perfectly well known already, and are everywhere taken for granted.
Demonstration cannot go back ad infinitum, and these principles are 1t fixed
starting point. We cannot take as the objech of a special science something
which must be taken for granted by every science. There are no poss_lbls
premisses from which we conld deduce the original foundation of all dpgl_ucﬁon.
- If they form the subject of any inguiryat all, it would appear that the
consideration of them is most approprizte fo metephysic. If they are the
subject of a distinet science, that seiemce apparently must be higher than
and prior to Metaphysic ; for nothirg can be more universal than, or prior
to, the first prineiples of all reasoning. g i .
Metaphysic attempts to determine the essential qualities of existence as
: such. In this it is distinguished from the special
sciences, each of which selects some special form
of existence, and attempts to defermine what is
peculiar to if.” The science of existence as such
must include the consideration of whatever can
be said to exist ; and, as the term existence 15 predicable of wh_a.tevar it is
- prédioable of in virtue of its being real, the science of existence, i. ¢, BMeta-
: hysic, will comprehend the principles of reality, There are as many branches
seience as there are different forme of existence, B_ut- these various bran(fhes
seience imply a first philosophy or mgtaphysw, just as the varions
brauches of appfied mathematics imply a prior science of pure mathematics.
The defermination of the necessary properties of all existence must precede
16 determination of the peculiar nature of special forms of existence.
i 'é;physie makes abstraction of all pl:opertags of_bemg except spch as afttach
t gua being.  Similarly mathematics deals with bm‘fhes co‘nsgdered simply
as magnitudes, and physics deals with them as possessing within themselves
p ringiple of movement or change. These three, Metaph}'s%c, Mathema.tw_s,
= i and Physics make np ‘specnlative or theorsiic
10. Ch. 7. Bk. 5. €h. 1. philgaophy as distinguished from practical phi-
pﬁv on the one band, and poetic Phﬂ“f‘ﬂl{h}_’ on the other hand.* _Of the
hree forms of speculative jﬂqui;g;, _meﬁaplnysm is the highest, becauss it runs
ntr sideration of the divine nature, : :
: mtogﬁ;sggn;lierzg;nprehends the first prin.ciPles of demonstration, f_or
; they are true of all existence, and all the special
oo seiences assume them in thd ﬁ%ea,tment of Eﬁm
, depariments of existence. Whatever is true of all forms of reality
o ﬂ%?g:éeof's them in virtue of their all being forms of reality : for the
hich we can assert of all forms of reality is that they are real—
erefore form part of the inquiries of one who deals with realify
ccordingly we find thaf the special gelences do nof attempt to
m, but asswme them, It is true that cerfain physical inguirers
idered them, but that is hecause they considered nafure to be £o-ex-
threality. We, however, know that there is a science above physics,
nire is only one department of existence. We, therefore, can see
atment of first principles belongs fo the highest of all inguiries
taphysic, which deals with what is real in the most general sense

raetictl pﬁﬂosaphy ineludes Ethics, Economics, and Polities. Poetie (ereative) philo-
includes Poetry and Rhetoric. ;

Tiue solution of the first
difFoulty. !
Bk. 2, Ch 12
Ek. 10. Ch. 1—4..




14 DIFFICULTIES ANTICIPATED AND SOLVED.

«of the ferm, - A knowledge of any subjeot is iricomplete whioh ' does not
aseend to the highest principles applieable to that subject, The knowledge,
therefore, of reality as such implies a knowledge of the highest, i. e., the
mosk infallible, of all principles. ~ Buch prineiples, though presupposed m all
" spevial reasonings, donot t-hemaeh*ee; rf:;r. On #ny presuppositions. A previous
S L study of Logic shonld have prepared the sindens
Theiaw o amveiion, of mectaphysic to xaeoghizepthg: The highest
principle of certainty is the law of contradietion. This is the fonndation of
all reasonings and heliefs. : - . !
There are indeed some who say that the opposite of the law of contradiction
v is both possible and conceivable. Aristotle denies
BE. 10, Ch 56, this, According to him the law of contradiction
is the most indubitable of all prineiples. The
attempts which have been made toprove it formally shew an ignorance of wwhere
procf ought tobedemanded. Ifeverything reqniredsdemonstration, it wonld be
mpossible to demonstrate anything. We should be driven backwards ad
trfinitesn from proof to proof.  But if tome principle must be taken withont
proof, there is noze that can stand less in need of proof than the law of

contradiction. Thowgh, however, it canuot ba formally demonstrated, it

being impossible to deduge the first of ail principles from any prior principle,
it may yet be proved indirectly by an argumentuss ad hominem. A man cang
without seH-contradiction deny it. -In the very act of speech he uses w
with a definitc meaning. In the very act of making an assertion he a
something. Unless words had a definite meaning, speech would be impo
sible. Thus, in the very act of speaking, a man allows the truth of the
and that too without formal proct. If the word man has & definite mea:
as it must have if there is to be such a thing as speech at all, it cannot
indiffercntly that meaning and the opposite. Man andnot-mun must ox
one another. Perhaps men have been misled inbo thinking that all ath
may be predicated indifferently, by obsvrving that we can predicate o
subject a number of aceidental attributes other than those contained
definition of it. When1 suy that amen is white itis true that the direet i
of my assertion is not that he is s man. Buot at the same time it is n
assertion that he is pota man.  Moreover to deny the law of contrad
18 to make all predication accidental. 1f man can be not-man, or :
thing other than man, it is clear that he has no atteibutes which co
Lim a distinet individuality, and that no definition of him 18 possibl
the idea of all pradication being aceidental is an absurdity.  One
ean only be an accident of another in the sense that both  are

a single subject. If contradictories, again, may be asserted of
subject, all differences befween things disappear. "I, as Protagoras
what a man thinks to be truc is true; then a man is a ship, if any
0. Yet, atths same time, if contradictories are true, he isn
If, to nse the lingnage of Anaxagoras, each thing contains ever
nothing, as a matter of fuct, exists atall, Fora reality iz a def
thing. But if the lnw of contradiction isnot true. any th
asserted or denied of anything. If7 can say of men that he
@ fortiori Ican say of him thathe is nota ship. On the other
asgertion that he is a ship must he equally legitimate, if one thing
the same time, both be, and 2ot be. the same thing. And if wa o
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4 man is man, sud that he is not man, it follows that he is neither
Bzghnt};atthe other, whil,c vet we may agsert that _hq is e‘ithcr,. and is not ta}ilﬁ
other, Again, we may urge that it must be possibleto affirm or den?srhe
opposites or only some. If itis possible with reforence to some QIJl}', - .'bln
the law of contradiotion is saved with regurd to the rest, Ifit is poasgble
with reference fo all, it may bein one of two ways. It may bel‘x‘;oss_l le
either to assert or deny the affirmative, or the negative indifferextly, or l:t
may be possible to deny the aflicmative only, but uot the negative. I;ll: Dg
latter case the law of contradiction is saved in part. If on the _qther o
1 capnot, without exposing myself to contradiction, affirm either o t&i:‘o
alternatives—if there is nothing of which I can say that it is, or 18 nof, 1§
or that—then nothing exists. But if nothing exists, how do we "ipﬁomtl
for thinking snd speaking men? Besides, as alrendy remarked, :
make anyibing predieable of anything, is to deny the mdependthsn
existence of anything, For if one thing is different from m;;:_- er
thing, then it i3 impossible to deny that it is xot that other ing.
Tt is evident, too, that if we deny the law of contradiction, everyone musi

: i ; s 1 r itv of his
3 both truth and falsehood, and every ome must allow the falsity of hi
| :E:ilita.‘;emen{s. There can be no argument with a man who denies the law

: ietion, for he asserfs neither one thing nor its opposite.  But when
Ofofgi?:ﬁﬁgl;;erted, there can be no argument. When a mun (lcm@s the law,
é'm'ugt ask him to expluin whether he means that whoever thinks that a
thing is so and so, or 50 and so. is mistaken, and that wheever thinks it te be
th, is yight. If thig is his meaning, we may fairly confront him with che
cormon saying that the natuze of things is so and so, and not the opposite.
» may point out to him also that if 2 man has no decided conviction mpon
point, be canmot be called an intelligent being. We need not, howme.z",
tyouble ourselves further sbouta speculative defence of the law, 3IMew :
Jotions are s practical refutation of theiv protended rejecbion of it Ifit
s true that & man is traveliing as that he iz not iravelling, why ddesa
an travel? Why does he not sit at home under the impression that he is
avelling > Why does a man take pains to avoid falling infoa well, if he
thinks that to fall into it is as desirable as to keep oub of it? At any rale,
80 far as what je desirable or the reverse 18 concsrned, mon L‘hm}{ that the
W of contradiction is trus. 1f it be objected that men have not knowledge
t only opinion, we reply that for that very reason they should be more
nest about the truth. A sick man must take more care of his health
sonnd man, and opinien is to knowledge, what sickness ig to health.
we allow that things are both 80, and not so, yet they are not hoth
e degree. Fonris nearer o five than z thoufand 1s, and he who
four for five, is nearer the fruth than ke who mistakes a thonsand
But the very possibility of exror implies & standard of truth. Even
+ the attainability of absolule truth. yet there is a relative
are freed, therefore, from that simple denial of the law of
on which would render any detinite thonght imposgible.
ne of Protagoras, that seeming is reality, and the denial of the
law of contradiction, zo together. If what
ceniichme appears to one man is not the same as what
HLiS, appears to another, while yet all appearances are
, it follows that the same thing both is and is not. Conversely,
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«of the ferm, - A knowledge of any subjeot is iricomplete whioh ' does not
aseend to the highest principles applieable to that subject, The knowledge,
therefore, of reality as such implies a knowledge of the highest, i. e., the
mosk infallible, of all principles. ~ Buch prineiples, though presupposed m all
" spevial reasonings, donot t-hemaeh*ee; rf:;r. On #ny presuppositions. A previous
S L study of Logic shonld have prepared the sindens
Theiaw o amveiion, of mectaphysic to xaeoghizepthg: The highest
principle of certainty is the law of contradietion. This is the fonndation of
all reasonings and heliefs. : - . !
There are indeed some who say that the opposite of the law of contradiction
v is both possible and conceivable. Aristotle denies
BE. 10, Ch 56, this, According to him the law of contradiction
is the most indubitable of all prineiples. The
attempts which have been made toprove it formally shew an ignorance of wwhere
procf ought tobedemanded. Ifeverything reqniredsdemonstration, it wonld be
mpossible to demonstrate anything. We should be driven backwards ad
trfinitesn from proof to proof.  But if tome principle must be taken withont
proof, there is noze that can stand less in need of proof than the law of

contradiction. Thowgh, however, it canuot ba formally demonstrated, it

being impossible to deduge the first of ail principles from any prior principle,
it may yet be proved indirectly by an argumentuss ad hominem. A man cang
without seH-contradiction deny it. -In the very act of speech he uses w
with a definitc meaning. In the very act of making an assertion he a
something. Unless words had a definite meaning, speech would be impo
sible. Thus, in the very act of speaking, a man allows the truth of the
and that too without formal proct. If the word man has & definite mea:
as it must have if there is to be such a thing as speech at all, it cannot
indiffercntly that meaning and the opposite. Man andnot-mun must ox
one another. Perhaps men have been misled inbo thinking that all ath
may be predicated indifferently, by obsvrving that we can predicate o
subject a number of aceidental attributes other than those contained
definition of it. When1 suy that amen is white itis true that the direet i
of my assertion is not that he is s man. Buot at the same time it is n
assertion that he is pota man.  Moreover to deny the law of contrad
18 to make all predication accidental. 1f man can be not-man, or :
thing other than man, it is clear that he has no atteibutes which co
Lim a distinet individuality, and that no definition of him 18 possibl
the idea of all pradication being aceidental is an absurdity.  One
ean only be an accident of another in the sense that both  are

a single subject. If contradictories, again, may be asserted of
subject, all differences befween things disappear. "I, as Protagoras
what a man thinks to be truc is true; then a man is a ship, if any
0. Yet, atths same time, if contradictories are true, he isn
If, to nse the lingnage of Anaxagoras, each thing contains ever
nothing, as a matter of fuct, exists atall, Fora reality iz a def
thing. But if the lnw of contradiction isnot true. any th
asserted or denied of anything. If7 can say of men that he
@ fortiori Ican say of him thathe is nota ship. On the other
asgertion that he is a ship must he equally legitimate, if one thing
the same time, both be, and 2ot be. the same thing. And if wa o
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4 man is man, sud that he is not man, it follows that he is neither
Bzghnt};atthe other, whil,c vet we may agsert that _hq is e‘ithcr,. and is not ta}ilﬁ
other, Again, we may urge that it must be possibleto affirm or den?srhe
opposites or only some. If itis possible with reforence to some QIJl}', - .'bln
the law of contradiotion is saved with regurd to the rest, Ifit is poasgble
with reference fo all, it may bein one of two ways. It may bel‘x‘;oss_l le
either to assert or deny the affirmative, or the negative indifferextly, or l:t
may be possible to deny the aflicmative only, but uot the negative. I;ll: Dg
latter case the law of contradiction is saved in part. If on the _qther o
1 capnot, without exposing myself to contradiction, affirm either o t&i:‘o
alternatives—if there is nothing of which I can say that it is, or 18 nof, 1§
or that—then nothing exists. But if nothing exists, how do we "ipﬁomtl
for thinking snd speaking men? Besides, as alrendy remarked, :
make anyibing predieable of anything, is to deny the mdependthsn
existence of anything, For if one thing is different from m;;:_- er
thing, then it i3 impossible to deny that it is xot that other ing.
Tt is evident, too, that if we deny the law of contradiction, everyone musi

: i ; s 1 r itv of his
3 both truth and falsehood, and every ome must allow the falsity of hi
| :E:ilita.‘;emen{s. There can be no argument with a man who denies the law

: ietion, for he asserfs neither one thing nor its opposite.  But when
Ofofgi?:ﬁﬁgl;;erted, there can be no argument. When a mun (lcm@s the law,
é'm'ugt ask him to expluin whether he means that whoever thinks that a
thing is so and so, or 50 and so. is mistaken, and that wheever thinks it te be
th, is yight. If thig is his meaning, we may fairly confront him with che
cormon saying that the natuze of things is so and so, and not the opposite.
» may point out to him also that if 2 man has no decided conviction mpon
point, be canmot be called an intelligent being. We need not, howme.z",
tyouble ourselves further sbouta speculative defence of the law, 3IMew :
Jotions are s practical refutation of theiv protended rejecbion of it Ifit
s true that & man is traveliing as that he iz not iravelling, why ddesa
an travel? Why does he not sit at home under the impression that he is
avelling > Why does a man take pains to avoid falling infoa well, if he
thinks that to fall into it is as desirable as to keep oub of it? At any rale,
80 far as what je desirable or the reverse 18 concsrned, mon L‘hm}{ that the
W of contradiction is trus. 1f it be objected that men have not knowledge
t only opinion, we reply that for that very reason they should be more
nest about the truth. A sick man must take more care of his health
sonnd man, and opinien is to knowledge, what sickness ig to health.
we allow that things are both 80, and not so, yet they are not hoth
e degree. Fonris nearer o five than z thoufand 1s, and he who
four for five, is nearer the fruth than ke who mistakes a thonsand
But the very possibility of exror implies & standard of truth. Even
+ the attainability of absolule truth. yet there is a relative
are freed, therefore, from that simple denial of the law of
on which would render any detinite thonght imposgible.
ne of Protagoras, that seeming is reality, and the denial of the
law of contradiction, zo together. If what
ceniichme appears to one man is not the same as what
HLiS, appears to another, while yet all appearances are
, it follows that the same thing both is and is not. Conversely,
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if contradictories are true, seeming is truth, for different persons hold con-
tradictory opinions. All propositions in this view are equally true,

Befors discussing this sceptical view we must distinguish two clusses of
scepties, those whese scepticizm is the expression of reul intellectual doubt,
apd those who profess scepticiam merely for the sake of arguing. The first
class cannot be met by mere verbal vonfutation, We must try to bring con-
viction home to them. They were probably led to the view that epposites
coexist by observing thatin the physcal universe opposites are generated from
one and thesame thing. The same thing, 2. g., may be mads either hot orcold.
Ag nothing can  come out of nothing, they argned that the thing must pre-
viously bave been the opposites which are generated from it. Thus Anaxagoras
argued that all things mnst exist in each thing, and Democrites taught that
the full and the void are eqnally in every part, though the full is the exis-
tent and the void the non-existent. . The mistake of the sceptic lesin his
overlooking the double meaning of the words existent and non-existent.
1t is true that out of pure nothing, nothing can come. But thougha seed,
for instanice, is not actually a tree, yet it is potentially, and therefore a free
can come from it. A seed, therefore, both is, and is not a free, but not in the
same gense. Polenbially 1t is o tree, but aefually it is not. The sceptics, too,
should remember that there is a kind of reality to which the eonceptions of
change, generation, and decay, are not applicable. Another argument by
which geepticism justifies itself is, that the sense impressions of different per-

sons, and even of the same personat different times, are different, and that

there is no standard by reference to which we can say that one impression
is troer than another. If, therefore, knowledge is limited to sense percep.
tions, andif sensc-perceptions vary with varying physieal conditions, it
follows that, even if there is such a thing as truth, it 1s nndiseoverable by us.
%e mistake of those who argue in thizs way arose from their thinking that
e objects of sense alone ave real, It is true that in the world of sense

there is much indefiniteness, and much existence that is only potential, In :

this way we can account for the scepticism, though we think it mistalen.
Further, seeing that the universe isin a state of coostant change, men havd
been led to the convietion that a knowledge of nature is unattainable be-
canse no predicate can bs truly affirmed of what is changing ® If nothing
can be said even to be, speech is impossible. With regard to this argument

Aristotle remarks that even if we grant that, in ‘a sense, nothing can be
predicated of what is changing, yet at the same time it is true that an object.
does not change its character all at once. It is trme tfoo, that nothingis

absolutely destroyed. If is true that, when anything is prodnced, there
must be & material out of which, and an efficient, by which if is produced, ant
that this cannot go on to infinity. Truth, then, is not altogether 1
able, even if the world is in a state of constant change. We snust disting
farther between change in quentity, and change in form. TE
known in virtue of their essence, which remains unaffected 1
changes, howeverconstant, inthe object. Wemay alsofairly censw
for asserting of the universe as a whole, what is only trus of t
of it which immediately surrounds ourselves. The heavenly

% Aristotle, liks Plato in the Theatetus connects the scepticism of Protagoras
Heraclitean doetrine that all things are in constant flux. Aristotle’s arguments
of the Thestetns in many pointa, ;
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neither generation ner decay. If will also be our business o prove the
exiglence and immutability of God. We may point out hero thal the very
identification of being and not-being is inconsistent with the doetrine of
continual change. Those who admil no differences between things cannol
talk of things beecoming different from what they were. 3
- The sceptics exaggerate the untrustworthingss of the senses by confusing
senge and imagingtion. IEach sense may be trusted in reference to ite ap-
propriate ebject. To raize difficulties about the diffcrences between the
impressions of the healthy and the sick. or about the apparent vaviations in
the size of an cbject locked at from different distancss, is merc trifling.
Plato alse was gunite Tight in pointing out to the sceptics, that some caleula-
tionz are more correct than others. The plysician will forecast the eonrse
of a disease more correctly than o layman ean. Even sense does not really
give contradictory judgments about its own objeets. It may very well
happen, owing to a change either in the thing or in ourselves, that what ut
one time tastes sweet, will at another time tasto bitler. But faste never
tells us that sweet and bitter are the same. It prenounces definitely and
correctly on the quality of the thing at the time, " It is not fair to overlook
this and te demy all pormanence and nniformity. Lastly, if reality is
rightly identified with sensation, then, if there were no semsitive beings,
mothing wonld exist. But this is absurd, for sensation itself must be sensi-
fion of something, The existence of a world to be perceived is the condi-
tion of the possibility of semsation itself. If it he acked seriously-whother
i o b we ara to judge of the correctnoss of perception
L by the impressicns of the sick or the sound,

“Avistotle replies, that this is very much like raising a difficulty us to whether

we are asleep or awake. Those who raise such gquestions sevin to think that
# demonseration can be given of everything, vet, at the same time, they
show by their actions that they do not think a demonsteation necessary for
everything. They regulate their conduct by prineiples, such as the reason-
ableness of prudence, of which they do not reqnirve any proof.  Sceptics who

demand a formal confutation of their scepticism are asking for what is

impossible. A man who begins by denying the law of contradiction, cunnot
be eonfuted by an appeal to it.  Butif it be, once granted all things
have a character of their own independent of individual impressions about

-them, then of course it follows thas things are not what they seem to anyone

fo be. Impressions are only real in the sense of being real to the individuul
ercipient.  We camnpot justify scepticism on the gronnd that different senses
report differently with reference fo ouc and the same object. I is true that

object may appear one thing to the eye and another to the taste, but
‘one sense conveys contradictory impressions at the same moment and in
of its. gwn proper object. Finally, the absurdity of reducing reality
sensations of the individual may be shown in this way. & relation mush
on of something to something. Now, if relatively to the percipient
o and object are the same, the pereipient to whom the ohject is
cannot bo identical with the object that is relative to him, Moreover,
g exists except as an impression of an individual percipicnt, euch
ient will be not one, but an infinite manifold; On all these rrovnds ~
stotle stands by the law of contradiction. He eoncludes by warning bis
ers not to be deceived by such asfertions as that tepid water is both hot

o
el
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! and cold, or that a negro is both black and white, In the first instance the
i':r(xin?-hn’t and cold are relative : in the second black and white are -predlca.t-etli
of diffcrent objects— black of the body, white of the teeth. :

The law of excluded middle follows asa coneequence of the law of con- -

Fi tradiction. A given predicate must be applica-
Tae Law of gechuded middle.  plo or mot applicable to any subject. This isa
T i dircet deduction from the ideadof tn;;ﬁ and
lsehood. A true propesition must affirm the existent, or deny non-
f;istent. A false p? pgsi?&on must deny the existent, or affirm the non-
existent. There iy no other alternative. Here possibly it may be objected

that instead of asserting of the subject, that it isor is not oneof two

i we may say that it is neither of them, or that it is something
g?&iﬁséhe twc.y .&Ziszoﬂe says that we cannob say that a thing is nelt-l}er
white nor not-white, because if it is not either, it cannot become the 0Ithe_r‘ Ijo
become white a thing must previously have been not-white, and vice versé.
Similarly if it be said that a thing is neither white, nor Black, but grey,
Aristotle replies that a grey thing, if it becomes black, must have beez'n not black
befors. The same conclusion follows from the very nature of a judgment,

whether intuitive or nob, whichis true or false according as it does or does

worabine its elements in one of two ways. In fact we may prove the law
2?2;31?3!#& middle by o redustio od abourdum, If there is always & mean
between two opposite extremes, no assertion is either true or false. Further,
if theve ig a uean between the affirmation and denial of reality, there must
be something which ig neither real nor unreal, and thers musi be a proce
of change, which yeb is neither the ereation nor the destruction of anything
veal, and in ayithmetic there mnat be numbers which are neither odd nor even.
1f we cnce admit a mean, there can be no end fo the process. If we
assert that a thing is neither A nor not-A but a mean between them, we
mizht with eqt‘llzll? veason again make that mean itself the subject of an
afirmation and a denial, and go on ad infinitun. Lastly we may prove the
law of oxeluded middle by the very nature of negation. In denying that

4 thine is white I am asserting that it is not white, and ecan be asserting

thing else. den have denicd the law of excluded middle either because
?gev_ ]:gvc been unable to meet some sophistical objeetions toib, or besause,

for want of a discipline in logie, they will not acceptany proposition which
c(‘;i;:ut he rlemonstgnted. 1# Heraclitus is right in saying that all thingsare

and are not, then any propogition is true. If, on thg ptbgr ;wimi, az Anaxa-
wavs, anything is everything, t.hgn cvery proposition is false. -
gﬁ"ia}?e above d%&cuséion makes it plain that such general stateraents as that
: * npothing is true or that everything is true

Bl d b s, abgurd. Tt is evident that there are con

i Pmnﬂsiﬁons which cannot both be true and false at the same tims, 1f

have any meaning, all agsertions cannot be equally false. For falsehood

heing the denial, us truthis the assertionof reality, one of two mu
e;}:T{Esive alternatives must be true, and if everything admits u:t-her-‘ol_f:
asserted or denied, it is plain that only one of such ali‘:emfx.tn’{:s can be J
The fact is that such scepticism as we have been considering is enicidal.

man cannob assert thatall propesitions are true without at the same tifne

: Ang the truth of the opposite doctrive. e denies the ‘b‘rl.lth _Of
f&?r:‘staﬁemen't in the act of making it. He on the other hand who says t]

i
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all propositions are false, makes himgelf oub to be a liar in whatever he says.
‘For we cannot reasonably admit that he who asserts the truth of all proposi-
tions, should specially cxoept the assertions of his opponent in argument, or
that he who asserts the falsity of all propesitions, should make s special
exception in favour of his own. We may notice here that the assertion that
all things are at rest, and the assertion that ull things are in movement, are
both false.  1f all things are at rest, the same things must always be troe
and false. But this is not the case. We can say of a man that he exists,
but there was a time at which he did not exist, and there will he a time
when he will have ceased t¢ exist. If, onthe other hand, all things are in
motion, all assortions will be false, which has been sho®n to be an absur-
dity. What exists passes from one state to anether, but at the same fime
shere is a fiest mover which, unmoved itself, imparis movement to whatever
is moved. :

Lastly, with regard fo the point raised on p. 12 it will uppear that
metaphysic does not exclude any of the four causes from the seope of
its inquiries, though it is partieularly eoncerned with the formul and the
final.

Do sensible objects alone exist or are there other forms of existence ¥ Ts

: the Platonic dectrine true that there are three

Seeand dificilty stoted, different kinds of existence; ideal, sensible, and a

Bk. 2.Ch. 2.4 %0, form intermediate between these two ? After the
shorough-going eriticism of Plato contained in the preceding chapter, this
question need not detain us long. Besides the
i aoniad, difficulfies alrcady noted in connection with the
Platonic doctrive, it is evident that the ideas which are supposed to explain

-the objects of sense do not, in any way, differ from those objects, execptin

being eternal. The theory is as erude asthe Anthropomorphism which repre-
senta the gods as merely eternal men, Moreover, the assumption of objeets in-
wrmediate botween ideas and the objects of sense leads to many difficultios

- The existence of lines other than the lines in themselvez and the lines of senscis
_ incredible. Astronomy is a mathematical science, but the idea of amathematical

sun is an absurdity. The objects of mathematics too 2re not moving objects.
Yeb movement is a proporty of the heavenly bodies, Nor is there any reason
for confining the assumption of objests intermediate between ideas and objects
of sense to the seience of mathematics alone. A similar riecessity must exist
for something intermediate between every class of ideas and objects. For
in every case the science of the eternal ideas may be set ever against the
enice of the perishable objects of sense. The truth is that this opposition
teelf & mistaken ome. The object matter of seience is not what is
gible and perishable. If it were, the stience would disappesr with the
gct. Nor are the defivitions of mathematies definitions of sensible objects,
gan it be maintained that an intermediate object does exist, but that

s in the sensible object. The ideas might themsclves aswoll be in the
ble object. Tt would follow too from this assumplion that two zolids,

sible and the intermediate, could be inthe same place, and that what is
If without power of movement could be in the moving objects of engs,
leed if we accept the Platonic theory, we shall not only have to assume
t there exints a mniverse other than that which wo see, but that the fwo

are in the same space.
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Lhivd difiully staled and Does metaphysic limit itself to the considera-
Sl 2. 0h 118, tion of sabstances, or does it also consider t.he
sgsential abtributes or propelues of substances
The answer to this question has been given in. the solution of the ﬁwf
Bk, 2. Ch. 2 to 15, diffieulty. Met iaphysicineludes tha consideration
: 7 of the properties of beingas such, just as uny of
the special sciences determines the peculiar quahtles of the pa: rticular form
of reality with which it deals. One proof of this is, that the dialeeticiana
and sophiats, who wish to pass for phlJObophmF both busy themselves aboub
existenies or realiby. The mistake which they make is to talk about Teality
before dete umnmobwhat reality is. The Dialectician is content to argue
* from popular bului and the sophist aims af no more than an appearance
of knowledg:
To what science belongs the treatment of such gmalifies as idemtity and -
difference, likeness and unlikeness, &e., which
Logic considers only from the peint of view of
: common senge T is necessary to determine the
“ peeuliar characteristics of these, and also whether each of them has one
opposite cnly or more.
There is no distinetion’ in fact between being and unity. ¢ One man’ and
: ; ¢ a real man’ mean the same thing. Nothing new
g; el is added by the introduetion of “the word one.
If then unity and the kinds of 'IJTJIET are
identical with existence and the forms of existence, the same geience will
treat of both. The forms of unity are sameness, likeness, &c. The
opposition of sameness to difference, and of likeness to unlikeness, may
“be traced up to the opposition of one to many. As, therefors, the
aame mcience deals ith contraries, metaphysic must deal with likeness
and mnlikeness, sumeness and difference, and expound the different scnzes
in which they are predicated.  For the different senses are not absolutely
different, but have n common eentre of relation. Universality is charae-
teristic of philosophy, and it is difficult to see to what ingquiry, i not to
nhilosophy, we ghould assign sneh questions as whether Socrates and Socrates
sitiing are the same : whether each of such predicates has one opposite only, .
and, ©f so, what it is. That is calied a wmnity (a) which is continunouns,
e cspecially if the eontinuity be npatural, and not,
Lo ChT like the continuity of a plece of fornitnre, artifi-
cinl: {3) which is a whole possessed of o definit
form, cel\cmaﬂy if it be a natural whole, amd not an artificially constructed.
one. These two kindsof uwnity hays a movement which is indivisible i
place and time.  Avcordingly that is in a peculiar gensze asingle body, whic
eontaing within itself the primal source of motion : () of which the ide
fndivisible. This indivisibility may oecur in two ways. A single indivi
188 HUMET ?wf unity.  The conception of man, as distinct fram other o
congeptions Jermel unity,  Formal unities are unities in 2 hig cher
than numerical unities. Of course things possessing the aheve characte
though they are unities, are not unity. The definition of unity is som
thmw different from that of an object which can be called a unity, jus
the definition of an element is some thing different from that of a parti
glement, Derhaps the most proper definition of a “unity is, that it is the first

Fourth digiouliy stated,
Bk 2 Ch 1,310,
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measure, specially of qna.n‘htj Tt iz by reference to & unity, or unvarying
stundard, that we measzare the quam,rsv or slzeof :mrnmno Hor mstance, E:A
pound is taken as the measure of weight. It is troe that wnbers-enter into
descriptions of weight, but thiz does not affect the truth of what wehave
gaid, for the nnit i the basis of aumber,  Men generally scek &z a imeasure
of anything something which s one and indiyisiple, The most satisfactory
meagure is sﬁn‘etmnr swhich cennet undergo change, withont our being
aware of it throngh the sexises, A foot, for example, is a mere aceurate
meagiire than a mile, - Similurly, in a%ru:wu_.v, men take a5 the measurs of
motion the motion of the heavenly hodies, partly becomee it is uniform and
“unvarying, partly beeause it is most rapid, or in other words, beeange it
ovcupics the least time. Similarly in music, the measure of sound is the
guarter tone. The most nuﬁ:cs messure, in any case, i3 the smallest
nilh per{.[m\:ibl to semse: As 11.. 13 b\ measare that we come to know
gquantity, men have, by a mish > called knowledge o perception
the measure of ﬂ.uz:gm Prot.d"'u"am even ealled man the measure of all
things. Unity then, gue unity, is indi; ble, and the Pwpt,r definition
of a unity iz that it is a measure, primarily of guantity, secondly of
quality.
The one and themany, which are opposed fo ome another as contraries,
denote, from oue point of uPV& the indivisible and
/ _1"1{ . Chug, the divided or-divisible. Forms of the oneare
sameness, Hkencss, and eguality. Forms of the many are otherness, unlike~
ness, and mprua]_m‘ Sarnenese iz predicated in different geniges, Different
atiributes, fc]r@xamplo. are predisated of the same person, Here the word
same means nomerically one. I another sense I muy be said fo be the eame
person, 4. ¢, the same In respect both of matter and foum., We also
apply the term same or identionl to all things which are compres
hended under a single definition. We apply ihe term like tfo things
wvhich are identical inm respect of their form. A big square, for example,
izlike a small sqnare. We also say that two things are ke each other,

“if they sgree in rvespech of a quality which onc might have possessed
“5n oa difierent degree from the other. Two equalh’ black things are

said to be like ome another. On the other hand we shouid also say
that two black things were like one another, Hen th ough ong of them might
be blacker than the other. We call things like, again, if they rosemble one
-ancther, more tiran they differ from one another, either in essential proper-
ties, or in properties which strike the eye. Tin is said te he lke silver, in

~that both are metals, Gold is said €0 be like fire in respeot of its colour,

Bimilarly otherness, and unlikeness, are predicated in diffevent senses. Other-
nesy iz opposed to ldelLth in the sense thut ov cryihing is either like,
or diffevent frem, any other thing, Two men, again, are other in respect
of the matler of which the ¥ Arc L.U"IJPO‘-Ld thonzh they are the sume in reg-
ot of their definition,  We must be careful 1o note the distinction hetween
thepness amd difference, That a thing is other than another fhing, simply
sans' that it is not that other. Difference on the other hand denotes &
definite difference in vespect of genus or species, As an example of things
differing in respect of genus we may take substance and quality.  These fa

~ander different eategories. Membors of different bptuen, é. g.. nlen and

Jhorses, fall under the same genus, wiz.: animal, because the essence of bath



- From this point of view being and the one appear to be the first principles of

* which ean be asked of anything is whether ithas this, or that, one of two
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is the' same. The contrast between the two les in their specific: differentize.
el The highest degree of difference is contrariety,
et that is, the opposition: of those moembers of a

geras which are farthest removed from one amother. In the sphere of
colenr, for instance, black and whife are contraries. ¥rom this it is plain
that & thing can only have cne contrary. Thete can be nothing further
removed from black than thai which is farthest removed from it. Theve
capnct be more than two extreme points to a given distance, Here howevor
il o we must anticipate a possible objeetion. Tf a thine
e has only cne opposite, so that the only. gquestion

opposites, how are we to account for the fact that eqmal is opposed both to
greater and less?  Aristotle replies that equal is & mean between greater and
less, and is the negation of both. Tt is net therefore the contrury of cither, for
contraties have been defined as extremes; not as means between extremes,
It may alse appear thatthere aredifficulties inmaking theone
absolute opposites. The ong must mean little or fow.  For the many is the
opposite of the fow, and twe can enly signify many or much. in opposition te
one as little.  Moreoyer one must alse be many, if it signifies few as opposed
to many. For though few be less than many, yel by few we mean more
than one. The solution of the diffenlty is tobe found in distinguishing
betweon many and much. Much is opposed to Little with respect to mass,
One iz opposed tomany with respect to numbers,

Are the first principles of reality clagses, or are they the material elements

o into which things can be resolved? Tf they
E%‘I: B are classcs, is the fivst principle in any case the
e : genus or the wltivig species 2 For example, in the

case of men, is it animal or man ¥
We do not consider the universal svmnd but rather the elements of which
particular sounds are composed, to be thes |
first prineiple of sounds. Similarly, the early i
: physicists regarded the fivst principles of things |
as being not classes bub material elements,  And, speaking generally, we
mean by a knowledge of o thing, a knowledge of its consfituent elements.
On the other hand, in so far as knowledge implics definition, and definition
implies classes. clusses would appear fio be the first prineiples of the objects : .
defined. IMoreover, as to know a thing is to bring it under & species, and ag
a species implies 4 genus, it follows that the ultimate explanation of things
is by reference fo classes. Those also who explain the existence of things by
reference to unity or buing, or the great and the small, appear to conceive
of the first prineiples of reality as classes. Any attempt to comhine the
two views must fail.  Formal definition of an object is not the same thing as
an explanation of it by reference to the material of which it consists. Assumsz
g the first principles of things to be classes, it would appear that the
highest classes must be meant. For universality is the characteristio of &
first principle, and under the highest classes all things way be subsumed.

and the many

1y stated.
I.230

Prohalls solufions.
Ek. 2, Ch. 2.

sxistence, since they are predicable of whatever exists. On the other hand
it seerms impossible to consider being, and the one, as generic conceptions, A
generic name cannot be predicated of the differentia of a species, yot every

-
i
.
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differentia iz and is ong, i. e, being, and one, are predicable of if. E}thar
then a differentia is impossible, or one angi being are not ZENETIC _ooncephons.
Anocther diffieulty is this, that if we give the rank of prineiples to the
highest classes, it seems somewhat unreasonable to deny the name to the
cligses which intervene betsreen them and the infima species. Tt seems also
more reasonable to regard the differentia as the first principle than the
genus, But if we start with the highest genus, the number of posalble_
differentie is unlimited, so that there will be no limit to the number of first
principles, - Even if we grant that the one comes mearest to our idea of a
fivat principle, yet we shall be led to the conclusion that the. infima species is
in each case the first pringiple. For if the one is that which is indivisible,
it is the infima specics, and not the genus, which is primarily one, for it is
yot further divisible into classes us the genus is. A_not-hur reason for I:Cgacrd-
ing the species as more fruly the first principle than the genus, is thaf
the genos has in no case an existence 1ng0pﬁqucnt-- of the species. Hrery
animal must be an animal of some sort. But it scems absurd fo give the

. mame of a principle or canse to that which has no existence apart from that

: Tich it is said to be the eause. The only ground for assuming existegcc
g;;ltuﬁc}énf particulars, is to explain the possibility of making an assertion
with reference to all or any particulars ; and if t_;his_ grouned is taken, then
the highest classes must be 1.-eg_ardcdl ag the _ﬁmt principles of emf@eno_e.

No express solution of this difficulty is given by Aristotle. _ qu view on
the matter, as exprezsed generally in his writings,
isas follows. Though the notion of matter must
enter into a oompleie explanation of atn}"?lhing,

it is the buasiness not of metaphysic but of the special sciences to deter-
ﬁ;]ét’rlli(;ﬁ }t:l;.'?la}.)nwt{:ristics of the mlgl‘ci'cr C_»f‘pa-riicular) objects. With ref_erence
to classes, he maintains, in opposition  to l]_m:o__. that the u:r.uverﬂ‘a.l
has no existence apart from the particnlars. Tt will appear more fully
« hevpafter that, thongh particulars are pnlknowab}e except by reference fo a
upiversal, yet the universal is realized in the particulars and has no existence
independent of them. =
m%'gg;liﬁﬁfoo exist besides matter an absolufe eause or not? : If =0, is it
Sicth difenity stated. separate from matter or not, and is there only
s oL one guch -ga-uisc, o1 are f:fj;zre{.e\;eml' - o :

o ienlars, which arc infivite, exist, knowledge iz imposaible.
b For to know is to generalize, or to find a prin-
ciple of unity in parficulars. Yet what exists
besides partionlars can only be a class, ?f“d 1-hc_ separate cxistence of a class
ig in Aristotle’s view impossible. ¥et if nothing exists besides particulars,
there remaing no object for thought, but only for senze. ‘We must, therefore,
confess that knowledge iz impossible, undess _we are willing to J‘de'nt.l_'Fy
:Q‘mowlcrdge with sensation. DBloreover, the ohjects of sense are perishable,
and if nothing but them exists, there is no eter-n_zL‘l reality. ; Yet without an
eternal and unbegotten reality we canuot explain genc:ya-t-lc_m._ For, ag has
already besn pointed out. an inﬁm_te TRETESS 'o_f causation is inconeeivable.
Change too implies an end not less than 4 beginning. There mustthevefore
‘be a limit to the infinity of particulars in both directions. The existence
of forin is an equally necessary postulate. Bui for if, we could not account
“for the transformation of matter info the different objects which exist, Af

Sotution, of the fifth difi=
aulty.

Frofable solution,
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the sama time it is hayd & : ;
. (I{;llri o;molﬁ:‘ l‘t-ltl:b hard to say in what cases we ave to assume form inde.
e érJeUT b, ]_t-.lﬂ equally difficult to say whether, when form d((}e-
o iz,ldivl:i 2 : a-s'_‘ma-n.}: fqrma as T}!:m'e are individuals, or ona formn £ ee‘:.
See.mﬂ imnol;::,i ;1 1:1[1_Te lers‘q alternativo sounds improbémé bult -’5]12-83:0&}5
There is also th: :iif"'i,"}u\?;t? clatflh one form can there be a multiplicily of thiﬁ'gr; ¥
SRR : teulty of accounting for mat coming ar object 3
of Ephu;nzr{g the union of form and 'magt.fser in a;f ?bj}:ffcm'mg Pt
. ion of Lorm : St
. 80 ation :.tf this .dnﬁcuil‘u}: 18 partly contained in that of the preceding.
Solution of e sixth difi- thl?e point raised is 4 very importunt one, but at
o : hiz Rtage we canmot say more than th ¢
e . - form is realized in the particuhrsn at &w Tf;ha
,P__.l._.cc‘r, ipart from its de}'e!opmc-nt into, or realization in, a p&z.-':irfq'lzr ft‘dt
2 I;};rtbe%los a l;fere‘p?ﬁ@s] al 111-.)--, But though the universal hias no 'oni“tf\?rfsz;
part Trom the individnals, yet the exisfence of o o e
mti;emen‘t, will be proved in the pages which follotv.Go'u’ e
re universals, though genericaily identical, numerically distinet or not?
1t seems irrational te deny the ewistonce ‘of- a
ﬁg{:e fﬁrst- pgmc:ll]:{li. Such denial, too, wonld
HEEL : . Beem fo render owledge impossible, T
inowledﬁe implics a unity in particalars. On the other hgibglb%?‘ l?é
f‘%ﬁi{i“rﬂieatoéﬁhl? m?é;; be numerically distinet, thouzh identical m‘;;ﬁd
T they conld not be repeated ' in individual ohjects. : .
L uo 3 &, Jectd, there co hie .
multiplicity of objects, any more than there could be a vuriety of i:—_}?—ab?t‘:;(f)
. Bk 2.Ch 6 56 tiu{ letters of the alphabet conld wot be repeated
e . nfmf{f zt'iisef. what is practically the same
Tehnm m, viz. = Are the first principles universals or parti-
The diffienlty is this :—Particulars alone really exist, yeb i onls parti.
And solved, culars exist, knowledee iy i ssible, £ e
e mpossible, for par-
= e : tienlars are infinite, and "as such, tnawable,
fﬂiﬂom = solution of the difficulty is that an J"_nrlividualis ti:ie llzir;g“‘ibk.
he universal and the particnlar. In it form and matter s cotﬁgﬂ:gzln
Bk.12. Ch. 10. y of the par.

Seventh 47 Foulty stated,
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’_l_‘huls, thongh knowladgo is actuall
: ticular, et potentially, it ; i
% - i wlar, ¥et potentially, it iz of the univers
;: f&?t .15 fxeqonsnglg,ud in & partieular case, bug “’h;tt iz actnally J-l‘ g
ne case, 1s vartnaliy proved of all like cases, : e
: E%:i‘;}“ a stated. . Are the prineiples of the perishable and the
e .I;IIVinei LS lf . imperishable the same or different # e
: ciples o Perl.eltu_,ble and imperishable things are the same, wh
e a;}flthpe otrée _pel‘]lshublﬁ and the other imp';m"‘ah{
e 2P It is clear that they t have the
s e : _ e : ¥ capnot hav
m];a; }1})310.1;]113];? qahn‘d causes. Thisis a point npon which nc—.ithc?r t;c:fgfiz};? :
L 'ufl pb I8 haye bzen clear. Mvthologists tell us that ¢ what has g
: .n'ot- : ?;n Tosia and Lne(-.f:.eu- 15 mortal.” Tt i evident, however fsh'a'tL L<‘]L::O
d(dnrinkjﬁiu;f:m ;n;;ﬂ:: \.a-nho ut food and drink is mortal, while, it =eatznc:‘aii’iﬁ
o S'Dt] > not he canse oi‘_munort-amty but omly a.'penet.fu’w to fmmort 1 :
h#vegn,o t..i:c E; &mn!loméi{lfty remains unexplamed,  As regards i)hiloso hPr]‘O rf:'l
L S ﬂ.Llj% ‘}'T th&t Em};cdugles makes love and hate al i_]éceI::m’tsT;s :;fa
S & Goos nob explain why /he one shonld be dissolved and
p by hate. The neccssity is taken for grantad. Empedooles is 8O

" the units and the one are identical.
* in the opposite hypothesis. How can anothert

" o unity-in-itself, and being-in-
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&7 cOnsichent that he makes everyihing perishable except the elements.
Our present difficulty is to explain the perishable and the imperishable by
reference to the same principles. We cannot assume perichable principles,
because they themselves would require first principles, aince whatever
perishes passes into its elements. The ides of & prineciple which has also
itself a principle is a contradiction. Moreover, if the causes of perishable
things are perishable; the perishable things wmst disappear with their .
ganses. Men have been content to assnme the same prineiples for all
things, without explaining how soms imperishable principles give rise o
perishable objeets, und others o imperishable objects. This difficulty will
he more completely disposed of, when we come to treat of the nature of God.
Ave Plato and the Pythagoreans right in regarding unity and being as
the reality of things; oris the opinion of the
earlier philosophers more correct, namely, that
: _ there iy & material substrate of which nnity
and benig are only predicates? : ; “
If unity and being are not realities, ne other universslis, for these two
are the highest of all universals. Moreover, if
the one is not a real substance, itis plain that
for number is made up of nnits, and
There is just as great a difficulty
nity exist besides the one
Bxisting apart from the one, it cannob be one. Yet all
and of the many, each is ons. T thera exists
itself, then unity znd being are the smb-
stance or reality of them. For with regard to them no predication iz possi-
ble except that the one is, or that being is one. T, however, there exists an
absolute unity and absolute being, how can anything exist besides them ?

What is other than what is, is nothing, so that we are driven to the conclusion
of Parmenides, that all that is, is one, and that this one is reality. Again, if
For reality is

the absolute unity is Wwithoub parts, nothing can exish.
extended, and extended substences cannot be derived from a unity which is
without parts and magnitude. It does not help ns to say, as the Platonists
‘ do, that substances, like numbers, are generated from unity and duslity,
for it remains unexplained how the same principles ghould produce things

g0 disparate as numbers and extended bodies. : s
bstances, for they are the

Unity and being cannot be really existing mu
most nniversal of all predicates, and no univer-

e ey sal predicate denotes a single subatance. Unity
Thers exist only conerete unities, determinate
Unity is uot the reality or essence of things.
That the meaning of unity is the same with that of being, is plain from the
fact that both are predicable under all the categories, and that no change is
‘made by the addition of the werd ene to the name of anything that exists,
"' Do the prineiples exish potentially or actually ? FEither hypothesis leads
o difficulties. If we take the second alternative,
 Tenth dificulty stated, they must have existed potentially batore they
existed actually. DBut the potential is not necessarily realized. If, on the
_other hand, their existence is potential, then eonceivably nothing might

Ninth difleulty stoted.
Bk 2. Ch 4. 734

Probabls solutions:

number cannet exist apart from things,

which is reality ¢
things must be oune or many,

as giich higs no existence.
guantities and gualivies.

5.
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This difficalty will be solved when we come $o treat of God’s texisence,
It will be shown that He exists actually and

- dAnd solved. - necessarily,
Are numbers and figures realities, and if se, -&p they.axiet_ apart from or
Bleventh @iflenlty siatody in phensmena 2 If they are not realifies, what
3 Ch_5. is reality ¥ What is it, of which qualities apd
And solved. relations are predicated ?

Qmalifies and relationsade not themselves realities; but predicates of
reality. Even bodies which, relatively to their gualities, seem-to he
realities, are less real than superficies, the superficies is less real than the
line, and the lime than the point. .These_ limit bodies, and though bodies
eannob exist without them, yeb their existence iy independent of that of
bodies.. Butif they ave more resl than bodies, and yet we cannot say to
what bodies shey helong (for they are mot in the bodies which we
perceive) it appears that nothing real exists at all, Tt cannot be maintained
that they are in bodies. They are but measurements of bodies. One might
as well argue thaé the statne is in the marble, as that these are in bodies.
Yet if bodies are real, and these are more real than boedies and yet ave not
real existences, then real existence disappears altegether. Further, substances
come into, and pass out of, existence. Thisis not the case with lines,
" therefore they ave not substamces. Lines and superficies may be added and
- divided, and in this sense there may be lines which were motf before. But

this is something quite different from the origin and decay of substances.
‘We may make plain their nafure by comparing them %0 a moment of fime:
b0 whio{; they are analogons, DMements are different from one another, but
they are not generated or destroyed. Limits of time like limits of space
are not bodies.

BEIRG. b}

CHAPTER IV.
BISING..

5t has been pointed eut already thatthe sciepees tale cach.one depart-

: : menkof existence and determine its regulating
Metaphysic ond the Scicnces. principles, but that they do not concern ghems
%ﬁ;w*g"gﬂ"i“‘ selves with the nature of existence as such
EEEhs They start with the object as given, whether it

Iip baken from sense, as in the case of astronomy, or created by a definition,

as in the case of geometry, and then with mere or less of accuracy, proceed

#£o demonstrate i5s properties. Seme study therefore is reguired higher than

the seiences, which shall review their presuppositions, and explain the possi-

- bility and the meaning.of #hat existence which they take astheir starting-

int.
mPhyaies isa.speculative ecience dealing with whatl contains within itself

a principle of motion gnd of rest. Ebi8 not concerned with form or essence
in the abstract, but only as manifested in matter. This will explain why
physics is to some exbent concerned withthe consideration.of the soul, for,
Jin respeot of some of ite funetions, the soul is dependent on matter,
Mathematics also i a speculative science. 1fs object is not, like that of
:ﬁhvsica, in motion, but it is not separable frem matéer except in thought,

What we want is a speculative science, higher than either Physics or

Mathematics, o deal with what is-atthe same time immaterial and without
amovement—the eternal canse of the heaxenly motions. This science we may -
call theology. We assign #o itihe highest place, as it considers God, Whe
¢y eternal, without mevement and spiritual. : -

Metaphysics is not a special sciece 40 be ccordinased with the other
soiences. It stands ahove them all, embracing and dominating them, just as
jthe general science-of mathematics standsabove the various branches of
applied mathematics. Itis becanse God isthe necessary prius of sensible
existence that we call metaphysie fprir.u'-t.o physics, and place it above it. Tts
.objeet is to determine the natnre of heing aganch, and its necessary attributes,
Fixistence is predicated ju different senses. We talk of contingent exist-

; 5 A enge. The word is isusedto expressthe truth of
Diff 9”‘]".‘;;’“‘1"'"?339;"-’ Béing. g propositionas opposed to is not, whichina formule
Bk. 'f_ Ch. 90, of negation. Existenee is also predicated under
‘the different categories, ant fhers is, ‘besides, the

@igtinction between renl and potential existenoe. 1o :
There is no soience of what is contingent. Architeeture has nothing to do
- = - : with sthe accidental quaEties that may sattack
| Np actente of what is contin- 4oy house, such as i3 pleasuntnessior wnplea-
: - antness, ifs convenience or the reverse, to

idifferent individuals. The Geometer doss not consider the relation be-

‘tween the triangle, as it js according to the definition, and the triangle
vigwed ay possessing the property of having its angles equal to bwo right

"
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angles,® a property which is contingent in the sense that it does not enter
into the definition of 2 triangle. And in this the geometer is quite right.
For, apart from words, contingency has no existence. In other words, we
canuot say absolutely with regard to accidents that they exish. Hence
Plato was justified in saying that the ohject of the Bophidts’ art was the.
non-existent. For the discussions of the Sophists never got beyond what is
accidental.t They asked whether Socrates, and Socrates learnéd, were two
peraons, or the sume person, and whether that which is, but has not always

been, has come inko existence; whether, for instance, a musician who =

acquires a knowledge of grammar has become a grammarian. Another
consideration which justifies us in saying that the cortingent is very near

to the non-existent is this, that its existence is not necessarily predetormined.

The occurrence of # contingency deponds upon
Bl 5. Ch 3. cenditions which may or may not-:)l;e re:fli&ed. af
2 man will die is cextain. We can frace the necessity of death to his bodily
constitution. But the manner of his death is not, certain. It depends upon
tontingencies.

Wo must, however, so far as possible, define and explain congingeney,
and in so doing we shall show why there is no seienco of what 14 secidontul,

We find that.some things exist nnchangeably and necessarily : othors exist,

Contingeney explained,

generally. These lnst congtibnte the sphere of the sontingent, or scoidental.
A cold day in the dog-daysis an accident. Colonr is an meccident of man.
An architect may, by accident, be also a doctor A cook may, by accident,
make a;]ish that improves the- health, the essence of his art being to please
the fasts. :

That which iz always oz gemerally has definite conditipns, and there

are definite ways of produefng it This is not the case wisth what is
accidental - for the existence of what is contingent depends on she existence:
of sumething else which is also contingent  The explunation of contingency
is to be fonnd in mafter, which is indifferent and eapable of opposite detor-
minations. Whether besides the universal. the genoral. and the contingent,
there 15 also an eternally existent, iz a guestion which will be considered
later-on. Enough has been said to show why there can be ne scicnce of the
contingent. Seience implies something absoluiely or zelatively permanent
without which it would be impossible to state either universal propositions.
or general tendencies. The cases in which a general rule will not hold gond

escape it, being aceidental in the sense that they depend on conditions which,

e cannob anficipate.

* This is nob & satisfactory illustration, The pm?ertx in guestion is not contingent in
the sensein which contingency is defined in this Chapter. One tator explai
Aristotle’s meaning to be, that the gegmeter considers the triangle merely as having 1
angles equal to two vight angles, withont caring whether the triangls i= made of an
pa?ﬁ_ula;- n&i&‘riul- This interpretation would be more satisfegtory, but it is not borne
out by the T -

+ The answer to the first of these quibble.s is that personé.lihyv i not affected
by & mere accident, and to the second that it is not s musician, as such, who is turned:
into & grammarian, but & man, who happens to be a mmsician, happen:s also b0 be a
grammarian, ; :

neither always, nor rily, but g Y g o
others exist neither always, ner necessarily, nor-
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‘We may here dismiss the subject of the accidental, Nor need we trouble
“ Pruth ond falsehood. ourselves with being and not-being, in the sense
Ek. 5. Ch. £. in which they are converfible with truth and
falschood.  Predication, whether true or false, consists in bringing together
or separating ideas in a single act of thoughf. The consideration of it is
not essential to the question of the nature and properties of simple existence.
The word deingis used in many senses, but in the highest of all, if signifies
i substanee. The word substance expresses the
Being properly means sub-  matnre or reality of a thing, as aistlngmshed from
Shnse, ; its accidents. Other catogories than that of
%1]; E Eﬁ é substance exist only as affections of substance.
ER R All predicates imply a subject of which existence
winy bo predicated absolutely, and of which, therefore, existence is fpradlcatad
fu Gho Mighest sense, Substance is fivst existence, in every sense of the word,
It in firsl in notion, firet in knowledge, first in fime :—in fime, becanse all
ullior prodicates prosuppore it, ianotion end in kaowledge, because it must cnter
Lk ﬂl}rl dofinition of uny thing, aud because the knowledge of what a thinge
Imy 1& highor than the knowledge of any of its accidents.. Indeed we camnot
i luow Bho Intkor until we know what they, ave.. _
bhe very boginning blio problem of philosuphy has been to determine
, whioh is the sume thing asan inguiry isto the nature of
o Wheo Thalas, reprosentod it as one : others, like Er_n%adc}cles,
1 one anbatiaes,  According to some, substance is limited :
waioria ad Domgorlbus tho voal isinfinite. In sny case,
e nature of bolng resolves itself into wo inquiry into the

vua snbatanoes nre bedlos, Wo apply the torm te animals.
nnid plants, to subsbances in nnture, such ag fire,,
awahor, aihd cirth, und to the peets of these, and to.
whitovor is composod of the &trtﬂ of these, and
I':k‘; o1 to the universe us embracing them all. Whether:
I thesa roully are substances or not, and whether,,
if they are, they are the only ones, is hese to be determined. s
The Pythugoreans thought that the limits of body, surface, line, point, ufits,
were substances, and substancesin a higher sense:
1 46 than bodies and solids. Others (Hipgo ) denied.
. tho existence of any realities other than the objects of semse. FPlato asserted,
~ the existence of two orders of reality higher than sensible realities, iz., ideas,.
and the cbjects of mathematics, Speusi%?us‘*- assumed & still greater numbey:
of substances. inning with unity, he pesited an independent principle:
for each kind of substance, & principle of numbers, a principle of magni--
tudes, a principle of the soul, and so forth. Other Platonists assigned one.
and the same nature to ideas and numbers, and then from them derived first.
peometrical figures, and nexf the sensible universe. Our object now is tos
g:t.ermine what amount of truth thews is in these diferent theories, whe--

* Epeusippus was the nephew and sucecesor-of Plato  He probably attempted to gene-
‘yate the notion of the. substances which he posited from one another and ultimately
from unity.  Bub that the atterapt was in Aristotle’s opinion unsatizfactory is evident
{rome the obvions roference to him in BE X, 10, i4, where he sayps that the substances
and pringiples stood in no resd orintellipible relation fo one ansther, -
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ther there are any substances besides the objects of se and if

+they ure, and whether there is any abzolute s'.Ed indepcnt;f:f: st?]fsg,nig w?r.:‘c{

if so0, whg, and in what sonse. ~ But before attempting this, it is neue:esa-,

-to define in general terms the notion of substance, : ; 4
The word substance has many possible meanings, but it seems most pro-

: e el thingsare predicated, though it
; : predicated, though it cannot’ i
-of anything else. How matter,* form, and the uniof of the tv:*}:t; b;g;ed&ha?;e g
songe be called subject. But, if we take the above definition of subject, it
Suistunce vl ks F;?ald seo;ntt.o behaindentieal with matter. Q!;a-
1ties ave not substances, but a i -
-stances, and when we have made abstraction of all wmﬁiztlaiiigge:ubit
would seem that enly the matter qualified by them remains fneauilng‘ b
matter that which is purely formless and indeterminate, «'that which 'i};
neither an ‘lnd.l\fld’ua.[ object, nor a quantity, nor any-of the modes by which
2oality is defined.” Asthe subject of such predicates it must be difforent
from all of them. For it cannot be maiutained that & is the mere negation
-(xf‘ ]su.uh predicates, since negatiors do not exist absolutely, but only aceiden-
tally or relatively. Matter is presupposed in all change, asthat which
e undergees change, whether the change be one
e of place, quanfity, or quality.

_ But though we are'thus apparenily driven to the conclusion that substance
8 matter, yet it cannob really be so. For independent individual existonce
seems essential to substance, and from this point of view, form and the
amion of form. and mattor seem more truly real fhan matter. We may
omit for the present the union of form and matter, which must be posterior
-l_mth to form and to matter, and as the notiens of matter, and the union of
form and matter, present novery great difficulties, we will proceed to eluciduto
i the very difficuls couception of form. The

: s congideration of objects of sense sheuld ho of
assistunce o ushere, for amongst them it is allowed that there ars sub-
stances. and in all inguiries we must proceed from the individual to the uii-
¥ersal, from the objects which are first presented in experience, o the L
which underlies and explaing them. Boience must develope the universal out
«of the particalar, just as, in the sphere of practice, we have o bnild the Stata
apon a fonndation of individual interests. But just as the State, when
Zormed, protects and secures individual interests, so'the universal, when'it 38
reached, is seen to explain swhat was previously fere empirical knowledge
Thus, in the natural order, the universal comes before the partioular ﬂmngli
dn time, the particular is apprehended before the universal, just as histori
-Emlly the tamily precedes the state. We may say that form in the abstrao
ds eqauivalent £6 essence. For esample, the form -of you is what-you
are 1o yourself. Tt is what makes you to be, and to be called, you. I

* The meiter of & stutme is the metal of which itis made. The formis th s 0
“fgure.  Lhe wnien” of ths two i3 the siatue Aristotle remarks in {Sne text t?msf?&i%ttﬁ

worier of thonght &he form is prior fo, 2nd@ more rep] than the matter and fhereforo, &

Sfartiori, prior to, and more redl thap the union of the two, Sometimes Aristotle ges =
regard the individual as the truly real, sometimes the wniversal. JM}‘, : ]Ffz‘:;e‘-?:;gnig .
1ie_'rnarkgd l;l_mtlL lf,:ictpnm;geﬁ in \ﬁv_nmh hi m!!;tb on the reality of the individual are
ddirectcd againgt Plato, who, according to Azxistotle, allowed yealit =

2deas, and denied {5 to particulars. o ¥ oHiT e i oen e

perly to signify subject, or that of which other

___.l{,1

. without introdueing the word nose. It would appear
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Tourself yon are notedneated, thongh you happen to bs so. Your edueation
then is an accident of you, but not your form. Norindeedis all that
belongs to a thing-in-itself the form of 1. Whiteness, for example, is not
the form of a superficies, because to be a surface is not to be white. Noris
the form the compound of the two, or white superficies, because the ternz
4o be defined must not be included in the definition of it. Besides, colour is
nof the only atiribute of a superficies. It must be rongh or smooth. Tf,
then, sneh attributes are to be made the essence of snrface, they must be
jdentical with one ancther, which is®hsurd. :
" Thero is no form of snbstances as qualified by the remsining categories,
: e.g., of mun aswhite, Whitenessis a mere acei-
dental predicate of the real subefance man, Formx
being cquivalent to essence, it is plain that there
can be no form of what has nopositive existerico. There can be no form
except when there can bedefinition. ¢. e., in the case of snbstance, or what can
ba expressed without being madea predicateof something else. We must not-
confuse definitions with mere ‘deseriptions, or think that every equivalent
term i a definition. ~ The word definition has a stricter and a looser zemse,
fush as the word being has, There may be a so-called definition of other
catogories than substance, just as existence is in a sense predicable of them,

_ Form and definition corvela- .
fine,

* and even of the conception of not being.  But it is only substance that can

be called real, or can be said to exist, in the highest sense of the word, and
consequontly definition, as the expression of reality, can only be of species
whieh fall within a genus. There can be no definition of mere aggre-
gates,* or wholes based on mere accidents, - Only of a substance can we
say absolutely that it is. For we can only define a guality by reference to
a substance of which it is a quality. 7

1f, however, we restrict definition, in the proper sense of tho torm, to sub-
' : stanees, asopposed to substances qualified by
attributes, i, e., if definition is the explication not
of every common notion, butof such only as
represent what is essential im the individual objects, the guestion arises
whether there can be any definition of & complex notion like snub-nosed.
‘This attribute is to nose, as male and ferale are to animal, and odd and
oven to number. Al these are inseparable attributes. Thoy are no part of
the definition, but they cannot be explained apast
from the objects of which they are atbributes.
It is impossible to explain the words male and
female without introducing’ the word animal, or the word snub-nosed,
therefore that such
‘potions, being non-essential, cannot be defined. Besides, as the con-
" ception mose is involved in.that of snub-nosed, it is impossible to make
&nub-nosed a predicate of nose without repeating the same conception. It
{s plain, therefore, that it is substance ouly which admits of definition..
" Any attempt to define the remaining categories leads to a repetition: of the
‘same idea. Definitions set forth the essence of things, and essence belongs
either exclusively or in a peculiar sense to substance.

5 Ek. 6. Ch, 5.

" Ble . Ch. 80,14,

2 Ayistotle's favomrite example of an aggresafe, which is net & real and subsiuntial

wnity, is the bundle of sonps knewn as the Tiad.
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| The identity then of form and re.a}ity in i:sho i sﬁhere of subatan%a lr)nay_ be

ta . each thing , e i vegarded as proved. All the fallacios of the Sophiste may be met, by bearing
stance, and the substance s g appears to be identical with it3 suh- in mind the Eistinc.ﬁun hetween essential and accidental predication.

: Whatever comes into existenee is produced either by nature, by chance, or

v art. It must be produeed by something, and

Form and reqliy
= B Ch, 5. i

SO
W?[i;[ci hfcallow t];a.f: form and i‘e;ﬁtt;-giédiflnh? ;lmth bhe form, from which it =
SHe case of 4 suhstane E entical, ; b
and ; dtance qualified 5 : S Sl i) Sl : :
mant&i;‘iﬁgﬁ;@ Bot one. A whige mbya.naing gﬂ?iﬁiti‘li&hf’mt‘?:ﬁﬂfgﬁe the form : Heen & g v L ft'rhum a'srflethmg, andt.l'tz must be f'('i’;methﬂa_fw; ;lﬁz;
14 A8 Torm of the | it er pubstance, quantity, or qUalty, or any
5 | category. ;

3, otherw
SIWESS man angs white man would be identiea]

the SUphlStb pmtend H; OBlon  of Inan would be als
y and the ok
‘ = in from natare

whife man, But it ; : »oas ik { :
- attri o 15 plain hat : st Those things are prodas
attribute of whiteness ms, be traly sreqin. A5 N0 necessarily white, ) e Tn this sense of the word, nature is equivalent to
forms no pars of ouy COHCC}V 4 nly predicated of 5 partio ulay Lite; Thp 2 Nuiure. attor. The instraroent tos by which they are
. ‘I;;t a8 regards absolute geizo.ltilt Oi;h 28 mmeh, e prodnced is some objeet in?atu:e... }_Ja,r;tl}', b}y saying that the product is
iﬁz 1322 . extufence of Ideas my 'fshee;?;fbm' fifiorent. something, we mean that it iz a mon or a plant, or oue of that class of things
must assu o #00d, 13 identical with the.;‘no Seﬂé‘ie; then 0 which the name subsiance is pre-eminently applied. :
' e a still higher ides, which shall oo Whatever comes into exjstenee sither by nature or art has matter. For
Sandic ion it might either be, or not be, and this double possibility is jush what we mean

If we asgurme for
We must allow that
ozs.  Tf it not; we

s,

which it stands to indiv :
e - : individual good shi the samne relation ;
5 E;%?? :;:}l.%i‘:; - the Platonic %;octriug 14‘,?1&;% n];iuidm}l o "-"'S"S‘113'-1111.'1{0;;.l ]11; by matter. Bub by the nuture of a thing, we under;sta.nd not only the matter
Besides, if tlfle. form is distin, ead are themselves the e of 1;]11011 it is f;ade_.tzzlu. ais:o itsfd.lfamnciﬁ;’en:;}iri
it ! 13 distinet from i : z L ] O charfscter, STOm 8 point o vmv_r '-_ AT
and the real is nop knowable. T oruil:) %ﬁ I‘ﬁa-hty,’ ﬁhfm the form is net ol of the instrument i one in kind with that of the product, e. 7., it is by man
! OW a thing is to know tha Torm oo that man is begotten.® I .
: To other forms or modes

8o manch for the process of natural becoming. :
of weneration we apply the term production, and

i +his is referable either fo thought, or to power,
or to art, Im this spherc of produclion, some things are due to spontaneity
or chaneet. Bubthe same iz true also in the sphere of nature, whers wha}t
grows from seed also comes into existenee without seed, This, however, i3
a point which we will consider later. Those things are called products of

And by form is to be nndersiood the

essence of it, Tha unity
that that, to whi  of form and reality is ac :
This !ll‘g‘umc:t., f;i ,E;ﬁfg;m} 84y, of gooinegy‘;, doév;%in;timhf{?m the fagg
Plato. een, 15 quite independent of fhzeI&o]ﬁlng gm)df'
i =l 0Py

Tt is to he O’bgerved howe\:l‘e. b at if wa 7 ato’s 4
cannot idOI]i it B bst Z i Ll 2t -accept Pl :
. & P Ide

dual_ with the real, I or it is in the Id

: : ! theor
W cannot identify t-he'grla.fl.jg—e

combined. :
i dligl egﬁt‘sz do not derive fheir raafiis Elat .fmm_a.n_d reality are i consider la
Tt appears th ¥ participation in them, ¥ from the individual,” The 4 art, the form of which is in the mind. : { i th
g tha reality is nop accidentally = < +essence or prime reality. In a certain sease, indeed, the form of opposites is
the eass of 'ef‘ht}'s and that to know u thiy, 5> bub essentially, one with { the samej. The reality of m negation is inils opposite. For mstance,
because ana.cud-enta‘_l predicates, form and rea‘tf'tl & £ know its form. But in 4 sickness has its Tes in heglth, It is in the absence of health thaf
instance, si u%gldentﬁl Predicate has g rlguhll ¥ do not absolutely coineide { sickness shows itself, Vow heslth is the conception in themind and in the
n?ass . &nifies both that wiich has the e]i:lguflﬁea'.t“m- Whits, for ! coience of medicine. Health is brought about as the result of the following
do not e ; ense therefore, form ang real?;la 5 2 of Whiteness, and swhits. i - process of thought. * Elealth is suchand such a state. If health iz to be
whiteness § @ ~orm and realiby of Wwhiteness Y £0 coineids, in another thoy - ; ‘3 restared, that shate must be produced. Let it be defined asan equilibrium
Ehoss 18 nob identical with the ma f are the same: but the form U'}f of the juices of the body. To produce that, T must produce warmtl.' Thus
; e 20 - the physician travels in thought from one condition to another, until at last
1 can directly produce, To the process thus initiated,

he cormies to one which he . c :
having for its object the restovation of health, we give the name of pro-
: realion. Thnsin a manner health comes from health, and a house

duetion o eres ! ) :
from o honse, i. ¢., the material eoncrete house from the immaterial concept of

EWo fu_r‘!;] O names wonld 2 1 "tdng']_ugh +h = I i I .
b Teg 1ired to d.ln i : Tom 1ts
£ fOI'DJ of it f :

] rea].it ¥ a.]ld. 20 01 g 7 L
- ¥ * wifnitane. 1T it be penli ; se
/ . / ,tﬁiz ::: . it plied that after the first separation:

istinetion of form from reality within form itself, Arist
; Aristotle

# In shoré, in the sphere of natural becoming, the word nature sigmifics af onee the

mmaterial, the officient, and the formal cause,
splains that whatever happens by efence Lappens alzn apontancously gedut
: does notalso happen by chance,  Chahiee i3

ke
= that happens spontanconsly

i z Sl i otk Al ey Ll &
applicable to the aceidents of human life. Bpomtanety is predicated of pheno-

says that it js

simpler to recogniy, £ J
2 e the identit
without divid; 1ty of form gn = :
dividing them at 4]l Lastly, from &?s’;ﬁ?& the first instance, speeially a3
a1 uniey of form and m;u(_;};;nmu%rr‘lmph one apothor. The conception of sickness imaplies that of health.
The form of both is identical in the sense that wo canonly know sickness by knowing

roalit it LA ti
: ¥y 10 tollows 'Lhd;t the .11011201.1 of the two is one and the 58 L
f 1] W : L,
what health is.

5
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the houss, The arts of medioj
h 192, of medicine and of buildin i
of heal o :
c;ea;ﬁr;h a;cz houases, and the form is simply imZaﬁgaefhmif e 'fﬂ!m
Thoughtpmgas?? fcombme in them the elemsnts of thon li';&my‘ .
i reifs;rs]; nw :Ei fi‘ : ro;:_uht.ha st _Pprinciple and the form ; :"g*iou ﬂnFl e
Ruore be,:;.l.s ¥ : oL 'c]1 & last point reached by thought ‘ T‘I:‘ «Er.oceede =
which itisic l:,l?; e _t'_ ought has reached a condition 'of ih?;u: ‘w‘nat' -
L {;;a}th higuw_?rt of the r.hxlnke{ to realise. When thenE_ h t—-s: =
mind, When healt e departure is the conception of health 3 hf&em-n
a8 it would be ﬁ,la restored spentancously, the starting voint o 1:15 i
massicch o g ;ap {slcig acting after the process of ﬁﬁﬁ;?”& 7 Sami
S mpls, the physician hogin =S
zgtﬂﬁ;lgg.:gwmmtli by friction, wamthfvili ;l;eoiufbﬁig;:esmngg .
aatuml or spontaneons process of racovery. ‘The prooess of matce Tuvy be
body is tl{e'%nmafl-“tconmfous DProcess of art. The warmth tllllibf%?“m'ay b
b :)s:' »ecencor mTlfte condition of health, and the ﬁ;q‘fgc:zdmtxthg
r of anythi 5 A o i
m}:h as the stones arc of a'houtig s al don L g ;:;
i3 then a true saying that I‘l thi int
iheen % : nothing comes into existonce arith
L ﬁl‘;-fﬁsf‘,::?’ﬂ“ some-  thing pre-existing, Tiis plain that i:};uut e
és ;m.ttained in it and beco%)rlr:ﬂ‘?f Igtiia r;l thr.a&lmatt-cr e thﬁi&;n F;ﬁ:
it Ll . Matter also enters into the notion of a |
. e kone sonse the matter of : irele : G s
€ genus circle to which we yefera circle ofotbf'-a:?m;" mrf'k s &ISO "
Pk. £ Ch. 98 matter of its differenti 5 Wh'eh gt
= - - things have corc:; E-r?mw‘ b
S - ; e into exi S
e ga&mi‘}:' ;(1) 1? r;ndr:.}u of tLhS matter from which they are"ﬁﬁﬁ‘;’i \éhey e
S ufi % rom that name, Hor example = circle made E:)f’ bb,ut_ i
Sadled | m:;tel‘;i razen. And this mods of expression mav he S 5
into the thin? ng'alifcithzift!i"]dergoesta e e &?ﬁ%lf‘“ﬁé
o el ek ing is not strictly speaking the ma cEs
s ozl . 2 man who, frombeing sick, gets o :
or by any word connected with gick. Ths geasox;%ft:hge}i, t:f Lth}?anc]il e
ast, though it i

the giek man thﬁt beco T ¥ i LB} T 1ealt in
: 2 TGS ﬁ!l, . et x.lc-kna-ss i8 not the Toatte af k h. 3

the Benge in Whl{uh the ma.rb]e is the matter of a S‘(‘I&fﬂ]&‘ but the negau:fn Ix"{t =

0Lt

h y 2 11
W atever t].ll':[l 18 p‘roduced 13 produce(l by an efficient out o matter, and
s is

Form does not £ Eiomcfhing, f e, possesses a d et .
existence, S e ball, or a circle, or what you egﬂl:? Ioﬂ%ﬁhﬂ e
Bk. 6. Ch. s, ducer does not make the matter .el‘\"or deo 1;1§~
ot ¢8 he

T e e _Jflake the form, except in the sense that the hal
_ ! akes ass is a ball. He merel bodies rtnis
%&jﬁ ;3 ;ﬁzdmatlte.r of brass. That the form 3i-_e esc}m prédi;l:dform ol
: uce, is to produce gomethi 3 5 e
:E; ozﬁn, prqd‘uomun implies pre-cxistent ?gmfh;.ngf mbtfjszf:letmg‘
tmelf produced, can only be produced oat of L

is plain,
ng Itjf]ll other
: Form then, 1f
e _ & pre-existent form and matter
Avistotle suys it iz b , ‘
e B!t?gh h:\fnl-lt mfxxzsfhlo to talk of a house being made out of it : i
fevtly indefintte. It fs r:gtohg?]:}‘g’ﬁoﬂ}? not used beeaunse the notion zomﬁ I‘E':.locu g
stood,  Avistetls i b, Ak negation of health ctly 0T well vador
i e, e e dramir vy Ul ol Lo Tt
ok ma g made well, Behwegler points ont the i Tt
8 out that thig analvsd
ilyais

of thy various modes g 1
; 8 of becoming 15 only imi 3
e LS ,r{,ecw“;;.mhmmar} to what follows, vix. | that form is the
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"Phat form, however, wonld again require a pre-existent form, and 80 on ad

s finitin.

~Form then, in itself, never becomes. It is only embodied in matter, whe-
¢he ib be by nature, or by the power and art of man. Bverything that

.comes into being is a union o

f matter and form.

Tt must not be inferrod from this, that Formex ists independently of concrete

Pl s Ideatism refuted.

objects,’ as Plato thonght. 1f form wero ib
concrete reality, there could be no production of

eonereto reality, in the pense of embodying form in matter. Form simply
means kind, which is not a concrete thing. Tt iw given to a concrete thing,

_which then becomes of that kind Socrates is 2 man—the form of man
embodied in flesh and boze.

But man expresses u kind,

Considered as causal prineiples, the Platonic Idess contribute nothing to
the explanation of real existence : nor is it in uny Eemse DCCESSATY O ASEUINE
the indepondent existence of Ideas to sccount for real cxistence. In the

o

hore of nature, the existence of 4 man is much more intelligibly explained
by reference to the man, one in kind with himseif, who begot him, than it

is by reference to the Idea of man. The principle that in nature things are

produced by

their like in kind is not overthrown by the fact that a horse Is

sive to a4 mule, Horse and ass have common properties, and so might be

referred to a single genus,

though it happens that language has not created

such @ genus, This phenomenon presents really mo greater difficulty than

that of 2 man begetting

a girl, or a woman giving birtk to & hoy. No

difficulty appears in this eass because male and female are embraced by the

common term man.

Nor is there any need to seb up the Ides as a pattern,  Such a pattern,

.if required any where,

-ould be required in the case of living beings and

objects in nature, to which the name of substances is peculiarly applied. But
tha existence of these is sufficiently accounted for by reference to an efficient
+ oauss of the form existing in the matter. The mater of different individuals

is of course different—that of Kallias from that of Boorates—but the for&,

being an indivisible unit

, i the same in all men.

A question here suggests itself, namely, why some things, €. ¢., health, are

What iz produced by ari,
Row oo produged spom-
taneously ?

Bk, 6, Ch 3,

produced spontaneously as well as by art, and
- others, &. g., & house, not. The answer is that the
matter wpon which art works, and which enters
into a product of art, somefimes POSHESEEs &

power of self-movement, sometimes nob., Matter which does possess such &
power cannot necessarily originate more than one particular lind of move-
ment. A etone, for instance, has its own proper motion downwards. Any
other movement must be imposed on it from without., Stones cannof place
themselves in the form of a house, The consequence of this is, that things
like & house cannob be produced except by art, whils things like a sand bank
ean, the movement being initiated by something swhich possesses no arvistic

2kill, but ean either set it
else, such as wind or tide,

“eif in motion or can be set in motion. by gomething
which is also without artistic skill.

From what has been said, it appears that there are three passible forms of

Progucts  how related 2o
their gources.

relation between a produet and that out of which
it comes into exigtence. Tirstly, it may come
from something which bears the same name
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with iteelf. This is t}
s i-t & toe case with living hei
ondly, it may co et . i
This is the ca&e{ﬁt‘hﬂfbﬂ‘}m a part bearing Thge Sam(z: rt;'b]ects S
idea of a house in the omec, in the sense in which a hOl:“lmo B ot
part, or somethin, w}} archiieot’s mind, Thirdly, it RS
instance health wh%-ch i;cg'tﬁossesges 2 part of t‘h,e p‘r;;&x@me s
i Ith : > hatle ¢t itgelf. F
is & conEGQuer{t of wi cither wholly or in part wa S g
S warnith, is itself produoced by W‘I;;ln?iilm‘ Bfagy st
e h generated b
L+ ere of producti : “
is 1% the eyliogim,  Jes o them, the starting point is the form, §
minor with a universal, a p: as by means of a middle term e
which we wish to (lozr':(m_slf):rdig Ofit‘himrm Or essence of Which?sc fr}'alonnect i
Comal G e L minor, 8o in producti e
. - ket nor, &0 in produe :
natureand art Thels%\c%.n 13151\_?1:1113'1_ .Thls i‘;tme 9513::%&%0% e
as the artist has in his crnrf{nt;mx’ within itself potentially :chmf =
S s ;:00. r_: the for{n or notion of wfnaf f; orm of man, just
springs from the sced ému" man, is called by the sam. o e 0
mule which cannot l;re Tlcept" of course, in tho case ofe" nanmimwa i
of those thinea, the ma}teau' Sp O{Jtan‘mﬂs nroduetion'ig .m.‘ e I e
set up by the seod ’th: o "“?'_hl?h can initiate the samépomglble e
external agent. The reavn ‘thm = impoasible, generatio fROvemer bithay 1
form never comes into he;cim:ng which proves with I‘Qg"‘;‘i‘? - i
Just as it i3 a brass ball \'iji_’l! 118 equally applicable fo fs!{e TE: G
guantity or QUa]it\;{- that Wiieq is produced, and not bra" o Calt_c-.gories_
Gl Whith an e e
the actnal 1;>re—exlstev;c: r‘; 0 substance is, that the pro T-GPFFMH diity o
need not pre-exist nee of another substance -h". Booee
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In some cases it . s
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ot for eondoined in that
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Blk. 6. Ch. 10.

'I*{J.m notion of the cirele
cle, but the notion of the
mpose it. A eyllable can

* The forr T idea is ogf d a i3 T a
} 1 or idea i £l 5
form and tter, L5} pairt relatively fo a real (b ‘1,1
= o ul house which isa compo' nd-o'f

+ He explains in B, 4, Ch. 25, thaf

Or 18 8 part s 1 i i,
- of, that o 2} ni = £ ‘
+ # the e tion of the genud enters ae an element in
PECies y
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d that the word part is
1+ is used, for example,
tity. Three is part

Ao the first of these questions, it 1s to he note
nzed in different senses.

contains that of Formal, bui b0 denote a measurs of quan
ot of material parts. of nine. We are mot now using the word in
this senge. We are considering the parts of cubstance., 1i we give the
name of substance to matter, form, and the onion of the two, then from cne

oint of view, matter ia part of a thing, from another it is not. It is part
of the product, but not of tho form. For example, the flesh of a snub-nose i
which flatness is embodied. But

The notion of the wholé

no part of flatness. It is only the matter in
it ig & part of the snub-nose. ‘Similarly brassis a part of a real gtatue, but no
For form admits of expression. Indeed

part of the form or idea of a statue.

~ w thing can ouly be described by expressing its form. Tut matter as such
| comnot be expressed.®* Now we can 566 why the notion of a cirele doos not
contain that of its segments, while that of a syllable docs contain that of its
gomponent slements. The slements of & gyllable are nob material parts of i,
but elements in the notien or form of a syllaple. Onthe other hand the
gegments of a circle are material parts of it. It is true that they are nearer
4o the form of a circle than is the matter of which a particular cirele i8
composed : for there can beno cirels without gegments, whereas & cirele is not
necessarily made of any particular matter, Tt must be poted too, that there
is s gense in which sounds and letters do not enter into the notion of a
_syllable. Actual written letters and actnal sounds or vibrationd of the air
are only the matter of a ayllable. Tt istrue that & man perishes when he ig
resolved into flesh and bone, but these are not on that aceount parts of the
notion of man.  They are only the matter of the concrete man. "Thervefore, a8
* forming no part of the essence of man, they do nob enter into the definition
which is the explication of the essence. The notion then of material parts
- il he contained in the notion of a concrate individual, but not in the
ideal motion or form. A conerete thing is dissolved into the material
elements or parts of “which it iz composed, But pure form is not dissolved,

or, at any rate, notin the same mMAanner. ;
e ure now in a position to answer the gecond questi
priority of whole and purt.® The elements of a
notion or definition are, in SOIOE cased if not in
all, prior to the potion itself. Now the notion
of the right angle is not resolved into that of
the acubs angle, but thab of the acute angle
For the motion of the right angle iz used to
! : the latter being a part of the former. Simi-
- larly the semi-circle can only be defined as a seement of a circle, and the
finger as a part of the body. The materigl paris into which a thing is
divided are posterior to, or imply the whole. Byt the elements in the form
or notional esgence are prior to the notion. Tor example, the soul, which
is the reality of a living being, is the notional essence or form of 2 body, For
no paxt of the body can be properly defined out of reference to its function,
and the function implies a sensible soul. The parts thercfore of soul, or ab

ag to the relative

When the whole iz purs
Form, the part is prior. 2
eoncrete whole i prior fo i
paris.

% into that of the right a.ﬁgle,
define that of the aoute angle,

—

T4is only A capacily of becoming

* Pacause, a2 explained previously, it is nothing.
something. :
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least some of them, ave prior to tho conerete animal.* The body and its
parts are posterior to the form: and it is nob the form but the concrete
mdividual which is resolved into material clements.

With regard to the concrete thing, the parts, so far as they cannot oxist

apart from it, are posterior to it. The finger of a corpse is only a fingerin
name, A finger js a vital part of a living organism. At the same time there
are ﬁarts, the existence of which is essential to the existence of the whole.
Such in the caso of man ars the vital parts—heart or brain—in which the
form resides.

But though the elements in the notion ave prior fo the notion, and the
notion to theindividual, yetifroust boremembered
that the form, or general conception, has no real
and independent existence. There exist only
conerete individuals of which the generzl nofion is a predicate. There is
no such thing as man apart from individual men. By man is to be under-
stood simply aform embodied in matter. A particular man is matfter in
which that form is realised. Form or essence then has parts, just as moch
as concrete wholes composed of form and matter have. But it is the parts
of form only which are slements in the definition or expression of the
universal. Thereis no distinotion bebween circle, and the form of circle,
sonl, and the form of soul. A particular cirele, whether it bea circle of
metal or wood apprehended by sense, or the circle of geometry which is
apprehended by thought, does notadmit of being defined. It is cognized
either by perception or by intuition. When & parficular circle has passed
from before our eyes, we cannot say whether it exists or not, since it is by

ereeption alone that a conerete individualis apprehended. But we can
in tho absence of preception retain the universal motion of cirele. Pure
matter is unknowable. ~Matter isknowable only as & concreto embodiment
of form. Sometimes it is an object of sense, as is the case with brass, wood,
and all matéer which is capable of motion. Sometimes, asin the case of
geometry, it is an object of thought, being, it is true, in sensible objects,
but not gue sensible.t  If any one asks whether the right angle, the eircle,
and the living heing are, or are not, prior to the parts of which they are
composed and into which they are diszolved, we must reply that the ques-
£ion cannot be answered by a simple affirmative or negative. If by soul,
circle, and Jiving being, be meant the form of soul, cirele, and living
being, these are posterior to the elements or parts. The notion of eircle, for
example, is posteriorfv, or impliss the notion of figure. On the other hand,
the notion of circle is prior to a particular circle. If, on the other hand, by
goul is meant the concrete living being, then the whole is prior fo st least
some of the parts, as has besn explained,

Form has no independent
eriglnce,

# Aristotle means, that the soul stands in the relation of form to themaftter of the body.
Tt §s only as living and sensitivethat 2 hand is o part of & man. With resard to the
expression af least some of them, Aristotle has alrendy remarbed that, in respect of
somo of its funetions, the sonl is purely material, He iz thinking of what he calls the
irrational soul, de., the mere nufritive functions which are possessed even by planis.
The Greek word which we franslate soul had a much wider conngtation than our word
soul. It embraced the mere principle of vitality, anima) consciousness, and the moral
and specnlative i of man. :

+ He means that the circle in the mind of the mathematician is the result of abstraction
from the objects of sense.

BEING. 39

We have now to distinguish the elements of form or epsence from the
parts of & coverete whole. Until we have done
this. we cannot define anything, for definition is
the explication of the universal or the form.
PS5 : 8o long therefore as there is any doubt as to
mf“sggl 8 are material and what not, the notion of a fhing must be

When a figure can be embodied in materials different in kind, itis evident
that the material forms no part of the essence of the figure. A circle may
be made of brass, or wood, or sbone, bub brass, wood and stone are no part
of the essence ofa cirele, beeanse we ean conceive a circle apart from them.
Even if we never saw a circle that was not of brass, still brass would be no
part of the essence of a oircle.though, in that case, it would require a greater
effort of thought to separate the notion of circle from that of brass. This
suggests a consideration of the case of man. The form of man always
exists in flesh and bone, and consequently we are unable to separate, in
thought, the ides of man and the ide of body. Are flosh and bone elements
in the form of man, or only material parts of man? 1tis not clear in what
case matter forms & part of the essence of things. The Pythagoreans,
})r;dea(c}ll, ha'fl'g gn;.;te 80 flar as to maintain that the
_ bounding lines which we define geometrical
iﬁigtm:sfareno part of their essence, but ogiy the matter of thgem, just ag

esh and bone are the matter of man. They refer everything ultimately

The Plutonists. Eo Dumé??ﬁ and defins the line as the number
WO, ose too, whe maintain the existenc
of Ideas, some say that the number two ig the line-in-itzelf and not the actua'ei
line. Others say that it is the Tiea of the line which is the essence of Line
or ﬂlls hn_e«m-l‘(c-self.‘ Forin some cascs, they say, the form and the thinf:
are 1den1t-1ca1. ]?he‘ 1{{_3,{1 numbers are themsslves Fdegs, But in the caze oti“'
a line, they say, thisis not so. The Idea of & line is not a line, but two.
The inevitable result of this is, as we saw in the Pythagorean system, that
things, such as the number two, and the line, which altogether differ in
eseence, have one and the same Ideg. We mjgly;‘:ith equal right assume
ono rfm:'m only fer all ﬁth:i_ngs, and so reduce everything to unity.

We have now st forth the difficulty connected with dofinition and the
source of it. It s plain that we must not make entire abstraction of matter
and refor everything to form, as the Platonists and Pythagoreans did. Some
things are et:.lflellﬂ}’ & union of form and matter, or a definite arrancement
of matter. The analogy emploved by the younser Socrates® is mis}slam,
He assumed that a raan might exist without material parts, as a circle may
exist withont brass. The cases are not parallel. Theliving beingis an
object of sense. We can only define him with reference to motion,+ and
thcl‘l'efore with reference to parts which are related in & certuin way. It is
only the living hand, ecapable of performing its function, which is’ really 4
part of man, I ¢

S‘Orm one may ask why in the case of the objects of mathematics, which
ar.{);g:rs&st’_aiﬂ om the oljscts of  arc nob objects of sense, the motion, does not
Mathimtics, contain the notions of the parts—why, for

Formal elements distinguish-
od from material. o
Bk. 6. Ch. 11,

The Pythagoreans,

* This name=ake of the great Socrates a; i i T
5 naj : graat | s appears in some of the dialogues of Plato.
1 Motion is equivalent to matter : for it is only matter which is &l;ﬁb’.& of muntion.
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instance, the notion of a semi-circle ia notan element in the notion of a
circle. = Aristotle says that their not being objects of sense makes no
difference. Therve is matter in gome things which are not preccived by the
genses. Everything has matter which is not pure form, but a particular
thing. Matter is partly an object of sense, and partly an object of thought.
Now we have already remarked that the segment? are parts of particular
circles, They do not, howsyer, enter into the notion of the universal
circle, . : :
‘We may return from this short digression to the subject which we were
‘ A discuseing, namely, whether matter enters into
As butyect romed the notion of man. We answer in the affirma-
tive. Somul is the form, body is the matter, and the essentiul notion of man
43 man is that he isa union of soul and body. If an individual man is
tegarded a5 2 union of soul and body, then the soul stands to the body as
the universal fo the particnlar. We will consider later whether there is
any other kind of reality than material embodiments of form, and, if so,
what it is. Tt is with a view to this question that we are now attempting
t6 elear up the conesption of sensible realitics, the study of which belongs,
in a sense, not to Mebaphysic but to Physies. For the pliysicist is concern-
Cf Bk. 5 Ch. L 3% ed partly, it is true, with the matter, but still
A more with the form or essence of things. We
shall proceed now to eonsider in what sense the clements contained in the
notion or definilion are parts, and how the definition is yet a single notion.
That the thing defined is one is plain, but there must be some explanation
of its being a unity in spite of its having paris. :
Meanwhile we have explained what form is, and in what sense it exists,
and why in some cases the explication of the
form embraces the parts of what iz defined, and
in othersnot. We have shown that the matertal parts will not enter into the
definition of the form, becanse they ars parts not of form but of the concrcte
mardifestations of form, We have shown that sueh concrete manifestations
of form in one gense cun be defined, andin fmml}uz: _not_ The matier of
them, being purely indefinite, docs not admit of definition. But in virtue
of their cssenee they can be defned. For the reality is the immanent
form or essence, the meeting of which with matter is called substanece.
From the union of flatness with nose, arises the snub-nose, and snub-
nosedness,® an expression which involves a repetition of the idea of nose.
We have shown that matter does enter into the conerete individual. We
haye shown that in the case of ** fifst substances’ T form and reality are
identical. There ispo distinction betsween absolute curvature, if we take
this as a first substance, and the form of ecurvature. Mat_ter, on the Ethp.]:
hand, or what iz bound up with matter, is nob identieal with form. Noris
the union of a purely aceidental guality with a subject identical with the

@EsEN0a.

Becapitulation.

* T4 ig diffieult to bring this out in English. The Engligh snub-nose appears literally in
Greck ns snub-uosed nose, the adjective iteclf signifying swub-nosed.
stotle means what can be spoken of otherwise than as amere

t By this expression Arvi car
predicate of a substance. “Man,” ¢ g., isa “first subztance,"”
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it will kelp siill further to clear up the notion of substance if wé attempt
the solution of a difficully left unsolved in
the Analytics,* viz., how the object of a definition
is a unify. Let us take a two-footed animal
ad a definition of man. How do the two notions, two-footed and animal, form -
one notion? We can understand how the two notions white and man form
3 unity when white is a property of man. But this relation does not subsist
~ between a genus and its differentice. If the differentiz belonged to the genus,
the same subject srould admit of opposite determinations, since the varicus
differentize of the same subject are opposites of one another. Even if we
do dttach the differentize to the genus, still the guestion remains—how do the
many differentie constitute a unity? How can the notions land, animal,
biped, unfeathered, form one notion f Certainly not merely as being in cne
and the same subject. On that supposition all the differentize would con-
stitute a unity. Yet the elements in the definition must constitute a unity.
. For the definition is a single conception, and a conception of substance, so
that it must be a conception of a unity. For substance, in our view of if,
expresses a unity and an individual,
_ Let us begin by observing definitions which proceed by division. There
s nothing in the process except the higheat ‘genus and its difforentiee. Tha
infervening speciea are sivaply the highest genus with the various differentism
attached to it. Of two terms one is the genus, the other the differentia.
Iffor example, we combine animal and two-footed, animal is genus, and twa-
footed differentia. Now the genus has no existence apart from its species,
or, at any rate, it exists only as the matter of them. Sound forinstance is
the genus out of which by differentiation arise the different species of sounds.
It is the matter of the particnlar sounds. Definition then can only be ths
expression of the differenfiz, or the notion constituted by them. But here a
caution must be given, In defining by division, each division must be on the
. basis of a differentia 4% the differentia immediately aboveit, For instance,
if we start with the genus enimal, and constitute as our first species animals
with feef, we cannot divide these into feathered and unfeatheved. We
eannot constitute a specics by a meve accident. We mmnst take some property
of feet to congtitute the next species, We -, for instance, divide animals
with feet into animals which have and animais which have not cloven feet.
We must proceed in this way until we have reached the limits of division.
Now we can see that the essence of the thing and its definition will be the
last differentia simply, unless we mean to-include superflucus repetitions in
the definition. Starting from the genus animal to arrive at the definition of
man, we reach the noticn of 2 two-footed animal through the intermediate
class of animal with feet. But as having two feet includes having feet, the
introduction of ‘having feet * into the definition of man would be a needless
repetition. Thus when the division proceeds by real differences and not by
mere aceidents, the last differentia alone will be the form and the essence.
This may be shown in another way, #iz., by reversing the order of the
differentize, and placing first that which was arrived at Inst. If we define
man as an animal having two feet and having feet, it is plain that the latter

Bk. 6, Ch. 12

* * Bristotles Togical: Books. Heo Post A». 2, 8 and 7. As substance is a units of
: matter and form, so a definition is & unity of matter {genus! and differentia form). e
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s superfluous, to say nothing of the fact thatit is really anmesning i
talk of order in time with reference to the differentie of a sgbswm:nmg 5
The solation of the difficulty then is this. The notion expressed in th
definition is a unity, because it consists of a genus and siué? diﬂ?emitﬁ,af
But the genus has e real existence. There is therefore no real dualify.
The genus is only the matter of the species,* :

*'These various di ions shout definition may not seem relovant, Aris i
Bk, 7, Ch. 1, thatit is impossible to discuss fora ikhot Tasaiew GG i, B
Jefinition is the statement of form. . e ANy :

=

sk
-
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_ OHAPTER V.
PLATOS DOCTRINE OF BEING CRITICISED.

“We have seen that the term substance is applied to matter or the substrate,
to form, to the union of the twe, and fo the
aniversal. We have discussed matter and form.
We have shown that substrate or subject may
signify an individual, in the sense in which animal is the subject of its

Bk. 6.- CL. S, attributes, or that it may signify generally the
Eoes matter of actual existence,

There are some, however, to whom the universal appears to be in the
highest sense a cause and a first principle. is view mmust now be
eonsidered.

It would seem impossible that a universal should be a substance.
SBubstance is that which eonstitutes the pecnliar nature of an individual. The
universal, therefore, cannot be substance, for it Is common te many things.
Tt must be the substance either of all or of none, It cannof be of all:
and if if iz of any ome, all the r:si must be that one, For things which
have one substance have one form and are one.

Further, we defined snbstance as that which is always the eubject of
predication and never a predicate of a subject., But the universal is always
predicated of a sobject, It may, however, be urged that, though the
universal cannot be the form of the individual, yet the universal, say
animal, may be immanent as substance in particnlar kinds of animals, This,
however, is not possible. For animal can be defined. The universal,
therefore, by reference to which it iz defined will be the substance of i
Besideg, if it is immanent in all the species of animals, as man is the
essence of individual men, the former dificulty recurs. The universal will
*be the reality of any ene species, and yet not peculiar to.it. This argument
is not affected by the fact that the highest universals of all de not admit
of definition. Moreover, it is impogsible to derive an individual substance,
say Socrates, not from an individoal substance, buf from kind or quality,
To do so is to reverse the real relation of substance and gquality., The
qualities of snbstance cannol be prior to substance either in time, or in

Bk. 6. Ch.13. -
The universal not real.

thought, or in the order of production. Otbkerwise they might exist

independently of substance. The theory too would make substance inbers in
an individual who iy already a substance, so that each substance would
be two substances. It is evident indeed that, if the term substamce is
properly applied to individuals, nome of the elements which enter into
the definition of a substance can itself ba a reality or exist independently
of individuals, or in any other way than in them or as a predicate of
them, There is no universal animal besides particular amimals, Xo
universal therefore iz substance, A wuniversal predicate signifies not an
‘individual thing but aldnd. Any one who denies this may be confronted
by ““the third man argument”™ to say nothing of ofther difficulties.

~ * He gives this name to the argument ueed in Bk, 1, Ch. 9, that if an idea of man ia,
necessary to explain the likeness of individual men to one another, there must be a third
man to explain the likeness of men to the idea.
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Aguin, itis impossible that a substanece should confain within itself rest
substances, Two realities can never make one real unity. 1t is only twoe
potentialities that can be embraced in a unity. For example, a double
containg two potential® halves, If you actually divideit, it disappears. Lwo
Teal halves have taken its place. If then substance is umpity, it cannot
consist of indwelling gubstances. So far Democritus was quite right when
he said that two things cannot become one, nor one fwo. ¥For he meant
by substances his indivisible magnitudes or atoms.t The same is true of
unnmber, if number is, as some say, a combination of units. Either the
number two is not one or cne i3 not in i ectually. :

Here, however, a difficulty arises. If the universal cannot be substance,
because it signifies not an individual but a kind, and if it is impossible that
any real substance ean be compounded of substances, all-substance must be
uncomponnded, and therefors undefinable. For definition s analysis. ¥eb
it has been always held that substance alone, or in a preeminent degres,
admits of definition. Yet now it would appear that even substance cannot
be defined, and that,'if so, nothing can be defincd. The solution of this
difficulty is that an individnal can be defined so far as it is a nniversal, i. .,
in so far as it is an embodiment of form. - Matter, as such, is unknowable :
aud the individual, considered simnply as particular ‘matter in which the
;DI'J;_[]. is embodied, cannot be defined. It is an object not for thought but

OT FEnse. e ) : e

‘We are now In 2 position to criticise those who make the Ideas substance,

: ‘and assign to them an independent existence,
and who yet constitnte the species by genus
: and differentise, It an fdea, e. g., antmal, iz in
different animals, it is either one and the same in them all, or different.
That it is one i notion is plain, for the definition of animal i3 the same
whatever the animal may be. Buat how can it be really in a number of
different things, and yet be numerically one and seM-identical? If what
is numerically separate can be numerically one, what is numerieally one
might also exist apart from itself. Besides, if the fdes is an independent
individnal reality, it must possess opposite attributes, which is absurd.
Footed, footless, biped, quadruped, may all be predicated of amimal, shich

e S wonld be fmpossible if the 7des of animal did
BE. 1. Ch. 8. not participate in all these. This difficulty cannot
be evaded by substituting any other mode of relation for that of participation.,

If we take the oppoaite hypothesis, and say that the animal in different
animals is different, thers will be no limit to the things of which animal
i the essence, and the animal-in-itself will be a manifold. For the animal
in each animal is the substance or reality of if, since each is defined as
an animal, If animal were not the substance of any amimal, that one
would be defined by reference to some other universal, which would be
its gonus. Besides, thers must be an fdea for cach species which enters
into the definition of man. And, since the Jdée must be the idea of
the same thing of which the subtance is the substance, it is plain that all

e There .czrc no Tdems,
Bk. 6. Ch. 14,

* The important distinetion hetween patentislity and reality or entelechy is explained
Iy EE ST : : R
“+ As indivisible, the atom could not, of course, be split into two, Nor ceuld two
wake ona.  Mabter is not confinuoas but diserste” 0 T TEE L Eaa T Sl

]
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‘exists or not,

_unknowable,
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the properties. of differsnt animals. must atbach to the Iden of apimal.
Lastly, no explamation is given of the genesis of particular animals from
the Jdeq. It is impossible to coneeive that a real individual animal should
axist besides the animal-in-ifself. That which had not the reality of an
animal would nof ba an animal, From these and other diffieulties which
might be brought forward, it is plain that fdses of things, in the FPlatonist
gensa, do not exish. :

Substance, a3 we have seen, mey sigrify either a conecrete individual
: ~thing or pure form. Individual things come
into and pass out of existence. This is not the
2 cage with form. That i3 why there can be
aeither definition nor demonstration of individual objeets of sense. They

Tdeas cannst be defined.
U e

-contain matter, the essence of which is that it can either be or not be.
~All sensible things therefore are perishable.

Demongtration g of what is
necessary, and the ebject of definition is the object of demonstrative
science. *  That, therefors, which may or may not be, cannot be defined or

‘demonstrated. Tt is the object of opinion or empirical knowledge. Beientific

knowledge cannot enable us to say whether an object that is perishable
That can only be known by sense-pervception, If we attempt
a definition of an individual object, the definition may always be over-
thrown, because the object may change or pass out of existence. Ferthe
same reasou if is impossible to define an Jdee, An JTdes is an independent
individual. - Now definition can only be by words, and the words in use are
common terms. - It is impossible to give a definition of an individual which
would not equally be a definition of other individuals, Tf it is objected that
we may obtain a combination of terms which will apply to one individual only,
the anpwer is that there must always be at least two, to whoro 1t is applizable.
A two-footed aniral will describe an animal as well as a biped. T In the
ease of the fdeg thiz ronst happen. The simple Tdeas of animal and biped

-aanst meet o man, so that the term * two-footed animals’’ must be predi-

eable both of animal and biped. But though they meetin man, yet if the
Jdeq of man is individual, the Jdeas af animal and biped must be so too,
Buth of them are individual, or neither is.. If neither is, then the genns has

_no existence apart from the species, - If, on the other hand, the genus is
independent and individual, so also must bethe differentia.

Yot it the
genus and fhe differentia bave an independent existence. that exiatence is
independent of the existence, say, of man. . Buf i they are man, how can
they exist if mran does not P Again, if the ideas are derived from other
ideaa, the ideas which compose an idea, such as animal and biped, must be
predicable of a great numaber of things. Otherwise the things would be
But. we must arrive at one Idea which is predicable only of a
single thing, DBnt this the Platonists would not allow. In their view, every
fdea may be participated in. They do not see that it Is Impossible to define
the objects which are ebernal.? especially these which are mnigue in their
kind; guch as the sun or the moon. They make the mistake of defining .fhe

* Definition gives the essence of the object defined. Demonsirative Heience proves
& am individual must possess an attribute by connecting the individnal with & universal,

art of whose essence that attribute is, i :

This is & manifest guibble. -

: The phrase denotes not only the Fdeas hut also the heavenly bodies,
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sun by mere accidents, such as its revolving round the earth, or disappear-
ing at night, both of which it might cease to do and yet be the sun. FHor
the Bun, like all substances, is independent of ite accidents, Besides, there

might very well be another body, to which this definition of the sun would
equally apply, so that it would no longerbe a definition of the sum, Yot

the sun is an individual. An Idealist bas only fo attempt a definition of
an Jdea to gee that it is impossible. - -

It must always be borne in mind, that many things which are called

£ .+ substances are 80 mot actually bur only poten-

Actudh and potentialreality-  t3ally. Such, ¢. g.. are the parts of animals, not

e ene of which exists independently of the animal
of which it is a part. When separated from the whole to which thay belong,
they exist simply asmatter. Nof one of them is a real whole. The parts
of living animals and the paris of the soul* might with some plansibility be
said to be substances both potentially, as parts of a whale, and actually as
possessed of an independent life of their own. For they possess a poser of
movement, insomueh that some creatures live even after they have been
divided, Still the parts of a real organic unity in pature have no real
existence of their own. Animals, whose parts possess life and movement,
fall short of being real organizms.

As being and vnity are convertible terms} and as the substance of the
one is oue, and things whose substance is one
are themsclves one, it is plain that the one and
5 ] ‘being cannot be, as Plato thinks, the substance
or reality of things, any more than the mere notion of an element or first

The one and being are not
substances. :

principle can. Fire, . g., is '8 material element, but we do not learn the -

real nature of fire, merely by being told that it is an clement. The reality
of things must be locked for in something more definite than snch abstract
conceptions as unity, being. element, or first prineiple. Of these four coneep-
tions unity and being come nearest to substance, but they are not substanes

because they are comumon terms, snd no common term can denote asubstanca,

For gubstance belongs to nothing but itself or that of which it is the sub-
stance. Thai s universal cannot exist apart from particulars is further
evident from this, that the universal is in many things at once; whick
the one cannot be. Ii must, therefore, be a mistake to make the one in
the manifold, an Idez. The explanation of the mistake is very simple. If
the Platonists had separated their Jdess from semsible realities, it would
have been impossible to give any intelligible account of them. There
is in truth no distinction, except in name, between them and the objects
of scnse.  Yet there was no resl necessity for making these mere eternal
donbles of sensible realities. Etfernal realities cannotl of course be deseribad
if they have not been seen, yet ¢ priori veasons may be discovered for

_* As regards the soul of man, Aristotle mainteined that only the bkighest function of it
win, Teasom, can aurvive the body, Buf diferent elements of soul are found in different
orders of existence, See note on p. 25, -

't Behwegler remarks that Aristotle docs not expressly indicate the bearing of the
distinction heve drawn between actnal and potentinl existenes upon his arsoment.  We
are left to infer that the Fdeas as vniversal ave not real substances, In Avistotle’s view

the nniversal or genus is mevely the matter of the species, and matler exists only pofen-

tially.
I Bee above, p. 20.
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Weserting their ewistence.’ The stars weuld not any the less exist, if we
had never seen them anud were therefore unable to deseribe them. : :
The truth is that, to get a cledr notion of what substance or reality is,
i : we must regard it as a firdt principle or cause,
Sl s Now o search for a dause is an attempt to
Beoan o explain how one thing can have another thin
predicated of it. We never ask why a particular thing is iteell, To suc
a question no answer 18 possible, exceps the unmeaning one that the thing
is what itis, The questionis not answered with regard to any partioular
thing by saying that the thingis identical with iteelf. That might be
said of anything and in reality explains nothing. The existence of what is
to be explained is presupposed when we sk for an éxplanation. We do not
ask why a manis a man, bub why something can be predicated of man.
Rimilazly to ask for an explanatien of thunder is to ask why there is a noise
in the clonds. B0 also we ask why certain materials constitute a house.
The cause which is sought is sometimes the final cause and sometimes the
eficient. The efficient canse is looked for as an explanation of ereation and
destriction, the final canse as an explanation of sxistence aleo, The most
puzzling questions to deal with are those which ask not for an explanation of
something being something, but for an explanation of a thing. To ask us
to account for a man is to ask us to do what is impessibls, namely to explain
why 2 man is a man. The proper mode of framing the guestion is to ask for
un explanation of romething with regard fo a man. We may ask why given

- natter is a man, and the answer will be that it possesses the form or essence

of man.” In other words substance is the explangtion of things. Whatover
is a compound constitutes o real organic whity, as opposed to a mere aggre-.
mate, and yet s not the sume with its constituent elements. TFlesh is o com-
ponnd of fire and earth, but it is not fire and earth. For when it is dissolved
into its elements, it has disappeared while they remain. Flosh then is not
its elements, but something other than they. The guestion then arises, what
*is this something other that makes five and earth flesh? It cannot be simply
another element, for, if it were, we shonld still have to inquire for the
something else which would make those three elements into flesh. Neither
can it be a compoond of elements, For the very point at issue is what
makes 2 compound of elements a particular thing., It must be something:
other than an element swhich is the explanation of this matter being flesh.
1t is, whether in the case of flesh or of anything else, the substance of the
thing. For the substance of the thing is the first cause of its being. Tiis
never to be found in the material constituents. Substance is that which
vonstitutes material clements into a real organic unity.
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‘ CHAPTER VI,
FURTHER -CONSIDERATION OF BEING..

We shall confine ourselves ir thiz= Chapter to the consideration of
: sensible substances, the existence of which is
e recogniged by all, to the exclnsion of the Pla-

Sewe bi e s tonic ideas and of mathematieal entities, the

existence of which is disputed. : e :

~ Bensible substances all contain matter. Substanece is in one senze matter—
e that which ‘is, nof actually, but only poten-
Meaning o sulstance, tially, anything definite, In another sense it is

_the form or the notion, which has a separate existence only m thought, Tn

& third sense it is the nnion of form and matter. This latter alone admits of
generation and destruetion, and has a separate existence absalutely and
in fact. : . e
That matter, as well as form, is substance, is plain. Inall change thers
must be an underlying something which under-

Substance o5 maller. goes change. In change of place there must be

a something which is now here, and now thers. In quantitative change =
there must be 2 something which is first of a certain size, and then greater or

smaller. Tn change of state there must be something which is first ‘healthy

‘and then sick.  Lastly when s thihg comes into or passes out of existencs, -

there must be a something which iz destroyed —a something which is at one
time a definite reality and at another time formless, The three Kinds of
change first mentioned are consequent upon the lagt, but the last is nob
necessarily consequent npon the rest. A thing cannot cease to exist withous
its quantibative and qualitative determinations disappearing along with
it., Buta change in quantity or guality does not invelve the destrnetion of
a.nobjclaot. The stars, for instance, change their position, but they are
ernel, ! R
The pofential existence then of substance, in the sense of a material sub-
S strate, is allowed, But this is to be distinguished
BE, 7. Ch 9. from the wefue! substance or reality of things.
We will now consider what is the actual reality
ox form of objects of sense. - S e
Democritus apparently thought thaf the atoms, which ave the material
substrate of all things, could differ in three particulars only, vies, shape,
position, and arrangement. But he seems fo have overlooked many dis-
tinctions. There is a difference in the manner in which matter is com-
pounded. TFluids are mixed, solids are tied together, or glued together, or
pegged together, and sometimes more than one of these modes of composition
is employed in a single case. Again, there is difference in situation,
There is the difference between the doorstep and the lintel. There is diffe-
renge in time, as between breakfast and dinner.
direction. The winds blow from different quarters.
differences, such as hardness and softness. !
present more than one of these differsnees ans

 perly defined as water condensed te a cer

| eistence.
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Gontly then existonce is predicated in difforent somses. The cxisternce of a

“Limtel is its situation, The existence of dce is a certain demsity. In the

case of some things, cxistence is determined by all the differences which we
hive noted. There s in them a pecuiar mizturo a;ind condensation of
-fluids, 2 peewling blefiding and bindiug of selids, and so zoa.‘i-}}v We ShEJII]‘J.tl
endeavonr to elassity shese differentiz whic titite cristence. Diffe-
rences of amount, of density, and #he like, ave differences of degree.
Diifferences of figure, and diffcrence in roughniess ¢z smoothness, dare diffe-
rences of straight and bent.  Apgain therc is s eliss of things the cxistence
of which is & certain blending. - : ; - o
Bat if these differentize constitute the being of things, it would seem that
substance shonld be locked for among them, if substence is. the reality of
things., But this Is not really se, though there are points of resemblance
betweer them and sabstance. What holds in the case of essencss, ez,
that what is pradicated of matter is the reality, holds alse In other defini-
tions, . & lntel is properiy defived as a st-om? or woodl in & (:eg:tmn_ posibion,
A hanse, though it might slso ke defined wi tCl} :efcrcnc_c ta its purpese, s
properly defined as bricks and weod arranged in 4 certain way. Iceis pro-
I n degrea. 5 :
Tt is mow evident that the reality, and conséguently the definision, varies
: : ' with the matter. Thoss whe define & house by
referenee to the maderisls of which ibis com-
posed, define it as if is poleptizlly. Thase who defiue it ?erJ 1'9,:9%;11:@(.:. tt}rgs
use us protecting person and property define it ws il i astuaily. s
combine the two give the substance in the sense of the wiion af Forim and
maiter, 90 ‘that inthe case of obj gcts of sense, substance signifies matter,
form, and the union of the two. : : = = Sy
T+ is not alwavs clesr whether a name dencbes the compound ot _m&‘t-tbe:'
and foram, or the form only —whether, for instance, the word heuse 51.@;;11.:&63
4 shelter made of bricks and tiwber arranged in 2 cortain way, or \i’}iBL?_EEJ:
it signifies simply a shelter. But this consideration, howerver importiny ];
mmay be in other rezards, has né bearing on ¢l qriry into the nature of
. - sensible veality. Forreality s o o arfuch-
“y. ~We are not to suppogs that 2 hounse s aim-

Hutter, forim, aind ihelr union.

Lovim  presupposed in '!a:u‘:

; 1y an seraneempent of bricks. That which is

B h ga'}?a,ngefl- does not make the arrangement,
Similarly, # position is the reality of a threshold, the threshoid does not make
oF acoeint for She position. Scmething else iz required than the mater :

coustituents ‘of 2 thing to explain its existence, and this something el
Sforme. T %5 neither created noy destroyed, but only embed

; " fimes in matber, had already been shown.
: :  Whatever may be the truth ax fo the abstrast
possibility of the separate and independent cxistence of the form of -"F}jlat is
perishable, it is quite pluin that the form of the produets of art existsranly in
‘those produets. SoT e :

‘e o diBenlty raized by some followers of
Antisthenes anid othier equally iznorant persons.
i say Bhat it is impossible that s definition,
3 5 omly o rormd-ahont cXpression; should

that it is “possihle to fe, they savw, ds 'lo
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