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TRANSLATOR’S PREFACE.

Tae Metaphysics of Aristotle (if we except Kant's Critique,
and certain portions of the works of the Scholastics) embody,
perhaps, the only formal Treatise on the Science yet in the
possession of mankind. They, therefore, must be considered
as one of the most precious remnants of antiquity; but
their intrinsic worth can only be appreciated by those who
have read them through with care. And this the student
will discover, when, after climbing up the rugged mountain-
side of abstract speculation, he finds himself standing on one
of its summits, beholding far and wide the vales of thought
spread before him in expanded glory. In evidence of this,
he may at the outset be reminded that the subjects treated
of are those which have exercised the highest faculties of the
human reason ; and that he will there find an able Review
of the Greek Philosophy ; a Refutation, most complete and
elaborate, of Scepticism ; a Demonstration, & prtori and
& posteriors, of God’s existence ; an Examinaticn into the
relation of Metaphysics to the other Sciences ; an Overthrow
of the Ideal Hypothesis of Plato, as well as of the Theory
of Pythagoras ; an Elucidation of the nature of the Infinite ;
and an Investigation into Truth, in relation to man’s faculties
for the attainment of it.

The present Translation was written before I had an
opportunity of consulting the labours of my auly predecessor
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in the same field, Thomas Taylor. Though by no means
intending to disclaim the obligations subsequently incurred
by his translation being placed in my hands, and most
sincerely inclined to award Mr. Taylor considerable merit, I
cannot help qualifying it with some censure ; but hope I shall
not be deemed ungenerous towards one whose indefatigable
exertions contributed so much in his day to the extension of
Greek literature.

The great imperfection of Taylor's Version consists in
obscurity—consequent, principally, upon little or no care
being taken, by a proper arrangement of the text, to notify
transitions to new subjects of inquiry. This is a grave omis-
sion in the Metaphysics, above all other of Aristotle’s works,
because the several clauses of this Treatise, it is by many
thought with good reason, have been somewhat arbitrarily
grouped together. But, independent of this, I cannot but
impute to Taylor the want of sufficient accuracy in the verbal
niceties of his author, evinced by his too frequent suppression
of the force of the smaller particles; a defect probably
arising from having allowed his attention to wander toc
much from the Greek original to the Latin Version. Now,
in a translator—whose province it is mot to slur over any
words contained in his text—such an absence of precision
must be acknowledged as at least injudicious; but it becomes
& very serious error, fraught with hurtful consequences,
to the student of such an author as Aristotle, who seldom
uses a word devoid of emphasis, and who seems designedly
to have sacrificed all exuberance to the stern demands of
scientific brevity. A style so terse and idiomatic, and at
the same time 8o perfect a model of the inherent capabilities
of the Greek language, will, therefore, be deprived of much
cf its peculiar excellence, if its entire power, as an engine
of abstract thought, be not preserved unimpaired under the
new forms in which the translator arrays it. Now in the
pages of Taylor we search in -vain for a realization of the
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philosophic spirit, and the bold, argumentative, decisive,
almost abrupt tone, which pervade the original.

Practically speaking, then, Taylor is almost useless to the
student who, with a desire to construe the original with
proper accuracy, is at the same time anxious to acquire &
knowledge of the several doctrines established, and the mode
of arriving at them. These imperfections I have attempted
to remedy in the present Translation, by a close scrutiny of the
Greek, and the assignment to each word of its proper force ; by
adopting the scholastic renderings of the technical words (in
opposition to Taylor, who often discards them for others not
80 good ) ; by a scrupulous attention to secure for each para-
graph an intelligible opening; and, lastly, by Notes and
Marginal References. In the Marginal References I have
endeavoured to string together the various links of Aristotle’s
argument, 80 as to form one unbroken chain; and thus sought
to unravel for the student the perplexities in which he is
likely to become entangled. As to the Notes, I trust I may
not be accused of presumption in laying claim to some small
originality in them. I can,at any rate, disown being indebted
for them to Taylor, whose labours in this department are
quite unavailable for any useful purpose. Keeping in view,
however, the great length to which the text itself rums, the
notes have not been needlessly multiplied, and I have only
introduced them where some doctrine or allusion abso-
lutely required elucidation.

I may add, that in the execution of my task, I have fol-
lowed the text of Bekker; occasionally deviating in favour
of Didot, more particularly in the matter of punctuation ;
and have derived much assistance from the works of Thomas
Aquinas, Brandis, Tennemann, Archbishop Whately, the Rev.
F. D. Maurice, and others mentioned more at large at the
end of the Analysis. But I might bhave despaired at ever
overcoming the obstacles lying across my path, were it not
for the access which I enjoyed to the many scarce exegetical
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works bearing on Aristotle found in the magnificent library
of Trinity College, Dublin.

In conclusion, I have to tender my thanks to William S
Bohn, Esq., for his unwearied vigilance in watching the pro-
gress of this work through the press, and for the many
improvements suggested by him from time to time; the
adoption of which has enhanced the value of the Translation
to the Classical as well as English reader.

JOHN H. M'MAHON

85, UrpER GLOUCESTER STREET, DCBLIN,
June 1, 1857.
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ANALYSIS OF ARISTOTLE'S METAPHYSICS.

INTRODUCTION.

“ Tae Metaphysics of Aristotle,” says Mr. Maurice,! ;. 1m
“ are tronblesg,mgs‘ reading, partly ﬁ-omyt?xe uent re- of the Motar +
petitions which occur in them, partly from the difficulty Physics:
of discovering a sequence in the books. Nevertheless, they should
be read by any student who wishes to investigate the questions which
have occupi m n}l later time];i.” bearing

Notwithstanding, however, their ing on modern g, geug
{sg:(t:ems of Ontology, and their being occupied in the then:nnzxf:ct-

iscussion of questions of vast importance, in s ed.
tion, at least, the Metaphysics have almost since the Middle Ages
been buried in obscurity, and, with a few brilliant exceptions in
Germany,? have been quite forgotten. This neglect has been growing

eater and greater from the time of Cudworth and More, ﬁf& has
aen quite confirmed in the present century; and in England, at
least, the Metaphysics of Aristotle have been comsigned to utter
oblivion. One cause, amongst others, that undoubtedly s pariia
has contributed to bring this odium upon the Meta- cause of this
physics, and thus to contract their circulation within “eglect-
a narrow sphere in our country, is the ahsence of any work that
would assist the student in the entire labour of mastering the
difficulties, which confessedly he must make up his mind to en-
counter in such a task. No English translation, for instance, that
can be said really to have answered such an end as this, has as

et appeared;® and thus, whilst other }Rortions of Aristotle’s works
zave illustrated in this way, the Metaphysics have been left ta
moulder in the dust of our public Libraries, and have encountered
contempt disproportionate to their literary value—disproportionate
when compared with the attention and scholarship that have beew
lavished upon the rest of the Stagyrite’s Philosopiy.

(1) In his incomparable Anﬂ{su of Aristotle’s Metaphysics, to be found in his
¢ History of Moral and Metaphysical Philosophy,” published originally in the

Cyclopzdias Metropolitana.
y(g)%mudhle,tor ple, in his treatise on the ¢ Authenticity of Aristotle’s Meta-
physics.”

(3) In fact, the only translation extant of tne Metaphysics is that by Thomas
Taylor, but—for the reasons already stated in my Preface—there is not much te be
found there to assist the student beyond an English version not entirely out of the
teach of censure. Further, the scarcity of tLis mot very comroodious volume
glaces it beyond the hands of ordinary pu:huen.
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This deficiercy it has been attempted to supply b
:;n?ett:;n;g: ex? the present Translation; and the hope of the Tra.tll’sﬂmi
in the present  js that it may be found useful in this way, if not to very
Translation,  profound Greek scholars and Aristotelians, who do not
require such, yet, at least, to those students of ordinary attainments,
who, however willing to_become acquainied with the Metaphysics,
are deterred from the undertakin ig{v as well the actual magmtude of
dth the Treatise as the difficulties of the text. And, as the
Z“wyfi,. fittest nccomﬁmn.i.ment to this Translation, the student is
supplied with the following Analysis of the work itself,
in which the connexion of thought that runs through the entire is
traced, as well as its bearing on Modern Philosophy illustrated. The
contents, moreover, of the several books and chapters are succinetl;
iven in the order in which they occur in the arrangement adopte
y Bekker.

BOOK L
1. The Preface  LTHE Metail;ysics open with a short Preface, in which
Chap. L. Aristotle seeks to introduce his readers to the philo-

sophy that he is now about to develop for them, and
which he implies is quite distinct® in its aim from that found in the
other portions of his works; though at the same time inseparably
connected with them, as pieces of that vast edifice of knowledge,
practical as well as speculative, which it was his ambition to build up
and leave behind him for the service of mankind.
2. Aristotle’s For this purpose he endeavours to exalt? as much as
object in this ssible the mature of the inquiry undertaken in this
Preface. eatise, and he thereby calculated on enlisting the
sympathy of his readers in its behalf. Moreover, by thus arraying
Metaphysics in an attractive garb, he was enabled fo answer indi-
rectly the objections that were afloat in the popular mind against the
practicability of their study. Now both of tYnoese ends assuredly were
answered in this Preface; for whatever would have a tendency to
promote the dignity of Metaphysics as a science, would necessarily
exercise a reflex influence in giving a decided answer to all the
sértx)eegs :hat might be levelled against it by the ignorant and presuming
phists.
i Thus Aristotle defends Ontolo, itively and nej
8. Positive and an
negative de-  tively: positively, by a bold mfyiils)o:f theynature agnaé
fopye o Onto- objects of the science; and negatively, by making this
. analysis subscrve as a plain answer to all the cavils of
the Sceptics.

(1) This is app from his imposition of the term Soph Wiad A
8ste the science under investigation in this Treatise, ophla, or Wisdom, to desig
(2) Towards the end of chapter i.
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In this Preface, therefore, to the Metaphysics, We 4, Aristotles
may lay it down that the chief aim of Arstotle is to chief aim in
invest Ontology with its peculiar attributes as a science, thi® Preface.
and this, too, for the pirpose that thereby it should be elevated te
its g)erotﬁer position amongst the other sciences ; and this he conceived
to e most effectual refutation against all misconceptions as to its

iency, or scope, or general ntﬁ' ty.
e course, then, which Aristotle pursues to accom- 5. How this
%lish all this is as follows: he aims to establish that aim is attained.
tology, or, as he calls it, Wisdom, was t4e science properly so
called.  Viewed in relation to the other sciences, it contained their
most absolute generalizations. The science of Metaphysics might be
said to bear the same relation to physical or natural science which
logic has to psychology. As logic exhibits the reasoning process! of
the mind, and thus illustrates its capabilities for the attainment of
knowledge, so Meta({)l?sics, as a science, is conversant about the
highest and purest deductions from experimental philosophy, and its
provinee is to exemglifi those abstract notions and fundamental ?
principles which establish the certainty of knowledge itself. Sense
and experience merely® deal with individual instances, but Ontology
lays hold on what is the universal element therein, and thus grraduaﬁ:v7
mounts up to be, what it is, a science about canses and first principles.

And this very fact, that Metaphysics is a science of
eauses, it is thaf invests it with Tts dignity and import- §; Whatitis
ance, and draws the line of demarcation between it and Metaphysics
all other sources of information. The senses merely }ithitedignity;
bear their testimony to the particular fact of a particular =+
sensation, but say nothing about the cause. = The practical or expe-
rienced—the common workman, for instance,—understand the domg
of a thing, but they have no perception as to the principle or cause
of it; and for this reason we estimate the architect above the handi-
craftsman, inasmuch as the one is, whereas the other is not, conversant
with the principle or cause of what is being constructed. To attri-
bute, indeed, an acquaintance with the cause to an handicraftsman,
would be as absurd as if we were to do so in the case of one of the
brute creation; for both fulfil their functions, whilst acting, wholly
irrespective of a knowledge of causes, and what the latter does frox
blind instinet, the former accomplishes from the mere impulse of
habit ; so that, in short, what shegs such lustre on Metaphysics as a
science, what imparts such elevation to it, is its being a science con-
versant with causes and first principles.

(1) For a most lucid explanation of this point the student is referred to Arch-

bishop Whately’s ‘* Elements of Logic,” Analytical outline, where t‘be nature and

rovince of the sclence are placed beyond the possibility of for the
ture,
(2) This connexion between apodeiktic principles and the scienee of metaphysics
leads Aristotle, in the third Book, into a refutation of scepticism. :

(?) This is shown in chap. i.
b2

PP
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: But, indeed. it may be also said that the origin of the
5% this from the Sciences kindred toagietaphysics bears the completest
kindred | testimony to its dignity and value as a science, that
relencess calls into play the loftiest faculties of the human mind,
and elevates them above things sensual and grovelling. The sciences
kindred to Metaphysics, from their very earhest dawn, were pursued
not for the sake of any extrinsic advantages; for they sprang up in
places where increasing civiligation had supplied the necessary and
even superfluous wants of the inhabitants. Thus 1t was
8 a3 mAthe  that the mathematical sciences took their rise in Egypt!
, amongst the priests; for the sacerdotal caste, having
their worldly expenses defrayed for them out of the public purse,
were permitted to enjoy leisure, and thus were induced to cultivate
the abstract sciences, not from their mere utility, but from the pure
love of knowledge itself, assuch,

And this fact it is which, in the most eminent degree,
9.WhyOntology evinces the claim which Metaphysics, as a science, has
e elsims ypon our sympathies, because 1t 1s a purely speculative

science ; that is, a science cultivated for the sake of
the knowledge it furnishes its votaries with. And, indeed, beside the
articular instance in the case of the Egyptians just mentioned, that
Metaphysics, or any high order of science, is pursued for the sake of
knowledge, as such, is in general proved from the origin of s -
tion itself. For mankind, from wonder,? first forms systems of philo-
sophy ; and wonder is attended with a feeling of ignorance, as well
as a desire to remove that ignoremce. Now this desire to remove
ignorance, wherever it exists, at the same time manifests the most
unmistakeable love of knowledge for its own sake. In short, what is
the love of knowledge, but, in other words, the desire to be liberated
from the bondage of ignorance P .
10. Chap. iL. In this way Aristotle strives to place Ontology in its
Detailed proof true position of importance amongst the other sciences.
S oo As we say, that a man is free who is so for his own
a science, com- sake and not for the sake of amother; so Ontology is
gat:‘: 5‘;;:: c‘o‘:‘ pursued for its own sake,—for the sake, as such, of the
* glorious knowl which it unfolds. And, indeed,
after all, such is its dignity, that we can hardly consider it as of
human origin; for allowing it this characteristic of freedom just
awarded to it, we can with very little probability on our side
attribute it to such a source as that of the mvention of man, seeing
that human nature is in itself so generally servile; and, begides
this, being a science of causes, and God being the chief amongst
causes >—now this is the view of the Divine nature that has ever
prevailed amongst mankind,—it would accordingly seem that

(1) Towards the end of chap. 1. (2) Vide chap. H.
18) 'O ¢ 7ap Geds daxel T airiov Waecy sivar aer iy e, Lib, i. el H.



BOOK 1]  ANALYSIS OF ARISTOTLE'S METAPHYSICS. xiii

such a science as this is should be what God would be in pos.
:.séion of, as a sort of prerogative of His Almighty power and
ection.

And, further, Aristotle shows how worthy of our 11, ontelogyas
attention and study metaphysical science in reality was, a ruler amongst
inasmuch as this Wisdom, or Ontology, was, in ifs own the sciences.
nature, fitted to be a regulator—so to speak—to all other systems
of knowledge. As in the external world, mind rules rightfully over
matter; and, as in ourselves, intellect—if its sway be not usurped
:Espassion—exercises dominion over the body ;' so, according to

is constitution of things, should thie science investigated in this
{;resent Treatise be honoured as the queen of the other sciences,~—as

hat science to which the rest should do ho because it is con-
versant about those subjects that are most mtellectual in their
essence. And, therefore, on the principle just enunciated, of the
subordination of the immaterial to the corporeal, decidedly the most
ualified to stand at the top of the material and moral, and, in
short, the whole order of mental sciences, is the science of the
Ontologist or Metaphysician.

Now, in all the foregoing reasonings, doth Aristotle’s 12, Aristotle’
negative defence of et?}iysics reside by implication ; negative de-
for the completest answer to all objections is furnished fence of On-
in the proof of the reality and importance of its subject- jo/28Y ;g;l,’:::g
matter, and its bearing upon the most dignified portions defence.
of Human Nature. His master, Plato, for example, in
the Georgias, objects to metaphysical pursuits, in their 13, Someof the
tendency to incapacitate men for active life. And answered.
Aristotle Aimself motices how sciences, akin to Meta-
physics, were invented and cultivated amongst the sacerdotal caste
of a nation,® merely from the fact of their not being e d in
active life, but their being allowed to live, by the liberality of the
State, in the enjoyment of leisure. But, admitting this, is not specu-
lation a biil;:r region for the range and exercise of man’s intellectual
faculties than action? It develops the more noble portions of his
nature than can be done by the wear and tear of the world; it holds
up to his contemplation the purest and most serene objects that the
mind of man can rivet itself upon. And, accordingly, the more
epeculative, in the higher semse of that word, a science is—and
what can be more speculative than Metaphysics P—the more entitled
is it, as a science, to the respect and approval and genuine admira-
tiou of the world.® And as to the exclusive profession of knowledge
by any one class in contradistinction to any other, no system of
knowledge can be considered as the peculiar. possession of any
particular section of mankind: because Aristotle triumphantly shows

(1) As he lays down in the Po'itics, book 1. chap. v.
(2) Thi« has been shown in chap. i (3) Vide chap. i
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Shat a// men! are actuated with the desire of knowledge in and for
itself, and that the aspirations thus implanted by the Creator in all
could not possibly be designed only for some. On the other hand,
the science which, like this Sophia,? or Wisdom, was a full supply
to these natural yearnings and desires, ought to command the
attention of all who wish really to act up to the law of their being
and to march onwards towards that perfection of their social ar

ixlxltellectnal principles to which Nature points them and God calls

em.

Now seeing that knowledge for its own sake is thus
por :t;ljl:c?sﬁil} agreeable to man, and is held out to him by Nature as
human know- 8 pursuit suitable to his faculties and yeaminf, surely
ledge the sub-  that science which contemplates the highest objects of
Sotaphysics, knowledﬁe ought to be valued, and cultivated, and

prized the more dearly, and to be esteemed amongst
men as the most worthy of their study and veneration. And these
highest objects of knowledge—the highest to which we can soar in
this our state of probation—these form- the subject-matter about
which metaphysical science, is conversant, and may be contemplated
under the Eeads of causes, universals,® entity, materiality, immateri-
ality, existence, from the most insignificant traces of it up to absolute
existence,—that is, the Supreme Being.
15. Itssubject. ,, And if is this very subject-matter which determines the
matter deter-  direction in which etaghysics moves, and E'I::s rise to
“‘i;';.“ its those subdivisions of the science which Aristotle, it
UBAIVISIOnS: must be allowed, very confusedly* hints at in the present
Treatise. From this subdivision, however, of the subject-matter of
metaphysical science we derive its threefold division mto Theology,
as it regards immateriality ; into Ztiology,® or the First Philosophy, as
it regards first principles; and, thirdly, into Metaphysics properly so
called, that is, into Ontology, as it regards being and its several con-
comitants or species, such as unity, plurality, capacity, and actuality.
16. About what «, 37108 _thus determined the mtiological aspect of
sort of oanses Metaphysics, that is, that its essential distinction as a
Metaphysics is science consists in its being concerned with the subject
chap i+ of causes, Aristotle proceeds to inquire abont what sort
) of causes Ontology is conversant ; and he lays down that
the sort of causes about wﬁxzzh it is employed are such as are
primary and universal in the most eminent Jt):gree.
17: Thisshown And this Aristotle shows to be the case by an analysis
from zn ana-  of our notions of what the qualifications of the * wise

(1) For the aim of Aristotle in these opening chapters, the student is referred te
the expositions of Thomas Aquinas, and of Augustinus Niphus on the Proémium.

(2} For the nature of the ¢ Wise Man" of Aristotle, the student should consult
the remarka of Mr. Maurice in his Analysis on this term.

(8) Thomas Aquinas and Augustinus Niphus on the Proémium,

(4) Thomas Aquinas explains this in his opeming remarks on the Metaphysics.

(5) This term is berrowed from Dr. Whewell.
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man” are, as well as by a definition of « wisdom.” We 1ysis of tne
view the “ wise man > as endowed with universal know- * wise man”
ledge, and the knowledge which he has acquired we 309 ¢f Wisdom
regard as difficult of attamnment, and beyond the ordinary powers os
nis fellow-creatures. Further, we regard his wisdom as evinced in
his accuracy of reasoning on scientific subjects, and in his ability to
impart his knowledge to his ignorant brethren. And respecting
“wisdom ” itself, we must define it as a science eligible for its own
sake; that is, for the sake of the knowledge that it furnishes, and not
for the sake of the results that flow therefrom. And further, as ob-
served above, the science of Metaphysics, such as this Wisdom is
described to be, is fitted for pre-eminence above the rest of the
sciences.

And to apply all this to the matter in hand, we must licati
remember, according to these notions of the ideal of the 13 APplication
“ wise man,” that the science Erofessed by him, that is, lyses to the
Sophia, or Wisdom, or Metaphysics, call it which you fienceof .
may, must be a science conversant with what is uni- :
versal; for what, it may be asked, is there more difficult for men as a
subject of knowledge than the universal? for universals are most
remote from the common perceptions of sense. And as to accuracy
of reasoning, which must needs, it is expected, be found in Meta-
physics, what can involve more accuracy and certainty than those
reasonings that are connected with what is primary? And if this
science is to be one which is to be capable of affording instruction to
others, as such, then, it must be a science of causes; for persons who
understand causes are the persons that really can convey knowledge
to their fellow-creatures. And what is true of persons in this respect,
is true also of Metaphysics as an gtiological science; for the know-
ledge it can furnish is the knowledge of causes, and the knowledge
of causes is knowledge in the best and highest sense of that word.
And, moreover, if one should define Sophia, or Wisdom, to be a
science that is eligible for its own sake, notﬁing is more worthy of the
choice of the philosopher than the highest objects of scientific know-
ledge; and the highest objects of scientific knowledge are universals,
things ;fxrr(l)m , and first principles,

And from all these statements it is demonstrated that, 19. Metaphy-
admitting Metaphysics to be an setiological science, thatis, sics therefore
a science conversant with causes, that those causes must ;g;;;*;’,‘;e;‘;;“"
needs be in themselves primary causes, and universal in universal
the most eminent and strict acceptation of that term.  causes.

Now this conclusion that Metaphysics is & science 20. This deter.
conversant about causes and first principles, points out g;."(;:svgz;_‘“'
the development of the science of Ontology in a direction ment, as shows
contrary to the other sciences. For whereas the pri- in chap. ii.
mitive sciences rose up amongst men from wonder, that ?, in reality
from an igriorance about causes, anc a desire to be rid of their per
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plexity, and attain unto a solution of the phenomenal difficulties;
whereas this was the case with the primitive sciences, it is quite
different as regards the science of the metaphysician. Ontology, or
the science of Metaphysics, on the other hand, starts out from well.
ascertained and admitted causes, and by leading men on to the ve
topmost heights of knowledge, fills them with wonder, as the resull
of their researches, and not as the stimulating motive to inquiry in
the fst mstancin totle havi hown that Ontol Wisd
. stotle now shown that Ontology, or Wisdom,
tofles fyurfold sets out on its“i‘fvestigaﬁons from the starting point of
enumeration  gn examination of certain well-ascertained causes, the
adopted in the question immediately presents itself, what are we to
Metaphysics;  regard as well-ascertained causes? And, in the first
chap. iii. place, what do we mean, in a philosoihic sense, by the
hrase “well-ascertained” causes? We mean, those causes that
ve been generalized to the utmost, as far as they will go, and then
classified under the highest genera to which they can be extended.
This question leads Aristotle to lay before his readers his fourfold
classification of causes, which was adopted by his followers, and for
centuries after was acknowledged amongst the Peripatetics as a
scientific doj whose authority dared not be impeached, and its
reign lasted down to the very age of the Scholastics.
22. What these , Lhus Aristotle, in the Metaphysics, makes the assump-
four causes  tion of the same four causes as he had arrived at, after
are. successive generalizations in his physical inquiries;
namely, as the first cause he sets down the substance and the
essence, Ty ovoiay kal 16 Tt v elvar ; the second as the matter and the
subject, v UAnv kai 78 vmokeipevov; the third as the origin of the
principle of motion, &fev 5} apxn Tiis xivnoews; and the fourth is that
which is opposed to this, namely, the Igood end answered by the
existence of anything, rerdprnv 8¢ mijv dvrikespdvyy alriav rairy xai
70 o &vexev xai 70 ayalov. Aristotle still has reason, now as ever,
to express himself satisfied with this division of causes, which is
based on the assumption of the completeness of the classification of
them into those that are formal, material, efficient, and final.
P But, further, the decision of this question, that
viewof the Ontology, or Wisdom, is a science of causes, would seem
Greek philo-  to assimilate it as a science with the speculations of the
sophy is intro- early Greek philosophers, because the subject-matier of
) their inquiries was manifestly after causes of some sort
or other. And independent of the kindred nature of the investiga-
tions gursued in both cases, it will be of considerable service! to
Aristotle’s present Metaphysical Treatise, to take a review of the
Greek Philosophy, because, after all, this may lcad to ulterior and
brighter discoveries; and even though it does not, yet it will afford

(1) As is shown at the commencement of chap iif
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the Stagyrite an opgortunity, according to his custom,! of embracing
whatever is true and useful ic the scientille labours of others, and o
rejecting what is illusory and false.

In this review of the Greek Philosophy,—a review 2% G
that testifies how completely the Stagyri& Ead mastered ojeoroe
the details, and penetrated nto the spirit of the various against the
* systems of his predecessors as well as contemporaries,— Oxce¥ philo-
in this review, at the threshold of the inquiry, Aristotle ’
states his conviction that the ancients entertained inadequate views
in Altiology, and that the impression that an examination of their
works leaves on the mind is, that out of the four causes they merely
recognised the material one. This indubitably appears to be true of
the very early philosophers ; but is to be received, perhaps, with some
modification 1n the case of those of more modern date; for instance,
the followers of Anaxagoras, the Pythagoreans, and the Platonists.

But to prove his position Aristotle brings forward 25, 1nauctive
an induction of particulars from the philosophic works proof of this
of his ?redecessors, thus adopting the most effectual °biection:
mode of proof, quite in accordance with his experimental method.
The first philosopher that he brings upon the stage is , ;. from the
Thales of Miletus, one of the most ancient speculators works of
that we have any account of, and, in fact, the founder Thales-
of this deseription of philosophy.# Now, this Thaletian philosophy is
decidedly materialistic, so far forth as its author endeavoured to fix
on some primary element as the cause and original source of all
things. But though there may be some foundation in Nature for the
dogma of Thales as regards the 76 Jypov, yet Aristotle considers
that it labours under a radical defect arising from imperfect observa.
tion; and that it is, after all, but a partial statement of the truth.

And to confirm this view, Aristotle brings forward , . .
the system of the old Theogony, which represented geance pias
Oceanus and Tethys as the nts of generation, and Thales con-
made water as an object of adjuration amongst the frmed fromthe
gods, which of course was selected for such on account )
of its being the most ancient elememt amongst all. Passing over
Hippo, who is not worthy of any notice, Aristotle adduces the:
Hsbems of Anaximenes, Diogenes, Hippasus of Metapontum, and

eraclitus of Ephesus, to demonstrate further the justice of this
eriticism on the Kncient Philosophy.

There were other systems, however, which almost o7, Purther
might be classed amongst these materialistic ones, proof from
because although the germs of a wiser philosophy systems semi.
mugitt on & careful analysis be discovered there, yet Maicriatistien
they lurked in those systems undiscovered by their ~
suthors, who put forward these yrinciples seemingly without any

(1) The eclectic spisit of Aristotle is ev-denced in many passages in the Meta.

sics, (2) 'O s Tucol s upxNYOS PiAvaogias.
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consciousness of their importance, or of their legitimate consequences,
but driven, as it were, into them from the nature of the subjects that
they meddled with, and by the pure force of reason. Now all this
e.9. Empodo- applies to such systems as those put forward bg Ewpe-
cigs andothers. docles and Anaxagoras; the former in his t eory or
Discord and Harmony, and the latter in his recogmtion
of the necessity of Mind as an efficient cause in the formation of the
Universe. And the case is the same with the Pythagoric doctrine
ubout numbers, and the Ideal Hypothesis of Plato.
25, Trapossi- And the account of the matter is simply this. When
bility U ene  these philosophers advanced in therr systems, the
continuanceof observation of the actual occurrence of so many physical
3 sysiemof  changes naturally forced upon their consideration the
uestion, wky do these changes take place; what is the
efficient principle of these changes? These changes, it obviously
aﬁpeared to them, must presuppose an ultimate substance or body as
the subject of them; but yet this subject, they must have seen,
=ould not be instrumental in bringing about its own changes.
29. From the .. Notwithstanding “this cogency of Reason and of
age of Parme- 1Nature, get Aristotle is inclined to think that the only
nides material- philosopher who decidedly in this age recognised the
o eeiveda pecessity of other causes besides material omes, was
Parmenides, and that, after all, not even were his
perceptions very clear upon the subject.

From this philosophic age onwards, Speculation, however, appeared
to take a different turn, to flow in a different channel, and the pure
force of truth and reason evidently was ing men into the

roper paths of inquiry, as well as mto an acknowledgment of the

act that any division of causes which would ignore the existence of
the efficient principle of motion must be a grossly inadequate one,
and adopted from ignorance as well as Imperfect observation
Aristotle, at the same time, is constrained to admit that the dif-
ficulties of forming any right judgment about the philosophy of the
ancients were inoalculagle, consequent upon the obscurity with which
they have unfolded their several theories.
30. Theintro-  Although Aristotle seems inclined to award to Anax.
ducer of an ras the credit of a discovery of the existence in
ple mentioned m\u‘e of an efficient principle, yet he states that, prior
inchap.iv.  to the Anaxagorean philosophy, Hermotimus, a native of
Clazomenss, was in actual possession of an etiological theory of this
kind. Aristotle, however, does not expect that all may agree with
him on this point, and therefore he mentions the surmise put forward
by some as to the introduction of the efficient cause by the Hesiodie
school, or that sect of philosophers which recognised the principle of
Love! (¢épws) as the paramount principle in creation.

(1) The *“Love” of the Theogonists is not the same as the * Love” which Plate
introduces into his Symposium.
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Be this as it may, it was impossible for these specu- §; whatledte
Iators 1o rest content with assigning one cause of the the recognition
phenomena of the universe ; that is, if they really ob- of this prin-
served the phenomena which they professed fo give solu- “*
tions of. Now the existence of opposite and antagonistic ({)henomena,
such as order and disorder, was plain to any observer ; and this led to
the hypothesis of Empedocles, of a discord and harmony, the latter to
account for the order, and the former for the disorder of the Universe.
This, Aristotle maintains, is the true point of view from whence to

d all systems of this kind ; this duality of efficient principles was

opted in order to furnish a key to unravel the mystery of the

actual existence of good and evil, and of the predominance of the:
latter over the former.

But still the whole subject was awkwardly handled by The off.
these philosophers, who might be compared to undisel- iint cause

lined soldiers in battle. ey, no doubt, professed a handledawk-
Sualism of causes, but they expanded their theories with Tarly by e
obscurity ; and the fact was that they did not aps;:ar t0 sophers.
have broached their opinions on scientific grounds, and
the efficient principle that they put forward in their theories, they, in
reality, made use of but to a small extent. Witmess, for instance,
ras, who, though he brings into his philosophy the principle
of mind, yet he practically robs it of its essential causality by em-
ploying it as a mere machine in the construction of this fabric of the
world. Witness, too, Empedocles, whose causes have activities assigned
to them by their author which, in nature, they do not really possess.
And the same mode of argument applies to unintelligible systems,
such as those brought forward by Leucippus and Democritus mn their
theories about fulness and vacuity, as being elements, and of the
assimilation of the former to entity, and of the latter to nonentity.

There is not much chronological connexion hetween .. .
these philosophic schools and those two which Aristotle 35 iy be
next proceeds to examine; namely, those of the Pytha- and Pytha-

reans and the Platonists. The review of these systems, Boras are ex-

owever, is to proclaim the fact that the attention of ’
speculators began to be attracted towards a consideration of the
formal principle of thi the ovaia kal 76 Tt v elvas—another cause
t from the fourfold classification already assumed.

'he well-known school of the Pythagoric philosophy, ss. source of
in Aristotle’s opinion, owes its theory about numbers to the Pythagorie
the zeal with which the followers of Pythagoras applied z‘ﬁ:‘]’:’;m
themselves to mathematical studies. From their par- =
tiality for these pursuits, as well as their constant examinaticn info
the properties and relations of numbers, they transferred both to
external things, and in the phenomena of Nature they began to fane
that they could discern several numerical similitudes. Xnd s0 bewitch
were they with their favourite hypotheses, that they endeavoured te
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establish the same in the case of the heavenly bodies; in fact, they
were for generating the whole heavens out of number. .
o5, Thet Now it will illustrate their system to mention the
temillustrared. grounds that they rested the last assumption upon;
which was as follows, that the perfection of the decade
was an g priori proof of the number of the heavenly bodies. And
when this dogmna seemed to totter from a want of verification in the
case of the actual pheno nena, there beiag only nine a%parent, they
were forced to throw in the Earth to constitute the tenth.
6. What the . Now the view of things which these Pythagoreans
system of the 100k, was t regard number as a first principle, and as
Pythagorics  constituting to ings their matter and passive conditions,
reslly wes.  And the elements of numbers they considered to be the
odd and the even; of the odd and even they regarded the one as
finite, and the other as infinite ; from both together they generated
unity, and number itself they generated from um('ﬁ'. ere was
another sect amongst the Pythagoreans that recognised ten principles,
according to a certain coordinate® series. Akin to these
speculations were those put forward by Alemson of Crotona, who,
by the way, derived his system probably from the Pythagoreans; for
e reached mature age when Pythagoras was an old man. Per-
haps, indeed, the truth was that the Pythagoreans were indebted to
Alemson for their philosophy. Be this as it may, however, the latter
expressed his sentiments in a manner similar to the former. ~
87. The philo.  NOW, as already stated, this Pythagoric school was
sophy of Py- an evidence of human investigation busying itself in an
thagoras an  effort to discover the formal principle of things; but it
f,:'f,‘,‘,i’,‘ffn‘:mw further bore testimony to the truth of another assertion
travelling in ~ put forward by Aristotle, in regard of the dualism
agpartienlar  said to be inherent in the efficient cause, and which
) manifested itself in the production of contrary pheno-
mena; such as order and disorder, good and evil.
88, Not sothat /A8 to the philosophy of Parmenides, which has been
Pt sothat alluded to above, Aristotle gives his opinion that it has
no bearing upon an investigation the oﬁject of which is
to discover the existence of some efficient cause, for it %lite ignored
the phenomenon of motion in its dogma about the immobility of the
e Tt is hacdly, b ite correct to aseribe th
9. Who w is , however, quite correc ascribe ihe
the author of invention of tiis do, to Parmenides, though perhaps
the theory of  he was the philosopher to whom we are indebted for an
elaborate application of it to the phenomena of the
Universe. Xenophanes (as Arislotle states) was the first person who
introduced it; and the unity (v &v) thus wntroduced was viewed in
the light of a rationalistic unity by Parmenides, and of a sensualistie
unity by Melissus. This school, however, likewice labours under the
(1) This is the famous Evoraigia of the Pythagoreans.
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defect of an obscure elucidation of its theories; and none of its
speculators can we as likely to illumine Metaphysics by reason
of their researches, if we are to except Parmenides, who was more
judicious, seemingly, than either Xenophanes or Melissus.
in, we find Aristotle, at the termination of this R .

review of the Pythagoric systems, asserting his con- if heasertion
viction, that, amongst the earliest philosophers, we can rialism of the
only discover a materialistic principle, the source of one ::;‘gyl"e‘;'g'o,
or more principles materialistic like itself; that, at a chap. v.
subsequent age, we find speculators not merely putting
forward this principle, but along with it a different one, n.mely, such
a one as would account for the origin of motion; and this efficient
principle with some was considered as single, and with others as
twofold.. And this might be regarded as the extent to which the
science of Metaphysics had advanced, in those ages, in the schools of
those philosophers who had put forward the theories attributed to
them; and some of these philosophers, on examination it will he
found, flourished up to the period of the Italic sects, and even inde-
pe%lxent fif :he;'i' h f the Pythagoric phil

e chief value, however, of the ric philo- 4,
sophy, as has been mentioned, consists inhaﬁ; spgculaf :} ﬁ?eh lifhfuv:-l “

tions it sought to establish in of substance—of 30Pby of

7o 71 dore—of the formal cause, They handled this sub. 6™
ject, however, as might be e with extreme simplicity; and
the definitions which they framed of substance were superficial, and

far from penetrating into the depth of things.

Having thus brought forward the leadi sz:tems 42. Review of
of the Naturalists, and ascertained their merits and the Platonio
defects, and also having reviewed in part the various jfhoolin
theories of the Supranaturalists, Aristotle now comes =
to the consideration of what with him was modern philosophy—the
ideal hypothesis of Plato. Platonism he ds as, in most of its
tenets, in harmony with the Pythagorean philosophy; but still there
were many peculiarities to be found therein, which were not shared
in common with the Italic sects. The origin of the Platonic philo-
sophy, Aristotle is of opinion, lay in a sort of reaction against! the
Heraclitics, in their theory about the continual flux of things cognisant
to the senses. The Theory itself of Ideas seems to have been sug-
gested by the speculations of Socrates, and to have been a mere
extension of the conclusions he had arrived at in regard of universal
detinitions.

As to the points of contact between the Platonic and ,, .
the Pythagoric schools, Aristotle remarks that they between the
develc:g:d their systems pretty similarly in the main, systems of
save that what the latter denominated” imitation, the pJinegcrasand
ormer called participation; though in reality the same

(1) Th? same assextion is made in book XII,
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thing was meant by these two technical words, uipnots and péfefs,
Plato recognised the existence, beside sensibles and forms, of
mathematical entities, as intermediate between both; the sensibles
were regarded merely as substantive representations of the forms—
the forms were the causes of these and all other objects—the
elements of the one were the elements of the other; the assimilation
of forms to numbers, and of unity to substance, as well as the recog-
nition of the causality of numbers in respect of tae essence of other
things,—these assertions of the Platonists were parallel with those
of the reans. Whereas, however, the Platonic school sought
to establish the existence of numbers independent of sensible objects,
the Pythagorics, on the other hand, affirmed that the former entirely
constituted the latter, and they did not contend for the existence of
those mathematical media which the Platonists did. These diverg.
encies of the;lfhilosophy of Plato from that of Pythageras, Aristo
considers resulted from the logical investigations which were pursued
by the former, and totally neglected in the schools of the latter.
44. Service But now, if the question should be asked, what ser-
conferred by vice Plato performed for the progress of metaphysical
Plato on philo- science, Aristotle replies, that 1t is comprehended in his
v etiological system, in which the existence of two dis-
tinct genera of causes is acknowledged, namely, the formal and
material, because the forms were the causes of the substance of
things, the 70 7{ éors, and unity, as matter was the cause that consti-
tuted the forms ; so that if this be the case, what novelties are o be
found in Platonism that may not be discovered in the systems of the
Ttalics in equal perfection? But, further, as regards their theory, to
account for the phenomena of good and evil, the Platonists came
s'm()irt of systems quite anterior to them, namely, those of Empedocles
an ras,
5 s We have now a valuable summary presented to us by
of this eviey  Aristotle of the results of the foregoing review. In the
of the Greek  first place, the Stagyrite reiterates the justice of the
g}'l‘;“"gll’i"’ In gassertion made in the very outset of ihe inquiry ; namely,
S Vi that all schools, ancient and modern, prosecuted their
stiological invesﬁftions on the assumption of a fourfold classifi-
eation of causes—the very same that Aristotle has already established
in his Physics. Still, however, their treatment of these causes has
been, in general, obscure, and, indeed, partial, for one or two have
been exalted above the rest; and thus a complete examination of the
entire four has been nullified in the several theories of these philo-
sophers. The material cause has had abundance of attention bestowed
upon it, and by some it has been considered as single, but by others
as manifold. 'And this may be observed in Platonism, where it is
assimilated with the t and *he small—rd péya kal 76 pxpév—in
the Italic schools, who fixed upon the Infimte, the ré ameipoy, as
wch, in the theory of Empedocles about the four elements, and in
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that of Anaxagoras, about his favourite hypothesis of an infinite
Homeeomerie. But still the efficient cause has not been entirely
forgotten in the Ancient Philosophy, and faint gleams of it may be
discovered in the adoption by certain speculators of such princli)lee
into their systems as Harmony, Discord, Soul, and Mind. Still less
notice has been vouchsafed to the formal cause, and the only traces
of it are to be found in the Pythagoric system of numbers, and in the
Ideal Hypothesis of Plato. But, after all, even these two schools
labo under the defects of being partial statements of truth, and it
is not so easy to discern in them the material and efficient causes;
at least in the Ideal Theory, Plato does rot make the forms as matter
for obg;loo:l;s cognisant by the senses, and, far from the efficient prin-
. ciple being discoverable therein, the forms he views as causes of
immobility rather. And as to the treatment of the final cause in the
hands of the ancient philo:ﬁphers, Aristotle considers that it likewise
has come in but for a small share of attention, and that its nature
has been imperfectly examined into in such systems as put forward
the principles of Harmony, or Mind, or Entity and Unity both together,
as such. There is nothing, however, definite in thewr theories, and
any statement of the truth seems purely accidental with them.
Thus Aristotle finds reason again to congratulate himself upon the
correct view he has taken of the Ancient Philosophy, as to its treat-
ment of causes, and, further, as to his own classification of causes, as
well as the mode of in%lu:ry adopted in regard of them.

In connexion with this review of Platonism, Aristotle 45 1poge who
glances at the systems of those who contended for the recognised one
unity of the material cause, and that, too, to the exclu- material cause
sion of the other three, and endeavours to point out P v
some of their numerous misapprehensions. Amongst the rest of their
errors are stigmatized that of nullifying the principle of motion, and
that of not attributing to thti:gs their formal cause. And, moreover,
when they might have invested with the attribute of unity what we
would naf y expect to find thus arrayed, by not taking this
course, they have involved themselves in inextricable difficulties.
This is shown in the case of the four elements, earth, air, water, and
fire; and as regards the last, this instance brings these philosophers
into collision with antiquity, as is proved by the testimony of Hesiod.
Nor would the inconsistencies of such a system of ®tiology be dimin-
ished by substituting a {)lurality of material causes in the place os
merely one, as Empedocles does, nor even by a dualism of such prin
ciplesat;.?l in the theog'lgf nas ras. 1

And here, again, Aristotle has to repeat the
lurking imperfection in all such :3ysi;eml‘)s,ea namely?rtr;;t fl;pfr‘f‘écﬁi‘é‘ﬁ-.
they are completely buried in matter; that they are the earlyphilo-
immersed in material speculations, to the exclusion of **" ,
others equally _lm%ortant, and they have failed to observe, what is
quite apparent in the philosophy of others, that beside those objeet:
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which fall under the notice of sense, there are others that are cogni.
sant by the mind, and that the latter are as real—in fact more real—

., a8 causes than the former. And this school of the Supranaturalists

has achieved much more towards an advancement of metaphysical
science than that of these Naturalists or Physicists but just men-

tioned.
. Now this fundamental absurdity of the Physicists
48 Thisfunda- finds no place in the systems of the Supranaturalists;
absent from  for although those of the latter are loaded with incon-
the systems of sistencies peculiar to themselves, and though they may
naturaie:.  appear to put forward strange causes, yet they avoid the
ss error of the former, who are mere Materialists,
and this they do because they derive their hﬁrinciﬁ)les from supra-
sensual sources. And this tells upon their philosophy in general, and
i8 al;l)parent in the wideness of their speculations, xmdy in the boldness
with which they have penetrated into the secrets of Nature. And,
above all, what fixes a chasm-—not to be bri over—between the
schools of the Naturalists and the Supranaturalists is this, that in the
latter there is secured, from the nature of their principles, a necessary
transition to a higher order of phenomena; and this is the charm of
their philosnphy, that it opens up to our view a glimpse into the
glorious :egions of transcendentalism.!
49, This revi The whole of the foregoing review of the philosophy
closed by one ot Of the ancients is drawn 1o a close by an examination
the Ideal gly‘go- ix;to htll;e gdeathypothesis of Platol. The inoonsiitencies
1ehap. of this hypothesis are i exposed ; the ve
. arguments brought form;g 1{3 advocates in iltz
favour are in reality subversive of it; it is quite insufficient to ac-
count for actual phenomena; it brings nothing forward that can
advance the interests of science; and therefore for each and all of
these reasons is by no means to be received with unhesitating assent.
Likewise is the theory of Plato, in regard of the
nd Other oo, BSsimilation of forms with numbers, attacked, and that of
" the generation of mathematical substances. As to the
former, he shows the absurdity of investing numbers with the attri
bute of causality, which they cannot possess. in, how will you
secure the production of one form from many, as is the case with the
generation of numbers; and besides all this, such a theory pre-
supposes the necessity of the existence of some other description of
number, besides that which falls within the province of arithmetic.
In his attack on the latter, he stigmatises the over-partiality of the
Platonists for mathematics, and their making these studies ount
to all others, though they profess to prosecute them merely in sus
servience to and for the promotion of the rest of the sciences

(1) Fide concluding remarks of this Analysis.
(81 Fide book XII]. chapter vi
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But, in fact, the Platonic system of first princiiles in 50, The Pla-
neral may be said to strike at the roots of all know- tonic doxai
cdge whatever, because it is based on the assumption gasentially de-

of the discoverability of the elements of all things, ’
irrespective of their many distinctions and divisions. But how is
this to be the case P—how is one to learn the elements of all things?
for, in such an attempt, it is evident that he must disclaim any pre-
vious knowled%e of the matter in hand. A person, e.g., learning
geometry may be acquainted witn other things previously, but not so
with those about which the science is immediately conversant. He
naust then admit the impossibility of his acquaintance with any pre-
existent principles; an tyet on these, as an essential basis, rests
every acquired system of science. Every science, in the mode of
acquiring it, is attainable by means of previous data furnished by
demonstiation and definition. For as to any innate knowledge inde-
pendent of induction and definition, it is quite contrary to our own
experience to say that we possess any such; or, supposing that we
do, it is then quite astonishing that we should ever have been wholly
unconscious o? our possession of such a treasure.

In conclusion, Aristotle once more appeals to the 5; conciusion
history of the Greek philosophy as a vindication of his of book I. the
division of causes. Hpe repeats that the ancient or even Greaterin
modern speculators, with all their 'm%:nuity, could mot “**P
fix on any other species of cause which would not fall under the
category of one or other of these; and no argument lies against this,
from the obscurity or imperfection of the early systems. That is to
be anticipated. The dawn of Philosophy may be compared to one
whose articulation is not very finished or matured ; and for this very
reason, because it is its dawn, when we cannot expect to find its
principles enunciated with the same confidence and precision as when
men have advanced in speculation, and thus achieved, at the same
time, the passage of Phjf;sophy from its early child-like simplicity
into the gravity of a more advanced period of its existence.

BOOK I. THE LESS.

Ix order to show the connexion between Book I. the ;. connexico
Greater, the analysis of which has been just brought to between
a conclusion, and Book I. the Less, the consideration of ggﬁ,‘; ::‘,f,
which will occupy us now,—in order to show this con- Book I. the
nexion, we must bear in mind that Aristotle considers Less.
speculative science, properly so called, to be synonymous ! with truth.
Now, speculative science, In the strictest sense of the word, he has
already defined Metaphysics to te; and therefore he must needs

(1) Alexander Aphrodisie~sis on this passage, aa well as Thomas Aquinaa.
(4]
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behold Ontology from this point of view. Accordingly, we are now
favoured with a short synopsis of the relations subsisting between
truth and scientific knowle fge in general, and of the influence exer-
. cised by the nature of the former on the progress and destinies of

the latter.

N An inquiry into the subject of truth is partly difficult
ot iy and partly easy: this dogma is ca}i::ble of verification,
partly easy and The difficulty that attends philosophers in their pursuit
D:;gtyeglﬁ cult, of truth, is evinced in the fact that no adequate system

: of it has been successfully formed ; and yet this implies,
i a certain sense, the facility of zmchy a search. For it shows that
many attempts of the sort have been made from time to time, which,
though they have turned out to be incomplete, as far as regards the
full attainment of truth, yet have contained in themselves some
portion of it, however inconsiderable.! .
s. This shows . And this it is which should teach us the precise
the value of  degree of value to be attached to the labours of those
previous philo- who toil along with us in the paths of knowledge.
sophic Iabours. e results of their research, when viewed separately in
reference to the speculators individually, amongst those who have
brought them forward—the results may, in this point of view, appear
insignifieant; and yet the entire labours of all together, in their
aggregate condition, may amount to something of considerable mag-
nitude. It is under the influence of this very principle that Aristotle
himself is careful ever to pierce into the very centre of the philo-
sophic systems of others, in order that he may, on the one hand, dis-
engage therefrom whatever falsehood may lurk therein, and stﬁxatise
it ; and that, on the other hand, by a careful analysis, he may discover
whatever truth they contain, and appropriate that to himself.
4. Animpor- One very important principle is laid down in reference
tant principle  t0 the difficulties of speculative truth in general, and
as regards it is this—that the cavse of these difficulties may reside
truth. not so much in the tkings themselves as in the imper-
fection of the faculties of the searchers after truth. And this
Aristotle illustrates, with so much reality and beauty, by the case of
bats, whose powers of vision, he says, bear the same proportion to
the brightness of the noonday as do the principles of the soul and
intellect to the splendour of the “fhenomena of ﬁature. And, more-
over, upon this subject we should remember how, from age to age,
successive improvements are being made towards the formation of
a system of truth in the world; how one generation avails itself of the
scientific discoveries that have accumulated together from precedin%
ages; and how all this stamps on truth itself its noble character o
progressiveness.
5. How Aris- Now, Aristotie, having already established the fact
totlo comes to  that Metaphysics was a science concerned with causes

(1) Vide Dr. Whewell's Phiiosophy of the Inductive Sciences, book II. chap, i.
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m order, therefore, from this to demoustrate the reality ¢ cas apout an
of Ontology, he proceeds next to show how, in dealing infinite pro-
with etiological speculations, we have something definite gression of
to treat about, because we must arrive at some ultimate ’
principle, otherwise we would go upon the absurd assumption of ar
infinite progression of causes. The impossibility of this g pyis infinite
infinite progression,! Aristotle demonstrates in the case progression
of the material, efficient, final, and formal causes. In disproved.
respect of the final cause, he proves, with much ability, how that
such a supposition would exclude the notion of design from the
phenomena of the Universe; and, by destroying the nature of the
good (rob dyafot), would undermine the entire fabric of God’s moral
government over the world. And again, in respect of the formal
cause, the same supposition would overturn the reality of all scientific
knowledge; for knowledge cannot be attained without one’s first
being conversant with individual objects: and how can this be done,
if those objects are infinite P

Thus having combated the objection? against the 7. mHow we
science of the metaphysician, as though it were merely must prosecute
vague and indeterminate, and the creature of his own 2hrfearch
fancy, Aristotle glances at what he conceives should be
the mode of prosecuting the search after truth, chiefly as a pattern
for the imitation of the ontologist; and for this purpose he points
out the dangerous extremes, on the one band, o¥ demanding more
precision than the subject requires, and, on the other, of resting
satisfied with less accuracy than is essential for the interests of truth.
Thus, some demand exactness in everything, and some in nothing, as
being what is to them painful and irksome. This dislike of accuracy,

rhaps, may spring from the weakness of their mental powers, in not
ﬁ:ing able to connect together their thoughts with sufficient close-
ness. But a great deal o% this is traceable to the influence of habit
upon our speculative systems, and to the fact that opinions may be
rejected on account of their strangeness by persons who, were they
more familiar with them, might be more inclined to adopt them. And
all this is borne out by experience ; for instance, in the case of the laws
where usage reconciles men with fictions and puerilities. So that the
chief point to bear in mind on the subject is this, that different
degrees of accuracy are to be adopted in the different sciences; and
that, for example, what is suital?le for the mathematician in the

(1) ¥ide Dr. Clarke in his Essay on the Bsiug and Attrionies of God, where ne
refutes the same dogma,

(2) It is at the commencement of the last chapter of this book that Aristotle
seems to recognise the distinction that has begn established in reference to his
works as acroatic, or acroamatic and exoteric. As to the nature and objects of this
division of the Peripatetic philosophy, the student should consult Buhle in his Pre-
face to his edition of Arisiotle; Blakesley on Aristotle, p. 159, (from the Metrop
Encycl.) published by Griffin; and Dr. Gillies' Life of Aristotle, prefixed to tbs
transiation of the Politics in ‘‘ Bohn’s Clu;cd Library.”

¢
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pursuit >f mathematical truth, is not suitable for the natural paio-
sopher in the pursuit of natural or physical truth.

BOOK 1II.

\. The nature _, BUT; previous to his entering directly upon this meta-
of book IT.  physical investigation that he has undertaken, Aristotle,
justifiedin  n agcordance with the usage of disputants, deems it
shapter 1. requisite first to clear the way of whatever doubts there
are that may, In connexion with Metaphysics, require a previovs
solution. And, after all, this is a wise way of proceeding in this and
in all sciences; for judicious doubting will conduct us to the dis-
covery of truth, because knowledge is often the result of previous
doubt ;! for persons labouring under doubt feel like captives that are
loaded with chains, and that desire to snap them in sunder. Rut, at
any rate, for scientific investigators to refuse to entertain any doubts
in the outset of their inquiries, would entirely cut off all prospects of
advancement; for such might be compared to travellers commenc-
ing a journey, but not knowing which was the right road to strike

out upon.

2 DouI::, Aristotle, accordingly, sets down what he conceives
found in to constitute the legitimate subjects of doubt in con-
book IT. nexion with Ontology or Metaphysies. And, first, the

question may be asked, Is Ontology, as a science of causes, single or
manifold P—1is it conversant about thiﬁrinciples of substance merely,
or also about those from whence demonstrative reasoning 1s
derived? And again, Is the science of the metaphysician concerned
with substance; and if so, is it with one or mani? And as regards
substances themselves, are these merely those that are cognisant to
the senses, or are there, besides these, others, such as forms and
mathematical entities? And again, is Ontology concerned with the
accidents of substances, as well as the substances themselves P
s Further thl“urthe'r, a do;lbfh a.risestaash to v.vhet};er it falls wi[;hin
: e province of the me sician to examine into
doubta stated. 13 Y and diversity, similarity and dissimilarity, and
such other topics as the Dialecticians strive to arrive at some con-
clusion upon, by drawing their investigations from probable opinions.
And again, there is the question as to whether genera are first prin-
ciples, and whether, beside matter, there is any absolute cause or
not; and if so, whether it is capable of a separate subsistence there-
from or not, and is single or manifold ? d again, whether there
exists anything beside entirety, or not P —what is the nwnber of first

(1) Bacon has a similar remark in his observations on Hypothesis, m the De Aug.
mantis, book V. chapter iii.
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principles? are they even limited in number? And again, are the
prineiples of corruptibles and incorruptibles the same, or whether
are ali incorruptible, or of the corruptible are the principles merely
corruptible? Farther arises the question,—one most difficult tc
give a reply lo,—as to whether entity and unity ccnstitute the sub
stance of things? And, again, are first principles universal, or do
they subsist as singulars, and if so, whether in potentiality or in
energy? And, again, are numbers, and lengths, and figures, and
points, certain substances or not? and if so, are they in a state of
actual separation from sensibles or not, or do they subsist as being
inherent in them ¢!

Now all these questions are discussed in detail to the , a
end of the Second Book. But even the discussion of gugsionof
the first may be regarded as prolonged throughout the these questions
entire of the third. And, indeed, it may be observed, Jotconfined to
that the examination of these several doubts reap '
in various parts of the Metaphysics, up to the very close of the
entire Treatise. These questions, likewise, are mooted merely in
this book ; the reasons for and against are fairly stated, and nothing
decisive pronounced thereupon; but, whenever they reappear in the
advanced portions of the Metaphysics, it is in order that Aristotle
may ﬁmnounce his final judgment upon them. The discussion which
they do receive in this book is in the order in which they are stated,
with the exception of the last doubts, where such is inverted.

The questions, from the first to that in regard of the ;. =
ielnera of substances, we have examined in chapter ii. giscussion
chapter iii. we have that discussed, in regard to adopted in

whether genera are first principles and elements, In Poo% 1T
chapter iv. Aristotle examines as to whether anything subsists inde-
pendent of singulars; whether there is anything in existence besides
entirety, 70 cuvohov; whether the principles of corruptibles and
incorruptibles are the same; whether entily and unity constitute the
substance of things. In chapter v. we commence with the question,
Are numbers, and bodies, and surfaces, and points, substances or
not? And this occupies the entire chapter. H‘here has been a sort
of anticiﬁaﬁon in the order of discussion observed; and in chapter
vi., which is the last in book IL, Aristotle investigates the remainder
of the doubts. For instance, as to whether, besides sensibles and
media, there subsist forms; how first principles are disposed in

d of their rumber;? as to the mode of their subsistence; and
as to whether they are as universals or si .

These questions are all worthy of our attention; g Rmelative
though at the same time some are more so than others. importance of
Chapter iv. decidedly contains the most valusble dis- phese several
cussions in the entire of book II.; and which, on ’
examination, will be found to have an intimate bearing upor Meta:

(1) Fide book XII. (2) Pide book XI, chap. viii.
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physics. This chapter opens with the discussion of the question, as
to the existence of an absolute cause independent of matter; and he
hows the absurdity of supposing that there is not, which would be
wvolved in the necessary consequeuce therefrom, of there bei
nothing in existence that could be cognisable by the mind, but that
aal things would fall under the notice of the senses. And this would
exclude the possibility of any thing like scientific knowle?lge; for
vou cannot a mere exercise of sense, science. But, besides this,
such a supposition ends in positive Atheism, for we thereby ignore
the possibility of the existence of an eternal and ingenerable sub
stance. And this is most absurd, because generation presupposes a
generator; and this process cannot go on in a progression ad
wnfinitum, but we must ultimately arrive at what is everlasting and
7. Themost iDgenerable. But t{xe most interesting question of all,
important . because it illustrates the connexion between Ontolo
question of all and Theology, is one discussed likewise in this fourt,
g?\:"'i;“ chapter ; namely, as to whether the principles of

P things corruptible and incorruptible are ome or dif-
ferent. Aristotle complans that this question, though of vast
importance, has been overlooked both by ancient and modern phi-
losophers. . o
8. Discussion Now, if we suppose that the principles of mortals
of this ques-  and eternals are the same, how are we to account for
tiou. the difference in kind that subsists between the two,—
what is the cause of this difference? The old Theogonists gave a
silly solution of this difficulty, in the essential difference which the
sought to establish between gods and men; for it really, after al
secured no distinetion at all between them, and in their system we in
vain look for thtx]ﬁist?ce o{ immortal n?tures.d be Bmoedocl

the solution put forward by Empedocles is

Solution ot - equally irreconcila.ble;p though one is hardlpy prepared
this difficulty for this in the case of a pMosopher whose theories
byEmpedocles. }ave at least the merit of being consistent with them.
selves. Now, Empedocles fancies that he has discovered an adequate
cause of this difference in his theory of Harmony and Discord, for he .
is for producing all things from the operation of the latter principle
save tﬁe Deity. But this notion is quite subversive of tne essence
of the Divine Nature, for it would set God infinitely below any of
his creatures in wisdom and prudence; e.g. He would not have a
knowledge of the elements consequent upon the non-residence of
10. Itis con- discord in his nature, for like is known by like. But
trary to expe-  is this theory borne out by experience? Certainly not:
rience. in Nature the principles of Harmony and Discorg have
often results flowing from them quite opposite to those assigred by
Empedocles. In short, they do not account at all for the cause why
some things are cerruptible and others are incorruptible; and yet
this constitutes the entire difficulty of the assumption, that the
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natures, are the same.

Now this question, as has been remarked, is 2 most ;;. he im.
important one indeed, on account of its theological portance of
character; but still Aristotle displays no more than this question
ordinary interest in the discussion of it ;* takes no pains, 7
as a Christian metaphysiciau would do, to make this an opportunity
for showing the connexion between Metaphysics and TheoYogy, and
for explaining the chief points of his religious system. This we find,
however, is the course always? adopted by Aristotle ; he demonstrates
the inevitable necessity of the existence of a First Cause ; having done
80, he does not conceive that he is, as a philosopher, called upon to do
any more; and thus he omits, perchance he disdains, to enumerate
the practical consequences flowing from the establishment of the
dogma, that there exists a Supreme Being over all from the

principles of corruptibles and incorruptibles, of mortal and inimortal

g .
t must, notwithstanding, be confessed that the ;5 Tnis ques-
Stagyrite has handled the question with immense tion skilfully
ability, and his_refutation of the solution put forward §raminedin o
by the Natural Philosophers is characterised by that pleriv:
5 ain good common sense which Aristotle possessed in so eminent a
egree. Do you acknowledge, Aristotle would ask such, the exist-
ence of things eternal? You must do so; but then, at the same time,
to account for their existence you must assume different principles
from those that you put forward. You must abandon your present
theories. They are very ingenious: but speculation must yield to
truth; systems must harmonise with actual phenomena. We cannot
do away with facts because inadequate causes are brought forward to
account for them.

BOOK III

Havine thus laid before his readers these several ques- Al
.tions, Aristotle, in the Third Book, proceeds to institute poox 111
such inquiries about the subject-matter of Metaphysics,
as not merely in themselves render more clear tl‘x)e precise objects and
limits of the science, but are also virtual decisions of some of the
problems that were proposed for solution in the Second Book.
So that whereas what has gone before is disputative,® 2, Book 11.
what follows now is explanatory. And as anelucidation of disputative;
(1) There have been found several opportunities of making this same remark in
other parts of this Analysis; for example, book V. chap. i.; book XI. chaps. vii,
:ﬁi.;_mettll at the end of the Analysis itself, where Aristotle’s Theology is briefly
‘x(az‘)m'i!hi;, in all likelihood, arose from the fact that Aristolie viewed Thejlogy

physically in contradistinction to Plato, who viewed Physics theologically.
(8) This is the expression of Thomas Aquinas
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book {1I. exe- the position that entity, as such, is #ke subject-matter of
getical. Metaphysics, he in the first place proceeds to show that
although the ens, or 7 8y, admits of manifold subdivisions,! yet that
the umty of ontological science js not destroyed thereby, because its
inquiries are prosecuted in reference to entity in one general aspect ;
that is, to entity so far forth as it is entity. And this it is which is
the grand characteristic difference between Metaphysics and all other
sciences, that whereas the latter merely institute a partial inquiry into
entity—that is, they have only some fragment of it for their sKject-
matter severally—the former, on the other hand, deals with it uni-
versally, and contemplates entity, so far forth as it is entity, as wel
as whatsoever things as are essentially inherent therein.
5. Analogical Thus, to contend that entity, as far forth as it is
proof that  entity, is the subject-matter of Metaphysics, or, in other
Metaphysics is words, that it has a subject-matter, is merely what is
;:}?Ee‘éf;"fﬁ“‘ done in every system of science, as might be shown in
PO T the case of astronomy, grammar, dialectics, and me-
chanics. Perhaps the hest illustration that can be offered to explain
the connexion between Ontology and the rest of the sciences, might
be dvawn from the relation between pure mathematics and any of
those sciences where there is made an application of mathematics to
the phenomena of Nature, as in mechanics and astronomy.
It is in this place likewise that Aristotle announces
:-"f"my and the synonymous nature of entity with unity, and how
changeabls  that fo speak of a scicnce of entity is the same thing as
terms. to speak of a science of unity. "And this wil ex %mn
why it is the ontologist, in the prosecution of his
inquiries, comes to deal with privation and contrariety. But still all
this need not shake our conviction of the unity of metaphysical philo-
sophy, because all such are examined into merely as the affections or
rassive states of the 7o ov or 76 év. Just as in the science of num-
ers, oddness, evenness, equality, proportion, are investigated into by
the arithmetician on the common ground of their all being properties
of number as such.
5. An appa- And there is another analogy which at first sight
rent objection  would seem to argue the superfluousness of ontological
:hm‘ proofof - goience, but which in reality strongly confirms the
e foregoing. . . P N
foregoing view; and such is to be looked for in the
sciences of the soplist and the dialectician. But, indeed, if there
was no other argument to prove the necessity of some such science
as Metaphysics, one might sa;\wit'u truth that this instance would be
sufficient for that purpose. For though entity is the subject-matter
of both, and both are thus seemingly elevated to the same position
with Ontology, yet their treatment of entity is so very imperfect, so
fantastic, so false, that it quite s“ultifies any speculations they may
put forward about the 6 dv or 7' F»,
(1) This is controverted by Henricus More, in his ** Enchiridion Mstaphysicum "
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Aristotle now approaches the settlement of a ques- . _.
tion, both sides of w%ich have been already discussed in o 2;:,‘3’:‘,"“
book IT,—and that is iu reference to how far demon- apodeiktic prnne
strative or apodeiktic E[rincip]es fall under the depart. Sples: chap.
ment of the science of Metaphysics. And there can be
no doubt, Aristotle thinks, Il)mt that these do come within the pro-
vince of the ontologist 1o inquire into, not merely from their belong-
ing to all entities, as such, but also from their being wholly neglected
in the speculations of other sciences, such as those of the geometui-
cian or arithmetician. The only exception to this statcment is the
case of the eyhysical philosophers, whose speculations naturally con-
duct them to an inquiry into these principles; but even granting
that they do so, yet they can never investigate them from that point
of view from which Ontology beholds them. For, after all, physical
is merely a subordinate science when compared with metaphysics ;
for we must admit that there subsists something that belongs to an
order higher up, than what is physieal, in the scale of being.

Consequent, then, upon this connexion between ; yow Aris.
Metaphysics and apodeiktic principles, Aristotle is led totie is led into
to expose the folly of those sceptics who would endea- reluiaton of
vour, like the Heraclitics, to subvert the fundamental :
axioms that are presupposed in every rational discussion, and upon
which, as its pillars, tlll)e mighty fabric of knowledge reposes. But
perhaps the best apology that can be made for these sceptics is their
i:|§l=norance; and ignorance theg certainly do display in denying these

ndamental axioms, or, in other words, in supposing that there can
possibly be a demonstration of all things. If it be not ignorance not
to know where we are to look for demonstration, and where we are
not to expect to find it, if this be not ignorance,—and this is what
the sceptics are guilty of,—pray, Aristotle asks, what 4s ignorance ?

Now the mere statement of what the fundamental General
axiom is which these philosophers would call in question, yodeof refuta-
would almost be a sufficient refutation of the entire tion as adopted
system of their scegticism; for what can be more utterly ‘c';m"l‘)"’};" .
nidiculous, and subversive of every rational principle,
than to affirm that the same thing can be and not be at one and the
same time. Aristotle, however, proceeds to lay before his readers a
most elaborate confutation of tgis sceptical philosophy, and, as we
shall see, he adapts his modes of attack to the kind of adversary he
has to deal with.

Now, persons who say that the same thing may and 9, Contradic-
may not Y)e at one and the same time, affiro that con- fions trie—

ictions are true; and that contradictions cannot te y ot

both true, Aristotle den onstrates by seven arguments. And as a con-
firmation of the entire, he proves, in chapter vii., that there cannct
subsist any mean between contradiction, uniess we choose to sweep
away ihe entire distinction ihat lies between truth and falsehood.
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And the fost argument that Aristotle employs out
of the seven is founded on the absurdity into which he
drags his adversary, by insisting on his imposing some signification
sr other on that which he says may be the same and not the same at the
same time. Now, if his adversary will not submit to this condition,
there is mo use in arguing further with a man of such a frame of
mind, because any rational discussion with him would be impossible.
But if, on the other hand, he does submit to this condition, he must
abandon his position of the impossibility of there being anything
fixed or certain in reason, for his present admission amounts to (ﬂamon-
stration, because he allows of the existence of some definite object.

1. Deductions , And from this argument Aristotle draws the two
om this proof, following deductions ; first, that the name of anything
must be significant with the unity of itself ; and, secondly,
that to suppose at all that being and not being? arc the same, whether
we assume such as being the case nomj:;ﬁ or really, that such
a supposition is entirely repugnant to every{mma.u being who has
not thought pro&x‘;r to pervert his notions of right reason.
12, Second e second m‘iument which he brings against these
proot, &o. sceptics, is that their assertions are quite destructive of
the substance and formal principle of things; and this is
the same thing as to recognise the existence of nothing save what is
an accident. This, however, may be turned against themselves;
for if they admit the existence of what is accidental, they must
acknowlefée what is substantive, for the former could not possibly,
m the nature of things, exist without the latter, The third argument
s drawn from the fact that the system of these sceptics, if followed
up, must end in an irrational pantheism. The fourth argument rests
on the nature of affirmation and megation, and the fifth on that of

truth itself, h " ; ficely of ol nab
. e sixth argument is entirely of a practical nature,
i 53&,‘;2‘,’,2“‘ for by it Aristg&!l]; shows thatythe indifference which
against the  these sceptics assume in their opinions they do not adopt
sceptic. in their gaily conduct. For why, he asks, does a man
in his jowney to Megara not choose to remain still, and yet be of the
opinion that he is actually journey:vx;ﬁ thither? If a man, too, walks
o the brink of a precipice, you ill observe the caution which he
displays ; it is quite plain that he, therefore, does not consider that
it would be equally for his advantage to fall down into it and not to
do so. So that this fact, that men practically recognise one thing to
be more eligible than another, is a proof from experience against
these sceptics. . .
14. Last proog _ And the seventh argument is of the same nature with
of the same  the sixth; for as the latter turns upon the nature of what
sort. is better or worse, so does the former depend on what
1s more or less. A man who says that four and five are the same,

(1) We have a brief examination into the subject of “non-ens ” in book XIIL

10 First proof.
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does not make a statement equally false with one who affirms that
Jour and a thousand are the same. So that, like these sceptics, to
«ay down that one thing is not that thing more than another, is prac-
tically negatived by this gradation in both falsehood and truth, which
Aristotle establishes by the foregoing illustration.

And it is the adoption of this very absurdity, which ;5. tne origin
Aristotle has thus finished the refutation of in chapter of the system
iv., that he considers has given rise to the Protagorean of Frotagoras,
aﬁstem of the truth of the apparent, or, in other words, L
the dogma that all things are true and false at the same time. 'To
the refutation of Protagoras he accordingly proceeds, havin% first

remised that this controversy with the sceptics is modified by the
Eind of sceptic you are dealing with ; for some of them will be brought
over by persuasion, and others by force. For example, if persons
entertain these opinions merely from want of knowing better, their
ignorance is remediable; but if they make these assertions merely for
talk’s sake, you will have to compel them to resign these sentiments
~for more correct ones, through an elenchtical! argument.

Before giving us a refutation of this Protagorean .. ..

dogma about the truth of the apparent, Aristotle points expisined. —
out the source of this opinion as springing from sensibles.
For the same thing may appear sweet to some and bitter to others;
and in general, if all persons were sick or out of their mind except a
few, these few would appear to the others to labour under illness, or
an aberration of intellect. And this holds good in the case of several
of the animal creation, and even with a man himself the same things
do not appear the same at different times. So that all this would
seem to ﬂe&r out the reality of the assertion, that it is what appears
to be true that is true. And further, it has produced in men’s minds
a doubt as to what things are true and what are false. And this has
naturally and necessarily led philosophers into a despondency about
truth, so that Democrifus used to say that there may, perhaps, be
such a thing as truth, but that to us it is wrapt in obscurity.

But even after all, this inconsistency in the testimony 7. Th
of our senses would, comparatively speaking, have been i, voived in
powerless, had not the sceptical tendencies engendered this origin
thereby been perpetuated by another opinion, coin- Ziveted by
cident with this sensational origin of the Protagorean ’
dogna ; namely, that sense constituted wisdom and prudence, and
that, therefore, the judgment of the senses was decisive in the
matter of truth and falseﬁood.’ And all this is proved by a reference
to the writings of Democritus, Parmenides, and even Homer him-

(1) For the nature of this sort of argument, the student is referred to a note on the
first chapter of tbe * Sophistical Elenchi,’ in Mr. Owen's translation of Aristotle’s
Organon, * Bohn's Classical Library.”

(2; This was an ancient controversy, whether the renses were to be considered as
eriteria of truth, ‘an sensus nuncii veri sint.”
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self ; so that this system of scepticism naturally arose from confning
observation merely to objects of sense as one source, and from the
ideas which these sceptics had formed by seeing the entire system of
nature in motion; for the continued state of change, which was the
result of this, {)recluded the possibility, as they thought, of theie
being anything like truth at all.
18. The most But from this last source has proceeded far the most
extreme school extreme school of scepticism ; namely, that which num-
of sceptielsm.  hored amongst its adherents Cratylus and Heraclitus,
the latter of whom was rebuked by the former for saying that
he could not enter the same river twice, when he ought to have said
that he could not have done so once. But though there may be
some shade of truth in their notions about change, yea, even ad-
mitting that they were entirely correct, yet they should remember
that there was a certain substance incapable of motion,! and, there-
fore, truth must be found there at last.
19. Direct at And now, having shown the origin of this opinion of
tack upon the the Protagoreans, Aristotle proceeds to offer a direct
Protagorean  refutation of it, first, in the difference between sensation
g{:g“g"hy In and imagination—alobnots kal pavracia—which prac.
P ¥ tically we must acknowledge; for if a man, while he is
in Lybia, dreams that he is at Athens, does he, when he awakes,
roceed to walk towards the Odeion? The second argument agaiust
1t may be found in the fact, that the senses themselves are not en-
titled to equal authority under different circumstances; for example,
what falls under the sense of sight, the eye can decide upon more
effectual:y than the touch, and the distance as well as magnitude
of objects modify the sensations of them. And, thirdly, if this truth
of the apparent be allowed, it must inevitably end in a denial of the
substance of things and their formal principles; and this will con-
duct these sceptics to a system of nihilism.
20. Protagoras  'This same dogma Aristotle continues his attack
further refuted upon, in chapter vi.; first passing some remarks on the
tnchap. vl oractical absurdities of this form of scepticism, which,
indeed, the sceptics themselves are forced to acknowledge. The
mode of attack which he now pursues is to show that, if the truth
of the apparent be admitted, all absolute existences are theredy
denied ; for the apparent may be true, but relatively only to the
rson to whom it appears true ;e. g.if one thrusts his finger beneath
is eye, objects will appear fo Aim to be doubled, though, indeed, he
may prove this sensation to be false absolutely (though true rela-
tively), by means of verifying it by the sense of touch. In addition

(1) The necessity of Aristotle's investing the First Cause with immobility depends
sn his principle of there being no infini gression ol , which there would
be if he did not, in his generation of the Unfvene, and the motion thereof, ultimately
serive 8t 8 stage where motion had ‘ts rise, and beyond which it was not to be fou.d
=now this was in the sphere of the immovable First Mover.
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to all the arguments that have been urged against this opinion
of Protagoras, about the truth of the apparent, Aristotle’s general
ground of objection is, that it makes everything relative. And with
the statement of this objection he brings to a close his discussion
inst those who maintained the possibility of opposite assertions
of the same thing at the same time ; adding, that in the impossibility
of this being true was involved likewise the impossibility of cons
traries being found inherent in the same thing at the same time.

The question now discussed, according to the arrange- ,
ment adupted, is as to whether there is a mean between o,y morc®
contradiction. And Aristotle decides this in the nega- contradiction?
tive; first, from the nature of truth and falsehood ; discussed in
secondly, from the change necessarily involved in ‘he 0 '
notion of contradiction; thirdly, from the relation between the
understanding, and what may become an object of the understand-
ing,—which relation is manifested by definition. And this shows the
important bearing of definition upon a correct decision in the case ot
this opinion, and in respect of all such sceptics the source of refuta-
tion may be best drawn from definition,

In bringing book IIIL. to its conclusion, Aristotle 29, Conel
presents us with a sort of summary, or brief repetition, >ryeo oy o
of what has gone before in confutation of the sceptics. .
Some sceptics will have it that nothing is true; some, that all things
are true ; and some, that all things are true and all things are false.
Heraclitus, for example, in affirming that all things are and are not,
seemed to make alf things true; but Anaxagorss, in his tenet
of there being a mean between contradiction, would constitute all
things as false.

As Aristotle, however, has stated at the very outset ,, Definiti
of this investigation, in chapter iv., that we must affix agan tnstra.
some signification or other to what is said to exist and ment for refut.
not to exist at the same time; so has he repeated this "8 thesceptic.
in what he has said, in chapter vii., on the importance of definition :
and he now,in conclusion, reiterates this assertion, and puts forward
definition as the grand instrument to employ with these seeptics;
and be further illustrates his position from the phenomena of rest
and motion.

BOOK IV.

AwisTOTLE having now given his readers some idea a8 ;. Ty nature
to the mode in which metaphysical science carries on of book 1V. as
its investigations, proceeds now to enumerate some of 300k of defi-
the particulars about which those investigations are ’
concerned; so that in book IV., which is purely a book of defini:
tions, we may consider ourselves as furnished with a sort of termi.
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sology or glossary of the leading technical terms of the science. A
mef.hodicalg analysis of each of these terms would be-merely a tran-
script of what may be found in the body of the Translation itself ; but
in its stead will be given an enumeration of all the terms defined,
and some remarks on those amongst them that may be considered as
the most important in their connexion with Metaphysics.

2. Thirtywords _ 'The terms defined are thirty in number, and are ss

defined i follow :—
book IV.
1. Principle. XVI. Perfection.
11. Cause. XVII. Boundary.
111. Element. XVIIL ¢ The accarding to which.”
1V. Nature. XIX. Disposition.
V. Necessity. XX. Habit.
VI. Unity. XXI. Passion.
V1L Entity. XXII. Privation.
VIII. Substance. XXIII. Possession.
IX. Sameness. XXV, Procession.
X. Opposition. XXV. Part.
XI. Priority and Subsequenoe. XXVI. Whole.
XII. Potentiality. XXVII. Mutilation.
XIII. Quantity. . XXVII. Genus.
X1V. Quality. XXIX. Falsehood.
XV. Relation. XXX, Accident.
3. Relativeim- _ Lhe numbers prefixed denote the chapters in which

portance of  these terms are severally defined: they are all most
these terms.  jmportant and worthy of our attention, particularly the
definitions of Nature and Necessity. The first term defined, namely,
dpxf, or first principle, is one of the highest generalizations about
which metaphysical science is in the most eminent degree conversant.
Aristotle’s analysis of this word is remarkable for the association
which he makes of it with the good, ré dyafdv, and free will. In
short, under the aspect of a first principle, he will view Nature, and
Intellect, and Free-will, and the Final Cause. As to the meaning of
the term Nature, one chief sense of it is the substance of those
things that contain in themselves the first prineiple of motion. The
chapter on Necessity, elsewhere stated,) is most valuable, chiefly
from the ethical point of view from whence Aristotle beholds the
word dvaykaios under definition. Worthy of note, too, is the
chapter on Priority and Subsequence, as well as that on Poten-
ii{aht or Capacity; likewise the chapters.on Relation, Entirety, and
utilation.

BOOK V.
. Nature of ArrER this Book of Definitions, Aristotle proceeds to
ok v enter more fully into the subject he has taken in hand ;

and in resuming the consideration of it, which to a
‘(1) In a note on ekhap. v. book IV, ; vide Translation.
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certain extent was interrupted by the last book, he reaffirms what
he has already proved, and that is, that entity, as such, is the subject-
matter of Metaphysics as a science. Other sciences may institute
an examination into somne one genus of entity, but Ontology takes
cognisance of entity universally—entity, as such, simply considered.

But an & jfortiori proof of this may be derived from , 4 forts
physics, which, although it might seem, from its being pm,’&,';t%;_
a speculative science, to argue the superfluousness of telogy is a sci-
ontology,! nevertheless proves that there must existsome fce of entity;
science to contemplate entity in its entirety, for that = =
only a certain genus of it comes under its own province; viz. that
sort of entity that is endued with the capacity of receiving the
motion tnat may be impressed upon it. And the same may be made
to appear in the mode of definition adopted by physical inquirers, for
the aspect in which they look at things is in that of their connexion
with matter; and therefore there must be some science to take
cognisance of the immaterial element in entities which will frame its
definitions in reference to the formal princi&)'les of things. Now
this science is the science of the ontologist. The foregoing reason-
ing might be confirmed from the instance of mathematical science
likewise.

But now the whole matter comes to this. We all 3 proper way
acknowledge that every science has its own proper of settling this
subject-matter. Physics deal with motive and mate- auestion. -
rial natures ; mathematics with immobile but yet material substances ;
and so forth in other sciences. Yet there is a something that is not
merely immovable, but eternal and immaterial, and yet there is nc
science to examine into it. Its existence is just as real, thougt
perhaps not quite so obvious as things movable and material, ana
therefore the science that takes cognisance of it is just as real too,
and this is the science of the metaphysician.

And these comparisons between physical, mathe- . = -
matical, and metaphysical science bring into light the aoreefold
threefold division of speculative philosophy into these speculative
three very sciences ; namely, Physics, Mathematics, and :g‘gg:;’;i end
Metaphysics. The last, however, which is conversant o
with supra-sensual things must of course institute an inquiry into
what may be discovered at the very summit of * Being,” and that is
what is Divine, and so, in general, into the nature of God, and Meta-
physics in this point of view may be styled a science of Theology.

In thus admitting the theolegical character 2 of Meta- 5 A amissions
physics, and also that Metaphysics, in this point of view, involvedinthis
was amongst the whole order of speculative sciences, division as.

(1) Aristotle’s doctrine, however, is that Metaphysics is a transition from Physics
% a higher order of phenomena.

(2) The student is referred %o the remarks on Aristotle’s Theology at the close of
ghis Analysis.
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regards the  the one most eligible and most entitled to our love and
&eh:?{’;‘g;fm reverence, Aristotle allows that the discussion of God’s
Metaphysics.  existence and attributes falls necessarily within the pro-
vince of the metaphysician. We might, then, expect to find an in-
quiry of the sort in this portion of Aristotle’s works, where so fitting
an opportunity presented itself of his saying something on the subject;
but one in vain tries to discover any such investigation. Aristotle
could have shown how some mediating principle might have been dis-
covered between man’s mental and moral faculties, in the fact of our
ascending up to a knowledge of God through the exercise! of reason.
Several moral motives might be assigned as sure to act on the heart,
in consequence of this previous conclusion at the head. Thus Aris-
totle migght have gratified his propensitv for system, by showing the
mutual bond of connexion between ethics and metaphysics through
the theological element in the science of the latter. ﬁ‘hat he did not
do so, however, is some proof of the vagueness, and looseness, and
scantiness of his Theology, and, therefore, for practical purposes, its
utter inutility.
No doubt he would have said that he had sufficiently
8 How Arls-  giscussed those subjects that affected the practical
defend himself interests of mankind in his ethical writings; but this
agansta would be no apology for the omission complained of ;
) for though he has perhaps touched on this subject in
his Ethics and Politics, yet he has his eye fixed on man merely in his
social and congregative capacity to the total exclusion of him, con-

sidered as a reh%ous eing3
7. Book V. ut to return to the Metaphysics, from the point that
chap. il. No has given rise to this digression, will bring us to the
sclence of the second chapter of book V. In this second chapter
) Aristotle shows that though physies is conversant about
things that, in their mode of subsistence, admit of accidents, yet that
there cannot be a science of accidents ; but the true way to state the
matter is, to say that there mus? be a science of that which is neces-
sarily presupposed in accidents, that is, substance, and this science is
the science of Metaphysics. .
6. Why the It is on account of one of the denominations of enti
sciencs of the being according to the accident that Aristotle is led
accident s into the inquiry about the science of the accidental;
brought under gnd the res&lt of this inquiry is, that consequent upon
" there being no science of the accident, this is one of the
?ects of entity, the consideration of which will be omitted in the
etaphysics,

(1) This method has been adopted in many of the schools of German philosophy.
1t is, in the present day, however, a settled question that the a priori demonstration
o God's ex must ily be an i ibility. Wide Sir William Hamil
ien’s Dissertation on the ‘¢ Unconditioned” in his Review of Cousin,

(8) Pids Cicero De Naturd, lib. I chap. xvi
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That there is no science of the accident, Aristotle
proves by induction from the other sciences, not one of ?g,g,h,fcﬂ:::ﬁ,
which, practical or speculative, is concerned with the the accident
accident, as might be shown in the instances of geo- Proved.
metry and of architectural science : the former has nothing to do with
what may be accidental with geometric figures, and the latter with
what may be an accident to the buildinlgs that are constructed. And
all is confirmed from the authority of Plato, who makes the science
of the sophist, which is not real but apparent science, to be a science
of the accident. Further, the very nature and cause of the accident
render it an impossibility that there should be a science of it, for in
its nature it approximates to nonentity,! and its cause is not a couse
operating always or for the most part. Every science, however, is
conversant about some sort of entity or other, and about that whicli
subsists either always, or as & were for the most part ; for this is
requisite for the formation of its definitions, as well as for the possi-
bility of its knowledge being acquired or communicated to another.

It is, then, as Aristotle has proved, a settled point, 10, Th
that there is no science of the accident, and that entity, existence of the
from this point of view, may be omitted; but yet all accident an
this is no argument asainst the accident itself, which #bsurdity.
has been already defined in book IV. chap. xxx. For to adopt the
hypothesis of the non-existence of what is accidental, would be to
sa{lthat all things arise from necessity, as Aristotle illustrates, b?'
asking the qﬁestion, “Will such a man die by disease or violence ?”
and shows the chain of contingencies that runs through the circum-
stances that may bring about the one result or the other. The
accident itself, then, certainly exists, and it would be an interesting
investigation to determine under what class of cause we are to
mange it, whether under that of the material cause, or the final, or
the efficient.

But besides this aspect of entity, there is another of -
it, which Aristotle omits the consideration of, but which aspects of the
is acquiesced in by the Platonists, namely, its being 7o ov omitted
viewed as a sort of synonyme with truth, and nonentity ic';l:‘l‘,“iim““
as the same with falsehood. But the truth and false- o
hood in this case is merely subjective, whereas the metaphysician
regards entity objectively ; and besides, this consideration of entity
amounts to a view of it as of what is compound or discreet, whereas
Metaphysics, as a science, has to do with what is uncompounded
and pure.

(1) paivaras yag 7¢ ovmBefinkde byyde v vou py Svroe.
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BOOK VI.

Tai1s brings us to book VL, which is a most impor.
Lok Vis tant one indeed, and has an intimate relation withprot
regard of the  merely what has gone before, but with what follows;
entire work- —and an understanding of the distinctions and principles
enunciated in this book is essential for the comprehension of the
scope and general reasoning of the Metalgl%sics as a whole. In order
to perceive the connexion between book V. and book VI., we must
bear in mind the fact of the multifarious dpredication of entity, accord-
ing to accident, truth, and falsehood, and the ten categories. Entity,
under some of these aspects, has been already taken notice of, and
the further consideration of it under them designedly omitted alto-
§;ather; yet the subject is far from being exhausted, for we may
ivide entity according to the ten categories of substance, quality,
uantity, &. And Aristotle now proceeds to show that the first of
these, namely, substance, the 7é r{ éors, is what Philosophy primarily
and chiefly has busied itself with, as might be proved by a reference
to Antiquity. And this is what one should expect; for the first of
the categories presupposes the rest as its qualities, and anything like
real knowledge of a thing is the knowledge of its substance, and not
of its qualities.
And this is important in determining what are to be
% i‘%f‘ riﬁarded as substances, and what are not; and the
ook ¥ value of a correct settlement of this question will be
evinced in the fixedness and definiteness of Ontology as a science, the
subject-matter of which comprehends this very substance or 7é +i
éari. Accordingly, Aristotle proceeds to inquire what “ substance” is;
and this being determined, it will be easy to frame distinctions an
definitions thereof, e.g.-as to the number and genera of substances.
5. Is thereany-  NOW the most obvious and generally received accept-
thing trans- ~ ation of the word substance, is that which would confine
cendentalt it to mere objects of sense; but then the question may
chap. B be fairly asked, is there no other substance distinct in
kind from that which comes under the notice of our senses? And if
there is, what is its nature? is it the same as the boundaries of
bodies, for instance, a surface, and a line, and a point, and so forth
or is it the same as forms or mathematical entities? Or shall we
assume a plurality of such supra-sensual substances, starting, like
Speusippus, from unity, and assigning to each substance its own
first principles, as one set to number, and another to magnitudes?
These, however, are not quite the questions that Aristotle proposes
to consider at present; they have already had their share of attention,
sud another opportunity will present itself for such an examination.!
(1) As in books XII. and XIIL
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The precise ohject at present is to give a faithful re- 4 pigerent
resentation of what substance—odoia—is, and there- senses of the
ore, i chapter iii. we find Aristotle entering upon the :,f;; Fiad

settlercent of tais question. Now there are four leading ’
acceptations of the word “ substance ; ** namely, the essence, or very
nature of a thing—rd re Jv elvac—the universal, the genus, and the

anl'iiglct.
is point of view, of the substance, as the subject, 5. Whatthe
Aristotle discusses first. What then, he asks, is the 73 imoxeiperoy
subject ? Why, in one way it is the matter, and in another * *2p- il
the form, in a third that which is made up of matter and form,
viz. the entire, the 3 ovvorov. Now, we might at first suppose that
matter was the entire subject, and consequently constituted substance ;
but there is something else essential to the phenomenal manifestation
of the matter, but inseparable from it, and that is the form; so that
when we speak of the subject as substance, we mean that it is sub-
stance manifesting itself to us, not as it is in itself, but in the only
way possible for us to apprehend it by, namely, according as it is
matter moulded by form into what results therefrom, and that is
entirety, or the 76 ovworor. Thus, take the case of a statue; the
statue s the 70 o¥vohov, made up of the matter of brass manifested
under the particular form of a statue. But we know nothing of the
substance in itself, except so far forth as it presents itself to us under
the appearance of a statue. Now, as to the relation to substance of
these three—the matter, the form, and that which results from both,
the 76 g¥vohov—as regards matter, Aristotle thinks that the case is
plain enough, and therefore will not require discussion; and, as
regards the é ovvohov; that will be investigated on another occasion.!

e remaining inquiry, therefore, is about the efBos, 4 iga-
the formal principle of things, the 6 7 jv elvar; and Gon Inte the
accordingly this mquiry is taken up at chapter iv. and 76 7 & elvac.
E:rsu.ed from that onwards to the end of chapter xiii.; that is, it may

said, to the end of book VI.
Therefore, we have an examination instituted in

chapter iv. into the 6 vt §v elvas, or very nature of a ’; ,Andi‘;,':‘lfi‘ge
t};nh;fxg, rg‘&d?ng thwtset h‘:ristotle justéﬁes himself in into thel:éniv'n

p 3 use, having attained unto a know- e¢ives chap. iv.
ledge of this, we will then l‘),;ngble to pass on to more
obvious topics; and this is the mode of acquiring information in
general, namely, throngh what is less known to what is more known.
. The 76 7t fv elvas, which, itself, is of a logical import, R
is oonsidered logically, because it and the absolute or > “M*F-i":
essential are the same; and this is what is proved in chapter iv. As
?he diszussion, howevel:, is, perhaps, more subtle than instructive, it
is kardly necessary to give here what may be found in the Translation,
and therefore the stadent is referred for it to book VI. chapter iv.

() Asis done h& b;ah VII. and VIIL.
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9. Chap.v. In chapter v. we have another question of the same
a question as  mature as that in chapter ‘iv.; namely, as to how definition,
regards defl-  gupposing it not to be from addition, would belong to
’ things that are not simple, but that involve a connexion
with something else.! And in the discussion of this question he is
conducted tomtie conclusion, that of substance merely may we expect
to find definition. in, one may ask the question, 1s the very nalure
of a thing, and each thing of which it is the very nature, the same, or
different ? and the answer given by Aristotle is this, that in the case
of things predicated absolutely, the affirmative of this is true, and
that in the case of things accidental the negtive is true, and all this
may be employed for the overthrow of the Sophists.
Aristotle now illustrates what he has laid down in re-
10. Dlustration gyrd of matter and form by the case of natural, artificial,
been laid down and spontaneous generations. All things that are being
'nsesgd ofiAn generated are produced from something, that is, from
ehap. Vit matter; by something, in this case the form; and into
something, that which results from both, the 76 odvoloy
—say a plant, or a man. Now, the aim of the Stagyrite in bringi
forward the subject of genmeration, is to confirm what he has
alveady proved; namely, that the eldos, or form, is an efficient
rinciple operating in every object, to which that object is indebted
ﬁ)r the shape it has assumed ; in short, it is the producing power,
acting on tlll)e matter of that object, and which makes it, to our per-
ceptions, the object which it 1s. If this is the case with natural
erations, it is so with those that are artificial likewise, only that
ere the eldos, or producing power, resides in the soul; for example,
the plan of a building pre-exists in the mind of the architect. d
here, also, we may observe two distinct stages in all this, which
Aristotle denominates by the two words, vdnots and woinots, and an
explanation of these words will show the process as it goes on.
Nongis means the previous conception which the artist forms in his
mind, and woinoes is the application actually of this to the matter
1L The neces. 10 D& worked upon. Moreover, that which is true in
sity of under. artificial chanﬁ is true also in those that are spon-
‘Qﬂndins taneous, and this, as well as the whole subject of gene-
chap. vil ration, is elucidated in chapter vii, which is well
worthy of attention, and which if not thoroughly understood, it is
qhu:ge visionary to hope that we can imbibe the spirit which breathes
through this truly noble portion of the Aristotelian philosophy.
This theory of Aristotle about the el8os is the key to his refu-
tation of the Ideal Hypothesis; and nothing so strongly illustrates
the difference between the Flatonic ani Peripatetic fphilosc.&hy in
general, as this diversity of opinion on the au%ject of the eldos or
OI T,

(1) Or, in oth:r words, the vé edvolor.
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Bt although generation necessarily presupposes a yo qyme
something that 3 generated, yet we must not fall mto theoryofforms,
the error of imagining that this is the form, or that the °hep.viil.
Jorm is capable of generation at all ; for example, to make a brazen
sphere is not to make the sphere, but this form in something else.

his spherical appearance arises either from Art, or from Nature, or
from (gapacity, in the way explained above, that is, provided it has

some matter to operate upon. But to say this, is to say that form is
not generated, but that what is, is the r6 ovwolov, that which is made
ulp of matter and form. All this Aristotle is of opinion incontestably
shows the utter inutility of the Platonic forms for the purposes of
generation or towards the constitution of substances, because, in
their separation from matter, they are entirely destitute of causality;
whereas, causality is essential to them in the Ideal Hypothesis put
forward by the Peripatetics ; so that forms are not the causes of gene-
ration, either as generating causes or in the way of paradigms or
exemplars,

The question of generation, however, suggests ;5 , o eqtion
another, namely, as to why some things are generated as regards
from Art and from Chance, and why some things are generation,
not. Now, the answer which Aristotle gives to this -

uestion has been already hinted at above, and it is this: that some

things, ir contradistinction to others which have not, are endued with
some latent capacities within themselves of bringing about certain
chnnges in regard of themselves ; for example, the wood and bricks
of a house do not mould themselves into the form of one, but this is
- done by the builder from the operation of his art ; but in the promo-
tion of heat in the body by friction, say for medical purposes, it is
merely an emission of the warmth that naturally resides in the body.
If, however, we bear in mind the nature of substance and the defi-
nitions that have been given of it, Aristotle considers that everything
will be plain on this subject, and what applies to the foremost of the
categories, may be said to hold good in the case of the other nine,

Aristotle approaches the discussion of another ques-

‘ion, the reply to which is to be found likewise in the 14. Questionas
distinctions that have already been established : one, he 1 the relation
says, may ask the question how the relation between parts and the
the parts and the whole of anything affects the defini- Whole, shap.x.
tion of that thing. Now this question is obviously

suggested by the fact, that in the definition of some things no notice
is taken of the parts ; for example, in that of a circle ; whereas, in the
definition of other things, for instance, a syllable, the parts are taken
into consideration. So that the reply to this question is as follows
*hat in some instances the definition of the parts is inherent in that
af the whole, and that in other cases it is not so.

But what, it may be asked, gives rise to this ? Why, 15. what gives
that which gives rise to this difference involves tge rise to the
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solution of this solution of the question itself, and it is this, that in the
question. one instance we make use of definition by the material
parts, and in the other of definition by the formal parts. Now, this
will affect the parts themselves, because, in a formal or logical poiut
of view, we regard the parts as antecedent to the whole; whereas,
in a material sense, the whole is antecedent to its parts. Therefore,
the entire doubt has arisen from the ambiguity of the word part;
and this ambiguity is produced because part may itsell be viewed
either in reference to the matter or the form of that which is com-
posed of bl 4 i the way for another question i
nd this prepares the way for another question in
},ﬁ;eﬁ;,'epxy the next chapter—chapter xi.—what sort tl?e parts of
for another  form are, and what are not parts of form, but of that
Harda'the  which, bearing a certain form, involves a connexion
parts of form, with matter. This question, however, seems only to be
chap. xi. another question éa.lready discussed?, but in a different
shape, namely, what is the difference between formal and material
definition. Now, the decision of the one, as well of the other, indeed,
will rest upon a distinction that we must always make allowance for
in such cases. If we observe one particular form assumed by
different sorts of matter—for example, in the case of a brazen circle
and a circle of stone—and if the question be asked, what are the
parts of the form that is the circle, *tis plain that, be they what
they may, they have nothing to do with the wood or the stone, that
is, n a logical point of view; whereas, if one sort of matter, e. g.
brass, invariably assumed the form of a circle, then, in explaining
what the parts of the form were, it would be next to impossible—in
fact, it would be a co.tradiction in terms—to describe this form in a
state of isolation from the matter which it moulded. Take another
instance—a man, whose form always manifests itself in a combination
of flesh and bones, and so forth ; what are the parts of the form
here ? or, rather, is not that question wrongly put, and should we
not rather say, what are the parts of the flesh and bones taken in
connexion with that form which they have invariably assumed in the
person of & manII_’I th ises the difficulty of defini thing
ence then arises the difficulty of defining a
l?'xoléii;"l‘f‘?:’ by its formal parts, without any reference to tﬁe matter
formal defi-  with which they are combined; for it is only under some
nition. form or other that matter makes itself apparent to us.
The form is & productive energy that is essential to its phenomenal
manifestation : and all this is just what has been already laid down
and described, as the key to Aristotle’s refutation of the Plaionie
doctrine of Ideas. . . L
1. Whybook _ Lh€ reason why Aristotle is so much busied with the
VI. is so much subject of definition here, is, because he is examining
‘t’akm{ upabot into the subdivisions of the odeaia, or substance, from a
efiaition.  Jogical point of view; and we shall see how that after
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wards an application is made of these logical principles to substance
ed from another and different point of view. He is, therefore,
careful to say everything that can be said upon the subject; that is,
so far forth as it will not involve a repetition of the statements in
regard of definition which are to be found in the Analytics. There
remains, however, one question more on the subject; and that is,
How are we to account ?or the unity of definition
The unity of definition would seem to be destroyed 19 44 10 ¢1e
by the multiplicity of the qualities of the thing defined. unity of defi-
e decision of this question Aristotle considers as of Dition, chap.
vital importance to any inquiry in regard of substance. =
But the reply to this question seems simple enough, that whether
we regard definition in reference to the distinctions involved in
genus and difference, or not, yet that its unity, notwithstanding the
manifold qualities that are to he included therein, will always be
secured by the unity of the subject of those qualities. And let the
differential qualities be ever so numerous, yet we must arrive at
some ultimate distinction which will constitute the substance of the
thing, and, consequently, by its unity }produce that of the definition.
But there remains another subject for consideration; ,, .
namely, the universal; for this comes under our notice tion of the
at present, consequent upon the subdivision of the universal,
substance, or ovola, into subject, essence, entirety, and chap. xiii.
the universal; and with the first three we have been e ed
already, and decided upon their nature; and, therefore, lastly re-
mains to be investigated “the universal” And what Aristotle cgieﬂy
seeks to establish, in regard of the universal, is that it does not
constitute a substance, for substance is that about which all things
else are predicated, but itself is not predicated of a subject, whereas
the universal is always affirmed of a certain subject.
And now Aristotle brings the whole of the foregoing
reasonings in this book, in their accunmlated force, 25, AN that
upon the Ideal Hypothesis, when, in the be§inning of bears down
the 14th chapter, he exclaims, with an air of apparent gren the ldeal
triumph, «All these statements lay bare the absurdities chap xiv.
that ensue unto those who affirm, both the existence of
forms, and forms too in a condition of separability from things*
The intimate bearing of these discussions in the sixth book, on the
Ideal Theory of Plato, has been already pointed out more than once,
and need not be repeated here. Aristotle himself, moreover, merely
mentions the fact itself, but does not go into particulars, having
already furnished his readers with a demonstraiion in detail of its
¥, and reserving the discussion of it to a future occasion, which
hedactually does resume, as we shall see, in book XIL, chaps. iv
and v.
He repeats here, however, what, by implication at 22. The in-
least, he ga.s already stated in other parts of book VI.; generability of
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forms, namely, the principie of the ingenerabiliti) of forms
chap. xv. and their incorru tliility. But #4is is not Platonism ;
for the forms in connexion with matter—and that is the only know-
ledge that we have of them—are capable of both. And this contin-
gent nature of matter itself, implied in the corruptibility of the
76 ovvolov, shows that there can ?)e no definition of sensible singu-
lars. Therefore, we are to bear in mind, when any person sets
down any definition of singulars, that it is always possible to over-
throw such, on necount of this very inadmissibility of definition
belonging unto what is si.niular. And what applies to singulars,
applies to the ideas which the Platcnists maintain, as capable of a
scparable subsistence from singulars. They are indefinable likewise ;
and, in the present case, there is the further reason against the
Platonic dogma, from the indefinability of what is eternal.
. And this would-be multiplication of substances by

23. ldealisma the Ideal Hypothesis has led men into the error of con-
sionof sub-  founding sué’;ance with capacity, and of supposing
stance with - gertain things to be substances, which in reality were
potentiality, o qege Y] .
chap. xvi. merely fpotent:w.htles, or capacities. The unity of such,

e.g. of animal with its members, may bave misled
speculators ; but when they should have accomplished the separation
of which they were capable, one from another, they would then have
seen the true state of the case, and recognised, not substances,
but merely elements, or, in other words, matter under different
potentialities. And, therefore, this he Puih 0

. erefore, this exposes the rean theo:
He A milar  about unity being the subgta.nce of thyutlgsag;ofor there Z
7o évof the 10 use, in searching after the origin—yéveois—of things
:’g’;ha@""." to adduce the component elements, no matter how
pter xvi. . .

subtle or searching your analysis may be; because, unless
vou can point to some disposing or producing cause, you will never
arive at the present phenomena. Accordingly, when people speak
of what are substances, they should bear in mind, to avoid mistakes,
that substance constitutes a causative principle, and that no amount
of potentiality is eqduipollent with it.
53, Howall And all this Aristotle draws to one conclusion in
iaactiies  Tegard of the existence of anything; namely, that the
the question of ¥henomenon as such is to be regarded as a matter of
phenomenal  fact. There is to be no more questioning about it than
) ) there would be of any other fact. To ask why this ve
thing is this very thing which it 1is, is really to ask nothing at all.
What course then should an investigator adopt if guided by what
has been already laid down? Why, assuming &at the thing 1s what
it is to our senses, he should proceed to inquire into the cause of its
existence, dud Tt vma xei. For example, take the case of thunder;
the phenomenon itseﬁ' it wzuld be a contradiction of the testimony of
our senses to suppose coul be different from what it is. Our busi-
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ness with it is §) try and discover, if possible, the cause or first
principle of it.

And this will explain all that has gone before in 55 gy, 0
reference to the logical inquiries that we have been much logical
engaged in throuzhout the entire of this sixth book ; for inquiry in book
if %lﬁthilosophic speculation must ultimately conduct "~
one to an attempt at discovery of the causc, this will involve us n
an examination as to formal principles; for in the present case tae
caus3 sought for is the 76 ¢ fiv elvar. 'This brings us to the closc of
this very important book, which shows how Aristotle had penetrated
into the kernel of the principles that form the basis of our modern
systems of philosophy: and, perhaps, if the detractors from the
Stagyrite’s genius and originality would deem it theis luty to make
themselves a little more familiar with his works, perhaps, I say, they
would find abundant refutation here of the anti-experiential spint
with which they have charged him.

BOOK VIIL

AT the commencement of book VII. we are favoured ;. poox vir.
with a sort of epitome of the results already attained contains an
previous to entering upon an application of these logical $PPiication of
principles to the case of that sugstance which falls under principles
the notice of our senses. It is as well, however, to re- established in
mind his readers, as Aristotle thinks, why it was that book VI.
he conducted them through the regions of speculation which he has
exposed to their view in book VI." But an account of
this matter is simply this. The 76 ¢ v elva is one s ob;!
certain aspect of substance, its logical aspect. Now the

rinciple of this is to be found in definition; hence the various
mquiries about definition, and its %arts, and those that followed in
the way of necessary consequence. Having despatched, however, this
logical inquiry about substance, we come now to deal more imme-
diately wigh substance, and our business will be to try and find out
g:e nature, and the number of those things of which we may predicate
term,

Now in regard of the different sorts of substances, we s, Diferent
know that there are some whose existence is acknow- sorts of sub-
ledged by all such as sensibles; yet there are others ®tances:
sbout which there is not the same uniformity of opinion, but in
regard of which individual speculators have put forward peculias
sentiments of their own. However, as a more fitting opportunity
will present itself for the discussion of these latter theories, they are
for the prenent omitted, but are resumed in books XI. XTL and XTIL
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4. The inqul Our business at present, however, will be with those
,;,pecmg‘;':,’,'_ substances about which there are no diversities of
sible sub- opinion as to their existence; but which are acknow-
:{;’;"i end of ledged by al_; and these are those substances that are
’ cognisant by our senses. Now all these sensible sub-
stances involve in themselves matter; and to say that a thing has
matter, is to say that it has a capacity for undergoing various
changes and affections. And these, of course, Eresuppose a some-
thing that is the subject of them, which in the present instance
constitutes a substance.
5. Chap. i But this view of substance, as the subject of certait.
shows that 30 Material changes, identifies matter with capacity ; and,
and évépyea  therefore, Aristotle deems it requisite to state what that
are of the . is Which may be set alongside as parallel with energy;
*  and this, ungoubtedly, is the eBos or uopepn ; that is, the
form ; and it is the aim of the second chapter to show this. Now, no
doubt when we see anything subsisting in any particular condition,
e.g. water as ice, in a state of congelation, we make that condition to
serve as a proof of there being a certain subject of it. And when we
come to see what this subject is, as in the instance of ice as water,
we shall find that it is matter. Matter, however, after all merely
amounts to capacity; and if we cannot discover some productive
power to develop potentiality into actuality, we look in vain for the
- manifestation of the phenomenon before us. The discovery, however,
of energy (évépyea) as a principle of this description, is precisely what
we wanted, and a momentary glance at the circumstances of the case
will show its perfect identity with the eldos or form. For instance,
what is a calm? it is evenness in the surface of the sea: here the sea is
the subject ; that is, the matter, in capacity, of the evenness; but the
evenness itself is the energy.
6. Different It is also worthy of remark, that different sorts
sorts of matter Of matter have diﬂ%rent sorts of energies likewise;
2;::8;’;@““‘ for in some things energy amounts to a synthesis,
> and in others to a mixture, and in others to something
else of this sort.
In chapter iil. we have a question discussed as to
7. Chap.ili.  whether the name of a thing bears reference to its

tai P . .
f,?,::t'lﬁ; %are. enmergy—that is, its form; or to that which is a com-

gard of the ound of energy and capacity—that is, of matter and
{';i‘;‘;'“‘ orm. But, however important this question may be in

other_respects, yet it is entirely irrelevant as regards
the present investigation about substance cognisant by the senses.
But, nevertheless, 1t is quite plain that it is similar to a question
already discussed in bookVIB as to the inherence of the gurts
defined in the entire thing defined; and as capacity corresponds ta
matter, and energy to form, it will be found to turn on the difference
already pointed out between material and formal defimtions.
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And the discussion of this question conducts Aristotle o .~ o
to a solution of the difficulties under which Anti- e paradox of
sthenes, and persons similurly uneducated, laboured; Antisthenes
namely, as to the non-definability of the 7d =i éor:, or Zbout defi-
very nature of a t.hm% Now, no doubt, the definition :
of this, which is the logical or formal definition, has its difficulties,
as Aristotle admits in book VI.; but still we may define the 16 ri
éore, by making ¥le acquainted with some quality or other of it
of a positive kind: for example, take the case of silver; we might
show not what it is, but what it is like, namely, that it resembles tin;
and that this quality, moreover, resides in a substance that has its
formal principles, and admits of definition, or, in other words, con
stitutes the compound of capacity and energy. And the same solution
is further illustrated in the case of the Pythagoric system of numbers
viewed as substances.

Thus Aristotle has established the fact that substance | . =~ . -
cognisant_by the senses involves matter; yet on the Py, own
subject of material substance we must bear in mind— culiar matter,
88 1s shown in chapter iv.—that although all things Shovnin
necessarily sgring primarily from some original matter, o
yet that each particular thing has its own peculiar or ap}})lropriate
matler. Though several systems of matter spring from the same
primary matter, this is no obstacle to their being different them-
selves; and this may be brought about through the intervention of
some efficient cause; for example, a chest and bed are both made
from wood. But still, where the things themselves are different, the
matter is different ; as sy(')(m cannot by any efficient means make a saw
from wood or wool. that from the same matter we may make
different things; but where we know the things themselves to be
different, we may assume that they have arisen from different kinds
of matter; or, in other words, that, notwithstanding the existence of
some primary universal matter, yet that each thing may be said to
involve its own peculiar matter. This, however, may be ascribed
either to art, or some such efficient cause; but to be certain that we
assign an adequate reason for such, we should make it our business
to search through the entire category of causes.

Now, this is what Aristotle wishes to lay down in 1o, Two sorts
regard of substances such as are physical but generable ; of physical

et all this does not equally apply to such as, though ®ubstances:
ing physical or nal are yet eternal substances : for these latter
do not involve matter, or, at least, such a description of matter as the
former, but matter capable merely of local or topical motion, as might
be illustrated from the science of astronomy.

And, whilst on this subject, Aristotle thinks he may ;; wpnat it 1s
remind his readers, that although some things do not tnat alone in-
involve generation or corruption, yet that it is only volvesacon-
those that involve both that can be said also to involve "**'°"
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matter, matter; but this is just what has been implied in the
chapter v. statement towards the close of the last chapter. And,
moreo7er, this holds good in the case of contraries; for they, in the
two cases, are generated palpably after different modes: for mstance,
compare the generation of a white man from a black man, with that
of whiteness from blackness. But, further, the doubt still presents
itself as to how, in m§nrd of these contraries, the matter of each
involves the principle of contrariety; whether through potentiality, or
through a corruption of a certain habit or form usually worn by the
things themselves; as might be illustrated in the case of vinegar

and wine.
12. Chap. vi The last chapter of this book opens with the mention
eontanda’™  of a doubt that has been urged in respect of definitions
doubtasre-  and numbers, why they should be ove; e.g. in the defi-
gards defl-  pition of man as a two-footed animal, why are not these
) two qualities constitutive of plurality, instead of unity.
Now, if people choose to adopt the usual modes of defining and
disti mﬁhmgs, they w1].lp never arrive at a solution of these
difficulties. The case, however, will be different if they bear in mind
the distinctions that Aristotle has already established as resulting
from the difference of energy from capacity, and how matter is equi-
llent with capacity, and energy with form. And this will always be
ound to be the case where matter is concerned, whether that matter
‘be coguisant by sense or by mind (alo@yrs # vonry ¥An). Of course,
if a thing does not involve matter, the question as to its unity would
!z abs_t ; for the very fact of its immateriality is ample security for

its unity.

BOOK VIIIL

1. Book vir1.  THE eightlh book, whereon we now enter, may be con-
s continuation sidered as strictly a coutinuation of book VII. and
of book VIL accordinily we find it occupied with discussions about
the same subjects as the preceding, namely, as to what potentialities
are, and the relation subsisting between energy and potentiality.
And as to how it is that Metaphysics, as a science, comes to deal
with the subject of potentiality, Aristotle assigns the cause already
mentioned, namely, that it depends on the multifarious predication
of entity, and from one of these significations of it being what
subsists, according to potentiality and actuality — kara 8wapwr
xal évredéxeiay.

Now the subject of potentiality, as respects its varie

2. Consider- ¥ Lac su !
2, Cons, poten- OUS sxgmﬁcahons, has already come under our notice
thu;yvilnl . in book IV, chapter xii., and the reader is referred to

that portion of the Metaphysics as a collateral studv



BOOK VIIL]  ANALYSIS OF ARISTOTLE'S METAPHYSICS, Jit!

with this. In the present survey of potentiality Aristotle will omit
the consideration of whatsoever is styled so homonymously cr equivo-
cally; and this will exclude, amongst others, what is metaphorically
styled Potentiality in Geometry.

Now in any classification of the various existing .y
g:tentialities we must bear in mind that they must g ocriicitier

all ranged as under one primary potentiality, which under one pri.
may be considered as the original principle of change Jary capacity,
in something else, and this in another bodv, and """
80 on through several! And we may view potentiality either in
reference to habit, or passivity, or activity, and so forth; and to
potentiality in any of these respects there corresponds an impoten-
tiality which may ge regarded as a want or negation of those qualities
or ﬁroperties which we denominate as potentialities.

ut one broad line of demarcation may be drawn 4. One broad

between potentialities in general ; namely, so far forth hng of demar-
as they are either rational or devoid of reason; and the capacities in
former will be found resident in animated beings pos. &eneral
sessed of a rational soul, whereas the latter are merely “°>" "
mechanical, 8o to say. There are to be discovered in these, however
different productive energies, according as the subjects of the poten
tialities are rational or irrational; for example, the former may be
causative of several contraries, whereas one result merely can be
traced to the latter. And again, we are to remember that excellence
of condition or execution, the 5 7, is not necessarily involved ir.
the notion of potentiality as such; for although one who carries ovt
any course of action well must have acquired a certain capacity that
possesses excellence, yet a man may go through a certain course of
action and yet not do so either successfully or properly.

But as the relation between potentiality ams) energy
is under examination, Aristotle graws our attention to f;gf,'?;? i
certain prevalent erroneous notions on this subject ; for relation of
example, amongst the Megaric school, as to energy g:;ziyt;“d
being a requisite condition for, or rather, as what was chap. iii.
identical with eapacity; for example, a builder, if he
does not actually build a house, cannot be said to have the capacity
of building. But this view of things is quite false, and might be
refuted from the instances of the arts; for, allowing a man to have
acquired any art whatsoever, could we say that he lad lost it
because be was not actually engaged in the production of any
artistic results P

But the absurdities of the Megarics 2 in this position 6. The sbsur-
may be made apparent by showing that it reduces them dities of the

(1) 1t will be seen what use Aristotle makes of this principle in his D tra
tion of God’s existence.

(2l)m“e chief of the Megarics was Euclid: thelr school has teen classed awongsi
the imperfect offshoots from Socraticism.
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Megarics akin  into the same false position with the followers of Prota-
to those of Pro- goras, who maintained the exclusive subjectivity of our
tagoras about  sensations, to the denial of their objectivity. Now really
’ such theories, if persisted in, will lead to the annihilation
of anything like generation or motion. But the fact is, that these per
sons would never fall into this error if they bore steadily in mind that
such an assumption as theirs was the confusion of things that are per-
feetly different, and this would have been avoided by carefulness as to
. the distinction subsisting between energy and capacity.
7. Mhe origin  hig distinction has been abundantly illustrated aﬁ-eady,
#véipyecashonld and may be further discerned from the origin of the
bes g“l’;‘:fi;:. term energy—its origin from the phenomena of motions
especially. Moreover, we may ask ourselves what is
the relation between capacity and actuality ? May not a thing, that
is endued with a capacity of being, nevertheless not exist at all?
and, on the other hand, may not a thing be endued with the capacity
of not being, and yet exist after all? Surely this may be the case,
but there must ensue between being and non-being, or between non-
being and being, some such principle as energy or the motion which
is included in the idea of energy, in order to account for the transi-
tion or change of either into other.
8. Rational In chapter v.,! which is the next following, we have
capacities ex- 80me important principles established as to rational
amined into in potentialities, compared with those that are devoid of
chap. v. reason. Aristotle shows, in regard of those capacities
that are rational and resident in the rational soul, that their develop-
ment depends upon habit,? and that habit, of course, presupposes
various exercises of antecedent activity ; still all these capacities are
worked in subservience to some one dominant principle, call it pro-
pension or free-will, whichever you please, for appetite and volition
in their very nature involve the capacity of successt}:ll]y accomplishing
their several ends or objects of pursuit. And this in general may be
stated as the mode in which capacity passes into actuality: it is
through the medium of such principles as propension or free-will, and
that, foo, on the grounds already mentioned, of *te energy or motion,
involved in the condition of actual existence being the resuit of
capacity ; but propensior. and free-will, we know, possess in them.
selves the principle of originating motion in other tlg\(:xis' X
0. that one advantage that we may reckon on attain-
Vet ing by our examination into the nature of energy, may
energy lead to  be said to consist in the definite views which we thereby
the same about gttain of what capacity really is. And therefore Aris-
pacity, in
ehap. vi, totle shows us the nature of energy, not merely pusi
tively, but also negatively; not merely what energy is,

(1) In chapter iv. there is an illustration of the nature of possibility and impossi.
bility, by means of unmeaning symbols.

(2) This chapter may be read along with chapter v. part I. of * The Apalogy" @
Bisbop Butler
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but what it is not. We cannot, however, affirm the subsistence of
all things in a state of energy, save either only analogically or rela-
tively. But, above all things, we should bear in mind that Lowever
energy in its nature is connected with motion, it would be most
erroneous to confound it with motion. The difference between motion
ani energy is this, that the former is merely the act of tramsition
towards & certain end, which end, when it is attained, entitles us to
assert the existence of energy. This point is elucidated by Aristotle
in chapter vi., in the portion of that chapter which (though the
greater part of it) has Eeen called in question on the ground of its
aplﬂousneis. tion in regard of potentiality which

e next question in r of poten
Aristotle dis&?nsses, is, as to where we are to recog- :g;,m:‘:_‘y
nise the existence of potentiality, and where a thing there is capa-
cannot be said to involve capacity at all; for example, ;‘J‘Y;:“‘i’n“'hm
is earth a man in capacity, or noth Now, once for all it chap. vii.
may be stated on this subject, that where there is no
hindrance in the nature of the thing itself, and where we can lay our
finger on some extrinsic efficient principle, we may reasonably infer
the existence of potentiality. But we can never say determinately
that potentiality exists objectively, save where we can pronounce that
a change %as been accomplished thereby in something else. And this
may be illustrated in the case of compound things: for example, we
wilf not say that earth is a chest in capacity ; but when the earth has
been instrumental in working a change,—for instance, in contributing
to the growth of a tree,—then we say that the wood is a chest in
capacity, and we call the chest not earth or earthy, but wooden or
made of wood. So that where we can resolve a composite nature
into its elementary parts, and through them into its ultimate matter,
carrying out the rule just given, we shall be enabled to discover where
the capacity exists, or if it exists at all.

Another question which the relation of capacity to 11. 1s poten-
cnergy suggests is as to which is prior; and as we shall tiality prior to
see in book XI., where Aristotle makes an application of Ser®% 1
the settlement of this ?luestion to determine what the
Divine Nature is, we shall see, T say, how important a use is made
there of what he now demonstrates, namely, that energy is prior to
capacity. Its %r;iority Aristotle now establishes, not merely in defi-
nition and in substance, but also in time, though not invariably in the
last. The very nature of energy would show us that its order of
development must be anterior to that of capacity, that is, as far as
substance is concerned ; for the first capacity is a capacity of ener-
glsmﬁ This, however, may be different in time; for the matter of
which a man is composed is prior to the man; and yet this statement
after all does not really clash with the Erinciple of the priority of
me‘:ﬂ to capacity, for the capacity of the matter to become a r.ar
would lie dormant, if ‘here did not supervene sore productive: power
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and this is the same thing as to say, that not merely is energy prior
to capaciltl:f, but that, in the present case, if we do not admit this,
a man will not exist at all.
19, Anoth This principle, however, Aristotle makes anothet
o er »  important use of, in establishing the fact, that in order
ofthis principle to acquire particular habits, there must, in the firs
:". :.'r:f_rl:;‘“'“" instance, be an exercise of previous enetgy,! and we
chap. viii, know from other parts of the Stagyrite’s works, that it
L. is by repeated acts of such an energy, that practical
Frmclples are formed, and the foundation laid, as Butler also shows,
or there being erected thereupon a superstructure of virtue and
personal religion. For example, one who wishes to learn music
wiust acéwally play certain pieces of music, whether vocal or instru.
mental.  And all this shivers into atoms the quibbles of the Sophists,
who would fain make out that a man who is not in possession of
scientifio knowledge, will yet accomplish some of the objects of the
science, or master some of its difficulties. We might as well say that
n man is fit for a life of persevering virtue, wﬁo has never gone
through any course of discipline, or possessed himself of virtuous
principles of action through the exercise of habit, .
13. Whatisthe . But we may regard the subject in another point of
final cause of  view ; what is the final cause, we may ask, of poten.
potentiality,  tiality ? Certainly, actuality. Animals do not actually
chap- Vil orercise the power of vision for the ulterior purpose of
their being furnished with a capacity of seeing; but they have this
capacity in order that they may actually use it. Now, does not this
likewise lend its testimony to the truth of the principle of energy
being prior to capacity? Besides this, however, do we ever recognise
she existence of capacity—would we ever be brought to allow its
existence—except there could be previously pointed out to us some
frm that the capacity had arrived at ? But what is form but energy
ander another name? And certainly the end proposed is prior to the
means through which it should be accomplished, and yet the end
and the energy are the same ; and this we see in the case of teachers,
who, if they can succeed in realizing to their pupils what the ener
is in'a particular case, conceive that they have made them acquainte
with the end. Aristotle might have iLustrated this by the case of a
drill-master or a dancing-master.
14, The nat Bat after all, we must admit the priority of energy
of ctomals the to capacity in the strictest sense of the word, if we
hest proof of  choose to examine into the nature of what is eternal;
:"l:r‘:;"my °f for what is eternal does mot, nor cannot, subsist in
e capacity, but yet its very essence consists in what con-
stitutes enmergy. The notion of potentiality is excluded from the
Divine nature, for that would destroy the necessity of God’s exist-
ence, for it would recognise the possibility of His non-existence.
1) This previous encrgy seems parallel with what Cousin terms Spontaneity.

i
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‘And all this may be illustrated in the motion of the 15, 1xustrated
heavenly bodies, which, as those bodies are Divine, the from astro-
motion of them is eternal. Most certainly, the motion of "™
them has nothing to do with capacity, for then men would be justified
in the apprehension they have from time to time been shaken by, of
a suspension of the laws which rule the celestial phenomena. But
this s quite groundless ; the sun, or moon, or stars, will never halt
ir their heavenly courses; their periodic journeys will uninterruptedly
be renewed, because these bodies, like God Himself, have energy for
their essence, and, therefore, we may rest certain and contented that
their operations will never be suspended on account of the wearisome-
ness engendered, or the system being impaired. Nay, even why
need we go beyond our own world in searcg of this truth, when the
henomena of fire and of earth might have taught us the same truth

m the perpetuity of their energy P

This, Aristotle remarks, is an instance of mutual imi- 16, The prin.
tation between things heavenly and earthly, but makes ciple of
no further observation thereon, for he did not know Symbolism.
what we know by revelation from Christ, how that all things external
are mere types of something inward and unseen, as all our Lord’s
miracles show us, and were itended by our Redeemer to show us.
Now, what I mean is this, that Nature herself is one mighty symbol
of what is spiritual, and that the whole creation groaneth and tra-
vaileth together to have this life, struggling within her womh, brought
to the birth, and her mystic meaning, tiat is buried within her, borne
forth and carried home to the bosoms of the human race, to be
nursed and cherished there !

In the next chapter—chapter ix.—Aristotle’s object i3 17, gnergy
to show that energy is more excellent than capacity; more excellent
and one chief reason of this is, that capacity presupposes than capacity,
the possibility of change and corruption, whereas “ @
this canuot take place in the case of energy, for it would he sub-
versive of our notions of it as well as of its own nature. Corruption,
we know, is an alteration into what is worse; but if we allow the
existence of energy in the case of things having an evil tendency,!
we may give up the whole point about the superiority of energy, and
scknowledge its inferiority to capacity. But thiscertainly 18, Thisagrees
would conflict so much with our notions of what is with our no-
eternal as quite to. ignore its existence, because we have ‘ions of God-
already seen how energy constitutes the very essence of the Divine
nature. And if we couple energy in any way with what is bad or
tends to worse, we shall be guilty >f detracting from the Divine per-
fections, and allowing evil to be mixed up along with them. But
this is impossible ; for, although we may recognise the existence of
evil in things themselves, yet, to make 1t independent of them—to

(1). This then would amount to a recognition of the independent existence of a
geinciple of evil.
4
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give evil an objective existence—is most false, and we must trace it
up either to God Himself as its source, or we must regard it as an inde-
pendent power—a principle coequal and coeval with God Himself.
19. Confi This superiority of energy to capacity is confirmed
tionofthe ™ from the case of mathematical diagrams, where the
above from  several properties reside in a dormant, unknown con-
'e’,‘,‘ﬁ‘ff"c';:‘;:ér dition, till the mind of the mathematician is brought to
ix. bear upon them, and he discovers and makes known by
the mere energy of thought, those various relations
which constitute truth, and are inherent in those figures potentially
or in capacity. .
20. Chap. x. In chapter x., which is the last one in book VIIL,
is concerned  Aristotle proceeds to show the relation subsisting
Tith the rela-  between truth and falsehood, as compared with that
and falsehood Subsisting between energy and capacity; and this rela-
toenergyaad tion is explained as involving a further proof of the
capaciy. superiority of energy to capacity. In things involving
capacity, deception is possible—an assertion about their existence
may be true or false ;—but in the case of energy this cannot be the
fact, because, where actuality is concerned, there is an end of any-
thing like an exercise of mind as to its reality or unreality. With
respect, then, to things potential, the same opinion may be at one
time true, and at another time false : with respect to things impoten-
tial, this cannot be; but the same assertions are always true and
always false. And this depends, not on the things themselves, but
according as the mind connects together ideas where they are dis-
joined in reality, or disjoins them where they are connected. Now,
this proclaims the pure{y subjective character of truth and falsehood,
at least according to Aristotle; but where we are concerned with
what is objective, as in energy, there is then no question about ¢, as
in the case of what is potential; for in the former instance the
thing is before you, and if you are furnished with the powers of
sense, there is no necessity for your calling into play the faculties of
the mind in such a way as you do when you predicate truth or false-
21. This reta. 200d of anything. Now, as I take Aristotle to mean
tion points to  here, this is another proof of the superiority of energy
the superiority to capacity, because, whereas capacity may furnish a
Sipacyt  matter of doubt, because its reality often depends op
’ the subjectivity of wind, yet, on the other band,
ecergy possesses an objective existence, and it is outside the mind,
independent of its operations af compounding and dividing. There~
fore, when a thing actually exists, it does not admit of being the
subject of a false opinion; a false opinion in regard of such amounts
to ignorance. If an object of sight was before a man who had not
the power of vision, any mental exercise on his part as to its exist-
ence would be quite beside the question of its existence. The
thing is there, ¢Asxé as you may : you may not kaow it, because you
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want the power of sensatin to perceive it ; but this is not the case
with others, who do not labour under this ignorance, but are supplied
with the means that Nature furnishes for this purpose. This grings
book VIII. to its close.

BOOK"IX.

Boox IX. is by no means equal in importance with ; goo 1x.
book VIIL, or, indeed, any of the foregoing; it is occupied with
entirely occupied with the consideration of unity—the Jnify, the “s
70 dw—which, to the metaphysician, is an intere "
able term with entity—the ro 8v. The subject of unity has already
been brought before our notice in book IV. chapter vi.; and in the
commencement of this book we have a sort of summary of the defini-
tions given there, with this difference, however, that here no atten-
tion is paid to anything save essential or absolute unity; whereas in
book IV. this sort, as well as unity according to accident, are taken
into consideration. Now, unity is predicated of what , . ..
is continuous and indivisible, especially 50 in regard ofuniy, cbap.i
of its motion; but the strictest notion of unity is com-
prehended in its being a measure in quantity; and this we see in
the fact of the measurement of various magnitudes and dimensions
by means of number—their measurement, for instance, in length,
breadth, depth, weight, velocity, and so forth. Now, the measure
in general requisition is such a one as is uniform and indivisible ;
and such, unity already has been defined tobe. It is in itself simple,
and in its case we look in vain for the possibility of addition to, or
subtraction from it, as a measure; so that, all points considered,
unity—that is, number—is the most precise standard of measure we
could fix upon. Now, this may be seen in astronomy, where there
has been a sort of unity adopted as to the measurement of the
velocities of the heavenly bodies, and in music, and in grammar.

And as the subject has been mentioned, Aristotle ; o.iin con-
sets down certain considerations in regard of measure, siderations in
and amongst others mentions a metaphorical or derived regard of
signification of the word in the phrases that science ™™ -
was the measure of the objects of science, and sense the measure
of the objects of sensation. The case is just as if another person
were measuring us ; we would be able to decide as to how large we
in reality were by the extent to which the -ule of measuremenrt
reached over our persons. But Aristotle would not 4 pisavowaiot
wish to be misunderstood in this matter; by all this he the dogma of
did not mean to barmonise with the opinion of Prota- Frotagorss.
goras, who held that man was the measure of all things, for it is
seienc:, and not a scientific person;it is sense, and ndt a sentient

e
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5. Is man the person, that he pronounces as & measure. Not that
measure of all Aristotle makes the remark here, but one may say that
things? this dogma of Protagoras has its spark of truth in it.
But when you come to apply it to things, you see how silly it is, and
Low false, for it would merge all objectivity into pure subjectivity.
1 may add, that the tendency which people have to allow this element
of truth in the tenet of Protagoras to exercise its silent influence
over their philosophic reasonings, often weakens the argument, for
example, that has been urged from experience against miracles.!
6. Chap. ii. Chapter ii. opens with the question as to whether
Is unitya sub- unity is & substance or subject; and this Pythagorean
etance and Platonic view of the o @»—namely, considering it
equivalent with odoia, or substance—Aristotle, as already before,
expresses his dissent from. Now, for the present purpose we may
regard the 7o & as a term interchangeable with the ré 8v; and pro-
ceeding on this, he illustrates the absurdity of this Pythagoric dogma
in the cases of colours, and music, and vocal sounds, and mathe-
matical figures. And as to the ré &v and the r d» being interchangeable
terms, we may assume this from the fact of their following upon the
categories in an equal number of ways with each other, and not being
found in any of them; thus the é & in the case of substance and
quality is similarly disposed with the 75 3».
7. Chao. iii In chapter iii. Aristotle treats of the modes of
the modes of  Opposition between unity and plurality, and thus is led
:xg;n‘i&r:t;e» to treat ?f contradilction, contrariety, anduso forth. Ix:
: tracing, however, this opposition, Aristotle points ou
aud plurality. what he conceives to beFt). e concomitants of ]I:(l)lit:; viz.
sameness, similarity, and equality; and of plurality; viz. diversity,
dissimilarity, and imequality; and he furnishes a brief notice of the
meanings of these several terms.
8. Chap. iv. But now, as he shows in chapter iv., difference
n the greatest presupposes a difference in a greater or smaller degree ;
difference, i-¢ and thus we ultimately come to the greatest possible
¥* difference, and this Aristotle styles contrariety, which
he asserts to be evident from induction, and which he accordingly
proves in this way, proceeding on the assum?tion of the greatest
difference being in each instance the most perfect difference. Con.
trariety thus constitutes the greatest difference, and the greatest
contrariety amounts to habit and privation. Though every ocon-
trariety, however, amounts to privation, yet mot every prmvation
constitutes contrariety, save that one whioh is perfect; and this
depends on the multifarious predication of privation. We have then
au examination into the various senses of contrariety, and into the

(1) A popular illustration of this principle might be found in one of Bir Walteg
8cott's l{ovell, ‘ The Talisman,” where an Oriental is represented as disbelieving is
the exi of ice, b y to bis own expericnce, thereby making b.mself .
the measure of things
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opposition subsisting in the cases of contradiction, privation, con

trariety, and relation, assigning the first place to contradiction.
These investigations, however, belong so palpably to the province of
the logician, that some have considered them quite out of place
here, and suspected that they have found their way from some Jogical
treatise of Aristotle, into the Metaphysics, and have been inserted in
them by some mismanagement or other.!

We have a continuation of the same subject in chap- o. Thequestion
ter v., where Aristotle remarks that one may ask the of oppesition
question, how unity is opposed to Klﬂurality, as well 83 cuap. v,
equality, to the great and small? And the question as
to the opposition between equality and the ﬂeat and the small
is discussed to the end of this chapter. the beginning of
chapter vi. we have the question examined as to the opposition
between unity and plurality ; and Aristotle starts the surmise, as to
whether there may not prevail certain absurd consequences, as the
results of this opposition, depending on the opposition between plu-
rality and the few. And in the course of this discussion he attacks
the rean temet of the subsistence of all things simultane-
ously in a condition of infinity, both in multitude and in smallness.
This was not a correct or philosophic method of speaking for Anax-
agoras to adopt; the infinity he should have a.girmed as having
reference to smallness and fewness—«al pixpdrnre kai Sheydrare,

In chapter vii. we have the doctrine inculcated of the jo. cnap. vi.
necessity of media, arising from contraries, on the sup- on the subject
g:tsi:;ion of the admxssllll;&lty of there being a medium Of media.

een contrariety and some things else. And this leads to the
showing that media belong to the same genus, as well as being com-
pounded of contraries. :

The discussions which occus)y us to the end of book ;; rpe in-
IX. do indeed seem quite irrelevant to the subject in quiries in book
hand, and from chapter viii. onwards we are busied with !X hardly
investigations strictly logical, e.g. as to how things that treatise o2
differ m ies may be found in the same genus, on Metaphysics,
account of some characteristic belonging to them in ShRy Vi
common with each other; as, for example, man and
horse, though differing in species, belong to the same genus, namely,
animal. And this leads to the question, why difference of species is
not to be found in cases where contrariety is; as, for example, a man
and a woman do not differ in species, though it must be acknowledged
that contrariety is involved in the distinction of male from female.
Aristotle therefore proceeds to show what difference of species really
is, and why some thi may involve this difference in species, and
some things may not. And all this, in chapter x., is |, . o
brought to bear on the nature of the relation between -
what is corruptible and incorruptible ; in this way: contrarirs ars

(1) Vide Mr. Maurioe’s remarks on this book, in his Analysis.
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different in species ; but corruptibles and incorruptibles are contraries ;
and therefore we are to it a generic difference as subsisting
between what is incorruptible and what is corruptible; and this quite
overthrows the Platonic dogma of forms. This does not clash with
what Aristotle says about things, though different in species, belong-
inf to the same genus, because this only takes place where they
belong to the same co-ordinate series of the categories, which cer-
tainly can never take place in the case of what is corruptible, com-
pared with what is incorruptible. This brings book IX. to its
conclusion.

BOOK X

1. Book X. Book X. is chiefly a recapitulation of questions that
chiefly are-  already have occupied our attention,-and the implied
capitulation.  glyast’of which is to establish the unity and complete-
ness of Metaphysics as & science. One would doubt, says Aristotle,
in the very beginning of the first chapter, as to whether we ought to
consider Wisdom, that is, Ontology, to constitute one science or many.
And all of what follows converges towards the umity of ontological
~ science, for it takes notice of meta;ihysics as a science about apodeik-
tic principles, that is, those principles which lie at the basis of all the
sciences. Again, which of the four causes is Onto]ecﬁz principally
concerned with P not with the material causes, for it deals with imma-
terial substances; not with the efficient cause, for it takes notice of
what is immovable; and not so much with the final cause, which has
its place in the case of things that are practical rather than specu-
lative ; not so much, then, with the ﬁmﬂp as the formal cause—a fact
which is shown 11]13 bootlixew chiefly. be th tah ¢ i
; y ut recognition e metaphysician of the
Stances are the existence of snprggimsnnl syubstanees suggssts the ques-
subject-matter tion, what are supra-sensual substances? Are, for ex-
of Ontologs.  gmple, forms of tﬂm pature, and mathematical entities
and are they to be regarded as the subject-matter of Metaphysics, or
not P Metaphysics certainly are not conversant about mathematical
entities ; for a{thongh they are immovable, yet they do not possess
a separable subsistence ; and they are not conversant with objects that
fall under the notice of the senses, for these are subject to corruption.
5. This det But at the same time, so far forth as the matter which
mined by a re- Mathematics take cognisance of is immovable, and so
ference to the  far forth as the question of its immobility is overlooked
other sciences. by the mathematician, as lying beyond his province, so
far Ontology is a science ?ecnlative of that matter. 1t does not,
undoubtedly, fall under the department of Natural Philosoil;y to cnter
into an examination of such, for it is concerned with what i.s mov-
able, and capable of having motion impressed upon it from cxtrinsie
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sources. About what sort of first principles likewise is the science
of Metaphysics conversant P—about those that are primary and uni-
versal in the most eminent sense of that term, and denominated

nerally elements. Again, do entity and unity, the #d é» and =6 &,
g:ll under its notice as the primary genera of things ?

Farther, must we admit the existence of a some- 4, 15 there a
thing seperable and independent of singulars? Are something that
there any substances, beside those cognisant to sense, ® scparable?
which su{)sist in a condition of actual separation? This involves the
entire question as to the reality of metaphysical science, whose object
is to try and discover the existence of such, and make it manifesf to
others. But the absurdity involved in supposing that there is no
such supra-sensual substance in existence is apparent from its recog
aition merely of the existence of matter. Now matter, ; pooor o
we know, merely subsists in capacity, and without the supposes the
operation of energy or the formal principle, its existence exlstence of
would be to us & nonentity; its existence, however, *"*™
proves the presence of energy, and energy presupposes the subsist-
ence of an Eternal Substance. Besides, if we deny the g other argu-
existence of this Eternal Substance, we ignore the ments from the
existence of order and design in the Universe; but Jatureof what
this will amount to the practical absurdity of denying )
the reality of what are matters of fact. in, are we to recognise
any identlt; as subsisting between the first J)rinciples of mortals and
immortals ¥ certainly not, as has been abundantly discussed in book
IL, chapter iv. Again, what position are we to assign to entity and
unity in the category of first principles P and are we to recognise the
subsistence of a somethin% beside entirety P—the 7d civohow. Farther,
are we to assign any limit to first principles, or not ?

In chnit[:er iii. Aristotle shows that the subject- 7. chap.iii.
matter of etalghyaics is strictly and dproperly entity as the subjeci-
such; and he Iays down what already he has demon- Netaphyeics.
strated, namely, that the unity of metaphysical science
is not destroyed by the multiplicity of the subjects which it em.
braces, consequent upon the many subdivisions of entity. Avd this
he iilustrates, as heretofore, by the case of medical science; and, in
general, we may take it for granted that all the various details of an
science are kept within the limits of unity, by being examined an
cultivated in reference to one certain genus, as well as one definite
pnﬁe. And all this is confirmed from the instances of the sciences
of .Geometry, Natural Philosophy, and Dialectics.

But, though there is a wide divergence in the subject- . . = .
matter of Mathematics and Metaphysics, yct in some compares Aa.
points they intersect each other; for the mathematician thematics and
makes use of those apodeiktic principles which fall Metephysics
under the notice of the ontologist likewise. After all, ;
bowever, his use of them is peculiar to himself, and he leaves to the
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metaphysician to speculate into the principles of these. And farther
we are to bear in mind, that althougrl’x in some respects the subject-
matter of Mathematics and Metaphysics is the same, because tey
both contemplate what is immovable, yet that the former science
merely views a certain portion of that which the latter investigates
into in its entirety.
) The mention, however, of these apodeiktic principles
5. Reconsider- suggests the consideration of those few fundamental
systems of the axioms that lie at the bottom of all reasoning, and,
scepticsin  therefore, all systems of science. And this suggests the
chapter¥.  yeconsideration, in chapter v. of this book, of those
who ventured to deny the validity of these fundamental axioms—
reconsideration, I say; for the subject has been already treated of in
book ITI. In book X., however, we have the same topic brought "
before us, and are furnished with a second, and somewhat more
elaborate, refutation of the sceptical philosophies® of Prot
and Heraclitus. The course that Aristotle adopts, in his refutation
of these systems, in book X., is pretty much the same as he has fol-
lowed in book ITL. He enlarges on the absurdity involved in the
denial of such a simple principle—nay, such a flat truism—as that
the same thing may and may not be at one and the same time, or
that contradictions may be both true. It subverts our notions of the
difference between negation and affirmation; and, accordingly, one
capital mode of refutation may be derived from the necessity that the
sceptic finds himself under, of assigning some meaning or other to
that, th«la\I existeﬁoe ol:'m non-existellxlce %ee Whifén:lfsed aﬂirmb s to be the
same. Now, when this meaning has been signali some name,
the folly of the sceptic will be made apparent even to I{imself; as is
shown more fully 1n book ITI. chapter iv. And all this Aristotle
deems would be sufficient to convict Heraclitus himself of his incon-
sistency : but there is another adversary, to whose system the same
will be antagonistic, and that is Protagoras; as he proceeds to show
in chapter v1.
This denial of the fundamental axioms of all reasoni

1 e o1 has manifested itself in the dogma of Protagoras, abou
apparentin  man being the measure of all things. It may seem
Frotagoras,  absurd to reduce a theory of so pompous a {itle to
ap a class of systems so obviously silly as that refated in
chapter v.; but, nevertheless, upon examination, they will be found
as springing from common sources, namely, the projection of our
subjective notions info the regicas of objectivity, and a resolve not
{o recognise truth, if it does not harmonise with owr preconceived
notions. Now, this dogma of Protaﬁoras, that man is a measure of
pll thicgs, is the same as that which already has come under our

(1) ¥Vide Hume’s Essays, Essay xviii. vol. ] and Essays i., iv. and xii. vol. 2; aiso

Thomas Stanley in his History of Philosophy, 11, on Scepticism, a com-
4 translation of 8 Lupiricus. (Pyrzh, F.?I:.) ’ - !
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notice in book III., as emhodied in the assertion of the truth of the
apparent ; which assertion has been already refuted there.
ut as to the truth of the apparent, we may lay it ;, o4 o
down as certain that the origin of this opinion, namely, the dogma of
from the tenets of certain Natural Philosophers, whoall the truth of
appeared to have arrived at the same scientific inferences ©'° "PPnt
in regard of the generation of nothing out of nothing,—that this
origin is tantamount to a refutation of the paradox itself. And the
sensational origin of the paradox is likewise a refutation of it ; for to
affirm the r&ﬁltxyl of what is apparent to the senses, is to take no
account of the possibility of the senses themselves being injured, or
otherwise incapacitated from deciding about truth; for example, just
as if one were to place the ﬁn?ers under his eye, and make objects
scem double, which were single in point of fact. Here, at least,
::tultgue be an instance wheremtie apparent—the 76 @aivoperor—was
But pray why permit the sceptic to pronounce dog- 12, scepticism
matically as regards plienomena which he himself allows exciudes
to be fleeting and uncertain, and on which, as such, be ogmatism.
founds his system ? This characteristic, of flux and motion, in itself,
must render impossible the attainment of truth at all, and therefore,
why has the sceptic any right to contend for the #uz4 of his sceptis-
ism? But apply this sceptical philosophy to the affairs ;4 prcvon
of common life, and see how completely it fails there— refutation of
how entirely discordant it is with everything that it the sceptics,
finds there. When life and death are concerned, and °"*P*¢* V-
when the doctor prescribes a particular sort of fcod, we take that
food according to his preseription, and we do not raise any subtle
uestions as to whether it is the food that it seems to be, or whether
this is impossible, consequent upon the flux and motion of things.
And if thinﬁ are in this continual state of change as regards the
sensations that make themselves apparent to us, why do the same
sensations always appear the same under the same circumstances ?
why do not they appear to us the same as they do to the sick ¢ Why,
use we are not sick. Do we continue, then, during such times, in
a state in which our organs of sense are unimpaired by disease P The
sceptic must say, Yes; but this is giviug up the whole point, for it
is an admission that we continue the same for a certaln period of
time, or, in other words, that things are not in that s‘ate of flux
which he contends they are.
This_constitutes the Aristotelian mode of attacking .
the Philosophy of the Sceptics, and he considers that if,Sharacter
their whole system is shivered into fragments by this overthrow cf
method of refutation, which is the more ingenious, as it “;:u""l’:“c“
is based on the principles of the sceptics themselves, ©' - P™v*
The overthrow, not so much of the speculative difficulties as of the
practical absurdities involved in the system of the sceptic, o which
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Aristotle has given such prominence, is called the argument from
Common Sense, and is the one, as is well known, which became
such a favourite with the school of the Scotch metaphysicians?! in
modern times. All the sceptics, however, we must bear in mind,
are not to be refuted by one and the same argument, and what will
prevail with one class will fail with another. For, according to
Aristotle, amongst the sceptics themselves we discover the existence
of different classes, and some are much easier refuied than others,
for some adopt their system from what they fancy rational grounds,
and therefore such may be foiled with the arms of reason ; but others
are for ignoring the authority of reason altogether. The sceptics
belonging to this latter, which may be considered as the most ex-
treme school of scepticism, will not allow that there is any reason in
things, or any truth at'all: but how absurd, for if so, what reason
have they for their theory ? and if all things are false, how can they
demand of men to recognise the existence of ZruZh in their own
philosophy ?
15. Chap. vil. In chapter vil. Aristotle again reverts to the topie
gt e  Of the unity of metaph{sical science, notwithstanding
unity of the diversity and manifold nature of its subject-matter.
Metaphysics.  And precisely the same line of argument is adopted as
on a former occasion, when precisely the same topic comes under
our notice. The other sciences have their own appropriate subject-
matter, and why should not the science of the metaphysician {mve
the same ? Now persons need not think that metaphysical science
is unnecessary, nor that it speculates merely about w&mt is examined
into by the other sciences, for it is this very circumstance that in
right earnest establishes the reality of the science of the ontologist ;
for all the other sciences merely take up a fragment of entity and
examine it, whereas, the science of Metaphysies speculates into
entity, as such, so far forth as it is entity, that 1s, simply and univer-
sally considered.
16. Aristoties  And here we again meet with Aristotle’s favourite
favourite argu- argument for the existence of such a science as Metae
mentfor the  physics, drawn from the existence of what is eternal
ce of . .
such a science and separable, and immovable. All other sciences have
as Meta- their respective subject-matter. Here is a something
physics. that can {;e proved from an induction of all the sciences,
not to be taken notice of by any; therefore we must have a distinet
science to take notice of this, and this distinet science is that of the
17. This like- Metaphysician. And this very subject it is which testi~
viseshows its fies to the fact of the dignity of Metaphysics as a
isnity.. . science,? for this separable and supra-sensual substance,
what is it, as Aristotle will show in book %I., but the Divinity
(1) Tt is kardly a correct use of the term Metaphysics, to predicate itcf the system

of the 8cotch philosophers.
(3) Pide book V. chaps. . and ii,
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under another name; therefore that science ought to command our
homage and reverence, the province of which is to take notice of
the nature of God. Here is another Flnce in the Metaphysics where
Aristotle bad another opportunity of enlarging upon the subject of
Theology, and showing its proper place in, as well as connexion with,
the science of Metaphysics. But here, as elsewhere, he neglects to
follow up the subject, an omission that is taken notice of in the analysis
of that part of book XI. where Aristotle unfolds his notions of God's
Being and Attributes. The same point is likewise noticed in the
amilgsi;;)f book V. bronsh

chapter viii., we again are brought into contact
with a subject already examined in:of namely, as to on the stiones
there being a science of the accident; and the same of the
statement is made here as elsewhere, of there bemng no *°° dent.
such science, and the grounds put forward in both places for this are
the same. There is the same practical argument drawn from ex.
perience, to show that there is no science of the accident; and the
same is shown from the nature of the accident itself, as well as the
cause of its subsistence. Now the nature of the accident, we know,
is what subsists neither always nor as for the most part, but science
is conversant about that which subsists always and for the most part.
And further, we must bear in mind that the cause of what is acei-
dental, is not the same with the cause of what is absolute, otherwise
we must adoﬁsa system of universal necessity. Wherefore, on these
grounds, in this metaphysical treatise, where entity, as such, is under
consideration, this is one of the a.slpects of it which, with certain
others of the same kind, are entirely left out of view by the Stagyrite.

And it is worth while, Aristotle thinks, to notice the 19, The nature
connexion between accident and causality noticed in of chance, end
what we call chance. But chance does mot invalidate °f chap- vii.
the existence of things that are produced according to free-will as
some final cause. To say, however, that all causes operated merel
according to accident, would be to make them indefinite, whic
would contradict the fourfold division of them, recognised by all
classes of philosophers, and, besides, it would involve the additional
absurdity of making the accidental prior to the essential. But, even
assume the phenomena before our eyes as the results of chance, yet
this will not in reality annihilate the existence of Mind, or even of a
settled constitution and course of Nature.

Thus we see that book X. merely comprises What g5 v specu.
already has been brought before us at large in books lations pesaliar
IL. and III.; there are, however, two subjects treated tobookX.
of in this book, which are peculiarly its own, namely, the nature of
motion, chiefly in its relation to energy and potentiality, and, also,
thut of the Infinite, or 76 dmetpor.

Now as to motion, we may assume that there are as g;. The subjeet
many species of motion as of entity, because motion is of motion
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treated of in 1ot a thing that is indeperdent of entities themselves,
chap. ix. The chief subdivision of entity, however, where motion
is plainly discoverable, is that one which subsists according to capa-
city and actuality. But now take the case of a brazen statue, and
ask yourself, where has the motion come from that has moulded the
brass into the form of the statue, and in wkat does it reside? Does
the capacity of the brass constitute this motion, or the energy pre-
supposed in the productive powers of the art of the statwary? 'The
rep! g to this seems to be as follows: That the motion does not
reside in the capacity, nor in the energy, and yet that it is that which
secures the transition of what subsists in capacity into a condition
of actuality; in short, “motion,” as Aristotle defines it, “is the
entelecheia * of that which is endued with capacity, so far forth as it is
such.” The whole of this chapter is occupied with an elucidation of
this principle from practical instances; for example, house-building.
He vindicates the view which he has thus taken of motion, reassert-
ing that it constitutes an energy and yet an imperfect one; that we
must account for its indefiniteness from the fact of its being doubtful
as to whether it ought to be classed under capacity or energy; and
that all this enhances the difficulty of the matter in hand, though at
the same time Aristotle finds no reason to be dissatisfied with the
views he has just now put forward.
22, Chap.x.on  In the tenth chapter, Aristotle comes to treat of that
*the Infinite” which had already before his time given rise to so much
speculation, namely, the Infinite—the ro dweipor. In the first place,
we are furnished with a sort of negative description of it; for as to a
sitive definition of the Infinite, that would be out of the question.?
f, however, it is what is possessed of a separable subsistence, it is
not what is cognisant to our senses; and this we might ex;iect, for
on the supposition of its constituting neither magnitude nor plurality,
and that the substance of it is the infinite and not what is accidental,
in such a case it will be indivisible; for if we allow it to be divisible,
it will, as a_consequence, involve either magnitude or plurality.
25, Nature of But, besides the indivisibility of the Infinite, we may
the Totinite. . also regard it as devoid of parts, for this would presu
pose its analysation into similar parts. As, for exam I[;,
a part of the air is air ; but this, in the case of the Infinite, would be
absurd, for the notion we have of it is of what is essentially uncom-
pounded. But that the Infinite should subsist in energy, for this
reason is impossible, for what part will we particularize as the sub-
ject of this energy? for take whatever portion of the Infinite you wish,
and it will—it must—be infinite likewise. And, further, it is im-
possible for it to subsist in a condition of actuality or entelecheia, for

(1) "Evrehéxeca is best translated by the word * actuality.”

(2) Vide Cousin in his Psychology, on Lockes theory of the Infinite; Sir William
Hamilton on Cousin, in his first Dissertation; and Mr. Calderwood on Sir William
Hamilten’s theory ; and note, p. 305 of the Translation.
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then it mast needs constitute some quantity or other; and this would
presuppose its subsistence in accordance with what is accidental.
The next thing which Aristotle undertakes to prove g4 The n-

in regard of the Infinite is, that it does not reside in finite not to be
objects that fall under the notice of our senses. And found in
tlis he proves in two ways: first, from the formal ’
principle of body as what is defined by surfaces; and, secondlg, from
physical considerations, namely, from the imegssihility of ils being a
composite nature, or even a simple one. We cannot suppose the
Infinite to comstitute a composite nature; for how, as is essential
to our notion of what is compound, would the elements of the
Infinite, supposing it of this description, be limited in their number—
how would we equalise them ? And, further, we are to bear in mind,
that body is that which involves an interval in every direction, but
that which is infinite must involve such an interval without an
limitation at all as to direction; so that if body be infinite, it is
infinite in every direction. And as to the unity of the Infinite, it is
just as fanciful as the unity which Natural Philosophies lay down as
ex:iét' bel:ide the elle)m;nts.

ut further, every body cognisant to our senses is in
place somewhere, and thzre 1gsm:he same place for the f,i;ol;‘;?f'ﬁ‘;
whole as for the part ; take the case of t%m earth, for from the rela-
example. Now a%)ly this to the Infinite; if it is jiogs of 204
uniform, it will be then immovable, or it will be always ’
in motion ; but this is impossible, for why should it have a motion in
any one direction more than another P upwards, more than downwards P
Suppose, however, the Infinite were like a clod on the earth’s surface,
where will it be moved to, or where will it remain at rest? for this
is merely a part of the whole, and the place of this clod which is con-
genial with the substance of the whole earth will have a place of the
same sort with the whole, and therefore the place of part of the Infi-
nite will'be infinite as well as that of the Infinite itself; but this is
absurd. But even supposing the Infinite to be in place, that it
will comprise the entire of I:ﬁe lace where it is~yvet how will this
be the oase P—what will be its place of rest or of motion, or will it
be moved anywhere? If so, it will never come to a stand-still; or
eu};})ose it to be at rest everywhere, in that case it will not be moved.

, on the other hand, we suppose that the Infinite is 26, The T
not uniform, but dissimilar in its component parts, then finite o iform
also will the places which they sevenﬁly occupy be dis- or dissimilar
similar likewise. And the consequence vnﬁ he that inits patts.
there will not be one body of the entire save in regard of contact.
Then these parts will be infinite or finite in species; it is not possible
for them to be all finite, for some of them will be infinite, and some
not _atc;, o; ttgle eintire txsnnsg; be infinite. %gd thli)s will lead to an
infinity of the elements; but supposing this to he impossible, the
Universe must needs then be ﬁnitg.p e possible
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And again, it is, in short, impossible for body to be

:{,’t E:?zﬂ(::il:;' infinite, as well as the place for ll))gdy, if every boﬁy that
is cognisant to our senses involves gravity or lightness,

for it will be impelled either towards the centre or upwards; but it is
utterly impossible that any part of the Infinite, whether the half or
the whole, should undergo any passive condition whatsoever. For
how, pray, will you accomplish a division of the Infinite, or how will
there be of the Infinite an upper or lower region, or what is extreme
and central? And, besides, what is cognisant to our senses, as just
now stated, resides in place; and there are six species of place, not
‘one of which could have any possible relation with what is infinite,
‘And all the foregoing may be confirmed from the fact that the Infinite
is not the same In magnitude, and 1n motion, and in duration, as if it
were one definite nature. This, I hope, makes somewhat intelligible
Aristotle’s vaﬁpeness and studied obscurity on this remarkabla
rubjoct of the 1o ¢ ining chapters of the tenth book

. e two remaining chapters of the 00

and 1z there is not to be found an hirx)xg that can be considered
chapters octu- jmportant, when compared with what has gone before,
Felation of mgo is about to follow in book XI. They are both
motion to occupied with the subject of motion in relation to
change. ¢! . There are three changes, either from a subject
into a subject, or from a non-subject into a subject, or from a subject
into a non-subject: the first is neither generation nor corruption,
the second amounts to generation, and the third to corruption. Now,
although every motion constitutes & certain change, yet not every
change constitutes motion, for generation and corruption are not
motions ; it is only in regard of the change from a subject into a
subject that we can assume change as equivalent with motion. Now
these principles are clearing the way for what follows in book XI.,
where he traces up all energy and activity primarily to the First

Substance. . L.
The object which Aristotle has in view in chapter xii.,
o eohap- 3 the last of book X., is to prove, in the case of which
which of the  of the ten categories motion can be said to have an
gm@ﬁ:i:m existence, and in the case of which of them it cannot.
rt? And the conclusion that he comes to is this, that since,
for reasons which he states, there cannot be said to
exist motion belonging to substance or relation, or action and passion,
it remains that such should be found only in quality, quantity, and
the place where. The chapter concludes with some definitions sug.
gested by the point under discussion, namely, definitions of con‘sot,
eonsecutiveness, and local contrariety.
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BOOK XI.

‘We now come to book XI., which is the more impor- ; gmy pook
taut, as it contains discussions bordering more on XI. more im-
Theology than any that have as yet been brought before Portant than
us. ese occur chiefly towards the end, but all that ’

before it in the opening chapters, as we shall presently see, are
esigned by Aristotle to prepare the way for the conclusions which
he seeks to establish there.

This book opens with an assertion already made by , . .
Aristotle as to substance, or the odcia, being & Proper sunsrance. the
object of speculation; for the truth of which he appeals proper subject
to the systems of the ancient schools of philosophy. Shapequlation;
Qualities and passive states no doubt come in for a book XI.
share of inquiry; but still it is so in subservience to an
investigation into substance, which they presuppose. But what
science is there that takes cognisance of substance in the way in
which Metaphysics does? Whaf science is there that investigates the
causes and first principles of substance, except that of the metaphysi-
cian? And the generally received division otP substances ; ... .
into eternal, immovable, and those that fall under the is/a, proves
notice of our senses, this very division bears its witness the necessity
to the necessity of the existence of such a science as 3¢ treachysics.
that of Meta}{}:ysics; for though the physical sciences
have taken abundant notice of sensible substances, yet where have
we any system of philosophy conversant with what is immovable as
such, and with what is eternal as such? There is a verging towards
such a science in the systems of mathematicians, as well as in the
Ideal H;;pothesis of Plato; but the degree of development attained in
either of these cases falls far short of what is accomplished by the
metaphysician in transcendental science.

Now, substance falling under the notice of our senses, 4 chango ana
whl;ich lili (i'ln:d(l,lfl thefthre&a subdivisions of subs:ltance, is causality;
that whic] its of undergoing change. And change °hep- 1.
fresupposes a something :E:ll;nlgs the subject of the change, and in

he present case, that is, the matter An. And this will appear at
once when we enumerate the various sorts of change; for we are to
bear in mind that there are in existence four modes of changes,
either acoordinilt;o suhstance or quidm; or, secondly, according to
uantity; or, thi dl§ woord.inﬁ to quality; or, lastly, according to
the place where. Now simple generation aud corruption belong
to the first, and increase and Simm' ution to the third, and alteration
to the second, and such a thing as orbital motion to the fourth. Now
all things whatsoever that involve matter are susceptible of changes:
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for matter itself is oze of a threefold division of causes into contrariety,
privation, and matter.
B. Nogenera-  We are mot, however, to suppose that there is a
tion of matter generation of matter and form that is of the ra € xara,
:ggpmi"i;“; or the ultimates, so o speak, of objects that fall under
. T 1 tlﬁfsnotice of our senses. hﬁ;tter, ml)x doubt, adn;it:h:f
ch , and thi resnposesasomet' as the cause o t
a.nge’ as well as gometimf into which a transition is effected; but
this proves no generation of matter or form. Matter manifests itself
to our senses under a particular form; but this is brought about b
Art, or Nature, or Chance, or Spontaneity. And these merely wor
on what they already find in existence, namely, matter, or the Tas.
6. Anapparent Lerhaps, indeed, there may be a sense in which form
exception to  subsists separately from the matter which it moulds.
this. As in the case of a house, the form of which we in a
certain sense might say did subsist in the mind of the builder pre-
viously to the bricks and timbers assuming the shape of a house.
But Aristotle, as he shows at the end of this chapter, will not allow
that this is any admission of the reality of the Ideal system of Plato.

7. Twofold ere is a remark in this chapter worthy of note, in
differencein  which Aristotle expresses a twofold difference in causes
causes. in respect of some being antecedent and some being

. coincident with their effects. This distinction we know has been
brought forward in the modern controversies about the Th of
Causation, as may be seen by a reference to the Dissertations of the
late Sir William iinmilton on that particular subject.

8 How the Now, what Aristotle has established thus far in these
foregoing re-  three chapters of book XI. appears to be this, that
lates to what is there is a something that exists as the subject of the
to follow. various changes that we observe ; and at the same time,
that these very changes themselves ‘ﬁpresuppose some productive and
constructive power, which by its efficiency gives rise to them. This
plainly is laid down with the ulterior purpose of demonstrating the
necessity of the existence of a First Cause. .
9. Are th Before proceedi.n%, however, more mmediatzl! to
principies of  €Xamine into this subject—I mean, the necessity of the
things the  existence of a First Cause, some one original and
it primary principle, whereon all things depend, and from
ehap. iv. whence they flow—the question meets us at the
threshold, Are the principles of things the same, or
different ? Are the elements of substances and relatives the same P
This question we know has already been discussed in book II.
Strictly speaking, they are not the same; but in one_sense, per
they may, and that is xar’ dvahoyiay—analogically. But again, what
relation 1s there between elements and first principles ? Are they the
same, or different? Now we know that one chief merit of the
philosophy, as developed by Plato and Aris“otle, ‘vas bringing forth
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into a clear light this very relation between an element and first
principle, arotxeior and epyrf. An element and a first 10, Eiements
vrinciple in one respect are the same, and in another threefold,
they are different; they are the same in material things; $auses four-
but when one passes on to things that fall under the

notice of the mind, they then are different, though even here they
agree 1 being both causes. What gives rise to f.ﬁe difference in the
latter case is that there intrudes a something that is not found in things
purely material, namely,—a motive principle. And thus will we be led
?adually up to the First Cause ; and, moreover, will this give rise to a
ourfold division of causes, whereas that of elements is merely threefold.
, There is, however, another distinction in entities, and

it is this: that some of them do, whereas others of lt,'els,‘;';‘:,:{:f;
them do not, involve a separable subsistence ; and it is to and some in-
the former timt we must ascribe the nature of substance, zgg"‘e‘e;
and whicl, for this reason, we must regard as causes; © ©
because, how can we conceive such a thing, e.g. as motion, or
oassion, without presupposing substance as a condition of both ?

ow, as to universal causes, these, practically speaking, .

have no existence—each thing has its own particular 1% Neuni-
cause—there is no universal man to be !'oundp in rerum
naturd. TPeleus, a particular individual, is the father of another
g:rticular individual, Achilles. The true principle of causality is to
locked for, not in mere mental abstractions, but in substances as
such—tbe,y are the causes of all things, and are the causes as ener-
gies; a principle which will be applied by Aristotle in his attempt
to explain the Being and Attributes of God. And on 33, Fourfola
examination it will be found that these may be arranged division of
under the same four heads of causes which Aristotle ©*ue®
has already laid down as the divisions whereon all inquiry on tiolo-
gical subjects must be based. This fourfold enumeration of causes
is no obstacle to the truth of the threefold division of elements or
first principles, as already mentioned. The three principles, however,
may sometimes be further reduced ; for in some cases the principles of
all things may be the same, that is, analogically, for the matter and
form, and privation, are often merged into unity, by being all alike
ar. index of efficiency or a moving principie somewhere.

But now, having thus been engaged in the examina~ |, consiger-
tion of two sorts of substances out of the three ; namely, ation of the
two substances of a physical nature, as they have been sioia 2xivror:
deseribed slready ; the third also now remains for consi- *F
deration, viz. the immovable one— the obela dxivnros, which Aristotle
accordingly proceeds to examine in this and the following chapter.

In the grst place, then, it is requisite that this Tm- 15 The eter-
movable Substance should constitute one that is Eternal, nity of this
as well from the nature of motion? itself, as of sub- SuPetasse:

(1) Pide a previous note in ;he Analysis, at p. xxxvi



ixxiv . ANALYSIS OF ARISTOTLE'S METAPHYSICS, [BOOK XL

stance; that is, primary substance. Tor primary substances, if not
adinitted as lying beyond the possibilities of being corrupted, will be
sufficient to ensure the corruptibility of all things else beside. And
as to motion, we know that it cannot admit of being generated or
corrupted, for it is what always existed ; and it is so with duration
likewise. And as the continuity of motion, that is, circular motion,
is what we must_acknowledge, 50 must we admit the continuity of
time ; in fact, as Dr. Clarke 1n modern times argued, and as Aristotle
now implies, time and space ! are in themselves infinite, and are to
be viewed as the attributes of an Infinite Being.

16. The vri- Further, must these substances not merely be eternal
3 P . . . . .
mary substance a8 being primary, but must be immaterial as bein
immaterial  eternal, and on their eternity and immateriality depen
~kewise. the connexion of their essence in the energy. And in
general we may assume that the eternity or immateriality of these
primary substances would be of no practical importaunce to us, save
on the distinet understanding of their subsistence in a condition of

re-existent energy. This principle was quite over-
1. Defectin  looked by the old theogonists as well as the physicists
Theology. of antiquity, in their systemns: for example, in gene-
rating the Universe out of Niglt, as Theologians of those
ages did, or in the simultaneous subsistence of all things together,
which some of the natural philosophers maintained. This is a serious
error, and it may be remarked that the extravagances deducible from
these systems are a silent piece of homage to the truth of the philo-
sophy which Aristotle at present is seeking to establish. Now all
these philosophers and theologians gave quite an inadequate view of
things—it was impossible for them to account for the phenomenon
of motion except they recognised the previous existence of energy.
.. Matter can never be the instrument in producing its
i onSior own_motion, and it was this difficulty which led to the
the perpetuity origin of the theory of the perpetuity of energy, such as
of motion. was advocated by Plato and Leucippus, for these philo-
sophers advocated the eternity of motion; but independent of the
utter incompleteness of such an account of things, precisely the same
objection lies against their theory as that of the theogonists just
alluded to; namely, that we canrot consistently perceive in what it
advances as the original of things, any efficiency or anything that
will produce motion in the first instance. So that, after all, the
reality of a pre-existent energy is recoinised in these systems, as is
also made to appear by a reference to the philosophy of Anaxagoras,
who identifies mind and energy together, as well as to that of
Empedocles in his assertion of such principles as harmony and
discord.
19. How this Advancing forwards, then, on these principles, what
tearsonthe  remains to be proved in regard of these primary sub-
(1) Vid» Stewart’s Outlines of Moral Philosophy, Part I1. chap. il. article I.
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stances as a oasis whereon to build the truth of God’s question ot
existence, what remains, then, is pretty obvious. These God's exist-
primary substances, we have seen, involve an eternal *°*
motion—a mction that is cirenlar, and between that which receives
this motion and that which imparts it we must recognise the inter
mediate existeace of that which, though the source of motion, is
itself immovable ; and this constitutes what already has been implied
in the mention of the primary substances, and that is, tne eternity of
one substance whose energy constitutes its essence. And as to the
energy of this first substance, that can hardly be called in guestion,
for we must bear in mind that a perpetuity of motion presuppnses
an eternal cause of that motion.

Having thus established the existence of this First a9 wnat sort
Substance, the source of all the motion in the Universe, of actions are
though at the same time itself being immovable, Aris- 7e to aseribe
totle next examines into the sort of action to be found
in this Substance—that is, of course, so far as this subject is disco-
verable to the weakness of our faculties; for, after all, we can only
look at the Divine Nature through the distorted medium of our own
subjectivity.! And this is strongly illustrated in the views which
i&);i_stot}e puts forward about the mode of operation pursued by the

1ty.

As to the mode of God’s operation, Aristotle iden- 21. The mode
tifies it with that of the intellect or appetite in man ; of God's
God, the first imparter of motion, moves that which °Peration-
receives the motion as a thing that may be compared to an object of
human volition, or of the human understanding. A thing appears
fair ; it excites a corresponding desire within us, and we strive to
attain it just because it is what appears fair. A truth is placed before
the understanding ; it evokes or calls forth a corresponding intel- .
lectual effort to grasp this truth, and the mind rests satisfied with
the accomplishing of this end as the successful pursuit of its object.
Aud to apply this to the matter in hand, Aristotle would thus seem
to characterise the Divine energy as a-manifestation of volition and
of mental activity on the highest and most stupendous scale that we
can form any conception of. Aund, certainly, there is ) o, =
one element which can be disengaged from this analysis of aristotle’s
of God’s Nature, which emphlti%:ﬁy is one which must analysis of
command the approbation of even Christiun philoso- $e,Divine

hers, and therefore is the more remarkable as one to
&e found in the theories of a Pagan writer. This element alluded to
is the recognition by Aristotle of God &s the independent source of
his own operations, within and by Himself—a truth faintly though
intelligibly mirrored to us in the freedom of the will, and the creative

(1) This tendency is noticed by Cicero in the first book of the De Naturf. The
l'h;l t of Eccl ical Hislory is fully aware cf its pernicious operation ow®
0gY.

r2
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energies of the human mind; and a truth, moreover, so glorious
tl;a;t 'the Holy Scriptures of Gud teem with frequent avowals
of it!
23. The final And this of itself teaches us the final cause of the
cause of God's Divine activity, and what :t is that it proposes for itself
energy. by this its display of energy. It is love that draws
forth the one, and a yearning after what is lovely that leads to a
display of the latter. In us frail mortals, though the will, when not
perverted, strains after what is good as an objeot of desire, yet it may
or may not attain such, however it may love it ; and the same holds
good of the mind in its apperception of truth. In the case, how-
ever, of God, the will and its object are not separate, and therefore,
when we say that God pursues the work of creation as an object that
is loved—xivei 3¢ o5 epadperor—we mean, in other words, that the
essential quality of the Divine nature is love, or, as the Evangelist
St. John has it, lt&hat “ l(x}Od is l?ve.” hat fancifal infe
ow this might appear a somewhat fanciful inter-
::'m?foirg_‘““ retation of whft we ?Eﬁ:d in the text, but when what
going snalysis follows is annexed, the analysis will not seem so unjusti-
ghown inwhat figble on the ground of its exaggeration ; for thereby will
’ we find Aristotle laying it down that God’s existence is
what must be most excellent and happy, and therefore, as such, his
aim must be the promotion of general felicity in all parts of Creation,
and the actuating principle in his Divine perfections must be love, and
25. Vindicated nothing else éu¢ love. Perhaps, however, it will be the
by apassage  Safest course to give the reader Aristotle’s own words
from the literally translated. “ The mode of God’s existence,”
Metaphysics. g5v Aristotle,! * must be such a one as is most excellent,
and an analogy of which we have in our own short eareer.
exists for ever in this condition of excellence, whereas, indeed, for us
this is impossible. His pleasure consists in the exercise of his essen-
tial energy, and hence wakefulness and perception are what with
God are most agreeable. Now essential perceptionis the ﬁerception
of that which is most excellent, and the mind perceives itself by parti-
cipation of its own object of perception; but indeed, it is a sort of
contact of both, that in the Divine Mind creates a regular identity
between these two,? so that with God both are the same. And in
possession of this prerogative, He subsists in the exercise of energy;
and contemplation of his own perfections is what to God must
most agreeable and best. And this condition of existence, after so
excellent a mauner, is what is so astonishing to us when we examine
God’s Nature; and the more we do so, the more wonderful that
Nature appears to us. drzd the mode of God’s existence is essential
energy, and as such is a life that is most excellent and everlasting, so

() In chap. vii. of beok XI.
(2) This is not quite » lteral translation of Aristotle’s words in the passage theé
fis being quoted.
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that we must allow God Almighty to be possessed of such a life as
is eternal and uninterrupted.”

Now, in these words, which are to be found towards .
the close of book XI. chapter vii, may be said to be fo e duote:
contained the most lucid statement of Aristotle’s and substance
notions of the Divine Nature of the Being and Attri- of Aristotles
butes of God; and the bearing of this passage on the
question of his Theology is most important, and is briefly noticed
again in the remarks which follow after the actual analysis of the

etaphysics has been brought to its close.

And bere Aristotle mentions an erroneous view preva- 27. Error in
lent on this point amangst the Pythagoreans and Speu- Theology of the
siﬁpus, which he but just notices, and the discussion of Pythagoreans.
which, as we shall see, he resumes in the last Book of the Meta-
physics. The Pythagoreans thought that what was excellent, and
what was most glorious, could not be discovered in the dawn of
Creation, but wasa thing of subsequent growth in the way of natural
development; and in opposition to this false opinion, which has
reappeared on several occasions since the age of Pythagoras, and
especially in modern times,! Aristotle contends for the existence
of perfection as what is original, and to be regarded as a paramount
principle in Creation.

This remarkable chapter concludes with a further 55 gyrimer
delineation of the Divine Nature as that which is sketch of the
devoid of parts, for magnitude cannot in any way in- pature of
volve this Divine Nature; for God imparts motion
throughout infinite duration, and nothing finite—as magnitude is—
can be possessed of an infinite capacity. And, likewise, is God
devoid of passions, and unalterable—amadis xal dvallolwrov—
for all such notions as are involved in passion or alteration are quite
outside the sphere, so to say, of the Divine existence. Now, this
representation added to that which recognises the necessary existence
of God, which is given in the early parts of the chapter, completes
the Aristotelian picture of the Divine Attributes. The ,o o
Stagyrite, therex)re, beholds in God a Being whose view of Aria:
essence is love, manifested in eternal enmergy; and the totle’s notions
final canse of the exercise of his Divine perfections is °f %°%
the happiness which He wishes to diffuse amongst all his creatures;
and this happiness itself doth He participate in from all eternity.
Besides, His existence excludes everything like the notion of poten-
tiality, which would presuppose the possibility of non-existence ; and,
therefore, God’s existence 1s a recessary existence. Further, also, He
is devoid of parts, and without passicns or alterations, possessed of

(1) This may be seen in those treatises which place tne modern discoveries in
Beology the side of Revelation. professedly with a friendly aim, but really i»
order to the latter into disrepute.
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uninterrupted and eternal life, and exercising his functions through-
out infinite duration.
30. Chap. viii.  And from this Aristotle passes on, in chapter viii,
The unity or  to the sub{ect, as to whether we are to recognise the
gm:::;ysﬁ{;. unity or plurality of such prjmari substauces; and, in
stance proved  determining for their plurality, he does mot infringe
experiment-  upon the doctrine already established in the last chapter
&y of the existence of one First Cause of all. For, although
in this'chapter he puts forward these many primary substances, yet
they are endued with motion—albeit, eternal ;! and this motion they
have received, in the first instance, from that which, though the
source of all motion in the Universe, is itself, notwithstanding, un-
moved ; but this, with Aristotle, is God Himself. And here, too, we
see another example of Aristotle’s eclectic spirit in his reference to
the works of others, and his custom of extracting therefrom what-
ever may be real and serviceable to truth. As to the Ideal hypothesis,
however, or the Pythagorean system of numbers, he leaves them out
of the way; for, after all, they have no bearing on the present
subject ; but rather, in the theories of astronomers, does Aristotle
expect to discover the object of his pursuit.
31. Reference  He, accordingly, searches into the works of astro-
to the writings nomers; such as Eudoxus and Calippus, in order to
‘t’lfi‘;‘f:";e‘:‘: ascertain the generally received notions of scientific
""" men, as to the number of the orbital motions of the
heavenly bodies; and for this reason, because corresponding to these
several motions, there are so many substances belonging to the stars
—first, second. and so on, according to the arrangement adopted by
astronomers. For Aristotle’s idea was, that the nature of the stars
constituted a certain eternal substance; and, though be thus re-
cognises a number of eternal substances, yet he places one above
them all, from whence, as from a fountain, the others derive their
motion.
: This sketch, which is given us in {his eighth
32 Value of  chapter, of the systems of Eudoxus and Calippus is
" interesting, so far as it illustrates the condition of
astronomical science about the time of Aristotle ; and what we have
here is likely to be an extract from the Stagyrite’s own work on
astronomy, in which he undertakes to amplify and improve the
labours of Eudoxus; and the loss of which must be reﬁarded with
serious regret by all those interested in the learning of the ancients.
Having ascertained the number of the motions of the heavenly bodies,
and, therefore, of the bodies themselves, to amount to fifty and five,
or, exclusive of those of the sun and moon, forty-seven, he somewhat
too dogmatically pronounces about the completeness of this enume.
ration, and concludes with an assertion of what he had already
proved in the De Ceelo; namely, the existence of one heaven—
(1) Revelation has taught us of the 1g ion of the S wn from the Fathes.

N
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els odpavos. The connexion between this a-sertion and Arie otle’s
theological system will be briefly considered in the remarks to bs
found at the end of this Analysis; to which, therefore, the reader is
referred.

In thus investing the beaven and the stars with the 33 confirme
attribute of Divinity, Aristotle conceives Limself called his assertions
upon to furnish some confirmation of his opinions on from ancient
this point ; and he appeals to the authority of antiquity, )
and to tradition, to bear him out in supporting his theory. Perhaps,
after all, this was merely a piece of flattery to the popular supersti.
tion ; for Aristotle, more than any other of the Greek philosophers,
viewed with contempt those long-cherished mythological notions
which had been bequeathed to his countrymen, from an age too dark
and remote for the lamp of history to shoot its rays into. The
passage, however, is a most remarkable one, in which
the Stagyrite seeks to disencumber his opinions of any 3} Repels the
novelty that they might at first sight appear to assume’; Sancr ana s
and runs somewhat as follows:—1It has been tradi- passage quoted
tionally reported, as from the very earliest ages, and I Which thisis
has been left to posterityin the form of a myth, both ’
that these celestial substances are gods, and that Divinity embraces
the entire system of Nature. There have been made, however, to
these, certain fabulous additions, for the purpose of winning the
belief of the multitude, and thus securing their obedience to the laws,
and their co-operation towards advancing the general welfare of the
state. These additions have been to the effect that these gods were
of the same form as men, and even that some of them were in appear-
ance similar to certain others amongst the rest of the animal creation.
The wise course, however, would be for the philosopher to disengage
from these traditions the false element and to embrace that which is
true; and the truth lies in that portion of 1his ancient doctrine which
recognises the existence of these primary celestial substances, and
regards them as gods.”

This brings to a close the ﬁro sed examination into g5, Tnesequel
the existence and nature of the First Cause; and inas- to his theory of
much as, in the unfolding of his theory on this point, e nature of
Aristotle has ascended up to the Absolute and Eternal =~
Mind, through the su%'ectivit of the human mind, and also had
demonstrated that the Divine Nature is what in itself must be essen-
tially good, two questions apparently remain for discussion; the first
involving certain subjects of doubt as regards the Mind itself, which
are investigated in chapter ix., and the second as to whether the
Universe involves in its entire system this very excellence—this 3
dya6d», which we found to be inherent in the Divinity. .

The question discussed in regard of mind is as t0 g5 guestions
what the essence of mind consists in, whether we must relating to the
assume its essence as being manifested in the capacity ™ind; chap-ix
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of perceiving, or in the actual perception itself—rd voeiv or 5} vinaus.
Now, it is important to decide this question—for the settlement of
which the student is referred to chapter ix.; for the dignity of
mind Aristotle conceives depends very much upon correct views as to
its nature: the great danger to be avoided is the exaltation of the
:)le'lects of perception above the great percipient faculty itself. Such
ill only tend to drag down mind from the eminence that it ought
always to occup’yi‘in our estimation.
87. The nature , 1he mext question is, as to the nature of the Good
of the 7 &ya- in its conmexion with the system of the Universe
Y6vi chap. X. g gubject that is also discussed in chapters iv. and
v. book XIIL. The inquiry which is mentioned in this tenth
chapter is, as to whether the nature of the entire of Creation consti-
tutes what is good and excellent. How are we to account for the
existence of what is good P—how are we to give a solution of the
orderly system of the %)lgiverse!’ Is not the point in question best
illustrated by the case of an army, where the discipline and order
that prevail there, and give rise to its excellent condition, are the
result of the vigilance and strict command exercised by the general:
the general, certainly, does not preside over the army on account of the
subordination that 18 found there ; but, sice versé. The application of
this to the matter in hand is obvious; and by it we see Aristotle
recognising what is good as a paramount principle in Creation.
And this, too, exposes the absurdities of any system
ﬁr“;hg [men that would ignore the existence of what is Foog ; and it
den;tﬁe exist- 1S €asy to see why it was that they were led to adopt
ence of good.  such an hypothesis. They were for generating all things
from contraries; and would thus assume the active
influence at work therein of a principle of what is bad (rof pavhod);
whereas had they thought as Aristotle did, and admitted the existence
of matter (¥An), they would have recognised ZAaf as the prime source
of evil. Tt was quite absurd for them to wnsist on such principles as
these, because it was in reality a denial of what was matter of facl,
of what was plainly in existence before their very eyes, and that was
the operation of a certain power, which aimed at the promotion of
what is good as such, and succeeded likewise in the attainment of
this very purpose.
39. Aristotle's This, them, comstitutes Aristotle’s solution of the
account of the origin of evil, and is put forward by its author as the
ooriginof  best refutation of such theories as those of Empedocles,
) for example, and his school, in their recognition of the
principles of harmony and discord. The inconsistency of this system
~—its utter insufficiency to account for the actual difficulty it proposes
to solve—has been already exposed by the £ te in his Review of
the Greek Philosophy, and again in book IL. chapter iv. )
40. Funda- Against such systems as these, which would ascribe
mental error of the phenomenon of gencmtion to contrariety, the funda.
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mental difficulty still remains as to how we can discover ascribing gene-
any princ!iﬁ)le of efficiency in the Universe. Contraries ation to con-
are mutually impassive, and whatever may be the results v

of the conflict of two of them, such, certainly, cannot be equivalent
with motion. Motion must be communicated from some irdependent
source. Grant the phenomenon of generation; but what is the cause
of generation? And such is the force of this difficulty, that it pre-
sented itself to the minds of the ancient philosophers, as we have
already seen; and they were thus compelled, by actual reason, to
recognise some ation in their first principles, and the existence
of one as more dominant than the other. In general, 41, rhegenera
however, they fell into the absurdity of advancing the objection
existence of a something con to what was primary; 2gainst this
and this inconsistency is avoided by Aristotle, who has ~*

fust proved the separate subsi of a in First Cause, paras
mount to every o wer or principle in the Universe. vain,
then, are we to look for this, even in the systems of the Supraj

naturalists : where, for example, will we discover the principle o
causality in the Ideal hypothesis of Plato, or in the numbers
Sfthagorasl’ Such is not to be found there; and this, too, amid
their needless multiplication of first principles. And, further.
Nature herself seeks to break loose from the bondage 45 Nature pro-
fixed upon her by such speculations; and things them- tests against a
selves cry out against the increase of their rulers: and Reedless mul-
thus we find, not merely in the system of human pl};mnry
ﬁvemment, but also in the wide kingdoms of Creation, entities.

e one principle loudly proclaimed, of there being one sovereign
influence that presides over all, and that the dominion of many is not
what is advantageous either in the physical or social arrangements of
the world; and this truth is conveyed to us in the well-known line
from the Iliad: “The government of many is not a good thing; let
us have one chief ruler amongst us.”

BOOK XII.

W= now enter upon an analysis of book XII., which, alm of
however, does not contain speculations of equal interest poox x11. ¢
and importance with what has gone before. The chief

int of interest, however, in it relates to a refutation of the Ideal
\ypothesis—more elaborate and more enlarged than that feund in
book I. The first chapter of this book opens with a statement that
the nature of the substance of those objects that fall under the
notice of our aenses has been declared, but that the inquiry proposed
in the Metaphysics is, as to whether, beside these sensible objects,
there is in existence a certain Immovable and Eternal Substance or
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not. This point has been under investigation in the closing cha
ters of book XI., and the existence o%nsuch having been esta
lished as a matter of fact, he now proceeds to examine into the
statements put forward by other speculators in relation to this
Immovable Substance.
2. Two Now there are two leading opinions, Aristotle con-
opinions re-  Ceives, as regards this Substance ; for the existence of
specting two sorts of substances are put forward, namely, mathe-
jmmovable  matical entities, such as numbers, and lines and ideas;
*and the difference is, that some identify both of these
together, whereas others constitute them as two distinct genera—
namely, ideas and mathematical numbers. The first point of in-
quiry will be respecting these mathematical entities; as to whether
they exist at all or not; and if they do, as to the mode of tkeir
subsistence.  Next, the inquiry will extend itself to the subject
of ideas, and as to whether numbers constitute substances and first
principles.
5. Th Now the inquiry in regard of mathematical entities
posed Inquiry 18 88 to whether they subsist in objects that are cogni-
as regards sant by the senses, or are in a state of actual separation
mathematical  from sensibles; or, supposing that they are found in
) neither way, quere, do they exist at all; or if they do,
they must subsist after some different mode from either of these.
. Th Now as to the non-inherence of mathematical entities
inherenceor  in objects that fall under the notice of our senses,
mathematical  Aristotle considers this to be proved from the non-
entitiesin  divisibility of body and its non-separability from sen-
’ sibles. It would, moreover, presuppose separable sur-
faces, and so forth; and this multiplication of surfaces, &c., may
be regarded as an obstruction towards a settlement of the question.
The same reasoning may be applied to numbers as well as to
mathematical entities. But a practical refutation of this entire
theory may be found in astronomy, optics, and harmonics; at least,
in doubts that might be raised in connexion with these sciences;
for we might as we%l, in the case of these, speak of the existence of
other sensible objects, and other powers of sensation, independent of
those about which these systems respectively are conversant. And
besides all this, even supposing this theory about the separate sub-
sistence of mathematical entities to be true, the very contrary te
what is usually supposed to take place will in reality happen ; for
it would be requisite that they should be prior to sensibles, when in
point of fact they are subsequent to them. And again, there is the
difficulty as to the mode in which these mathematical magnitudes
would be one, and if they do not happen to be one, there will ensue
dissolution in the case of many of them. To be sure, in a certain
sense they may be prior; for instance, in definition; but it does not
follow that things prior in definition should be also prior in substance.
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In chepter iii. we have an assertion made in the .
outset, of the existence of demonstrations and definitions ,;,pe:,’{;,;“{be
in the case of sensible magnitudes, and tkis would seem separability of
to militate against the separability of mathematical these mathe-
entities. Cerfainly this position cannot be established entities.
by those who regard these mathematical entities from
the point of view from which they are usually beheld. And thie
reasoning is again confirmed by a reference to harmonics and opties,
for they do not take cognisance of different objects from those that
fall within the province of our visual or vocal organs. It must, then,
be admitted, that if any separation takes place, it is one that is purely
mental, as is proved by a reference to the sciences of the geometrician
an(%ntheh arithmclatician. ¢ this chapter Aristofl

the conclusion of this chapter Aristotle exposes

the error of supposing that the Il’nathematical scigxcx’ces gic?r?o‘?'x?"p'
are in no way conversant with what is good and with what regardof .
is fair. But an immediate refutation of this false view ™®"ematict:
in regard of mathematics may be found in this one fact, that it is with
the most important species of the fair—the v6 xaAép—namely, of
order and symmetry, or proportion and definition, that all these
sciences, in tmost eminent (fegree, frame their demonstrations. So
that, from what is contained in both of these chapters, Aristotle is of
opinion that we have no reason for contending for the inherence of
mathematical entities in sensibles ; and if, moreover, they do not involve
a separable subsistence, it is plain that they do not exist at all, or if
they do, it must be after some such mode, and, therefore, perhaps
the plain truth is, they do not exist at all.

ter the demolition of these mathematical entities, 7. Chaps. i
Aristotle next procees to attack the Ideal hypothesis of 7w b5 i
Plato, which already has been brought before our notice attack on the
in book I, yet not with the same completeness or finish 1deal theory of
as here, though, indeed, most of the arguments found in ) .
book XII. can be pointed out likewise in book I. 'We are not, how-
ever, to consider them as unworthy of attention because remarks of
a similar import have already found their place in other parts of the
Metaphysics ; for, as Mr. Maurice observes, “ Aristotle’s repetitions
of himself, or the reports of his different pupils, generally clear awa
many difficulties.” 1t is to be also remembered, as Aristotle himse
states, that in his criticism upon the Ideal theory, he in no wise
connects the nature of ideas and of numbers together, as was done
by certain speculators who wished to blend the systems of Plato and
Pythagoras together.

In the first place, then, as to the original of the
ITdeal theory, En'stotle considers it to have been a B Flatonism 8
mere reaction against the Heraclitics, for the purpose Heraclitism.
of securing the permanence of what those sceptics
thought to sweep away in their theory of flux, sensible objects
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are in a state of continual flux, says the follower of Heraclitus ; then
says the Platonist, if we are to have such a thing as scientific or even
rudential knowledge of anything at all, there must exist certain dif-
erent natures, endued with qualities of permarence, independent of
those that fall under the notice of our senses; fcr it is quite plain that
there cannot subsist a science of things that are ever i a condition
resembling the waters of a river, flowing onwards. So far for the
relation of the s slil;em of H%mclitns to th:lxlt of Ellato her wh |
ere was, however, another philosopher who might
3‘5??5‘&‘::?&’ be said to have exercised a more palpable and immedgte
on the Idealis- influence upon the rise and growth of Idealism, and
tie philosoph¥. 414 philosopher was Socrates. The inquiries which
Socrates pursued in regard of the moral virtues gave an impulse to
Idealism, because, in consequence of those inquiries, he was led iuto
investigations about universal definition; aud this was the fore-
runner of a more complete examination into the very nature of things
—the ré 7i éore—which he already had partially pierced into in Ins
ethical speculations. Strictly speaking, indeed, Aristotle considers
that Socrates was not the first phﬂomalgger who busied himself in this
department of knowledge, for that already Democritus had done so,
though, to be sure, to a small extent; and the Pythagoreans, who
connected the formal or substantive principle of things with num-
bers; yet Socrates it was, nudoubtecﬁy, who, by bringing forward
plainly before men the 7d ri éore, was the actuating cause in the
production of Idealism,
10. This Now, the Platonists thus borrowed their system from
influence was  Socrates; and in order to conceal their obligations in
e e reris this way, they imparted a separate subsistence to
of some of the the universals of the Socraties, which Socrates himself
absurdities of  had omitted to do, and they additionally invested them
their system.  with the appellation of ideas; and yet really this was
a source of absurdity in their system, for they thereby were forced
to acknowledge the existence of ideas in the case of all universals.
And this mode of procedure was just as if a man were
- ilustration ¢ complain of the Intricacies of numeration in the case
of a small sum, but when that sum was increased to
one many degrees higher, should boast of his ability to calculate the
entire consequent upon this disappearance of anterior difficulties!
These ideas or universals of the Blatonists, in point of fact, were
wore numerous than singulars—such as fall under the notice of the
senses ; and in endeavouring to give an account of certain pheno-
mena, and at the same time inveighing against the obstacles they
were obliged to encounter, they have regularly abandoned the real
subjects of inquiry, and passed on from these into regions of specu-
lation where the perplexities they came in contact with were far
:(l’r:io complicated, but by themselves considered as more easy of
ution.
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Thus the Ideal hypothesis would seem to prove too
rauch,! for the ideas transcend the actual phenomena in :,’,;:,;‘;,?f:;
multitude ; so that, what are we to say oF the surplus? too much,
Must there not in such a case be ideas where there can
be discovered nothing as corresponding with them in the nature of
thin¥s, in the sphere cf actuality? But there is not a 4 fails in all
single mode advanced by the Idealists as one according points,
to which the ideas subsist that can after all be shown
by them to be such in reality, and thus this hypothesis may be said
signally to fail in its efforts to prop up its system. And more than
this; the very arguments which the Platonists would advaunce in
defence of their theory will be found on inspection, in point of fact,
to be quite destructive of its pretensions to truth.

The utmost length to which we can go is to admit 5 1o oarwe
the existence of ideas or forms in the case of those may admit the
things that may be classified severally under systcms of $ystem of the
science as their objects; this confessedly is a method of =~ "
dealing with the question that harmonises with the rational principles
deducible from the sciences. But, in short, the prin- 4 The 1dealtst
ciples the Idealists go upon quite overturn what they overturns his
themselves would desire the existence of, even in prefer- °™ theor
ence to that of the forms; and what they say in regard of the forms
as participants of things, is only an assertion of the same absurdities
under the disguise of a different phraseology.

But why, as he proceeds to show in chapter v., should 5. Total in-
this Ideal hypothesis command our assent, when it is suffciency of
palpably insufficient to account for the actual pheno- the Idealhypo-
mena it professes to furnish a solution of. Has it not ends for which
been advanced by Plato, as what points to adequate T: advanced;
causes for the production of things Natural and Supra- ***¥ ¥
natural ? but what, in this way, do forms contribute either to the
generation or corrug):ion of thi.ngls}s cognisant to our senses, or to the
eternal elements that may be disengaged therefrom? In the Ideal
theory, we cannot put our finger upon a single efficient or alterative
principle, nor can its advocates show what service it is that they
Eropose conferring upon the interests of science in general by this

ypothesis about forms. They certainly cannot establish their asser-
tion of these ideas constituting the substance of things ; for if such
were true, they would be inherent in tlu'.n?; neither 1s 1t true to say
that the‘y in any way are related to the existence—the esse—of
things; for if so, they would be discovered resident in their parti-
cipants. Thus the Ideal hypothesis would seem to involve causality ;
but it is a mere shadow of if, and the reasons advanced for the sup-
port of such are capable of an easy refutation—reasons advocated
originally by Anaxagoras, and subsequently to his time by Eadoxus.

(1) Ritter gives us an analysis of Aristotle’s refutation of the Ideal theory, is
vol. 111, of his History of PhilosopLy, Morrisov’s t-anslation,
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16. Further But, after all, the Idealists put forth arguments to
Inconsistencies prove their theory, which are entirely insufficient fo
aystem of that p::gose; nor, indeed, can any of the usual methods
Plato, advanced for the establishment of their hypothesis bhe
demonstrated as competent for such an end. And, moreover, any
one who chose to apply himself to the subject would be able to
collect t:gther many 1mpossibilities in reference to an opinion such
as that adhered to by the Platonists, and quite sufficient to overrule
its claims upon the acquiescence of the philosophic world. For
instance, to speak of ideas as the models or Ea.md;gms of things is
uite absurd and silly. And again, how are the ideas substances of
things, if they at the same time are allowed by the Platonists to
subsist separately therefrom, as is admitted by Plato himself, in the
17. Aristotes Ehedo.  But the grand objection against the Ideal
grandobjection hypothesis, and one which the advocates of it can never
sgainstthe  reply to, is that it entirely ignores the efficient prin-
e# FIe9T:  giple, for that we quite fail fo discern anything in it
like causality; and what renders the perception of this fundamental
fallacy in their system the more difficult is, that the Platonists them-
selves have brought forward their doctrine as the wisest solution
that has yet been offered of the theory of causation. This last para.
graph may be regarded as containing the sum and substance of
Aristotle’s entire attack on the Idealism of Plato, and he now passes
on to the philosophy of Pythagoras, having completed bis survey of
that of Plato in chapter v.
The speculations which follow in chapter vi. are not
18. Chap. ¥I.  quite so interesting and instructive as those which have

Senicom ™ gone before ; for the obscurity is sufficiently dense,
respecting  ndeed, with which Aristotle discusses the question, as

numbers. to whether we are to consider numbers as separable
substances, and the primary causes of things. For example, we are
favoured with inquiries such as these,—as to there being a difference
in species bstween what is primary and consecutive in number, as
to tﬁ)e effect of this upon monads, in making them incommensurable
or incomparable one with another, as to the different modes of
numeration, and the error of confounding ideal and mathematical
number together, as well as denying the monadic nature of number
in general, which last dogma was peculiar to the Pythagoreans, and
formed a diﬁiculi]:‘)‘r1 peculiar to their philosc()ﬂhy.
chapter vii. we have a discussion of the question,
oL 88 to whether monads are capable of comparison, or
of monads in commensuration, one with another; and it would be
relation toeach peedless to set down the discussion, which may be
’ examined by a reference to the chapter itself in the
Metaphysies; for it is not what admits of being put in any other
fm more simple, or intelligible, than that which it wears in that

place.

PR
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In chapter viii. we have another curious examination p, ¢, 0 i
into the difference between a number and a monad; a is Teveriod
difference that must subsist either according to quantity against the
or according to quality. Aristotle, also, inquires as to FYthagorics.
whether number be finite or infinite, and remarks upon the diffi-
culties of fixing any limit thereto. He also enumerates certain intri-
cate deductions consequent upon the system of the Pythagoreans ;
and he then boldly challenges them to prove, if they can, their
Theory of Unity as the substance of things.

In chapter ix. we have the same sort of investigations
still carried on; for instance, as to whether number is 2!. Chap. ix.
compounded of unity and g)lurality. And this question fpnor
is connected with that of the finity or infinity of number, speculations
examined into in chapter viii. il
discussions to a close, Aristotle sums up his remarks on
these schools of philosophy at the close of chapter ix.; and they are
well worthy of study in the original. He adduces the discordancy
prevalent amongst the earliest advocates of these theories as the

lainest indication of their fallacy, and of the confusion which really
rurked at the bottom of their systems. There was a constant current
of vacillation ebbing and flowing throughout their entire philosophy :
what one school ennﬁ)raced the other discarded; and thus, in reality,
was truth sacrificed to the interests of party. Those ,,
philosophers, for instance, of this Supranatural school, ool of e
who itted the existence of mathematical number, Supranatural-
merely did so from a horror of the Ideal theory; and Its accounted
thus unconsciously discarded the element of truth found
therein. On the other hand, those who were desirous of maintaining
the tenets of the Idealists as well as of the Pythagoreans, perceiving
no mode whereby they could account for the subsistence of mathe-
matical independent of formal number, have identified both together
as regards their formal principles; but, indeed, in point of fact, they
have entirely abolished mathematical number from their theories,
which, however peculiar to themselves, are of a wholly unmathe-
matical tendency. After all, Plato is the only philo- ,, .
sopher who argues either correctly or consistently on gonsistent.
these subjects; and the inconsistencies and falsehood
discoverable throughout the entire philosophy of the Pythagoreans
may be considered generally as a positive proof against its truth
The foundation of this sehool is improperly laid,—their assumptions
in the first instance are false; and, as Epicharmus lays down
correctly enough, “We can never fairly make good any assertions
where our arguments are drawn from principFe‘; not fairly esta-
blished.” This brings the Aristotelian review of the Pythagorie
philosophy to its conclusion.

The end of this book is taken up with a sort of 24. conclusion
summary of what has gone before, in reference to the of book XII.

aving brought these Igarding

numbers.
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contains & Platonists and Pythagoreans. Aristotle remarks, as a
summary re-  gort of apology for his examination of these systems,
* Plaroorthe s that they properly belonged to metaphysics, and, there-
Pythagoric  fore, he has thus at some length been induced to dwell
systems. upon them, to the exclusion of a consideration of mere
‘objects of sense; for these fall outside the province of the meta-
%\lysicim and within that of the physicist or natural philosopher.
The great line, too, of demarcation to be drawn across the Supra-
natural philosoghy, is one which subdivides it into two leadin

sections ; one of which contends for the ideas as constituting wha!
is supra-sensual, and the other for the numbers as such. Aristotle,
accordingly, offers some few remarks in this and the next chapter,
as regards the Idealistic hypothesis, and as ds the advocates of
number; that is, not formal number, which he has already examined,
but purely mathematical number, This discussion is reserved for the
last book of the Metaphysics.

BOOK XIIL

i of WE come now to book XIII. (al. XIV.L, which bri
1. Aim ot the Metaphysics to its close; and though some of the
speculations therein are devoid of interest, yet the
chapters on the existence om in the world are well worthy of
our careful study ; for they diffuse much light around the rest of the
speculations of the Stagyrite, especially the character of his theolo-
2. Chap. 1. on gical system, properlg so called. Chapter i. of this
contrariety glook is taken up with an examination of the relation
a1 8 first prin-  gybsisting between contrariety and causation; and the
e student 1s referred to the text itself for information on
this topie, which is treated of with such obscurity as to make Taylor
believe that Aristotle was not expressing here his own genuine senti-
ments. Such as they are, however, they may be better understood by
a reference to the commentaries of Syrianus, to be found in Brandis,
and & translation of which is given in Taylor.
3. Chap. i Chapter ii. opens with the discussion of a very impor
regarding _ tant question, as to whether we can predicate composi-
things eternal, tion of things that are eternal, or whether the consider-
e et ation of things eternal as composite natures would not,
in point of reality, ignore their existence altogether.
Ana, further, for the decision of this question he appeals to a prin-
ciple already established as to the essential nature of the Eternal
4. Our know-. Substance consisting in energy. This leads him to an
ledge of ““non- examination into our know] of the “non-ens,” sug-
ens. gested by a quotation from the writings of Parmenides:
snd from this he passes on to inquire how entity can constitute
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plurality, or how relatives are plural. In fact, in general, it may be
stated that this in nn‘iy in regard of plurality extends itself to the
other categories. 111 the chapter concludes with the investigation
of the grounds, if any, for the subsistence of numbers, whether ideal
or mathematical.

In chapter iii. we have a sort of sketch of the 5. chap. ii.
several systems prevalent amongst the advocates for regarding
numbers as the subslance of things, Some, for in. Bumbers:
stance, identify ideas with numbers; some, again, identify numbers
with things; and, again, some identify matuematical natures with
number; and we also are presented with a brief review of these
systems, which takes up the entire of this chapter. In g, chap. iv. as

apter iv., which contains a portion of what obviously regards the o
belongs to chapter iii., we have a most remarkable sub- 4¥29¢»
ject of inquiry touched upon; namely, how we are to account for
the existence of what plainly meets us on every side, viz. the Good—
the 75 dyafdv. Various systems have been put forth on this vital
question ; but they may be reduced to two, namely, those on the one
hand whe maintain the antecedence of the 7o dyafov as an efficient
principle; and on the other, those who would make it out to be
nothing else than a mere result in the way of natural and necessary
development. This, undoubtedly, is the statement to be found in the
fourth chapter of this book ; and the student will be reminded of the
identity of this controversy with that which has been perpetuated
from the age of Aristotle downwards to our own. Aris- Ads
totle adduces the authority of the Magi, and of the z;,pp‘,,:ft}ﬁ,
Sages, the Sophoi,! of antiquity to sutpport the theory of theory about
the antecedence of the good, and of its being a para. the o &ratoy,
mount principle of Creation. And in support of the to antiquity.
same, he appeals to the systems of the ancient Soets,
who likewise agreed with the Magi, as is evidenced in their assigning
the sovereignty amongst their first princi]t)]es, not to such negations
a3 Chaos or Night, but to J upiter, whom they recognised as a source
of positire domimion. We have also in this chapter an examination
into the relation between the b dyafdv and the 7 év. And that the
former does not, nor cannot, constitute the latter is illustrated by an
appeal to the Ideal Theory.

n chapter v. we have a discussion as to the conse- ¢ (.0 o ro.
guences of a non-classification of the Good — the specting the rs
76 dyafér—amongst first principles,and it chiefly turns drafévasa
on the fallacy of supposing the less perfect to be antece- ™= FreP'e:
dent to what is more perfect. Also, Aristotle inquires as to the
mode after which numbers consist from first principles, whether by
mixture, or composition, or asa thing springs from seed. This leads
to a denial of the substantive character of numbers, and an asser-

(1) This was the designation for scientific men previous to the age of Pythagoras,
* 8o was the first o be styled a “ philosopher.” Pide Diog. Laertius, Introduetion,

g
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tion of the vagueness prevalent as to the mode of their causality.
o. Chap.vi. And the next chapter, which is the last, continues a
experimental  discussion of the same topic, and tests the validity of
proof of the . the theories about numbers as causes, by examining
y of the .
Pythagoric  some of the instances that have been brought forward
system of by the supporters of this system, aud exposing the ab-
numbers.  surdity of the same. Chapters v. and vi. are well
worthy of attention; as they touch upon certain departments of
speculation of the most vital importance, and the interest in which
continues unabated to the present day.
10. Aimofthe  Having thus brought this Analysis to its termination,
foregoing the hope is expressed that it may prove of assistance io
Analysis. students desirous of becoming acquainted with the
metaphysical system of Aristotle. The plan pursued has been
to endeavour to show the thread of connexion that runs through
the Metaphysics, to explain the doctrines from time to time laid
down there, and in general to discover as far as possible the drift and
tendency of the entire Treatise. And all this seems more attainable b
Bekker’s arrangement of the several books, which has been followed,
than that which has been proposed by Dr Gillies, probably in imitation
of Petiti,! and censured by Taylor,? with every possible show of reason.
11. Transcend- _ From the Analysis it may be seen that the aim of the
entalism of the Staiyrite is eminently transcendental, and the whole
Metaphysics. work is based on the supposition of the existence
of a something that is capable of and actually involves a separable
subsistence, independent of and superior to those objects that
fall under the notice of our seuses. And it is through the prin-
ciple of causation that we are enabled to ascend upwards to this
supra-sensual substance ; and, therefore, we may observe the con-
stant struggle of Aristotle, in his metaphysical system, to dissipate
the obscurity that hung around the principf; of cfficiency in the philo-
sophic world. This is quite apparent in his review of the Greek
philosophy, in his elucidation of the relation between matter and
form and between energy and capacity, and in his mode of refuting
12. Does tnis e Ideal Iglypothesis of Iv’lato. Still, however, his asser-
amount to tion of the necessity of the existence of a certain supra.
an éﬂoze_rﬁm sensual substance may fall very far short of a demon-
oxistence  Stration of God’s existence ; und the examination of this
poiut, of how far Aristotle had advanced in the develop-
ment of his theological system, may form not an unsuitable conclusion
to the foregoing interpretation of his Ontology.
18. Tncon. Now, it has agpeared from several portions of this
sistency of  Analysis,® that whenever he has ventured to do so, the
Aristotle in his mention of questions strictly theological is made by

(1) The proposed arrangement is given by Blakesley.
(2) In his Introduction to his translation of the Meiaphysics.
(3) For instance, book I. chap. L, ook V. chap. ii., and elsewhere.
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Aristotle with the utmost coldness, and that nowhere 1 errect
in the whole Treatise does he manifest that interest treatment of
for such subjects which we should expect to find Theology.
in a writer wljxo really thought—as the Stagyrite did—that the pro-
vinces of Theology and Meta; h{!sics intersected each other, nay,
occupied common ground. And this apathy for religious speculation
is, perhaps, the more inconsistent in Aristotle, because he not merely
in the very outset of the Treatise acknowledges that Theology is an
interchangeable term with Metaphysics, but that it is the former that
imparts such dignity tc the latter, and that sheds such lustre around
it as a science; so that the same complaint lies against the Meta-
pbysics as against the Ethics, namely, the absence of the religious
element. from both.

As to the absence of the religious element from ™
the ethical system of Aristotle, the student is referred ,yience of the
to a Preface to “ Selections from the Greek Text of the religious
Nicomachean Ethics,” written by Dr. Fitzgerald, the ﬂ;‘:‘;‘:{ﬂ"m
present Bishop of Cork, at a time when be filled the Ethics.
chair of Moral Philosophy in the University of Dublin.
Nothing can be more eloquent than this short dissertation on the
advantages to be derived from a study of Aristotle’s ethical writings ;
and whilst the merits of his moral system are ably pointed out, at
the same time are exposed its defects, as the work of a mind not
impregnated with  the truth as it is in Jesus.” The perusal of this
treatise is recommended as a guide towards the formation of a corre:*
judgment on the point in question, as well as “ Fssays on some of tke

eculiarities of the Christian Religion,” Essay I. sections 3, 4, 5, 6.

The absence of the religious element, however cul-
pable in the Ethics, is in the Metaphysics an omission L5 I3 absence
the more flagrant, because, though Aristotle might Metaphysics
have answerz{(;i such an objection in the case of his grossly
Ethies by saying that the object there was merely the ’
enumeration of those practical duties that rest on man’s social and
individual nature, to the exclusion of anything in itself supra-mun-
dane, yet no such apology is open for him in the case of his Meta-
thsics. Here he had the most ample opportunity for developing
iis theological system ; he must have felt how he was called upon to
do so from the relations which he confessed as subsisting between
Metaphysics and Theology, to such an extent as that the latter in its
importance quite overshadows the former. We look in vain, how-
ever, for anything like an adequate treatment of this subject, and the
meagre outlines, therefore, which he has furnished us in this depart.
ment, are the only data that we have to go upon in the formation of
our opinions as to what Aristotle’s precise notions on the Nature of
God were, viewed in relation to the character of His Divine govern-
ment over men as their supreme and moral Ruler.

(1) By the present Archbishop of Dublin.
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16. How far As to Aristotle’s notions about the Nature of God,-
Arstotle’s  the foregoing A~alysis shows us what may be learned
theology goes. oy, that head ; but his Theology seems to stop here, and
there is no further amplification of the fact of God’s existence into
the various relations in which that fact stands to man himself, and
into the various duties of love, and gratitude, and obedience, which
necessarily are suggested to a religious or even thinking mind on the
mention of it, End on aceount of Aristotle’s silence as regards the
moral government of God, and his Divine Providence over the world,
in conmezion with his First Cause, has he been stigmatized with the
brand of Atheisril. N | : be S
n the controversies, however, concerning the Stagy-
;Z,;igf‘:ﬂ;lth, rite’s Theology, this very circumnstance has been over-
controversy  looked ; and admirers of the genius of Aristotle, from a
o Ay m, knowledge of his works, have been unable to restrain
their indignation at the accusations of Atheism,—from
persons Ferhaps who have never studied his writings,—~that have been
aurled from all quarters upon the head of this remarkable man.
The rancour shown on either side would obviously have been mode-
rated had both parties perceived the lurking ambiguity of the word
Atheism, and a strict definition of that term might perbaps be the
means of creating a perfect coincidence of opinion on the subject.
Now, bearing this in mind, let us try and see how the case stands.
As far as the Metaphysics are concerned, let us try to discover
whether there may not be one semse in which Aristotle is, and
another in which he is not, an atheist ; and whether the latter accep-
tation may not be the one espoused by the advocates, and the former
by the enemies, of the Stagyrite’s philosophy.
Now, from the foregoing Analysis, as already stated,
18. Can Aris- ) . ) N
totle's account 18 plain Aristotle’s assertion of & supra-sensual sub-
of God free  stance; (he makes the existence of this substance
T storm the an_argument for the necessity of there being such a
stheism ? science as Metaphysics;) but by his distinguishing
Physics from Metaphysics, and_designating the chief
division of the latter as Theology, he obvieusly makes his deseription
of this substance to constitute 4is Theology, that is, his account of
God. The question, then, among theologians, is, or rather ought to
be, as to whether we are to accept such an account from Aristotle of
God’s Nature, and at the same time to consider this account as suffi-
ci%nt :o release the Stagyrite from the imputation of being an
atheist.
! From the very start, indeed, in the Metaphysics, we
;’.,.{‘5‘:&".‘}" can discover theytransoendeutal tendency of Aristotle’s
hilosophy ; we can observe how in his searching for
causes, in their utn.ost generalisation, he does so in subservience tc

(%) The student should above all It the Pabricil Delectus. chap. 8, iii
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the interests of Ontology; we can see how he embraces such causes
as are competent to sulve the phenomena of design, and regularity,
aund excellence. We perceive him, too, ascending from these causes
upwards to a First Cause, and this First Cause we find him arraying
in many of the distinctive atiributes ascribed by us to God.

Let us further, however, examine as to what de-
velopment this notion of God’s existence receives at fopocs'is,
Aristotle’s hands, and whether he builds thereupon First Cause
the reality of God's providence over us as our Creator Jiih 3 system
and moral Governor ; and we will discover that such a Providence?
search will be made in vain, and that there is no trace-
able connexion between his notion of a First Cause, and our depen-
deuce upon that First Cause, as his creatures, and the subjects of
his dominion. Now, all that can be found is merely a demonstra-
tion—partly & priors, and partly a posteriori—of the existence of a
First Cause, together with a short delineation of the nature of that
cause, and its mode of operation. The truth seems to be this, that
Aristotle, even as a theologian, did not really feel himself called
upon to go any further than he had done; and, accordingly, in the
non-formation of a system of moral and providential government upon
the fact of God's existence, the Stagyrite displays no consciousness
of his being guilty of a sad omission. And the cause of 5; Tpe resson
all this arose from the peculiar constitution of his mind, of his not
which, impatient of being curbed by received opinions, 40ing so.
would have appeared following in the beaten track of other inquirers, .
if ke had attempted anything further beyond the mere statement of
God’s existence as the logical conclusion from premises already
established. And this is exemplified in the fact, that Aristotle’s
treatment of Theology was characterised by a violent swing from the
system of his master, Plato—a remark, indeed, that is applicable to his
eutire philosophy. Aristotle viewed Theology physically, in contra-
distinction to Plato, who viewed Physics theologically; and there-
fore it is, that so broad a line may be drawn between the Academy
and the Peripatetics; between the warm aspirations of the one
afther an ideal perfection, compared with the icy ratiocinations of the
others,

Thus we may, from this, understand how it has come ,
to pass, that Ayristotle should have been recognised as ol ha oot
an atheist. Does not he, one of his defenders would say, °:|h‘:id 2
acknowledge the existence of a first intelligent Cause P ****'*
Does not ﬁ:e, moreover, array this First Cause in many of the
Divine attributes? How, then, can he be re%nrded as an atheist P
Simply, the assailant would reply, because he omits to enlarge
upon the idea of God, and elucidate His relatios to us here in
tll'.e' world, as the Lord of this earth, and the supreme Ruler of the

niverse.
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o The sum comes to this, then, s has been already
33 Aristotle’s  observed, that the wisest course far for the assailants
minable by a  and defenders of Aristotle to pursue on the question of
definition of  his "Theology, would be to settle beferehand what t\l;tlaﬁ
Athetst. mean by the word Atheist ; and thereby both parties wi
discover that in a certain sense Aristotle is, and in a cer-
tain sense that he is not, an atheist. If we mean by an atheist one
who denies the existence of a perfect intelligence subsisting of itself,
and eternal therefore in its essence, and the cause of a'l things else,
Aristotle can hardly be called an atheist in this sense. If, on the
other hand, we mean by an atheist one who ignores the reality of
God’s moral government, one who strips God of those attributes that
vital and practical religion rest upon, one who robs the fact of God’s
existence of its vivifying element for us in producing holiness,—if, in
short, we mean by an atheist one who, though he may allow the bare
existence of a First Cause, yet invests that First Cause with none of
those Divine characteristics that adorn it as a proper object of wor-
ship, and one to be propitiated by prayer, in such an acceptation of
the term most ind?xbitably must Aristotle be acknowledged an

atheist.
24, This Now this may be considered a fair statement of the
question question of the § ite’s theology; but whatever

:’ég:r:gcgi;etm views one may be inclined to adopt, the study of the
Metaphysics. Meta‘,f)hysics is indispensable towards the formation of a

sound judgment on this question. Andif is in reference
to the Metaphysics chiefly that the controversy about his atheism has
been handles in the foregoing, and hardly any sccount has been taken
of other parts of his works which might be noticed as confirmations
of what has been laid down above. dogmatism has been avoided,
the subject has been discussed without eringing under the preggdices

to

of either party in the oontroversp and no more is needful said
beyond addressing a few words of caution to all disputants on such
a questiomn.

5. Certain All persons, then, who engage in such a controversy,
cautions set shouldpbe cautious of the i?x.]gxrgtioe of affixing the staxyn
downastothe of Atheism to the memory of one living before the time
controversy of that God “ became flesh and dwelt amongst us,” because,
ﬁ!ﬁ’ descrip-  forsooth, we cannot find him forming an equally ade-
fon. uate idea of the Nature of God with ourselves, upon
whom has rolled such a flood of light as to the Divine perfection,
“by the a ing of our Saviour Jesus Christ, who hath abolished
death, amf g\eath Erm ht life and immortality to light through the
Gospel.” Again, we should remember that a Pagan’s belief in the
immortality of the soul is beside the question of his atheism, because
8 heathen might have maintained the truth of God’s existence
without a simultaneous assertion of the reality of a future state of
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rewards and punishments. Further, the doctrine of the eternity ot
the world,! with Aristotle at least, does not clash with a belief in the
existence of God; nay, however paradoxical such an issertion may
appear, this dogma might be urged as one cf the arguments in
favour of the Theism of Aristotle. Again, we should not overlook
the utter incompatibility of a system of atheism witk a system of
incorporealism ; and therefore, in all disputes of this kind, we should
be careful to settle beforehand how far the ancient writer whose
atheism is under examination may be proved to acknowledge the
reality of an incorporeal substance. And lastly, we should endeavour

erfectly to understand in what sense it is tKat the ancient auther,
whose theological opinions we are trying to ascertain, employs the word
““@eds,” whether as a term to designate one dominative principle in
the Universe, or as a mere generic name designed as an appellation
for whatsoever is supra-sensual or transcendental in its nature.

It may likewise be of service to the student to read }
the Logics of Aristotle along with his Metaphysics: ot 25, The Logics
but that they are {wo distinet sciences in themsclves. studied with
This assertion, however, is not acquiesced in by all, for the Meta-
it is controverted by Bacon and Raitter; tho K-, on the PV¥
other hand, its truth is affirmed by Kant, and Thompson, and Mansel,
and, above all, by Aristotle himself, who takes the earliest opportunity,
in the Metaphysics, to apprise his readers how that the su{;ject that
he is there introducing to their notice, is one which has beea as well
neglected by other speculators as hitherto unexplored by himself.
Many of the terms recurring in the Metaphysics are explained in the
Contraries, the Topics, and the Treatise on Interpretation, e. g. odola,
Adyos, kivnats, awodaais, kardpaais, and so forl;.%. Again, the subject
of Demonstration (8eixvvoss) is treated of in the first book of the
Posterior Analytics, as well as that of Media, and of First Principles
(dpxai). And in book ii. of this same Treatise we have an examina-
tion into the nature and grounds of scientific knowledge. Instances
of reference of this kind, however, have been pointed out, from time
to time, in sufficient abundance, in the notes of the translation; and
the student is here merely reminded of the importance of prosecuting
this comparison for himself. The only available Translation of the
Logical tises is that by Mr. Owen, in Bohn’s Classical Library—
a translation that deserves to be mentioned for its accuracy and the
clearness with which the work is put before an English reader by
means of the marginal notes,

All that remams now is to point out, extrinsic 5 7 conateral .
Aristotle’s works, some collateral studies with the subjects os
Metaphysics. There may, therefore, be mentioned, as §iudy with the
useful for such a purpose, Archbishop Whately's 0 ™
Logie, book ii. chap. v.; book iv, chaps. i. and ii.; together with the

(1) The student is referred to Dr. Clarke on ** The Being and Attr.butes of God,*
fu the proof of his third Proposition, p 31 London eomonf si0n, of God,
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Appendiz of Ambiguous Terms, e. g. Capable, Possitle, Impossible,
Necessary, Truth, Cause, and rience: Sir William Hamilton’s
Dissertations—1. on the Philosophy of the Unconditioned—4. on
Logic—6. on Idealism; and his Essay on the Study of Mathematics :
Dr. Hampden’s (Bishop of Hereford) Lectures on Scholastic Philo-
sophg, Lectures i. and ii. : Kant’s Critique® of Pure Reason, Tran-
scendental Dialectic, book ii. chap. iii.; Transcendental Doctrine of
Method, chap. iii.: Cudworth’s Intellectual System, book i.: Dr.
Whewell’s Philosophy of the Inductive Sciences, book i.; book iii
chaps. ii. iii. iv.; book vi. chap. v.; book ix. chap. vi; Mansel’s Prole-
gomena, chaps. v. and ix.; ’l%om son’s Laws of Thought, Part iv.;
and Tennemann’s History of Philosophy, translated in Bohn's Philo-
logical Library, a book that no student should be without.
28. Works As to works more immediately conversant with Aris.
more imme-  totle, T would suggest the article Aristotle in Smith’s
diately bearing Dictionary of Greek Biography, Blakesle%s Life of
' Aristotle, Thomas Stanley in his History of hilosophy,
art vi, Ritter's Philosophy, vol. ii. chaps. i. ii. (Morrison’s
ranslation), and Buhle, in the dissertations prefixed to his edition of
the “Organon.”’® As to commentators, I have been chiefly indebted
to Thomas Aquinas and Augustinus Niphus, and most especially to a
selection from the ancient commentators, made by Brandis in his
4 Scholia in Aristotelem.” As to works antagonistic to
S antago. . Aristotle, the student, if such be within his reach, may
consult “ Patricii Discussiones Peripatetice, vols. iii. and
v. Petri Gassendi Exercitationes Paradoxics Adversus Aristoteleos ;”
and also & curious little book of Peter Ramus, ¢ Aristotelicss Ani-
madversiones,” in which he attacks the Metaphysics by name; also
the * Enchiridion Metaphysicum * of Henricus More.? )
2. Mr. M In l%ene however, as a companion to the stud] of
rice's Analysts., the Metaphysics must be mentioned Mr. Maurice’s
Analysis of them in the “ Cyclopzdia Metropolitana,” an
analysis to which I must acknowledge myself deeply indebted ; and
I take this opportunity of recommending it—though but a very
short treatise—to all students desirous of mastering the difficulties
and piercing into the spirit of the ontological system of Aristotle.

(1) Translated in ‘‘ Bohn's Philosophical Library.”

(2) This edition of Aristotle’s works by Buhle was never completed, consequent
on the loss of the requisite materials in the burnineg of Moscow. This may be
lamented as one of the greatest losses classical learning could have sustained ; and
in no portion of Aristotle’s works would Buhle’s labouro have been more acceptable
and useful than in the Metaphysics.

(3) Also the 15th book of Eusebius’ Evang, Preepar,

END OF THE ANALYSIS.
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CHAPTER L

" ALL men by nature are actuated with the desire 1. Man's na-

3 indicati is i tural thirst for
of knowledge,® and an indication of this is the Ji theston

love of the senses; for even, irrespective of aproof thereof.
their utility, are they loved for their own sakes;® and pre-

1 This term Clemens Alexandrinus (Strom. L) considers as equivalent
with supranatural; but others, as significant merely of the accidental
ition of the present treatise after the Physics It is said to have been
rst used by Andronicus of Rhodes, who, out of the materials employed
in compiling the Physics, set down after them, and designated as “7d uerd
rad guowd,” whatever he found unsuited for insertion there. Clemens,
however, is supported in his view by an anonymous Greek commentator,
whom Patricius has translated into Latin, and styles Philoponus; his
words are as follow,—MeTa r& puowd émyéypamrar ) wpaypartela ov xard
Thy Uw 100 wpdypaTos GAAS kaTa THy TdEw Ths dvayvdoews StaAduBave:
ydp wepl Pvoikdy dpxdv.

? This, probably, is what Cicero means when he says, in the De
Officiis, I. 4,—* In primisque hominis est propria veri inquisitio atque
investigatio,” The assertion, however, that all men desire know-
ledge, has been objected to, on the ground that in some this desire is
wholly absent ; but this absence merely amounts to a suppression of
the natural desire from various causes; e.g. want of leisure for intei-
lectual pursuits, constitutional laziness, voluptuous habits. This natural
craving for knowledge leads to a concentration of individual abilities
on particular studies, and thus to a subdivision of intellectual labour.
Aristotle omits to notice here the connexion between this desire and
our social capacities, which ensures the mutual communication between
mankind of their mental and scientific discoveries. Vide Stewart’s
Outlines of Moral Philosophy, part IL sect. iii.

3 Aristotle thus assigns two reasons for our love of the senses,~
their utility, and their being sources of knowledge; or, as Thomas
Aquinas expresses it, “in quantum sunt utiles ac cognoscitivi.”

8
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sminently above the rest, the sense of sight. For not only
for practical purposes, but also when not intent on doing
anything, we choose the power of vision in preference,! so
to say, to all the rest of the senses. And a cause of this is
the following,—that this one of the senses particularly enables
us to apprehend? whatever knowledge it is the inlet of, and
that it makes many distinotive® qualities manifest.

! Aristotle’s reasoning amounts to this, Man loves knowledge, and
loves the senses, therefore, for their own sakes; that is, so far forth as
they are the inlets of knowledge, and, consequently, the sense of sight
for the cause he assigns. The elevation of this sense above the others
was in accordance with the notions of the old philosophers, and of the
scholastics ; and this superiority was groundeg on the immediateness
of the perceptions afforded by the o of vision, compared with
the others which came in through & medium. This notion is discarded
by the moderns. All the senses, as such, are equally the sources ot
knowledge, as is most satisfactorily proved by Brown, and with much
origix(:)a.lity too, in his Philosophy of the Human Mind, vol. IL chaps.
29, 0.

? Mdhiora Apds woiel yvwpllew. This I take it to be the sense of these
words. Taylor renders them thus,—* it, especially, of the rest makes
us to know something ;” but in this translation the force of 7l is quite
lost ; whereas it is preserved in Bessarion's interpretation, who for the
Greek 71 has the Latin “quicquam.” Taylor evidently did not consult
the Cardinal’s version, There is another sense which the words could
possibly bear, namely,—¢that the sense of sight ia particularly instru-
mental in furnishing us with whatever knowledge we have;” and this
would make Aristotle, as stated in the foregoing note, fall into the
vulgar error of the old philosophers,—that all knowledge originally
came’in through the organ of vision. This, indeed, seems to have
been the semse put upon these words by the scholastics, as appears
from the objections that were made against Aristotle’s assertion by his
commentators in the Middle Ages; namely, that, as Augustine Niphus
puts the objection, our tactual organs and the remaining senses were,
in an equal degres, sources of information.

If I were to suggest an emendation of the text as it stands in
Bekker, following some MSS,, I should leave out the particle 7l alto-
gether, and render the passage thus,—* it, the sense of sight, enables us
0 acquire the greatest amount of knowledge.” And this would be sup-
ported by the old Latin version, which Thomas Aquinas has preserved,
and which renders the words, simply, *‘ maxime facit cognoscere.”
Aquinas, however, does not seem to think that udiwsra rofers to the
quantity of the knowledge afforded, but its quality; he renders it by the
word “perfectissime,” and styles the sense of sight as *spiritualior,”
compared with the other senses. Vide foregoing note.

3 Much distinotive information flows in through the inlet of the
sense of sight. On the valne of this sense, compared with the others,
vide Brown, in his remarks on the organ of vision, Philosophy of the
Humau Mind, vel. IL
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By nature then, indeed, are animals formed en- 2. Different 4o

dowed with sense ; but in some of them memory? grees of know:

is not innate from sense, and in others it is. brute reation,
And for this reason are these possessed of more fen: order of

foresight, as well as a greater aptitude for disci- development.
pline, than those which are wanting in this faculty of memory.
Those furnished with foresight, indeed, are yet without the
capability of receiving instruction, whatever amongst them
are unable to understand the sounds they hear; as, for in-
stance, bees, and other similar tribes of animals; but those
are capable of receiving instruction as many as, in additior
to memory, are provided with this sense also.

The rest, indeed, subsist then through impres- 3 comparison
sions® and the operations of memory, but share between men
experience in a slight degree ; whereas the human *'¢ ""'**
race exists by means of art also and the powers of reasoning. ’

Now, experience accrues to men from memory; 4. The differeni™

for repeated acts of memory about the same desreg of hu-

thing done constitute the force of a single ex- ledge,and their
perience : and experience seems to be & thing jopment.

almost similar to science and art.

! That memory is a distinct faculty in man, much less in brutes, is
denied by Brown; but that what we term memory in the human
species is found in brutes, is shown by Locke in the instance of birds,
atter a few attempts, learning to warble particular airs of music.

? gavracius. Taylor translates this word * phantasy,” which conveys
little or no meaning at all, and is conceived in defiance of ¢parracia
being in the plural number. It is not, however, quite so easy to deter-
mmine the meaning of this word in the philosophic works of the
ancients, In the present case, Aristotle seems to mean those ideas
that are conveyed into the minds of animals by means of their repre-
sentative power. This word occurs frequently in the writings of Sextus
Empiricus,—in the Pyrrhonian Institutes, and in his treatise, Contra
Mathematicos; but in the Latin version we have it translated merely
“ phantasia.” Quinctilian, in his interpretation of the word ¢arracia,
uses the following language,—* per quas imagines rerum absentum ita
representantur animo ut eas cernere oculis ac prmsentes habere
videamur.” Quinctilian thus improves on Cicero’s translation, who
renders it by “visum” in various places, and by “visionem ” in the
Lucullus. Plutarch’s exposition of the word, in the De Placitis, is
curious: he derives gavracia from ¢ds; because, as light proves its
own existence, and that of the things it illustrates, so parrasia brings
itself to light, and is constructive of itself. Thomas Aquinas, in his Com-
wmentary, defines pavracfa thus: “ que est motus factus a sensu secunduma
aoctum ;” which r:minds us of Hobles' definition of sensation itself,

n2
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6. The genes-  But science and art result unto men by means
tion of srtand of experience; for experience, indeed, as Polus
experience.  saith, and correctly so,! has produced art, but
insxperience, chance. But an art comes into being when,
out of many conceptions of experience, one universal opinion
is evolved with respect to similar cases. For, indeed, to
entertain the opinion that this particular remedy has been
of service to Callias, while labouring under this particular
disease, as well as to Socrates, and so individually to many,
this is an inference of experience; but that it has been con-
ducive to the health of all,—such as have been defined
according to oue species,—while labouring under this disease,
as, for instance, to the phlegmatic, or the choleric, or those
sick of a burning fever, this belongs to the province of art.
6. The compa-  As regards, indeed, practical purposes,? there-
i orart fore, experience seems in no wise to differ from
rience,integard Art; nay, even we see the experienced com-
of practice.  passing their objects more effectually than those
who possess a theory® without the experience. But a cause of
this is the following—that experience, indeed, is a knowledge
of singulars, whereas art, of universals ; but all things in the
doing, and all generations, are concerned about the singular:
for he whose profession it is to practise medicine, does not
restore man to health save by accident, but Callias, or Socrates,
or any of the rest so designated, to whom it happens to be
a man. If, therefore, any one without the experience is
furnished with the principle, and is acquainted with the
universal, but is ignorant of the singular that is involved
therein, he will frequently fall into error in the case of his
medical treatment ; for that which is capable of oure is rather
the singular. .

But, nevertheless, we are of opinion that, at least, knowledge

! This assertion is put into the mouth of Polus in the Georgias of
Plato. Vide Bipont Ed. vol. IV. p. 7.

2 [Ipds udv otk 70 mpdrreaw: in these words, as Alexander Aphrodisi-
ensis remarks, Aristotle demonstrates that knowledge is a thing more
bonourable than action, in order to show that wisdom, being involved
in knowledge, and not in practice, is likewise itself, on that account,
more worthy of respect.

3 The word Adyos, which I have here trauslated “theory,” ocours fre.
quently throughout the Metaphysics, and in various senses ; such as the
“principle of a thing,” “ a definition,” ““a seutence,” &c
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and understanding appertain to art rather than 7 tne supen.
experience ; and we ruckon artists more wise than ority of artover
the experienced, inasmuch as wisdom is the con- tegard of Enow.
ccmitant of all philosophers rather in propoition 'e48*

to their knowledge.

But this is 8o because some, indeed, are aware g gy .eroia
of the cause, and some are not. For the expe- proof of this;
rienced, indeed, know that a thing is 50, but they smewicasof
do not know wherefore it is 80; but others—] csuse.
mean the scientific—are acquainted with the wherefore snd
the cause. Therefore, also, we reckon the chief artificers in
each case to be entitled to more dignity, and to the repu-
tation of superior knowledge, and to be more wise than the
handicraftsmen, because the former are acquainted with the
causes of the things that are being constructed ; whereas the
latter produce things, as certain inanimate things do, indeed ;
yet these perform their functions unconsciously,—as the fire
when it burns. Things indeed, therefore, that are inanimate,
by a certain constitution of nature, perform each of these
their functions, but the handicraftsmen through habit ; inas-
much as it is not -according as men are practical that they
are more wise, but according as they possess the reason of
a thing, and understand causes. ‘

And, upon the whole, a proof of a person’s g..onqy 1
having knowledge is even the ability to teach ;! the abiiity to
and for this reason we consider art, rather than *e*™
experience, to be a science ; for artists can, whereas the handi-
craftsmen cannot, convey instruction.

And further, we regard none of the sensesto .. ...
be wisdom, although, at least, these are the cause .’;'n._e, in
most decisive sources of knowledge about singu- foniradistine.
lars; but they make no affirmation of the where- says nothing ot
fore in regard of anything,—as, for example, why ¢ ™2™
fire is hot, but only the fact that it is hot.

Therefore,? indeed, is it natural for the person g gpecuistive
who first discovers any art whatsoever, beyond rather than

3 This is what Socrates means in the Alcibiades Primus, when he
ways, #3n Tia eldes copdv Sriovw ddurdrowvra wolnows EAAoY doddv Ewep
sbrds; Bipont Ed. vol. V. p. 85. )

? Aristotle here shows the paths through which men must travel
into this “wisdom,” or first philosoply; and for this purpose adducet



6 THE METAPHYSICS OF ARISTOTLE. [BOOK i

activeartis  the ordinary power of the senses, to be the ob-
,‘:;‘,?&‘.“.;:,‘;,‘{c",: ject of human admiration, not only on account
isanswezed.  of gomething of the things that have been dis-
covered being useful, but as one that is wise and superior to
the rest of men. But when more arts are being discovered—
both some, indeed, in relation to things that are necessary,
and others for pastime—we invariably regard such more wise-
than those,! on account of their sciences not being for bare
utility. Whence all things of such a sort having been already
procured, those sciences have been invented which were pur-
sued neither for purposes of pleasure nor necessity, and first in
those places where the inhabitants enjoyed leisure: where-
fore, in the neighbourhood of Egypt the mathematical arts
were first established ; for there leisure was spared unto the
sacerdotal caste. It has then, indeed, been declared in the
Ethics? what is the difference between an art and a science,
and the rest of the things of the same description.

10. That wis- But, at present, the reason of our producing this
dom isascience treatise is the fact, that all consider what is termed
orcansee 1" wisdom to be conversant about first causes and
stated as the  principles; so that—as has been said on a former

)ject of the R . .

present trea-  OCcasion—the experienced seem to be more wise
tise. than those possessing any sense whatsoever, and
the artificer than the experienced, and the master-artist than
the handicraftsman, and the speculative rather than those that
are productive. That, indeed, wisdom, therefore, is a science
conversant about certain causes and first principles is obvious.

the example of the Egyptian priests, who were enabled to construct
the speculative sciences of geometry and mathematics by having
enjoyed leisure from the laborious employments of life. They were
thus allowed an opportunity of contemplating the heavenly pheno-
mena, and, from such observations of experience, of deducing the
sbstract sciences, The student will do well to consult Alexander’s
Commentary on the passage, and the more elaborate explanation of
Asclepius, taken from Ammonius.

! That is, that those who knew the reason of things were more wise
than the artificers.

? The objection which Aristotle imagines is tacitly implied in the
foregoing remarks amounts to this,—that such are tantamount to-
destroying the distinction between art, science, and wisdom. Aristotle,
however, repels the imputation that he is using these words in the same
sense by a reference to his Ethizs, book V1. chap. iii,, where distinctions
between them are carefully drawn.
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CHAPTFR II!

Now, since we are engaged in investigating this 1. Wisdom con
science, the following must form a subject for jeias: Shout
our consideration ; namely, about what kind of universal
causes, and what kind of first principles, is this “"**"
science—I mean wisdom—conversant. If, doubtless, one
would receive the opinions which we entertain concerning
the wise man, perbaps from this our proposed inquiry would
be evident the more.

Now, in the first place, indeed, we go on the s Tyreefola
supposition that the wise man, especially, is ac- proofofthis;
quainted with all things scientifically, as far as nition of wise
this is possible, not, however, having a scientific ™2
knowledge of them singly. In the next place, a person
who is capable of knowing things that are difficult, and
not easy for a man to understand, such a one we deem wise
(for perception by the senses is common to all, wherefore
it is a thing that is easy, and by no means wise). Further
one who is more accurate, and more competent to give in-
struction in the causes of things, we regard more wise about
every science. And of the sciences, also, that which g,eonary, srom
is desirable for its own account, and for the sake the definition
of knowledge, we consider to be wisdom in pre- "™
ference to that which is eligible on account of its probable
results, and that which is more qualified for preeminence we
regard as wisdom, rather than that which is subordinate,—for
that the wise man ought not to be dictated to, but should
dictate unto others; and that this person ought not to be
swayed in his opinions by another, but one less wise by this
man. Respecting this wisdom and wise men? do we enter-
tain such and so many suppositions.

! Aristotle having shown, in the first chapter, that the science under
investigation—which he here calls wisdom, though elsewhere by a
different denomination—is conversant about causes, proceeds now to lay
down what sort these causes are, their nature, and number.

‘2 The remarks of Alexander Aphrodisiensis upon Aristotle’s analysia
of the wise man, and of the science denominated wisdom, are wortl
@ reference by the student. Vide Brandis’ Scholia, pp. 525 sqq.
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Thirdly, from But of these characteristics the scientific know
theapplica-  ledge of all things must needs be found in him
bility of thes®  most especially who possesses the universal
the present science ;1 for this person, in a manner, knows all
selence. things that are subjects of it. But, also, the most
difficult nearly for men to know are the things that are
especially universal, for they are most remote from the
senses. But the most accurate of the sciences are those
respecting things that.are primary, in the most eminent sense
of the word; for those from fewer principles are more accu-
rate than those said to be from addition, as arithmetic than
geometry.2 But, also, that science, without doubt, is more
adapted towards giving instruction, at least, which speculates
about causes; for those do afford instruction who assign the
causes in regard of each individual thing. Now, under-
standing and scientific knowledge, for their own sakes, most
especially reside in the science of that which is most par-
ticularly fitted for being scientifically known. For he who
selects scientific knowledge, for its own sake, will especially
choose that which is preeminently science; but such is that
which is the science of that which is pa.rtlcularly fitting as an
object of scientific knowledge, and particularly fitting as objects
of scientific knowledge are first principles and causes; for on
account of these, and by means of these, are the other objects
of knowledge capable of being made known: but not these by
means of those things that are subordinate to them. Most
fit for preeminence likewise amongst the sciences, and fit for
preeminence 3 in preference to that which is subservient, is
the science which communicates the knowledge of that on
account of which each thing is to be done; but this con-

1 During she first age of Greek plnlolophy it was styled aopla, or
“ wisdom,” and its cultivators, cogol, or “ wise men;” and the term
philosopher was first applied to Pythagom This change, no doubt, be-
tokened a corresponding change in men’s mode of thought; for thereby
an element hitherto undiscovered was brought into notice,—namely, the
relation of our emotions to menhﬁo investigations,

* There is the same reasoning adopted by Aristotle in the Posterior
Analytics, book L chap. ii.

3 There is a passage in Bacom’s works 'l:uoh i this
subordination amongst the sciences; vie. * cum mo philoso-
leiif ‘mullm tantum vioes erga thoologmn suppleat.” De Aug
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stitutes the good in each particular, but, in general, that
which is the best in every nature. :
From all, therefore, that has been stated, , . .

. . . Conclusion
the sought-for appellation lights upon the same from the fore-
science ; for it is necessary that this be a science 0N that wis
speculative of first principles and of causes, for science of
the good, also, viewed as a final cause, is one from “****
amongst our classified list of causes.

But that the science under investigation is not , o, . . o
# science employed in producing,! is evident from a science wis-
the case of those who formed systems of philo- S0 *5ut e
gophy in the earliest ages. For from wonder men, culative—proof
both now and at the first, began to philoso- "
phize, having felt astonishment originally at the things which
were more obvious, indeed, amongst those that were doubtful ;
then, by degrees, in this way having advanced onwards. and, in
process of time, having started difficulties about more im-
portant subjects,—as, for example, respecting the passive
conditions of the moon, and those brought to pass about
the sun and stars, and respecting the generation of the
universe. But he that labours under perplexity and wonder
thinks that he is involved in ignorance.? Therefore, also, the
philosopher—that is, the lover of wisdom-—is somehow &
lover of fables? for the fable is made up of the things that
are marvellous. Wherefore, if, for the avoidance of ignorance,
men from time to time have been induced to form systems
of philosophy, it is manifest that they went in pursuit of

! Aristotle shows that the science under investigation is speculative,
not active, from the fact that the earliest philosophy sprang from
wonder,—that wonder flows from ignorance,—that the removal of ignor-
ance amounts to knowledge,—that this was accomplished by speculation
end not practice ; and that therefore wisdom, the source of the highest
knowledge, was speculative and not active. Compare Alexander
Aphrodisiensis on the passage, and also Thomas Aquinas in his remarks
on the Procemium of Aristotle,

2 The ancient Theogonists made Iris the daughter of Thaumas—thus
harmonizing with Aristotle’s expression here.—Asclepius.

& Consult Asclepius, from Ammonius, on the passage. Pliny calls

hilosophy ¢uouvBfa. Philosophy necessarily, at the first, partook

Pnrgely of the nature of the fabulous, on account of its being therewith
deeply tinged through the influence of poetry. This is manifest from
the works of Greek antiquity in the instances of Linus, Museeus, and
Orpheus. The subject is discussed by Cudworth; and, more at large, in
several of the notes of his commentator, Mosheim, -
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sciontific knowledge for the sake of understanding it, and not
on account cf any utility that it might possess. But the
Proof from ex- €vent itself also bears witness to the truth of this
perience. statement ; for on the supposition of almost all
those things being in existence that are requisite towards
both ease and the management of life, prudence of such a sort
as this began to be in requisition. Therefore is it evident
that we seek scientific knowledge from no other actual ground
of utility save what springs from itself.

5. Thisscience ~ DBut as we say a free man exists who is such
most liberal.  for his own sake, and not for the sake of another,
80, also, this alone of the sciences is free, for this alone subsists
for its own sake.

6. Nothuman W herefore, also, the acquisition of this science
Initsorigin.  may be justly regarded as mot human, for, in
many instances, human nature is servile.!

Proofof this S0 that, according to Simonides, the Deity only
from the poets. ghould enjoy this prerogative; yet that it is un-
worthy for a man? not to investigate the knowledge that is
in conformity with his own condition. But if, in reality, the
puets make any such assertion, and if the Godhead is in
its nature constituted so as to envy, in this respect it is
especially natural that it should happen, and that all those
that are over-subtle should be unfortunate :% but neither does
the Divine essence admit of being affected by envy, but—
according to the proverb—the bards utter many falsehoods.
7. Thisscience  Nor ought we to consider any other science

Tavhonour- more entitled to honour than such as that under

! Men often are the slaves of their nature on account of their super-
gbundar.t bodily necessities.—Asclepius.

2 The old copies left out odx before (firew, which robbed the sentence
of its point, as Aug. Niphus shows. Aristotle’s object, in bringing
forward Simonides, is to sgow that this wisdom, on account of the very
elevated speculations it contains, seems a thing of Divine growth, as
beirg inconsistent, in regard of its origin, with the frail faculties and
condition of man.

? 3vorixes. Their superior qualifications would excite the rancour of
the Deity, on the supposition of the truth of the poetic idea of the Divine
as a nature essentialfy envious. Herodotus was of the same opinion,
that the character of the Divinity being envious, there resulted mis-
fortune, sent by the invidious Deity upon those amongst the human
race that shone above their fellows. Plato says somewhers, in disproot
of this, ddives lori ékw Oelov xdpov.
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investigation st present. For that which is most divine is also
most worthy of honour. But such will be so in only two
ways; for that which the Deity would especially possess is
a divine one amongst the sciences; and if there is any such
science, this would be the case with the science of things
divine. But this science, such as we have described it, alone
is possessed of both of these characteristics; for to all specu-
lators doth the Deity appear as a cause, and a certain first
principle ;! and such a science as this, either God alone, or
be principally, would possess. Therefore, indeed, may all
sciences else be more requisite than this one; but none is
more excellent.

It is, indeed, necessary, in a manner, to esta- g This science
blish the order? of this science, in its develop- developedinan

. N . . order contrary

ment, in a direction contrary to the speculations to the early
that have been carried on from the beginning, Philesophy-
For, indeed—as we have remarked—all men commence
their inquiries from wonder whether a thing be so,—as in the
case of the spontaneous movements of jugglers' figures to
those who have not as yet speculated into their cause; or
respecting the solstices, or the incommensurability of the
diameter ;8 for it seems to be a thing astonishing to all, if
any quantity of those that are the smallest is not capable of
being measured. But it is necessary to draw our inquiry to
a close in a direction the contrary to this, and towards what
is better, according to the proverb.# As also happens in the
case of these, when they succeed in learning those points; for

! This is a remarkable passage to occur in the writings of Aristotle,
about whose deism or atheism so much has been said and written.

? That whereas the old philosophy originated from wonder,—that is,
ignorance,—and attained unto a sort of knowledge, yet that when men
reached this knowledge, knowledge, as such, became the great actuating )
motive in speculation. This present science under investigation, how-
ever, would set out from an opposite point in this progress, because
it started from the consideration of that which is the highest object of
speculative knowledge.

3 “QOr the incommensurability of the diameter,”—that is, as I take it,
of the diagonal of a square with its side: vide note, book IIL chap. ii,
on this geometric principle.

4 “ Azcording to the proverb.” The proverb alluded to by Aristotle
is probably the Greek one, “ 8evrépwy duewdvwrs” originating, in all like-
lihood, with the custom of repeating sucrifices in cases where, in the first
instance, they were vnfavourable. Indeed, we have a sirilar suying
smongst ourselves,—* 3econd thoughts arv best.”
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nothing would a geometrician so wonder at, as if the diameter
of a squars ghould be commensurable with its side. What,
therefore, is the nature of the science under investigation has
been declared; as, also, what the aim should be which the
present inquiry and the entire treatise should strive and
attain. :

CHAPTER III!

1. Fourfold Bur since it is manifest that one ought to
enumeration of be in possession of a science of primary causes
causes. (for then we say that we know each individual
thing when we think that we are acquainted with the first
cause) ; and since causes are denominated under four different
heads,? the first of which we assert to be the substance and
the essence of a thing (for the inquiry of the wherefore, in the
first instance of a thing, is referred to the last reason,® but the
first wherefore of a thing is a cause and first principle); and
the second cause we affirm to be the matter and the subject;
and the third is the source of the first principle of motion ; and
the fourth, the cause that is in opposition to this,—namely,
both the final cause and the good ; for such is an end of every
generation ;

2. The labours  Lherefore, although there has been a suffi-
of his predeces- ¢ient amount of speculation concerning these
et mtl. in our treatise on Physics, let us, however,
ology. bring forward those who before our time have
approached to an examination of entities, and have formed
systems of philosophy respecting truth. For it is obvious that
they also affirm that there are in existence certain first prin-

! Aristotle now proceeds to examine into the labours of his prede-
cessors in the department of stiology ; and the course he pursues is
first to enumerate the opinions thereupon of the early schools of philo.
sophy, and of individual speculators; and next, to set down argumenta
for or against these theories, and show how far they are true, and how
far false.

2 This fourfold enumeration of causes is taken from the Physics,
books I. and II. We have the same division laid down in the Posterior
Analytics, book I chap. xi.

3 «“The last reason.” This refers to the method cf demonstration
adopted by the mathematicians in their Problems. Vide the remarks
of Asclepiue upon the passage in Brandis’ Scholia, p. 531.
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siples and causes; therefore will it, at ary rate, be of service
to our present treatise should we take a review of these phi-
losophers; for either we shall thereby discover a certain dif-
ferent description of cause, or we shall, in preference, repose
our confidence in those that have been already euumerated.

Now, the majority of those who first formed , , . .
systems of philosophy consider those that subsist principle a ma-
in & form of matter to be alone! the principles of ‘erie! cause.
all things ; for wherefrom all entities arise, and wherefrom they
are generated, as from an original, and whereto they are cor-
rupted,—ultimately the substance, indeed, remaining perma-
nent, but in its passive states undergoing a change,—this they
assert to be an element, and this a first principle of all things.

And for this reason they are of opinion that , ;
nothing is either produced or destroyed,? inas- dogma: “nil
much as such a constitution of nature is always grerarivel
in a state of conservation ; as we say, that
Socrates neither is absolutely brought into being when he
may become handsome or musical, nor that he is destroyed
when he may throw aside these habits on account of the fact
of the subject,—namely, Socrates himself remaining perma-
nent; so neither is it the case with anything else that it is
either generated or corrupted anew. For it is necessary that
there should be a certain Nature—either one or more than
one—from which the other entities are produced, that re-
maining in a state of conservation. The plurality, indeed,
and the species of such a first principle, all do not affirm to
be the same.

But Thales,? indeed,—the founder of this kind 5 waeria
of philosophy,—affirms the nature just mentioned cause held by

! Aristotle’s object—thc 1gh, indeed, it is not very clearly set forth in
the Metaphysics, consequent upon the obscure arrangement which he
follows—seems to be to show that his predecessors, with a few excep-
tione, merely busied themselves with a material cause, to the exclusion
of any other.

4 This dogma has been most fully illustrated ty Cudworth in “ The
Intellectual System,” in several places of that giga:utic treatise. Through
his elaborate examination of this very dogma, he uitimately establishes—
or fancies he does—the monotheism of antiquity. In Harrison’s edition
of Cudworth there is an able dissertation on this ancient dogma from
the pen of Mosheim, his learned and careful commentator.

? Thales—son of Examius and Cleobule—was born, according te
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Thalesof M- to be water, (wherefore, alss, he declared the
'T’:":’;ﬁ ginor €arth to be superimposed upon water,) probably
this opinion.  deriving his opinion from observing that the
nutriment of all things is moist, and that even actual heat is
therefrom generated, and that animal life is sustained by this
(but that wherefrom a thing is produced, this is & first prin-
ciple of all things); and doubtless for this reason, likewise,
holding such a theory, both from the fact of the seeds (£ all
things possessing & moist nature, and of water being a first
principle of their nature to things that are humid.

6. Thales in- But there are some who suppose those who
Beneed Iore. lived in the most ancient! times, and far previous
decessors. to the present generation, and who first formed
schemes of theology, to have also entertained opinions after
this manner concerning Nature; for these philosophers con-
stituted both Oceanus and Tethys as the parents of gene-
ration, and water? as the object of adjuration amongst the
gods,—called Styx by the poets themselves; for most entitled
to respect is that which is most ancient,—now an object of
adjuration is a thing most entitled to respect. Whether,
therefore, there is this certain early and ancient opinion con-
cerning Nature, in all likelihood would be an obscure point
to decide. Thales, indeed, is said to have declared his senti-
ments in this manner concerning the first cause; for no one

Apollodorus, B.c. 640. There is a difference of opinion as to his native
country. Diogenes Laertius considers him a Pheenician; to which
Clement assents, on the authority of Leander, Strom. I. Plutarch
makes him a Milesian, which is the opinion generally received.

! An enumeration of these opinions of the early philosophers is
given by Cioero in the De Naturd, book I.—manifestly a translation from
this portion of Aristotle’s works. Cicero’s treatment of this subject,
hcewever, is awkward and confused, and proves that he was but super-
ficially informed in the deep researches of Aristotle thereupon. It is
manifestly from this portion of the works of the Stagyrite that all sub-
sequent authors appear to have derived their speculations on stiology.
This is quite perceptible in the case of the early apologists for Chris-
tianity; e.g. Eusebius in his Demonstration, and Clemens Alexandrinus
in the Stromata and Adhortatio ad Gentes.

* What Aristotle meuns by these words he puts into the form of an
enthymeme.—What is an object of adjuration i heaven must needs
be a thing the most ancient—but water is such: therefore water has
been assigned by the philosophers as the first principle of things,
Upon this, consult Aristotle, De Ceelo, IL 18 ; Cicero, De Naturi, I 19
end Plutarch, De Placitis, L 8.
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would deign to place Hippo! along with these, on account of
the meanness of his intelleot.

But Anaximenes and Diogenes? placed air , , . .
before water, and especially as a cause of simple cause held aiso

jes © g by Anaximenes,
bodies ; whereas, Hippasus of Metapontum, and 33 htocres”

Heraclitus3 of Ephesus, fire; but Empedocles in- and Empedo-
troduced four bodies,—that is, one in addition to “°2"¢°ther®:
those three already mentioned,—adding earth as a fourth; for
that these ever continued permanent; and further, that they
are not produced, save that, either in plurality or in paucity,
they are compounded together, or dissolved into one and
from one component element.

But Anaxagoras of Clazomens*—in age} in- g tye same
deed, being prior to this speculator, but in his works principle,

! Hippo, who was a great naturalist, was a native of Rhegium, ani
follower of Pythagoras. He was surnamed &beos, or the Atheist.
There are two other contemporary Pythagoreans mentioned here by
Aristotle,—namely, Hippasus of Metapontum,and Alemson of Crotona.
Vide Tenneman’s History of Philosophy, Sect. 95, translated in “ Bohn’a
Philological Library ;" also Clemens, Adhortatio ad Gentes.

? Anaximenes flourished about 557 years B.o. He was a pupil of
Anaximander, or, as some think, of Parmenides; he was the son of
Eurystratus, a Milesian, Vide Plutarch, de Placitis, I. 8. Sextus Empiri-
cus, Inst. Pyrrh. IIL 80. Diogenes of Apollonia flourished about 472 years
B.C.; he was an admirer of the philosophy of Anaximenes. Diogenes
united the systems of Anaximenes and Anaxagoras, and was a con-
temporary at Athens with Archelaus,—the proximate cause of the rise
of the Socratic school. Cicero, De Naturf, lib. L; Eusebius, Prap.
Evang. lib. XV; Diogenes Laertius, lib. IX. N

3 Heraclitus of Ephesus is thought to have belonged to the Ioniap
school, and flourished about 500 years B.c. He wuas inclined towards
scepticism; and is believed to have been a disciple of Xenophanes.
Vide, for Empedocles, note further on.

¢ Anaxagoras, who belonged to the Ionic school, was a disciple of
Hermotimus, afterwards mentioned by Aristotle, and flourished about
the year 500 B.C. at Clazomens, where he was born. He settled, how-
ever, at Athens, and was the friend there of Pericles. He was famous
for his doctrine of & voi’s, or “ mens,” which he invested with the attri-
bute of the Infinite, and with creative energies. Aristotle, however,
further on endeavours to strip him of his fame in this respect, by
saying that he employed the mental principle in his cosmogony merely
as a machine.

$ Aristotle remarks of Anaxagoras that he was subsequent in his
works to Empedocles, though prior in age, because the latter generates
the universe from finite principles, whereas the former from the infinie.
Now the position of Empedocles, Aristotle conceives to be the jcsult of
more moern and improved observation.
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though seem- & 1bsequent to him—maintains that first principles
ey wicton are infinite. For he asserts that almost all things
ward by Ausxa- being bomogeneous—as water or fire—in this way
gors: are produced and destroyed by concretion and
dissolution merely ; but that, in other respects, no entities were
either brought into existence, or caused to cease to exist, but
continued as things that are everlasting.

From these things, indeed, therefore, one would suppose
that the only cause with these philosophers was that said to
exist in a form' of matter.}

9. Considera- But as these speculators advanced in this way,
tion of the effi- the thing itself guided them, and constrained
clentcause.  them to investigate further; for though every
possible corruption and generation is from something sub-
sisting, as one or more, yet why does this happen, and what
is the cause of this—for undoubtedly the subject, at least,
itself is in no wise instrumental in making itself undergo
a change? Now, I say, for example, that neither the wood
nor the brass is the cause of either of these bodies under-
going a change ; neither does the wood, indeed, produce a bed,
and the brass a statue; but there is something else that is
a cause of change. But the investigation of this is the in-
vestigation of a different principle, that is, the second cause,—
as we have stated,—the principle of the origin of motion.
10. Tgnored by Those, indeed, therefore, who from the earliest
the early specu- times have altogether adopted such a method as
lators, except  this, and affirm the subject to be one, have created
no difficulty for themselves; but some of these,
at least, who say that it is one, as if overpowered by this
investigation, assert that the ome is immoveable, and the
entire of nature, not only according to generation and cor-
ruption,—for this is an ancient dogma, and one which all
acknowledge,—but also according to every other change,
whatever ; and this a tenet peculiar to themselves. Of those,
indeed, therefore, who affirm the universe to be one merely,
to none has it occurred to see olearly into a cause of such
a kind, unless, perhaps, to Parmenides,? and to him so far as

! Aristotls having now considered the treatment of the material
caute in the hands of the early philosophers, next proceeds to review
the same subject in the case of the efficient cause.

# Parmenides was a native of Elea—a pupil of Xenophanes, or as sorce



CH, 111.] THE EFFICIENT CAUSE. ‘ 17

that he lays down not one merely, but, somehow, even twe
causes to exist. And for those, truly, who make them mcre
numerous i8 it allowable rather to assert the existence of
such a cause as the efficient cause,—I mean those who make
causges to be the hot and the cold or fire and earth; for they
employ the fire as possessing a motive nature, but water and
earth, and such like, as something that is contrary to this.
“‘But after these philosophers, and after the |, y.consci
assertion of principles of this sort,—as if on the ously broached
grounds of their insufficiency to generate the ™ ‘'™
nature of eutities,—again constrained by actual truth, as we
have said, they investigated the principle next following, in
the way of a consequence. For of the excellent and beautiful
order of some things, and of the production of others of the
entities, it is not natural to assign, perhaps, either earth or
anything of this kind as a cause; nor is it natural that they
ghould think that it is; nor was it seemly, on the other hand,
attribute so important a part to chance and fortune.

Now, whosoever affirmed mind, as in animals .
80 also in nature, to be the cause of the system cause put for-
of the world, and of the entire harmony of it, gty Anaxe-
the same appeared, as it were, of sober tempera- others say. by
ment, in comparison with the vain theorists of Hermetmus:
the earlier ages. Indeed, then, we know that Anaxzagoras
openly adopted these principles. Hermotimus of Clazomense,
however, has the credit assigned him of having put forward
a similar theory of causation at an earlier period.

Those, indeed, therefore, who have entertained these
opinions have laid down as a first principle of entities, at
the same time the cause of their orderly arrangement, with
such a one as that of the origin of motion in things.

say, of Anaximander. He removed to Athens about the year 460 B.cC.,
along with Zeno. Parmenides was the great patron of the idealistic
philosophy. He explained his system in his poetry; which, however,
bas not come down to us, except in a few fragments collected by
H.Stephsns. Compare Sextus Empiricus, .n his Books Contra Mathem.
VIL 5 sqq.; Plutarch, De Placitis, 1. 24.
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CHAPTER 1V.
I. Resognition  SOME one, however, might indulge in the sur-
oftheell-  mige that Hesiod! was the first to broach such

eient cause by

Hesiod—as & description of cause as the above ; and that this
e Tons  is the case with whatsosver other speculator, if

Parmenides.  gny, that may have placed love or desire as a
first principle in entities; as, for instance, also Parmenides:
for this philosopher, likewise, in drawing up his scheme of
the generation of the universe, says,—

“The first thing of all the gods, indeed, plann’d he Love.”
But Hesiod’s words are,—

“First, indeed, of all was Chaos ;2 but next in order,
Earth with her spacious bosom. Then
Love, who is pre-eminent amongst all the Immortals ;”

just as if it were necessary that in entities there should sub-
sist some cause which will impart motion, and hold bodies in
unior: together. How, indeed, then, in regard of these, one
ought to distribute them, as to their order of priority, car be
decided afterwards.

! Aristotle has suggested to others the opinion that the existence of
an eficient caure is recognised in the writings of Hesiod. It is quite
in this spirit that Cudworth strives to make the old Theogonies
systems of pure theology. It may, however, be remarked that *the
good ” mentioned in the theories of these cosmogonists, upon which is
grounded this particular view of the Hesiodic writings, may, in reality,
prove nothing towards settling the question how far an efficient cause
was discovered by the ancients, For “the good” may be regarded in the
light of a cause in two ways; either as physically producing good things,
or producing them for some purpose—and then it is & final cause. In
the latter seuse it is not certaiuly found in the writings of the early
Physicists; and in the former, it is nothing more than a material cause,
and appears to be tke point of view from which the ancients regarded
the nature of the good.

2 There is a current, but erroneous, translation of the words quoted in
the above from Hesiod, which Cudworth adopts, in his over-anxiety to
establish his favourite hypothesis in regard of the religious element,
which he affirms to be mixed up in the entire philosophy of the
ancients. Cudworth makes “ chaos” to be produced, and presupposes
a superior producing csuse, and grounds his assertion on this passage
from Hesiod, but upon a mistranslation of it. It merely stales ine
existence of chaos—* chaos was®
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But, also, smees things contrary?! to those that , 1. cmeient
are good appeared inherent in Nature, and not cause twofold,
only order and the beautiful, but also disorder *"*™
and what is base; and since the evil things were more nume-
rous than the good, and the worthless than the fair, accord-
ingly, some one else introduced harmony and discord, as
a cause geverally of each of these. For if any one would
follow the subject up, and form his opinion according to the
faculty of thought, and not according to the obscure assertions
of Empedocles,? he will find barmony, indeed, to be a cause
of the tiings that are good, and discord of those that are
evil. Wherefore, if any should say that Empedocles both,
in a certain sense, affirms, and that he was the first to affirm,
that the evil and the good are first principles, perhaps he
would make such an assertion correctly, if the cause of all
things that are good be the good itself, and of those that are
evil the evil. '

These persons, indeed, therefore, as we have s e imper.
said, even thus far have adopted into their sys- fect treatment
tems two causes, as we have defined them in gn emctig:?) of
our Physics,—I mean the material cause, and the cause
principle of the origin of motion ; that is, the efficient cause:
obscurely, no doubt, and by no means clearly, but, in a manner,
like the conduct of those who are unexercised in battles; for
these latter, also, advancing forwards against their adversaries,
strike frequentlyskilful blows: but neither do those combatants
act thus from a scientific system, nor do these early speculators
appear like men who understand that they are making the asser-
tions which they actually are; for in no respect, almost, do they
appear to employ these first principles, save to a small extent.

! Aristotle now brings a new element into these stiological dis-
cussions, namely, contrariety; and sets forth Empedocles as the great
patron of this school. Tenets borrowed from this philosophy have
disappeared and reappeared again, in some more subtle disguise, from
that period downwards to the present age of philosophy.

? Empedocles, who fourished about the year 442 or 460 B.C., was &
native of Agrigentum, and the son of Meton. He was a pupil of
Pythagoras or Anaxagoras, or, as others say, of Parmenides: Plutarch,
De Placitis, I. 3; Stanley, part VIII. Clemens Alexandrinus, as
well as Diogenes Laertius, mentions the ascription of miraculous
mers to Empedocles : Clemens Stromst. lib. vi,, and Diogenes Laert,

k VIIL Aristotle treats of the syst n of Empedocles in the fourtl
bock of the Physics,

v
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4 Shownin For Anaxagoras, also, employs mind as a
the case of machine?! for the production of the orderly sys-
IAXAEORS  tem of the world; and when he finds himself in
perplexity as to the cause of its being necessarily so, he then
drags it in by force to his assistance; but, in the other
instances, he assigns, as a cause of the things that are being
produced, everything else in preference to mind.
5. Andinthe  And Empedocles, to an extent further than
¢ e of Empe-  this last-named philosopher, employs his causes,
clocles. however, neither adequately, nor does he dis-
cover in them that which confessedly is involved in them.
Frequently, at least, in his system the harmony indeed sepa-
rates, and the discord unites things together. For when the
universe may be dissolved into its component elements, by
reason of discord, then fire is commingled into one and each
of the rest of the elements; but when all things, by reason of
harmony, may unite into ome, it is necessary that the parts
from each undgrgo separation again.
6. Merit of Em- Empedocles then,indeed,—in contradistinction
pedocles in his  t0 the early speculators,—first introduced this
theory. cause, having divided it, not having constituted,
as single, the first principle of motion, but first principles
thereof which are different and opposite. But, moreover,
the reputed elements, in form of matter, he was the first to
assert the existence of as being four in number ; he did not,
doubtless, employ at least four, but regarded them as if there
were only two; fire by itself, and those things that are opposed
to this, as one nature,—namely, both earth, and air, and water.
But one may acquire this information by drawing the specu-
lation itself from his poetry. This philosopher, indeed,
therefore, as we have stated, enumerated his first principles
in this way, and affirmed them to be so many in number,
7. Obscure But Leucippus, and his companion Demo-

R lons O eu. Critus? assert that the full and the empty are

! « Employs mind as 8 machine;” compare the note, supra. The
Laurentian MS. has the following words, which are omitted in Bekker's
text:—*“As is done by the poets in their tragedies, when they bring the
gods upon the stage to assist them in difficult circumstances; for
instance, take the case of the Hippolytus, where we have Diana appear
ing to Theseus.”

3 Aristotle now proceeds to an examination cf tbe philosophers who
€rat put forward causes of a mora recondite natwe than any of the:
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elements; terming, for instance, the one, indeed, cippus and De
an entity, and the other a nonentity; and of ™o
these, the full and solid they call an entity, and the empty
and the attenuated, a nonentity. Wherefore, they say that
entity, in no respect less than nonentity, has.an existence,
because neither has the vacuum a being more than corporeity,
and that these are the causes of entities as material causes.

And as they who malke the substance, which i8 5, Their agree.
the subject, one, generate all things else by means ment with the
of the passive conditions of this substance, assign- torsin point of
ing the rare and the dense as first principles of °bscurity-
these affections, in the same manner these also affirm that dif-
ferences are causes of the other things. They, indeed, say that
these are three, even figure, and order, and position; for the
affirm that entity differs merely in rhythm, and diathege, and
trope ;! out of these the rhythm is figure, and the diathege
order, and the trope position. For, indeed, the letter A differs
from the letter N in figure, and AN from NA in order, and Z
from N in position. But respecting motion, whence or how it
exists in entities, in like manner, with the rest of the early
speculators, have these carelessly neglected such inquiries.

Respecting, then, two causes of the four, according to the
statements we have just made, so far has it appeared that an
inquiry has been prosecuted by our predecessors.

foregoing, which were but obvious in the ordinary course of Nature,
The great patrons of this school he sets down as Democritus and
Leucippus.

Leucippus, who flourished about the year 500 B.c,, is believed to have
been a disciple of Parmenides, whose system he opposed. His birth-
place is thought to have been Miletus. He, and not Democritus, was
the author of the Atomic theory.

Demwocritus was born about the year 490 B.c., and was a native of
Abdera in Thrace. He was a disciple of Leucippus, and brought for-
ward his master’s opinions, with certain amplifications of his own.
Aristotle examines both the systems of Leucippus and Democritus, in
book [. of the De Generat et Corrupt., in the first and third books of
the De Colo, and in the eighth book of the Physics. The early part of
the Commentary of Simplicius upon the Physics may be consulted
Cudworth discusses the relation which the system of Leucippus bears
to the Atomic theory, in the first volume of the Intellectual System;
Ed Harrison.

! These words are idiomatic to the language of Abdera, the native
place of Democritus.—A4 sclepina.
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CHAPTER V!

I The num- Bur amongst these, and prior to them, those
ters of the Py- called Pythagoreans, applying themselves to the
thago:eans.  gindy of the mathematical sciences, first advanced
these views; and having been nurtured therein, they consi-
dered the first principles of these to be the first principles of
all entities, But since, among these, numbers by nature are
the first, and in numbers they fancied they beheld many
resemblances for entities and things that are being pro-
duced, rather than in fire, and earth, and water; because, to
give an instance, such a particular property of numbers is
justice, and such soul and mind ; and another different one is
opportunity; and it is the case, so to speak, in like manner
with each of the other things ;2
2. Pythagoric Moreover, also, in numbers discerning the pas-
::?:ﬂ::f:f: sive conditions and reasons of harmonies, since
in conformity it was apparent that, indeed, other things in their
viththeir . nature were in all points assimilated unto num-
numbers. bers, and that the numbers were the first of the
entire of Nature, hence they supposed the elements of numbers
to be the elements of all entities, and the whole heaven to be
an harmony and number. And as many phenomena as they
could demonstrate to be conformable, both in their numbers
and harmonies, with the passive conditions and parts of the
heaven, and with its entire arrangement, these they collected
- and adapted to their philosophy: and if there was any interval
loft anywhere, they supplied the deficiency, in order that there

! As to the tenets of the Pythagoreans, noticed by Aristotle in this
portion of the Metaphysics, Alexander and Asclepius have long dissert-
ations, from which Brandis has made apparently judicious selections.
The chief source of information, as regards the speculations of this
school, must be drawn from the Life of l?thagoras by Jamblichus,
and another, by Porphyry, from the Golden Verses of Hierocles,
Bentley’s Dissertation on the Epistles of Phalaris, and Stanley in his
History of Philosophy. As to the information to be drawn from the
L-crian Timseus, and from Ocellus Lucanus, we must bear in mind the
allezed spuriousness >f their writings.

2 The learned Brucker has a dissertation on the numbers of Pytha.
goras, entitled, *‘Convenientia Pythagor® numerorum cum ideis
Platouis.”

Pl N
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might be a chain of connexion running through their entire
system.! Now, I say, as an illustration, since the decade
.seems to be a thing that is perfect, and to have comprised the
entire nature of numbers, hence they also assert that the
bodies that are borne through the heaven are truly ten in
number ; and whereas nine only are apparent, on this account
they constitute the confronting earth tenth. But respecting
these theorists, we have arrived at more accurate decisions in
other parts of our works.

But the reason why we have gone in review , . . =
through these philosophers is this, in order that of the Pythag>-
we may receive also from them what they have ;‘i‘;‘:i;}‘esm
already laid down as being first principles, and
in what manner they fall in with the causes just enumerated.
Undoubtedly do these appear to consider number to be a first
principle, and, as it were, a material cause of entities, and as both
their passive conditions and habits, and that the even and the
odd are elements of number; and of these, that the one is
finite and the other infinite, and that unity, doubtless, is com-
posed of both of these, for that it is both even and odd, and
that number is composed of unity, and that, as has been
stated, the entire heaven is composed of numbers. , ,,oher py.

But others. of these very philosophers affirm thagoric opi-
that first principles are ten in number, denomi- Jiring sentra-
nated in accordance with the following co-ordinate riety therein.
series, namely :—

Bound. Infinity. L Rest. Motion.
0dd. Even. Straight. Crooked.
Unity. Plurality. Light. Darkuess,
Right. Left. Good. Bad.
Male. Female. 8quare. Oblong.

In the same manner seems Alemseon of Crotona 5. A third
to have formed his opinion ; and this philosopher [egTy aecrived
certainly, either from those just named, or they and skin to the
from this person, have derived this their theory; ****"“
for Alemweon had reached the age of manhood when Pytha-

goras was an old man ; but he enumerated his sentiments in

! As to the physical theories of the Pythagoreans, involved in their
systems of astronomy, the curious student, if desirous, may learn
much from the remarks of Alexander, and especially of Asclepius, upon
this sactiou of the Metaphysica. Vide Brande's Scholia, p. 540 sqg.
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a manner similar with the Pythagoreans. For he affirms that
the greater portion of things human may be reduced to twc
classes, calling them contrarieties; not distinguished as these
had distinguished them, but such as were of any casual sort
whatever, as for example:—

White. Black. I Good. Bad.

Sweet. Bitter. Small. Great.
This philosopher, indeed, then, has indefinitely thrown out his
opinions about the rest; but the Pythagoreans have declared
both how numerous, and which these contrarieties are.
6. The reduc- From both of these, therefore, it is postible to
tion of these  goauire thus much information,—that contraries
speculations to L. car
a certain genus are first principles of entities ; but how numerous,
of cause. and which these are, may be ascertained only
from other speculators. How, indeed, in respect of the causes
enumerated, it is possible to draw up a compendious appli-
cation of their principles has not, in distinct terms, been
clearly declared by them; but they seem to arrange the
elements as in a form of matter: for of these, as inherent, they
gay that the substance consists, and has been moulded.

Of the ancients, therefore, indeed,—even of those who
assert the elements of Nature to be many,—it is sufficient
from these statements to examine into their intention.

7. The theory But there are some who have declared their
o one paniy* opinions about the universe as though it were
irrelevantto  one Nature ;' but all have not put forward their
e preven: oy theories in the same manner, either in regard
partly not so.  of that which is constituted in an orderly way,
or of that which is in accordance with the course of Nature.
With, indeed, then, the present investigation of causes does
this theory regarding them by no means adapt itself. For
they do not,—as some of the physiologers who supposed
entity to be one,—nevertheless, generate them from unity as
from matter; but these, who say that entity and unity are
the same, assert their production to take place after a dif-
ferent manner; for those, indeed, have added motion, at

! Aristo’le now enters upon a consideration of the Eleatic school,
which ke has already examined more systematically in his treatise De
Xenophane. The tenets of the Eleatics are examined by Sextus
Empiricus, in his remarks on Xenopnanes in the first book of the
Pyrrh. Instit.
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least, in tl.eir generation of the universe; but these say tkat
it is immoval le.

Of a truth, however, so far at least the theory of this
school is akin to our present investigation; for Parmenides,
indeed, appears to adopt a system of unity in accordance with
renson: whereas Melissus, a theory of it according to matter.
Wherefore, also, indeed, one says that the universe is finite,
and the other that it is infinite. Xenophanes, The originator
first of these, however, having introduced thig °f this eystem.
system of unity, (for Parmenides is said to have been his
pupil,) made nothing plain, neither did he seem to have appre-
hended the nature of either of these; but looking wistfully
upon the whole heaven, he affirms that unity is God.

These, indeed, therefore, as we have stated, g gow the
must be omitted in regard of our present investi- theory of Par-

. 1 . o menides bears
gation,)—two of them entirely,—even a8 being & on the point in
little too uncivilized; namely, Xenophanes and question.
Melissus.2  Parmenides, bowever, appears to express himself,
in some passages, with more circumspection; for, with the
exception of entity—considering nonentity to have no ex-
istence—he thinks entity to be necessarily one, and nothing
else. Concerning which philosopher, we have spoken with
more clearness in our Physics. Yet, compelled to follow the
phenomena, and supposing unity to subsist according to
reason, but plurality according to sense, he again lays down
two causes, and two first principles,—heat and cold; as, for

1 If the student is anxious to have clear ideas as regards the bearing
of the Eleatic philosophy upon the inquiry undertaken by Aristotle,
and in respect of Aristotle’s criticisms upon the systems of Parmenides
and Melissus, separately as well as compared with each other, he will
consult the commentary of Thomas Aquinas, who certainly, with vast
ability, strives to disentangle the intricacies of the exposition of the
Stagyrite.

? Melissus flourished about B.c. 444 ; he was a native of Samos, and
@ distinguished naval commander. He adopted his system from Par-
menides and Xenophanes: Plutarch, I 24. Aristotle notices his
‘system more at large in his Physics, book I. chaps. 2, 8, 4; book IIL
chap. 9. Simpliciua on this passage is worth consulting.

Xenophanes was a native of Colophon, and flourished about the year
B.c. 536. He was contemporary with Epicharmus the poet. Clemens
Alexandrinus, in the first book of the Stromata, assigns to him the
wredit of being the founder of the Eleatic schuol. After him came his
disciple Parrenides, next to him Zeno, tl en Leucippus, and after hin
Democritus, .
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example, in other words, he means fire and earth; but of
these he arranges the one under the category of entity, that is,
the hot, and the other under that of nonentity, viz. the cold.
9. Summary of From the statements, indeed, therefore, that
::; 3’&3}:;; have been made, and from those who have already
" devoted themselves to rational speculations, and
are wise men, we have derived these views; from the earliest
philosophers have we appropriated, indeed, both the corporeal
first principle, (for water and fire, and such like, are bodies,) and
from some of these one such, and from others many corporeal
principles; both, however, agreeing in classing them as forms
of matter. But from certain amongst these early speculators,
—who at the same time establish both this cause, and along
with this that of the origin of motion,—we have appropriated
even this very efficient cause; from some, indeed, as a single
principle, but from others, as one that is twofold. Up to the
period of the Italic sects,! and independent of them, the rest
of the investigators have spoken with more moderation re-
garding these first principles, except, as we have said, in the
case of those who happen to have employed two causes; and
one of these, the second cause—namely, the origin of motion—
some, indeed, make single, and others twofold.
10. The bearing  But the Pythagoreans, in the same manner,
of the Pytha- ~ have spoken of two first principles; but thus
on the present much have they added,—which, also, is peculiar
Inquiry. to themselves,—namely, that they do not regard
the finite, and the infinite, and the one, to be certain dif-
ferent natures; as, for instance, fire, or earth, or any other
such thing: but that the infinite itself, and the one itself,
constitute the substance of those things of which they are
predicated. 'Wherefore, also, they affirmed that number is
! The commentators on this passage —for example Alexander—contend
that the force of the word uéxp: is, that it is used by Aristotle to
denote those whose opinions may be classed exclusively of the Italics,
that is, of the Pythagoreans: for Pythagoras opened a school in Taren-
tum. Méxp: does not, they say, refer to time; for that Empedocles was
not before Pythagoras, and yet his tenets are ranked év Tois uéxpt rér
‘IraAév. I confess, however, that the word xwpls following uéxp: quite
aecures all this, without forcing any unusual signification upon uéxs:;
and therefore I agree with Averroes in translating it as I do, and
making it to refer to time. The word uerpiérepor some of the MsS
read poviudrepor, Or povax@Tepov, OF wakax@repov, or, lastly, wopoxdrepos,
which they explain by the word gxereworegor.
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the substance of all things. Respecting, then. these points,
likewise. in this manner have they declared theix opinioiis;
and respecting quiddity they began, indeed, to make asser-
tions and to frame definitions; but they treated of matters
with great simplicity. For they both framed their definitions
superficially, and in whatever first an alleged definition
should be inherent, this they considered to be the substance
of the thing; as if any one should think that twofold is the
same thing with the duad, since the twofold first is inherent
in the two; yet perhaps the being in what is twofold is not
the same thing as being in a duad ; but if not, unity will be
plurality, which also was the result with them.

From our predecessors, indeed, therefore, and from the
rest, it is possible for us to acquire thus much information.

CHAPTER VI

ArTER the schools of philosophy enumerated, 1. eiatos ideal

supervenes the system of Plato;! in most points fneory’ 204 the

treading on the heels of these Pythagoreans: but adoption.

also having peculiar tenets of its own, differing from the phi-
losophy of the Italics. For from a young man having ai
the first been associated with Cratylus,? and being conversant
with the opinions of Heraclitus,—that all sensible objects are
in a state of continual flux, and that scientific knowledge
concerning them had no existence,—he, indeed, subsequently
in this way came to entertain these suppositions. But while

1 Plato was a native of Athens, being born there 430 years before
Christ. He belonged to the family of Solon. He was the great literary
opponent of Aristotle. Indeed. from Aristotle we learn much about
the Platonic system. It has been dilated upon by many; but perhaps
more fully by Clemens Alexandrinus, in the first and second books of
the Stromata, than by any other writer. There is an Essay thereupon
by Sam. Parker, an author of the seventeenth century, and oue by
Geddes, in the eighteenth. Far before these is Sleiermacher’s Ir tro-
duction to the Platonic Dialogues, who seems to have caught sowe of
the Platonic spirit. This last has been translated.

? Of Cratylus little is known. According to Diogenes Laertius, after
the death of Socrates, Plato attached himself to Cratylus, a follower of
Heraclitus ; this, however, does not harmonize with what is stated in
the text.
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Socrates! was engaged about the formation of systems of
Ethics, indeed, and that he broached no theory as regards
the entire of Nature, seeing that he was searching, doubtless,
in morals for the universal, and that he wasthe first to apply
his understanding to the subject of definitions, Plato, having
applauded him? on account of this his investigation of uni.
versals, was led to entertain thus much of his supposition,—as
that this took place in regard of other things, and not in
regard of certain of the objects that are cognisant by the
senses; for it is impossible, in his opinion, that there should
be a common definition of any of the sensible natures, seeing
that they are continually in a state of undergoing a change.
This philosopher, indeed, therefore, termed such things
amongst entities, ideas ; and asserted that all things are styled
sensible according as they were different from these, or as
they subsisted in accordance with these: for his theory was
this,—that, according to participation, the most of things
synonymous are homonymous with the forms. Employing,
however, the import of the term participation, he changed
the name merely; for the Pythagoreans, indeed, affirm that
entities subsist by an imitation of numbers: but Plato, by
a participation of them, changing the name. At all events, as
to participation at least, or imitation, what it may be, in the
case of forms, they both in common omitted to investigate.

2. Platonic But, moreover, besides sensibles and forms, he
opinion con-  affirms that mathematical entities are things of
Gerng mathe- an intermediate nature ; differing, on the one hand,
stances. from sensibles in being eternal and immovable;

1 Socrates was born at Athens, B.0. 470, and gave such an impulse to
philosophy as to be the instrument of producing its subsequent forms
of development in Greece. His history being sufficiently well known,
does not require any remarks here. Much thereupon may be learned
by consulting the chapters of Grote which illustrate this period of
Greek history. Socrates committed none of his opinions to writing ;
but they have been recorded by Xenophon in the Memorabilia, and by
Plato in the Apology.

* Upon the sources of the Platonic philosophy, its connexion with
Socraticism, the meaning of its idioms, the validity or the invalidity
af Aristotle’s attack upon it—for information upon these points, the
student should consult the Commentary of Thomas Aquinas upon the
tenth section. There is one remarkable expression of Aquinas, in that
portion of his remarks on mathewaiical entities, where he distinctl
objects to the existence of universais separate from singulars—'‘um
versalin nrater singularia.”
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but, on the other, from forms, in the fact that the most of
such are similar, but that every form itself constituted one
thing merely.

But since the forms are causes of other things, ; 5. .
the elements of all these he supposed to be ele- theory, *:de
ments of entities. Therefore, indeed, he regarded i, "' bnpared
the great and the little to be first principles as yith that of
matter, but unity as substance; for from these, o
by participation of unity, that the forms are numbers. That,

" doubtless, unity at least is as substance, and that not any
other entity is denominated so, Plato affirmed, similarly
with the Pythagorics; and the dogma, that numbers are
causes to other things of their substance, he in like manner
asserted with them.

But, in place of the infinite considered as one, 4. Twofold dif-
the having made a duad, and the having made %;‘;‘;::g},’:;:‘:;g
the infinite, out of the great and the small, this Plato.
was peculiar to him: and, moreover, Plato affirmed the
existence of numbers independent of sensibles; whereas the
Pythagoreans say that numbers constitute the things them-
gelves, and they do not set down mathematical entities a3
intermediate between these.

The principle of his having made unity, there- cause of this
fore, and numbers, as different from things, and difference.
not as the Pythagoreans, who regarded them the same, as well
a8 the introduction of forms, ensued on account of his logical?
investigations; for his predecessors took no share in dia-
lectical science. But the constituting a duad, as a different
pature from the one, arose from the fact that the numbers,
with the exception of those that are first, are suitably gene-
ratea from this as froma certain express image.

And yet it happens in a contrary way; for it The error of
would not be reasonable that it should take Flnto thercin.
place thus: for, indeed, at present, from matter they make
many things, whereas form generates only once. And from
onc matter there appears to be produced one table; but he
who introduces form, though being one, makes many tables

! The logical system of Plato, which intertwines itseif very closely
with his ethice, was held in admiration till supplanted by that of
Aristotle. Its outlines may be guthered from the Cratylus, the Parme
nides, the Sophist, and the f ®oasTik. :

L ST
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In like manner, also, the male stands in relation to the female;
for the one is impregnated from a single copulation, whereas
the male impregnates many. These, however, are imitations
of those first principles. Plato, indeed, therefore, respecting
these objects of investigation, laid down distinctions in this
way.
s g‘m,. ‘e But it is manifest, from the things that have
duction of his  been stated, that Plato only employed two causes ;
Bt .. namely, both the formal cause and the material
cause: for, according to him, forms are the causes
of what. anything is to the rest of the entities, and unity to
the forms; and that there is a certain cause which subsists
according to matter, which is that subject through which
the forms have a subsistence that are resident in sensibles,
and through which unity is said to be in the forms, becauso
the actual duad constitutes the great and the small. Further,
the cause of “the well and the ill ” he ascribed severally to
the several elements; which particular point we affirm certain
philosophers—such as Empedocles and Anaxagoras—to have
investigated more elaborately than the early speculators.

CHAPTER VIL

1. Recapitula- Concxsnim', indeed, therefore, and by way of
tion of the fore- BUMmMmary,! we have recounted both who they are
Srents trovgnt that have declared their opinions, and in what
to bear on this manner they happen to have spoken concerning
i both first principles and truth. Nevertheless,
however, we have received thus much information from them,
—that no one of those who have declared their sentiments,
concerning a first principle and a cause, has made any asser-
tion beyond those definitions that have been set down in our
Physics; but notwithstanding that all of them have unfoldeil
their views with obscurity, indeed, yet in a manner they
appear as persons engaged in cursorily treating those four
causes enumerated above and elsewhere.

! Aristotle again shows that the early speculators had not advanced
beyond the causes mentioned in the Physics; and that even their treat
ment of thess was superticial and obscure,
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For, indeed, some speculators speak of the ; gy pnio.
first principle as matter, whether they may sup- sophers n the
pose one principle or more to exist, and whether ™" “#u*
they consider it as body, and whether as a thing that is
incorporeal : as, for instance, Plato, indeed, in his mention of
the great and the small; and the Italics, in their theory of
the infinite; and Empedocles, in that of fire, and earth, and
water, and air; and Anaxagoras, in his gystem of the infinity
of homogeneous things. Now, truly, all these touched upon
a cause of this kind: and, further, as many as affirmed the
existence, as a first principle, of air, or fire, or water, or a
substance of greater density than fire, but of greater rarity
than air; for certain philosophers have also declared a thing
of this sort to be the first element. All these, indeed, there-
fore, adopted this cause merely in a superficial way.

But certain others introduce the second cause ; s. Early theo-
namely, the origin of the principle of motion: fies o7 the <k
a8, for instance, as many as make a first principle the formal
of harmony and discord, or mind or love. But °*"**
of the essence! and the substance—that is, of the formal
cause—not one, indeed, has rendered a clear account: most
especially do those make assertions respecting it who adopt
the hypothesis of forms, and the things inherent in forms;
for neither do they suppose that forms, and the things inhe-
rent in forms, subsist as matter to sensibles; nor, as though
from thence were derived the principle of motion; (for, in
preference, they assert them to be causes of immobility, and
of things being in a state of rest;) but, in regard of the
essence, to each of the other things do forms supply this,
-and unity imparts it to the forms.

But the final cause of actions, and changes, , ™

s . . . Their opi-
and motions, in a certain manner, they assert to nions respect-
be a cause: yet in this way they do not assert it ing the final
to be a cause; nor do they speak of it in a way
conformably to what it naturally is. For they, indeed, who
assign mind or harmony as such, have laid down these causes
as, doubtless, a something that is good ;2 they do not, however,

! Aristotle seems to think that the essence, or the formal cause, had
for ita author Plato; and that Plato probably was indebted for his dis
covery to the philosophy of Pythagoras and Parmenides.

3 As to viewing “the good” in the light of a final cause, we have
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affirm that from these, as final causes, anything amongst
entities either is in existence, or is being produced, but that, as
it wore, from these the Emotions of these things were derived.
So, also, in like manner, they who say that either unity or
entity is such a nature of this kind, affirm it to be a cause
of substance, indeed ; yet they do not, for a certainty, affirm
that anything either exists or is produced from this as a
final cause. Wherefore, it happens unto them, in a manner,
both to affirm, and not to affirm, that the good is & cause of
this sort; for they do not make the assertion absolutely, but
by accident.

5. Aristotle’s That, therefore, our distinctions have been laid
division of . down correctly respecting causes, both as to how
cated from the numerous and what sort they are, do even all
foregoing. these early philosophers appear to us to bear
witness, in not being able to fix upon any other cause. And,
in addition to the testimony of these speculators, it is evident
that first principles must be investigated, either all in this
way, or in some such mode as has been adopted by these
philosopbers. Now, how each of these has declared his
opinions, and how the case stands, in regard of the possible
doubts respecting first principles, let us, after this, proceed to
pass through a review of such points.

CHAPTER VIIIL!

1. Faultsofthe A8 many, indeed, therefore, as set down the
early theorles  ynjverse as both one and a certain single nature,
on tiology. . . .
First and as matter, and this such as is corporeal and in-
second. volving magnitude, it is obvious that they labour
under manifold errors. For they have established the ele-
ments of bodies merely, but not of incorporeals, when even
there are in existence, I mean, things that are incorporeal
And in endeavouring to assign causes of generation and cor-
already commented in a previvus note. Consult the remarks of Thomas
A(}uinas upon this section.

Aristotle having already enumerated the opinions of the early
hilosuphers in this department of setiology, now proceeds to lay down
his own opinions thereupon; first, in regard of the naturalists, and
socondly, of the suprunaturali
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ruption, and drawing up, concerning all bodies in nature,
systeras of physiology, they take away the canse of motion.
Further, the not positing also the substance as a cause of
anything, nor as such the formal principle, or the very essence
of a thing, this was erroneous.

And, in addition to the foregoing, the assertion s. Third error
that anything whatsoever might readily be a iftheearly .
first principle of simple bodies, except earth, ology.
but at the same time not examining into their mode of gene-
ration one from another, how they are produced,—now
I'mean fire and water, and earth and air, for partly by
concretion, and partly by separation, are things produced
from one another,—this was an error of theirs. But this, in
regard of the being prior and posterior, will involve the
greatest difference; for, indeed, earth would appear to be
a thing most elementary of all, from which, as a first prin-
ciple, elements are produced by concretion: but a thing of
this kind would be most minute in its parts, and a thing
most refined amongst bodies. Wherefore, as many as esta-
blish fire as a first principle would make assertions particularly
in consonance with this theory. But each philosopher also
acknowledges something of this sort to be an element of
other things,—I mean an element of bodies.

No one, at least of subsequent speculators,
even of those who assert the universe to be one, gystemof a
has thought fit to maintain earth to be an ele- single materis
ment, doubtless, on account of the size of the ’
component particles, but each of the three elements bag
obtained a certain umpire; for, indecd, some assert fire to be
this, but others, water, and some, air. Although why, pray,
do they not assert this of earth, as the majority of men do?
for they say that earth constitutes all things. But Hesiod,
also, says that earth was the first produced amongst bodies :
thus it has happened that the supposition is an ancient anl
vulgar one. According, indeed, thercfore, to this account, .f
one affirms to be this either any one thing belonging to
these save fire, or if one lays down, as such, a thing denser
than air, indeed, but more refined than water, he would not
make such an assertion as this correctly. But if that which
is subsequent in generation be prior in Nature, and if that
which has been digested and compounded together be & thing’

D

8. Faults of the
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that is subsequent in its production, there would take place
that which is the contrary of these,—water, for instance,
would be a thing prior to air, and earth, to water. With

to those who are for establishing one such cause as we
have declared, let these remarks be sufficient.

4. Threefold But the same assertion may be made even if
e eompe. 80 One posites these corporeal principles as being

docles in hs = many in number; as, for example, Empedocles,
rality of mate. Who says that four bodies, elementarily, consti-
valcauses.  tute matter. For, likewise, to this philosopher
partly, indeed, the same consequences, but partly those that
are peculiar to his own system, must needs happen. For,
also, we see, in the case of things that are being produced
one from another, that the fire and earth do not always con-
tinue a8 of the same body. But we have spoken on these
subjects in our Physics. And respecting the cause of things
that are being moved, whether we must assign one or two
such, we should be inclined to think that we have not ex-
pressed ourselves either correctly or altogether irrationally.
And, in short, must the principle of alteration be overturned
by those who make assertions in this way; for not from heat
will arise cold, nor from cold, heat. For what change the
ontraries themselves would undergo, and what would be the
one nature which should become fire and water, that very
philosopher (I mean Empedocles) does not declare.
5. Thesystem  But if any one should suppose that Anaxa-
of Araxagoras  goras mentions two elements, he would form hia
_showntobe  opinion most especially in accordance with a
" theory which, although that philosopher himself
wrong. did not enunciate distinctly, yet, indeed, would, as
2 necessary consequence, follow in the footsteps of those who
introduced this dogma. For, ctherwise, would even the
assertion be absurd,—that all things from the beginning have
been in a state of mixture; both on account of its happening
that all things prior Ao this should pre-exist in an unmixed
state, and on account of its not being consonant to Nature,
that anything at randcm should be mingled with anything at
random too; and, in addition to these reasons, we may add,
that, according to this doctrine, their passive states and acci-
dents would be separated from substances, (for to the same
things belong mixture and separation.) If any ome, how-

AN
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ever, follows up the subjeer, arranging into clauses together
those statements which he wishes to make, he would, in all
probability, utter assertions that would assume an air of
novelty. For when there was nothing in existence that has
been separated, it is obvious that no true assertion could be
put forward in regard of that substance; now, I say, for
instance, that it would not necessarily be a thing either
white, or black, or darkish, or any other colour, but a thing
necesgarily colourless, for otherwise it would possess some
one of these colours. In like manner would it be with that
which is insipid, according to this same mode of reasoning:
nor eould it be so with anything else of those things that are
similar; for neither is it possible that it could possess any
actual thing of a certain quality or quantity, or that any-
thing else be so. For therein would be inherent something
of those termed partial forms; yet this is impossible when
all things have been in his system mingled together, for
already it would subsist in a state of separation: but, with
the exception of mind, he affirms all things to be mingled,
and that mind only is unmixed and pure. Now, from these
statements it is consequential with him that he should de-
nominate, as the first principles, both unity (for this is simple
and unmixed) and another thing, as if it were an entity such
as we are for establishing—viz., the indefinite prior to its
having been defined, and to partaking of a certain form.
Therefore, the assertion is made neither correctly nor clearly,
notwithstanding that he intends something similar with both.
those who subsequently make statements to this effect, and
more in harmony with the present phenomena. For these.
however, happen only to be familiar with the theories apper-
taining to generation, and corruption, and motion- for, also,
with regard to such a substance, they investigate almost only.
both the first principles and the causes.

But as many! as frame their speculation re- ¢, Theory of.
specting all entities, but of entities bave set :2?5}:'{:““’
down some, indeed, as being cognisant by sense, )
and others as not being sensibles, it is manifest that they
institute for themselves an inquiry concerning both kinds.

1 Aristotle having considered the system of the naturelists in the
previous section, now proceeds to examina that of: the supranaturalists
such as Pythagoras and. Flato. 2

D2
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Wherefore, one might be induced. in preference, to linger
upon an investigation respecting these, as to what they say,
well or not well, in regard of the examination of those specu-
lations now proposed by us.
7. Pythagoras,  'Lhose, indeed, called Pythagoreans! in a far
his sgreement  more outlandish manner employ their first prin-
with the mate- ciples and elements than the physiologists. But
rialista. the cause is, because they have not derived them
from sensibles; for those natures that are mathematical
amongst entities are without motion, except those pertaining
te astrology. They, however, discuss and treat of all points
concerning Nature; for they both generate the heaven, and
respecting the parts thereof, and the passive conditions and
the operations thereof, they closely observe that which takes
place; and upon these they lavish their first principles and
causes, a8 if acknowledging to the rest of the natural philo-
sophers that whatsoever thing is such as is cognisant by the
scnses, that this constitutes entity, and such as that which is
called heaven comprises. But the causes and the first prin-
ciples—as we have said—they affirm are sufficient both to
sccure a transition even to a higher order of eutities, and
that they are more sufficient than those that are in harmony
with physical theories.
&, Two objec From what mode, however, there will be
. Two objec: . P
tions against motion, merely on the supposition of the ex-
P eamgorte istence of the subjects of finite and infinite, and
odd and even, they in no wise declare; or how
it may be possible, without motion and change, that there
should be generation and corruption, or the operations of
those bodies that are whirled along the heaven.

But further, whether one grants to them that from these
results magnitude, or whether this should require to be
demonstrated, nevertheless, in a certain manner, some bodies
will be light, indeed, and some involving weight; for the
things from which they adopt for themselves their theories,
and make assertions, they in no respect affirm in regard of
seusibles in preference to mathematical bodies. Therefore,
concerning fire or earth, or the other bodies of such a kind,

' As to the agreement and difference of the Pythavoric philosophy

with the materiulistic system, cousuli the Commentary of Thomws
Aquinas upon this section.
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they have declared nothing whatsoever, inasmuch as affirming,
in my opinion, nothing that is peculiar to them concerning
sensible natyres.

. “But further, how must we receive as causes the g 4 tmird ob-
passive conditions of number, and the number Jection against
itself as the cause of entities which subsist in sggg:xgte;s from
the heaven, and of things that are being pro- Flate-
duced there both from the beginning and at present, and at
the same time allow that there is no other number save this
number from which the order of the universe consists? For
since, indeed, in this portion of the creation (according to
these philosophers) there may be in existence opinion and
opportunity, but a little abeve, or a little below, injustice and
separation, or mixture; and since they may adduce a demon-
stration that each one of these is number, and it happens,
from this mode of reasoning in this place, that there subsists
already a multitude of constituted magnitudes, from the fact
of these affections following each of these places respectively,
on the supposition of the foregoing we may ask whether,
therefore, is this owing to the same number as that which is
in the heaven, and which we ought to receive because that
each of these exists, or, besides this, is there another number!
For Plato says, indeed, that there is a different number: he,
however, also thinks both these, and the causes of these, to
be numbers, but numbers that are, indeed, intelligible causes;
whereas those are merely sensible, according to Plato. Re-
specting then, indeed, the Pythagoreans! let us leave off our
present discussions ; for it is sufficient thus far to have touched
upon their system.

CHAPTER IX.?

Bour they who put forward ideas as causes, in 1. Plato's

X . pus forwe : theory of id
their early investigations, indeed, to acquire the invorves its ad.

t T have ventured thus to depart from the usual arrangement, which
makes chapter IX. begin with these words.

2 Aristotle now proceeds to examine into another system of the
supranaturalists,—namely, that of Plato : first, in respect of s theory
regarding the substance of things; and recondly, respecting the first
principles of things.
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vocates inan  causes of these entities, in the first place have
incmsistency. pdduced other things equal in number to these ;1
as if one, desiring to have reckonmed certain things, when
these were less numerous, would consider this impossible,
but, by creating a greater number, should succeed in counting
them ; for almost equal, or not less numerous, are the forma
than those things respecting which, in investigating their
causes, they have advanced from these to those: for, according
to each individual thing, there is a certain homonymous form,
and, in addition to the substances, also, of other things, there
is the unity involved in the notion of plurality, both in the
case of these and of things that are eternal.

2. Aristotle's Moreover,? in the ways in which it is demon-
e plections strated that there are forms, according to_nope
tonic theory of Of these ‘doth the subsistence of forms become
ideas. ap t; for, indeed, from some there is no
necessity, in ‘the~Wequence of the reasoning, that a syllo-
gism arise: but from other things, also,—not of such as we
should expect to find forms,—of these are there forms gene-
rated. For according to the rational principles deducible
from the sciences will there be forms of all things, of as many
as there are sciences; and in accordance with the argument
for ideas founded on the notion of unity involved in plurality,
will there also be forms or ideas of negations: and according
to the ability to understand something of what has been
destroyed of things liable to decay will there also be forms,
for of these there is a certain phantasm.

But further, as regards the most accurate of the argu-
ments for the ideal theory, some of them, indeed, frame idess
of things relative, of which they do mot say that there iz
an_essential genus, whereas others speak of there being a
third man.

! Aristotle first complains of the inconsistency of Plato; for he con-
tends that, in proposing to assign the causes of semsibles, he ghould
have kept the phenomena of sensibles before his eyes, and not have
deviged, a8 he has done, a theory applicable to anything else save
sensibles.

2 Aristotle here details his objections against the ideal system of
Plato, which he strives to overthrow by turning the reasoning of Vlate
against himsalf. This same subject is handled by Aristotle in an able
:z;i somewhat similar attack.of his upon the idea' theary, in book TIL

p. ive
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And, upon the whole, the theories respecting g p, her an
forms overturn the things which they who affirm sordities in-
the existence of forms would wish should have ;ﬂf::ié'{ﬁ::,,
a subsistence in preference to the subsistence of of idess.
the ideas; for it happens that the duad is not the first, but
that the number is, and that the relative is, before the essen-
tial: and all those consequences ensue, as many as certain,
who have followed up the opinions respecting forms—have
set in contrariety to first principles. Further, also, according
to the supposition in virtue of which we speak of the ex-
istence of the ideas, not only will there be forms of sub-
stances, but of many other things also; for, also, there is the
one conception not only respecting substances, but also in
the case of other substances; and there are sciences not only
of submtance, but of different things also, and innumerable
other things of this sort occur: but according to neces-
sity, and the opinions respecting forms, it follows, on the
supposition that forms are things capable of participation,
that there should be ideas of substances only; for not ac-
cording TG accident are they participated in, but things
must participate in this respect in each ides, so far forth
as each idea is not predicated about the subject. Now,
{ mean, for example, that if anything participates in
the twofold itself, this also is & participant in what is
eternal, but according to accidept, for it is accidental for
the twofold t0 be eternal. Therefore, the forms will be
substance.

For the same things, both here and there, signify sub-
stance; or what will be the meaning of the assertion of the
existence of a something that is independent of sensibles,
drawn from the argument founded on unity, involved in the
notion of plurality ; and if there be the same form of the ideas,
and of things that are participants of them, there will be
something in common? for, by no means, in the case of
perishable duads—and, indeed, most duads, but such as are
eternal—is the duad said to be rather one and the same,
than in the case of this and one of some particular thing.
Bet if there be not the same form there would be an homo-
oymy; and it will be just like as if one should call both

Callias and a piece of wocd a man, discerning no community
“whatever between thems.



{0 THK METAPHYSIOS OF ARISTOTLE. [BuoK 1

1:Theidealry-  § 1. But most of all would one feel perplexed
pothesis usclets gg to what at all! the forms contribute, either to
purpose . .
itis brought  those things that are eternal amongst sensibles,
pward oy or to things that are being produced aund being
corrupted. For neither are they to them a cause
of any motion or ¢hange whatever. But, truly, neither are
they of any assistance towards the science of other things
(for neither are those the substance of these, Tor in such a
case they would be in these), nor do they contribute towards
the existence of other things, inasmuch as they are not in-
herent in things that are their participants, at least; for so,
indeed, they would perhaps be supposed as causes, just as if
the white were mixed with the white it might be called the
cause of a white body. But, indead, this theory is very easily
overthrown, which Anaxagoras, indeed, first, and Eudoxus
subsequently, and certain others, advanced ; for it would be
easy to collect together, also, many impossibilities in reference
to such an opinion: but, truly, neither do other things sub-
sist from forms in accordance with any mode of existence of
those that are wont to be mentioned.
5. Three proots _ But the assertion that these forms are exem-
:\P;gtp?r;n;g;n': plars, and that the rest of entities participate in
or modeis of ~ them, is to speak vain words, and to utter poetic
created things. mgtaphors. For in what respect, may 1 ask
does that which operates look towards the ideas as a model?
for it is possible that anything whatever that is similar both
should exist and be produced, and yet that it be not made
like in reference to that to which it is similar. Wherefore,
also, on the supposition of the existence and non-existence of
Socrates, just such another one as Socrates is would be pro-
duced. And, in like manner, is it evident that this would
follow, even though Socrates were eternal; and, besides,
there will be many exemplars of the same thing; wherefore,
also, the forms—for instance, of man, such as animal and
biped, and at the sams time, also, ideal man—will have a
subsistence. Further, not only of things sensible are forms
the exemplars, but also of forms themselves; as, for ex-
ample, the genus as a genus will be an exemplar of species;

1 Aristrtle 20w proceeds to prove the utter irrelevancy of ideas as
accountivg for sensible pbenomena. Vide Thomas Aquinas upon thix
section, :



CH. IX.] PLATO'S BYSTEM OF FORMM. 41

‘whercfore, ax ezemplar and an image will be the same
thing.

Further it would seem impossible for the suo- 3. Forms can-
stance to be separate from that of which it is ;',‘,’:J;%"}::;f}
the substance; therefore, in what way can the things.
ideas, when they are substances of things, exist separately
from them?

But in the Pheedo an assertion is made to this effect,—that
the forms are causes of existence and of production. On the
supposition, however, of the existence of forms, nevertheless,
those things that are participants will not be produced, if
there be not in existence that which is likely to be the origin
of motion; and many other things are produced, such as
» house and a ring, of which we do not say that there are
forms. Wherefore, it is evident that it is possible, also, for
other things both to exist and be produced from such causes,
likewise, on account of which, also, arise those entities men-
tioned just now.

§ 2. Moreover, if forms are numbers,! how will 1. six reasons
they be causes? whether is it because entities 2gainst Plato's
are different numbers,—as, for instance, this par- as numbers; —
ticular man is this particular number, indeed, "' ™***™
and Socrates another, and Callias another, different from
both,—in what respect are those, therefore, the causes of
these? for neither will it make any difference whether those
may be eternal, and these not so. But if it is because the
things here are proportions or ratios of numbers,— as, for
instance, a symphony,—it is obvious that there will be a
certain one thing, at least, amongst those of which there are
ratios or proportions. Now, if this is one thing-—say matter
—it is palpable that the actual numbers, also, will be certain
proportions of one thing with another; but I say, for example,
if Callias is a proportion in numbers of fire, and earth, and
water, and air, to certain other subjects will belong the same
man likewise ; and if the idea constitute a number, the ideal

! Aristotle still continues his attack upon the Platonic philosophy;

88 yet confining himself to Plato’s theory concerning the substances of

to the exclusion of that concerning the principles of things,

which he considers in the next section. At present he confines his

censures to Plato’s assertion of ideas being numbers, and to his cthes
theories respecting mathematicat magnitudes.
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man, also,—whether the 1dea may be a certain number or
not,—nevertheless, will be a ratio in numbers of cer‘ain things
without being himself a number; nor will there be a certain
particular number on account of these things.

Further, out of many numbers one number
2on and s o results; but from forms how is one form pros
Jeotlon thereto  duced? And if forms are not produced from

. formis; but from the units that are in numbers—
a8, for instance, in the myriad—how is it with the subsistence
of the monads? for if they are of the same species, many
absurdities will ensue; but if they are not of the same spe-
cies, neither will they be the same with one another, nor all
the rest the same with all: for wherein will they differ, since
they are impassive? for such statements as these are neither
rational nor consonant with the understanding. And, more-
over, it is necessary to establish a certain other description
of number, regarding which arithmetic is conversant, and
all such things as are termed media by some; and hew, or
from what principles, will these arise? or why will they be
media between the things here and these?

3. Remaining Further, the monads which are in each duad
reasons. are from some prior duad, although such is im-
ssible. Further, why is there an aggregated number, as
onetiiihg? and further, in addition to the things that have
been stated, if the monads are different, they ought to declare
their opinions in this same way as those do, even as many as
affirm the elements to be fourfold or twofold ; for, also, each
one of these mentions not what is common as an element—-
for example, body—but fire and earth, whether body is any-
thing that is common or not. But now, an assertion is made
just as if the one were in existence as homogeneous fire or
water; but if this be the case, numbers will not be sub-
stances ; it is, however, evident, that if unity itself be anything,
and if this be a first principle, that unity is expressed in
many ways, for that it should be otherwise is impossible.
4. Two objec. But they who wish to refer substances to first
tions against a principles set down lengths, indeed, as consisting
.ﬁ':,‘.",':‘fp‘;‘,fﬁnl from the long and the short, from something
mathematical - gmall and large, and a superficies as from what
" is broad and narrow, and a body from what is
deep and low. In what way, hewever, will the superficies
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involve a line, or the solid a line and surface, for the wide
and th2 narrow are a different genus from deep and low? As,
therefore, neither number is inherent in these, because the
much and the few are different from these, so it is manifest
that neither will anything else of those superior natures be
inherent in those that are inferior. But, truly, neither is
the wide a genus of the deep; for body would be a certain
surface in this case. Further, may I ask from what will
points be compounded? This genus, indeed. then, did Plato
also oppose, as being a geometric dogma; but he used to call
it the first principle of a line: and this he often set down,
(I mean the existence of indivisible lires,) although of neces-
sity there must be some limit to these; ; wherefore, from
whatever principle a line is, therefrom also is a point.

§ 3. And upon the whole,! seemg that wisdom ;. piaers
Investigates into the cause, in respect of things theory of first
that are manifest, this consideration, indeed, futed tn six
have we omitted ; for we say nothing regarding ¥av®-
the cause of the origin of the principle of change: but,
thinking to mention the substance of these, we say that there
are different substances; but in what manner those may be
 Substances of these we ineffectually deseribe, for as to such
“being accomplished by participation—as also we bave stated
on & former occasion—there is no advantage gained in saying
this” Neither, truly, are ideas such causes as we see to be
a’cause to the sciences, on account of which both every mind
and every nature operate ; nor that cause which we affirm to
be one of the first principles do forms in anywise touch upon ; l
but to men, in the present age, mathematics have become the
philosophy ; although they say that persons ought to culti-
vate these sciences for the sake of other sciences.

But, further, one may suppose the subject-substance to be
as matter that is more mathematical, and rather to be con-
verted into a predicable, and to constitute a difference of
substance and of matter,—as, for instance, the great and the
small,—just as, also, the natural philosophers mention the rare
and the dense, saying that there are these primary differences
of the subject, for these are a oertain excess and defect.

! Aristotle now proceeds to argue against Plato in his theory con-
cerning the first principles of things: first, “quoad principia essendi;"
and secondly, “quoad principia ougno.cenda."
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And respecting motion, if, indeed, these will constlture
motion, it is evident that the forms will be moved; buc 1t
they are not, whence has motion originated? for thexebv the
entir 3 investigation about Nature has been dbolished.

And what seems to be easy—namely, the demonstration
that all things are one—does not tarn out to be so; for.
according to the interpr etation, all things lo not become one,
but a certain thing itself is one, if any one would grant that
all things are se: and neither would he allow this, unless
one would admit the existence of a universal as a genus; but
this, in some cases, is impossible.

But neither have those things that are after the numbers
any grounds in reason,—namely, both lengths, and surfaces,
and solids; nor is it so in regard of the mode of how they
are, or shall be, or whether they involve any capacity ; for
these cannot possibly be either forms (for numbers they are
not), or media (for those are mathematical), or things that
are corruptible: but these, again, appear as this certain other
fourth genus different from those other three.

But, upon the whole, the investigation of the elements of
entities, seeing that they are expressed multifariously, it is
impossible for any persons to discover a solution of who have
not divided them; and, especially, if they investigate in this
manner from what sort of elements they are compounded.
For action, or passion, or the wide, it is not, doubtless, possible
to receive from some things of which these consist; but, if
this were the case, it would be possible to receive them as
subsisting from substances only. Wherefore, either to investi-
gate or to think that you possess the elements of all entities
is not true.

2, Plato’s But how can any one learn the elements of all
theory of ideas  things? for it is evident that it is not possible
principlesofthe that he should be previously a person having
oo sgame prior knowledge thereof. For, as to one learunw
it. geometry, it is, indeed, possible to see beforehand
other things; but of such things as the science consists of, and
concerning which he is about to raceive instruction, he can
have no prior knowledge, 80, also, 18 it in the case of other
things. Wherefore, if there is a certain science of all things,
as some affirm, nothing could this person know beforehand.
Lvery system of learning, however, subsists, or is attainable
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by means of previous knowledge. either of all things, or of
certain particular things: and either by demonstration is this
accomnplished, or by definitions; for those things whereof the
definition comsists it is requisite to understand beforehand,
and that they be known. In like manner is it the case with
knowledge by induction. But, truly, if also it happens that
there is in our possession a congenital knowledge of things,
it is astonlshmg how we, in possession of the most exce]lent
of the sciences, are unconscious of such a treasure.

Further, how will any one know from what particulars all
things consist, and how will this be manifest? for this also
involves perplexity; for one would feel a doubt, just as also
concerning some syllable: for -certain affirm that SMA is
composed of S and M and A, but others say that it possesses
a different sound from its components, and none of those
that are known.

Moreover, those things of which there is perception by
sense, how could any one know if he were not furnished with
the capacity of perceiving by sense? although ove ought, if
these are the elements of all things whereof they consist
just as the compound sounds arise from their own proper
elements.

That, therefore, all seem?! to seek the causes s.Aristotle’s ca-
mentioned in our Physics, and, besides these, ;2;023&(3::;:3
that we have no other to adduce, is likewise from by a reference
the foregoing statements evident. But the early "0 *""4%"Y:
philosophers, I admit, have treated of these causes,—ob-
scurely, however; and, indeed, in a certain manner, all
such four causes have been enumerated by speculators of
an age prior to ours: and, in a certain manner, by no means
has this been the case; for the earliest system of philosophy?
coucerning all things was like unto one articulating with

! In the French edition of Aristotle’s works, published by Didot,
thero is another chapter, namely chapter X, made to commence at
these words,

¢ I have ventured to differ from Taylor in his translation of this
passage, on the authority of the old Latin versions, which, I admit, in
the case of Aristotle’s works, is not a very firm foundation to build
apon.  Taylor's translation, howevcr I conceive to be unsupported by
the Greck in Bekkers text. He regards the wodtn QiAogopia in
the context as equivalent to ontology, and «7’ dpxas, to ontalogy at ita
tirst cummencement.



6 THE METAPHYSICS OF ARISTOTLE. [mook £

a stammer, inasmuch as it was new as regards first priaciples,
and a thing the first in its kind. For Empedocles says that
a bone exists from form by the principle of composition ; but
this is the essence and the substance of that thing. But,
truly, if this be admitted, in like manner, also, is it necessary
that of both flesh, and everything else of the other things,
there should subsist this principle of concretion, or that it
should not subsist as a principle of anything at all; for on
account of this are both flesh and bone, and each of the
other things, in existence, and not on account of the matter,
which he says is fire, and earth, and water, and air. But,
also, with any other, indeed, who would make these assertions,
he would of necessity concur; but he has not expressed him-
self with clearness respecting them. The case regarding such
points, therefore, has been made evident on a former occa-
gion; but as many doubts as any one might indulge in
respecting these same, we will a second time enumerate; for
perhaps we shall thereby acquire a facility for having our
diffioulties resolved in reference to subsequent gquestiane o1
doubt.



BOOK I. THE LESS!
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CHAPTER L

SpeoULATION Fespecting truth is partly difficult 1. specuntive
and partly easy. And a proof is the following, Fumuitof s
that, in the pursuit of truth, neither is any one '
philosopher, in a way worthy of the dignity of the subject,
able to attain this; nor can all investigators fail in reaching
it, but that each says something to the point concerning
Nature: and individually that, indeed, they add nothing
or but little, to this speculation respecting truth, but fron
all these collected together that there ensues something o:
magnitude. Wherefore, if, indeed, it so seems to be the case,
as we happen to say in the proverb, “ Who will miss the
door?” in this way, truly, would the speculation of truth be

easy.

! This book, as to the title of which all are not agreed, has given
rise to some discussion amongst the commentators. Alexander Aphro-
disiensis and Asclepius seem to think that it is, as set down in the
Metaphysics, quite out of place; and Augustine Niphus appears to
regard it as a fragment of some larger work,— propter exiguitatem.”
That it is out of place here has been inferred from the fact of the conclu-
sion of the first book and the beginning of this being wholly devoid of
connexion, whereas it iz quite the reverse with the first and third
books compared with each other. It has been conjectured that it
belongs in some way or other to the Physics; chiefly from the words
which occur at the end,~—* first must we investigate what Nature (¢los)
is.” But notwithstanding, as Thomas Aquinas reminds us, this book
is not entirely without reference to what has gone before. The science
under investigation in the first book is the science of sciences, and
makes universal truth the subject-matter of inquiry, which brings
Aristotle, in this, to the consideration of truth in general. Forasmuch,
however, as the term truth is employed in the same sense as theoretic
philosophy, the latter is compared with practical philosophy. But,
iudeed, a further proof of its connexion with the foregoing may beo
found in the fact that dpxai, or first principles, are the theme of dis-
cussion in both cases. Though, certainly, we must admit that the
discussion about the infinite progression of causes, with Aristotle,
should find its place in the physical rather than the metaphysical por-
tion of his writings. Alexander. Asclepius, Niphus, and Thomas
Aquinas, are well worth being ~onsulted on this question.
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2. paciy aim.  But for philosophers to have a certain whole
cul anda and not to be able to have each some portion,
" indicates the difficulty of it: and perhaps, also,
from the fact that the difficulty arises in two ways, the cause
of this may not be so much in things themselves as in us;
for as the eyes of bats are to the light that follows the dawn
of day, so also is the mind of our soul to those things which,
above all, are naturally the most splendid.
3. Union of But not only is it just to return thanks to
men fur the  those whose opinions one may have fellowship
discovery of  with, but also to those, moreover, who have enun-
ciated their sentiments more superficially; for
even these, likewise. contribute something, for they have pre-
viously exercised our speculative habit.! For if there had
not been a Timotheus, we would not have had muach melody;
and unless there had been a Phrynis, there would not have
been such a person as Timotheus. But, in the same manner,
also, it is in the case of those who have declared their senti-
ments concerning truth; for, indeed, from some of them we
have inherited certain opinions: but others have been the
causes of these becoming opinions of theirs.
4.Theapplicabi-  But it is correct, also, that philosophy should
lity of these re- he styled a sciemce, speculative of truth.2 For
wthe present  of speculative science the end is truth, but of
Investigation.  npactical science, a work ; for even though they
may examine how a thing is, practical men do not investi.
gate into the cause of that thing in itself, but in relation tc
something else, and as connected with the present time: bus
we do not know the truth without the knowledge of cause.
But, especially, is each thing that amongst other things
according to which, also, there subsists in other things that
which is synonymous,—as, for example, fire is a thing most

! “Qur habit.” Alexander interprets the word &is by Svvauws (ca-
pacity); for which, vide his commentary on the passage. What Aris-
totle is aiming at, and illustrates from the case of Timotheus, is to
show how previoua discoveries in science bear on subsequent ones, and
the progressive character of truth. This point is beautifully put by
Dr. Whewell in nis * Philosophy of the Inductive Sciences.”

2 Aristotle having considered the speculation of truth in general
proceeds to show how this consideration bears on the present inquiry
His reasoning rests on the assumption of the words *truth,” and
* theoretic philosophy,” being interchangeable terms.
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hot; for also in the rest of entities is this a cause of their
heat. Wherefore, also, most true is that which is a cause to
posterior natures of their being true. Wherefore, is it neces-
sary that the first principles of things, alwags existing, should
alwa sz 5 for not sometimes are they true,
neitheér is anything the cause of being to those, but those are
the cauges of being in other things. Wherefore, as each thing -
is disposed in regard of existence, so, also, is it in.regard of
truth, '

oz

CHAPTER II}

Bur, truly, that there is, at least, some first ; w ingnity
principle, and that the causes of entities are not of canses—
infinite, either in a progress in a straight forward emcient, final,”
direction, or according to form, is evident. For or formal.
neither, as of matter, is it possible that this particular entity
proceed from this to infinity ; for instance, flesh, indeed, from
earth, and earth from air, and air from fire, and this without
ever coming to a stand-still. Nor can there an infinite pro-’
gression take place with the origin of the principle of motion;
as, for instance, that man should have been moved by the
air, and this by the sun, and the sun by discord ; and of this
that there should be no end. Nor, in like manner, can this
infinite progression tske place with the final cause,—that
walking, for instance, should be gone through for the sake of
health, and this for the sake of enjoyment, and this enjoyment
for the sake of something else; and, similarly, that one thing
invariably should subsist on account of another. And, in like
‘manner, is it the case with the formal cause. For of media, to
which externally there is something last and first, it is neces-
sary that what is first should be a cause of those things which
are subsequent to it. For if we must declare what is the cause
of three things, we will assert that it is the first of the three;
for, doubtless, it is not the last, at least, for that is not, at any
rate, at the extremity of anything as a cause: but, truly,
neither is it the middle, for this is the cause of one thing only.
But it makes no difference whether one or many media be

! This is an important chapter, and seems to have suggested te
moadern philosophers their phraseology, as well as mode of arguing, in
regard of the @ priori demonstration of the existence of God, ‘

R
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assumed, nor whether they are things infinite or finite; but in
this way all the portions of things infinite, and of the. Infinite
in general, are similarly media up to the extremity ; so that
if there is nothing that is the first, there is, in short, no cause.
3. Noprogres-  But neither, truly, is it possible, as regards a
‘sion of causes  progression downwards, to proceed o~ to infinity,
downwards.  in case that which is in a progression upwards
involves a first principle; as, for example, that from fire,
indeed, water should be produced, but from this earth, and
so invariably that a oertam different genus be ptoduced
For, in a twofold manner,! is one thing produced from another,
—not as this particular thing is said to take place after that g
for example, the Olympic games from the Isthmeean,—eithe,
as a man is produced from a boy undergoing a change,
air from water.

s. Twotold air. A8, indeed, then, we say that a man iz pro-
ference be- ~ duced from a boy as a thing that has been
tweea these.  fum that which is in a process of formation, or
that which has been finished from that which is being
finished, or tends towards perfection, for always is there a
certain medium ; as production is a medium between existence
and non-existence, 8o also is the thing that is being produced
between entity and nonentity: and a person receiving in-
struction is one becoming soientifically learned. And this is
the meaning of what is affirmed,—that from a person learning
in produced one that is scientifically learned; and just as
water is generated from air on account of the air having
undergone corruption. Wherefore, in the former instance, the
things adduced, indeed, do not revert into one another, nor
is a child produced from a man; for that which is being pro-
duced does not arise from the act of generation, but is sub-
sequent to generation: for so, also, the day is generated from
the dawn, because it is posterior to this; wherefore, neither
is the dawn generated from the day : but the other instances
revert into each other.

4. Accordingto - 12 buth these cases, however, it is impossible
nelther of these to pursue the progress on to infinity; for, in the

is there an in-
finity of causes. one case, of those that are media there must

! In a twofold manner, tAlxws xos wpayuaroeiBus : that is, when one
system of matter is produced from another, and when that w a tran.
sitivn from what is immature to what is finished
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needs be an end, and, in the other case, the things adduced
revert into one another, for the destruction of one is the
generation of the othier. But at the same time, also, it
is impossible, that what is first, seeing that it is eternal,
should be subject to corruption; for since generation is not
infinite in an ascending progression, that nature must needs
not be eternal from which anything has been produced as
from that which is primary, and has been subject to corrup-
tion; but this is impossible.

Further, the final cause isan end; but a thing 5, o infinite
of this sort is that which does not subsist on Progressionin
account of another, but other things on account snal or formal
of that. Wherefore, if that which is last be a "
thing of this sort, there will not be a progression to infinity;
but if there is no such thing—I mean that which is last—
the final cause will have no existence. But they who intro-
duce this infinite progression forget that they destroy the
nature_of the good. Although no one would undertake
entering en any course of action not intending to go on to
a termination of his undertaking; nor would there be design
in such things: for ene who is possessed of mind always does
a thing for some purpose or other, (for this is a termination
for it,) for the end proposed is a termination. But, indeed,
neither can the formal cause admit of being referred to
another definition more copious in reason. For the prior
lefinition is invariably more the definition of a thing; but
the subsequent is not so. But to that of which there is no
first, neither has that which is next in order i

Further; they destroy scientific knowledge who. s 1y, tneory
make assertions in this way; for it is not even of infinite pro-

e to understand anything before we come Erestion would
to individual things; and scientific knowledge possibility of
has no existenze in this case: for things infinite, ~ " " ¢*
in this manner, how is it possible to apprehend? for the in-
finite here is not a thing similar to infinity in the case of
a line, which, as regards its divisions, indeed, does not come
to a stand-still, but is indivisible ; nor is it possible for one to
apprehend these divisions, except he imposes some. limit to
their divisibility. Wherefore, he will not reckon the divisions
or sections who goes through the infinite in detail. But
also, as regards the matter,—ao far as it is such, in what ie

L]
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being moved,'—it is necessary to understand it thus far; and
for nothing that is infinite is there any possibility of ex-
istence: but, if this is not the case, not infinite, at any rate,
is that by which we may know the infinite. But, doubtless,
if the species of causes were. infinite jn number, neither, in
such a case, would the perception of our knawledge be pos-
sible; for then we think we know when we may make known
the Gauses : but the infinite according to addition, it is not in
finite duration possible to exhaust.

CHAPTER IIL2

1. The influence But lectures on philosophic subjects fall out
of habit on our &ccording to our habits; for as we have been
specillative  ggoustomed, so we deem it right a thing should
pinions. 4 . .

be expressed; and whatever things are besides
these do not appear similar: but, from the fact of our not
being habituated thereto, they seem more unknown and
strange, for the habitual is more known. And how great
force the habitual possesses, the laws make manifest, in which
fabulous® and puerile things have greater force from usage
than the reality of our knowledge concerning them.
2. Different de-  But some persons, indeed, do not admit those
B orens making assertions, unless one speaks with mathe-
kinds of matical precision; but others do not approve of
seience. what is said, unless they express themselves b;
means of an exemplar; and others think it right to adduce
8 poet a8 a witness. And some require all things to be ex-
pressed with accuracy; whereas accuracy is troublesome to
others, either on account of their not being able to carry on

! “In what is being moved.” Some read, xivouudrmy: meaning, that
matter is not infinite in the sense of things that might be said to be
infinite in energy.

3 The subject now treated of is also discussed in his Ethics. His
reasoning here has besn adopted by all subsequent philosophers:
r. g. Bishop Butler; vide Preface to his Sermons, and part II. chap. ii.
of the Analogy.

¥ This is illustrated in the fable of the earth being the mother of
the human race, which was recognised in the Athenian and Spartan
iaws. We, accordingly, find Plato recommending the recognition of this
myth in the legislative system of a people, since thereby would be.
secured amonget shem patriotism and a love of country. B
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8 train of reasoning, or on account of their considering such
as mere quibbling about verbal niceties,—for the precise iu-
volves some such thing. Wherefore, as in the case of con-
tracts, so also in that of philosophic discourses, precision
seems to be a thing to some persons that is illiberal.
Wherefore, it is necessary that one should have s T
been instructed what way we must admit each guriist is not
and all points of inquiry, as it would be absurd expected toem
. . . ploy mathema-
at the same time to seek for scientific knowledge ticai accuracy
and the mode of attaining such knowledge: but °f!anguage.
it is not easy to acquire either of these. Now, mathematical
accuracy of language? is not to be required in all things, but
in those¢ things that do not involve any connexion with
matter. Wherefore, such is not the natural mode of dis-
_covering truth;® for perhaps the whole of Nature involves
matter : therefore, first must we investigate what Nature is.*
For in this way, also, will it be evident about what only
natural science is conversant, and whether it is the province
of one seience, or of many, to speculate into causes and first
principles.

1 ¢x) 7dv Adyov. I have translated these words “ discourses,” following
the Latin “orationibus.” The term which Aristotle already has used,
in the beginning of the sentence, is dkpodgeis, which I have rendered
“Jectures.” This term has given rise to the distinction of the Aristote-
lian writings into acroatic and exoteriec.

3 As to the different sorts of accuracy requisite for the treatment of
different departments of human knowledge, the student is referred
to Ethies, L. iii., and to Post Analyt. I. 18, 24,

8 That is, the mode of discovering truth adopted by the natural
philosopher.

¢ ¢ What Nature in.” These words have led commentators to form
the surmise that this is a fragmentary portion of some physical treatize.
It is worthy of remark, too, that this book is said not to have been
written by Aristotle at all, but by one styled Pasicles, a native of
Rhodes, who is said to have been a hearer of Aristotle, and & son of
Bonsus or Bueihus, & brother of Eudescus
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CHAPTER L

3. Donbt —its For the advancement of the science under in-
:gmcw th vestlgatlon it is necessary for us, first, to take
a review of those points respecting which one

ought to doubt in the first instance ; but these are whatsoever
subjects some speculators have entertained opinions of after
a different mode, and whatever beyond these may happen to
have been overlooked. For it will contribute towards one’s
object, who wishes to acquire a facility in the gaining of
knowledge, to doubt judiciously, for & subsequent acquisition?
in the way of knowledge is the solution of previous doubts;
but wheu one is ignorant f the bond of a thing, it is not
possible for such to loose it. But the perplexity of the
intellect makes manifest this assertion respecting the matter
in hand; for so far forth as the dianoetic faculty doubts, so
far does it undergo something similar to persons loaded with
chains; for it is impossible, in both cases, to advance further.
Wherefore, it is necessary, in the first instance, to speculate
into all the difficulties involved in the present subject, both
on account of these things, and also from the fact, that they
who carry on an investigation, without doubting first, are
similar {0 persons ignorant where they ought to walk; and, in
addition to these things, neither can such know whether he
has discovered the object of his speculation or not; for the
end is not manifest to this speculator: but to one who hes
previously doubted, in a judicious way, it is manifest. But,

! This book, if we allow what is commonly called Book I. the Less
to be as a separate one and as book IL, would, in this case, stand third
in order, which it does in some of the MSS. In this book, however,
Aristotle proceeds, socording to the hint dropped at the end of the first
book, to lay before his readers, after the mode usually adopted by du-
putants in the sshools, the doubts suggested to a
connected with the subject-matter of ontological or meta.physmd
science.

3 This idea, according to Asclepius, is taken by Aristotle from Plato,
who pithily illustrates it by the case of fire being the result of the rub-
bing together of two sticka.
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further, there is a necessity that a person saould be better
qualified for forming s judgment who has heard all the
reasons, as it were, of adversaries and opposing disputants,

Now, the first source of perplexity is concern- , ...~
ing those things which we have expressed doubts of wauses, as a
of in our Preface; namely, whether to speculate jeiencof onte-
into causes! be the province of one or many grded as one
sciences? and whether it be the provinoe of this ° ™'
goience to discover merely the primary principles of substance,
or also to speculate concerning the first principles from which
all derive their demonstrations? as, for instance, whether it
is possible to affirm and deny one and the same thing, at the
same time, or not, and concerning the other things of such
a kind? And, if it is the province of this science to be con-
versant about substance, whether one may be about all, or
whether there be many such in existence? and, if many, whe-
ther all are akin to each other, or it may be proper to style
some of them sciences of “wisdom,” and others of them,
something else?

And this very thing is amongst the necessary ; o .cions as
points of investigation, whether it should be to the different
affirmed that sensible substances exist only, ofiupnees
or whether others also subsist in addition to and theiracei- (%,

these ? and whether there is a gemus singly, or ™™

a number of genera of substarces; &eeordiig to the ;pinion 'f
of thesewhe-introduce both forms and mathematical entities |*

a8 things intermediate between these and semsibles? Con- ‘¢’

cerning these, therefore,—as we have said,—an examination
must be made; and also concerning substances, whether the
speculation extend only to them, or to the essential accidents
of these substances! But, in addition to these points, we
might inquire in regard of sameness® and diversity, and
similarity and dissimilarity, and identity and contrariety, and
eoncerning priority and subsequence, and all the rest of such
things, concerning as many as the Dialesticians endeavour to

! This subject is considered more at large in book IIL

? Aristotle had already discussed these points, one would suppose,
with sufficient copiousness in the Topics: why, then, do these inquiries
fntrude into the regions of ontology? The commentators reply, that in
his Logic he treats of these merely speculative'y, év8diws, but here, as s
wetaphysician ought, really, dAnfurs.

W
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examine, instituting their inquiries from matters merely of
opinion,—we might, I say, investigate whose province it is to
spoculate into all of these. Further, may one investigate
whatsoever things are essential accidents in these very things,
both not only what each of them is, but also whether, in
truth, one be contrary to one?
4. Tnquiries fn And whether genera are first principles and
regard of first  €lements, or those things into which, as being
princlples. me# inherent, each thing is divided, and if the genera
they are; how are so, whether they are such things as are
e ynae: predicated last or the first concerning individuals?
mode :: sub- g5 for example, whether animal or man be a
’ first principle, and be so rather than a singular ¢
But most especially must we investigate and examine, with
pains, as to whether besides matter there is any absolute causs
or not, and whether this is separate or not, and whether it be
one, or such causes may be many in number? And
whether there is anything beside entirety,! (but I mean
by entirety when anything has been predicated of matter,)
or nothing, or whether this iz the case with some things,
indeed, but not so with others, and what sort of entities such
are? Moreover, whether first principles are limited in number
or in species, both those that subsist in formal causes and
those that are in the subject? and whether of things cor-
ruptible and incorruptible the principles be the same or
different ? and whether all are incorruptible, or whether of
corruptible things there are corruptible prineiples? More-
over, also, the most difficult of all, and involving the greatest
perplexity, is the inquiry, whether unity and entity, as the
Pythagoreans and Plato used to affirm, be not anything else
but the substance of entities ; or this be not the case, but that
there be some other subject, a8 Empedocles says harmony is, .
and a certain other philosopher, fire, and another, water or
air ? And whether first principles arc universal or are as the
singulars of things? and whether they subsist in capacity or
in energy? Further, whether they subsist otherwise than
according to motion? for also these speculations would
furnish much perplexity. But, in addition to these points,
there remains the inquiry, whether numbers and dimensions,
" 1 This subject of the 73 cdwohay is treated of in bock VI. more
tully; for sxampie, vide chapter iil.
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and figures and points, be certain substances or not? and, if
they are substances, whether they are capable of being
separated from sensibles or be inherent in them? for, con-
cerning all of these questions, not only is it difficult success-
fully to attain unto the truth, but neither 18 a judicious
doubting easy for the reasoning faculties?

CHAPTER II?2

In the first place, indeed, therefore, let U8 ;. tnequestion
institute an inquiry concerning the first asser- discussed,—Is
tions which we have made ; namely, whether to science of
speculate concerning all kinds of causes be the favsehfobe |
province of one or many sciences ?3 For how science or
would it be the province of a single science to ™"
take cognisance of existing first principles when they are not
contrary to each other? But, further, in the case of many
of the entities all do not exist in all# of them. For in what
way is it possible for the principle of motion to be found in
things incapable of motion ; or that the nature of the good
shou!d, if everything which may be essentially good, and by
reason of its own nature, is an end, and so a cause, inasmuch
a8 on account of that other things are both produced and
exist? But the end and the final cause are an end of any
action. And all things in the act of doing are attended with
motion ; tkerefore, in things incapable of motion it would
not be possible that this should exist as the first principle, or
that there be therein any essential good. Wherefore, also,
in mathematics nothing is demonstrated through this cause ;
nor is there any demonstration for the reason that a thing
is better or worse : but neither does any mathematician make

1 Or ¢ Adyw might be translated, *on rational grounds.”
. ? Aristotle having enumerated the doubts which suggest themselves,
now proceeds to enter upon an examination of each separately; which
be does, in general, by laying down the reazons on both sides, as well for
the affirmative as for the negative of each question.

$ Mr. Maurice remarks, in his Introduction to Moral and Meta-
physical Science, on this passage, that “this question involves the very
subject of the whole treatise.”

4" All are not agreed about the text. I have translated it as it stands
in Bekker® wdoas, of course, refers to dpxeal. .
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mention at all of any such thing whatsoever. Therefore, for
this reason, certain of the Sophists, as, for example, Aristippus,
regurded these sciences with disdain ; for in the other arts,
even the mechanical ones themselves, as in those of carpentry
and shoe-making, he said that wherefore a thing is better or
worse could be deolared in every respect, but that the
mathematical sciences ! make no account concerning things
good and evil. But, truly, if there are, at least, many sciences
of causes, and different sciences of a different first principle,
which of these must be said to be the one under investigation ;
or whom of those that are in possession of them shall we
pronounce &cientifically informed, particularly in the matter
urder inquiry—for in the same subject is it possible that all
the modes of causes exist ; as, for example, of a house, the
arigin of the principle of motion is from art and the builder,
and the final cause is the work, but the matter is earth and
stones, and the form is t:h(ials definition ? . i
. Ontalogy, From the distinctions, therefore, laid down b,
:gcignce ofihe us originally, as to which of the sciences wZ
}&J,;eﬁ"{;é} *® ought to denominate wisdom, is involved a
Digias. reason for further styling each thus. For as
far as a science is most qualified for the pre-eminence and for
superiority over the rest, and so far as it is just that, as
servants, the rest of the sciences should not contradict, so
far such is a science of the end and of the good, for the rest
of things are on account of this; but as far as wisdom has
been defined a science of first causes, and of that which is es-
pecially capable of being scientifically known, so far such
would be a science of substance. For seeing that persons may
acquire the same knowledge by many methods, we say that
he rather understands a thing who makes known by its
being what that thing is than by its not-being ; and of these
themselves one in preference to another, and particularly he
who knows what a thing is, and not he who knows the
quantity or the quality of a thing, or what it is by nature
! The mathematical sciences stood in higher estimation amongst the
Platonists than the Peripatetica. As to the sneer of Aristippus, in which
Aristotle almost appears silently to join, an answer might, in one way
be given in the value which Plotinus attaches to mathematica foz
familiarizing mankind with that part of their nature not included in the
notion of body; or, to use his own words, #pds cwwebirudy iis dowpdror
$loews.
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fitted for in the way of action or of passion. Further, in the
case of ~ther things, the understanding each of these subjects
concemmg which there are demonstrations, we_think then

dsg for instance, what the squaring of a right-lined figure is :

|

that it is the finding of a mean proportional.* In like manner
is it in the case of the rest. But with regard to generatious,
and actions, and every kind of change, we are in a way of
understanding each when we understand the first principle
of motion ; and this is different and in opposition to the end.
Wherefore, it would appear to belong to the department of a
different science * to investigate each of these causes.

But, truly, also, with regard to demonstrative s.The guestion’
first principles, whether they belong to one scieuce d;’,%‘:‘:;ﬁd‘e}{f‘
or more is a question open to doubt. But I tic principles--;
term demonstrative even those common opinions sug whether” |
from which all derive. their demonstrations; for they fall unde

province o!
instance, that everything must needs be either ontological a
an affirmation or negation, and that it is im- ®clence!
possible for the same thing to be and not to be at the same time,
and whatsoever other such propositions there are. It is,I say,a
question open to doubt, whether there be one science of these
érent one’;-and if not one, whether
it is necessary to denominate as such the science under investi-
gation? Therefore it would not then appear reasonable, indeed,
that it should be the province of one science; for why, in
preference, should the perception concerning these peculiarly
belong to geometry rather than to any other science what-
soever ? If, therefore, in like manner, truly it belongs to any
whatsoever, but it does not admit of belonging to all the
sciences, a8 neither is it the peouliarity of the rest, so neither
is it the province of that science which makes known the
substances to investigate concerning these. But, at the same
time, also, in what way will it be the science of these? For
what each of these happens to be we also now know ; the rest

! For instance, if you wanted $o maxe a rectangle into a square, you
should find & mean between two of its comterminous sides; and the
square of that would be the required one, on the prmclple that the
rectangle nnder the extremes is equal to the square of the mean.

? Alexar ler, instead of the usual reading, would insert odx before

{AAys. )
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of the arts, therefore, employ them as things known. But
if there be a _demonstrative science concerning them, it will
be necessary that there be a certain subject-genus, and that
some of these, indeed, should be passive properties and others
axioms: for concerning all things it is impossible that there
should be a demonstration ; for demonstration must needs be
composed of certain principles, and be conversant respecting
some thing, and the demonstration of some things. Where-
fore, it happens that there is one particular genus of all
things that are being demonstrated, for all the demonstrative
sciences-emrploy axioms.  But, truly, if there be a science o1
substance different from the one concerning these, which of
them is by nature fitted to be more sovereign and prior, for
especially and universally the principles of all things are the
axioms? And if this is not the part of the philosopher,
whose else will it be to speculate into the truth and falsehood

_ regarding these ?
" 4. The ques- And,upon the whole, whether of all substances!

tions inregard g there one science or more? if, indeed, there-
discussed. fore, there is not one science of such, what sort
of substance must we consider as the subject-matter of this
science of ontology? But that there should be one science of
all substances is not reasonable; for there would be one
demonstrative science concerning all things that are essential
accidents, if every demonstrative science, in respect of a certain
subject, speculates into essential accidents from general
opinions. Respecting, then, the same genus it is the
province of the same science to investigate the essential
accidents from these same general opinions: for an exami-
nation respecting the wherefore belongs to one science, and
to one respecting those elements whereof a thing consists,
whether both investigations belong to the same or a different
science? Wherefore, the like will take place in regard ot
sccidents, whether these will investigate them or one of thoss ?
But, further, might we examine whether the speculation is
confined only to substances, or is also concerning the acci-

-

! Substances would be classed by the Peripatetic and Platonie

" schools rs being those that are cognisant ind, and immoveable,

and that fall under the notics of th senses, and have motion impressed
upon them; that is, odolas, vonral xal éxlvnrol, and olg v aighpral Ka. ¢

noes. ,
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dents! in these? but I say, for example, if & solid oe a
certain substance, and lines, and surfaces, whether it be the
province of the same science to take cognisance of theso
things, and of the accidents of each genus about which the
mathematical sciences demonstrate, or if it be the province
of a different one ? For if, indeed, of the same, there would be
a certain demonstrative science, and that the science of
substance ; but of the essence or formal cause there does not
appear to be a demonstration : but, if of a different science,
what will be ‘the science that speculates about the accidents
of substance ? for this would be altogether difficult to render

an account of. Further, also, whethermust-we-say that-there -

are sensible substances only, or, also, besides these, others %
and whether do the genera of these substances happen to
subsist singly, or are they more numerous, as, for instance,
they who speak both of forms and media between forms,?
and things sensible, concerning which, they say, are con-
versant the mathematical sciences ?

As to the assertion, then, indeed, that we have 5. Denial of the
made,® namely, that forms are causes, and sub- ?ﬁn':’;ﬁ;:fah,,
stances absolutely subsisting, it has been declared from sensibles.
in the carliest of our disquisitions concerning these : but as
these inquiries in many ways are clogged with difficulties,
it would be no less absurd the assertion that there are,
indeed, certain natures besides those which are in the heavens,
pnd that these are the same with things sensible, except that
the former are, indeed, eternal, and the latter, corruptible.
For they speak of the existence of ideal man, and ideal horse,
and ideal health, but say nothing else in regard of these;
acting, in & way, similar to those who affirm the existence of
the gods, no doubt, but in the shape c¢f men ;! for neither

! As to a science of the 79 ovuBeBnurds, vide book V. chap. ii.

? As regards the system of the Platonists in this point of forms, or
7& /By, Aristotle has already delivered his opinions in the first book,
and resumes his consideration of this portion of their philosophy in
book XII chap iv.

3 Aéyouerv: in using the first person, Aristotle seems to identify him-
self, though perhaps he would nst be brought to acknowledge this,
with the Platonic school. He was, it is needless to say, a pupil of
Plato’s, though he soon burst away from his master.

1 This has been a tendency in man always; one great aim in the law
>f Moses is to counteract this tendency. The folly of anthropo:,
worphism is wittily exposed in Cicero’s De Nat. Deor. lib. L. ¢c. 27 sag



82 THE METAPHYSIOS OF ARISTOTLE. [Book 1

did these latter constitute aught save eternal men, nor
do the former make species anything else but eternal
sensibles.

6. Theinquiy, ~ But, further, if in addition, also, to forms and
--Are there * gensibles any will set down things intermediate,
mathemat o s he will be involved in maxy doubts. For it is
forms and sen. evident that, in like manner, there will be lines,
Table om . and each of the other geners, besides also them
s ! o, that are sensible. Wherefore, since astrology is
stated and ox- one of these, there will also be a certain heaven
Plained. besides the sensible heaven, and a certain other
sun and moon ; and so with the rest, in like manner, of the
bodies that are situated in the heavens. Although, how
need one place confidence in such statements as these? for
neither is it reasonable that this ideal heaven should be in-
capable of motion ; but, also, that it should be capable of
motion is altogether impossible. In like manner, also, is it
the case concerning the objects whereof optical science treats,
and that of harmonics in mathematics ; for, also, it is impos-
sible that these should have a subsistence different from
sensibles through the same causes : for if things sensible and
senses have an intermediate subsistence, it is manifest, also,
that there will be animals which will be media between them
and things corruptible. But one would doubt, also, con-
cerning what sort of entities it is necessary for these sciences
to investigate. For if geodesy will differ from geometry in
this- only, that one is conversant about things which we
perceive by the senses, but the other, about things that are
not cognisant by sense, it is manifest that besides the medici-
nal science, and besides each of the rest, there will be a
certain science intermediate between the healing art itself
and this particular art of medicine. Although, indeed, how
is this possible # for, also, would there be, in such a case, certain
salubrious qualities in addition to those that are sensible,
and to the salubrious itself : but, at the same time, neither
18 this true that geodesy! is conversant about sensible

! Geodesy, like the pure mathematical sciences, originated, in Egypt,
from local circumstances. It was the growth of a necesaity annually
experienced of having fresh surveys of land, and effaced land-marks
restored, in consequence of the inundation of the river Nile. Thus i$
bad to deal with d alovyrd.
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magnitudes and those that are corruptible ; for it would fall
into decay when they were in process of being destroyed.
But, truly, neither will astronomy be conversant about sen-
sible magnitude nor about yon heaven. Xor neither are the
lines that fall under the cognisance of the senses the same as
the geometrician describes them ; for nought of the things
that are perceived by the senses is in this way strictly
straight or round, for the circle touches the rule not in a
point, but as Protagoras! was accustomed to say in his refu-
tation of the geometricians. Neither are the motions and the
evolutions of the heaven similar to those about which
astrology has formed its systems ; nor have the symbols? the
same nature with the stars.
But there are some persons who say that these 7. ovjections

reputed media between forms and sensibles are 2gsinst the po-

not, indeed, separable from sensibles, at least, but being mathe-
inherent in them: and to enumerata all the [arca medis

impossibilities attendant upon these statements sibles.

would require a more copious discourse ; but even it will be
sufficient to speculate thus much on this point. For neither
is it reasonable that this should be so in the case of these
merely ; but it is evident that it would be possible, also, for
forms to subsist in sensibles : for both of these are results of
the same process of rensoning. But, further, must there needs

! This alludes to a practice of Protagoras, who used to give an illus-
tration of the principle stated in the text by actually applying the
rule to the circle in the presence of the geometricians, and then Fau h
at them, in his derision of their acience. This quite accords with the
* usual conduct of the sect to which Protagoras attached himself ; namely,
that of the Sophists, who appeared at the time of the transition of the
early Greek philosophy into that which begun with Socrates, and
reached maturity under Plato and Aristotle. The Sophists, however
men of learning at the first, gradually degenerated into mere pretenders
to knowledge, whose aim was merely to extort money; and the effect
of their system would, if generally adopted, have been to destroy the
distinction between truth and falsehood. Fortunately, however, & dawn
of purer radiance was soon to break over Greece, and to dissipate these
mists and clouds of darknees. As to the original import of the term
¢ Sophist,’ see GroYe's History of Greece, vol. viii. pp. 474 sqq.

? When astronomy became entangled in the thorns of superstition,
we know how the astronomic charts became crowded with cabalistic
signs, for the fonuation of horoscopes. and other vain subtleties of un.
tutored reason; which signs soon displaced the sober symbols of mathe
matio,
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be two solids in the same place ; and these mathematical
entities musc needs not be things incapable of motion, seeing
that they, at least, subsist in sensibles that are being moved .
and, in short, on what account will any one lay down their
having a subsistence, indeed, and a subsistence in sensibles
for the same absurdities with the things that have been pre-
viously spoken will ensue ; for there will be a certain heaven
in addition to the heaven we see, except that it will not be
separate, but in the same place, which is still more absurd.

CHAPTER IIL!

L.Thequestion, _ NOW, respecting these points much doubt.
—Aregeners  therefore prevails ; namely, how it is necessary by
first principlest forming one’s opinion thereupon to attain unto
both the afirm- the truth : and, likewise, respecting first prin-
negative, by a  ciples, whether it is requisite to consider the
ings sottoqs, genera as elements and first principles, or, in
natural, and  preference, those things from which, as inherent,
artificial. each first thing consists? as, for example, the
elements and first principles of veice appear to be those
things from which all voices are composed primarily, but not
the voice in common; and we say that those things are
elements of figures the demonstrations of which are inherent
in the demonstrations either of all or of the greater part of
other things. But, further, both some in affirming that there
are many elements of bodies, and others that there is one?,
of which they are composed, and from which they consist,
dssert these to be the first principles; as, for example,
Empedocles asserts that fire and water, and the elements sub-
sisting along with these, are those from which, as being -
inherent, entities derive their existence : but he does not speak
of these as the genera of entities. And, in addition to these
statements, we may subjoin the remark, that if any one
wishes to contemplate the nature of the rest of things—as, for

1 Aristotle still continues his discussion of the enumerated doubts
and in the order that he states them in the beginning of this book.

** This dogma of one original element, or material principle, is st.esdll,
opposed by Aristotle throughout the Metaphysics
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example, a bed, of what parts it consists, and how those parts
are put together—in that case he is acquainted with the
nature of it. From these reasons, therefore, it would appear
that first principles would not be the genera of entities. Butso
far forth as we obtain a knowledge of each thing by means of
the definitions, and so far as first principles are the genera of
definitions, it i3 necessary, also, that first principles be the
genera of things capable of definition. And, likewise, if to
acquire the science of the forms according to which entities are
denominated is to acquire the science of entities themselves,
in this case the genera of the forms are first principles. But
those, also, who affirm that the elements of entities are unity
or entity, or the great and the little, appear to employ these
as genera, But neither, truly, in both cases is it possible,
at least, to affirm, also, that they are first principles. For,
indeed, of substance there is one reason or formal principle ;
different, however, will be the definition through the genera,
and that which declares the entities whereof, as inherent; a
thing consists. If, also, most especially, in addition to these
things, the genera are first principles, whether is it nec

to regard the first of the genera to be principles, or the lowest
that are predicated of individuals ¢ for this, also, is involved
in doubt. For if, indeed, it is requisite that universals are
first principles in a more eminent degree, it is evident that
the topmost genera will be first principles; for these are pre-
dicated of all things. Therefore, the first principles of entities
will be a8 numerous as the first genera ; so that unity and
entity will be first principles and substances: for these
especially are predicated ofall entities. But it is not possible
that there should be one genus of entities, or that unity or
entity should be such ; for it is necessary, indeed, that the
differences of each genus both exist, and that each should be
one : but it is impossible either for the species to be predi-
cated about the proper differences of the genus, or for the
Zenus to subsist, independent of the species of itself. Where-
fore, if unity or entity be a genus, neither will entity or
unity constitute any difference. But, doubtless, unless there
pe genera there will not be first principles, since genera are

I This tenet Aristotle examines in book I, and towards the close of
the next chapter. He glances at this system in aeveral.pnrh of the
Metaphysics, e.g. in book IX. chap, ii

#
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first prinsiples. Further, also, media that are comprehended
along with the differences will be geunera as far as to indi-
viduals ; but now this appears to be the case with some,
end not with others. And further, in addition to these
things, we may add that the differences are rather first
principles than the genera; but if these, also, are first prin-
ciples, first principles become infinite, so to speak : and this
is especially the case if one should constitute the firet genus
g first principle. .
2. Reasons to But truly, if, also, the one rather be that which
ﬁ"g::t“";:c":: is principal, and if one be a thing that is indivi-
may be princi- 8ible, and everything that is indivisible is so,
ples. eitheraccording to quantity oraccording tospecies,
and if that which is according to species have a prior sub-
sistenoe, and the genera are more divisible into species, one
would be predicated last, for man is not a genus of certain
particular men. Further, of those things wherein the prior
and subsequent are inherent, it is not possible that what is
predicated of them would be anything different from these ;
for instance, if a duad be the first of numbers there will not
be any number different from the species of numbers : and, in
like manner, rather will there be figures in addition to the
species of figures. But if this is not the case in regard of
these, hardly, at least, will there be genera of other things in
addition to the species, for of these there seem especially
to be genera. But in individuals there is not one thing
that is prior, and another that is subsequent. Further,
where one thing is better and another worse, that which
is better always is prior; so that none of these could be
a genus. From these statements, indeed, therefore, it ap-
pears that those things that are predicated of individuals are
first principles, rather than the genera. But, again, how, on
the other hand, it is necessary to regard these as first prin-
ciples, it would not be easy to express. For it is requisite
that there should be a first principle and a cause exclusive
of the things of which there is a first principle, and that it
should be capable of subsisting in a condition of separation
therefrom ; but, as to the existence of some such thing besides
the singular,! why should one make a supposition to this
t Apistotle almost seems to think it to have been the business of his
life to oppose Lhe ideal hypothesis of Plato,
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effect, except that it is predicated universally, and of all
things? But if, indeed, this is done on this account, in such
a case universals are to be set down as first principles in a
more eminent degree, so that the first genera would be
principles. :

CHAPTER IV

Bur a doubt closely connected with the fore- ; 1 pere any-
going is one which of all is both the most thingseparate
difficult and the most requisite to examine into, pgularst
concerning which our treatise, at present, is immediately
occupied. For if there is not anything besides singulars, and
if singulars are infinite, how is it possible to be in possessicn
of a science of things that are infinite? for, as far as there is
something that is one ard the same, and as far as there is
something that is universal, so far do we attain a knowledge of
all things. But, doubtless, if this be necessary, and if there
must needs be something in addition to singulars, it would
be requisite that there be genera in addition to singulars,
whether they are the lowest or the highest ; but that this is
impossible we have ourselves just now expressed a doubt.

_ But, further,? if most especially there is some- 5 1, ynere any.
thing besides the entire when anything has been thing separable
predicated concerning matter, whether, if there mompeange of
be a certain form, must there needs be something matter and
universal in addition to some, and not in addition question dis-
to other things, or is there nothing universal cuesed:
besides singulars ¥ If, then, there is nothing universal besides
singulars, there would not be anything that is cognisable by
the mind ;3 but all things would fall beneath the notice of the

! This is a important ¢! r, not me use it give
Aristotle’s opimY:g ;x:go subject lvlv’l’lpcjﬁa,he ma!; l:-:layee‘ric: ;x?reizt g]‘wpo'-
sition to his master, Plato, but also because we are favoured in it with
a glimpse into Aristotle’s transcendentalism,

? The mode pursued by Aristotle, in the discussion of this question,
is to show the validity of the affirmative, drawn from the absurdities
of the negative of it.

3 The reasoning contained in this and the following sentence throws .
@ good deal of light upon the theological system of Aristotle; how
inseparably connected it is with Psychology and Physics, at least, in
the philosophy of the Stagyrite. 3

p 4
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senses, and there would not be a scientific knowledge of
. anything, unless one would assert the exercise of the senses
to be science.  Further, would there be nothing eternal or
immovable ; for all things sensible are in a process of cor-
ruption, and are in motion. But, truly, if there is, at least,
nothing that is eternal, neither is it a thing possible that
there should be generation ; for there must needs be some-
thing, namely, that which is being produced, and wherefrom
1t is produced : and of these the last must be ingenerable
if both the progress of successive productions is to stop at all,
and if generation from non-entity should be a thing that is
impossible. But, moreover, on the supposition of such things
being in existence as generation and motion, there must
needs be a limit likewise, for neither is any motion infinite ;
but of every motion is there an end: but that cannot be
produced which it is impossible could have been produced ;
but that which has been produced must needs exist when first
it has been produced.! But, further, if matter be an existence
from the fact of its being ingenerable, still it is much more
reasonable that substance should have a subsistence when
that is generated so as to have a being ; for if neither sub-
stance nor matter shall have an existence, neither will there
be anything at all in existence :2 but, if this be impossible,
there must needs be something in addition to the entire,
namely, the form and species ; yet, if, on the other hand, any
one will establish this dogma, a doubt presents itself, both in
the case of what things one should make this assertion, and
in the case of what one should not. For that this is not
possible, in the case of all, is evident; for we would not posite
existence of any particular house in addition to ocertain
houses,
8. The question But, in .additiox.l %o the foregoing points, we
as to the unity IMay subjoin the inquiry, whether will there be
or plurality of  one substance of all things, for instance, of men?
principlesex-  Now, this iy absurd, for all things are not one
aiined. of which the substance is one, but are many and
different ; this, however, also, is an unreasonable statement.
And, at the same time, also, how would matter become each

! This point is discussed and reasoned upon similarly in the sixth
book of the Physics, chap. v.
3 Such a supposition then would end in a system of nihilism,
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of these ? and how is the entire both of these? But, further,
respecting first principles we would also entertain this par-
ticular doubt. For if, indeed, they are one in species,
nought will there be that is one in number ; nor will actual
unity or entity have any existence ; and how would scien-
tific knowledge be in existence, unless there was a certain one
in all things?

But, truly, if they are one in number, each of the first
principles also will be one; and not, as in the case of sensibles,
one principle of one thing, and another of another ; as, for
instance, of this syllable when it is the same in species, the
first principles, also, are the same in species, for these, likewise,
are different in number : and if this be not the case, but if
the first principles of entities are one in number, there will
not be in existence anything else besides the elements ; for to
speak of one in number, or of the singular, makes no dif-
ference, for so we speak of the singular as one in number,
and of the universal as that which is common to these. Just,
therefore, does the case stand as if the elements of voice
should be limited in number, all the letters necessarily must
be in number as many as the elements, since neither two, nor
more than two, of them would be the same.

§ 1. But a doubt? of no less difficulty has been 1. are the prin
overlooked, both by modern investigators and Fipes ofcor
by our predecessors, namely, as to whether the incorruptitles
first principles of things corruptible and of things *°**0°!
incorruptible be the same or different? For if, indeed, they
are the same, how is it the case that some things are
incorruptible and others corruptible, and from what cause
does this difference arise §

Those of the Hesiodic school, and all as many , g noo0.
as are theologians, fixed their thoughts only upon view of the
the probable, as it appeared to themselves ; but ;rhl},”,f:i',‘,‘:," iad
they have treated us with disdain. For, seeing
that they make the first principles gods, and to have been
produced from gods, whatsoever did not taste of the nectar
and ambrosia they say are mortal ; palpably speaking of these
denominations as expressive of things that are known to

! The question now discussed is most important, as bearing directly

cn the inquiry,—What was the theology of Aristotle, or had he any such
system st all?
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themselves. Respecting, however, the actual adducing of
these causes, they have spoken beyond our oomprehension.
For if, indeed, the immortals partake of these for the sake
of pleasure, the nectar and ambrosia are, in no respect, the
causes of their existence ; and if these are the causes of their
existence, how would they be eternal when thus requiring
sustenance ? But, respecting those fabulous systems of philo-
sophy, it is not worth onme’s while considering them with
seriousness,
But from those who make assertions by dee
3 ehsolotion  monstration, it is necessary to ascertain in our
Physicists inquiries, why, forsooth, if entities are from the
shown to be in- . .
consistent in  8ame source, some of them are in their nature
g‘;;:t‘lgc‘}:‘_ eternal 7 and why others of these entities are
subject to decay? But, inasmuch as they neither
mention acause of this,and as it is not reasonable that the case
should be so, it is manifest that the first principles of these
would not be the same, nor would there be the same causes
of them. For, also, one whom any person would suppose
to speak particularly consistent with himself, namely,
Empedocles,’ has, likewise, experienced the same difficulty.
For he, indeed, is for establishing discord—which is a first
principle in his system—as a certain cause of corruption.
Nevertheless, this would seem, however, also, ‘to produce
entities that are beyond the one;? for from this are produced
all the other works of creation, except the Deity. The
following, at least, are the words of Empedocles :—

“ From fzhich are all things, as many as were, and are, and shall be
after;
And trees therefrom have blossomed, and men and women,
And beasts and birds, and water-fed fishes,
And even the long-lived gods.”

And the subsistence of all things independent of these is
manifest; for, unless discord were inherent in things, all
things would have been one, as he says: for when they

! Asclepius endeavours to exculpate Empedocles from the charges of
Aristotle, by protesting against theliteral interpretation of the language
of that sage; contending tbat it is purely symbolical, and in nowise
destructive of eternal entities,

? ] have followed the text of the French edition. Bekker reads
&t abTob Tob évds.
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would have come together, then last in the conglomeration
would stand discord.

Wherefore, also, it happens to him, in his 4. This provea
system, that the Deity, who is supremely happy, from the na-
should be less prudent than the rest of beings,
for he does not know all the elements, for he is not in
possession of discord; but the knowledge of the like is
through the like.l

¢ For, indeed, says he, by earth we see earth, and by water, water,

And ether divine by ether, and through fire the ruinous fire,
And by concord, concord, and by gloomy discord, discord.”

But, to return to the point from whence our dis- 5. The insuf.
course digressed. This, at all events, is evident, %ﬁﬁ;ﬁﬁ;ﬁg‘;
that it happens, according to the theory of dogma.
Empedocles, that discord is no more the cause of corruption
than of existence; and, in like manner, that neither is
harmony & cause of existence more than of corruption, for
while collecting things into unity it is a cause of corruption
to other things. And, at the same time, also, he mentions no
cause of the actual transmutation, save that the thing is thus
constituted by nature to take place. Mark his words :—

¢ But when mighty discord? was nourished in the members,
And rose up to the honours of deified Time, who, holding
The sway over them alternately, had, in the end,
Surpassed the ample objects of God's adjuration.”

As if, indeed, it were a thing necessary that a change
should take place; but he does not bring to light any
necessary cause. But, nevertheless, thus much, at least, he
only asserts consistently, for he does not constitute some
entities corruptible and others incorruptible, but all corrupt-
ible, except the elements. But the source of perplexity now

! This was a favourite dogma in the theories of sensation put forward
by the old philosophers. It is acquiesced in by Plato in the Timewus.
. Its source hns given rise to some questioning; it has been generally
traced up to the Pythagoreans. Sextus Empiricus examines this point
in the first of his books, © Contra Mathematicos,” chap. xiii,

2 I have thus differed from Taylor, who translates the word rene:-
ouévato, * perfect,” dpotﬂa“m mpfv, ¢ being with them vicissitudinary,”
and waperfiraras, “ preceded.” Now, as to this last translation, I cannot
concerve what led Taylor into such an error, if it was not his incorrect
rendering of the old Latin version. Such a rendering of the word, how-
ever, robs the passage of its entire meaning.
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mentioned i this: why, if entities spring from the same
source, some of them are incorruptible and some of them
are not so? That, therefore, the first principles of things
would not be the same, let this much suffice to bave been
spoken.
‘6. The position  BUt, if the first principles of things be difforent,
that principles one matter of doubt, indeed, is, whether these
are different: 9]0 will be incorruptible or corruptible? For
if, indeed, they are corruptible, it is manifest that it is
requisite that these, also, should spring from certain entities;
for all things perish into those from whence they derive their
being. Wherefore, it happens that to principles there are
other first principles that are prior; but this is impossible,
both on the supposition of the progression being stationary,
at some stage of its progress, and on the supposition of
its going on to infinity. And, moreover, how will things
perishable subsist if the first principles will be destrcyed?
but if these principles are imperishable, why, indeed, from
-these that are things imperishable will arise those that are
-perishable, but from the others those that are imperishable?
for this is not reasonable, but either is impossible, or requires
for its establishment much rational ‘support. And, further,
neither has any one attempted to enumerate different ones ;
but speculators assign the same first principles of all things—
the first subject of doubt, however, they entertain slightly,’
regarding it as something trifling.

§ 2. Baut, also, the most difficult point of all 2to
i duestiers examine into, and the most necessary for the dis-
and unity are _ covery of truth, is, whether entity and unity are
first principles? o hstances of entities, and whether each of them

ined
::f:rwet:w tothe 10t being anything else, this is urity and that is
Platonists and . g s . .
Physicists. entity ; or whether it is necessary to investigate
what, at length, unity and entity are, as if
another nature were the subject to these? For some, truly, in
that way, and some in this, suppose their nature to be dis-
posed. For Plato, indeed, and the Pythagoreans do not
-regard entity as anything different from unity, but that this

! The word dworpdryouswv is a metaphor derived from dogs mangling
and destroying f~-d, if interrupted in devouring it.

3 This subject has been already examined in book I, and is discussed
in other parts of the Metaphysica,
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is their mature that it should Le the same thing for the
substance to be one, and to be a certain entity But amongst
natural philosophers, Empedocles, for instance, as if con-
ducting the inquiry to that which is more known, says that
unity is entity. For he would seem to affirm that this is
harmony'—at least, this is a eause in his system of unity
being found in all things. But others say that fire, and some
that air, is this unity and entity from whence that entities
both arise and are produced. So,in like manner, is it the
case, aldo, with those who lay down the existence of more
elements than these ; for it is, likewise, necessary for these to
reckon unity and entity such things as whatever, at least,
they affirm first principles to be. But it happens, unless one
will set down the existence of unity and entity as a certain
substance, that not any of the reat of the universals will have
any subsistence, for these are universal pre-eminently above
all. But, if unity itself be not some particular thing, nor
entity itself, much less will there be any of the other things
that will have a subsistence, except those denominated
singulars. But, further, on the supposition of unity not being
a substance, it is evident that neither would number have a
subsistence, as a certain nature that has been separated from
entities, for number constitutes the monad ; but the monad
is the same as some certain unit. But,truly, if, at least,
actual unity and actual entity be a certain particular thing,
it is necessary that the substance of that thing be entity and
unity ; for it is not any different thing that is universally
predicated about them, but these very same things,

But, doubtless, if actual entity and actual 2. The Physicist
unity, at least, shall have any existence, much increases the
doubt will arise how there will subsist anything g&,":ﬂ,‘,{f:ﬁ"
different from these. Now, I mean how there will leamd.it unre-
be more entities in existence than ene. For any- ™°'°
thing different from entity has no existence. Wherefore,
according to the theory of Parmenides, it must needs happen
that all entities are one, and that this one constitutes entity.
But in both cases there is a difficulty; for even on the
supposition whether unity, doubtless, be not substance, or
whether any actual unity have a subsistence, it i8 impossible
for number to be substance : but if, indeed, then, it has not e

! Fide book IX. chap. ii
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subsistence, it hath been previously stated why ; bat ifit has,
the same doubt presents itself respecting entity also: for from
what will there be another one besides the one itself, for
must not that necessarily be not one, for all entities are
either one or many, each of which is one? Further, if unity
itself be indivisible, according, indeed, to the axiom of Zeno,’
nothing would there be having a subsistence. For that which
neither when added nor subtracted makes anything greater
or less, he affirms this not to belong to the category of
entities, because entity is manifestly magnitude ; and if it is
magnitude it is corporeal, for this, in every way, is entity.
But the addition of such thingg, in one way, will make what
is greater, and, in another, will not make anything so at «ll.
As a surface and a line make that which is greater ; but a
point and a monad, by no means, have thiseffect. But since
this philosopher speculates clumsily,? and it happens that
there is something that is indivisible, wherefore, even in this
way, also, hath one for him a certain reply as follows,—an
addition of this sort will not make a thing greater, but will
make it more ; yet how, forsooth, from one, or more than one,
of this kind will arise magnitude, for this is even like saying,
that a line is made up of points? But, doubtless, if any one
makes a supposition in this way, so that, as some say, from
actual unity, and a something else that is not ome, is com-
posed number, not the less should it form a subject for
investigation, why, and how, what is produced will one time
be number, and another time, magnitude, if what is not one
be imequality and the same nature. For neither is it mani-
fest how from one and this natnre, nor how from a certain
number and this nature, magnitudes would arise.

! The Zeno mentioned here by Aristotle was the famous Eleatis
philosopher of that name, and the friend of Parmenides. There was
another Zeno, the founder of the school of the Stoics.

? goprixas. Taylor translates this word “importunately;” but om
what authority I am unable to discover. The word literally applies to
bodies, e.g. we 8ay, wAoior popricdy, to mean a ship of burden; and than it
is metaphorically transferred to persons, as meaning coarve or toorish,
snd awkward,
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CHAPTER V.!

Bur a doubt connected with these is, whether 1. The questior
numbers and bodies, and surfaces and points, discussed—Are
are certain substances or not? For if they are figures,uc.sub.
not, it eludes our comprehension what being ***°**!
is, and what the substances of entitiesare. For passive pro-
perties, and motions, and relations, and dispositions, and ratios,
do not appear to signify a substance of anything; for
all these are predicated respecting a certain subject, and no
one of them can be said to be this or that particular thing.
But things which would seem particularly to sigmify sub-
stance, namely, water, and earth, and fire, from which
compounded bodies consist, the heats and colds of these
and such like qualities are affections, not substances ; but
all the while the body, which undergoes these passive
conditions, alone sustains them as a certain entity, and as
being a certain substance. But, truly, both body is less
substance than a superficies, and this latter than a line, and
this than the monad and the point, for by these is body
. defined. And these, indeed, seem capable of existence with-
out body; but the existence of body, without these, seems
impossible.

Wherefore, the majority of speculators and our 5 ,;iea, on
predecessors considered substance and entity to this subject, to
be body, and the other things to be passive *""™
properties of this;? so that, also, the first principles—those
of bodies—are the first principles of entities. Subsequent
investigators, however, and they, too, persons that appearec
endowed with more wisdom than these, supposed such to
be numbers. As, therefore, we have said, unless these are
substance, there is, upon the whole, no substance in existence,
nor no entity, for the accidents, at least, in these it would not;
truly, be worthy to call entities.

1 Aristotle now proceeds to examine this fundamental dogma with
the Pythagoreans, which he has already discussed, ially, in book L,
and resumes the consideration of in book XII. of the Metaphysics. '

2 This assertion is exemplified by what Aristotle has laid down in
his review of the Greek philosophy in book I.
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3. Resumes the _ But if, doubtless, this is acknowledged, that
discussionof  dimensions and points are substance, rather
this inquiry.  ¢han bodies themselves, yet we do not perceive
to what sort of bodies these would belong (for that they
be inherent in things that fall under cognisance of the
senses, this is impossible); in this case, then, there would
not be any substance in existence. Further, however,
it appears that all these entities are divisions of body, one
indeed, into breadth, and another into depth, and a third inte
length. But, in addition to these things, in like manner,
there is in the solid every kind of figure whatsoever; so that,
if neither mercury is in the stone, nor the half of a cube in
the cube, in such a way as has been defined. neither, in this
case, would one surface exist in body: for if this would be the
case with anything whatsoever, it would be with that which
would separate the half. Now, there is the same mode of
reasoning in the case of a line, and a point, and & monad ;
wherefore, if body especially be substance, and if these are
substance rather than this, and these have no existence, nor
do certain substances exist, there eludes our comprehension
what entity is, and what is the substance of entities. For,
in addition to the statements that have been made, those
irrational consequences relating to generation and corruption,
also, take place. For, indeed, substance—when not previously
existing it comes into existence now,! or when it which for-
merly had an existence afterwards ceases to exist—the sub-
stance, I say, appears to undergo these affections, namely,
production and eorruption ; but points, and lines, and surfaces,
cannot possibly arise or be destroyed, though sometimes these
have a subsistence, and sometimes they have not. For when
bodies mutually touch or intersect each other, at the same
time that they touch they become one, and at the same time
that they intersect they become two. So that points, lines,
and surfaces, when bodies are compounded together, have no
subsistenoe, but then have been reduced to corruption : but
when bodies are divided, these rise into existence, though pre-
viously they had no existence. For a point, truly, that is
indivisible is not capable of being divided into two; and, if

! The student would do well to consult Mosheim’s Dissertation on

# A Creation out of Nothing;"” vo be found amongst his commentaries
en Cudworth,

LT
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they are produced and destroyed, they are produced from
something. But, in a similar way, is it the case respecting
the present time, which is contained in duration; for neither
does this admit of being generated and destroyed, but, never-
theless, invariably scems to be a thing that is different, not
that it is, however, auy particular substance. In like manner,
also, it is evident that it is the case both respecting points,
and lines, and surfaces, for the reasoning is the same; for all
these, in like manner, are either bounds or divisions.

CHAPTER VI.}

Bur, upon the whole, would one feel perplexity , , ..
why also it is necessary to investigate into cer- other prlnclple{
tain other entities besides sensibles and media, for Jigh2nd sbove
example, such as we posite as forms? For if it is entities and
on this account, because mathematical entities, """
indeed, differ from those that are here in a certain other
respect, yet, in regard of there being many of them of
the same species, there is no difference in this. Wherefore,
the first principles of these will not be limited in number,
as neither of all the lines which are here are the first prin-
ciples limited in number, but in species, unless one takes
the principle of this particular syllable, or of this particular
voice, and the first principles of these will be limited in
number. In like manner, algo, is it the case with things that
are intermediate; for there, likewise, things of the same
species are infinite. Wherefore, unless, in addition to sensi-
bles and mathematical entitities, there are certain others,
such as some call the forms, there will not be a substance one
in number and species ; nor will there be certain first prin-
ciples of entities so many in number, but in species. If, then,
this is necessary, the subsistence of forms, on this account, is
necessary also. For even although they who make such
assertions do not propound their theories with distinctness,

! This brings us to the close of the examination of the doubts that
had been startod in the commencement of this book. Some of them
are discussed with almost studied obscurity. They, however, strongly

illustrate the state of ontological science in Aristotle’s time, who may
be called its progenitor.
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yet it is this which they aim at; and they must needs affirm
this, that each of the forms is a certain substance, and that
not one of them subsists according to accident. But, doubt-
less, if we posite the existence of the forms and of the first
principles as one in number, but not in species, we have
declared the impossibilities which must need come to pass,
o. Themodeor  CoOntiguous, also, to this inquiry is the question
the subsistence Whether elements subsist in potentiality,! or in
o PrineiFe®:  some other manner? For if, indeed, in some
other manner, there will be something else that is prior
to first principles ; for potentiality is prior to that cause:
but it is not necessary that everything that is potential
should be disposed in that way. But if elements are ex-
istent in potentiality, it is admissible that none of the entities
should have a subsistence; for it is possible for that to
exist which not as yet has any existence : for, indeed, that
which has no existence is being produced, but nothing of
things that are impotential is produced.
5. Shall we pro- AT these_doubts, then, is it necessary to
dieate reality moot respecting first principles; and there re-
of ;‘{,‘,{:j{,’,‘,‘; ° mains, also, the inquiry whether universals exist,
or, as we say, singulars? For if, indeed, uni.

versals exist, they will not be substances ; for nought of those
things that are general signify this particular thing, but
a thing of such a sort ; but the substance is this particular
thing. But if it will be possible to exhibit this particular
thing, and that which thereof may in common be predicated,
in such a case many animals will Socrates himself be, and
man and animal if each signify this certain particular thing,
and that which is one. 1If, indeed, therefore, first principles
are universal, these consequences take place ; but if they are
not universal, but are as singulars, they will not be objects of
scientific knowledge ; for the sciences are conversant about
all things that are universal. Wherefore, will there be different
first principles prior to principles, namely, those that are
predicated universally, in case there is likely to be a science
of them.

1 The subject of tinlity, or capacity in is examined
fato more .tJhrge by%mu:y in bookp;‘flt{ gemersl
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-

CHAPTER I

THERE i8 a certain science which makes, as the ontology an
object of its speculation, entity, as far forth as it is universal scle
entity, and the things which are essentially in- oo ef <iits,
herent in this. But ‘this is the same with none cular science
of those which are called particular sciences; for ofit.
none cf the rest of the sciences examines universally concern-
ing entity so far forth as it is entity: but, cutting away a
certain portion of it, they investigate what is accidental in
regard of this; as, for example, the mathematical sciences.
But, whereas we are in search of first principles and the top-
most causes, it is evident that they must needs be absolutely
of a certain nature. If, therefore, they, also, who investigate
the elements of entities were accustomed to investigate these
first principles, it is necessary, likewise, that the elements of
entity shonld not have a subsistence according to accident,
but so far forth as they are entities. Wherefore, also, mus?
we ascertain the first causes of entity, so far as it is entity.

CHAPTER IL

. Now, entity is spoken of in various senses, , gignigcations
indeed, but in reference to one? and to one of entity or the
certain nature, and not equivocally; but, in like ™" -
manner, also, as everything conducive to health is termed

1 Some make this book to be book IV., instead of book ITI. Aris-
totle now proceeds to lay before his readers what is to form the subject-
matter of gm treatise on Metaphysics, namely, entity, as such, or unity,
with the ontologist an interchangeable term. The foregoing book was
disputative, whereas this is explanatory. In the one he merely starts
difficulties, whereas in the other he does not enumerate the doubt
without deciding it one way or the other.

3 The aim of Aristotle seems to be to show that the unity of meta-
physical science is not destroyed by the multiplicity of subjects which
fall under i provinee,
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so in reference t» health, partly, indeed, in its preserv-
ing that state, and partly in giving rise to it, and partly in
being an indication of health, and partly in being receptive
of it; and, in like manner, as the medicinal is styled so ic
reference to the art of medicine; for, indeed, a thing is called
medicinal partly in reference to its possessing the medicinal
power, partly in its being by nature adapted for the possession
of such, and partly in its being the work of the medicinal
art: and we shall receive the predication of other things in
a similar manner with these. Thus, however, is entity,! also,
spoken of in various ways indeed ; but every entity in re-
ference to one first cause: for some things, because they are
substances, are styled entities; but others, because they are
affections of substance; but others, because they are a way to
substance, either as corruptions, or privations, or qualities, or
things formative or generative, of substance, or of those
which are spoken of in reference to substance, or the negations
of any of these or of substance. Wherefore, also, the non-
entity we pronounce to be non-entity.
2. Metaphysics A%, then, there is one science of all things
one ge pertaining to health, in like manner, also, is
sclence. this so in the case of other things. For it is
the province of ome science to speculate concerning not
only those things spoken of according to one, but also those
spoken of in reference to a single nature. For these, also,
in a certain manner, are spoken of in accordance with
one. It is evident, therefore, that it is the province of a
single science to speculate concerning entities, so far forth
as they are entities. But in every respect is the science of
ontology strictly a science of that which is first or elemental,
Yoth on which the other things depend and through which
they are denominated. If, then, this is substance, the Philo-
sopher or Metaphysician must needs be in possession of the
first principles and causes of substances. Now, of every genus
there is both one sense of each and one science; as, for
instance, grammatical science is one, and speculates into all
vocal sounds. Wherefore, to speculate into, also, the number
of the species of entity, and the species of tke species, belongs
to a science one in kind.

! The schject of entity is fully discussed in the next book
ehap. vii.
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If, therefore, entity and unity are the same s, seicnce of
tbmg, and one nature,! from the fact of their entity the same
‘following each other as first principle and cause, .mi'z;,c or the
yet they are not manifested by a single defini- o &
tion; there is, however, no difference, should we even
make our suppositions in regard of them after a similar
manner, nay, even rather is it for the advantage of the present
inquiry. For it is the same thing, one man and the entity
man and man; and ot anything different does it make
manifest, according to a repetition of the expression, to say
man is, and man and one man: but it is evident that there is
no separation of being either in the case of production or
corruption. But in like manner, also, is it the case with unity.
Wherefore, it is manifest that addition in these implies the
same thing, and that nothing different is unity from entity
And, further, the substance of each thing is one not according
to accident ; and in like manner, also, is it the case with any-
entity whatsoever. Therefore, as numerous as are the species
of unity,? so numerous, also, are those of entity, into the
nature of which it is the province of the same science in kind
to investigate: now I speak, for instance, of sameness and
similarity, and of the other things of this sort, and of those
that are in opposition to these. And almost all contraries
are reduced to this first principle. These points, however,
have formed the subject-matter of our inquiries in our treatise
styled, “ A Selection of Contraries.”

- And o many portions of philosophy are thereas ; vyt iq that
there are, at least, substances. Wherefore, is it ontology has to
necessary that there should be a certain first phi- Sahon: meor.
losophy, and one next in order belonging to these ; gfz-eg:r K
for unity and entity are things straightway involv- opposites and
ing genera ; wherefore, also, the sciences will follow contrrics:
upon these. For the Philosopher or Metaphysician is as one that
is styled a Mathematician, for his science also has parts; and
there is a certain first and second science, and another next
in order, in mathematics. But whereas it is the province of
one science to investigate things that are in opposition, and

! This position, as to the identity in signification of entity and unity
~wd 8y, 7d &,—is questioned by many.
2 The subject of unity is examined into in book IX.
@
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since plurality is opposed to unity,! it is also the province of
one science to speculate into negation and privation, on
account of both kinds of inquiry being possible in the case of
unity, of which there is the negation or the privation, either
absolutely affirmed that such does not reside therein, or in a
‘certain genus thereof. In this case, indeed, therefore, the
difference is present in unity with the exception of that which
is inherent in negation, (for negation is the absence of that.)
And in privation, also, is there a certain subject nature of
which the privation is predicated. Now, plurality is opposed
to unity; wherefore, also, the things that are in opposition to
those that have been mentioned—namely, both diversity, and
dissimilarity, and inequality, and as many other qualities as
are denominated either according to the same, or according
to plurality and unity—it is the province of the science of
metaphysics that we have alluded to, to examine into ; among
the number of which, also, a certain one is contrariety; for
contrariety is a certain difference, but difference is diversity.

5. Thisunity of Wherefore, since unity is spoken of in various
ontology not ~ Ways,? these, also, shall in many ways be spoken
ey i Of ; but, nevertheless, it is the province of one
meaning of its  gcience to make known all such ; for even though
sublectmallet: ynity be spoken of in many ways, on that
account it is not the province of a different science to in-
vestigate them : if, however, neither the definitions are
capable of being reduced in accordance with one, nor in
reference to one, then is it the province of a different science.
But since all such are referred to what is first—as, for
example ; as many things as are styled one are spoken of
in reference to the first one—in the same manner may the
assertion be made, that this science is concerning sameness
and diversity, and the rest of the contraries. Wherefore, in
dividing how many modes each is expressed by, in this way
must reference be made to what is first or original in each
category, in order to ascertain how it is expressed in reference
to that. For things will be denominated partly by reason
of having those primaries, and partly that they are causes of
them, and partly according to other such modes. There-
fore, is it evident, as has been stated in the doubts, that it is

! Vide book IX. chap. vi.
? Vide book IV. chap. vi, and book IX. chap. i.



oH. 1L] SUBJECTS OF INQUIRY IN ( NTOLOGY. 83

the province of one science to institute an inquiry concerning
these and concerning substance. But this was one of those
inquiries that have been mentioned in the doubts.

And it is the part of the philosopher to be , . .
able to speculate about all the foregoing sub- going subjects,
sects of inquiry. For, if it be not the province uicre fhe™

of the philogopher, who shall there be that will ontologist,
be likely to examine whether he be the same hom the ane:
person, Socrates, and Socrates sitting ; or whether 18y ofnumber,
one be contrary to oue, or what a contrary is,
or in how many ways it is denominated? Inlike manner, also,
is it in the case of the rest of such points for investiga-
tion. Since, therefore, these of themselves are affections
of unity, so far forth as it is unity, and of entity, so far forth
as it is entity, but not so far forth as they are numbers,
or lines, or fire, it is evident that it is the province of
that science of ontology to make known both what these are,
and the accidents that are inherent in them. And not in
this respect do they err who examine concerning these, as
not philosophising, but because substance, about which they
understand nothing, is a thing prior in existence. Since, as
there are peculiar affections of number, as far as it is number,
(for instance, oddness, evenness, commensurability, equality,
excess, defeot,) and as these both absolutely and relatively
to one another are inherent in numbers, and since in a similar
way there are other peculiar qualities, in what is solid and inca-
pable of motion, and in what is being moved, both that which
is without weight, and that which has weight, so, also, in
entity, so far forth as it is entity, are there certain peculiar
properties ; and these are they about the truth of which it is
the province of the philosopher or ontologist to inguire.
_ Now, a proof of this is the following:! for , g conay,
dialecticians and sophists assume, indeed, the fromaregmce
same figure as the philosopher, (for sophistical ' #ectie*
is only apparent wisdom, and dialecticians dispute about
all things ;) to all, however, is entity common. But they
dispute concerning these, evidently, from the cause of these
being proper subjects of inquiry for philosophy. For, in-

1 Aristotle seems to think that for the sophist or dialectician te
claim the title of philosopher was a mere piece of assumption; and,
indeed, to discuss at all subjects of ;nbology. See note, p. 63,

@
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.deed, sophistry and dialectics ars employed about the same
genus as philosophy is ; but phiiosophy differs from the one
in the mode of power, and from the other in the choice
of life! And again, dialectic science is merely tentative
of the knowledge of those things that philosophy bas already
actually reached ; but sophistic science is only apparent, and
8. Thirdly, from 2Ot real. And the same is further proved from
thereduction of the fact that a different co-ordination of con-
ity e ' traries is privation, and all things are referred
to entity and nonentity, and to unity and
plurality : as, for instance, rest in its nature partakes of
unity, and motion of plurality. But that entities and
substance are compounded of contraries almost all men
acknowledge—all, at least, assert the first principles to be
contraries : according to some, indeed, these principles being
odd and even ; andaccording to others, hot and cold ; and
according to others, finite and infinite ; and others, harmony
and discord. But all the rest of such are referred appar-
ently to unity and plurality ; for let this reduction be received
by us as is done in the first book of our work “ Concerning the
Good.”? Now, there it appears that first principles, both
altogether and as is acknowledged by others, fall under these
genera.
9. Converse From these statements, therefore, is it also
D et hers €Vident that to investigate entity, so far forth
o, is thesub- ag it is entity, is the province of one science.

t-matter of : . .
Leoarer ot For all things are either contraries or com-

! 7@ Tpowe Suvduews : by these words Aristotle means that though
there is a demonstrative or apodeiktic power contained in common in
the science of the dialectician and ontologist, yet that the latter sways
this power over truth, and so as to retain truth under his authority;
whereas the former does not extend its influence beyond mere proba-
bility. Mpoaipeoe: Tob Blov: in this lies the difference between sophistry
and metaphysics, that the latter is cultivated by one who can have
recourse to stores of real knowledge, whereas the former is a mere
fantastic or apparent system of science.

3 This is the title of a treatise of Aristotle which has, unfortunately,
been lost; though perhaps, indeed, some might contend that there is
merely a reference made to book IL of this treatise, where he speaks
upon a subject pretty much akin to the one mentioned in the text.
There is discoverable in the Metaphysics the name of another of the
Peripatetic writings which has not come down to us, namely, the
éxaoyh Tév dvavriey, already noticed, p, 8L
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posed from contraries: but the first principles, also, of
contraries are unity and plurality ; and these are belonging
to the department of one science, whether the predication
be made according to one or not, as, perhaps, the truth is,
But, nevertheless, even though unity be spoken of in many
ways, to the first will the rest be reduced, and the contraries in
like manner. And for this reason, even though entityand unity
be not universal and the same, in the case of all things, or
separable, as, perhaps, they are not, yet some things, no doubt,
are referred to unity, but others to that next in order; and
for this reason it is not the business of the geometer to in-
vestigate into what the contrary is, or the perfect, or unity,
or entity, or identity, or diversity, save only from hypothesis.
That, therefore, it is the province of one 10. Recapitula-
science to investigate entity, so far forth as it is tom
entity, and the things therein existing, so far forth as they
constitute entity, is evident; and that the same science is
speculative not only of substances, but also of things that
are inherent in substances, and of the particulars enumerated,
both concerning priority and subsequence, and genus and
species, and whole and part, and the rest of each, this is
evident also.

CHAPTER IIL

Bur we must determine whether it is the ; wnhether on:
province of one science,’ ora different one, to spe- tology takes
culate concerning axioms, as they are called, in apodeiktio first
mathematics ; and concerning substance? Doubt- Principles and
less, it is manifest that it is belonging to one, and
that the science of the philosopher, and the investigation of
such inquirer is respecting these ; for in all entities are they
inherent, but not in any genus separate distinctly from the
rest. And all investigators employ them, indeed, because
they belong to entity, so far forth as it is entity; each genus,
however, constitutes entity. And thus far do they employ

! This, it may be remembered, was a question put forward by Aris-
totle in the early portions of his treatise; and he now enters more at larga
into a discussion of the point. As to the relation between substince
ang ‘g?iology, he defers the discussion of this subject to books VL
an !
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them as is sufficient for their purpose, but that is as far as
they comprise the genus about which they bring forward
their demonstrations. Wherefore, since it is evident that
they are inherent in all things, as far as they are entities, (for
this is held by these in common,) the speculation of them
belongs to the philosohper, whose business it is to make
known the truth concerning entity,! so far forth as it is entity,
and concerning these. Therefore, no one of those who are
partial inquirers attempts to say aught concerning these,
whether they are true or not, neither, for instance, the
geometer nor the arithmetician.

2. Anapparent Some of the natural philosophers, however,
eeroeier in doing so, act reasonably; for they alone are
to the forego- accustomed to think that it is their province
ing. to examine concerning the whole of nature,
and ooncerning entity. But since there is something of a
higher order than the physical? (for nature is merely one
certain genus of entity,) the investigation in regard of these
should belong to the universal, and to that which is specu-
lative of the first substance. Now, I admit there is a certain
wisdom, namely, even the physical ; but it is not the first.
As many things, however, as certain of those who speak con-
cerning the truth of axioms attempt to lay down, in what
way they ought to be admitted, they do this from ignoranoce
of analytics;® for they ought to approach such a subjeot who
are instructed therein beforehand : but whilst hearers they
should not be investigators. That, therefore, it is the part
of the philosopher, and of the inquirer concerning substance
in its entirety, so far forth as it is such by nature, to examine,
also, in regard of syllogistic principles, is evident.

3. Respecting  But it is becoming that one especially furn-
e rtincl- ishing information about each genus should be
siration, what  competent to speak of the very surest principles
I prineiple ¢t Of the thing ; and, therefore, the same holds true
basisitrests. of a person that is engaged in the investiga-
¥ As is shown in book V.

* These words prove that Aristotle was aware of the importance of
sranscendental knowledge.

3 That is, most likely, of Aristotle’s own treatise on the subject; for
in the first book of the Posterior Analytics, and third chapter, we have
s discussion on apodeiktic principles, and the same mode of reasoning
pursued as here.
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tion of entities, so far forth as they are entities—I mean,
that he should be able to adduce the most firm principles of
all! Now, this is the philosopher ; and the most firm first
principle of all is that concerning which there can be mno
possibility of deception, for such must needs be that which is
most known; for those points respecting which men do not
impart knowledge are all exposed to deception in; and it
must needs, likewise, be a thing mdependent of hypothesxs
For a principle which one must be in possession of who under-
stands any entity whatsoever, this is not an. hypothesis ; but
what one must make known, in the manifestation of anything
whatsoever, he must also needs come forward furnished with
this. That, therefore, indeed, such is the most firm first prin-
ciple of all is evident. Now, what this principle is we shall
after this declare. For the same thing to be present and not be
present at the same time in the same subject, and according to
the same, is impossible, (and whatsoever things we have further
defined, let these be so defined in respect of their logical diffi-
cultle&) This, however, is the most firm of all first principles;
for it involves the distinction spoken of above. Forit isimpos-
sible to suppose that anythmo' whatsoever is the same, and is
not the same, as certain think that Heraclitus 2 asserts ; for
it is not necessary, as far as concerns what one a.sserts to
exist, to suppose that these also do exist. But if it is not ad-
missible that contraries at the same time should subsist in the
same subject, (now the usual definitions have been additionally
made by us to this proposition,) and if an opinion contrary
to an opinion be that of contradiction, it is evident that it is
impossible for the same inquirer to suppose that at the same
time the same thing should be and not be; for one labouring
under deception in regard of this would entertain contrary
opinions at the same time. Wherefore, all who employ de-
monstration reduce the matter to this last opinion ; for by
nature this, also, is the first principle of all the rest of the
axioms.

! By a reference to the doubts enumerated in book II, we shall see
that Aristotle has already laid out for himself the inquiry now pursued.
. % Asclepius defends Heraclitus, and maintains that Aristotle con-
siderod Hemchtus not to have made these statements at all; or
that, if he did, it was merely symbolically, or yvuracrinds: by way of

mental exercise or recreation; just as Zeno the Eleatic is sud, in this
spirit merely, to have denied the existence of motion.
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CHAPTER iVl

{. Thesnoms-  NOW, there are certain philosophers who, as
lous position of we have intimated, themselves both affirm that
w ¥ oL, . .

this funda- it is possible that the same thing may and may
D oo 1ot be, and that they really think so. This prin-
tion. ¢iple, however, do many of the investigators of
Nature employ. But we just now have assumed it as a thing
impossible, in the case of an entity, that it should be and not
be at the same time ; and by means of this have we demon-
strated that this is the most firm of all first principles. Now,
some also demand a demonstration of this, from ignorance ;
for it ¢s ignorance the not knowing what things one ought to
seek a demonstration of, and of what things he ought not. For,
indeed, upon the whole, it is impossible that there should be
a demonstration of all things ; for one would go on in this
case to infinity, so that there would not be any demonstration
at all in this way. If, however, there be some things of
which we should not seek a demonstration, what they in pre-
ference require such a first principle to be they have not the
2. Thisanomaly ability to affirm. But it is possible to demonstrate
confimed. goncerning this, by refutation; that it is impossible,
if only he would affirm anything who doubts; but if he
makes no assertion, it would be ridiculous the seeking an argu-
ment against him who had not a reason to put forward about
anything, so far as he had no such reason ; for an adversary of
this sort, as far now as he is such, would be like unto a plant.
Now, I say, demonstration by refutation differs from demon-
stration simply or properly so called, because he that employs
demonstration would seem to require what is the principle in
the beginning; but, on the supposition of the existence of
another cause of such a kind, it would be a refutation, and
not a demonstration. .

5. Seven argu- INow, a commencement of a discussion in
ments against  pooard of all such points is, not the demand-

those wh
that contradie- ing the declaration that either a thing exists
Hrat argament. Or doth mot exist, (for this, one would imagine,
' This dogma, by many thus supposed as originating with the
Heraclitics, Aristotle now proceeds to discuss in the most ample man-
ner. In ranking it as a tenet of the school of the physicists, or
natural philosophers, he points at Heraclitus, or probably to the
followers of Democritus and Protagoras.
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perhaps, was the asking the principle assumed originally,) but
the demanding the signification, at least, of a thing, both
as for oneself and for another. For this also amounts to
a necessity, if he is to say anything at all ; for if he does not,
there would be no possibility of a rational discussion with
such a one, neither for himself relatively to himself, nor to
another. If any one, however, would grant this, there will be
a demonstration in existence ; for now will there actually be
in existence something that has been determined. But the
cause is not the person demonstrating, but the person sus-
taining! the argument ; for, by overturning the discussion,
he yet sustains the discussion. And further, he that ac-
quiesces in this, hath acquiesced in the truth of something
independent of demonstration ; so that not everything would
be so and not so. :
In the first place, indeed, therefore, it is evi- , [ . vion
dent that this very assertion is true, because therefrom;fist,
the name signifies the existence or the mom- biiiihe Tohe
existence of this particular thing; so that not nificantwith the
everything would be so, and not so in this parti- "™ ° "
cular way. Further, if man signifies one thing, let this be 4
two-footed animal. Now, I say, that this signifies one thing;
if this be man, whatever is a man, this, namely, the bein
& two-footed animal, is the being in man: but there is no di!g-
ference should any one assert that more is thereby signified,
provided only they have been reduced under proper defini-
tions ; for grant that upon each definition a different name
may have been imposed. Now, I say, for example, if he
would not assert that man signifies one, but many things,
of one of which there is a single definition, namely, two-
footed animal, yet, also, are there many others, but defined
according to number ; for its own proper denomination might
be set down according to each of the definitions. But if its
proper denomination should not be thus set down, but one
would say that such signified an infinity of things, it is pal-
pable that there would not be a definition of it at all; for the
signifying not any one thing is the signifying nothing. And

iu:tm:h is, in ti:& i;1:gemroux-mxcli‘ade by such to overturn the contra:

ion, the very ents which he makes, by the mere foree of tru

sorriuct him to a refutation of himself, N ° .
# This clause is inserted in Didot's edition.
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when the denominations are devoid of meaning, there is an
end to mutual discussion, and, also, in reality, to discussion
on the part of a man with himself. For it is not possible
that a person should understand anything that is not capable
of understanding ome thing: but, if it were possible, one
name would be imposed on this thing. Let it, doubtless, be
granted, as has been stated in the commencement, that a
name significant of something be significant of one thing also.
5. Secondly, It is not, therefore, possible that being in man
that the being, gignifies the same particular thing as the not being
being, of man, in man, if man is significant not merely of what is
arvnotthe  predicated of one, but even one thing itself; for
nominally or  this we do not require that the one should signify
realy. that which is predicated of ome: since, if the
case stands in this way, at least, the musical, and the white,
and the man, would signify one thing; so that all things
would be one, for they would be synonymous;.and it will
not be possible that the same thing be and not be, save by
equivocation ; just as if we would call any one a man whom
others would call & not-man. The subject of doubt, how-
ever, is not this, if it is possible that the same thing at the
same time should be and not be the man nominally, but really.
Bat if the name man, and the name not-man, do not signify
anything different, it is evident that the not being man will
not differ from the being man. Wherefore, the being man will
be the not being man, for they will be one thing; for this sig-
nifies that they are one—as a tunic and a cloak—if there is
one definition of each. And if they shall be one, the being
man and the not being man signify one thing: but it has
been demonstrated that they signify a different thing. .

6. This con- There is a necessity, therefore, of this con-
e icone  Sequence, if there be a particle of truth in the
case of “non assertion, that man in signification is equipol-
ens. lent with being a two-footed animal; for this was
what the expression man was assumed to signify. Now,
if there exists a necessity that this be the case, it is not
sible for this very thing not to be a two-footed animal then,
for this doth the phrase, “ the being a necessity,” signify,
namely, the impossibility of its not being man. Aoccordingly,
it is not possible to be true to say at the same time that the
same thing is both a mapn and is not a man. But theré
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{::evails the same mode of reasoning in the case of the not
ing man also; for the being of a man and the not being
of a man signify a different thing, if, truly, both the being
white and the being man are different; for much more is
there opposition in this case to justify the difference of signi-
fication. But if| also, one would say that the white signifies
one and the same thing with the being man, again will we
make the same assertion, as has been declared on a former oc-
casion, namely, that all thingswill be one, and not merely things
in opposition. But, if this be not possible, that which has been
declared will happen, if the question asked be answered.

If, however, when a simple question is put, , , = -
one subjoin negations also, the question actu- mode of treat--
ally put is not replied to: for nothing hinders 18 this polnt
the same thing being both man and white, and
other things ten thousand in multitude; but, nevertheless, if
the question be asked, if it is true to affirm man to be
this, or not to be so, the reply should be, that it signifies
one thing, and no addition should be made that it is
both white and large. For, also, it is impossible to go
through accidents when, at least, they are infinite; either,
therefore, let one go through all or none. In like manner,
therefore, if, also, ten thousand times over they are the same
thing, namely, man and not man, the reply to the question,
if man is, should not be that at the same time also not man
is, unless the reply likewise states, in addition, the rest of
whatsoever things are accidents, as many as are so, and as
many as are not ; if this, however, be not done by the person
asked the question, there is nothing under discussion at all.

But, in general, they who make this assertion g geoond argu.
overturn substance! and essence, or the formal ment against
cause and very nature of a thing; for they must ne; sontradis-
themselves needs affirm all things to be accidents, ;{fe“; are g:';
and that the essence of man or animal, whatsoever the 6 = v
it be, has no existence. For if there will exist the “*

1 Aristotle’s line of argument against this dogma is to show that it
quite destroys our notions of substance, and form, and definition, and
essence; that, if we admit its reality, we must deny the possibility of
anything like absolute predication, which, joined to the absurdity of
viewing all things as accidents, seems to overturn any arguments the
sceptica can bring forward.
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essential nature of anything whatsoever, such as is that
which is to be man this will not be to be not man, or not to
be man, although these are negations of this; for it was one
thing which it signified, and this was the substance of a
certain thing. But the signification of the substance of
a thing is, that not anything else is the being of that thing:
but if the being whatsoever man is will be found in this,
being either whatsoever is not man, or whatsoever not is
man, is a thing impossible; for it will be a something dif-
ferent. Wherefore, it will be necessary for them to say that
8 formal and substantial definition of this kind, and one
invariably suited unto the subject, will be one of a nonentity :
but all things, as we have supposed, are according to acci-
dent ; for in this lies the distinction between substance and
accident, for the white is an accident in man, because he is
white, but not anything whatsoever that is white.

9. Therefore But, if all things are spoken of according
e deny it to accident, there will be no primary universal,
anything, save if an accident always signifies a predication
accident. about a certain subject.! There is a necessity,
then, of going on in a progression to infinity. But this is
impossible, (for more than two of such are not connected?
together,) for accident is not a thing that is accidental to
that which is an accident, unless that both are accidental
‘n the same subject. Now, I say this, for example, in the
instance of the white being musical, and the latter being
white, because both are accidents in man; but not on this
account is Socrates musical, becaunse it happens that both are
accidents in a certain other subject. Since accidents, there-
fore, are spoken of some in this way and some in that, as

1 Of course, every accident involves some subject or other, wherein
it resides, and whereof it is predicated. This constitutes the very
notion of an accident. Vide book V. chaps. ii. iii.

2 There is a difference of opinion amongst the commentators as to
the meaning of this passage. Alexander makes out that Aristotle’s
meaning is to lay down that no more than two accidents can be simul-
taneously predicated of a subject; e.g. Hippocrates is the most skilful
doctor. Ammonius, on the other hand, adopts quite a different view,
and says that what the Stagyrite intends to affirm is, that no more
than two definitions are to be found in a proposition, and he refers to
the explanation of the word 3pos, in the Prior Analytics, book I. chap. i

Vide note, p. 251, in Mr. Ower's Tranalation of Aris‘otle’s Organon,
*Boln's Classical Library.”
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many as are o expressed, as the white in Socrates, it is not
possible should be infinite in an ascending series of produ.ctions
in the case of man; as, for example, that in Socrates the
white there should be some other different accident, for any one
thing is not produced from all: nor, truly, in the white will
be found any different accident ; as, for instance, the musical :
for, also, in no wise rather is this an accident in that, than
that in this, And, at the same time, the distinction has been
made that some things are accidents after this manner,
but others, as the musical in Socrates. But as to as many
things as are aocidental in this way, such are accidents not in
such a way as an accident in what is accidental ; but this is
the case with whatsoever is accidental in that other way.
‘Wherefore, all things will not be spoken of according to
accident ; something, then, will there be significant, also, as
of substance; and if this be so, it has been demonstrated
that it is impossible that at the same time contradictions
should be predicated of the same subject.

Further, if all contradictions are true at the 10. Aristotte’s
same time concerning the same thing, it is mani- thirdargument;

iz. that th
fest that all things will be one. For the same heory wou'd

thing will it be, both a trireme, and a wall, and a S sar™
man, if it is possible to affirm or deny anythmg theism.
of everything, as there is a necessity for those to do who
assert the opinion of Protagoras, For if, also, to any one a
man seems not to be a trireme, it is evident that he will not be
a trireme : wherefore, also, he is, if the contradiction be true.
And, doubtless, comes to pass a saying of Anaxagoras:! “at
the same time subsist together all things,” so that, in reality,
nothing is one. The indefinite, therefore, they seem to speak
of, and, thinking that they mention entity, they talk about
nonentity; for an entity in capacity, and not in actuality,
oonstitutes the indefinite. But, doubtless, must we say to
the authors of this hypothesis, that of everything either an
affirmation or a negation must be predicated ; for it would be
! Aristotle alludes to the “ Homeeomery” of Anaxsgoras, according
to which no one body differed from another in its elementary composi-
tion; and that what constituted the apparent diversity was the predo-
minance of any one element over the rest; all of which he affirmed
were contained equally in one substance as in another. Vide Cudworth,
ﬂ,l IIL p. 84; and Tenneman's History of Philosophy, p. 79, transhtod
in “Bohn's Plnlologlcal Library.”
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absurd if in each thing there will be inherent the negation of
itself, but that the negation of what is different, and which is
not inherent therein, will have no existence. Now, I sy,
for example, if it is true to assert of a man that he is not &
man, it is manifest also that he is not a trireme ; if, indeed,
therefore, there is truth in the affirmation, there is a necessity
that also there be truth in the negation : but if there is not
truth in the affirmation, the negation, at least, of a trireme
will more appertain to him than the negation of himself. If,
therefore, that also be true, there will also be truth in the
negation of the trireme ; and if in the negation of this, in the
affirmation also. And these consequences happen to those
who make such a statement, even to the effect that it is not
necessary to employ either affirmation or negation. For, if
it is true that the same individual is man and not man, it is
evident that such a one will be neither man nor not man ; for of
those two qualities there are two negations. But if that isone
which is composed of both, this one would also be in opposition.

1. Fourthar-  Further, indeed, respecting all things it is 8o ;
gument, dravn gnd a thing will be white and not white, and entity
of afirmation and nonentity, and it will be so respecting the
gnd negation: rest of the assertions and negations in a similar
the same sub- manner ; or this will not be the case, but only
feet. so regarding some, and not regarding others.
And if, doubtless, it were not so respecting all, these would
be indisputable ; but if it be true concerning all, again, no
doubt, in the case of whatsoever there is an assertion
there will also be a negation ; and in the case of whatsoever
there is a negation there will likewise be an assertion ; or in
the case of whatsoever there is an assertion there will also be
& megation ; or of whatsoever, indeed, there is an assertion
there is also a negation: but of whatsoever things there is
& negation, ofall such there will not be an assertion. And if
this be so, there would be something indubitably a non-
entity, and this will be a firm opinion ; and if to be a non-
entity be something both firm and known, more firm would be
the opposite assertion. And if, in like manner, also, it is
necessary that in the case of whatsoever things one employs
a negation he should employ an affirmaton also, it would
be true, undoubtedly, by dividing, tosay either that a thing,
for instance, is white, ‘and again that it is not white, or that
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this would not be true. And if, indeed, it is not true, by
dividing, to say so,! he does not affirm these things, and there
is nothing in existence ; but how can one speak of non-
entities, or understand anything respecting them, or thus
move forward in the paths of knowledge? And all things
would be one, as it has been said heretofore, and both man,
and god, and trireme, and the contradictions of them, will be
the same. But if, in like manner, this be so in the case of
each thing, in no wise will vne thing differ from another ;
for if there will be a difference, this will be true, and a
peculiarity of this. In like manner, also, if it is possible that
he who makes the division should speak the truth, there
happens that which has been declared. And to this reason we
may subjoin the following : that all would speak the truth,
and all would speak falsely, and one would acknowledge him-
self to be speaking what is false. At the same time, however, it
is evident that the investigation with such a person is con-
cerning nothing ; for he affirms nothing. For neither in this
manner nor in that is the assertion made with such a one,
but in this manner and not in this manner. And again, at
least, with respect to these points he makes a negation of
both, because the assertion is made that they are neither so
in this manner nor not in this manner, but both in this
manner and not in this manner ; for, if this were not the case,
there would now be in existence something that has been
defined. Further, if when an assertion be true the negation be
false,and if when the latter itself be true the affirmation be false,
it would not be possible at the same time to assert and deny the
same thing with truth. But, perhaps, persons will say that
this is what has been laid down from the commencement,
Further, does one who supposes that in a , ..
manner a thing either is 8o and 80, or that it i8 ment, drawn
not so, labour under a misapprehension ? but he fm thenature
who thinks that it is both, does he speak truth, .
or can he verify his assertion? for if he affirms truth,
what is the assertion, save that such is the nature of entities
and if he does not affirm the truth, but rather he speaks truth
who makes a supposition in that way, entities, in such a case,
would, in a certain manner, be now disposed thus ; and would
! This reasoning must lead one to an assertion of nihilism, which
Aristotle regmllsnfs a contradiction in terms, nihiliem, .
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this be trre and not so at the same time, and yet, in reality
not true? But if, in like manner, all both speak falsechoog
and speak truth, it is not possible for such either to utter oz
to declare anything, for at the same time he says the same
things anc not the same things. But if he makes no sp-
position, but in the same way thinks and does not think, in
what way will he be disposed differently from plants 7!
13. Sixthargu-  Whence, also, it is especially manifest that no
ment, ?s‘;‘l‘l‘gg_ one either of the rest of the sceptics, or of those
tion that one  making this statement, is so affected. For why,
e ey e may I ask, does he walk towards Megara,2 but
other. not remain still, thinking that he is actually
walking ? nor straightway, at dawn, does he proceed to a
well or a precipice ? if he may chance to meet with such, Le,
however, appears cautious, a8 not considering the falling into
it to be not good and to be good in the same sense. It is
evident, accordingly, that the one he considers preferable,
but the other as not preferable. And, if this be the case,
both the one he must needs consider a man and the other
not a man; and the one thing sweet, and the other not
sweet. For not as of equal importance doth he investi-
gate and regard all things, inasmuch as he thinks it better
to drink water and to visit a certain person, and then seeks,
in point of fact, for those very things. Although he ought
to seek for all things with equal zest, if, in like manner,
it were the same thing—I mean to say, both man and not
man., But, as has been declared, there is no one who does
not appear cautious in regard of the one set of things and
not so in regard of the other. Wherefore, as it appears all
men suppose that the case is absolutely so, if not concerning
all things, at least, concerning what is better and worse.
Now, if they do so not from scientific knowledge, but from
opinion, much more must attention be paid to truth ; just as
also the health of one that is diseased must be looked after
more than that of a person that is sound: for he that in-
dulges in theory or surmise, compared with one possessed of
scientific knowledge, is not healthfully disposed towards truth.
! This is Didot’s read.uga The Leipsic edition has 76y wepuroTar.
2 Aristotle has shown that the position of his opponents is specus
latively false and he now illustrates its practical absurdities, which, os
sourse, are argumexts against it.

~
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Further, although as much as possible all | o .
things should especially be so and not so, yet, at gument, rest-
any rate, the more and the less are inherent in the g B°r e |
naturs of entities; for one would not say that two :nd less, 7o pan-
and three were similarly even, nor does a person """
in the same manner assert an untruth who thinks four five,
a8 he who thinks it a thousand. If, therefore, he be not
deceived, in the same manner, it is evident that the other is
less deceived in this way, so that he affirms what is more
true. If, therefore, that which is more true be more imme-
diate to the truth, there would be something true, at least, to
which what is more contiguous will be more true. And
even if nothing should be true, yet now, at any rate, is
there something that is more firm and more true than
another ; and so in this way would we be liberated from that
intemperate theory alluded to, and one which forbids the
definition of anything mentally.

CHAPTER V.!

Now, from the same opinion originates also | 5, origin -
the theory of Protagoras; and in like manner of the hypo-
is there a necessity that both of them should joeay ***'*
be or not be capable of verification. For if
all things that seem so are true, and if all things that are
agparent are true, then must all things, at the same time, be
true and false. For many entertain contrary opinions to one
another ; and those who do not happen to think the same with
themselves they regard as victims to delusion ; so that the
same thing must needs be and not be. And, if this be the
case, it is necessary that all things that seem so should be
true; for opposite sentiments do they hold with one
another who speak falsehood and who speak truth. If, then,
things be 8o, all will speak truth: that from the same opinior,
then, both of theso theories originate is evident.

! Aristotle still continues his attack on these sceptics; and having
shown that the chief objection to this dogma lies in this, that if it be
true contradictories must be true likewise, which is a logical imEossi-
bility, he now overthrows, on the same ground, the Protagorean hypo-
theais of the apparent being true.

4
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2. Diferent There does not, however, exist the same method

modes of man- of conducting? our controversy as regards all
the con- H .

:g,‘:‘grsy win  such philosophers, for some of them require per-

different adver- guasion, and some compulsion. For as many,

sarics,groundet indeed, as have formed opinions in this way from
the scepticism  doubt, the ignorance of these is remediable, for
S the refutation is directed towards not the theory,
but the understanding ; and as many as speak for argument’s
sake, refutation is a cure also of these, both of that discourse
which consists in voice,2 and of that which consists in names.
But unto those persons who labour under doubt in this way
has the opinion itself originated from sensibles ; the opinion,
I mean, that contradictions and things contrary subsist
together, inasmuch as they see contraries arising from the
same thing. If, therefore, it is not possible that nonentity
should come into existence, in a similar way, according to
them, must the thing have pre-existed, namely, as both con-
traries at once; as also Anaxagoras® says and Democritus,
that everything was mingled in everything ; for, also, this
latter philosopher maintained that vacuity and fulness are
similarly resident in any part whatsoever, although the one of
these is entity and the other nonentity.

3.Theirdogmas  Respecting, indeed, therefore, those who form
o regardeso their opinions from these data we will say
true, andpartly that in a certain manner they speak correctly,
false. and that in a certain sense they are involved in
ignorance. For entity is spoken of in a twofold point of
view ; so that it is in a way admissible that something
should arise from that which has no being, and that
it is in a way not admissible that it should be so; and
that the same thing at the same time should be an entity
and a nonentity, but not according to the same entity; for
in capacity, no doubt, is it admissible at the same time for
the same thing to be contraries, but in actuality not sc.

! This is a wise course to pursue in the conduct of any philosophio
disputation, and illustrates the thoroughly practical tendemcy of
Aristotle’s mind.

2 & 7§ pwvii Abyov. Aristotle means such a di as is expl
tory; and he therefore adds the words, rdv» év dvoudsiv, because every
‘explanation is composed of terms; an expression here synomymous
with words.

? Soe the note on Anaxagoras in the preceding chaptur.
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-And, further, shall we deem them to suppose the existence of
a certain other substance of entities in which is inherent
neither motion, nor corruption, nor generation at all.

And, in like manner, also, has the truth :‘ Thei{l asser:
respecting the things apparent reached some tionofthetruth
speculators from sensibles.! For they do not the =6 ;2.’::2:“;
consider it fitting that the true should be de- "
cided by plurality or fewness ; but the same thing seems
sweet to some on tasting it, and to others bitter. Where-
fore, if all persons were sick, or all beside themselves,? but two
or three were sound in health, or in possession of their mind,
it would happen that these latter would appear to be ill and
labouring under an aberration of intellect, but that the rest
would not seem so. Further, to many of the rest of the
animal creation® do contraries appear to be the same thing
as well as tous ; and toeach very person with himself things
‘do not always, according to sense, appear to be the same:
‘which description of these, therefore, is true or false is
obscure ; for nothing the more is this true than that, but
both in like manner are affected as regards truth. Wherefore,
Democritus says, at least, that, positively, either nothing is
true, or that, if it be so, that tous it is wrapped 4 in obscurity.

But, upon the whole, on account of their sup- s, The senss-
posing prudence, no doubt, to be sense,® and that fons erigin of
this sense constitutes an alteration, these persons exemplified in
affirm that the apparent, according to sense, is Ewpedecics
necessarily true ; for from these sceptics both and others..

! Aristotle considers Protagoras as falling into his opinion from
im’perfect observation.

Brown notices an illustration of Diderot’s which seems borrowed
from this passage. Vide Philosophy of the Human Mind, vol. I. chap..
XVIilL

3 Asclepius, fanciful enough, gives this as a reason why quails digest
hellebore, and others of the feathery tribe hemlock. It is a common
remark, too, that animals have the most exquisite discernment in the
discrimination of noxious or poisonous herbage in their pastures from -
what is salutary.

¢ This sentence foreibly reminds one of words to the same import
that are to be found almost in the opening of * The Essay on the
Humg Understanding,” whore Locke explains to us the design of his

. .

s Aristotle ingeniously accounts on this principle for the adoption of
the Protagorean hypothssis by Empedocles and sthers. For those who
eonsider afonos and ppéynos to be t;xe same, a8 the Empedocleans did,

H
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Empedocles and Democritus, and each of the other philoso-
phers, so to speak, have become entangled in opinions of
this sort. For Empedocles, also, asserts that those changing
their habit change their prudence ; witness nis words ;:—
“For for the present counsel varies in men.”
And in other passages he says, that
¢ As far as diverse men become, so far
Is present, also, in them always diverse thought.”
And Parmenides evinces the same mode of thinking ; for
instance, in the words :—
“For as each has a tempering of graceful limbs,
So present in man is mind. For the same thing
With whatever thinks is the nature of limbs in men,
Both every and all, for more than this is mind.”
And the apothegm of Anaxagoras, also, is remembered
amongst certain of his associates ; namely, that entities are
such to them as they may have supposed them. Now, they
say that even Homer seems to have been in possession of this
opinion, because he made Hector, after he was deranged from
the wound, to lie in a delirious state ; as if even those of
unsound mind were capable of exercising thought, indeed,
but not the same thoughts as with those of sound mind. It
is evident, therefore, if both be exertions of prudence, that
also entities subsist in this way, and not in this way, at the
same time,
¢. Theiracats.  Vvherefore, also, most difficult is that which
lepsytheresult, ensues from this theory ; for if they who par-
e rcontiny ticularly perceived as true that which it is
merely to ob-  gdmissible should be true, (but these are they
Jeots of somse:  who especially seek after it and love it;) if
these persons hold such opinions, and manifest such tenets
respecting truth, how is it not becoming those to despair who
attempt to philosophise ? for the pursuit of things eluding
their grasp would constitute the investigation of truth.
But a cause of this opinion of theirs is the following :
that from time to time they have examined into the truth,
eoncerning entities, no doubt, but the entities they have sup-
posed to be sensibles merely. Now, in these is inherent

eonstitute the senses the criterion of truth; and the dogms of the
truth of the apparent follows from tkis in the way of an easy cone
sequence.
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much of tie nature of the indefinite and that of entity, which
subsists in such a manner as we have declared. Wherefore,
they speak naturally ; but they do not speak things that are
true. For so is it more in harmony for them to speak after
this manner than as Epicharmus! in his reply to Xeuophanes.

But, moreover, seeing the whole of this visible -7, secondly,
nature in motion, but respecting what is being £m their no-
changed seeing nothing verified,—regarding, at change.
least, what is being changed altogether and everywhere,—they
considered that verification was not a thing that is possible:
for from this hypothesis blossomed that most extreme opinion
of those philosophers mentioned just now ; namely, that of
those speculators who professed to adopt the philosophy of
Heraclitus, and such as Gratylus® held, who at last was of
opinion that one ought to speak of nothing, but moved
merely his finger; and who rebuked Heraclitus for saying
that it is not possible to enter the same river twice: for
he himself was of opinion that you could not do so once.

In reply, however, to this theory we will also .
say, thaiI;) t.yhere is some foundation in reason for touacms mot
their supposing with these, that that which gntirely desti-
undergoes a change, when it does change, may argued against
not be considered as existing. This, however, ' fve ™oy
is a circumstance attended with doubtfulness, for the rejecting
substance retains something of that which is rejected; and of
that which is being produced must there now necessarily
exist something : and if, in short, it is undergoing corruption,
there will subsist a certain entity; and if it is being pro-
duced, there must needs be that from which it is produced,
and by which it is generated, and that this process goes not on
in a progression to infinity. Omitting, however, these argu-
ments, let us make those assertions following; namely, that

! Epicharmus was a native of Cos, and a pupil of Pythagoras; he
was also called a Megarian and Sicilian, from residence in those places.
He was a comedian by profession ; and, from the way Aristotle mentions
him in the text, he seems to have made some scurrilous and imper-
tinent attack upon Xenophanes. Vide Diogenes in the eighth book ot
his “Lives of the Philosophers,”” and Tenneman’s History of Philo-
lo}:hy, p- 64, Bohn's edition.

Cratylus, who is mentioned in the first book as suggesting the
Ideal Theory to Plato, is reported to have been a companion of Hera-
elitus. Little or nothing is known about him. Taylor translates
dEnvbijoey, “« riginated;” not giving quite the force of the word.
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not the same thing is the alteration according to quantity
and according to quality ; grant, indeed, that, as far as quan-
ity goes, it does not abide the same; but it is according to
form that we know all things. But, further, it is worth
while reproving those who think thus, because, although
knowing the number of sensibles themselves, and that in
the case of the fewer number of sensibles this state of flux
and mutation was to be found, they have yet manifested
similar sentiments respecting the whcle heaven.! For the
place about us, of what is sensible, continues alone to subsist
in a condition of corruption and generation; but this in no
wise, 80 to say, is part of the universe: wherefore, more
justly would it be, on account of the greater number of wit-
nesses, to have acquitted these, than on account of these, the
fewer, to have condemned those. And, further, is it evident
that in reply, also, to these we may use the same arguments
with those that have been originally laid down by us; for
that there is some nature immovable has been demonstrated
to their satisfaction, and has gained their assent. It happens,
however, to those, at least, who say that a thing is and is
not at the same time, to affirm all things to be in a state of
rest, rather than of motion; for, on this hypothesis, there
exists nothing into which anything is changed, for all things
are inherent in all. '
9. The truth of Regardmg, however, the trut!x that not every-
argued agamst, thing that is apparent is true, in the first place,
first, In the dit- indeed, it might be replied, that sense, to be sure,
erencebetween . . . PR .

aiotnecand 18 Dot deceitful in what falls within its own
pavragia. peculiar province, but that imagination is not the
same with sense. It is worthy of consideration and wonder, in
the next place, if they really are in doubt of this, whether mag-
nitudes are so great, and colours such as they appear to those
at a distance, or such as they appear to those that are neart
and whether they are such as they appear to persons in
health, or such as they appear to persons in sickness? and, in
regard of weight, whether things more weighty are such as
appear so to the weak, or such as seem so to the strong? and

! Aristotle’s idea of the heaven was, that it was endued with an
eternal existence, and that the stars that rolled along its surface were
either themselves actually guds, or the spheres where the gods resided,
as the soul does in our bodies. Book VIIL o. viii.
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lastly, in respect of truth, whether things are true such as
appear so to the sleeping, or such as seem so to those who
are awake? for that they do not, in reality, think so, at least,
is evident; for no one, if even he supposes when asleep by
night that he were in Athens, when he is in Libya, goes,
when he awakes, to the Odeion.!

And, further, respecting the future, as also 10. secondly,
Plato says, doubtless, not similarly decisive is I ne iferens
the opinion of the physician and that of the ditto beat-
ignorant quack ; for example, as to the likelihood ::ﬁ:’ﬂof,';‘ff
that one will be sound, or that one will not be thesenses
s0: and, further, in the case of the senses them- gifferent cir-
selves, not similarly decisive is the testimony cumstances.
of sense in respect of what is foreign, and in respect of
what is its peculiar province, or of that which is near
and of that which is remote from itself. But respecting
colour it is sight and not taste that judges; and respect-
ing juices it is taste but not sight, each of which never
at the same time affirms about the same thing that
simultaneously & thing is so and not so disposed. But
neither in a different period have the senses doubted
about the passion, at least, to which they are subject, but
about that in which the passion is an accident. Now, I say,
for example, that the same wine, either from being changed,
or from the bodily organ being changed, might so appear at
one time to be sweet, and at another time not sweet ; but the
sweet then, at least, when it is sweet is not such, for it never
has undergone a change; but always verification thereof is
possible, and of necessity is it that such will be a thing that
is sweet. All these theories, however, overturn this con-
clusion, since, also, if there is not a substance of anything
neither is there anything necessarily subsisting ; for it is not
admissible for the necessary to be at one time disposed one

! The Odeion is mentioned by Plutarch in his Life of Pericles. I
was built by Pericles in imitation of the king of Persia’s pavilion.
Here the contests for priges in music were decided. This is a practical
argument against his opponents; for the phenomenon of dreaming
shows that though things may appear 8o and so to them, yet that they
do not in their conduct, when they awake from such dreams, make it
manifest that they consider the real and the apparent as the same:
they thus acknowledge, though perbaps unwillingly, one case where
the 70 pawduevor is not 10 dAndés.
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way, and at another time another: wherefore, if there is
anything of necessity, it will not be disposed both so and
not so.

11 Thirdly,that  If, also, upon the whole, what is sensible exists
N etbmor-° merely, nothing would there be subsisting, inas-
nihllism, snd  much as animated beings would have no exist-
obaia. ence ; for sense would have no existence. Perhaps,
then, on the supposition of the non-existence of sense, the
truth would be, that neither sensibles nor sensations exist,
(for of the percipient is sense an affection ;) but that it is im-
possible that the subjeots themselves which produce sense
have not any existence, even though sonse exist not. For,
doubtless, sense itself is not of itself; but there is something
else, also, different from, and independent of, sense, which
must needs be prior to sense ; for the moving cause is prior
in nature to that which is being moved : and if these asser-
tions are made one with another, not a whit the less is the

same theory true.

CHAPTER VI.2

: Bur there are some who doubt and are sceptics
iltjy’s}l:c:;?il-ﬁ both amongst those who are persuadedsiefpthe
S peacaa’ Teality of these opinions and those who merely
by sceptios affirm these theories, for they ask, who is it that

*  judgeth him that is in good health, and him
that, upon the whole, is capable of forming his decision cor-
rectly about each particular? Now, doubts of such a sort
as this are similar to one’s doubting whether we now sleep
or are awake. For all such doubts are tantamount to the
same; for these persons demand that there should be a reason
of all things: for they seek for a first principle, and expect to
obtain this by demonstration, whereas, at least, that they are
not persuaded of the validity of their position they make
manifest in their acts. But, as we have said, this is the
characteristic property 2 of these philosophers, for they seek

1 Aristotle still continues to overthrow this fundamental principle
of the sceptical philosophy; adapting his refutations to the nature of
his adversaries’ ground.

3 73 wdfos—that is, this is their constitutional error; meaning that
the great fault in the philisophy of these theorists was that they
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for a reason of things of which there is no reason; for the
principle of demonstration is not demonstration. These,
therefore, indeed, would be easily persuaded of this, for it is
not difficult to apprehend.

They, however, who seek in reason compulsion 2. 1f the v
merely, seek an impossibility ; for what is contrary gauéusor be
they deem it right to speak, immediately utter- lute existences
ing contrary things. But if all things are not *® 2™l
relatives, but some are also themselves by themselves, that
i3, absolute, in such a case everything apparent would not be .
true, for the apparent is apparent to some one : therefore,
he that says that all things apparent are true, makes all
entities relatives. Wherefore, also, must the precaution be
adopted by those who seek for compulsion in reason, and at
the same time, also, think right to subjoin a reason that not
-the apparent is true, but that the apparent is true to whom-
soever it appears so, and when it appears, and how far, and in
what manner.

But if they subjoin a reason, to be sure, but do 3. Admitting
not in this way subjoin it, it will happen speedily these, there ls a
unto them that they should speak things that the vo pacws-
are contrary. For it is possible for the same »e** ™u¢-
thing to appear honey, as far as the sight goes, and not to
appear 5o to the taste; and, as we have two eyes, not the same
will a thing appear to each organ of vision if they be dis-
similar. Whereas, in reply to those, at least, who, on account
of the causes originally enumerated, affirm the apparent to be
true, and for this reason contend that all things in like
manner are false and true; in reply to these, I say, it may
be affirmed that neither the same things appear the same to
all men, nor to the same person do the same things invaria-
bly appear the same,! but frequently things contrary at
the same time ; for the touch, in the alteration of the fingers,
says that there are two objects, but the organ of sight one ;
required a demonstration of everything, forgetting that there were
certain ultimate principles which must be assumed as the basis of all
reasoning, and, as such, are themselves indemonstrable. This subject is
well handled by the metaphysicians in modern days.

! Any one familiar with the writings of modern sceptics, e.g.Thomas
Hope, in his “ Origin and Prospects of Man,” will remember the use
m:f: of this fact, and how it is set up as a pillar to support their
systen.
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but neither to the same sense, at least, do the same things
seem the same, and according to the same, and in like man-
ner, also, in the same moment of time : wherefore, this would
be true. But, perhaps, for this cause it is necessary to say to
those who speak not on account of doubt, but for talk’s sake,
that this is not absolutely true, but that it is true relatively
to this person.

4. Thegeneral  And, as doubtless it has been formerly af-
o T e, firmed, it is necessary, also, to make all things
. oftheapparent. relptive, both in reference to opinion and sense;
8o that nothing either has been produced or will arise except
on the supposition of some person previously exercising
thought. But if anything has been generated or will arise,
it is evident that all things would not be according to
opinion. Further, if one thing exists, it exists in relation to
one, or in relation to a definite thing ; and if the same thing
is both half and equal, such exists in relation to these ; yet
the equal is not in reference to the double. Now, in relation
to opinion, if man and the subject of the opinion be the
same, man will not be the thinking subject, but the subjeet
of opinion. But if each thing will be in relation to the
thinking subject, the thinking subject will subsist in re-
lation to things infinite in species. That, indeed, there-
fore, most indisputable of all is the opinion, that assertions
in opposition are not at the same time true ; and what happens
in the way of consequence unto those who say that they are
true, and why they say so, let thus much suffice to have been
spoken.

5. Tossythsta  Dut since it is impossible that contradiotion
contradictionof ghould be true of the same subject at the same
is true is tosay time, it is evident that neither can contraries pos-
e totrane  sibly subsist at the same time in the same subject.
in the same  For, indeed, of contraries one or other is not the
subject. less privation. But privation of substance is ne-
gation from some definite genus. If, therefore, it is im-
possible at the same time to affirm and deny with truth, it is
impossible that ulso contraries should be inherent in the
same subject at the same time; but either both must be in-
herent partially, or the one partially and the other simply o1
absolutely.
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CHAPTER VII!

Bur, truly, neither is it possible that there is 1. No meanis
any mean between a contradiction; but there fhere between
is a necessity either of asserting or denying proved; first, -
any one thing whatsoever of ome. Now, in ofmuthant "
the first place, this is evident to those who de- falsehood.
fine what truth and falsehood are. For, indeed, the asser-
tion that entity does not exist, and that nonentity does, is a
falsehood, but that entity exists, and that nonentity does not
exist, is truth. Wherefore, the person who affirms that this
medium is in existence or is mnot will speak truth or utter
falsehood. But neither is entity nor nonentity said not to
exist or to exist. )

Further, either will there be & mean between 2. secondly,
contradiction, as that of a darkish colour between gom ™% \o1vea
black and white, or it will be as that which is in the notion of
neutral between man and horse. If, therefore, “‘™diction-
this subsist in this way, there would be no change, (for &
shange takes place from something that is not good into that
which is good, or from this latter into what is not good ;) but
now it is always apparent as taking place, for there is not &
change existing but one into opposites and media. If, how-
ever, there is a mean, 8o also would there be a certain pro-
duction into a thing that is white, not from that which is
aot white ; but this is not perceived as being the case.

Further, everything intelligible and mental the s, rhiraly,trom
understanding either affirms or denies ; and this is the il
manifest from definition when truth is spoken or joined with
falsehood ; when, indeed, in this way it is composed, °ther reasons.
as an assertion or negation, truth is spoken ; but when in that
way, falsehood. Further, must there be in all contradictions a
mean, save where the assertion is made only for argument or
talk’s sake, 8o that also one will neither utter truth nor not
utter truth. And, besides entity and nonentity, there will be

! Aristotle now proceeds to discuss the second of the propositions he
undertakes to prove to be false, namely, ss to there being & meen
between contradiction. The first question yroposed, and the one just
decided is, that if we ask, are contradictions true, or can they be 8o, w¢
must reply that they cannot. Vide p. 88,
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something in subsistence : wherefore, besides generation and
eorruption, some change will there be. Moreover, in whatso-
ever genera negation introduces tne contrary, in these also will
be found this medium ; as, for example, in numbers & number
neither odd nor not odd : such, however, is impossible, and from
the definition is this evident. Further, would we go on in a pro-
gression to infinity, and not only will there be sesquialterate
entities, but even more than this. For, again, it will be possible
to deny this in regard of the assertion and negation of the me-
dium of the former contradiction ; and this will be something,
for there will be a certain other substance of this. Moreover,
as to the question if a thing is white when one says that it is
not, nothing has he denied than that it is; but that a thing
is not, amounts to a negation.

4. The origin But from the same source as other paradoxes
of paradox.  hag this opinion reached unto certain speculators;
for when they are unable to solve arguments open to dispute,
giving in to reason, they consent to the truth of whatever is
brought out by syllogism. Some, therefore, make assertions
from some such cause as this, but others on account of re-
quiring in their investigations the reason of all things.

5. The i The principle, however, in respect of all these,
tance of defini- i8 to be derived from definition. But definition
tion In this o arises from their necessarily signifying some-
fests the dif. thing ; for the sentence of which the name is a
Heraclitus ana 8ign becomes the definition of a thing. And the
Anaxagoras.  theory of Heraclitus, affirming all things to be
and not to be, appeared to make all things true; but that
of Anaxagoras' was, that there is a certain medium between
eontradiction ; so that all things are false, for when they are
mingled, neither is the mixture good nor not good : where-
fore, there is nothing that one can affirm as true.

1 Asclepius has a curious remark on this aﬂusage. He compares
Anaxagoras in his theory of “the mixture of all things in all” to the
Manichseans. The Manichsans, not being able to solve their perplex-
ities as to the existence of evil, assumed the existence of a distinct
first principle thereof; and, in like manner, the school of Anaxagoras
adopted their dogms, from not being cognisant of the various reso-
lutions into different forms assumed by matter, while the matter in
itaelf, per s, remained the same, Vide Tenneman, ss. 107, 199,
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CHAPTER VIII}

Now, these distinctions having been laid down, 1. sme scep-
it is evident that the predications made in one i rtee™
way only, and also those that are made about all, true, someall
it is impossible should be as certain affirm they true and some
are; some, indeed, saying that nothing is true; (for thetall thmge,
nothing, they say, hinders all things from being false.
in such a way as that the diagonal of a square is commensu-
rable? with its side ;) but others affirming that all things are
true. For almost all these assertions are the same with those
of Heraclitus; for this philosopher, in affirming that all things
are true and all things false, affirms also separately each of
these theories. Wherefore, if those are impossible, it is im-
possible, likewise, that these should be so.

But, further, are those palpably contradictions 2. General
which, likewise, it is not possible should at the [modeofrefu-
same time be true. Nor, doubtless, is it possible definition.
that all should be false, although, at least, it would the rather
seem to be admissible from what has been stated. But, in
reply to all such theories, must the question be asked, (as also
has been declared in the discussions above,) not if there is
something or if there is not, but if something has a significa-
tion. Wherefore, from the definition is the discussion to be
drawn, by assuming what falsehood or truth signifies. But if
the true and the false be nothing else than to assert what is
true or deny what is false, it is impossible that all things be
false ; for it is necessary that either portion of the contradic-
tion be true.  Further, if it be necessary either to assert or
deny everything, it is impossible for both to be false ; for either
part of the contradiction is false.

! In this chapter there is a sort of recapitulatory view given of the
sceptical dogma previously under examination.

* Aristotle thus illustrates the system of these sceptics by this prin-
ciple, which is geometrically false, and must be so, because the side of
® square is to its diagonal as 1: A/2, between which there is plainly no
number to be found that will measure both. This principle depends on
8 quality of numbers, vis. that if we square two numbers of which one
is greater than the other, and yet is not quite the double of the smaller,
two other numbers will be the result, one of which will be less than the
quadruple of the other, without being either double or triple cf it.
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3. Refutation Truly, also, doth the common saying! happen
from common  unto all such theories, that they overthrow or
sense. stultify themselves. For the person that says
that all things are true renders the statement con-
trary to this true also: wherefore, he makes his own affir-
mation not true; for the contrary says that it is not
true; but he that says that all things are false, even
himself falsifies his own position. If, however, they make an
exception, the one making an exception in the case of the
contrary that it is not alone true, and the other in the case
of his own assertion that it is not false, in no wise the less
does it happen unto these sceptics that they require the
truth and falsehood of an infinite number of assertions ; for
he who says that a true theory is true agrees with the
affirmation that it is true; but this will go on in a progression
infinity.
4. Tllustrated It is evident, however, that neither they
inthe caseof Wwho lay down that all things are at rest s
mstandmo-  the truth, nor they who say that all things
, are in motion. For if, indeed, all things are
at rest, the same things will always be true and false. Now,
this appears to be a thing undergoing a change. For he
who speaks once himself was not, and again will not be. Ir
all things, however, are in motion, there will be nothing that
is true ; all things, in that case, are false. But it has been
demonstrated that this is impossible. Further, must entity
needs undergo a change ; for from something into something
is the change made. But, doubtless, neither are all things
at rest or in motion at any particular time; but nothing
subsists in such a condition of rest or motion eternally : for
there is something which always moves the things that are in
motion, and the first imparter of motion is itself immovable.?

' This is the line of argument followed in the Thesmtetus. The
argument from common sense against scepticism adopted by the Scotch
school in modern times, however convincing in & practical, is quite
valueleas in a speculative point of view.

- % 7 wpdToy kwody drfvnrov adrd. These words may be considered as
ermtaining the sum and substance of the Aristote notion of the
Divine pature, Vide note, book VIIL chap. viii
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CHAPTER I -

TH-T is called a_principle? from whence any- , ..
thing Las had motion imparted to it in the first mecnings of
instance ; for example, the principle of length and $2%% o
of a way: from hence, indeed, is the actual
principle, but from the contrary a different one ; but, again,
that is called a first principle from whence each thing would
spring in the most beautiful manner : as, for instance, even
in the case of discipline the beginning must be made some-
times not from what is first, and the principle of a thing, but
from whence one may learn with the greatest facility.® And,
again, that is a principle from whence is produced the first
of a thing that is inherent; as, for example, a keel of a
vessel and a foundation of a house: and some suppose the
heart of animals to be a thing of this sort; but others the
brain, and others whatever else of this kind they may happen
with. And, again, that is a principle from whence the first
of a thing not inherent is produced, and whence motion and
change have first been naturally fitted to commence; as, for
example, the child from the father and the mother, and the
battle from abuse. And that is a first principle according
to the free impulse of which things in motion are moved, and
things undergoing a change, are changed, as in cities do-

1 In the Commentaries of Alexander this book stands fourth. Thomas
Aquinas regards it as the fifth book of the Metaphgsics. According to
the plan explained previously, Aristotle having settled the ¢ modus
considerandi ” in the case of the science of ontology, now proceeds to
examine into those things that are inherent in entity, or common to it
as such, and which are employed by the other sciences. It is, then, a
book of definitions ; and a most useful one it is, and well worthy of the
attention of the metaphysician.

* There are seven different senses of the word dpx’h given here. '.m
is a prominent term in metaphysics, as we are informed in the
chapter of the first book. Origen entitles a certain physico-theol rgical
{metaphysical) work of his Iepl dpxév.

3 FVide the Categories, chap. viil
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minions! and dynasties, and kingdoms and tyrannies are
styled principles. And both the arts, and especially those of
them that are architectonic, are called principles. Further,
whence a thing is known first, this is called & principle of that
thing ; as, for example, the hypotheses are principles of de-
monstration. In as many ways, also, as first principles are
styled are causes in like manner denominated ; for all causes
are first principles.

%, Whatis Common to all first principles is the beir g the
common toall original from whence a_thing either is, or is
dxat 8880 produced, or is known. But of these principles
some, indeed, are inherent, and others are extrinsic. Where-
fore, Nature constitutes both a first principle, and an element
is so likewise, and understanding, and free-will, and sub-
stanoe, and the final cause ; for, in the case of many things,
the principle of knowledge and of motion is the good and
the fair.?

CHAPTER IL

1. Definitions 1IN oue way that is called cause® from which, as
of the expres-  inherent, anything is produced ; as, for example,
"On €3U%€: the brass of a statue, and the silver of a cup, and

the genera of these; but, in another way, the form and
exemplar are regarded as causes: and this is the reason of
the formal cause and the genera of these; as, for instance,
in the diapason# the cause is the ratio of two to one;
aud, in general, number and the parts, those that are in
the ratio, belong to this order of cause. But, further, that
constitutes a cause from whence is the first principle of
change or of rest; as, for instance, the designing cause and

! This word is used in the Epistles of St. Paul in reference to an
order in the celestial hierarchy. Vide Eph. i. 21; Col ii. 10.

2 Some MSS. read xaxdy.

3 Aristotle now considers the meaning of the term cause, ana next
in order after that of apxin: because he says that the significations of
both are equivalent in regard of their number. What is laid down in
this chapter we find in the second book of the Physics, chap. iii., where

_ Aristotle is likewise discussing the subject of stiology.

¢ Diapason, % 5:d mac@y : this is a pl taken from music, as the
filling up, the ellipsis as follows will show; % 31 waoé» x0p3iv cuppwria,
or, in cther words, the concord of the first and last note, that is, the
ectave. Vide Philo Judeeus, vol L p. 18, Bohn's edition.
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the father of a child ; and, generally speaking, the forming of
that which is being formed, and that capable of effecting a
change of that which is undergoing a change. Further, a
cause is as the end ; this, however, is the final cause, as, for
instance, health of walking. For why does one walk? we
say, that he may have good health; and, saying so, we think
that we have assigned the cause. And as many opera-
tions, doubtless, as take place between any other source of
motion and the end are regarded as causes; for example, of
health, tenuity, or purging, or medicines, or instruments, for
all these are on account of the end ; but they differ from one
another in respect of being, some as instruments, and others
as things done. Causes, indeed, therefore, are enumerated
almost somehow after this manner.

And seeing that causes are thus multifariously , pesuis
denominated, it happens that many of them are from these de.
causes of the same thing, not according to acci- "
dent; for instance, of the statue both the statuary art
and the brass, not according to anything that is different,
but so far forth as it is a statue ; this, however, does not take
place in the same manner, but the brass is as matter, and
the art as the origin of motion, or the efficient cause. And
some things are reciprocally! causes of one another ; as, for
example, labour of a good habit of body, and this latter,
again, of labour : yet not in the same manner, but the one is
as the end, and the other as the principle of motion. Fur-
ther, the same thing sometimes is the cause of things that are
contrary; for that which when present is the cause of this
particular thing, this when absent we sometimes denominate
the cause of the contrary: for example, the absence of the
pilot is the cause of the capsizing of the boat, the presence
of whom is the cause of its preservation. Both, however, as
well the presence as the absence of the pilot, are as efficient

- causes, that is, causes imparting motion.

Now, all the causes just enumerated fall under 3 cyuses re-
four modes the most evident. For, indeed, the duced into four
elements of syllables, and the matter of things ™°%**
constructed by art, and the fire and earth, and all such

' This is an important distinction, and might be illustrated further
in the case of the growth of our active principles as well as moral
sentimenta,

t
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bodies, and the parts of a whole, and the hypotheses of the
conclusion, are causes, as that whereof other things are
produced. But of these some are as the subject ; as, for
instance, the parts: but others, as the formal cause; for ex-
ample, both the whole, and the composition, and the form.
But the seed, and the physician, and the deliberator, and, in
short, the maker, all are the causes of the principle of change
or of stability. But the rest, as the end and the good,! are
causes of other things; for the final cause aims at being the
best, and an end to the other things: let there be, however,
no actual difference in saying a thing is good or appears
ood.
f Modes of These causes, indeed, therefore, are so many
causes further in species, but the modes of causes are, doubt~
explaived. s, many in number; these, however, become
less numerous by being reduced under heads. For causes
are called so in many ways; and of those things of
the same species, antecedently and subsequently, one
thing is the cause of another; as, for example, of health
the physician and the artisan, and of the diapason? the
double and number, and always those things that comprise
anything whatsoever of singulars. But, moreover, cause is
denominated as the accident and the genera of these ; as, for
instance, of a statue, in one sense, Polycletus is the cause,
and, in another, the statuary, because it is accidental with
the statuary to be Polycletus: and the things embracing
the accidental are causes; for instance, man is a cause of
a statue, or also, in general, animal, because Polycletus is
a man, and man is an animal. But also of the accidents
one is more remote, and another more contiguous than
others ; for example, just as if the white and the musical
should be termed a cause of the statue, but not merely
Polycletus, or man. But besides all things, both those
that are denominated appropriately or strictly, and those ae-
cording to accident, some causes are denominated as things

! Ag regards the 70 &yafdv viewed as a cause, Aristotle has already
examined the subject in the first book. The Stagyrite ravks it ga
a final cause; and thus most wonderfully betrays his consciousness of
the tie that binds moral and physical causes together. Vide Ethics, L
i. 8qq.; and Niebuhrs Lectures on Roman History, Lect. LXIL

2 %'or the meaning of this word, vide p. 112,
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cndued with a capacity, but others as things energizing; as
the cause of the house being built is the builder, or the
builder considered as in the act of building. In like manne:

with what has been stated will be mentioned, also, the causes
in the case of which there are causes; as, for example, of
this statue, as far forth as it is a statue, or, in general, of an
image, or of this brass, so far forth as it is brass, or, in
short, matter; and in the case of the accidents it is so in like
manner. Further, also, these and those shall be predicated
as connected together ; as, for example, not Polycletus nor a
statuary, but Polycletus a statuary. But, however, all these,

at least, are six in number, yet are expressed in a twofold
manner. For either as a singular are they denominated, ot

as the genus thereof, or as the accident, or as genus of the
accident, or as these connected together or simply expressed ;

further, all of them as energizing, or according to capacity.

But thus far is there a difference, that causes emergizing and
singulars,! and those of which they are the eauses, subsist

at the same time and at the same time cease to be; as,
for example, the person healing with that person that is
being restored to health, and this person the builder with
that which is being built. Not invariably, however, is this
the case with regard to causes in capacity ; for not at the
same time sink into decay the house and the builder.

CHAPTER IIL

AN element? is called that from which, as an 1. Different
inherent first principle and indivisible in species, significations of
something is compounded into a different spe- ment, or ovor-
cies ; as, for instance, the elements of voice are **°” .
those things of which the voice is composed, and into which

it is ultimately divided : those elements, however, no longer

! The Leipsic edition inserts here the words aird 7¢ dorf : they are
omitted in some MSS,, for they only perplex the sentence.

? In assigning a different signification to the word *element” from
that usually given to dpx#, or first principle, Aristotle differed from
Thales, and, no doubt, from other philosophers of antiquity. Vide
Plutarch, De Placitis, lib. I. ¢. 2; and Thomas Stanley, in his * History
of Philosophy,” who awards the credit of this distinction to Platq
part V. chap. vii. on Plato’s Inventi;ns.

I
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are divided into other voices different from them in species ;
but, even though they be divided, the parts would be of the
same species ; as, for exarmple, the portion of water is water,
but a portion of the syllable is not a syllable. In like
manner, also, do the old philosophers,! who enumerate the
elements of bodies, say that they are those entities into which
bodies are ultimately divided ; but those no longer are
divisible into others different in species; and whether such
may be one or many, these they yet call elements. Simi-
larly, also, are denominated the elements both of diagrams
and, in general, those of demonstrations; for the primary
demonstrations, and those that are inherent in many more
demonstrations, themselves are styled elements of demon-
strations : but of such kind are the first syllogisms, which
are composed of three terms by means of the one middle.

2. Derived And, by a transference of the meaning, they
meaningof  hence call an element that which being one and
TTOXE™  small may be useful for many purposes ; where-
fore, also, what is small, and simple, and indivisible, is styled
an element. Hence it has come to pass that those things
which are most especially universal are elements, because
each of them is one and simple, and is inherent in many
things, or in all, or in as many as possible ; and to some
speculators it seems that the one and the point are first
principles. Since, therefore, those things called genera are
universal and indivisible, (for there is one definition of them,)
certain persons call the genera elements ; and that, too, in
preference to difference, for the genus is more universal.
For in whatsoever the difference resides, the genus also
follows ; but in what the genus resides does not, in every way,
constitute the difference. Common, however, to all is the
characteristic that the being of the element of each body is
the first inherent quality in each.

1 We have a discussion akin to this in the third book of Aristotle’s
tevative “ On the Heaven,” chap. iii.
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CHAPTER IV.

Narczs! is called, in one way, the production | .- = -
of things that are by Nature ; as, for instance, if ceptations of
one putting forth his voice should articulate the heierm géew
letter U : and in another, as that from which, as
being inherent, that which is being naturally produced is
primarily formed. Moreover, Nature? is the origin of the
earliest motion in each of the things in itself subsisting by
Nature, so far as it is this very thing. Now, those things are
said to be produced by Nature as many as involve growth
through another body, by means of contact and growth along
with, or growth beside, just as embryos. But the being
connascent differs from contact ; for in the latter there must
needs be nothing else besides the touch: but in things that
are connate there is some one thing that is the same in both,
which, instead of involving contact, causes them to be con-
nascent, and causes them to be one according to what is con-
tinuous and involving quantity, but not according to quality.
Moreover, is that styled Nature from which, as its primary
matter, there cither is or arises anything of the things that
subsist by Nature, being without regular motion,? and un-
changeable from the power which belongs to itself; for instance,
of a statue, or of brazen vessels, the brass is called the nature,
and of wooden vessels the wood : but in like manuer is it in
the case of the rest. For each thing is from these, the pri-
mary matter remaining in a state of conservation ; for in this
way, also, do they affirm the elements of those things that
are by Nature to constitute Nature; some saying that this
is fire, but others, earth, and others, air, and others, water :
but others asserting some other such thing, and others, some
of these, but others, all of them.

! The distinctions laid down concerning the term Nature in this
chapter are most important. It is this very word ¢vois which stands
for explanation in the opening chapter of the work “De Placitis
Philosophorum,” generally ascribed to Plutarch Cheeronensis.

2 If the reader is curious to learn further the notions of the Peri.
patetics respecting Nature, he will consult the second book of Aris
totle’s Physical Auscultations.

# Two different readings are f und i: the MSS, namely, dplouiotow
and dpifuwrror.
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2. Empedocles’ * In another way, however, Nature is styled the
e o 4w Substance of things that exist by Nature ; for in-
¥An. stance, those who affirm that Nature is the earli-

est synthesis, as Empedocles says that

¢ Nature is there of no one of entities,
But merely mixturs and of things mixed,
A change, and thus by men is Natura styled.”

Wherefore, as many things, also, as by Nature exist or are
produced, that being in existence already from which it is
natural that they should arise, or should have their being,
not as yet do we say that such is in possession of Nature,
unless they have the species and the form. By Nature, then,
subsists that which is composed from both of these, as, for
instance, animals and their parts. Nature, however, consti-
tutes the primary matter, and this in a twofold sense,—either
the primary in referenee to a thing itself, or, upon the whole,
the first ; for example, of brazen works the first in reference
to these is the brass; and water, perhaps, in general, if the
primary matter of all things that are capable of being liquified
be water. And Nature constitutes both species and substance ;
and this is the end of production. But now, metaphorically
speaking and generally, every substance is called Nature for
this reason, because Nature, also, is a certain substance.
s Natureinthe  Doubtless, from the things that have been
grecise sense of gtated, the earliest nature, and that termed so with
precision, is the substance,—I mean of those things
possessing the principle of motion in themselves, so far forth
as themselves are such. For matter, in respect of its being
susceptible of this, is styled Nature; and generations and the
act of production are termed so in consequence <f their mo-
tions being from this. And the first principle of motion, in
those things that by Nature subsist, is Nature, inherent as a
first principle in & manner either potentially or sctually
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CHAPTER V.,

Nroessary! is defined that without which, Vart
88 a co-operating cause, it is not admissible for ;‘rleming‘auof
a thing to exist; as, for instance, respiration thetermNeces.
and nourishment are necessery conditions for an
auimal : for without these it is impossible that an animal can
exist. And that is necessary without which it is not possible
for what is good either to subsist, or to arise, or to cast aside
any evil, or that any evil should be exterminated ; for instance,
the drinking a certain medicine is a necessary precaution
against sickness, and the sailing to Agina,? against the loss
of one’s property.  Further, the compulsory and compulsion
are styled necessary ; but this is that which constitutes an
obstruction, and is capable of offering an hindrance to impulse
and free-will.3 For what is compulsory is styled unecessary :
yvberefore, also, is it a thing that is sad ; as also Evenus* has
*: “For everything necessary is a thing doleful.”
And force, or compulsion, involves a certain necessity, a8 also
Sophocles 5 says :—

“ But force compels me to do these things.”

And necessity seems to be & something that is inevitable,
(correctly so,) for it is contrary to the motion that results ac-

! This is another very important word, and one which resounds in
the metaphysical controversies that have prevailed in the world. Aris-
totle gives five acceptations of évayxaios: in the third of which he
glances at its connexion with ethics.

2 ¢ Sailing to ZHgina.” The allusion most likely in these words is to
the fact that the citizens of Athens, with their property and effects,
were obliged, B. c. 480, to retire to Agina, amongst other places, for fear
of an expected invasion from the Kast. There is another reading beside
uh) éwoBfard, and that is fva ¢wAaBf : and, in this case, I would take it
that Aristotle alludes to the favourable circumstances under which one
could carry on trade, for instance, in Zgina, whose commercial advan-
tages were 8o well known, or even support oneself there, compared
w th Athens, where a man was exposed to so much expense.

$ Aristotlo now gives the signification of the word avayraios in ite
ethical aspect.

¢ It does not appear who this Evenus was. Asclepius merely says he
wes a sophist.

& This passage is taken from the Electra,
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cording to free-will, and according to the power of reasoning,
Further, that which does not admit of being otherwise than
it is, we say is in this way disposed as a necessary thing. And,
according to this acceptation of the word, what is necessary,
and all the other things that are so, are also, in a manner, styled
necessary ; for the violent, or eompulsory, is called necessary,
either in regard of action or passion, at such times as when a
person cannot make any move according to impulse, on ac-
count of some constraining cause ; so that this is a necessary
impulse on account of which the thing could not be other-
wise. And in the case of the co-operating causes of the prin-
ciple of vitality, and the good, it is so in like manner; for
when it is not admissible, on the one hand, to obtain, indeed,
the good, and on the other, to live and to exist without cer-
tain things, these things then are necessary, and this cause
constitutes a certain necessity.
2. The Further, does demonstration belong to those
princi-
ple of necessity things that are necessary,! because it is not pos-
involved in do- gible that the things that are being demonstrated
should be otherwise, if the thing be absolutely
demonstrated ; but causes of this are things primary, which
it is impossible should subsist otherwise than they do; out of
which is formed the syllogism. Of some things, truly, is there
a different cause from themselves of their being necessary,
but of others there is no such cause; but on account of these
are other things that are from necessity. Wherefore, what is
primary and what is absolute, or simple, are strictly neces-
sary ; for it is not possible that this can be disposed in many
ways : therefore, neither can it subsist in different ways at
different times; for on such a supposition would it now be
disposed in many ways. If, therefore, there are certain
things that are eternal and immovable, thero is in them
nothing compulsory or contrary to Nature.

' This is a quality inherent in demonstrative truth, which has given
wise to the controversy as to the justice of our being called to account
for our intellectual assent even in matters of religion. Vide Butler's
Analogy, part IL chap. vi.; Locke's Easay, book IV, chaps. xvil xviii. xx,

o
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CHAPTER VI.

ONE! i8 called that which subsists as such 1. one, er &,
: ident i i distinguished
according to accident in one way, and in another, Jistinguis ber

that which subsists essentially. A thing is called accidens” and
one according to accident ; for instance, Coriscus ginefoei”
and what is musical, and the musical Coriscus; ings of * one,
for it is one and the same thing to say, Coriscus 7“4
and what is musical, as to say, Coriscus the musician; also,
to say the musical and the just is one with saying the just
musician Coriscus. For all these are called one according
to accident; the just, indeed, and the musical, because they
are accidents in one substance; but what is musical and
Coriscus, because either is an accident in the other. Like-
wise, also, in a certain sense, the musical Coriscus is one with
Coriscus, because either of the parts of those that are in
this sentence is an accident in the other; as, for example,
what is musical in Coriscus and the musical Coriscus in just
Coriscus, because one portion of either is an accident in the
same one. For there is no difference whether what is musical
is an accident in Coriscus, or Coriscus the just in the
musical Coriscus. In like manner, however, will one be
denominated according to accident, though it should be pre-
dicated of the genus, or of some universal names; as, for
instance, if man were said to be the same with a musical
mau: for that it should be so either because the musical
is an accident in the man being one substance, or because
both are accidents in any one of those which are singulars,
as in Coriscus; nevertheless, both are not inherent in the
same manner, but the one, perhaps, as genus and in the sub-
stance, and the other, as a habit or passion of the substance.
Therefore, as many things as are expressed according te
accident are styled one after this manner.

But of things denominated one essentially, 2. Definitions

. O o »
some ara styled so on account of their being con- gecording to

1 We have now laid before us the various significations that & has.
The 79 & we must bear in mind is in metaphysics a synonyme with the
70 8y, and therefore equally with it,as Aristotle has already shown, the
subject-matter about which ontology is conversant. Vide books IIL
bap. ii. and IX, chap. i
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tifferent modes tinuous; as, for instance, a bundle?! held together
of continuity.  hy g gtring and a piece of wood by glue; and
a line, even though it be curved, yet, if it be continuous, is
called one ; as ‘also each of the parts of the body: for in-
stance, a leg and an arm. Now, of these very things those
are more one which by nature are continuous than those that
are continuous by art. But that is called continuous of
which the motion is one essentially, and also which it is not
possible should be otherwise. And motion is one when it is
indivisible, and indivisible according to time ; those things,
. however, are essentially continuous a8 many as are not one
by contaet; for if you were to place sticks touching one
another, you would not say that these are one, either one
piece of wood, or one body, or anything else that is continu-
ous. And, indeed, in general, things that are continuous
are called one, even though they may have a curve, and still
rather things that have not a curve; thus the leg and thigh
are more one than the leg and foot together, because it is pos-
sible that the motion of the leg and foot be not one. And
the straight line is one rather than the curved line. But the
curved, and that which has an angle, we call both one and
not one, because it is admissible that both the motion of the
whole should not be at the same time, and yet that at the
same time should be the motion of a part;? but part and
the whole of a straight line are always at the same time in
motion together, and no such portion as involves magnitude
partly remains at rest and partly is in motion, as of a line
that is curved.
s Thingsone . Further, in another way a thing is called one
where the ulti- in respeet of the subject being in species indif-
mate sublectis forent or destitute of a difference. But things
that are indifferent are those of which the form,
according to sense, is indivisible, and the subject is either
the first or the last in respect of the end. For both wine
is called one and water one, so far forth as either is indi-
visible according to the form ; and all fluids are styled one, as

- 1 This word, which is sometimes erroneously written ¢drernos
instead of ¢ixeros, means the same as the Latin “fasciculus,” and is

found in Herodotus, Melp. iv. 62.
2 I have followed Taylor's most clear and admirable translation of

these wonds.
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oil, wine, and things that are soluble, because the ultimate
subject of all these is the same ; for all these are, in reality,
water and air. But those things are styled one, also, of which
the genus is one, differing by opposite differences. And all
these are called one because one genus is the subject of the
differences ; for instance, horse, man, dog, is a certain ome
because all of them are animals; and, doubtless, they are one
in some similar manner as the matter is one. These things,
however, sometimes in this way are styled onme, and some-
times the superior genus is regarded one, which is deno-
minated the same, if those higher up than these be the
ultimate species of the genus; as, for example, the isosceles,
to be sure, and the equilateral, are one and the same figure
because both are triangles; but they are not the same
triangles,

Further, are those things styled one the defi- 4 gyings one
nition of whatsoever of which, denominating the in respect of
essence of them, is indivisible, as far as regards "
another definition signifying the being of the thing, for every
actual definition is essentially indivisible. For so, also, both
that which has undergone increase and diminution is one
because the definition is one, as in the case of surfaces pos-
sessing length and breadth the definition of the species is one.
In general, however, are those things one of which and of percep-
the perception is indivisible ; I mean, that which o
perceives what the essence or formal principle is, and which
cannot be separated either in time, or place, or definition ;
these most especially, I say, are one ; and of these as many ag
are substances.

For, universally, whatever things do not in- 5 purther,
volve division, so far forth as they have it not, senses of&, ot
so far are they styled one; for example, if man, to its primary
as far as he is a man, has not a division, he ig_*ignification.
one man ; and if an animal, as far as it is an animal, is indi
visible, animal is one: but if magnitude, as far as magnitude is
concerned, is indivisible, magnitude is one. The most things,
no doubt, then, are styled one because some one different
thing they either effect, or suffer, or possess, or because of
their being relative to some one thing; but those things
primarily denominated one are those of which the substance
18 one: one, however, either in continuity, or species, or
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definition ; for also we reckon as plural, or many, either those
things that are not continuous, or those of which the form is
not one, or of which the definition is not one. But, further,
is it the case! that we say sometimes that anything what-
soever is one, provided only it involves quantity and con-
tinuity; and we sometimes say that it is not one, if it be
not a certain whole, that is, if it does not possess one form;
for instance, we would not say that in like manner a shoe is
one, when looking at the portions of that shoe any way
whatsoever put together, although there may be continuity
involved therein: but if it be in such a position of its parts
as to be in reality a shoe, and to have a certain form,
it would already then be ome. Wherefore, also, of lines
the circular is particularly one because it is entire and
perfect.
6. The essen- . of .the one, _hovyever, the very essence oonsis}s
tial quality of in this, that it is the principle of a certain
wone " Wus-  pumber; for the first measure is the principle of
each genus thereof ; for that whereby, as primary,
we make a thing known, this is the first measure of each
genus: therefore, the first principle of that which may be
known constitutes, in regard of each genus, the one. But
the one is not the same in all the genera ; for here it is
diesis,? and there a vowel, or a mute; but of gravity there is
a different one, and of motion another. Everywhere, how-
ever, is unity indivisible, either in form or in quantity. That,
indeed, therefore, which is indivisible according to quantity,
and so far forth as it is a quantity, (I mean, what is in every
direction indivisible, and is without position,) this is called an
unit or monad ; but that which is in every direction indi-
visible, and involves a position, is a point; and that which is
divisible in one direction is a line, and that capable of a
twofold division, a surface ; but that which in every way and

! ] have omitted translating the word éref, which is found in some
Greek MSS., and thereby added cons.derably to the perspicuity of the
sentence.

2 The term 8iéois occurs in other parts of Aristotle's works, e.g. in
the Generation of Animals, book I. cap. xv., and in the Posterior
Analytics, lib. I. cap. xxiii : in the former place it is employed asa term
in physics, in the latter, as one in music, something the same as our
demi-semi-quaver. It is explained in Mr. Owen’s translation of the
Analytics, p. 298, in “ Bohn’s Classical Library.”
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in three directions is divisible according to quantity is a
body. And, conversely, that which is divisible in a twofold
respect is a surface, and that in a single direction, a line,
and that divisible everywhere in three directions is a body,
but that divisible nowhere according to quantity, a point
and a monad; the one, without position, a monad, and the
other, with position, a point.

And, moreover, some things are one according 7. Modes of &
to number, but others according to species, and ascording 0 &
others according to genus, and others according 1gical divisior
to analogy. Those things are one in number of
which the matter is one, but in species of which the defi-
nition is one, but in genus of which there is the same figure
of predication ; but according to analogy are things one as
many a8 are disposed as one thing in relation to another.
The subsequent, however, invariably follows the things that
are prior; as, for instance, whatsoever things are one in
number are also one in species, but whatsoever things are
one in species are not all one in number; but all things are
sme in genus, whatsoever are likewise so in species; but
whatsoever are one in genus are not all one in species, but
are so in analogy ; and whatsoever things are one analogically
are not all so in genus.

It is manifest, however, also, that plurality g pigerent
,will be spoken of in an opposite manner to senses of plu-
the one, partly from the fact of its being not rality-
continuous, and partly from having its matter divisible
according to species either as the first matter or the ultimate
matter, but partly from possessing many of those reasons or
definitions which declare the essence of a thing, or its very
nature.

CHAPTER VIL

Entity! is denominated partly as that which | pigrent
subsists according to accident, and partly that senses of «'ena
which subsists essentially; an epity subsists *7 *“""

1 Entity, about which metaphysics is most concerned, is now defined
hy Aristotle. This term is examined into by an old Cambridge scholar,
Henricus More, in a treatise of his entitled, “Enchiridion Meta
physicum.” -Reference, too, may be made o 4his subject to Vol IIL
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according to accident as when we say that a just man is
musical, and that the man is musical, and that the musician
is a man ; speaking in a similar manner as when we say that
the musical man builds because it is an accident to the
builder to be a musician, or for the musician to be a
builder : for the affirming that this particular thing is that
signifies that this thing is an accident in that. So, also, in
the case of the instances that have been mentioned ; when
we say that the man is a musician, and that the musician is
a man, or that one who is white is the musician, or that
the latter is white, we say this because both of these are
accidents in the same subject ; but we say that because they
are accidents in entity: but that the musician is & man we
say because the being a musician is an accident to this
person. So, also, is it said that what is white is a man
becouse' that is & man to which the being white is an
accident. Things, indeed, therefore, said to subsist according
to accident are expressed in this way, either because both are
inherent in the same entity, or because they are inherent in
that entity, or because they are the same with that in which
the accidents are inherent, and of which the thing itself is
predicated.
2. * Ens per Entities, also, are said to subsist essentially
se,” found in  Whatsoever signify the figures of predication ; for
o o o iee @8 often as they are predicated, so often do
" they signify essence. Since, therefore, of the
tﬁngs that are predicated some signify what a thing is
or quiddity, and others quality, and others quantity, and
others relation, and others action or passion, and some the
place where, and others the time when, to each of these the
being or essence signifies the same thing. For there is ne
difference in the expression, the man is in a healthy state,
from this, namely, the man is healthy, or, the man is
walking or is cutting, from the expression, man walks or
outs. And in like manner, also, is it in the case of the rest.
and in Further, the words “to be” and “it is " signify that
tuth#s op- 5 thing is true, but the words “not to be,” that

of Cudworth’s Intellectual System, p. 152, Harrison’s Ed., where there
are some remsarks of Mosheim on the same point. More, in his analysis
of the vd ¥, differs widely from Aristotle.

% I bave followed Taylor, whose translation makes the text clear.
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it is not true, but false ;! in like manner is it the posed to false-
ease both in respect to affirmation and negation ; ho°d:

as, for example, he who says that Socrates is musical says so
because this is true ; or he who =ays that Socrates is not
white says so because it is true; he, however, who seys that
the diameter is not incommensurable says so because this is
false. Further, “to be” and “being” signify that ., ...
which is expressed partly as potentially, and in capacity and
partly as actually, of those things that have been it
enumerated. For we say, also, that seeing is both seeing in
potentiality expressly, and in actuality; and similarly we say
that he is endued with scientific knowledge who both has
the ability to employ scientific knowledge and does actually
employ it, and that a thing is in a condition of rest both in
which rest is at present inherent, and which involves the
capability of remaining in a state of quiescence. But in like
manner, also, is it in the case of substances ; for we speak of
the existence of Mercury? in the stone, and the half of the
line ; and we call that corn which not yet has reached a
state of maturity. When, however, a thing is potential, and
when it is not as yet potential, must be defined elsewhere. -

CHAPTER VIIL

As regards substance,* both simple bodies, as,
for instance, earth, and fire, and water, and such ;i :3:2 :::::

like, are called substances; and, in general, giance distin-

bodies are styled so; and animals consisting of
these, and those beings that are of the nature of demons,® and

1 Vide books III. chap. viii. and VIII chap. x.

? We have an examination into this subject in book VIIL

3 “Mercury in the stone ;" that is, a stone with an image of Mercury
impressed upon it. Vide book VIIL chap. viii.

4 obola: this is another very important expression in the vocabulary
of the ontologist. Taylor translates this word “essence;” but I have
differed from him, and rendered it by the term “substance.” Locke
uses the phrase in this sense. Vide Essay on the Human Understand-
ing, book II. chap. 23.

5 The recognition of existences beyond the sphere of what is purely
mundane, involved in the mention of the word Safuwy, is seldom to be
found in Aristotle’s works. This passage, therefore, is the more
remnrkable on that account. Vide Cudwarth, vol, II. p. 79.
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the parts of these. Now, all these are denominated substances
because they are not predicated of a subject, whereas other
things are predicated of these. But in another way is that
styled substance whatever may be the cause of being, and
may be inherent in such as are not predicated of a subject ;
for example, soul in an animal. Further, as many parts as
are inherent in such things that both define and signify « the
what ™ a certain thing is, on the removal of which the whole
is taken away,—as, for example, if superficies be taken away
body also is destroyed, as some say; and superficies is
destroyed by taking away a line ; and, in general, number
seems to certain to be a thing of this kind : for that if it
is removed away nothing can subsist, and that it defines all
things,—such parts we may consider substances, Further, the
essence of which the formal cause is the definition, this, also,
is styled the substance of each thing.

2. Reduction Now, substance happens in two ways to be
of these totwo. gtvled substance, both as the ultimate subject
which no longer is predicated of anything else, and as that
which may be this certain particular thing, and may be separ-
able ; but such is the form and the species of each thing.

CHAPTER IX:!

1. Different Bur the same are styled partly according
tgnileations of 44, ggcident, as the white and the musical are
iame peracci- the same because they are accidents in the same
i subject, and man and musician are the same
because either is an accideunt in the other; I mean, that man
is musical because the musical is an accident in man: and
this is the same with either, and either of these the same
with this; for also with the man that is musical both man
and musical are styled the same, and that is regarded the
same with those. Wherefore, also, all these are not predi-
cated universally ; for it is not true to say that every man
is the same thing with what is musical : for universals are
absolute existences, but accidents are not absolute existences,
but are simply predicated of singulars. For it seems the

1 Aristotle now examines into our notions of identity and diversity;
@ subject the theme of much discussion amongst the moderns.
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smme thing to be Socrates and Socrates the musical, for
the expression Socrates is not affirmed of all; wherefore,
not every Socrates is predicated as every man is. And some
things in this way are called the same. Some and of “same
things, however, are called the same essentially »erse.”

in the same way as unity also; for those things likewise
of which the matter is one either in species, or in number, or
in genus, are called the same, and those of which the sub-
stance is one are called the same. Wherefore, it is evident
that sameness is a certain unity of the being of either many
things, or when one employs anything as many, as when one
affirms the same thing to be the same with itself, for he
employs that thing as two.

But diverse are those things called of which , ..
either the species are numerous, or the matter, or things are said
the definition of the substance; and, in general, ¢ %verse
is the diverse denominated in a manner opposite to the same.
And those things are styled different whatsoever are diverse;
being, however, in some respect the same, not merely in
number, but either in species, or genus, oranalogy. Further,
things are considered different of which the g ...
genus is diverse, and the things that are con- similar, and
trary, and whatsoever involve diversity in the 4*simia-
substance. Similar are those things ‘styled both which
everywhere undergo the same affection and undergo more
of the same affections than of the diverse, and of which
the quality is one, and in as many of the contraries as a
change is possible, that which possesses more of these, or the
more important amongst these, is similar to that thing.
Things that are dissimilar, however, are denominated in an
opposite way to those that are similar.

s

CHAPTER X.

'T‘smes that are .oppositel are called contra~ 1, oppositivn
diction, and contraries, and relations, and priva- defined iu the

1 As to the nature and different sorts of opposition, Aristotle explains
‘himself more fully in his logical treatises, e.g. chap. vii. in his work
¢ On Interpretation.” For further information on the same subject, tae
student may consult Whately’s Logic, book IL chap. v.; Morells
Handbook of Logic, p. 20; Devey’s Logic, p. 94, Bohn's edition.
) o
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eof sontra- tion, and babit, and those things from which
digtion: ultimate things arise, and those into which they
are resolved : as, for instance, the generations and corrup-
tions of bodies, and whatsoever things it is not admissible at
the same time should be present in that which is receptive
of both, these are said to be opposite either themselves or
those whereof they are compounded. For black and white
at the same time are not inherent in the same subject.
Wherefore, those colours of which they are compounded are
andofcon-  opposite to these. Those things are called con-
trariety. traries, both those which cannot be present in the
same subject at the same time, of things that differ in genus;
and those things are called contraries which involve the greatest
amount of difference, of those that are in the same genus,
and things that widely differ in the same recipient, and
which widely differ of those under the same capacity, and
those of which there is the greatest difference, either simply,
or according to genus, or according to species. And other
things are styled contraries ; some as having such things
in possession, and others as being recipients of such, and
some in being effective,’ or in being capable of undergoing
passive conditions, or in being agents, or being passive,
or being rejections, or affinities, or habits, or privations, of
these and of things of this sort. Since unity and entity,
however, are spoken of in many ways, thers is a necessity
of the other things also following as many as are expressed
according to these. Wherefore, also, will there be a distribu-
tion of the same, and the diverse, and the contrary ; so that
there must needs be something diverse in each category.
9. What di- And diverse in species are those things called
versity inspe- a3 many as being of the same genus are not
clesmeans. ¢ balternate, and as many as being in the same
genus involve a difference, and as many as in the substance are
related in the way of contrariety. And contraries are diverse
in the species of one another, either all or those which are
denominated primarily, and are those of whatever in the

! The word translated “effective” is wonricd. The same word is
applied to the “prima philosophia,” as a qualifying epithet, by Aris-
totle in the first book, where we find it rendered in the old Latin
versions by “activa.” It occurs in tho sixth book of the Topics,
chap. x., 23d is translat>d “effective” by Mr. Owen.
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ultimate species of the genus the definitions are diverse ; as,
for instance, man and horse, which are individuals in the
genus, but the definitions of them are diverse. And those
are contraries as many as being in the same substance
involve a difference. Those things, however, are in species
the same which are expressed in an opposite way to these.

CHAPTER XI.!

Prior and subsequent are _things called. | [0
Some, as in the case of a certain thing exist- sensesof
ing as first, and as a first principle, in each Jeérerorand
genus; for prior is that which is nearer a certain as a first prin-
first principle, defined either simply and by “P¢’
nature, or relatively, or according tv place, or by certain
things: as, for instance, some things are prior in place
from the fact of being nearer either by nature to a certain
definite place as to the mean or the extreme, or by some
ordinary relation in this way ; and that which is more remote
from this definite locality is subsequent. Other or in reference
things prior and subsequent, however, are so in to duration;
accordance with time ; for some things, indeed, are considered
prior as they are more remote from the present moment: for
instance, in the case of things that have taken place in time
past; for the Trojan annals are prior to the Medean because
they are further removed from the present time ; and other
things are prior in regard of being nearer the present time,
as in the case of things to come: for the Nemean games? ave
prior to the Pythian because it is an event nearer the
present, using the present as a first principle and a thing
that is first. Some things, also, according to motion are prior
and subsequent; for thet which is more imum- o motion, and
diate to the first moving power is prior : as, for capacity, and
example, a boy is prior to a man; and this, also, ™"

! The subject of priority and subsequence, treated of in this chapter,
is likewise examined into by Aristotle in chap. xii. of the Categories.
Ttl;:r:.are soms distinctions drawn here which are well worthy of oue
ettention.,

? For an account of the Grecian games, the student may consult
Potter's Greek Antiquities, book IL chaps, 21—25 inclusive,
2
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is a certain first principle simply considered. Some things,
also, are prior according to potentiality ; for that which is
super-eminent in potentiality is prior, and that which is more
potential is prior: but that nature is of such kind as according
to the free-will of which another must needs follow which is
also posterior. Wherefore, in the event of that one not imparting
motion, the consequence will be that no motion should ensue
in the other; and, in the event of that one imparting motion,
that motion should ensue in the other; but free-will con-
stitutes a first principle.  Also, things according to order are
styled prior and subsequent; but these are such as according
to some one relation defined are distant proportionally : as,
for example, in a dance the person standing second? is prior
to one that stands third, and the paranete to the nete? in
a musical instrument; for in the former is the person who
presides, and in the latter the medium is a first principle.

2. Priority . These things, indeed, therefore, are styled prior
and subse-  in this way; but in another way is a thing prior
uence Miew-o in knowledge as if it were even absolutely prior.

ed in reference

to our know- Of these things, however, that are otherwise, some
cither from * are according to reason, and some according to

fesson or from  genge; for, certainly, according to reason things

that are universal are prior; but according to
sense the singulars are prior. And according to the reason, also,
the accident is prior to the whole, as the musical is before
g2 man that is musical; for the entire reason will not be
without the part, although it is not possible to be musical
when there is not a certain one that is musically gifted.

1 T have followed Taylor in translating the word wapacrdrys thus.
Alexander Aphrodisiensis reads the text differently; for he renders it
in his commentary by wpwrosrdrys, which is found in the Asclepian
MSS. The word, in fact, means one who stands in a chorus on the
right or left hand of another. Strictly speaking, xapasrdrys is a military
term; it was applied to the leader or front rank of either of the wings
of an army; and mpwrocrdrys meant the right hand man in the frong
rank of the main body.

2 wapaviiy: xopls) is the word understood. The paranete is a term
borrowed from music, and signified the string next to the undermost;
or, in other words, the one next to the last of five strings. The note,
vipry, i.e. vedrn xopdt, is the last, but with us the highest in the musical
scale. The most succinct account of the music of the Greeks is to be
gound‘ in the “Dictionary of Antiquities,” edited by Dr. Smith; article,
&ppovia.
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Further, the passive conditions of things that are prior are
called prior; as, for instance, straightness is prior to smooth-
ness: for the one is an essential affection of a line, and the
other of a superficies.

Some things, therefore, are called prior and s. other
subsequent in this way; but others are termed jrscsi"hich
so according to nature and substance, as many meérepov and
as it is admissible can be in subsistence without ™"
others, but others cannot subsist without them ; which
opinion Plato adopted. But since “the being”? is in many
ways denominated, in the first place the subject is prior
through which the substance is prior ; in the next place the
things according to potentiality and actuality are otherwise;
for according to potentiality? are some things prior, and
others according to actuality, subsequent ; as, for instance,
according to potentiality is the half prior to the whole
and the part to the whole, and the matter to the sub-
stance; but according to actuality® is this a thing that is
subsequent: for when dissolution has taken place things will
subsist according to actuality. In.a certain manner, it is true,
all things that are styled prior and subsequent are expressed
according to these; for some according to generation it is
admissible may subsist without others, as the whole without
the parts: but some according to corruption, as the part is
prior to the whole. But it is in like manner with the rest.

CHAPTER XII+*

Porentiarty is called the first principle of 1. pifferent
motion or change in another thing, or so far Sigpifications

forth as it is another thing; as the building art tentiality or
is a potentiality that does not reside in the thing °*P*'":
that is built: but the art of healing, when it constitutes &

1 The technical rendering of the word used in the text, -rd‘ elvai,
would be the “esse;” a term sufficiently familiar to the ontologist.

2 This subject is discussed at large in book VIIL

.3 This passage throws much light on what Aristotle meant by the

word dvreAexeia,

¢ Aristotle now comes to treat of 3dvaws, which I have tms{ated
mostly by the word “ potentiality.” Taylor renders it by * capacity;°
s term intelligible enough, but bardly literal, I have, however, ocoa-
sionally rendered it by capacity. .



134 THE METAPHYSICS Of ARISTOTLE. [BoOK 1v

potentiality, would reside in the person who i8 being healed,
but not so far forth as he is a person that is bemg Lealed
Therefore, in general, the first principle of change or of motion
is said to be potentiality in another thing, so Tar forth as it
is another, and potentiality is styled such from another
thing, or so far forth as it is another ; for according to this
sense of potentiality is what is passive in any degree passive.
Sometimes, then, if it may be possible also that anything
whatsoever undergoes passion, we say that thing involves the
potentiality of being passive; but sometimes we say that this
i8 not the case a8 regards every passion, but if it be passive
in reference to what is better. Further, is potentiality the
capacity of accomplishing this particular thing well, or doing
80 according to free-will; for sometimes persons who merely
have been walking or speaking, but yet who have not done so
well, or not as they would choose, we would not say possessed
the power or potentiality of speaking or walking: but also,
in like mauner, is it in the case of passion. Further, as many
habits as according to which things are entirely devoid of
passion, or unchangeable, or not capable of being easily
altered into a worse state, such are styled potentialities.
For things are broken, indeed, and rubbed together,! and bent,
and are, in general, subject to decay, not from the having
capacity, but from the not having capacity or potentiality,
and from deficiency in some point: other things, however,
are impassive by such as scarcely, and in a small degree,
become affected on account of potentiality, and the pos-
session of potentiality, and the being in a certain manner
disposed.

2. Different Now, seeing that potentiality is denominated
modes of the  iD 80 many ways, in the first place will also the
potential cor-  potential be styled as that which possesses a first

responding o, .
with those of  principle of motion or of change, (for even what

capacity.” 18 stationary is something potential in another
thing, or so far forth as it is another,) and in the
second place, if anything else of this should possess a capacity
of this sort, and in the third place, if it involve such a
capacity of bringing about a change in anything whatsoever,
whether into what is worse or into what is better. For, also,
-} govrplBera. Taylor translatvs this word “ bruised.” I have rew
dered it lLiterally.
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that which is in a state of decay seems to be a thing capable
of falling into decay, otherwise it would not be corrupted if
such were impossible; but already has it a certain disposition
of parts, and a cause and first principle of such a passive
condition. Sometimes, however, from the fact of possession,
and sometimes from the fact of privation, does it seem to be
a thing of this sort. And if privation in a manner constitute
a habit, all things by the fact of the possession of something
would be potentialities; but the entity would be also ex-
pressed equivocally. Wherefore, is a thing potential in
respect of having a certain habit and first principle, and in
respect of involving the privation of this, if it is admissible
that it should involve privation. And in the fourth place is
a thing potential from the non-possession of a potentiality—
or a first principle of this in another, or so far forth as it is
another—which is subject to corruption. But, moreover, are
all those things potential either in the mere accident of their
being generated or not being generated, or in respect of their
being generated in an excellent manner. For, also, in things
that are inanimate is there such a capacity inherent ; as, for
instance, in musical instruments: for one lyre, they say, can
send forth sound, but that another does not possess this
capacity, if it be not fair sounding.

Impotentiality, however, is a privation of 5 1ppoensi.
potentiality, and a certain removal® of a first alityasopposed
principle of such a sort, as has been mentioned, *Po**MRlY-
either entirely 8o, or from being by nature adapted to have
such, or already to bave such when it has been naturally
fitted thereto also; for we would not say that in like manner
was it impotential or impossible for & man and an eunuch
to beget a child. But, moreover, according to both sorts
of potentiality is there impotentiality opposed, both to that
merely which is capable of motion, and to that capable
of motion in an excellent manner. And things are styled
impotential, some in accordance with this kind of im-
g:tentiality, and others in another way; as, for instance,

th the possible and the impossible. That, 4. When ttings
indeed, is a thing impossible the contrary of aresaidtobe

! &ows. This word is translated in Liddell and Scott’'s Lexicon,
in reference to this passage, “abolition.” It is a technical term im
postry, corresponding to the Latin expreasion “ictus.”
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impossible, s Which is necessarily true ; a8 the commensurability
ingeometry.  of the diameter is a thing that is impossible!
because such a position in mathematics is false; and the
contrary of this is not only true, but also must necessarily
be g0, namely, the incommensurability of the diameter. Its
being commensurable, accordingly, is not merely false, but
must be false. The contrary, however, to this is the possible,
when it is not necessary that the contrary should be false;
as, for example, the possibility of a man's sitting: for not
necessarily is his being in a posture not of sitting a thing
that is false. The possible in one way, therefore, as has been
stated, signifies that which is not necessarily false, but in
another it signifies the being true, and in another that which
it is admissible may be true. Now, this is what in geometry
is figuratively styled potentiality. These, indeed, therefore,
are things possible—not so according to potentiality.

5. Reduction  But all the things that are expressed according
of these toone  to potentiality are enumerated? with reference
fenme. to one original potentiality or capacity; and this
is a principle of change in another, so far forth as it is
another. For the rest are styled potential, partly in some
other of them possessing such potentiality, and partly in
its non-possession thereof, and partly in its being thus dis.
posed. In like manner, also, is it the case with things that
are impotential. Wherefore, the precise definition of the
first potentiality® would be a principle capable of bringing
about & change in another thing, or so far forth as it is
ancther. . :

CHAPTER XIIIL*

. wéaon, QuanTiTY is denominated that which is divi:
*“quantity,"ex- gible into things that are inherent, of whick
plained. either or each thing is adapted by nature to be a

! For an explanation of this familiar principle to geometricians, the
reader is referred to a note in bopk IIL chap. viii, p. 109. )

3 Aristotle insists on this point again in book VIII. chap. i

3 These words olearly recognise the creative energies of a firsé
oause. Vide Sir Wm. Hamilton’s Discussions, p. 585, and elsewhere.

¢ The subject of quantity is also treated of im the aixth chapter of
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certain one thing, and a certain particular thing of this sort.
Multitude, then, indeed, is a certain quantity if it may be
numerabls, but magnitude if it may be measurable; and
multitude is styled that which is divisible in capacity
into what i3 not continuous, but magnitude into that which
is continuous. Now, of magnitude that which is continuous
in one direction is length, and that in two directions breadth,
and that in three, depth. But of these finite multitude is
number, and length is a line, and breadth a superficies, and
depth a body.

Moreover, some things are said to be certain , guunuy
quantities in themselves, or to be essential quan- either essen-
tities; but others, quantities according to acci- Hati
dent: as a line, to wit, is a certain essential quantity,
whereas what is musical is a quantity according to acci-
dent. Now, of quantities that are so essentially, some are
a certain quantity according to substance; as, for instance, a
line, (for in the definition expressive of what anything is, a
certain quantity is inherent ;) but other quantities are pas-
sions and habits of such a substance: as, for example,
much and little, and long and short, and broad and narrow,
and high and low, and heavy and light, and the rest of such
properties. Likewise, both the great and the little, and the
greater and less, expressed both in reference to themselves
and in relation to one another, are the essential passions
of quantity, These names, indeed, are also transferred to
other things. Of quantities, however, that are oraccording to
expressed according to accident, some are so accident.
expressed as has been declared, because what is musical is
quantity, and what is white is so in respect of there being
a certain quantity in that subject wherein they are inherent ;
and other things are quantities as motion and duration : for
these, also, are termed certain quantities, and things con-
tinwous in respect of those things being divisible of which
these are passive states. Now, I mean not that which is in
2 state of motion, but that which has had motion imparted to
it; for from the fact of that being quantity, metion is like-

¢he Categories, The reader is referred to this portion of the Meta-
physics by Mr. Owen, in his translation of the Organon, in *Bohn'’s
Classical Library,” as one with which Aristotle’s remarks oz quantity in
the Categories ought to be compared.
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wiss quantity, and duration,! from the fact of this latter
being quantity, is regarded as quantity itself also.

CHAPTER XIV.

2§ led in one way the difference

) mod. Quavrry? is style y
p ;mg,, “ of substance ; a8, man is a certain quality of
Toiow 38 gnimal because he is a biped, and horse is a
certain quality of animal because he is a quadru-
ped, and a circle is a certain quality of figure because it is
without angles : so that the difference constitutes the quality
according to the substance. Now, in this one way is quality
styled the difference of substance, but in another, as things
incapable of motion and mathematical entities, just as num-
bers are certain qualities; for example, those that are com-
pound, and not only those which subsist in respect of one, but
those of which surface and solid are an imitation, (now these are
plane? square, or cube numbers,) and, in general, whatever be-
sides quantity inheres in substance, for the being assumed once
is the substance of each thing ; as, for example, the substance of
the six is not twice three, or thrice two, but the being taken
once, for once six i8 six. Moreover, as many things as are
passive conditions of substances in a state of motion are called
qualities, as heat and cold, and whiteness and blackness, and
gravity and lightness, and whatever such-like properties there
are according to which the bodies of those things that are
undergoing a change are said to be altered. Further, are
things qualities* so far as they subsist according to virtue and

vice, and, in general, to what is bad and good.

! In connecting motion and duration together, the reader can hardly

fail to recur to Locke in his remarks on succession. Locke's theory,
however, is combated by Brown, and by Victor Cousin in his Examina~
tizn of Locke's Essay, chap. iii.
. * xolow, which is defined in this chapter, is treated of likewise in ths
Categories, chap. viii, which the student would do well to consult,
as well as Mr. Uwen’s notes on that chapter. Taylor reads this passage
with an interrogation.

3 ol woodnis wico: ) ol woodkss wbroc wosduis, I have adopted '{.lhg’lm’l
sranslation of these words; and, on reference, I find that he has followed
Alexander.

¢ This was quite the language of the last century, to specify virtue
and vice as the quality of actions. Vide Smith's Mral Sentiments
PP- 461 syq Bobu's edition.
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So that almost in two ways may quality be ex- 2. Reduction
pressed ; and in one of these which would be the °f these totwo.
most strict or appropriate ; for first, indeed, as quality, is the
difference of substance. And a certain part of this, also, is
the quality contained in numbers; for this is a certain diffe-
rence of. substances, yet either not of things that are being
moved or not so far forth as they are being moved. These,
however, are passive conditions of things that are in motion,
g0 far forth as they are being moved and are differences of
motions. And virlue and vice are a certain portion of such
passions; for they make manifest the differences of motion
and of energy in accordance with which those things that
are in motion are agents and are passive in an excellent or
a worthless manner: for that which in this way possesses the
power of motion, or of energizing in this way, is good, and
that which is moved and energizes in that way, and in a con-
trary manner, is worthless. And most especially do what is
good and bad signify quality in the case of animated natures,
and amongst these particularly does this apply?! to the case
of those that possess free-will. '

CHAPTER XV.

WiTH respect to relatives,? they are denomi- ; qy1eemodes
nated, some of them, as a twofold to a half, and of the relative,
a threefold to a third, and, in general, a multiple #7**
to a submultiple, and excess to that which is exceeded ;
and others of them, as the calorific to that which is heated,
and the divisible to the divided, and, in general, the active to
the passive ; and others of them, as the measurable to the
measure, and the object of scientific knowledge to science, and
the sensible to sense.

Now, regarding these relatives, the first of them 3. The first,

are expressed accordiag to number, either simply » ,,pﬂ:: e

! These words are werthy of note, in drawing a line of demarcation
in the animal economy between thoss that are possessed and those that
are devoid of free-will, wpoalpesis. It is this distinction which defines
the precise limits of God's moral government over his creatures.

? Relatives, 7a wpds 11, are now discussed, as well elsewhere, viz. in
the seventh chapter of the Categories, and book IV. of the Topics
chap. iv.
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eording to or by definition, in respect of them or in respect
number. of one ; as, for example, the twofold in respect
of one is a definite number, and the multiple is according to
number in respect of one, but such as is not defined ; as, for
example, this or this particular number; but the sesquialiter,
in relation to the subsesquialiter, is according to number in
relation to a definite number. Superpartient, in relation to
superpartient, is according to the indefinite in the same man-
ner as the multiple is in relation to one. But that which
exceeds, in relation to that which is exceeded, is, in shcrt, in-
definite according to number ; for number is commensurable ;
but the excess and what is exceeded are denominated accord-
ing to a non-commensurable number; for that which exceeds
is such in relation to that which is exceeded, and something
further than this : but this is indefinite; for whatsoever chances
to be the result is either equal or not equal. These things,
therefore, which are relatives, are all denominated accord-
ing to number, and are passive properties of numbers : and,
further, the equal, and similar, and same, according to another
manner, are termed thus; for all these are expressed according
to the one.  For the same, indeed, are those things of which
the substance is one; but similar are those things of which
the quality is one; and equal are those of which the quantity
is one. And the one is the first principle and measure of
number ; so that all these are denominated relations according
to number, indeed, yet not in the same manner.
5. The Things active and passive, however, subsist
3 second, . . . R
according to_ &ccording to an active and passive potentiality,
capacity, orits and according to energies that belong to potenti-
alities ; as that capable of promoting heat to that
which is heated, hecause of its being endued with poten-
thality: and again, the making warm in relation to that
which is made warm; and one who severs in relation to that
which is severed—as things energizing—are relatives. But of
those things that are relatives according to number, these are
not energies, save only in the manner it has been mentioned
elsewhere ; but energies according to motion do not subsist in
numbers. And of those things that are relatives according
to potentiality, some are already styled so according to
periods. of duration;. as, for exarwple, that which forms in
relation to that which has been formed, and that which is
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iikely to form in relation to that which is likely to be formed.
For 8o, also, is a father called a father of a son; for there is
something that partly has been active and partly passive.
Further, are some things considered relations according tc
the privation of potentiality; for instance, just as the im-
possible, and as many things as are expressed in this way:
as, for example, the invisible.

Things, therefore, denominated relatives ac- , .. ..
eording to number and potentiality are all of as the objective
them so called because each derives that which [,the*ublec-
it is from reference to another, but not because
something else is denominated with reference to it; and the
measurable, and that which may be scientifically known, and
that which is an object of the intellect,! on account of some-
thing else being denominated in respect of them, are styled
relatives. For, also, being an object of the intellect, signifies
that the intellect is exercised about this; the intellect how-
ever, does not subsist in relation to that about which the
intellect is conversant, for the same thing, doubtless, would be
said twice. In like manner, also, the power of sight is that of
something, and not of him to whom the sight belongs. This,
however, is a true statement, but it is in relation to colour,
or something else of this kind ; yet in that way the same
thing would be expressed twice: I mean that sight is the
sight of him of whom it is the sight.

Things, indeed, therefore, called relatives es- ; oner senses
sentially are denominated partly in this way, of the word
and partly if their genera are of this kind ; as, "™'**
for instance, the art of healing belongs to those things that
are relative, because the science which is the genus of it
seems to belong to those that are relatives. We may sub-
join, as such, those things according to which, whatever they
may be, things that possess them are spoken of as relatives;
for example, equa.ity is a relation because of the equal being
relative, and similarity is a relation because of the similar
being relative. Some things, however, are called . Retation, per
relatives according to accident, as man is a rela- @ccidens.

1 It is the investigation of the nature of this relation that, literally
speaking, has convulsed the metaphysical world in modern times. It
was earnestly sought after by the scholastics, and it has led to the rise
of a system like that >f Kant.
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tive because it is accidental to him his being twofold ; and
this belongs to those things that are relatives; or the white
is a rolative if it is accidental to the same thing to be two-
fold and white.

CHAPTER XVL

Penrect is denominated that beyond which

1. The perfect, . . . .
vé réhaiow, its . 1t 18 not possible to assume anything cr any
T oo, one single portion ; as, for instance, the time
of each thing is perfect beyond which it is not
ible to assume any period of duration whioch is & portion
of this time: and that which according to virtue, and to
what belongs to the excellent, doth not involve excess with
respect to any genus; as, for instance, a perfect or finished
physician, and a perfect or finished musician, are such when
they are in no wise deficient as far as regards the species of
the excellence that is proper to their professions, so, also,
transferring our remarks to the case of evil things, we say a
perfect or finished sycophant, and a finished thief, since we
also denominate these characters good, as a good thief, and
a good sycophant. And virtue is a certain perfection ;! for
each thing is then perfect, aud every substance is then
perfect, when, in accordance with the species of its proper
excellence or virtue, no portion of the natural magnitude
is deficient. Further, in whatever things resides an admirable
end, these are styled perfect ; for in respect of involving an
end are they perfect. Wherefore, since the end is something
belonging to extremes, and transferring, also, our remarks to
the case of things that are worthless, we say that a thing is
perfectly lost and perfectly corrupted when nought of the
corruption and of what is bad is deficient, but when it has
arrived at the ultimate limit of these. Wherefore, also,

! This is the Aristotelian view of virtue, and a most remarkable one
it is—Man, by cultivating principles of virtue, is acting up to the per-
fection of his being. Who does not remember, as suggested by this
passage, tho words of the Apostle in the sixth chapter of the Hebrews, and
first verse, where, in recommending an improvement beyond the mere
elemental knowledge of Christianity, he exclaims éxl 1ip ~eAesdryre
@epdueda.  See also chap, vii. 11; Col. iii. 14.
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death, metaphorically, is called the termination, >acause both
are extremes. The end, however, together with the final
<use, is a thing that is ultimate.

The things indeed, therefore, denominated 3. summary of
essentially perfect are styled in thus much ;‘;‘il?;e;e?;'r';::
number of ways, partly in their being no wise
deficient according to subsisting in an excellent manner, nor
involving excess in each genus, nor there being anything
extrinsic belonging to them ; and the other things now are
termed essentially perfect in respect either of the doing some
such thing, or the having it in possession, or of the adaptation
of itself to this,! or in accordance, at least, with some other
mode of expression in relation to things that are primarily
called perfect.

CHAPTER XVIL

A TERMINATION is called the last of each thing, , .
and beyond which, as first, it is not possible to =ipas, or ter-
assume anything, and within which, as first, are Juietiom -
comprised all things, and that, likewise, which _
may be a form of magnitude, or of that which is in possession
of magnitude, and which is the end of everything. Now,
a thing of this kind is that towards which motion and the
mode of an action tend, and not from which they originate.
Sometimes, however, a termination is both of these; both that
from which motion and action originate, and towards which
they tend; also, that for the sake of which other things
operate, and the substance of each thing, and the essence or
the formal cause of each: for this is a termination of know-
ledge, and if of knowledge, also of the thing done. Where-
fore, it is evident that even as often as the first principle is
predicated so often also is the termination, and still more
multifariously ; for the first principle, to be sure, is a certain
termination: not every terminaticz, however, is a first
principle. :

! Asclepius illustrates this by the spear of Achilles, which one
would term a perfect spear, because it was fitted for the grasp ef omw
who was the greatest of
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CHAPTER XVIIIL

1. The “THE according to which”! is denominated in
porad s de- many ways. In one way, indeed, as the species
and matter.  @nd the substance of each thing ; as, for instance,
that in accordance with which a man is good,
itself is good; and, in another way, as that in which first
& thing has been fitted by nature to rise into being, as colour
in a superficies.2 Therefore, what has, indeed, in the first
instance been mentioned as “the according to which” con-
stitutes form ; but that mentioned secondarily, as such, is as
the matter of each thing, and the first subject in everything
And, in general, “the according to which” will have a sub-
sistence as often as the cause; for according to what a man
has come is an expression of the same import as on account
of what he has come ; and the inquiry according to what false
reasoning, or correct reasoning, may be drawn is the same as
an inquiry into what is the cause of the syllogism, or the
paralogism, in such cases. Moreover, “the according to
which” is denominated that which subsists according to a
position, according to which one stands, or according to
which one walks; for all these signify position and locality.
2. Five signifl. Wherefore, “ that according to itself,” or the
aations of the  €ssential, is necessarily expressed in many ways
o sat aivé 1. For in one way is “that according to itself,” or
the essential, the very nature of each thing, or the
formal cause ; as, for example, Callias essentially is the very
nature slso of Callias; and, secondly, it signifies whatsoever
things are inherent in the “what anything is;” as Callias
essentially is an animal ; for in the definition of Callias is to
be found animal, for Callias is a certain description of
animal : and, thirdly, may we denominate “that according
to itself,” or the essential, as a thing that has primarily been
a recipient in itself, or a certain part of things that belong to
itself ; as, for instance, superficies is essentially white, and man

! “Secundum quid.” Mr. Maurice illustrates this word by a passage
frcm As You Like It:—*“In respect that it is of the country it isa
gaod life, but in respect that it is not of the court it is a vile life."—
(Zouchatone)

? Vide Locke on the counexion between colote and the -erfam
wlerein it resides.
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essentially is an animal , for the soul is a certain portion of
the man in which vitality is primarily inherent. Fourthly,does
it signify that of which there is not any one other cause ; for
of man there are many causes, such as animal, biped ; but,
nevertheless, man is man essentially. Fifthly, we consider
¢ that according to itself,” or the essential, as many things aa
are inherent in some one particular thing alone, and as far
forth as it is alone. Wherefore, whatever has a separate has
also an essential subsistence.

mmam——

CHAPTER XIX.

DisposiTioN is styled an arrangement of that 1. The term
which has parts either according to place or to 3tdbews.
potentiality, or according to species; for it is necessary that
there be a certain position, as also the name disposition
makes manifest. :

CHAPTER XX.

Now habit! is denominated, in one way, .
88 a certain energy of the possessor and the lemurortne
possessed, just as it were a certain action or yord i, or
motion ; for when the one accomplishes, and the ’
other is accomplished, the act of accomplishing is a mean
between them, so also between one having in possession a
garment, and the garment had in possession, habit is a mean.
Therefore, indeed, is it evident that it is not admissible that
this should involve another habit; for the thing would go on
to iufinity if it be the case that one habit should involve the
habit of that which is possessed. And in another way is
habit styled a disposition according to which that which is
disposed is disposed well or ill ; and this either according to
itself, that is, essentially, or in relation to another: as, for
example, health is a certain habit, for it is a disposition of

1 Habit is not viewed in its ethical aspect here; that is, in reference
to the provision natural to the human species, whereby active principles
are acquired by the process so admirably analysed by Bishop Butler.
Hnbmere is considered merely in a grammatical sense, as a participle
of the verb “habeo.” Vide p. 45 in Bohn's edition of the Organon.
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this sort. Further, is a thing called habit in a case whers it
may be a portion of such a disposition. Wherefore, also, is
the virtue or excellency of the parts a certain habit.

CHAPTER XXI.

L. Passi Passion? is denominated in one way, quality
wifon, defined. according to which a thing admits of altera-

tion ; as white and black, and sweet and bitter,
and gravity and lightness, and whatsoever other such things
there are: and in another way now are energies and alter-
ations called passions of these; still more than these are
noxious alterations and motions, passions, and particularly
those motions that along with being noxious or injurious
are painful likewise. Further, the crushing burdens of
misfortunes, and of things that are fraught with suffering,
are called passions,

nm——

CHAPTER XXII.

1. Different Privarion3 is denominated, in one way, in
modes of pri- cage a thing does not involve any of the things
T regmd  that by nature are adapted for being possessed,
o nptinde even though itself may not by nature be adapted

" for the possession of such ; as, for example, a
plant in this sense is said to be deprived of eyes. And
in another way is that termed privation if a thing be
by nature fit for possession of a thing, either itself ~~ the
"genus, and yet may not have possession of that thing; . in
one sense is a blind man deprived of sight, and a mole in
another : the latter, indeed, according to the genus, and the
former according to itself, or essentially. Further, is that
privation if a thing be by nature adapted to possess a
quality ; and when it is so adapted by nature to possess it,

! Any one who has studied the ethical system of Aristotle is familiar
with this sentiment.

2 Vide Categories, chap. viii.

3 Vide chag. x. of the Categories on the subject of opposition, and
also note, p. 129.
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yet possesses it not, for blindness is a certain privation; but
for an animal to be blind is not in accordance with every
age, but with that only in which it is fitted by nature to
have sight, and yet may not have it at all. And in like
manner may privation be found in “ the what,” and according
to “what,” and for “what,” and so far forth as it may be
adapted by nature for the possession of such, and yet may
not possess them.

Further, the violent removal of each thing is , , ..
styled a privation. And as often, also, as are privationin re.
expressed negations from A, 8o often, likewise, are §id of nezs-
expressed privations; for the unequal is denomi-
nated thus from the fact of the non-possession of equality
when by nature it is fitted for it, but the invisible, both
from being entirely without colour and in consequence of
having it defectively; and an animal is called “apous,” or
without feet, both from its being without feet entirely, and
in consequence of having them attended with some defeot.
Further, do we call a thing privation when that thing has
anything small; as, for instance, any fruit with a small
kernel : and this amounts to the being, in a manner, disposed
defectively. And, again, we say privation exists where a
thing cannot be effected with facility, or in a proper manner;
as, for example, that which cannot be severed is so not only
in respect of the incapacity of being severed, but also in
respect of the incapacity of being severed easily or properly.
Moreover, privation is found in the non-possession of a thing
in every way; for a person blind iz not called such from
being one-eyed, but from being deprived of the power of
vision in both eyes. Wherefore, not every man is good or
evil, or just or unjust ; but also there are shades of character
intermediate between these.

CHAPTER XXIIL.

PossessionN? is denominated in many ways; 1. Four sensee
in one way as the action of a thing according in which we,
to the nature of that thing, or according to the &xew,ororsses

impulse of it. Wherefore, both a fever is said *°™
! Vide chapter xv. 29!’ the Categories.
L
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to possess a man, and tyrants are said to possess states, and
those that are clothed a garment. And in another way
we term possession as that in whatever anything is inherent,
a8 being receptive; as, for instance, the brass possesses the
form of a statue, and the body possesses disease. And in
another way we term possession as a thing that embraces the
things that are comprised; for wherein anything is com-
prised, by this it is said to be possessed: as, for instance, we
say that the vessel possesses moisture, and the city inbabit-
ants, and the ship sailors; and so, also, the whole possesses
the parts. And, further, that which hinders, in accordance
with its own force, anything from motion or action is said to
possess this very thing; as, for example, both the pillars
possess the superincumbent weights, and just as the poets
make Atlas! to possess the heaven, so that it should otherwise
fall upon the earth; as, also, certain of the physiologists?
affirm. And in this way, likewise, is the connecting said to
possess the things which it connects, as if they would otherwise
have severally been separated according to their own proper
force. And the being in anything is expressed in a similar
manner with, and as a consequence upon, possession.

CHAPTER XXIV.

J. Thephrase,  * THE being from anything” issaid in one way
76 elvas & to be that from which a thing is as from matter

é¢, explaine . o . o
ed:frst.inits and this in a twofold respect, either according to

proper sense.  the first genus, or according to the last species: as,
for instance, all liquids, in & way, are from water, and the
statue is from brass. And in another way we consider “the

! For example, Hesiod in the Theogony, at line 517, "ArAas &°
edpardy etpiw Exer, &e. The origin of this fable is variously given;
perhaps the best account is, that Atlas was observed to frequent the
tops of mountains, in order to observe the heavenly bodies, and thus
indulge in his favourite studies of astronomy, and that from his fami-
liarity with the celestial, men volunteered to assign to him this near
connexion with the terrestrial globe.

# ¢« Certain of the physiologists.” Asclepius puts forward Apaxagoras
88 one of these, A similar apprehension is mentioned on the part of
the physicists- by Aristotle, book VIIL chap. viii.; but Empedocles is
the person alluded to there.
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being from anything” as that which springs from the first
moving cause; thus, from what doth the battle arise? from
invective, because such is a first principle of the battle. In
another sense, however, is this defined as that from what is
composite, (I mean from matter and form,) as the parts from
the whole, and the verse from the Iliad, and the stones from
the house; for form is an end to be sure, but that which
possesses an end is finished. And in some respects it is as
the species from a part ; for instance, man is from biped, and
3 gyllable from a letter: for these! are from those otherwise
than the statue from the brass, for from the matter cognisant
to the senses is the composite substance; but also form con-
sists from the matter of the form. Some things are styled
in this way as “that from anything,” and others, if they
subsist according to any part of these modes: as from the
father and mother the child, and from earth the plants,
because they spring from some part of them.

And, lastly, is this styled as that which sub- 5 geconaly, in
gists after anything in time, as night is said to its derived
be from day, and a storm from a calm, because **™*
the one follows after the other. But of these some are so
called in respect of possessing the power of mutual change,
as algo those particulars just now enumerated; but others
only in respect of their being successive in time: as from
the equinox is made a voyage, because it is made after the
equinox, and the Thargelia? are from the Dionysia, because
they are celebrated after the Dionysia.

CHAPTER XXV.

A pamr i said to be in one way that into ; pourmodes
which any quantity whatsoever may be divisible; of uégor, apart,
for always that which is subtracted from quan- “"*“°°%

! roiiro is the Greek, that is, elbes, which I have taken to refer to the
two examples given.

3 Thargelia was a festival at Athens in honour of the sun, or, as
others say, of the Delian Apollo, Phabus, and Diana. It was called
so from the firstfruits, OcpTﬁMa, which were carried about as one
of the ceremonies of the solemn occasion. The Dionysia, or Orgia,
were celebrated in honour of Bacchus. For a full account of these
:::ivals reference may be made to Potter’s Greek Antiquities, book IL

P. XX ’
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tity, so far forth as it is quantity, is called a portion
of tkat thing; thus, of three is the two in a manuer
called a part: and in another way that- which measures it
is called the part of things of this sort merely. Wherefore,
two, in one way, is a part of three, as is stated, and in another
is not so. Moreover, those things into which the species of
animal may be divided without quantity, these also are
called parts of this species. Wherefore, they say that species
are parts of the genus. We further call those things parts
into whatsoever anything is divided, or those things whereof
the whole is made up, or the species, or that which involves
the species, even as the brass is a part of the brazen sphere,
or of the brazen cube, (but this is the matter wherein the
form resides,) and an angle also is a part. Moreover, those
things that are contained in the definition which manifests
each thing, these also are parts of the whole, Wherefore, the
genus is called a part also of the species, and in other respects
the species is regarded a part of the genus.

CHAPTER XXVL

1. Different A wHOLE is styled, first, that from which is
tormwhole.  8bsent no part of those things whereof the whole
Bor, explain- by nature is said to consist; and secondly, that
ed. which contains the things contained,! so that they
form one certain thing. And this is the case in a twofold
way ; for it is so either in such a manner that each wmay be
one, or that one thing may arise from these. For the
universal, indeed, and that which is predicated in general as
being a certain. whole, are universal in such a way as that
the predication of each contains many things, and that all are.
one as each predicated thing is; for example, man, horse,
god, is individually one thing, because all are animals. And
the continuous and the finite may we regard as a whole when
there may be produced one thing from many things that are
inherent, especially when this is the case in potentiality, but
if not in energy.

* Bome coples, e.g. the Leipsic edition, insert v xal before 78 wepse
Bc;g:tm: the sense is not altered. I have followed the Paris edition of
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Now, of these very things rather are those , ., .
wholes which subsist by nature than such 88 moce further
are made by art; as also we say, in regard of the §}iisined and
one, that entirety is a certain unity. Further,
seeing that quantity has a first principle, and a mean, and
an extreme, of whatsoever quantities position does not cause
a difference “all” is predicated ; but of whatsoever it does, a
““whole” is predicated ; and as many things as admit of both,
both “whole” and “all” are predicated. There are those things,
however, whose nature abides the same in the act of trans-
position ; but not so with the form, as wax and a garment :
for both whole and all are they styled, for they possess both.
But water, and whatsoever things are moist, and number, are
called “all,” no doubt ; yet number is not styled a whole, and
water a whole, unless metaphorically. All those, however,
are predicated thus of which the entire is predicated; as in
the case of the one, in the case of these I say all things are
predicated ; as in the case of things divided we say all this
is number, and all these monads.

CHAPTER XXVII?

Bur the mutilated is styled, amongst quan- | .

o P T 3 ., 1. The term
tities, not every indiscriminate quantity, but it mutilateq,
must needs be itself divisible and a whole. For 53'o%s defn
two things are not mutilated when either one the whole

is being subtracted, (for both the mutilation and '°"8 *?*™
what remains nowhere are equal,) nor, in general, is ary
number mutilated, for also must its substance needs remain :
thus, if a goblet be mutilated, still must the goblet exist; but
a number is no longer the same when a part is taken away.
And, in addition to these, if also things may be of dissimilar
perts, neither can all these be considered mutilated; for
number is that which also contains dissimilar parts: as, for
example, a duad, a triad. But, in short, none of those
things of which the position does not make a difference is
mutilated, as water or fire; but such must needs be muti-
lated which have a substantial position. Further, things

! Some of the remarks in this chapter might guide us in questions
relating to the subject of personal identity. Vide chap. ix.
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sontinuous must needs be. mutilated ; for harmony consisting
from things of dissimilar parts, indeed, also possesses position ;
but it does not become mutilated.

2. The part - And, in addition to these, neither are those
thatdetermines things mutilated, whatsoever are wholes, by the
oorany par Drivation of any part whatsoever indifferently.
of the whole ~ For it is not necessary that either the principal
indifferently.  parts of the substance, or those that are taken away
anywhere whatsoever, should make what remains mutilated ;
as, for instance, if a goblet be bored it is not mutilated, but
if its handle, or if any of its extremities, be, it is mutilated :
and & man is not mutilated if he have flesh or spleen, but
if he have an extremity taken away, and not every such
indifferently ; but should it be that which does not possess
the power of reproduction when entirely taken away.
Wherefore, bald persons are not mutilated. :

m———

CHAPTER XXVIIL

1. Genus defin.  OENUS is styled so partly when there may be
ed as the gene- & continuous generation of things that possess
rating cause of the same species; as, for instance, there is said
cerandol  to b a genus of men, because as long as the
matter. . .

generation of them may be continuous there
would exist such. And it is that also from which things
derive their being as the first disposing cause towards
existence; for so are the Ellenes styled the genus, and the
Ionians: the former as springing from Hellen, and the
latter from Ion,! as the first generator. And rather are
those things a genus that are from the generator than from
the matter. For they are said to be the genus, also, that
are from the female, as those from Pyrrha. Further, are
they termed as the surface is called the genus of suverficial
figures, and the solid of such as are solid; for, as regards

! Hellen was supposed to have been the son of Deucalion and Pyrrha;
his two sons, Zolus and Dorus, gave their names to the two great sub.
divisions of the Greeks, the Aolians and the Dorians, and his grand.
son, Ion, to the Ionians. As to the origin of the Greek nation, the
student may consult Niebuhr on Ancient History, Lectures XXI,
XXIL XXIII; Grote, vol. L. pp. 110, 8qq., vol. IL pp. 815, sqq.
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each of the figures, ths one is such a surfacs, but the cther
is such a solid, and this is the subject in the differences,
which, of course, is the genus.! Further, do we regard genus
a8 that which first is inherent in definitions, which is predi-
cated in the case of the essence of a thing the differences of
which are called qualities. The genus, therefore, indeed, is
denominated in thus many ways; partly according to the
continuous generation of the same species, and partly accord-
ing to the original moving power of the same species, and
partly as matter; for that to which the difference and the
quality belong; this constitutes the subject which we style
matter.

* And things are called diverse in genus of
which the first subject is diverse, and ingthe €850 are 1eid to b
of which one is not resolved into another, nor fmere i
both into the same, (as the form and the matter
are something different in the genus,) and whatsoever things
are denominated according to a different form of the predica-
tion of entity; for some entities signify quiddity, and some
a certain quality of a thing, and some have a signification in
accordance with our former division ;2 for neither are these
resolvable either into one another or into any one thing.

CHAPTER XXIX.

Tre false® is denominated in one way a8 ;. Tmneterm
‘a false thing; and, in regard of this, partly in felse, betdor,
the fact of its not being composed, or in the :;vl:i:n‘llgntav:ith
impossibility of its being in a state of com- »75
position; as the expression of the diameter being commen-
surable, or of your being in a sitting posture; for of these the
former is, indeed, always, but the latter sometimes false: for
thus are these not in being. For things are false as many
88 are in being, 10 doubt, but yet are fitted by nature,
to appear either not such as they are, or what they are not;
as, for example, & rough painting and dreams; for these,

! T have added these words from Taylor, to complete the sense.

? In the division of the ten predicaments—the famous oz e that is

found in the Categories, chap. iv.
3 Vide chap. iii. of the Sophistical Elenchi,



154 THE METAPHYSICS OF ARISTOTLE. lBOOK v

truly, are something, but not those things of which they
cause an imagination or impression. Things, indeed, there-
fore, are thus termed false either in respect of themselves
not being, or in respect of the impression that is conveyed
from them being that of a nomentity; and a false discourse
is a discourse about nonentities, so far forth as it is false.
2. Whatsalsity W herefore, every false definition, or discourse,
in definition ~ jg employed about something that is different
smounte £ from that of which it would be a true dis-
gourse; as the discourse about a circle is s false omne
when transferred to a triangle. Now, the discourse, or
definition of everything is partly as one—namely, that
explanatory of the essence; and it is partly as many, since,
somehow, a thing itself, and this thing, viewed as passive,
may be regarded the same as Socrates and Socrates the
musical. And a false discourse is a discourse simply about
nothing.
: Wherefore, Antisthenes? entertained a silly
.’,;.ﬁ.'é“.'&‘éf:';' opinion when he thought that nothing could be
of somrect defl- predicated, unless one, in regard of one thiug,
: by a proper definition or discourse; the result
of which statements was, that there can be no contradiction
in existence, and almost no way of making a false assertion.
It is possible, however, to express each thing not only in a
discourse proper to itself, but also in that which belongs to
a different thing,—falsely, no doubt, and altogether so: not-
withstanding, then, is it possible to express the same, in a
manner, also with truth; as, for instance, eight are twofold,
from the definition of the duad. Some things, indeed, there-
fore, are denominated in this way false.
4 Pro But a false man is called one who is ready and
of the o ¢ disposed to admit false assertions of such a sort,
false s applied not on account of anything that is different, but
’ on account of their being false, and who, in the
case of others, is the cause of the adoption of such false asser-
tions ; as also we say that those things are false as many as
create a false impression.?

! Antisthenes flourished about 896 B.0. He was the founder of the
Cynia, and is too well known to require our dwelling longer on his
bistory. Vide Tonneman’s Philosophy, pp. 91, 92, Bohn's edition.

? garraciav. Vide note, p. 8
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Wherefore, the reasoning in the Hippias of Plato |

Is sophistical, 5o far as it ondeavours to establish S e
that the same man is false and true. For one pfrn." ™
that is capable of deceiving he receives as false,

and this person is one that is knowing and prudent ; further,
a man who is voluntarily worthless he pronounced a better
man. Now, this falsehood he gathers by induction; for one
that is lame voluntarily is superior to one that is so involun-
tarily, considering the voluntary lameness as an imitation of
lameness. Since, if were he lame voluntarily he would, per-
haps, be a worse individual, as this also would be the case as
regards moral deportment. :

CHAPTER XXX.!

An accident, however, is denominated as that 1. Meanings of
which is inherent in something, and which it is the word i
true to affirm is 8o, yet not either necessarily, or $n°, riefr:
for the most part ; as, for example, if any one in andillustrated.
digging a furrow for a plant should discover a
treasure. This, then, would be an accident to the person
engaged in digging the trench, namely, the discovery of the
treasure ; for neither does the one necessarily follow from the
other, nor after it; mor, should one be occupied in planting,
does he, for the most part, find a treasure. And the case is
the same should any one who is musical be white: since,
however, this takes place neither of necessity nor as for the
most part, we pronounce this an accident. Wherefore, since
there is something which has a subsistence, and a subsistence
in something, and some of these both in a certain place and,
at a certain time, whatsoever would be so, indeed, but would
involve no allusion as to why it was this particular thing,
either now or here, such will be an accident: nor, doubtless,
18 there any definite cause of what is accidental; but the
cause of this is the casnal or ordinary,? and this is the inde-

! The signification of the accidental is also examined into in the
Poste‘x;l;or Analytics, book I. chaps. iv. and vi, and in the Topics, book
IV. chap. i

2 The Leipsic edition has a full stop after 70 Tuxér. I have f:llowed
Didot; and Taylor appears to have used the vame text.
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finite. Thus, it has been accidental to a certain individual,
his arriving at Zgina, if he has not left home for this pur-
pose that he should go thither, but has been driven there by
8 storm, or captured by pirates. The accidental, doubtless,
has been generated, and will have a subsistence, not, how-
ever, so far forth as itself is concerned, but as far as some-
thing else is; for the storm was the cause of his going to the
port he was not sailing for, and this was Agina. And in
another way is a thing called an accident; for example, in
the way whatsoever things are inherent in each thing essen-
tially, and yet are not contained in the substance of that
thing, as in a triangle to have angles equal to two right
angles. And accidents of this sort it is admissible should
be eternal, yet this is not the case with any of those othars.
The reason, however, of this may be found elsewhere.

BOOK V!

B

OHAPTER I

1. The chief TxE first principles and causes of entities are
distinction of  ypder investigation; and it is evident that the
metaphysics, . N 4 .
asascience,  investigation regards the causes and first prin-
;‘::;,“..’2::"..‘1’5 ciples of entities, so far forth as they are entities,
évassuch.  For there is a certain cause of health, and of
a good habit of body, and of mathematical entities; likewise
are there first principles, and elements, and causes; and in
‘general, also, every science which is an intellectual one, or in
any degree even partaking of the faculty of thought,? is con-
versant about causes and first principles, which are either
more accurate or more simple, as the case may be. All of
these, however, being descriptive of one particular subject,
! Aristotle in this book, which stands sixth in some copies, proceeds
to expand further the fundamental notion of metaphysics as a science
of entity. It harmonizes with physics, so far forth as both are
speculative; and under ontology must be ranked theology, as being
* im its nature eminently speculative or theoretic. .
% Jidvowas. See note, p. 244 of the Orgaron, “Bohn’s Classical Library.”
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and a particular genus, are engaged about this; but net con-
cerning being or entity simply considered, nor so far forth
a8 it is entity: nor do they make any account of the sub-
stance of a thing, but from this one particular subject, partly
from sense making this manifest, and partly assuming an
hypothesis as to substance or quiddity; they, accordingly,
demonstrate the things that are essentially inherent in the
genus about which they subsist, either more necessarily or
more feebly. Wherefore, it is evident that there is not a
demonstration of substance, nor of “the what” a thing is, that
is, of quiddity, by means of an induction of such a kind ; but
there is some other mode of manifestation. In like manner,
also, these sciences say nothing as to whether the genus
about which they are engaged is or is not, on account of its
belonging to the same faculty of thought or understanding,
and of its making manifest the nature of a thing, and whether
it is this partioular thing.

But since, also, physical science' happens to , 4 Yortiord
be conversant about & certain genus of entity, proof of this
(for about. such a sort of substance is it con- &om physical
versant in which is contained in itself the first '
principle of motion and of rest,) it is evident that it is neither
practical, nor productive, that is, effective ; for the first principle
of things that are productive resides in the producer or
efficient cause, whether that principle be mind, or art, or a
certain capeoity, but the first principle of things that are
practical is free-will in the agent; for the same thing is an
object of action and of free-will. Wherefore, if every dianoetic
faculty be either practical, or productive, or speculative, the
physical dianostic energy would be some speculative science ;
but speculative about such an entity as it is possible should
have motion imparted to it, and about such a substance as,
existingl according to reaso?, f'orI the most part has not a
separable subsistence merely. It is requisite,
h(gv’ever, as regards the esse?me or form:lq cause, :‘J‘d:r ordei
and the definition how things are so, that this g = P*"
should not escape our notice, as without this
knowledge, at least, the present investigation would be the

! In the Physics Aristotle defines what ¢dous is, and discumsses the

wabject of motion most fully and ably, Vide Physics, books I., Il
and VIIL ) .
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accomplishing of nothing. But of things that are defined,
and to which the inquiry what they are belongs, some subsist
in such & manner as the flat-nose,! and some as the hollow.
And these differ, since flat-nose is conceived along with
matter, for, in truth, a flat-nose is a hollow-nose; but hol-
lowness or concavity is without sensible matter. If, ‘here-
fore, all physical or natural things are predicated in the same
way as flat-nose—as, for instance, nose, eye, face, flesh, bone,
in short, animal, leaf, root, bark ; in short, plant (for the
definition of none of these subsists without motion, but such
invariably involves matter)—it is plain how it is necessary in
physical inquiries to investigate the nature of a thing, and
to define it, and why, also, it is the part of the natural
philosopher to institute an inquiry concerning a certain soul,
namely, such a soul as is not unconnected with matter; that
therefore the physical dianoetic energy is speculative is
and from the  €vident from these statements. But also the
case ofmathe- mathematical dianoetic energy is speculative also ;
matics. whether it is conversant, however, about entities
that are immovable, and capable of a separate subsistence,
is a point that at present is obsoure: but that certain mathe-
matical systems investigate certain entities, so far as they are
imrilovable, and so far as they have a separable subsistence,
is clear.
5. Theneces. . Now, if there is sop:ething that is eternal gnd
sity of such s immovable, and that involves a separate subsist-
Togy proved. . ence, it is evident that it is the province of the
speculative,’ that is, of the ontological, science to
investigate such. It is not, certainly, the province of physical
science, at any rate, (for physical science is conversant about
certain movable natures,) nor of the mathematical, but of a
science grior to both of these, that is, the science of meta-
physics.® For physical science, I admit, is conversant about
things that are inseparable, to be sure, but net immovable;
! In adducing here this illustration of cuuérys “pugnosedness,” so
frequently found in this and other parts of his works, Aristotle is
g:epanng the way for demonstrating the necessity of some such science
ing in existence ar that of ontology. Vide Mr. Maurice's analysis of the
Metaphysiocs, in his * History of olgiyonl and Metaphysical Philosophy.”
: 2 These are remarkable words, and point out the connecting ling
between ontology and theology. '
% I have supplied these words mysif to complete the sense,
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‘and of mathematical science some are conversant about enti-
ties that are immovable, it is true, ye:, perhaps, not sepa-
rable, but subsisting as in matter. But Metaphysics, or the
First Philosophy, is conversant about entities which both have
a separate subsistence and are immovable ; and it is necessary
that causes should be eternal, all without exception, but
particularly these : for these are the causes of the things that
are manifest or phenomenal amongst those that are divine.

Whorefore, according to this view of things, , o ..
there would be three speculative philosophies; division of
namely, the mathematical, the physical, the gowative
theological. For it is not obscure that if what
is divine! exists anywhere, it resides in such a nature as this;
and it is requisite that that should be the most honourable
science which is conversant about a genus of things which is
most entitled to our respect. The speoculative sciences, ac-
ocordingly, are more eligible than the rest of the sciences ; and
of such as are speculative, this science of metaphysics, now
under investigation, is more eligible than all the others,

For one would feel & doubt as to whether at . .
all the first philosophy, or ontology, is universal, a doubt as re-
or conversant about & certain genus and cne fyri® ot
mature. For neither is there the same method
of conducting our inquiries in the mathematical sciences ;
but geometry, in fact, and astronomy, are conversant about a
certain peculiar nature : yet, in reply to this, I would say that
pure mathematics universally 2 is common to all the branches
of that science, and thus that the first philosophy universally
is common to all the sciences. If, then, there is not some
different substance besides those that consist by nature, the
physical would be the first science; but if there is a certain
immovable substance, this will be prior, and the subject
of the first philosophy, and in this way will subsist uni-
versally, because it is the first of the sciences; and it would
be the province of this science of metaphysics, or ontology, to

Y dixep 70 Octov Iwapxol. This air of hesitation, here and elsewhere,
in the mention of what is divine, has roused the suspicious of the
Christian world as to the theological system of Aristotle; and has led
mmg to brand him with the imputation of atheism.

* I have adopted Taylor's paraphrastic rendering of these words,
dreiry 3% xaBbrov wacéy Kowj,
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institute an inquiry respecting entity, so far forth as it is
entity, and respecting quiddity, or the nature of a thing, and
respecting those things that universally are inherent in it, so
far forth as it is entity.

CHAPTER II.2

1. No science Since, however, entity, simply so called, ia
extantabout  denominated in many ways, of which one was
divisions of  that which subsists according to accident, and
eunevé another that which is as a thing that is true?
and the non-being of which is as a thing that i3
false, and besides these, since these are figures of predi-
cation ; as, for example, quiddity, and quality, and quantity,
and the place where, and the time when, and whatever else -
there is that is significant in this way: further, besides all
these, is there that which subsists in potentiality, and that
which subsists in energy : since, however, [ say entity is deno-
minated in many ways; in the first instance, as far as regardi
that subsisting according to accident, must we declare that
respecting this there exists no speculation.?
2. Practical And a proof of this statement is the following;
Ploof orihis  for in no science is there any attention paid to this,
building; neither in practical, nor productive, nor specula-
tive science. For neither does one who builds a house make at
the same time as many things as are accidental to the house
when it is built, for these are infinite; there is no hindrance,
for example, but that the house, when it has been con-
structed should prove to some persons agreeable, but to
others injurious, and to others serviceable, and, as I may say,
different from all entities, of none of which the building art is
and a speculs. Productive. And, in the same manner, neither
tive proof of it does the geometrician speculate into things which
o 820metY: in this way are accidental to figures, nor whether
there is any difference between a wooden triangle and a
triangle having angles equal to two right angles. _

! Aristotle here shows that though there is no possibility of there
being a science of accidents, yet that there may exist one conversans
sbout the substances wherein these accidents inhere, :
. % Vide book VIIL chap. x. ’

¢ Th> reasoning that follows is well worthy of attention.
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And this coincidence takes place rationally; s. This view

for the accidental subsists us it were in name 3popta sciemce

ef-
merely. Wherefore, after a certain mode, Plato dental confizm

judiciously arranged nonentity about the art seience ofthe
of the Sophist. For the arguments of the Sophist.
Sophists are employed about the accident, as I may say,
most especially of ull things; for they ask, for instance,
whether a musician and a grammarian are a different person
or the same ? and whether the musical Coriscus and Coriscus
are the same ? and whether everything which may exist, yet
not always, has been generated ! wherefore, whether in case
& man is musicul he has been made grammatical? and whether
in case he is grammatical he has been made musical ? and as
many other arguments, no doubt, as there are of this kind ;
for accident appears to be a something that hovers on the
confines of nonentity.) Now, this is evident also from such
arguments as the foregoing ; for of those things that subsist in
a different way from accidents there is generation and cor-
ruption: but this is not the case with those things that
subsist according to accident. ’ :
Nevertheless, however, must we further dis- 4. Thenature
cuss concerning accident, as far as is possible, what #1d cause of
is its mnature, and .on account of what cause it may account
exists; for at the same time, perbaps, will it be for the non- .
evident on account of what reason also there is science of it.
not a science of it. Since, therefore, there are in entities

some things that are always disposed in & similar manner,

and from necessity,—a necessity that is not denominated
according to what is violent, but that which we bave spoken
of in the case of its not being admissible for a thing to be
otherwise than-it.is,—and since other things, though these
are not of necessity, to be sure, nor always, yet are in
existence for the most part,.this is the first principle, and
this the cause of the subsistence of accident.

For whatever may be neither always, nor for 5. Hiustrations
the most part, this we pronounce to be an acci- geres: ofi
dent ;2 as, for instance, in the dog-days, that is, nature. -,

! The accident has been aiready discussed in the fourth book; not,
however, in its present aspect. The description of it given in the con:
text is ctfrious : galverat 70 auuBeByxds éyyls Tt Tob pa) dwros.

? Vide book II. chap. ii. : .

AR
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when the sun is in Canis, if there should prevail storm and
cold, we say that this is accidental ; we should not, however,
speak in this manner should stifling heat and warmth be
generated, because the latter invariably, or at least for the
most part, is prevalent at such a season of the year, whereas
the former is not. And that a man is white is an accident ;
for neither is he always so, nor for the most part: but that
‘man is an animal is not according to accident. And for a
builder to have been instrumental in producing good health
is an accident, because a builder is not fitted by nature to
accomplish this, but a physician is; but it would be an acci-
dent for the builder, his being a physician. And a cook,
aiming at furnishing pleasure, would probably make some-
thing calculated to promote health, but not in accordance
with, or by virtue of, the art of cooking. Wherefore, we say
that this would be accidental, and that in a certain respect
the cook makes something that is salubrious, but, simply con-
sidered, that he does not so.
6. Whythe ac. _ For of some things are there other poten-
cident must  tialities! that sometimes are productive, but of
exist. others there is no definite art or potentiality;
for of those things that are, or are generated according to acci-
dent, the cause also is according to accident. Wherefore, since
all things are not from necessity and always either are entities
or are in generation, but since most things have a subsistence
for the moat part, it is necessary that there be in existence
something which subsists according to accident, and that it
should be such as is a white musician, who exists neither
always, nor for the most part. Since sometimes, however,
such is produced, there will be a subsistence according to acoi-
dent, and if not, all things will subsist from necessity. Where-
fore, matter will be the contingent cause® of what is accidental,
differently from that which has a subsistence, for the most

art.
zn, exist- We must, however, assume this as a begin-
enco of the ac- ming of the inquiry, whether there is nothing

1 As to the different sorts of potentialities, or capacities, and their
modes of operation, the student is referred to the eighth book, where
the subject is elaborately handled.

? Thix is the germ of Aristotle’s reasoning, to show from the nature
of the 7 ovuBeBnris the necessity of the existence of what is tran
scondental, and of metaphysics as a aciez ce of it.
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which subsists neither always, nor for the most igemt ¢ settiea
part, or whether this is impossible? Accordingly, point.
in addition to these things is there something which in one
way or other has a casual subsistence, and a subsistence
according to accident. Shall we, however, admit that that
which has a subsistence for the most part, and that which
has a perpetual subsistence, is not inherent in the nature of
anything, or are there certain entities that are eternal? Con-.
cerning these points, indeed, we will afterwards examine.
That, however, there is not a science of the , .. . thereis
accidental is manifest ; for, certainly, every science no science of
is & science either of that which subsists always, jecaccidents.,
or of that which subsists as for the most part.
For, otherwise, how should one learn anything or instruct
another ? for it is necessary that the object of the science be
defined, either by that subsisting always, or that having a
subsistence for the most part, as that mead is useful, for the
most part, for one that is sick of fever. What, however, is
beyond this it will not be allowable to affitm; namely, as to
the time when it may not be useful: as, for instance, during
new-moon, for either always, or for the most part, is the
mead serviceable during new-moon, also; and what is dif-
ferent from these is aecidental. W arefore

has been elared.

no science of it in existence,

m—

CHAPTER IIL

Now, that there are first principles, and causes , .. deny the
that are generable and corruptible, without any- sccidentallesds
thing rising into existence and falling into decay, ;"e:,f{i‘,‘;“ of
is evident. For if this were not the case
things would subsist from necessity, if of that which is being
produced and corrupted there must needs be a certain cause
which does not subsist according to accident. For whether
will this particular thing take place or not? if, at least, this be
produced it will, but if not, by no means will it take place;
but this latter will take place if something else is accom
plished. :

X3
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2. This arga- And so. it is manifest! that when time is
e byox. Substracted from finite duration you will in-
amples. variably come to the present moment. Where-

fore, this person will die either by disease or violence if he,
at least, go forth out of the city, and this will take place if he
should be thirsty, and this will happen if something else
happens; and so will he come to that which now is, or to
something of those things that have been : as, for instance, if
he may have felt thirst ; and this will happen if he eats things
that are pungent to the taste ; and this, assuredly, is the case
or is not : wherefore, he shall necessarily either die or shall not
die. In like manner, also, if ary one pass over in his inquiry
to the things that have been done, the reasoning is the same;
for already does this subsist in something: but I speak of that
which has been done. Accordingly, all things that are likely
to be in future will subsist from necessity : as, for instance,
the death of one that is living; for already has something
been accomplished which shows a tendency towards dissolu-
tion ; I mean, the existence of things that are contrary in
the same body: but if the death of this person is to be
brought about by disease or violence, not as yet has this taken
place, but should this particular thing be effected.

3. Underwhat 1t i8 evident, then, that this reduction ad-
class of cause  yances towards a certain principle, and this
that of the 5 principle no longer extends to anything else
euuepness.  Therefore, will this be the principle of what is
casual, and there will be nothing as a cause of its
generation. But into what sort of first principle, and what
sort of cause such a reduction may be made, whether as into
matter,? or a8 into the final cause, or as into the power that
imparts motion that is the efficient cause, is particularly
worthy of consideration.

CHAPTER IV.3
*‘.- The “ens”  THEREFORE, indeed, respecting the entity
viewed In rela- which subsists according to accident, let the dis-
¥ 87Aov 8ri. The Leipsic edition has 3nAovérs, that is, bly.”
3 That is, tHe material cause. palpebly.
3 Aristotle here cautions his readers against supposing that he views
the subject-matter of metaphysics, the 7d &y, as a synonyme with truth,



OH. IV.| ENTITY IN RELATION TO TRUTH. 165

cussion be dismissed, for the subject has been tion to trutn
determined with sufficient accuracy. Now, that and falsehood.
which subsists as true is entity, and that which subsists as
false is nonentity, since they are employed about! composi-
tion and division, and entirety about a portion of con-
tradiction; for that which is true involves an affirmation
in the case of composition, and a negation in the case of
division ; but that which is false involves the contradiction of
this division.

But how it is possible to understand what 2. solution of
subsists at the same time, or has a separate ®dificulty.
subsistence, this is another question. Now, I mean, that
things which subsist together, and that which subsists apart,
are disposed in such & way as not to subsist in a consequent
order, but so as to become one certain thing; for not in
things themselves are the false and the true,—as that
which is good is true, but that which is bad is false,—but in
the understanding ; and the truth and falsehood concerning
things that are simple, and concerning essence, are not in the
understanding either. As many points, then, as it is requisite
to examine into as regards entity subsisting in this way, and
regarding nonentity, must be investigated on a subsequent 2
occasion.

Since, however, composition and division are s wyy an in-
in the intellect but not in the things themselves, quiry about
and that which is an entity after this manner isdif- Sepest js omte
ferent from those things that are properly termed td-
entities, (for either the nature of a thing, or its being of a
certain quality or quantity, or something else of the kind,
-doth the intellect conjoin or separate,)—that which, as an
entity, subsists as an accident, and that which is as it were
what is true—the consideration of these must be omitted.

orthe 70 u#h &» as one with falsehood. This piece of Platonism is rejected
by the Stagyrite, on the ground that it presupposes that to be a composite
wkich he has sought to demonstrate an incomposite and pure nature.
Vide book VIIL chap. x. The Leipsic edition has only three chapters
in book V. It is the Paris edition, published by Didot, that adopts
the arrangement I have followed.

' Aristotle has viewed this aspect of entity in his definition ¢f that
term in book IV., and he glances at the same subject in book VIII
chap. x. For the word wepl some MSS. read mapd.

¢ This is done in book VIII. chap x.
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For the cause of the one, is indefinite, but of the other a cer-
tain affection of the understanding; and both are conversant
about! the remaining genus of entity, and do not render
manifest any nature that is of an higher order than entity.
Wherefore, let these points be omitted, to be sure; but we
must examine the causes and the first principles of entity itself,
so far forth as it is entity. And it is evident, in what we
have laid down concerning the multifarious predication cf
everything, that entity is denominated in many ways.

BOOK VI

CHAPTER I.

< The first EntiTY is denominated in many ways, as
division of the we have previously made the division in the case
the 7 ungf;, of those statt;ments relating to its multifarious
shown to be of nredications ;3 for one signification of entity is
3‘&:‘.‘.1‘%33233 Bthe what a thing is,”lgoT quiddity, and {his
pveia. certain particular thing; and another is quality
or quantity, or each of the rest of the things that are so pre-
dicated. Now, seeing that entity is spoken of in thus many
ways, it is evident that the first entity amongst these is
quiddity, or “the what a thing is,” which signifies sub-
stance. For when we say that this particular thing is of a_
certain quality, we term it either good or bad ; but not as of
three cubits, or that it is a man: when, however, we say
what & thing is. we term it mot white or warm, or of three
cubits ; but a man or a god. But the other entities are deno-

! Other MSS. read =

? Aristotle having put out of the way certain senses in which the
expression “ens” is received by certain philosophers, now proceeds to
institute a more direct eaamination into the subject-matter of meta-
phgsics, by an apaiysis of the 74 bv into its component significations.

Vide book IV. chap. vii. Taylor makes xepl 706 woAAdk«s refer to

the subject in weneral of multifarious predication. In this case Aris.
totle refers to the Categories, chaps, ii. iii. iv.
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minated so in regard of belouging to entity that is really
such; some, to wit, as being quantities, and some gualities,
and some passions, and others, some other things of the sort.
Wherefore, one might feel perplexed as to whether walking,'
and health, and sitting, were each of them an entity or
8 nonentity. And, in like manner, alsg, is it the case with
any whatsoever of the other things of this kind respecting
which similar doubts are entertained ; for none of them is
adapted by nature either to subsist essentially or is capable of
being separated from substance, but rather (if I may express
myself so) this is to be said of any amongst the entities
which is walking, and sitting, and being in sound health.
And these rather than those appear to be entities, because
they have some definite subject, and this is substance, and
the singular which appears in the category of this kind ; for
thet which is good, or the sitting posture, is not expressed
without this? also. It is evident, therefore, that each of
those also subsists on account of this.3 Wherefore, that which
is primarily entity, and not any particular eutity, but entity
simply or absolutely, will constitute substance.

Therefore, that which is first is denominated in 9. Why eboi
many ways ; nevertheless, first of all is substance, stands foremost
both in reason, and knowledge, and time, and &5onestthe
nature. For no cne of the rest of the categories )
is capable of a separate subsistence, but this alone ; and in
definition is this first: for in the definition of everything
there is a necessity that the definition of substance be
inherent. And then we think we know each particular thing,
especially, when we know what man is, or fire is, rather than
when we know the quality, or the quantity, or the situation
of a thing ; since we then come to know each of these things
when we know what the quantity of them is, or the quality.

And unquestionably, also, was that originally, s. oicia, as &
acd at the present time, and always,* a subject of ;‘;‘."X{;ﬁi{f in-

! Aristotle shows that these are not substances, but mere qualities
themselves, presupposing certain ultimate subjects wherein they reside
ss such, Vide Mr. Maurice’s ¢ Analysis of the Metaphysics,”

2 Yveu Todror, i.e. “a definite subject.”

3 8id Tadryy, t.¢. obolay, “sunstance.”

¢ This observation may be verified in the case of Parmenides, Anan
sgoras, Empedocles, the Platonists, and the Stoics,
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elaims shown  inVestigation, and invariably of doubt ; namely,
from usage.  what entity is, that is, what substance is: for
some sagr that this is one, but others, that it is more thap
one; and some maintain that things which are finite are this
entity, but others, things that are infinite. Wherefore, also,
especially, and primarily, and exclusively, a8 I may say, we
must investigate concerning that which subsists as entity
after this mauner, as to what it is.

CHAPTER II.?

1. Opinions og? ow, substance seems to subsist, no doubt, in
aboutsub- =~ hodies most palpably. Wherefors, we say that
maturator " both animals, and plya.nts, and the parts of them,
supranatural. gy gubstances; and we say the same of natural
or physical bodies, as fire, and water, and earth, and every-
thing of this sort; and as many as are either parts of these
or are composed of these, either partly or entirely, as both
the heaven and its parts, stars, and moon, and sun. Whether,
however, these are the only substances, or whether there are
others besides, or whether no one of these, but certain dif-
ferent ones, are substances } this must be examined into. But
to some* the boundaries of bodies (as superficies, and line,
and point, and monad) seem to be substances, and that, too,
rather than body and solidity. Further, with the exception
of things that are sensible, some are not of opinion that
there is anything in existence of the kind, but others, that
there are many such, and that especially those entities have a
subsistence which are eternal ; as Plato considered both forms
and mathematical entities as two substances, and, as a third,
the substance of sensible bodies. But Speusippus,? starting

! This chapter contains an examination into the primary one of the
categories. Vide Categories, chapa. ii. iii.

2 Aristotle here gives us a condensed view concerning the theories
wepl obola, which already had been discussed at large in book I. He
glances at the systems of Plato, Pythagoras, Parmenides, Empedocles,
and Speusippus.

3 ippus was & pupil of Plato, and succeeded his master; he
was the earliest adherent to what was called the first academy. The
snccessor to Speusippus was Xenocrates, who held similar opinions to
those ascribed to Speusippus in the text. Tenneman, p. 111, Bohn's
edition.
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from one, says that there are many substances and first prin-
ciples of each substance; one of numbers, but another of
magnitudes, then another of soul; and in this way extends,
therefore, the classes of substance. And some affirm that
forms and numbers have the same nature, but that other
things that are connected therewith, as lines and surfaces,
belong to a second class of substances as far as to the sub-
stance of the heaven and to sensibles.

Accordingly, respecting these we must consider
what it is t%:t is s};eid wgll or not well, and what f,‘,qﬁ'{"e.'ff re-
substances exist, and whether there are certain gards sub-
ones besides sensibles,! or are not, and how these ’
subsist? also, whether there is any separable suvstance, and
why there is, and after what mode of subsistence ; or whether
there is no substance besides sensibles? This, I say, must
form the subject of our investigation, having first delineated
substance in a sketch of what it is.

CHAPTER IIL

Now, substance is denominated, if not multi- ; ateris
fariously, yet, at least, in four ways particularly ; n::;t:nce e
for both the essence or the formal cause, and the Srimary sub.
universal, and the genus, seem to be substance in Ject-
each thing; and fourth of these is the subject. But the
subject is that of which other things are predicated, while
itself is no longer predicated of any other thing. Wherefore,
concerning this point we must come to a determination in
the first instance ; for substance appears especially to be the
primary subject. Now, in some such manner is matter depo-
minated substance, but I another way form, and in a
third, that which results from, or is a compound of, these ;
now, I mean by matter, brass, for instance, but by form
the figure of the idea, and by that which is composed of these
the statue in its entirety. Wherefore, if form be prior to
1 Such philosophers as Hippo, surnamed the Atheist, and, in after-
times, the followers of Epicurus, maintained the existence merely of
what was cognisant by the scuscs. Plato, Speusippus, and Xenocrates,
in their speculations, developed an element exclusively transcendental,
Vide Tenneman, sact. 128; Diogenes Laertius, Lives of the Philosu-
phers, Introduction, p. 10,8qq - .ranslated in “Bohn’s Classical Library.*
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matter, and rather than it is entity or being, also for the
same reason will be prior that which is a compound of both.
Now therefore, by way of a rough delineation has it been
declared what substance is at all ; namely, that it is not
that which is predicated of the subject, but is that of which
other things are predicated. It must needs, however, be spoken
of not in this manner solely, for such is not sufficient ; for
this account of it is obscure.

2. Thisprovea __ And, further, matter becomes substance : for
from the fact  jf matter is not substance, what else is escapes
nineyar®™ our comprehension ; for when other things are

qualities of )
matter presup- yemoved away, nothing appears remaining. For

Tounce wherein other things are the passive conditions! of bodies,
they inbere.  4nd are productions, and potentialities ; but length,
and breadth, and depth, are certain quantities, but not sub-
stances: for quantity is not substance, but rather that wherein
these very qualities are inherent primarily—that is substance.
But, unquestionably, if we take away length, and depth, and
breadth, we see nothing left except whatsoever is bounded by
these. Wherefore, to persons conducting the inquiry in this
way, matter must needs appear only as substance ; and I call
matter that which essentially is termed neither quiddity, nor
quantity, nor anything else of those things whereby entity is
defined. For there is something of which each of these is pre-
dicated from which “the being” is different, as well as from
each of the categories ; for the other things are predicated of
substance, but this of matter. Wherefore, that which is ulti-
mate essentially is neither quiddity, nor quantity, nor quality,
nor any other such thing. Neither, therefore, are negations so ;
for these also will have a subsistence according to accident.
In consequence of these things, no doubt, therefore, it happens
with speculators that matter is regarded as substance.
3.0therswould  This, however, is impossible ; for both & capa-
make form, snd bility of separation in its subsistence, and the
composed of  subsisting as this particular thing, seem to
atter and b inhere especially in substance. Wherefore, form,
stance. and that which is composed of both, would appear
to be substance rather than matter. Indeed, then, as regards
the substance which is composed of both (I mean composed

1 Thias argument has already boen noticed by Ariatotle, in his Review
of Greek Philosophv in book L
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of matter and form), the censideration of this must be
omitted, for it is posterior aad manifest ; but somehow matter
also is plain. But respecting the third substance must there
be an inquiry made, for this is most perplexing. Now,
certain substances of sensibles are acknowledged to exist;
wherefore, in the case of these, let us, in the first place, insti-
tute an examination.

CHAPTER IV.?

But since in the beginning of this book we 1. Aristotie’
have made a division in how many ways we L‘,‘;:,‘f,;'i::f,
define substance, and of these a certain omne {}" ﬂrrtt diifni-
seems to be the essence or the very nature of sunce, as the
a thing, we must make an inquiry respecting this, = & elac
for advantageous is the transition to what is more known.® For
in this way is instruction imparted to all by means of advancing
through those things that are less known to Nature to things
that are more known ; and this is something accomplished, as
in practical things the having made from those things that
are good to each, things that are good to each generally ;2 so,
from things that are more known to oneself, the having made
things that are known to himself, to be known to Nature, as
well as things that are known to individuals, and such as are
first, and are often but little known, and often involve little
or nothing of entity. Nevertheless, however, from things
badly known, to be sure, yet known to oneself, must we en-
deavour to attain a knowledge of things generally known,
making a transition, as has been stated, by the way of these
very things.

And, in the first place, let us speak therecf s. Logical con-
some things logically, because the very nature of Haerations 2
everything is that which is demominated as = i elva, for
subsisting sssentially or absolutely. For your b€ ihe’
essence does not consist in being in one that is o xafaivé.

! These remarks on the 76 7i §» elva: ave most important. In the
Posterior Analytics, book IL chap. xi., this term occurs. Mr. Owen, in
his translation, renders it by “essence,” ¢.e. the formal cause. It is
translated by Mr. Lewis, in his “ History of Philosophy,” “the very
nature of a thing.” I have adopted both together.

? This is a favourite principle with Aristotle.

3 Alexander illustrates this remark by the case of a legislator pro
pounding such laws as would most contribute towards the public weak
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musical, for not according to yourself are you musical ; your
essence, then, subsists according to yourself. For, truly, not
everything that is essentially present to a thing is the very
nature of that thing ; for that is not the case with that which
is 8o essentially present, as a white surface, since the being of
a surface is not the same thing with the being of what is
white. But, doubtless, neither is that which is composed
of both, namely, the being of a white surface, the same as the
essence of superficies. Should the question be asked why it
i8 not, our reply is, because superficies is contained in the
definition of white surface. In whatever definition, then,
expressive of this, this will not-be found inherent, this will
be the reason of the essence or very nature of each thing.
Wherefore, if the being of a white surface is the being of
-a smooth surface, the being white and smooth is one and the
same thing.

3. Aristotledis-  But since, also, in accordance with the rest of
Gwestions.  the categories there are natures that are compo-
touching the v5 gite, (for there is a certain subject to each as to
7 A sl quality and quantity, and the time when, and

namely,
;l;“hif there  the place where, and motion,) we must examine
y be said to . e
be a definition, if there is a definition of the very nature or
or discursus, of essence of each of them,! and, also, whether the
cause of each  esgence of a thing is inherent in these? as, for
Of the sate8™  example, if in man the essence of white man is
:"";ﬁg:}‘; v inherent. Now, let his name be garment, what
discoverable  then is the being of a garment? but, doubtless,
therein t neither does this belong to those things that are
expressed absolutely ; or, shall we say that a thing which is not
essential is predicated in two ways, and that of this the
one is from addition, but the other is not so? And in
regard of this being added to another thing, it is denominated
as that which is defined ; for instance, if one defining the
being white should assume the definition of white man,
another thing is so denominated because something else is
not added to it ; for example, if a garment signifies a white
man, but some one should define the garment as white, in
this case a white man is, doubtless, sounething that is white,
Ket his essence or very nature does not consist in being white,
ut in being a garment. Is there, then, in short, in existence

v Vide concluding paragraphs of chaps. iv. and v.
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such a thing as the essence or very nature of entities or not ?
for whatsoever is the very nature of a thing is the essence of
that thing. But when one thing is predicated of another, it
is not this certain particular thing ; as, for instance, a white
man is not this certain particular thing, if the being this
particular thing belong to substances only. Wherefore, the
very nature of a thing appertains to those things the dis-
course respecting which is a definition. But not every
discursus which signifies the same thing as the name is a
definition, (for, in this case, all discourses would be definitions,)
for the name will be the same with any discourse whatsoever.
Wherefore, also, the term Iliad will be a definition ; but if it
may be one of some primary thing, a discourse is then a
definition. And things of this kind are such as are spoken of
not in respect of the predication of one thing of another.

The very nature of a thing will not, accord- 4 gometning
ingly, be found in any of those things that are decisive on this
not the species of a genus, but in these only ; for **"*
these seem to be predicated not according to participation
and passion, nor as an accident : but, no doubt, there will be
a discourse of each thing, and it will signify something of the
other things, if it be a name ; I mean, that this particular
thing is inherent in this, or instead of the simple assertion is
there one that is more accurate ; but it will not be a definition,
nor the essence or very nature of a thing.

Or also shall we say that definition, as well a8 ; 5, 0o o0
the essence of a thing, is expressed in many lution pro-
ways? for also the inquiry what the nature of ****

a thing is, in one way signifies substance, and the being
this particular thing, but in another each of the categories,
quantity, quality, and whatever things else there are of this
sort. For as the inquiry what a thing is also belongs to all
things, though not after a similar manner, but to one thing
primarily, and to others in a consequent order, so also the
nature of a thing inheres in the substance simply, but in
other things in a sort of a way; for also as to the quality
of a thing we could ask the question what it is: where-
fore, likewise, quality belongs to those things to which the
inquiry what they are appertains, but not simply considered ;
but just as in the case of nonentity certain speculators
say that it is nonentity, logically speaking, not simply, but
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that is nonentity, so also is it with 1espect to quality. 1t
8 necessary, therefore, to examine also how (e should speak
ut everything not, certainly, at any rate, more than how
sach thing subsists or is disposed.
o Wherefore, now, also, since what is spoken is
. The conclu- . .
sion from this manifest, the very nature or essence of a thing
disoussion  will also, in like manner, be inherent primarily
) and simply in substance, and afterwards in other
things; as in the inquiry what a thing is, the essence or
very nature of that thing will not be inherent simply, but
with the addition of quality or quantity will the essence he
inherent. For it is requisite to speak of the existence of these
entities either equivocally or with addition and ablation, as,
also, that which is not the object of scientific knowledge is a
thing that may be scientifically known ; since this is correct,
at least, neither to speak of these equivocally, nor in like
manner, but just in such a way as what is medicinal is pre-
licated in reference to one and the same thing, without,
however, being one and the same thing, and yet, indeed,
is not equivocally predicated either; for no medicinal body
is termed a work and an apparatus either equivocally or
according to one, but in relation to one thing.
7. Thisconclu-  Lherefore, in whatsoever way ome chooses,
sion vindicated. indeed, to express! these things makes no dif-
ference. This, however, is evident, that definition, primarily
and absolutely considered, and that the essence or very
pature of a thing, belong to substances. Notwithstanding,
they belong to other things, also, in a similar manner, except
not primarily. For there is no necessity, even though we
should admit that a name has the same signification with a
certain discourse, that a discourse about that which the name
signifies should be a definition of this; but this will take place
if the name may have the same signification with a discourse,
at least & cortain discourse. And this takes place if it be
of one thing not by continuity, as the Iliad, or whatever
things else are one by connexion, but if it is as multifariously
expressed as one thing is. Unity, however, is predicated
in as many ways as entity; and entity signifies partly this
partioular thing, and partly quantity, and partly quality.
! The question as regards the 74 7¢ fi» elvax has been thus settled;
snd here we have a summary view of Aristotle's decision thereupon,
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Wherefore, also, of white man will there be a certain discourse
and definition; and in another way will there be the same,
both of that which is white and of substance. :

CHAPTER V.1

Tais statement, however, involves a doubt—in 1. The forego-
case any one denies definition to be a discourse }:5;{:::‘;‘::‘
subsisting from addition—of what the definition matters of
will be of those things that are not simple, but ?
connected together ; for from addition it is necessary to make
them manifest. Now, I say, for instance, there is nose and hol-
lowness, and flatness of nose—I mean, that which is called from
both of these in respect of this being inherent in that ; and
neither the hollowness nor the flatness of nose is, according
to accident, at least, a passion of nose, but subsists essentially;
nor do they subsist as the white in Callias, or man, because
Callias is white, to whom it is an accident to be man: but
they subsist as the male in animal, and the equal in quantity,
and in the same way as all those things that are said to be
essentially inherent. But these are those in whatsoever is
inherent either the definition or the name of which this is
an affection, and which it is not possible to manifest separately,
as it is possible to make manifest the white without man, not
80, however, the female without animal. Wherefore, the very
nature and definition of these are either of nothing, or, if
there is a definition of these, it is in a manner otherwise
from what we have declared.

And there is also another matter of doubt about ; gecond sub-
these. For if, in truth, a flat-nose and a hollow- Ject of doubt.
nose are the same, the same thing will be the flat and the
hollow ; but if not, on account of its being impossible to use
the word flat even without the thing of which it is an essen-
tial affection, and if flatness of nose will be a hollowness in
the nose, the speaking of flat-nose either is a thing not possible,
or the same thing will be said twice over ; as thus, nose is
hollow-nose ; for the nose, that is, the flat-nose, will be a hollow-

! Aristotle is viewing the 7d 8 from a logical point of view, which

will account for this book being so much occupivd with the subject of
definition.
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nose. Wherefore, the inherence in things of this sort of what
is the essence or formal principle would be absurd ; and if it
were not absurd there would be a progression ad srfnitum;
for in a nose, a flat-nose, will there further be inherent some-
thing else that is essential. It iz evident, therefore, that of
substance only’ is there definition ; for if it were also of the
rest of the categories, it must needs be from addition, as in
the definition of quality and unevenness; for it is not framed
without number, nor is the definition of female framed with-
out animal. Now, definitions formed from addition I call
those in whatever the same things happen to be said twice, as
in these.

$. Aristotle’s And, if this be true, neither will there be defi-
reply. nition of those things that are conjoined together
as of an odd number: it escapes their notice, however, that
not accurately are the definitions of these things expressed
by them. But if there are definitions of these things also,
doubtless in a different way do they subsist ; or, as has been
affirmed, definition must be spoken of as subsisting in many
ways, and 8o with the essence, or the very nature of a thing,
likewise. Wherefore, in one way there will not be a definition
of any of these, nor will essence be inherent in any one of
these, save in substances; and in another way they will be
inherent. That, therefore, indeed, definition is a discursus or
description of the very nature or essence of a thing, and that
the essence or formal principle belongs either to substances
only, or especially both primarily and simply, is manifest

CHAPTER VL

L. The ques- Ler us now consider whether the essence or
tion whether p e e .

th ang Very nature of a thing, and each individual thing,
cach thing . are the same, or different? For this will be of

e % advantage in reference to the inquiry concerning

thesamef  gubgtance; for both each particular thing does
not seem to be different from its own substance, and the

1 1t is important to observe that Aristotle withholds definition from
all the categories save substance, and makes this a ground for the
existence of a certain ultimate subject-matter, as that wherein the
several qualities in bodies might inhere. Vide pp. 67, 170.
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essence, or very nature of each thing, is said to be the sub-
stance of that thing. Therefore iu the case, no doubt, of things
that are predicated according to accident, these would seem
to be different, as that a white man is a thing different from
the being of white man. For if they were the same, both
the being of man, and the being of white man, would be the
same ; for man and white man, as they say, are the same thing.
Wherefore, also, the being of a white man, and the being of
man, would be the same, Or is there no necessity for whatever
things that are according to accident to be the same, as
those things that have an essential subsistence? for not, in
\ike manner, do the extremes become the same. But, perhaps,
at least, it would seem to happen that the extremes should
become the sume according to accident; as, for instance, the
being of white, and the being of a musician; but this does
not seem to be the case.

And as regards things that are predicated , . . they
absolutely there always is a necessity that they sre tle same in
be the same, as must take place if there are {hfcaeol,
certain substances belonging to which there are cated abeo-
not different substances, nor different antecedent ™***
natures, such as some affirm ideas to be. For if the actual
good be a different thing from the being good, and animal
from the being animal, and entity from the essence of entity,
there will exist both different substances, and natures,
and ideas, besides those mentioned; and those substances
will be prior if there be in existence the essence of
substance. And if they are, indeed, unconnected one with
another, of such there will not be a scientific knowledge, and
they will not be entities. Now, I mean by the phrase “un-
connected,” if neither in the actual good is inherent the being
good, nor if the existence of good pertains to this; for the -
scientific knowledge of each thing subsists when we know the
essence or very nature of each thing: and in the case of
what is good, and of other things, the same takes place.
Wherefore, if the being good be not good, neither will the
being in entity constitute entity, nor that in unity be unity.
Iu like manner, also, all or not one of the essences will have an
existence. Wherefore, if neither it be so with the being in
entity, neither will it be so with anything else. Further, in
whatover is not inhersnt the being good is not good.

N



118 THE XETAPRYSICS OF ARISTOTLE. [Boox vg

3, Deductios ~  Accordingly, it is necessary that the good and
from this.  the being of good! be one, also the fai: and the
being fair; in fact, whatsoever things are not predicated of
another, but have an absolute subsistence, and are things
which are primary, For, also, this is sufficient if it takes
place, even though forms may have no existence; but rather,
perbaps, if forms do subsist. But, at the same time, it is
evident that also if ideas are such things as some say they are,
the subject of them will not be substance ; for it is neoessary
that these be substances, I admit: but it is not necessary
that they be predicated of & subject, for in this will they be
inherent by participation. And, doubtless, from these argu-
ments it is evident that each particulur itself, and the
essence, not according to accident are one and the same
thing, and that to have a scientific knowledge, at any rate, of
anything is to know scientifically the very nature or essence
of that thing. Wherefore, according to this expositian, it is
requisite that both be a certain one thing.

4. That they But that a thing predicated according to acci-
arenovthe  dent,? as the musical or white, should be the same
case of whatis a8 the very nature of a thing itself, on account of
Pedinated ac-\. the twofold signification of that in which it is an
dent. accident and the accident itself, this is not a true
assertion ; so that in a certain respect a thing itself is the same,
and in a certain respect is not the same, with the very nature
of that thing. For the being of man is not the same with
that of a white man; but so far as the essence of man is
passive to whiteness it is the same. Now, it would appear
absurd, also, if any would impose the name on each thing of
the essences; for there will be another essence besides also
that: as besides the essence of horse there will be a different
essence of horse. Although what hinders certain essences
even from being now directly the same as the things of which
they are the very natures, if the very nature of a thing be
substance? But, truly, not only are they one, but also the
definition of them is the same, as is also evident from the
statements that have been made; for to be one and one are

! It is not quite obvious what difference Aristotle had in his mind

between the phrases 70 elvas dyades and 70 elva: dyadir,
[ § h?ve adopted Taylor's reading of the text, and given his trans
of it. ) ) .
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not according to accident. Further, if they be différent they
will go on in a progression ad infnitum ; for the one will be the
essence of being one, but the other the one itself. Wherefore;
also, in the case of those will there be the same definition.
That, therefore, in the case of the first existences, and o.
things predicated essentially, the being of each thing, and
that very thing itself, are one and the same thing it evident.
As regards, however, the refutations of the , . .=
sophists in reference to this position, it is palpable rutations of the
that they are decided by the same solution; for jiBUES over
example, these sophists inquire whether Socrates
and the being Socrates are the same? For there is no diffor-
ence in the things either from which one would ask the
question, or from which he should light upon an answer in
his attempted solution of it. How, then, the essence or very
nature is the same, and how it is not ‘the same, with eacb
particular thing, has been declared.

o

CHAPTER VIL

Now, of things that are being produced,! some i, certain gis-
are produced by Nature, and others by Art, and tinctions in re-
others from Chance. All things, however, that are fion .exe!gnpli-
produced are produced by means of something, J¢¢h the case
and from something, and become something. But ral, and astifi-
1 mean that they become something according to >4 casual-
each category; for they are generated either as quiddity, or
quantity, or quality, or the place where. But generations—the
physical or natural ones, I mean—are those, unquestionably,
of which the generation is from Nature, and that from which
they are generated is that which we denominate matter ; but’
that by means of which they are generated belongs to some one:
of those things which have a subsistence by Nature ; and that
which is some particular thing is man or plant, or some one of
the things of that sort which we affirm to be especially sub-

! Aristotle proceads to discuss the subject of generation, in order to
establish afresh the point he has already laid down; and that is, that
there subsists no form separate from any thing, but that there resides

im each thing, essential to it, such a producing power as along with the
Ay generates that thing. He now exemphﬂes this in the case of the
thres enumerated modes of generations.

N2
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stances. Now, all things which are produced either by Nature
or Art involve matter, for it is possible for each of them
both to be and not to be; this capability, however, is the
matter in each. And, in general, Nature? is even that from
which a thing proceeds, and that according to which entities
are generated is Nature likewise: for that which is being
produced has a nature; as, for example, a plant or animal,
and that by means of which a thing is generated is Nature
herself, which is predicated according to the species, and is of
the same species; but this is inherent in another, for man
begets man. In this way, therefore, are produced the things
that are generated through Nature: and the rest of the
generations are denominated productions or operations. All
operations, however, are either from art, or from potentiality,
or the understanding. But of these some are produced, also,
from chance and from fortune in a similar way, as in the
case of those things that are produced by Nature; for there
also are produced some things that are the same both from
seed and without seed. Respecting, indeed, these,? then, we
will subsequently institute an examination. From Art,
however, are generated those things of whatsoever there is a
form in the soul. But I mean by form the essence or very
nature of each thing, and the first substance. For, also, of
contraries in a certain manner is there the same form; for
thus the substance of privation is the substance that is the
one opposed, as health of disease ; for by the absence of health
is disease made apparent, and health constitutes the principle

in the soul and in the science.
2. Exemplifica-  The salubrious, however, is produced when the
tion, too, of the physician reasons thus: since this is done for
pleineachof the sake of health, it is necessary, if this will be
these. salubrious, that this particular condition should
exist; for example, evenness, and, if this take place, that the
. result be heat. And so he always reasons, until he conducts
you to that which he himself can accomplish last. Accord-
ingly, now the motion which begins from these is called the
operation that tends towards becoming healthy. Wherefore,
it happens that in a certain manner from health is generated
! The term ¢éous has already been explained in book IV.; and the

distinctions there laid down are well worthy of attention.
v ? Vide chap. IX,
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health, and a house is constructed from a house; namely,
that which involves matter arises, or is generated, from that
which does not involve a connexion with matter: for the
medicinal and the house-building arts are the form, the
one of health, and the other of a house. Now, I mean by
substance not involving any connexion with matter, the
essence or very nature or formal cause of a thing. Of gene-
rations, however, and of motions one is termed thought and
another operation ; that is termed conception or thought
which arises from the first priuciple and the form, but
that is operation which takes its rise from the thought
‘or conception of what is ultimate. In like manner, also, is
produced each of the rest of those things that are media;
now, I say, for instance, if health is to be restored there must
needs be a reduction to equality secured. What, then, is
this reduction into a state of equality? It is this par-
ticular result. But this particular result will take place
if heat shall have been promoted. And what is this? It
is this particular effect. Now, this effect is inherent in
capacity, but the former already lies in the power of the.
physician. Now, that which brings about the result, and
whence the motion of restoring health derives its beginning,
if it springs from art, such is the form that is in the
soul ; but if it arises from chance, it arises from that evidently
which, for once, is the principle of bringing about the change
to one that acts from art: as also, perhaps, in the case of
cestoring health, the first principle originates from the com-
munication of heat and this result it accomplishes by means
of friction. Acoordmgly, heat is either a part of health, (I mean,
such heat as inheres in the body,) or there follows it directly
some such thing as is a part of health, or this is accomplished
indirectly, that is, by means of many media. This last, how-
ever, is that whick produces the result, and in this way is
part of health, as stones are parts of a house, and something
else a part of other things.

Wherefore, as it is said, it is impossible? that 3, Therefors,
there be a prodution of anythmg if nothing may guppoul Y
pre-exist. That certainly, therefore, a portion omething pre-
+ 1 This is the great dogma Aristotle is endeavouring to establish, in .

order to erect thereupon a system of ontological scxenoe,—dlbn-rd
yeréodar el undty woowds xo
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will exist necessarily is evident; for matter is that part,
for this is inherent, and is itself produced. But then, as
such, is it to be classed amongst those things that are con-
tained in the definition. And in both ways we denominate
the brazen circles what they are, speaking of both the matter
that it is brass, and the form that it is such a figure, and this
is the genus into which it is first posited. But a brazem
circle involves matter in its definition.
€. A miscon: But that from which, as from matter, some
e e things are formed is styled, when it is so formed,
from this dog- not that from which they are formed, but is
maobviated.  golled something else that is of this; as, for
example, a statue is called not a stone, but of stone or stony.
And a man who is in a state of convalescence is not denomi-
nated that from which he recovers back his health ; and a
cause of this is the following, that that arises from privatiom
and the subject which we call matter : as both a man and a
person that is indisposed become healthy. Rather, however,
i8 health said to arise from privation—as one in health
from one that is indisposed—than from man, Wherefore,
g sick person is not denominated as one that is sound in
health ; but this is affirmed of man, and a man who is in
sound health. And in regard of those things of which the
privation is obscure and nameless, a8 in the case of the brass,
whatever be the figure, or in the bricks and timbers of a house,
those things seem to arise from these: as in the instance
above adduced, one that is in health from a person that is
indisposed. Wherefore, as neither that which is produced is
called by the name of that from which it is formed, in the case
of the instance above adduced, so neither in this instance is
the statue called wood, but derivatively is classified as wooden,
not wood, and as bmzen, but not brass, and stony, but not
stone; and a house also is spoken of as made of bricks, but
not as bricks : since, if one carefully examines, he would not say
absolutely that either is the statue produced from wood, or a
house from bricks, on account of its being necessary that
whatever * is produced from anything should be changed from
that from which it is produced, but should not continue as it
was before. Therefore, on acecount of this, indeed, the thmg
is expressed in this manuer.

3 This is the sense put upon thess words by Taylor.
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CHAPTER VIIL

Smvog, however, that which is produced is pro- 1. No genera.
duced? both by something (now, I mean that Lo oo™
whence also originates the first principle of gene- dens.
ration, that is, its efficient cause) and from something, (but
let this be not privation, but matter, for already has it been
defined in what manner we have denominated this,) also
must there be that which is produced ; and this is either a
sphere or a circle, or whatever else of the other things that
may chance to present itself; as neither the efficient cause
produces the subject, (I mean, the brass,) so neither does it
make the sphere, unless by accident, because a bhrazen sphere
is a sphere ; but it does not produce the sphere itself. For
the production of a certain thing of this kind is the produc-
tion of this particular thing from the eptire subject. Now,
I say, that to make the brass roupd is not to make the
round or the sphere, but something different, such as this
form in another thing. For,if the artist produces it, he would
produce this from something else; for this would be the
subject : as, for example, to make a brazen sphere ; and this
the artist makes in this manner because from this particular
thing which js brass he forms this which is a sphere. If]
therefore, also, he produces this very thing, it is evident that
in like manner he will produce another; and the productions
will go on in a process ad infinitum.

It is palpable, then, that neither form (orby , . ...
whatever name we must needs term form, as it what is com-
subsists in that which is cognisable to sense) ig Bounded of

roduced, nor is there a generation thereof, nor form is gene-

is this the essence or very nature of a thing ; ™%

for this is that which is produced in another subject either
from Art, or from Nature, or potentiality, and the efficient
cause it is which produces the existence of a brazen sphere ;
for it produces it from brass and a sphere : for into this par-
ticular thing, which is the form, doth the efficient cause mould
the brass, and this constitutes a brazen sphere. - And if, in
- ! What Aristotle ains to establish is this, that it is not strictly true
to say that naked form is generated, but that matter, in combination
with a certain invariadle form, is. This dogma may be regarded as
& necessary sequence to the reasoning that has gone before.
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short, of the being or existence of sphere there exists a
generation, it will be a something that is a generation from
a certain thing : for it will be necessary that what is produced
always be divisible, and that this should be this particular
thing, and that should be something else : now, I mean that
this should be matter, and that form. Therefore, if a
sphere be a figure equal from the centre to all points of
its periphery, of this one part will be that in which that
which produces will be inherent, and the other part
that which resides in this part; but the whole is that
which has been produced or generated: as, for instance, the
brazen sphere. It is evident, therefore, from the statements
that have been made, that what is denominated as form
or as substance is not generated, but that the union! which
is said to take place according to this i generated, and that
in everything which is being produced matter is inherent, and
that one part is matter, but the other form.

Whether, then, is there any sphere besides
et nibe. these components, or is there a house besides
Pk the bricks; or shall we say that if this were
eitherper ~ the case meither would this particular thing
o9 ever have been produced, save that it ? signifies a

icular thing of this sort ? This, however, also,
is not defined ; but it produces and generates such a particular
kind of thing from this particular thing, and, when it has
been generated, it is this particular thing with such a quality.
And the whole of this particular thing is Callias or Socrates,
just as this is a brazen sphere, and man and animal are, in
general, as the brazen sphere. It is evident, therefore,
that the cause of forms, (as some have been acoustomed
to denominate forms,) if there are certain natures of this
sort in existence besides singulars, in no wise is wuseful
towards both generations and substances ; nor would essen-
tial substances have a subsistence on account of these, at least.
or, per modum 1t is, accordingly, evident that in the case of
ssemplaris. . gome things, also, the generator is such as that

! givodos is the word translated “ union ;" it corresponds with the
Latin *“concursus:” it was & term in astronomy employed to designate
what we call conjunction between two stara,

2 I have followed the text in the Leipsic edition. Didot reads #
differently ; he omits the 3r: after dAAa, and puta a stop after ofi « ¥4,

P
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which is being produced or generated, not, I admit, the actual
thing itself, at least ; not so numerically, but specifically, as
may be observed to take place in natural phenomena ; for
man generates man, unless something abnormal or contrary
to nature be produced, as when a horse begets a mule. And
with these is it in like manner; for that which would be
common to a horse and an ass, namely, the most proximate
genus, would not have a name imposed upon it, but both,
perhaps, would be as a mule. Wherefore, it is plain that it is
in no wise necessary to provide a form as an ezemplar or
model,! (for in these, that is, in things sensible, especially,
investigators from time to time have searched for them, for
these same in an eminent degree are substances ;) but for the
generator it sufficeth to have produced, and to be the cause
of the subsistence of form in matter. And the entire now
of such a form in these things, such as flesh and bones, is
Callias and Socrates, and different, no doubt, is a thing on
account of the matter thereof ; for matter in each thing is dif-
ferent, but in form it is the same, for the form is indivisible,

CHAPTER IX,

SoME one, however, may doubt, perhaps, wh

some things are producedyby both Ert alfg’ fron}m’ Iﬁir;'}'.ié"{,'fa
chance, as health, but other things are not pro- guseq fomart
duced in this way, as a honse. Now, a cause of and some are
this is the following,—that the matter of these, "™

which is the first principle of generation, consists in the ac-
complishing and the production of something of those things
that are artificially formed, in which there is inherent a
certain portion of the thing, which matter is partly of such
& kind as is capable of being moved by itself, and partly is
not so ; and of this one part is it possible to move in this par.
ticular way, but the other it is not possible ; for many things
involve the capacity of being moved by themselves, but not
in this way : for instance, to leap. As regards those things,
therefore, of which the matter is of such a kind, as stones, it
is impossible for them to be moved in this way, unless by
.1 This same reasoning is put Jorward in book I. chap. vii,, and in book
XIL chap. iv. , .
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something else,—yet in this way, assuredly,!—and it 1s so
with fire. On account of this some things will not be with-
out that which is in possession of art; whereas other things
will be, for they will be moved by ‘those things which do
not possess art, no doubt, but are themselves capable of being
moved either by other thmgs which do not possess art, or
possess it partially. But it is evident, from the statements
that have been made, that alsoall things, in a certain manner,
are generated from things that are equivocal, as those that
have a subsistence from Nature, or from an equivocal portion,—.
for example, a house from a house,—or by reason of intellect ;
for art is form, either from a part or from that which pos
sesses a certain part, if it be not produced according to
accident. For the cause of the production is an essential first
portion,
». Mustrations  FOF the heat (which is involved in motion) has
of the forego- generated heat in the body, and this is, unques-
ing. tionably, health, or a part of health, or there fol-
lows it & certain part of health, or health itself. Wherefore,
also, it is said to be a producer because that produces health
on which heat follows, and to which it is an accident, Where-
fore, as in the syllogisms substance is the first principle of all
things, (for from the nature of a thing are syllogisms,) so,
also, in this instance, are generations. And, in like manner,
also, with these are those things that are by Nature cons
stituted. For the seed produces as things that are con-
structed from art ; for it involves form in capacity, and that
from which the seed originates is, in a manuer, equivocal ;
for it is not necessary to investigate all things in this way,
as man is from man ; for woman also is from man : wherefore,
mule does not ongmate from mule, save unless there be an
injury from mutilation. Thus as many things, however, as
are being produced from chance—just as in that instance—are
those the matter of which is capable, also, of being moved
by itself with that motion which the seed effects ; but those
things the matter of which does not possess this capability,
it is impossible can be produced in any other way except
from themselves by generation.

! The MSS, differ as to the punctuation of this passage; some have

a stop after uévro:, inaking it & question, and »al xal 7é tup, the reply,
I have followed Taylor and Didot.
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Not only, however, does this reasoning cou- s, Whatproves
cerning substance manifest the non-production of the nou gene-
form, but, in like manner, concerning all that from the nature
are primary natures there is involved the same Srppoame s -
reasoning in common, &8 of quantity, quality, and the rest of the
the rest of the categories. For as the brazenl
sphere is what is produced, but not the sphere or the brass,
and as it is so in the case of brass, if it is what is produced,
(for always it is neoessary that there pre-exist matter and
form,) 80, also, must it be in the case of “ the what anything

* or quiddity, and in the case of quality, and quantity, and
mmllarly of the rest of the categories ; for there quality is not
produced, but such a sort or quality of wood, neither quantity,
but such a measure or quantity of wood, or an animal of
such a kind. But from these statements may we acquire
what is a peculiarity of substance, namely, that there is a
necessity that there should always pre-exist a different sub-
stance, (I mean, one subsisting in a state of actuality,) which
produces : as, for instance, an animal must pre-exist if an
animal is produced ; but this is not necessarily the case with
quality or quantity, unless in potentiality merely.

CHAPTER X.:

Bur since definition is a sentence or expla- 1. re tne den-.
nation, and every sentence or explanation has nition of the
parts, and as a sentence is similarly related to the  that of the
thing itself, as the part of the sentence to the part "hele?
of the thmg itself, the doubt now suggests itself whether it is
necessary that the definition of the parts should be inherent
in the definition of the whole, or not? In the case of some
things they appear to be as things that are inherent;
but in the case of others it is nut so. For thus the defini-
tion of a circle does not involve that of its segments ; but the

! I have followed the Paris edition of Didot. Taylor seems to hnvo
read the passage in the same way.

3 This chapter is most important; and though it would seem
obacure, yet its apparent uninte llgxblhty may be cleared away by bear-
ing in mind that Aristotle's entire reasoning turns on the dmt.mctton
between logical and 1aterial definition.
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definition of a syllable involves that of the letters of speech :
notwithstanding tbat the circle, also, is divided into segments,
as, likewise, is the syllable into letters or elements of speech.
But, further, if the parts are prior to the whole, and if the
acute be a part of the right angle, and the finger of an animal,
the acute would be a thing that is prior to a right angle, and
the finger tc man.

2. Theamm.  Now, these do not seem to be prior; for in
ative of this  the definition they are denominated from th.em,
duestloni™® and also are they prior in their being capable
::“g:;::;:-“d of subsistence without one another : or shall we
others thene- 84y that part is denominated in many ways, of
gativelstrue. which one mode is the measurement accord-
ing to quantity? Let, however, the mode of the subsist-
ence .of this be omitted ; but into those things of which
substance is composed, as from parts, we must institute
an investigation. If, therefore, the one be matter, but
the other form, and the third that which is composed of
these, and if substance be both matter and form, and
that which consists from these, it is the case that also
matter is termed in one respect a part of something, but it
is the case that such is not so in another respect ; but this is
true as regards those things of which the definition of form
consists : as, for instance, of hollowness, indeed, the flesh is
not a portion, for this is matter from which hollowness is pro-
duced ; but it is a certain portion of flatness of mose, and
of the entire statue, no doubt, is the brass a part, but of that
which is denominated as the form of the statue it is not so ;
for by form must we predicate, and so far forth as everything
involves form : never, however, is the material to be essenti-
ally predicated.

8. Whatitis Wherefore, the definition of a circle does
that giveerise not involve that of its segments; but that of
ence ilustrat- 8 Byllable does involve the definition of the
ed. elements of speech, for the elements of the defi-
nition are parts of form, and are not the matter thereof: but
the segments of a circle thus are parts—as matter—in which
the circle is ingenerated ; they are, I admit, nearer to form
than the brass when roundness is ingenerated in the brass
But it will be the case that neither all the elements of the
syllable will be contained in the definition of syllable ; as, fot
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instance, these waxen letters,' or those which are in the air,
for now, also, are these a part of the syllable as sensible
matter. For, also, it does not follow that because a line if
divided into halves is corrupted, or? a man when divided
into bones, and nerves, and flesh, that therefrom they are in
such a manner, on this account, composed as though they
were parts of the substance, but that they are composed from
them as from matter. And they are parts of the entire, to be
sure ; but they are not any longer parts of form, and of that
about which the definition is concerned only. Wherefore,
neither are they found in definitions. Of some definitions,
indeed, therefore, will there be inherent the definition of parts
of this kind, and of others it is necessary that it be not
inherent, unless such be the definition of that which is taken
together ;3 for, on this account, from these as from first prin-
ciples do some things consist, into which they are corrupted,
and others do not consist from these. Whatever things, in<
deed, therefore, are assumed together are form and matter ;
as a flat nose or a brazen circle: those are corrupted into
these, and matter constitutes a portion of them ; but as many
things as are not assumed along with matter, but involve no
connexion with matter, as the definitions of form merely,
these, however, are not corrupted either entirely, or by no
means* in this way, at lenst. Wherefore, things that fall
not under these are the first principles and parts of those,
but of the form are these neither parts nor first principles.
And, on this account, a statue of clay is corrupted into clay,
and a sphere of brass into brass, and Callias into flesh and
bones ; and, further, a circle is corrupted into its segments,
for there is something which is assumed along with matter ;
for equivocally is the circle predicated, both that which is
predicated simply, and those that are singulars on account
of there not being a proper name for singulars,

! This illustration makes the reasoning of this chapter quite plain.
A syllable composed of letters of wax can be defined only materially ;
whereas, viewing it as made up of certain elements of speech, logical
or formal definition is only in such a case applicable.

2 This passage is differently punctuated in the Paris and Leipsic
editions. I have followed the former; and Taylor seems to have
used a similar text. )

3 guveiAnpuévou, .e. an entirety composed of matter and form.

¢ o701 is the reading I have followed ; the Leipsic edition reads 7
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A Therefore, indeed, also, has the truth now been
3 more ex-
plicit solution  declared, yet, nevertheless, let us express our-
of thisaues- selves more clearly! on resuming the subject. As
regards the  many things, therefore, as are parts of the defi-
B o™ nition, and into which the definition is divided,
;"‘fe‘;\c'e“‘”e' these are prior, either all or some of them. But
. ) the definition of a right angle is not divided into
the definition of an acute; but that of an acute angle is
divided into the definition cf a right angle : for a person whe
Jefines an acute employs a right angle, for the acute is lesy
than the right. In like manner, also, is it the case with a
sircle and semicircle, for the semicircle is defined by the
circle, and the finger by the whole, for such a part of a man
is a finger. Wherefore, whatsoever parts involve such a rela-
tion as matter, and into which, as into matter, the whole is
divided, are things subsequent ; but as many as belong to
the relation of definition and of substance, which subsists
according to the definition, are things that are prior, either
all or some of them.
5 Niustration  NOW, since the soul of animals (for this is the
of this from  substance of that which is animated) constitutes
tbesoul, & the substance according to definition, and their
form and the very nature or essence of such a body, if,
at least, the part of each thing be properly defined, it will
not be properly defined without mention of its appropriate
function ; and this, in the present case, will not subsist with-
out sense. Wherefors, the parts of this, that is, of soul, are
prior, either all or some of them, to the entire animal, and,
doubtless, similarly is it with an individual thing. But the
body and its parts are subsequent to this substance; and
the substance is not divided into these as into matter,
but the entire is. To the entire, therefore, these are, in a
manner, prior, but, in a2 manner, are not prior; for neither
are they capable of subsisting in a state of separation ; for
neither does finger belong to an animal when disposed in
every way, but equivocally so termed is a dead finger. Now,
some things perish along with the whole, and these are prin-
cipal parts wherein, as first, are inherent the definition and
! Clearness, as already stated, in this matter depends on the dis-
tinction between matter and form, and how definition in one case is
framed in reference to the parts of a thing, anl in the other is net so.
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the substance: as, for instance, the heart or brain, if such be
the principal part, for it makes no difference which of these
is of such a kind. But man and horse, and those that are so,
are found in singulars. And an universal substance does
not subsist ; but there will be a certan entirety composed
from this reason or formal principle, and this matter as
an universal : but as regards a singular consisting from
ultimate matter, this is Socrates, in the present instance, and
the case is similar with other things. Therefore, also, is defis
nition a portion both of the form (but by form I mean the
essence or very nature of a thing) and of the universal that
is composed from form and matter itself.

But the parts of definition are only the parts | o .. .
of form; but a definition is of that which is regards the
universal : for the being of a circle and a circle, Jie o e,
and the being of a soul and a soul, are the same gatering the der
thing. And of that which is entire now, as of "
this cirole,—of any of the singulars, either sensible or intel-
ligible,—(now, I mean by the intelligible, for example, thq
mathematical, but by the sensible such as are made of brass
and wood,) of these, however, I" say there is no definition,
save that they are known by the intervention! of the intellect
or sense. And when they are removed away from actuality
it is not evident whether they exist at all or do not exist, yet
they are always expressed and made known by universal
definition. But the matter is unknown in itself. Now,
matter is partly sensible and partly intelligible ; that which
is sensible is such as brass and wood, and such as is
movable ; but intelligible matter is that which is inherent
in things that are sensible : but not so far forth as they are
sensible as mathematical entities. How, indeed, therefors,
this is so respecting the whole and part, and respecting the
prior and subsequent, has been declared. '

But as to whether a right angle, and a circle, 7. This solu-
and an animal, are prior to the parts into which tion adapted as.
they are divided, and of which they are composed question s
my reply to this question, when any one puts it, #ireadymooted.

! These remind us of words uttered by Locke in regard of the
acquisition of ideas of qualities ttrough the instrumentality of per
hei;tigl; rather than discussion @ definition. Vide Essay, &c. book

. chap. iv. .
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must necessarily be, that not simply or absolutely are the
parts predicated. For if, also, soul is an animal, or that which
1s animated, every animal ! is each animal’s own soul ; and if
the circle constitute the being of a circle, and the right angle,
the being of the right angle, and the substance, also, the sub-
stance of the right angle, what particular thing, and belonging
to what, as a substance, each of these is, we must state on &
subsequent occasion ; for instance, of those parts that are con-
tained in the definition, and of a certain right angle ; for both
the angle of brass which subsists in conjunction with matter
is a right angle, and that, also, contained within lines—I mean,
singular lines. But a right angle that involves no connexion
with matter is subsequent to those parts that are contained in
the definition, and prior to those parts that are contained in the
singular. But this is not to be affirmed of part absolutely.
And if soul be something that is different, and does not con-
stitute an animal, in this case must we both assert some
parts to be prior, and other parts we must assert to be not

prior, just as has been declared.
CHAPTER XI.2
1. What sort Bur it is a matter of doubt, naturally, what ie

§70 the parte 3 the quality of the parts of form, and what sort
of what is com- the parts are not, but what kind the parts are,
Penenes  Which belong to a composite nature. Although,
form, viewed in in case this is not evident, it is not possible to
theirentirely.  Jefine each thing. For of that which is universal
and of form is there the definition ; as to which, therefore, of the
parts are related as matter, and which are not so, if these be not
wanifest, neither will be manifest the definition of the thing.
As many things, indeed, therefore, as appear to be ingenerated
in the form of different things, as a circle in brass, and
stone, and wood, these, then, seem to be manifest, because

neither the brass nor the stone is anything of the substance

* This is Taylor's sense, which differs from that of the Latin Version.

2 In this chapter, I take it, Aristotle wants to show the difficulty of
framing logical in contradistinction to material definitions, from the
fact that we cannot always distinguish what is formal from what is
material in the thing to be defined. .
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of the circle coxsequent upon its separation from them. But
as many things as are not perceived to be separated there is
no hindrance to their being similarly disposed with these, as
if all circles were seen composed of brass; for, nevertheless,
would the brass be in no wise a part of form, but it would be
difficult in thought to abstract this: as, for instance, the form
of man slways appears in flesh and bones, and in such like
parts—are these, then, also, parts of form, and of the definition,
or are they not so, but matter merely? But, on account of
its not being ingenerated in another also, we find it im-
possible to separate it. And, since this seems to be admis-
sible,—yet as to the time when, this is obscure,—certain
philosophers now are involved in doubt, in the case both of
a circle and in the case of a triangle, as if it were not fitting
for lines, and that which is contained within lines, also to
be defined by continuity ; but that all should be predicated
in a similar manner with the flesh or bones of a man, and
the brass and stone of a statue, and they refer all things to
numbers: and the definition of a line, they say, is that of the
duad. Of those, likewise, who assert the existence of ideas,
some make the actual line the duad, but others, the form
of the line ; for, in regard of some things, they say that form,
and that of which the form is compounded, are the same:
as, for instance, a duad and the form of the duad. But in
the case of a line it is not so.

There happens, therefore, to be one form of many , , ..
things of which the species appears to be different, istic solution
which consequence also ensued in their system oftheforegoing
unto the Pythagoreans; and it is possible, as a
result from this position, to make one actual form of all
things, and that other things be not forms at all, although on
this supposition will all things be one. That, therefore, those
things involve a certain doubt, (I mean, those questions that
have been started respecting definitions, and from what cause
it is that they are thus attended with difficulty,) this has
been declared.

Wherefore, both to reduce all things in this 3 summary
way, and to ebstract matter, would be super- ;Ee‘:tgg;“ai:w
fluous ; for in the case of some things, perhaps, gards the
this is in this, or these things are so disposed. Perts of form.
And the comparison that is made in the case of an animal,

o
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which the junior Socrates! was accustomed to employ, is nct
8 good one, for it forcibly withdraws one away from the truth,
and makes us suppose as possible that man should subsist
without parts, as a circle without brass. But this latter
instance is not similar to the former, for animal, perhaps, is
something that is cognisant by sense, and which cannot be
defined without motion ; wherefore, neither can it be defined
without the parts somehow disposed. For not altogether is
the hand a part of a man, but that which is able to accom-
plish the proper function of a hand; wherefore, when it is
animated it is a part, but when it is not animated it is not a
part. Respecting, however, mathematical entities, why are
not definitions parts of the definitions of such ¢ for example,
why are not semicircles parts of the definition of a circle % for
these are not sensibles; or, shall we say that this makes no
difference, for they will be the matter of certain things, and
of those that are not sensible, and of everything that is not
the very nature or essence of a thing? These, then, will
not be the parts of universal circle, but of singulars, as
has been stated previously, for matter is partly sensible and
partly intelligible. And it is evident, also, that the soul is
the first substance, and that body is matter, but man or
animal is the compound of beth as universal. If the soul,
however, be the form of such, Socrates and Coriscus are
two-fold ; for some regard Socrates as soul, but others as an
entirety: but if they be considered as this soul regarded
simply, this body also will involve the relation of the uni-
versal and of the singular.
4 Other in. Whether, however, beside the matter of such
quiries asre-  8ort of substances, there is any other substance,
gards sub- and whether it is necessary to search for any
different substance of these-——as, for instance,
numbers, or some such thing—must afterwards be examined
into.?2 For, on account of this, let us also endeavour to frame
some distinctions respecting semsible substances, since, in a
! As to the younger Socrates, he was not any relation, at least it
does not appear so, of Socrates, who, in reference to this, his namesake,
was termed the elder Socrates. He is supposed to have been a pupil
of Plato, and is represented by Plato in his writings, e.g. in the
MoAirikds, conversing with the elder Socrates. Some imagine that he

wag a brother of Themtetus.
3 Vide book XIL chap. vi.
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certain manner, the investigation regarding sensible substance
is a work of the physical and second philosophy ;! for not
only is it necessary for the natural philosopher to afford in-
formation respecting matter, but also respecting tnat sub-
stance which subsists according to the definition, even still
more. In the case, however, of definitions, in what manner
are those parts which are assumed in the definition, and
why definition is one reason,—for it is evident that the thing
is one, and that the thing is in a certain way one definite
particular, which involves parts,— this must subsequently? be
inquired into.

What, therefore, is the essence of a thing, and s. Recapitula-
how this subsists in itself, that is, absolutely, has fli“l’;‘sg{“‘m"m
been declared respecting everything universally, regard of defi-
and why the definition of the essence of some ™™ .
things possesses the parts of that which is defined ; but,
in other things, why this is not the case, and why that in the
definition, indeed, of substance the parts so constituted as
matter are not inherent, this, likewise, has been declared.
For they are not parts of that substance, but of the entire
together ; and of this there is at least, in a manner, a defini-
tion, and there is not so. For as involving a connexion
with matter there is not a definition (for it is a thing that
is indefinite), but according to the first substance there is;
as, for instance, the definition of man is the definition of
his soul. For the substance constitutes form, that is, such as
is indwelling, from which and from matter the entire sub-
stance is denominated; as, for example, hollowness or
concavity : for from this and nose a flat nose, and flatness,
are composed, for therein twice will the nose be inherent. In
the substance, however, in its entirety, as in a flat nose, or
Callias, is matter also inherent. And that the essence or
very nature of a thing, and a singular in the case of some
things, are the same—as in the case of primary substances;
for instance, a curvature, and the essence of a curvature,
if it is primary—that these, 1 say, are the same, this has
been declared. Now, I mean by primary, or first, that which
is not expressed in respect of one thing being inherent in

! The “prima philosophia” is, of course, hyper-physical. As to the
assertion in the text, vide Physics, book IL chap. ii.

3 Aristotle sxamines into this poi121t in the nex! chaptor.

o
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another, and in a subject as matter. But as many things as
subgist as matter, or as things involving a connexion with
matter, these are not the same, except that they are one
according to accident, as Socrates and the musical, for thess
are the same according to accident.

CHAPTER XIIL

1. Another LET us now, however, first discuss the subject
;“.‘féi“&';&;’;e " 8o far forth as there has been no statement
tion discussed. made concerning definition in the Analytics;! for
the doubt that has been expressed in those inquiries is of
advantage to our present dissertations respecting substance.
Now, this doubt which I allude to is as follows: “why, pray,
a thing that is capable of definition, of which the reason, we
say, is a definition, is one thing, as the definition of man is a
two-footed animal? for let this stand as a definition of him.”
Now, why is this one thing, but not many, animal and two-
footed 7 for also, in the case of man and white, they are
many things when they are not inherent, either in the other ;
but when the one is inherent in the other, and when the
subject—viz. man—undergoes any passive condition, they are
oue, for then a white man becomes and is one thing. Here,
however, either does not partake of the other, for genus does
not appear to participate in the differences ; for in such a case
would the same thing at the same time participate in contra-
ries, for differences are contraries wherein the genus differs.
And if the genus does participate in the differences, the same
reasoning holds good, even though the differences be many
in number ; for instance, having the capability of walking,
biped, without wings. For why are these things one, but not
many ? for they are not one {ecause they are inherent,? for
80, indeed, will there be one of all. But it is requisite that,
at any rate, a8 many things as are contained in definition
should be one, for definition is a certain single principle or

! In this chapter certain points pertaining to definition are discussed ;
such as had been omitted by Aristotle in the second book of the Poe-
terior Analytics, where the same subject is examined into.

2 These words are supplied in Didot's, but are not found in the
Leoipsic edition.
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reason, and belongs to substance.! Wherefore, of one par-
ticular thing this must needs be a definition, for also sub-
stance signifies one certain particular thing, as we say.

And it is necessary, first, to examine respecting , 1, reepect of
those definitions which subsist according to divi- genus and dir
sions. For there is nothing else involved in defi- "}
nition unless the genus that is denominated first, and the
differences, but the other things are genera, both that which
is first, and the differences comprehended along with this; as,
for instance, the first genus is animal, and that next in order
to this is two-footed animal ; and, again, two-footed anima?
without wings; and, in like manner, will it be the case if the¢
definition be expressed by means of many distinctive quali-
ties. In general, however, there is no difference whether
it subsists by many such, or by few, or by two of them :
yet if a thing be defined by two distinctive qualities, the
one will be difference, and the other genus, as, for instance,
of two-footed animal, animal is the genus, and the other, two-
footed is the difference. If, thercfore, genus, simply con-
sidered, is not anything different from the species, as it were,
of that genus, or if, indeed, it is, yet it is as matter,—for
voice is genus and matter, but the differences produce the
forms and elements out of this,—it is evident, in such a case,
that a definition is a sentence or discursus composed from dif-
ferences. But, therefore, is it necessary, likewise,
that the difference of the difference should, at of the drer.
least, be divided ; as, for example, a difference be- gigee of
longing to animal, such as having the support of ’
feet: again, it is requisite to know the difference of the
animal that possesses the differential quality of being sup-
ported on feet, as far forth as it is such—I mean, such as has
the support of feet. Wherefore, it is not proper to say that
of an animal which has the support of feet, one sort we find
with wings and another without them, if one is to express
himself correctly ; but on account of the impossibility of
nuaking & proper division of the distinctive qualities will one
do this ; but it is correct to say so if one kind has cloven, and
acother has feet that are not cloven; for these are the differ-
enees of foot, for a cloven foot is a certain quali‘y of foot. Ani

1 Some MSS. reed edaia.
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so always does one desire to go on making divisions of dis-
tinctive qualities, until we come to things that do not
involve any difference. But then will there be as many
species of foot as there are differences, and the number of
animals with feet supporting them will be equal to the,
differences.
5. The mityor _ NOW, if these things are so, it is evident
the definition  that the ultimate difference will be the substance
. pot deatroyed . of the thing,! and the definition of it, if it is not
of specified dif- necessary to say oftentimes the same things in
’ the case of definitions, for it would be super-
fluous. But this, at least, happens sometimes ; for when one
calls an animal that has feet supporting it a biped, he has
said no more than this, viz. that an animal having the
support of feet has two feet. And if he make a divisior
of this by an appropriate difference, he will say the same
thing frequently, and in an equal number of times with
the differences. If, indeed, therefore, a difference of a differ-
ence may be produced, one which is the ultimate difference
will constitute form and substance ; if, however, the division
be made according to accident, as if one should make a
division, in the case of the classes of that which has the
support of feet, of one into white, and another into black,
so many differences or distinctive qualities will there be as
there may be divisions of them. Wherefors, it is evident that
definition is a sentence that is composed from the things
that are differences, and from the last of these that is drawn
up in accordance with a correct classification, at least. And
this would be plain, if one should transpose the arrangement
of the terms of definitions of this kind ; as, for example, that
of a man, saying,—instead of the ordinary definition,—animal
biped having the support of feet; for superfluous would be
the distinctive quality of having the support of feet, on the
supposition of the thing defined being denominated a biped.
An arrangement of terms, however, does not exist in sub-
stance; for how is it necessary to understand the one as
subsequent, but the other as prior? Respecting, then,
definitions that subsist according to divisions? of the dis-
' The unity of definition Aristotle rests on the determination of

It by the ultimate difference.
¢ Asclepius mentions that this chapter was mainly directed agaimst
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tinctive qualities of the things defined what sort they are, let
thus much, in the first instance, be affirmed.

CHAPTER XIII?

Bur since our present investigation is concern- 1. Connexion
ing substance, let us once more take & review of Jyinelo v
the matter. Now, substance is said to subsist soing.
as the subject and the essence or very nature of a thing, and
that which is composed from these is termed sabstance, and
that which is universal. Respecting, indeed, then, two of
them have we declared our opinions already ; for also we
Lave done so in the case of the essence or very nature of &
thing, and the subject, observing that in two ways it is a
subject, either as being this certain particular thing, as an
animal is the subject of its passive states, or it is as matter
in a condition of actuality. But to some speculators doth
the universal in an eminent degree appear to be a cause, and
the universal appears to be a first principle also. Where-
fore, likewise, as regards this point must we institute an
inquiry.

For it seems to be a thing impossible that 2 sre univer-
substance should be anything whatsoever of salssubstancest
those things that are denominated universal, for primary
substance, to be sure, in everything is that which does not
belong to another thing; that which is universal, however, is
common, for that is said to be universal which by nature
is fitted to be inherent in many things: of what, then, will
this be a substance? for either it will be a substance of all
things or of nothing ; but of all things it is not even possible
that it should be a substance: and if it be the substance of
one thing, other things also will be this; for those things of

the Platonists by Aristotle, who considered that they had treated the
subject here discussed superficially and unmethodicaily.

1 Aristotle comes to be engaged in the speculations pursued in this
chapter, from the fact that metaphysics being concerned about the ré
8v, and the 70 xvplws dv being, as he has shown, equivalent with obrla,
and ovvia being subdivided into subject, form, the composite of both,
and the universal ; and three of these being already discussed, he now
:)51& to consider some points connected with the fourth, the id

oMo,
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which the substance is one, and the essc.ce or very nature
one, will themselves likewise be one. Further, is that deno-
minated substance which is not predicated of a subject; the
universal, however, is invariably predicated of a certain sub-
ject. But then shall we say that it is not possible, certainly,
that it should subsist in such a way as ‘the essence or very
nature of a thing, but that it be inherent in this: for ex-
ample, animal in man and horse. Therefore, is it evident
that there will be a certain definition of it. But there is no
difference either if there is not a definition of all those things
that are contained in the substance ; for this, nevertheless,
will be a substance of something, as man is the substance of
man, wherein man is inherent. Wherefore, the same conse-
quence will again ensue, for substance will be substance of
man:! as, for instance, animal is substance in that species in
which it is inherent as a peculiar property.
3. Quality not And, further, the thing wonld be both im-
a'substance, ~ possible and absurd, that this particular thing
pores bresu- and substance, if they are composed from certain
" things, should not consist of substances, or of
anything of the sort, but from quality. For that which is
not substance and quality will be prior both to substance
and this particular thing; an assertion that is impossible :
for neither in definition, nor in time, nor in generation, is it
possible, likewise, that the passive properties of a thing
should be prior to the substance of it, for they will involve
a subsistence separable from it. Moreover, in Socrates, whe
is a substance, will substance be inherent; wherefore, will
Socrates be a substance in two substances. And in general
the result following ensues—if man is substance, and as many
things as are thus expressed—that none of those things con-
tained in definition is substance of anything, and that it has
uot a subsistence separable from them, nor does it subsist in
another : now, I mean, for example, that there is not any
animal besides those certain particular oues, or anything
else of those things that are contained in the definitions.
Now, from these considerations, also, it is evident to persons
examining into the subject, that nothing of those things that
have an universal subsistence is substanoce, and that nothing
! The K\mctuation adopted in the Leipsaic cditicn is most confused,
I have followed Didot's text in preference.
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of those things that are predicated in common signifies this
certain particular thing, but a thing of such a quality.

And if this be not admitted, many other con- +. Purthera:-
sequences also will ensue,' and, amongst the g;;‘:g‘;mver_
rest, the consequence that there will be a third sals being sub-
man. Further, also, it is evident that the case ***"°°*
stands thus, from the following remark, for it is impossible
that substance should be compounded from substances which
are inherent in such a manner as to subsist in actuality ; for
two things thus would subsist in actuality, yet they never
would be one thing in actuality. But if they may be two
things in potentiality, they will be one; as the two-fold i8
compounded of two halves, at least, in potentiality, for actu-
ality in the case of others separates them. Wherefore, if the
substance be one thing, it will not be compounded from
substances that are inherent, and subsisting according to that
mode which Democritus mentions correctly ; for it is impos-
sible, he says, that from two atoms should be generated one,
or two from one, for he makes magnitudes that are indivi-
sible to be substances. Therefore, is it plain that also in the
case of number this will take place in a similar manner, if
number be a composition of monads, as is said by some
speculators, for either the duad is not one, or it is not the
monad that is involved in this actuality.

But the result which ensues contains a matter ; 1 goupe
of doubt; for if neither from the universals is it suggested by
possible that any substance be compounded, on ™ ™"
account of an animal’s signifying a thing of such a sort, but
not this certain particular thing, neither is it possible that
there subsists any substance from substances, in actuality—I
mean, that no composite nature can thus subsist ; now, on such
8 supposition, every substance would be a thing that is un-
compounded. Wherefore, neither would there be a definition
of any substance. But, assuredly, it scems, at least, to all
speculators, and has been laid down originally, that definition
is conversant about substance, either solely or principally :
but now the conclusion drawn is this, that neither is there
definition of this, that is, of substance, nor will there be a
definition of any one thing in such a case ; or, shall we say

! Syrianus sides with the Platonists against Aristotle, and endeayourt
to show the inconsistency of the Stagyrite’s reasoning hereupon.
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that in a certain manner there will be, and in a certain
manner there will not be, a definition of substance? What,
however, that is which is affirmed will be more manifest
from the sequel.!

CHAPTER XIV.

This dogm Now, from these very circumstances is evident
tfmcmng i the result which ensues, to those both who say
verealy ex.. that ideas are as well substances as separable
my of the substances,? and who at the same time constitute
Mdeal theory-  form out of the genus and the differences. For if
forms and animal exist in man and in horse, there is, undoubt-
edly, one and the same, or a different animal in number, for
by definition it is evident that there is one and the same; for
the same definition does he assign who says that they are
inherent in each. If, therefore, there is some man—an actual
thing subsisting essentially—that is this certain particular
individual thing, and one which has a separate subsistence, it
is necessary, also, that those things from which they are
composed, as, for example, animal and biped, should signify
this certain particular individual thing, and should involve
a separable subsistence, and be substances. Wherefore, also,
9. Nustratea  this Will be the case with animal. If, therefore,
in the caseof animal will be the same and one thing in horse
animal. and man, as yourself in yourself, how will it be
one in things that subsist separately ¢ and why will not this
animal subsist, likewise, apart from itself? If, in the next
place, it will participate in the properties of two-footed and
many-footed, something which is impossible ensues ; for con-
traries, at the same time, will be inherent in this, which is
one thing, and this certain particular thing. And if this is
not the case, what is the mode of subsistence when one
affirms that an animal is two-footed, or adapted for walking %
Perchance, however, they are composites, and are in contact
with one another, or have been mingled together. But all
such suppositions as to the mode of subsistence in this case
are absurd. Shall we say, however, that in each thing thers

1 Vide the chapter following.
* Some MSS. have the word &ua here after ololas.
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subsists something that is different? Therefore, to speak the
word, those things will be infinite of which the substance is
animal ; for not according to accident is man from animal :
moreover, many things will animal itself be, for animal which
is contained in each individual is substance, for it is not pre-
dicated of anything else. And if this be not admitted, from
that will man subsist, and that will be a genus of man. And,
further, all things from which man consists will be ideas;
therefore, idea will not be an idea of one thing, but a sub-
stance of another, for this is impossible ; for, in such a case,
each of those things that are contained in animals will be an
animal itself. Further, will it subsist from this certain par-
ticular thing ¢ and how will it subsist from this actual animal
or how is it possible that animal should subsist—which is
substance—as this very thing beside animal itself?

Further, also, in the case of sensibles, both s. These proofs
these consequences ensue, and consequences still ccrfrmed.
more absurd than these ; if, therefore, it is impossible that
this can be the case, it is evident that there is not an idea of
them after such a mode as some would affirm.

CHAPTER XV.X

Bur since both entirety and the formal cause 1. Forms are
are a different substance,—now, I say that the ingenerable.
former is substance in this way as the formal cause that is
comprehended along with matter, and that the latler is the
formal cause in general,—in regard of as many things,
then, as are so denominated, of these, truly, is there corrup-
tion, for of these also is there generation ; with form, how-
ever, there is not a disruption of parts in such a way as for
dissolution to ensue, for neither exists there genera.ion in
this case; for the being of a house is not generated, but the
being of this particular house: but forms subsist without
any connexion with generation and corruption, and do not

! What Aristotle labours to show in this chapter is this, that the
el¥os not subsisting apart from the ¥An, whose form it determines, but
merely in conjunction with it, canuot be said to be generated. The
proper mode of speaking is to say that the whole substance consisting
ef matter and form is generated.
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subsist in a state of dependence upon either ; for it has been
demonstrated that no one generates cr produces these. And
2. Singulars, OB this account, also, of sensible substances—I
therefore, inde- mean, such as are singulars—there is neither
’ definition nor demonstration, because they involve
matter the nature of which is such as to admit of the possi-
bility both of being and not being ; wherefore, all the singulars
of such are things subject to decay or corruption. If, there-
fore, also, demonstration be of those things that are neces-
sary, as well as that which is a scientific definition, and if it
does not admit of being the case, as neither with scientifio
knowledge that at one time it should be scientific know-
ledge, and at another time should be ignorance, (but a thing
of this kind is opinion,) so neither is it to be admitted that
demonstration nor definition should subsist after this mode ;
but such is an opinion, in regard of that which admits of
being disposed otherwise. It is evident, therefore, that there
would not be either definition or demonstration of those
things that may subsist differently; for, also, things that are
subject to corruption or decay are obscure to those even
that are in possession of scientific knowledge, when they
pass away from under the notice of sense; and though the
same reasons or principles be preserved in the soul, still will
there not further exist thereof either definition or demonstra-
tion. Wherefore, as regards things relating to .definition,
when one defines any of the singulars it is right that he should
not be ignorant that always is it possible to overturn this
definition, for a thing of this sort does not admit of definition.
3. ldensarein.  Neither, therefore, is it possible for any idea
definable. to be defined ; for the idea ranks anongst singu-
lars, as they say, and has, likewise, a separable subsistence.
And it is necessary, also, that definition consist from names ;
but the person who is framing the definition will not create
a name or nominative term, for it will be a thing unknown.
The things, however, that are posited or acknowledged are
common to all. Tt is necessary, then, that these also subsist
in other things; for instance, even justas if one should define
yourselt', be would say that you are an animal which is
attenuated or white, or something else that will be inherent
4, Reply toan 8180 in another. If any one, however, would say
“jectian that there is no hindrance to all things being
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separat:ly inherent in many, but that all collectively belong
to this alone, we must, in the first place, say that also they
would belong to both ; namely, animal biped to animal and
biped. And this must needs ensue, likewise, in the case of
things that are everlasting ; since, at any rate, they are prior
existences, and are parts of that which is a composite. But,
nssuredly, also, are they separable, if the thing—man—be
separable ; for either nothing will be separable, or both will be
so. If, indeed, then, nothing may possess the capacity of
a separate subsistence, there will not exist genus besides
species ; but if both are separable, there will exist the dif-
ference likewise. In the next place, because they are prior
existences in respect of being, these, also, on the contrary,
will not be exposed to decay. And then, if ideas spring from
ideas, (for more uncompounded are those things from which
other composites arise,) it will be necessary that those things
from which the idea consists should be predicated, further,
of many ; for instance, take the case of animal and biped. But
if this be not admitted, how shall a knowledge of these be
attained ? for there will be a certain idea which it will be
impossible to predicate in the case of more things than one.
This does not, however, seem to be the case ; but every idea
appears to be participable.

As, therefore, it has been declared, it is over- , [, ..
looked by these persons that it is impossible to finable proved
frame any definitions or distinctions in the case P inenature
of things that are eternal, and eminently in the
case of as many things as are single; for instance, the sun!
and moon: for not only do persons err in-the addition of
things of this sort, in the event of which being taken away
still the sun will continue as that body which revolves round
the earth, or which is hid by night. For if the sun were to
stand still in his orbit, or were to become apparent by night,
in such a case no longer will he be the sun; but the thing
would be absurd if he were not, for the sun signifies a
certain substance. Further, such persons take for granted
whatsoever points admit of being affirmed of another thing,
‘ust as if something else should become a thing of this sort,

1 There is no article in the original before sun, but there is before

moon; the words are, fiAws nal 1 ceAsvn. I pave in my translation,
therefore, ventured to tranannse this articla.
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it is eviden that it will be the sun. The definition, then, is
common; bat the sun was classed amongst singulars in such
a way as Cleon or Socrates, whereas, why does no one of these
bring forward a definition of idea? for it would become mani-
fest, to those who would attempt to prove the existence of
such, that what is now stated is true.

CHAPTER XVI.!

1 Capacitiesof 1T is evident, also, that, likewise, the majority
substance mis- of those things which seem substances are capa-
stances them-  Cities and parts of animals, for none of these
selves, involves a separate subsistence; but when they
may be separated, then, also, are they all of them as matter—
I mean, such as both earth, and fire, and air ; for none of these
is one thing, but each, as it were, a heap of immatured
things before they be digested, and some one thing produced
from their being blended together. But particularly would
one suppose the parts of animated beings, and those of the
soul, to be both of them contiguous to an existence in this
manner, as well in actuality as also in capacity, in respect of
having the first principles of motion from something in their
joints or flexures. Wherefore, some animals continue to
retain life after being divided : but, nevertheless, will all of
them subsist in capacity when they may be one thing, and
that which is continuous by nature, but not by force, or by
counascence, that is, growth in conjunction with something
else; for a thing of this kind is mutilation.

2 Fallacy of Since, however, unity is denominated? as also
supposing the  entity is, and since the substance of unity is
Tobrandvd b single, and those things of which there is cne
stances of substance in number are one in number, it is
things. evident that neither unity nor entity can possibly
be the substance of things, as neither can the being of an

! We are now warned against the needless multiplication of sub-
stances. We should, however, to avoid error, bear in mind that the
substance is matter deveioping itself to our observation under a certain
form, but that the qualities reside in this compound xara Svveuw, 6.6
potentially. These qualities are not, therefore, snbstances,

2 Vide book 1L chap. iv.
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element or first principle be.the substance of things. But
we are actually engaged in the inquiry, what, therefore, the
first principle is, in order to conduct our investigation to
that which is more known. The substance, then, indeed, of
these is rather entity and unity, than both the first principle,
and the element, and the cause ; but by no means are these
substances either, if there be not anything else which is in
common with substance; for in nothing is the substance
inherent but in itself, and in that which is in possession of
itself, of which it is the substance. Further, unity would
not subsist in many places at the same time ; that which is
common, however, does subsist in many places at the same
time : wherefore, it is evident that nothing of those things that
are universals can possess a subsistence separate from singulars.
But they who affirm the existence of forms, 3. The Platonic
speak partly correct in assigning them a separable ¢ory offorms,
subsistence, if they be substances, but speak true, and how
partly incorrect, because they assert unity to be e
a form in the case of many things. And the cause of this
position with these Platonists is the following: that they
have no rational account to render as to what are substances
of this kind—I mean, such as are incorruptible, and have a
subsistence independent of singulars and sensibles ; therefore
do they constitute them as the same in the species with
things that are corruptible (for we know these), namely, ideal
man and ideal horse, adding to sensibles the thing signified
by the term ideal;? although, indeed, if we had not beheld
the stars, yet this would be no hindrance, I presume, to the
existence of eternal substances, in addition to those which we
had already attained a knowledge of. Wherefore, also,
though even now we may not have it in our power to see
what eternal substances are, yet, perhaps, it will be necessary
that there be some eternal substances in existence, at any
rate.? That, indeed, therefore, neither any of those reputed
universals is substance, nor that there is any substance com-
posed of substances, is evident,.

1 Vide book 1. chap. vii.,, and also book XII. chap. iv.

2 That is, 70 adrd.

3 This is another of those passaces that Christian writers would
adduce to show Aristotle’s coldness, at least, in his method of handling
roything involving a religious interest.
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CHAPTER XVII

1. Summary Bur what and what sort of a thing we ought
viewof what  to define substance let us again declare, just as
substance it if having made another commencement; for,
perhaps, from these statements will be evident the circum-
stances also concerning that substance which is separated
from sensible substances. Since, therefore, substance is a
certain first principle and cause, from this starting point
must we pass onwards in our investigation.

But the inquiry why a thing subsists is invari-
2 ooipeussions ably carried on in this way ; namely, why one

grounded on . s . ¢ J
the assumption thing ig inherent in a certain other; for the inves-

that substance . 7 . . .
isacauseas to tigation why a musical man is a musical man,
e "8 indeed, is to engage in the inquiry that has been

mentioned, namely, why, or on what account a
man is musical? or it is to engage in the inquiry of something
else. Therefore, in sooth, the investigation why this thing
is the thing which it is, is no investigation at all ; for it is
necessary that the wherefore,! and the existence of a thing,
should inhere as manifest entities. Now, I say, for instance,
the moon undergoes an eclipse : and of the inquiry why a thing
is that thing which it is, there is one principle and one cause
in the case of all things, as on what account a man is a man,
or a musician a musician, except some one say that each
thing is indivisible in regard to itself; but this would be to
constitute unity : but this is both common in the case of
all things, and is a thing that is concise. One, however,
might inquire why man is that kind of an animal that he is.
This, then, is evident, that such a one does not investigate
why he who is & man is a man. Accordingly, he engages
in the inquiry why a certain thing subsists, as what is
coramon in the case of something ; but that it does so subsiit
ought to be evident ; for, if it be not thus, he inquires after
nothing : as, to take an instance, why does it thunder?
why, because sound is produced in the clouds: for so one
thing as the cause of another is that which is under investi-
gation.  And on what account do these things, as bricks and

1 74 §r.: other MSS. read 73 &» =i, which diminishes the firce and
meaning of the passage. .
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stones, constitute a house ; it is evident, then, that he inves-
tigates the caxse ; but this is the essence or very nature of
a thing, (that is, if one is to express himself logically,) which,
in the case of some things, is that for the sake of which a
thing subsists, that is, the final cause ; as, perhaps, in the
case of a house or a bed : but in the case of other things it
is fomething that has imparted motion in the first instance ;
for this also is a cause. But a cause of this kind is such a
cause as is sought for in the case of a thing that is being
produced and destroyed ; but the other cause also is sought
for in the case of a thing already in existence. The subject
of investigation, however, is in an eminent degree latent—
I mean, such a one as is involved in the things that are mu-
tually not predicated of one another; as, for instance, in the
inquiry what man is, on account of its being asserted that he
is simply so and so; but not from any definition being
framed to the effect that he is this or that. It is requisite,
however, if they conduct the inquiry correctly, to investigate
such ; but if not, it will be the case that nothing will be
under investigation, and something under investigation in
cdommon. But since it is requisite to have in possession the
being of a thing, and that it should subsist, it is evident that
the inquiry is about matter, why it subsists ; as, for instance,
these particulars constitute a house—why ? because these
subsist as that which is the being of a house.

Thus, too, is it in the inquiry why man is 8. And on the
this particular thing, or why this body is in weme Aeeiie,
possession of this particular quality, the like ¢¢- ;;*r{lgm:r“
inquiry is made. Wherefore, the cause of the thing.
matter is under investigation : but this is the form by which
anything subsists, and this is substance. It is evident, there-
fore, that, in the case of simple substances, there is not any
investigation in existence, nor any disciplinary teaching ; but
there is a different mode of investigation of things of this
sort. Since, however, that which is compounded of some-
thing, and compounded in such a way as that the whole is one
thing, but not as a heap, but as a syllable, yet a syllable
is not the elements of speech, nor the same thing with the
letters Band A ; nor isflesh the same with fire and earth: for
when a dissolution of these takes place, flesh and syllable no
longer exist, as in the instance of the flesh and t'e syllable ;

E |
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but the elements subsist, that is, the fire and earth continue to
subsist. The syllable in this case 18 something besides not
only the elements of speech, namely, the vowel and the mute,
but also something else; and the flesh not only is fire and

earth, or the warm and the cold, but also something else. If,
therefore, it is requisite that also flesh be either an elemgnt,
or that which is compounded from elements—if it is an
element—again will there be the same reasoning, for from
this,—even from fire and earth,—will consist the flesh ; and,
further, from something else something different,! so that the
progression will go on to infinity: but if it be compounded
from an element, it is evident that it will not consist of one,
but many, or it will be that very thing itself. Wherefore, again,
in the case of this, as in the case of the flesh or syllable, we
shall put forward the same reasoning. Now, it would seem that
there is something of this sort, and that it is not an element;
and the cause, at least, of this thing being flesh, but that a
syllable. In like manner, also, is it concerning other things.
But the substance of each thing constitutes this, in truth; for
this is the first cause of being or substance. Since, however,
some things are not substances of things,—but this is the case
with as many substances as according to nature are consti-
tuted as well as by nature,—to some, also, would this nature
appear to be substance, or it is not an clement, but a first
principle. Now, an element? is that whereunto as inherent
in a thing, as matter, a compound is divided, as, for instance,
of the syllable A B, A and B are the elements.

1 “Something different.” [ have supplied these worda wyeslf do
somplete the sense.
2 Vide book LV. chap. ‘ji.
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CHAPTER L

Frou the statements that have been now made ; 4, uoreome
it is necessary to draw our inference, and, collect- s to what are
ing together a summary of the foregoing, to *“’tsnces
impose upon our remarks some termination or conclusion,
It has, therefore, been stated that the causes, and the first
principles, and the elements of substances, are the subjects
under investigation in the present Treatise. Now, as to
substances, some are acknowledged to have a subsistence
by all philosophers ; respecting others, however, certain spe-
culators have put forth from time to time certain peculidr
opinions of their own. Physical or natural substances are
acknowledged to have a subsistence; for example, fire,
earth, water, air, and the rest of simple bodies: in the next
place, plants, and the parts of these; animals, also, and their
parts; and lastly, the heaven and the parts of the heaven:
but those certain philosophers, who hold peculiar sentiments
respecting substances, affirm that both forms and mathema-
tical entities or species are substances. But, unquestionably,
from the foregoing reasonings the consequence ensues of there
peing other substances—I mean, the essence or very nature
of a thing, and the subject. Further, in other respects we
may assume that the genus is substance in preference to the
species, and the universal to the.singulars. With the uni-
versal, however, and th> genus, the ideas, algo, are connected,
for they seem to be substances according with the same
process of reasoning.

Since, however, the essence or very nature of 2 why aristo-
& thing appears to be substance, and the reason {e ¥ led fo
or principle of this is definition, on this account found in beok
we have settled various points respecting defini- V!

1 In book VIL, which is according to others book VIIL, we have a
sort of application of the logical principles in regard of substance,
arrived at in book VI, to the case of substance regarded as what is
oognisant by the senses. 2

P
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tion, and respecting that which is essential. DBut since
definition is a sentence, and since a sentence has parts, we
found it requisite also to examine concerning a part, what
sort are the parts of substance, and what sort they are not,
and whether these ought to be the same with the parts of
the definition likewise? Further, then, neither is the uni-
versal ! nor the genus substance. But concerning ideas and
mathematical entities we will subsequently 2 institute an
inquiry ; for, beside3 the substances of things cognisant by the
5. The inquiry FC18ES, certain speculators assert these to have a
in book VII. = subsistence. At present, however, let us treat
of those substances that are acknowledged to
have a subsistence; but these are sensible substances, or the
substances of those things that fall beneath the notice of the
senses.
4. Substances  INOW, all sensible substances involve matter,?
cognisant by But substance may be considered as those
watter as their things that may be classed amongst subjects
subject. in one sense as natter, but in another as the
definition; now, I mean by matter that which is not this
certain particular thing in energy, but in capacity is this
certain particular thing; and in a different sense definition
and form are subjects. That which is this certain particular
thing is separable from the formal principle of it, and third
is that which is composed of these, of which alone there are
generation and corruption, and which is a thing that simply
has a separable subsistence; for of those substances which
subsist according to a formal principle some are capable of a
separate subsistence, but some aresnot so. But that matter
is a substance is evident, for in all opposite changes is
- there something which is the subject of the changes; as,
for instance, in place, that which is now here, but again is
elsewhere ; and according to increase, that which is at the
present moment of such a size, and the next less or larger;
and according to alteration, a person who is now healthy, and

1 Vide book VI. chap. xiii 2 In book XII.

3 Some MSS. read wepl instead of wapd.

4 In objects that are cognised by our senses, what we perceive ia
matter moulded into such and such a form; and this presupposes
~ szdahance in which the thing resides, which it would be a contradic
it 1n terms to say could fall beneath the comprehension of sense,
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at another time indisposed : and in like manner, also, ascord-
ing to substance, a thing which now subsists in a state of
generation is again, however, in a state of corruption, and
that which is at the present time a subject, as this certain
particular thing, yet is at some future period a subject as
according to privation. And, doubtless, the rest of the
changes follow upon this; yet this does not follow one or two
of the other changes: for there is no necessity, should even
anything involve local or topical matter, that this also involve
matter, both such as is generable and corruptible. What,
then, is the difference between simple production, and that
which is not simple production, has been declared in our
Treatise on Physical Phenomena.

CHAPTER II.

Bur since the subsistence of substance as a sub- 1. What sen
ject and as matter is admitted by philosophers, and $ible substance
this is that which subsists in capacity, it remains energy; the
that we should state what that substanceis amongst e, of Pe-
sensibles which subsists as energy. Democritus, this point.
therefore, assuredly seems to be a person who considered that,
in regard of this, there are three differences; for he was of
opinion that the subject-body and the matter were one and
the same thing, but that the difference lay either in the
rysmos,! which is figure, or in the trope, which is position,
or in the diathege, which is order.

But there appear nlany existing differences; s substance,in
as, for example, some things are termed sub- this pointof
stance from the composition of matter: as, to ject of many
give an instance, whatsoever things are formed by differences:
n.ixture, such as mead, which is a mixture of honey ana
water ; and others are termed so from a wooden fastening,
88 a chest;? and others from a string, such as a bundle;
and others from glue, as a book; and others from many of
these; and others, again, are said to subsist from position, as
a threshold and the lintel of a door: for these differ from

! This has been already noticed by Aristotle, in book I. chap. iv.
? 9dupw I have translated “wnoden fastening,” on the authority of
Liddell and Scott. Taylor renders it by the word “ nail.”
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circumstances of position in a certain respect; other things,
however, derive their being from time, as! dinner and brenk-
fast, and some from place, a8 the winds. And some things
are styled differences from the passive properties of sensibles;
a8, for example, hardness and softness, and thickness and
thinness, and dryness and moistness: and some are so termed
from certain of these qualities, and others from all of them;
and, in general, some from excess, but others from defect.
Wherefore, it is evident that the fact of a thing's sube
sistence is denmominated in thus many ways, for a threshold
is a threshold because it is situated thus, and its subsistence
signifies that it has this position in this way; and the sub-
sistence of ice signifies the fact of its congelation in this form,
And the subsistence of some things will be defined by even
all of these circumstances; and this because some things
consist from the mixture of some things, but others from
their temperament, and some from their connexion, and
some from their condensation, and some from their employ-
ment of other differential qualities, as either the hand or
foot. Therefore, must we take into consideration the genera
of differences, for these will be the first principles of sub-
sistence; as, for example, those things which have their sub-
sistence in the more and the less, or the dense and the rare,
and the other properties of this kind; for all these belong to
excess and defect. If anything, however, has its subsistence
in figure, or smoothness and roughness, all thiugs will subsist
in what is right-lined and curved. Now, to some things
their subsistence will consist in their being mingled, and, in
an opposite way, their non-subsistedice will consist in not
being mingled.
3. Certain de- It is, therefore, evident from these foregoing
S;“’.K‘:’i‘.’:oa?"“ statements, that if substance is a cause of ths
from the fore-  subsistence of each thing, that in these must be
geing points.  goyght the solution of the question what the
cause of the subsistence of each of these is. Substance, in-
1 3etmvov wal dpiotov. I have differed from Taylor, who translates
these words “supper and dinner.” Aetxvor—38ei niveiv—was regarded as
the principal meal; and the Homeric use of the word &pisror was to
designate the morning meal, Il. 24 ; 124—and this harmonizes with ita
being a derivative from #ps, our “early.” I know, however, that &pioro
n after times was made to signify the midday meal, or prandium, of
ghe Pomans.
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deed, then, is not any of these, or a thing that is connected
together ; nevertheless, it subsists analogically in each thing.
And as in substances whatsoever is predicated of matter is
nctual energy, this also in an eminent degree is the case
with the other definitions; as, for example, if it be neces-
sary to define a threshold, we will say that it is a piece of
wood or stone situated in this way, and if a house, that it is
bricks and timbers disposed in such or such a way ; cr, shall
we further say that likewise the final cause exists in the case
of some things? And if we are called on tc define a lump of
ice, we would reply, that it is water congealed or condensed
in this form; and if symphony is to be defined, that it is
a particular sort of mixture of the sharp and the flat ; and we
must prooeed in the same manner with other things also.

It is evident, therefore, from these statements, 4 piferent
that there is of different matter a different mstter there-
energy,! and a different definition; for of some diferent
things composition is the energy and form, €€
and of other things mixture, and of others something
else of those particulars enumerated above. Wherefore, of
persons engaged in defining things, those, on the one hand,
who say what a house is, that it is stones, bricks, timbers,
speak of the house in respect of potentiality or capacity, for
these are matter; but those who say, in addition, that it is
a receptacle preservative of goods and bodies, or that it is
some other such thing, speak of the house in regard of its
energy ; and those who put both of these together, speak of
the third substance—I mean, the substance composed of
these, that is, of potentiality and energy.? For the defini-
tion that subsists by means of differences seems to be that
of form and energy, but that which consists from things

! To show what Aristotle means by energy or activity, dvépyes, we
mast bear in mind what has been already laid down touching the
relation of matter and form; it is & sort of mediating principle between
both, for where capacity exists there must be likewise some operating
power to move such capacities into action. Now, this is precisely what
takes place in the case before us. Matter, which is the capacity, is
moulded into its several shapes by form, which is the energy. The
thing may be well illustrated by the relation subsisting between voli.
tion and muscular action.

3 As to the relation between capacity and energy, we must refer t¢
ook VIIL, where the sutiect is discussed at large.
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that are inherent appears to be the definition of matter
rather. In like manner, also, does this consequence result
unto the definitions which Archytas! admitted, for they are
compounded of both together ; as, for example, what is a
lull? stillness in a mass of air; the air in this case is matter,
but the stillness i3 energy and substance : what is a calm ¥
smoothness of sea; the subject in this case, as matter, is
the sea, but the energy and form are smoothness. Now, it is
evident, from what has been stated, what sensible substance
is, and how it subsists; for the one thing is as matter, hut
the other as form when it is? energy: but the third is that
which is composed of these.

CHAPTER IIIL3

1. Does the It is requisite, however, that we should not be
name signify . . . .

the composite  ignorant that sometimes it escapes our unotice
e 94 Whether the name signifies the composite sub-
form ? stance, or energy, or form; as, for example, a
house, whether it is a sign of that which is common to all
houses,—viz. that it is a shelter composed of bricks, and rafters,
and stones, disposed in this way,—or whether it is a sign of
energy and form, because it is a shelter? in the instance of a
line, also, whether the name signifies that it is a duad in length,
or, because of its being the duad, is a sign of energy and form$4
And, in the case of animal, whether it is soul contained in
body, or soul simply, for soul is the substance and energy

belonging to a certain body? And animal, also, would be

! Archytas wasa native of Tarentum, living about the same time with
Plato. He was one of the most celebrated of the Pythagoric school,
and the first philosopher amongst them whose literary labours were
committed to writing. Archytas was famous for his mechanical know-
ledse and inventions, and his name is immortalized in the poetry of
Horace, 28th Ode, book I. Vide Tenneman’s History of Philosophy,
p- 65; Bohn'e edition.

2 §rav: sume copies read xal.

$ The inquiry started in this chapter relates to whether we are to
regard the name of a thing as being imposed upon it in reference to
its being a compound, and from the operation of active power om
t;upz\city, or in reference merely to the active power itself, the elSos xal

répyeia?

* 1 have filled up the ellipais here to complete the sense.
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involved in both, not as what is predicated by one definition,
but as in relation to one thing.

These, however, differ in relation to something , 5. quiry,
else; but they in no wise contribute to the as wellas
advancement of the present investigation about ers ofthe
substance,— I mean that substance which is cogni- levant to onto-
sant by sense ; for the essence or very nature of a
thing is inherent in the form and energy. For soul, I admit,
and the being of & soul, are the same thing; but the being of
a man, and the being man, are not the same thing; unless,
likewise, the soul will be styled a man: and so the being of
man will be the same, no doubt, in one respect, but not the
same in another, with man. But the syllable does not appear
to persons engaged in such investigations as consisting of the
elements of speech and of composition, nor does a house
seem to constitute both bricks and composition: and this
supposition is made correctly, for the composition and the
mixture of anything consist not from those things to which
composition or mixture belongs. In like manner, also, it is
not the case with anything else; as, for example, a threshold
subsists from position, not position from a threshold, but the
latter rather from the former ; nor is a man animal and biped,
but must needs be something which subsists besides these, if
these are matter, and which is neither an element, nor from
an element, but the substance; and the thing which they
take away they denominate matter : if, then, this is a cause
of existence, and if this is substance, they would term? this
actual substance. Now, it is necessary that this be either a
thing eternal, or subject to decay without being reduced to
decay, and be generated without going through a process of
generation. But it has been demonstrated, and made appa-
rent elsewhere, that no one produces form, nor generates it,
but that this particular thing is produced, and that what is
composed of these is generated. But whether there are sub-
stances of things corriptible capable of having a separate
subsistence is in no wise evident as yet, save that thus much
is plain, that it is not admissible with some things at any
rate, such as cannot possibly subsist even beside certain par-
ticulars, say a house or a utensil. Therefore, perhaps, indeed,

! T have followed Didot’s text in omitting the particle o¥, which the
Leipsic edition retaine
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neither such are substances—I mean sensibles—nor are thess
very thiugs substances in any respect, nor anything else thax
does not consist naturally; for one may consider Nature as
alone the substance in things that are liable to decay.
5. Refutation Wherefore, the doubt which the followers of
of Antisthenes, Antisthenes,! and persons similarly uneducated,
5}35&;?&&. indulged in, namely, that the nature of a thing
:‘-‘iﬂg déig;f» o canuot be defined, involves some opportunity of
a solution at present ; for what they say is, that

definition is a long sentence: but, certainly, as to the quality
of a thing, what it is, though we cannot frame any definition,
yet we can even give instruction of some kind or other on
such point ; as, take the case of silver, you may not be able
to tell what it is, to be sure, yet you may say that it can be
assimilated in its appearance to tin. Wherefore, it belongs,
in fact, to a substance of which it is admissible that there
be a definition and formal principle; as, for example, of that
which is a composite nature, whether it be cognisant to the
sense or the intellect. But there cannot be such of those
things from which these consist primarily, if the definitive
reason has any signification in regard of anything, and it
}s necessary that the onme be as matter, but the other as
form.
4. This reason. . NOW, it is likewise evident, on the supposition
ing corects  that numbers are in a manner substances,® why
certain false it is that they subsist after this mode, and not
the subsistence ag certain philosophers say, because they are a
: *  multitude or aggregation of monads. For defi-
nition, also, is a certain number, (for both it is divisible and
resolvable into indivisible elements; for formal principles are
not infinite,) and number is a thing of this kind. And just
a8 when any of those things whereof number consists has been
either subtracted from number or added to it, no longer is
there the same number, but a different one, even though ever
80 little be subtracted or added, so, in like manner, neither will

! The position of Antisthenes amounts to an exaggerated statement
of the truth, because there are some things that are incapable of defi-
nitiion as far as we are concerned ; for example, the divine or angelio
nature.

2 Aristotle already, in the first book, has been occupied in an exami-

pation into the Pythagorean system about number, and resumes this
subject iu book XIL, chap. vi.



CH.IV.] SUBSTANCES AND THEIR OOMPONENT MATTER. 219

definition, nor the essence or very nature of a thing, be any
longer the same, when there is a subtraction or addition of
anything. And it is necessary, further, a8 regards number,
that there should be something through which it is one, which
in the present case they cannot assign—I mean something
through which it is one—if number is one thing.! For either
it is not one thing, but is, as it were, a heap, or, if it is, it must
be stated what that is which makes it to be one out of many
things, Definition, also, is one thing, and similarly neither in
regard of this which is compounded out of many things can
they make assertions in this way.2 And this result naturally
takes place, for it is a consequence from the same reasoning ;
and the substance in this way is one thing, but nof in such a
way as some would make out who say, for instance, that it is a
certain monad, or point, but that each is actuality, and a cer-
tain nature. And as number involves neither the more and
the less, so neither does that substance which subsists according
to form ; but, if this be the case, it is that which is connected
with matter. Respecting, indeed, then, generation and cor-
ruption, in regard of the aforesaid substances, in what manner
it is admissible, and how it is impossible that they should
take place, and regarding the reduction of definition inte
number, let the foregoing distinctions be set down thus far.

CHAPTER IV.3

As regards material substance, however, it is 1. Each mate.

necessary that it should not escape our notice Jial ubstance

that, even though all things are from the same peculiarmatter
primary nature, or the same things as those that “** ®***
are primary, and though the same matter bo as a first prin-

1 T have rendered the words in the text as literally as I can.

2 I have followed Taylor's explanation of this passage. The punc-
tuation in the Leipsic edition is different.

3 Aristotle has already completed his observations as regards matter
and form, and has shown, in respect of generation and corruption, that
thei are alone admissible in the case of what is a composite from
both matter and form ; and he now shows, seemingly in opposition to
those who were searching up and down in the nature of things for some
primary element, how, even on the assumption of such being in exist-
ence, every material object has its own appropriate matter.
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ciple, for things that are generated, nevertheless, there is a
certain peculiar ! matter of everything; for instance. the first
matter of phlegm is the sweet. or the oily, and of bile, the
bitter, or something else of this sort: but, perhaps, these,
also, are from the same thing. And there are produced many
substances of the same thing when one thing is the substance
of another, as phlegm is frum the fat and the sweet, if what
is fat or oily be from what is sweet, and it is the case that it
is from bile on account of the resolution of the component
qualities into bile, as into their primary matter. For in a
twofold way does one thing proceed from another, namely,
either because it will be in the way of progression? or of
analysation into its first principle.

2. Different Now, on the supposition of the existence of one
things may be matter, it is possible for different things to be
fre e o generated by reason of the cause which imparts
matter, vt motion, as both a chest and a bed are formed
thing is dife-  from wood : of some things, however, the matter
rentits subject- js necessarily different, when the things themselves
different. are different ; as, for example, a saw can never be
made of wood, nor does it belong to the cause imparting
motion to accomplish this, for it can never produce a saw of
wool or of wood. But if, then, it is possible to make the
same thing of different matter, it is evident that art and the
first principle, as one that originates the motion in a thing,
are the same; for if matter were different from that which
imparts motion, the thing made or generated would also be
different. When, therefore, one may investigate what the
cause of a thing is—since causes are denominated in many
ways 3—it is necessary to mention all the contingent causes:
as, for example, what is the cause of man as matter, that is,
the material cause: is it the menstrual blood? and wkat is
the cause, as that which imparts motion, or, in other words,
the efficient cause: is it not the seed, then? and what is the
cause as form, or the formal cause: is it not the essencs, or
very nature of the thing? and what is the final cause of his

! oixeia: this word might be translated * dommnestic.”

? The Latin version renders this, “ex eo quod progredietur.”

3 Aristotle means, of course, his fourfold enumeration of causes,
found in the Physics, in the Posterior Analytics, and in more places
than one in the Metaf hysics,
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existence : is it not the end thereof? But, perhaps, both of
these are the same. And it is requisite, also, to mention the
most immediate or proximate causes. What is the matter of
man ? not fire or earth, but that which is matter peculiar or
domestic to the nature of man.

Certainly, then, respecting physical and gener- , . ..
able substances, it is necessary to advance for- ing thus ap-
wards in our investigations in this manner, if Pjed 1% ub-
one will advance correctly ; since, in such a case, physical and

. generable, does
both these causes, and causes of such a descrip- not apply'to
tion, are in existence, and if it be requisite to jibsiee
have a knowledge of causes. Concerning physi- physical is ye:
cal or natural substances, however, but such as ™2t
are everlasting, there is another mode of reasoning; for some
of them, perhaps, do not involve matter, or do not inviltz
matter of this kind, but only that which is movable in placz.
And, therefore, a3 many as possess a natural subsistciuo,
but are not substance,! these do not involve matter, but the
subject to them constitutes substance; as, for instance, what
cause is there of an eclipse? say, what material cause is there?
for no sich can be assigned, save that the moon is that which
is passive : and what is the cause of this phenomenon, as
that which imparts motion and destroys light, that is, the
efficient cause, the earth? The final cause, however, does
not, perhaps, exist in this case: and the formal cause is
definition ; yet this is obscure, unless the definition be along
with the cause: as, what is an eclipse ? it is a privation of
light. And if this addition be made, that this privation of
light is occasioned by the earth intervening in the midst, this
will be a definition in conjunction with the cause. But, in
the case of sleep, it is obscure what is the first thing that is
passive. Shall we say that it is the animal in its entivety?
yes: but in what part does this passive condition arise? and
what organ is it that first undergoes this passive change? is it
the heart,’ or something else? then, there is the inquiry, by

! odola: it is better, perhaps, to read this odolg, and translate the
words thus: “but have not a subsistence substantially.”

? This was the opinion of Plato, according to Alexander; at least,
we find this assertion in the Commentaries on this book of the Meta-
physics attributed to Alexander: but Brandis looks with suspicion oit
all such as being the work of Alexander, beginning from book V.
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reason of what agency does this passive condition ensue? and,
in the next place, what is this passive condition-—I mean, the
condition that belongs to that particular organ, and does not
belong to the whole body? shall we say that it is such and
such a kind of immobility ? be it so: but this is such becauss
there is something to undergo an affection in the first
instance.

CHAPTER V.

1. The material .AND sinoq some things are unconnected both
Bt tne With generation and corruption, and some are not
generation of 80 ; a8, for example, points—if they really subsist
contraries.  _and in general, species and forms ; (for it is not
whiteness that is generated, but the white wood :) or, if also
everything which is generated is generated from something,
in such a case all contraries would not be generated from one
another; but in a different way would white man be from
black man, and whiteness from blackness: nor of everything
is there matter ; but of as many things as there is generation
and mutual change; and as many things as are without altera-
tion, or are not, of these there is not matter. It involves,
however, a subject of doubt, how matter—I mean, that which
belongs to each thing—stands in relation to contraries ; for
instance, if the body be healthy in capacity, and if the oppo-
site thing to health be disease, whether shall we say that both
subsist in capacity? Whether shall we, also, say that water
in capacity is both wine and vinegar? Or shall we say that
the body is matter of bealth according to its habit, and
according to form; but that it is the matter of disease,
according to privation, and according to corruption, such as
is contrary to Nature ?
5. Another And another certain doubt is there, also, why
subject for wine is not the matter of vinegar, nor vinegar in
Soiy uponthis capacity, although vinegar is produced from this;?
and, in respect of one that is alive, we may doubt
! Aristotle is led to the inquiry in this chapter from the investi-
gations already pursued in regard of 3twaus.
! The difficulty comes to this—must we not regard water, for in-

stance, as endued with the twofold potentiality of wine and vineger, as
& subjert having a capacity for contraries?
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whether such is in potentiality a dead body, or is not; but the
corruptions subsist according to accident: the actual matter,
however, of an animal, subsists according to corruption, as
the capacity and matter of a dead body, and the water, also,
of vinegar; for from these are they generated, as night from
day. And as many things, therefore, as in this way undergo
changes into one another, ought to revert back into matter ;
as, for instance, if from a dead body an animated one should
be generated, it is requisite that the dead body should first
be resolved into matter, in order that in this way an animated
body might afterwards be generated from it; and, in like
manner, vinegar must be resolved into water, then will wine
in this way be produced.

CHAPTER VI

Bur bearing upon the doubt mentioned above, 1. How are we
both respecting definitions and respecting num- 0 scoount for
bers, is. the question, what is the cause of finition in con-
there being one ? for of all such things as have fra purality of
many parts, and of which the whole is not, as it whatisdefinedt
were, a heap, but is something else, namely, an entirety, beside
the parts, there is a certain cause, since also in bodies—in
some indeed—contact is the cause of their being one, and in
others viscosity or some other such passive quality. Now,
definition is one discursus or sentence, not by a bond of con-
nexion, as the Iliad, but in respect of being of one thing.
What, then, is it which makes man to be one thing, and why
is he one thing, but not many things; as, for example,
both animal and biped, and in the most emirent degree also,
if, as some say, any animal in itself, and biped in itself, have
a subsistence? For awhy is not man those very things, and
why will men subsist, not according to participation of one
man,? but the participation of two things, both animal and
biped? And, in general, therefore, man will not be one thing,
but many things, namely, animal and biped. It is, therefore,

¥ From his solution of the question as to the existence in a subject
of a capacity for contraries, Aristotle now decides a point connected
with the unity of external objects in relation to the percipient.

* This is the reading in Didot's edition, and is move clear than that
in the J eipsic text.
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evident that to persons treating the subject in such a way as
they have been accustomed to frame their definitions and
assertions, it is not possible to adduce a reason of this and
solve the matter in doubt.

2 Theralso . Dub if the case st;a.nd.s ag we say, namely,
lutionof this_ that one thing, indeed, is matter, but another
guestion lies i form,—and, again, that one thing subsists in ca-
between capa-  pacity, but another in energy,—no longer would
cityandenersy: the matter under investigation seem a sub-
ject of doubt, for this doubt is the same as if the round
Jbrass were the definition of a garment. For this name would
be a sign of the definition ; wherefore, the object of investiga-
tion is what the cause is that the circular and the brass are
one. No longer, however, does the doubt appear to remain,
because the ope is matter, but the other form. What, then, is
the cause of this, namely, that what subsists in capacity should
subsist in energy beside the producing cause—I mean, in the
case of whatsoever things there is generation ? for there is no
other cause of the sphere that subsists in capacity subsisting
as a sphere in energy, but this was the essence in each thing.
And as regards matter, there is one kind that is intelligible,
and another that is cognisant by the senses; and as regards
«definition, one sort, indeed, is invariably matter, and another
is energy, as a circle is a plain figure. ~As many things, how-
ever, as do not involve matter, either intelligible or sensible,
forthwith is it possible that each of these be one certain par-
ticular thing, as that which is a certain particular thing is
this particular thing as well as quality and quantity; where-
fore, also, there does not inhere in definitions either entity or
unity, and the essence or very nature of a thing is forthwith a
certain unity, as also a certain entity ; wherefore, also, there is
not any different cause for any of these being one, or of there
being a certain entity in them, for immediately doth each
constitute a certain entity and a certain unity; yet they are
not inherent in entity or unity as in the genus! of these, nor
have they a subsistence as though they were separable from
singulars,

8. Anattempt-  And, on account of this aforesaid doubt, some
gd soluion of - philosophers maintain that participation, to wit,
shenomenon of ig the cause ; and what the cause of the participa-

} oépee: other MSS. read yerdoer
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tion is, and what the participation itself is, they participauon,
are in doubt ; but some assign the intercourse #éfefs

of the soul as the cause, just as Lycophron,! who says that
gcience is the union of the act of scientific knowledge and of the
soul : but others affirm that the principle of vitality consists in
the composition or conjunction of soul with body. Indeed, the
same reasoning holds good as regards all things ; for also the
being in sound health will be either the union, or conjunction,
or composition of soul with health. And for the brass to be
a triangle will be a composition of brass and of triangle, and
for a thing to be white will be a composition of superficies and
whiteness ; and a cause of their speaking in this way is
because they are searching for the uniting principle and dif-
ference of capacity and actuality. But, as has been said,
both the ultimate matter and the form are the same ; and
the one subsists in capacity, but the other in actuality.
Wherefore, the investigation of what is the cause of unity is
similar to the inquiry into the cause of a thing being one ; for
everything is one particular thing subsisting both partly
in capacity and partly in energy, in a certain respect, as one
thing. Wherefore, there is no other cause, except there be
something that can be shown to subsist as a cause imparting
motion from potentiality into energy. Now, whatever
things do not involve matter, all of these are simply some
certain particular thing.

! Lycophron, It does not appear who this Lycophron was; the
commentators merely say of him that he was a sophist, probably a
mtempomry of Aristotle. He certainly was not the grsat poet of

name,
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CHAPTER L

1. Howmets.  CONCERNING substance, then—I mean, concern-
physics, which ing that which is primarily entity, and to which all
the “ens,”is  the rest of the categories of entity are referred-—
2;,‘::{?;"6}'_““ we have declared our sentiments. For according
vaus. to the definition of substance are denominated
the other entities, viz. both quantity, and quality, and the
rest of the things that are predicated in this way; for all
such will involve the definition of substance, as we have as-
serted in our earliest dissertations.? But since entity is
denominated partly as quiddity, or quality, or quantity, but
partly according to capacity aud actuality, and according to
work, let us frame certain distinctions and definitions as
regards both capacity and actuality; and, in the first in-
stance, as regards that capacity, or potentiality, which is
spoken of as such with especial precision: not, to be sure,
that this is of service towards the advancement of our present
design, for potentiality and actuality extend further than
things merely predicated according to motion. But when we
have spoken our opinions concerning this in our definitions,
as regards energy, we shail make matters plain concerning
the other points likewise.
2. Several That, indeed, therefore, potentiality is predi-
osceofpoten- cated in many ways, and that the possession of
city, enume-  potentiality is expressed in many ways, has been
rat settled by us elsewhere.® But as many of these
a8 are styled potentialities equivocally may be omitted ; for

1 In the eighth book—ninth according to some—Aristotle considers
the subject of capacity and energy with more minuteness. It is well
worthy of study, not merely for the distinctions which are found drawn
in it, but also for the admirable classification of capacities, or poten-
tialities, which it contains.

2 Vide book VI. chap. i,

3 In the fourth book,—his book of metaphysical lefinitions,—where
the term 8vvaus, in its various significations, s fully explained. Vide
c¢hap. xii. of that book.
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some capacities, or potentialities, are denominated capacities
by reason of a certain similarity (as in geometry we speak
of potentiality in this way), and things that are potential and
impotential we call such in regard of their being, in a certain
respect, endued with such a capacity, or not being so. As
many potentialities, however, as are referred to the samse
form or species are all certain first principles, and are pre-
dicated in reference to one primary potentiality,’ which is a
first principle of change in another body, so far forth as it is
another. For there is a capacity, on the one hand, of being
passive, which, in the actual subject of passion, constitutes a
first principle of a passive state through the intervention of
another body, so far forth as it is another. There is, on the
other hand, the habit of impassivity, such as tends towards a
condition which is worse, and the habit of corruption, which
arises from the instrumentality of another body, so far forth
ag it is another—I mean, a first principle capable of bringing
about a change. For in all these definitions is inherent the
definition of the primary potentiality just mentioned. Anc
again, these potentialities are styled either those of actior
merely, or passion, or subsistence in an excellent manner.
Wherefore, also, in the definitions of these are inherent, in
a manner, the definitions of the former potentialities.

It is, therefore, evident that there is, in & s. Inferences
certain respect, one potentiality of action and {ravnfrom
passion,—for a thing that is potential is such in tion of poten-
regard of itself having the potentiality of passive- ‘alities:
ness, and in regard of another thing having it by reason of
this,—and, in another respect, there is a different potenti-
ality. For one kind of potentiality resides in the patient ; for,
on account of its having a certain first principle, and on
account of matter,? also, being a certain first principle, the
subject of the passion is passive, and one thing undergces
a change by reason of another; for that wkich is fat is
combustible also: but that which yields in this maunner

! These words are worthy of attention; for by thus making every
capacity in its action relative to the operation of a certain other capa-
city, we ultimately arrive at the primary capacity ; and this, according
to principles already established, presupposes a something beyon
capacity, an activity, the abeolute évéyyeia, the first cause.

2 Yany: some copies read, dAnvy.

Q2
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is a thing that is bruised ; and in like roanner, also, is it
with other things. But another kind of potentiality resides
in the agent, as the hot, and the capacity of house-building,
are involved severally, the former in that which is capable of
making a thing warm, and the latler in a person who is
qualified to build a house. Wherefore, as far forth as a
thing is naturally connected with itself it in no wise under-
goes a passive state itself, by reason of its own agency, for it
is one thing, and not anything else.

¢ Whatimpo-  And impotentiality, and that which is impo-
tentiality is,  tential (now, such is contrary to potentiality), is
dduvopie. privation. Wherefore, every potentiality belongs
to the same, and subsists according to the same subjeot with im-
potentiality. Privation,! however, is predicated in many ways ;
for privation is to be found where a thing does not possess
something else, and, though fitted by nature for the possession
of such, may yet not have it either entirely or when it is
fitted by nature: and we say either, after this manner, that
it is privation, for instance, altogether so, or yet even in
some certain respect or other. And, in the case of some
things, if being by nature adapted to possess a thing, they
may not yet have such by reason of violence, we say that
these are subjects of privation in this respect.

CHAPTER IIL

_ SincE, however, such first principles of poten-
dinitten, Some tiality are inherent partly in thil;gs thap: are
ﬁ:-n‘o‘}:’:o','f" inanimate, and partly in things that are animate
nected with  and contained in soul, and in that portion of the
feason. soul which possesses reason, it is evident that
also of potentialities some will be devoid of reason, whereas
others will be accompanied with reason. Wherefore, all the
arts, even such as are constructive,® as well as the sciences,
are potentialities ; for they constitute first principles which
are causes of change in another subject, so far forth as
it is another. And all those potentialities, indeed, that are

! The term privation, orépnois, has been already defined in book IV
shap. xxii,
2 Some copies read, xai xorwTika. éxicTuuas
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accompanied, or involve any connexion with reason, are pro-
ductive of contraries ; each of those, however, that is devoid
of reason is alone productive of one result : as, for instance,
that which is hot is productive of the promotion of heat
merely, and the medicinal art of disease and health.

And a cause of this is the following, that 2. pifference
scientific knowledge is reason, and the same e Profuc
reason makes manifest the result produced and these two
" its privation, though not after the same manner; focio oo
and in one way is this reason that which creates counted for.
this knowledge for both,! yet in another it affords greatet
knowledge of the thing in existence than of its privation.
Wherefore, it is requisite that such sciences as these should
involve a knowledge of contraries ; but that of the one it
should be thus essentially, and of the other not essextially-
for also reason is a knowledge of the one essentially, but ot
the other, after a certain manner, according to accident, for
by negation and ablation it makes manifest the contrary ;
for primary privation is that which is contrary, and this is
an ablation of the other. Since, however, contraries are not
inherent in the same thing—now, science is a capacity in
respect of the possession of reason,® and the soul also pos-
sesses & first principle of motion—hence the healthy or
alubrious produces health only, and that which is capable
of promoting heat—warmth, and of promoting cold—chilli-
ness ; but the scientific person produces both. For of both,
no doubt, has reason a knowledge, but not in the same
manner ; and this reagon subsists in a soul which possesses
a first principle of motion. Wherefore, soul will move both
from the same first principle, having effected coherence
towards the same thing; wherefore, the things which are
potential, or endowed with capacity according to reason,
produce contraries to the productions of that which is poten-
tial without reason, for one first principle is comprised in
reason. But it is evident that also upon the , . . .
power of action and, passion in an excellent not necessarily

! T have followed Taylor's paraphrastic rendering of this passage.

2 What Aristotle means is this,—that science presupposes in man
a scientific capacity, and that this is to be found in the rational soul,
which contains within itself the efficient cause of man's pursuit afeas
knowledge.
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involved in the manner there follows the power merely of action
oo ot or of passion: but in this latter the former is

not invariably to be found ; for he that acts well
must needs also be an agent, but where a person only is an
agent it is not necessary, also, that he should act well.

CHAPTER IIL!

1. Falsenotions ~ BUT there are some who say—for instance,
e earie those of the Megaric school—that where there
energy being a is energy, there only is there potentiality, or
dition foy po- CAPpacity, but that where there is no energy, there
tentiality. is mo potentiality ; for example, that the person
who does not actually build has not the capacity cf building,
but that he has the capacity of building when he actually
builds, and that it is in like manner, also, with other things,
Now, the absurdities which ensue with these speculators it is
not difficult to discover. For it is evident that neither will
he be a builder if he does not actually build ; for the being
of a builder consists in the possession of the capacity of
building ; and in like manner, also, it is the case with the rest
of the arts. If, therefore, it is impossible for one to possess
arts of this kind, if he has not at any time received instruc-
tion in them, and acquired them, and not to be in the posses-
sion of thewm, unless at some time or other he lose them, (for
one may -do so either through forggtfulness, or a certain
affection, or time ; for as to the thing itself, that, at any rate,
has not fallen into decay, for it is in existence always;) this
being the case when there may be a cessation of operation
on the part of such a one, he will not have in possession
the art, and how will he again forthwith proceed to build
in resuming the art which he had lost ?

1 Aristotle, by what goes before, is led to attack the Megarian philo.
sophers, who confounded everything with “ being,” and, therefore, po-
tentiality with energy. The rallying point of the Megarics was the
school established at Megara by Euclid, a native of e5;;-lplnee; and
Aristotle, no doubt, has his eye fixed principally on Euclid, for the
latter was a most vehement opponent of the dogmatism of the Peri-
E;etics.” Vide Tenneman, p. 98, translated in “Bohn’s Philological
rary.
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And in like manner will it be the case, also, 3 This Megaris
with things that are inanimate;' for there drgmaakinto
will be neither cold, ncr hot, nor sweet, nor, in Protggm);re-
short, anything cognisable by sense, when such Eytiig he,
is not an object of sensation. Wherefore, it will Rty of our
bappen with these philosophers that they should **™**%**
put forward the same theory with Protagoras. But, unques- °
tionably, neither will a man possess any sense unless he pers
ceives or energizes. If, therefore, that animal is blind which
does not possess the power of vision, though naturally
adapted to see, and when it is naturally adapted to see, and,
further, as it is thus naturally adapted, in such a case the
same individuals oftentimes during the same day will be blind,
and in like manner deaf. Further, if that which is impoten-
tial be that which has been deprived of capacity, that which
has not been generated, to be generated will be a thing that
is impossible; but one who says that what is devoid of a
capacity of being generated, either actually exists, or will do so,
shall affirm what is false ; for this would signify what is impo-
tential. Wherefore, these assertions overturn both the ex-
istence of motion ? and of generation; for that which stands
will always stand, and that which sits will always remain in
a sitting posture ; for a man will not rise up if he be sitting
down, for it will be impossible for that to rise up which
would not possess the capability, at least, of rising up.

If, therefore, it may not be possible to affirm ; ... ero.
these things, it is evident that potentiality and neous views
energy are something different from each other; the Gein
those theories, however, make potentiality and f potentiality
energy to be the same: and thus it is not & from each
small thing which they: are seeking to over- Oher
turn. Wherefore, it happens that a thing admits of being,
and yet may not be, and that a thing admits of not being,
and yet may be. In like manner, also, is it with the rest of
the categories: that which is endued with the capacity of

! Protagoras founded his scepticism on the pure relativity of our
sensations, and Bishop Berkeley endeavoured to build the reality of
God’s existence on the same foundation. What a different philosophy
resulted from the same suggesting cause to the mind of the impious
and daring sceptic, and to that of the humble and confiding Christian !

? And, therefore, such theories, when pushed forward to their legité
mate consaquences, must end in atheism. i
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walking yet may not walk, and that which does not walk
may yet be able to walk. This, however, is a thing that is
potential, in which, when the energy is present of that of
which it is said to bave the capacity, there will not be in
existence anything that is devoid of potentiality. Now,
1 mean, for instance, if one is able to sit, and it so happens
that such & one sits, if the sitting posture will have an exist-
ence in the case of such a one, nothing impossible or impo-
tential will ensue. And if anything may be moved, or may
impart motion, or remain at rest, or impede a body in its
course, or be in existence, or be generated, or not be in
existence, or not be generated, the case will be similar,
4. The origin But the name, energy,' which is combined
of thename  With actuality, and tends towards other things,
energy points  hag proceeded forth from motjons principally ; for
motion in an eminent sense appears to constitute
the energy of a thing. Wherefore, also, to nonentities they do
not attribute the having motion imparted to them, but certain
other categories: as, for instance, things which are nonentities
are intelligible and desirable objects, but are not in motion.
And this is the case because nonentities in energy will, how-
ever, subsist in energy; for of nonentities some are nonentities
in capacity, but yet have no existence because they do not
exist actually.

CHAPTER IV.2

1. Potentiality Now, if the potential be that which it has
DOt 8 fecessar been declared to be, upon which energy is conse-
energy. quential, it is evident that it is not possible that
it be true to say that this particular thing is endued with a
capability of being, but yet will not exist ; so that, on this sup-
position, what things impotential are would elude our search.
Now, I say, for instance, this is just as if any one affirm it to

1 Because, if we view energy as it were in a state of rest after the
end to which it tends has been brought about, this presupposes tha$
it has accomplished this transition through the intervention of motion;
or regarding energy in this very state of transition towards an end,—
els 76 TéAos,—we must regard it as motion itself.

2 Aristotle now considers the converse of the proposition ascribed
- the Mogarics in the last chapter.
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be possible that the diameter of a square he commensurate
with its side, although this commensurability will never be
established ; not reckoning that it is a thing that is impossible,
because nothing hinders anything that is potential, in regard
of existence and of generation,! from not being, nor being
likely to exist. But that follows necessarily from the points
laid down, if, also, we should suppose a thing may be, or may
he generated, which is not in existence, I admit, but yet is
a thing that is endued with the capacity of being; because
there will be in such a supposition as this nothing that is
impossible: but, at any rate, it will be admitted that this
result will ensue; for, allowing the commensurability of the
diameter, the inference must follow that even are equal to
odd numbers, which is an impossibility.? For what is false
is not the same also with that which is impotential; for that
you now are in a standing position is false, to be sure, but
i8 not a thing that is impossible.?

And at the same time, also, is it evident that, , , ..
upon the supposition of the existence of A, B of thisby
must needs exist likewise; and if A exist as Ui
& thing that is potential in regard of being, it
follows that also B must needs be a thing that is potential
in regard of being; for if there be no necessity for its being
o thing potential in regard of being, nothing hinders that
which is a thing possible to be from not being at all. Now,
let A be a thing that is possible to be. Therefore, since A is
a thing possible to be, if A be admitted as existing, nothing
impossible to be would actually ensue. However, B, at any
rate, must necessarily exist; but this was impossible. Grant,
therefore, that it is impossible. If, then, it were impossible
for B4 to exist necessarily, it is necessary that it should be
impossible for A to exist. But then A was possible, there-
fore will B be so likeiwise. If, then, A be possible, B also

' The commentators say that Aristotle here glances at Plato for an
opinion of his as regards the generation, and, therefore, the corruptibility
of the celestial spheres. This would directly clash with the notions of
the Stagyrite ; vide De Ceelo, book L chap. x.

2 This is Taylor’s paraphrastic rendering of the text. Videnote,p.109.

2 This distinction betweem these two significations of the word
yetdos is most worthy of our attention.

¢ The Leipsic edition has A here instead of B, which quite destroys
the link in this chain of reasoning,
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will be possible, if they subsist in such a way as that in con.
sequence of the existence of A, B necessarily exists also. If]
therefore, on the supposition that the things signified by A B
subsist in this manner, it may not be a thing possible for this
to take place in reference to B in this way, neither will
A B subsist in the manner that has been laid down; and if,
on the supposition of the possibility of the existence of A,
it is necessary that B also should exist as a thing that is pos-
sible to be, supposing, then, A to exist, it is necessary also
that B exist. For that it is possible from necessity for B
to exist, if it be possible for A to exist, signifies as follows,
that if A exists, and when it exists, and as far as it is a thing
that is possible to exist, that then, and in this way also, that
is necessary in regard of the existence of B.

CHAPTER V.

1. Themodeof AND whereas of all existing potentialities some
tPe [eauction are congenital, as those of the senses, but others
capacities into  gre developed from habit! as the ability of
sctuality. playing on a flute,and some from discipline, as
capacity in the arts, it is necessary that those that are
developed from habit and reason should be acquired by re-
peated exercises of previous activity, but that those which
are not of this description, and such as are concerned with
passivity, should not necessarily be acquired in this way.
Since, however, that which is endued with potentiality is able
to effect something, both the term “zometimes” and the term
‘““somehow” must one add in the definition, and as many
things else as are consequential to this. And some things that
subsist according to reason do not possess the potentiality of
imparting motion, and their potentialities are accompanied
with reason; whereas, as regards other things that are irra-
tional, and their poteuntialities irrational, those, also, it is
. necessary should subsist in an animated creature, but these
in both—now this being the case—in respect of potentialities
of such a description as this, it is requisite, when, as far as
they are endued with capacity in this way, the passive and

! The contents of this chapter are most remarkable, and might be
placed side by side with Butler's Analogy, Part I c. 5.
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the productive approximate towards each othet, that one set
of them should be active and the other passive ; but it is not
necessary that this should take place with those—I mean,
with rational—potentialities. For, as regards all of these,
each one is productive of one thing; whereas those are pro-
ductive of contraries: wherefore, this will at the same time
produce contraries—a thing, however, that is impossible,

It is necessary, then, that there be something , .. . =
else which may be predominant, and this I call tion of capacity
propension, or free-will; for whatsoever is the fhmarion
object of a particular propension, this will that through pro-
propension authoritatively or rightfully accom- B awsiaee
plish,! when, as far as it is endued with capacity, diting prin-
it may subsist, and approximate unto the passive. e ‘
Wherefore, that which is endued with capacity according to
reason must altogether compass its object, when it feels an
appetite after that unto which it has a capability of attain-
ing, and so far as it has this capability. Now, the power
to do ‘or accomplish anything subsists when that which is
passive is present, and is so disposed. And if this be not the
case, there will be no power to accomplish it; for, in the
event of none of those things that are extrinsic offering any
obstruction, there is no further necessity for adding these
words, ¢ nothing extrinsic offering obstruction,” into the
definition, for it involves potentiality, as it belongs to a
capacity of action; yet it is not so altogether, but when
things are disposed in some such manner as that in their
case will also external impediments be removed; for these
are taken away—I mean, some of those distinctive terms that
are contained in the definition. Wherefore, neither will an
appetite accomplish two things, or contrary things, even
though at the same time it may feel disposed or be actuated
by an inordinate desire to accomplish them; for it does not
involve power over their attainment in this way at the same
time, nor is there present the power of the simultaneous
accomplishment of such, since those objects of pursuit over
which appetite has control it will accomplish in this manner.

« What Aristotle here says of propension, Butler affirms of the
moral faculty; in short, this necessity of subordination, as well as the
fact of its operation, with the Rishop is the experimental proof of
the existence of conscience, Vide Sermons, L.—IIL
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CHAPTER VI

1. Advantage ~ BUT since we have spoken concern.ng poten-
of an examina- tiality, such as subsists according to motion, let
nature ofac-  us frame some definitions and distinctions re-
tivity, bdpreca. ogrding energy, both as to what energy or
activity is, and what sort of & thing it is. For the nature of
that which is potential, or endued with capacity, likewise, at
the same time will be apparent to those who make a division
in this matter, because we not only say that this is a thing
endued with potentiality or capacity which is fitted by
nature to impart motion to something else, or to have
motion imparted to itself by something else, either viewed .
simply or in a certain manner, but we also assert this as
being the case after a different mode. Wherefore, in our
investigations we shall also treat of these points.

% Whatenergy  Lhe existence of the thing, however, as the
fsnot, and  energy, does not subsist in such a way as when
whatltl. e speak of a thing in potentiality; now, we
mean by a thing subsisting in potentiality, for instance,
mercury in the wood, and the half in the whole, because it
can be taken away from the whole: and we term that a
scientific person in capacity, even though not actually en-
gaged in speculation, provided only such may be endued
with a capacity for speculative pursuits; and we mean
by a thing’s subsisting in energy,—mow, by an induc-
tion of singulars is the assertion evident which we wish to
make, and it is not expedient that we should seek after a
definition for everything; but it is sufficient to perceive at
a glance that which is analogous,—now, I say, by a thing’s
subsisting in energy we mean that it should be as a person
engaged in building stands in relation to that whieh is fit
for being built, and the wakefal tc the sleeper, and one who
sees to one whose eyes are closed, but who nevertheless pos-
sesses the power of vision, and as that which involves a
separable subsistence from matter to matter, and as that which
has been wrought by art to that which is unwrought. After

) 1 One advantage gained from the treatment of ¢vépyen by Aristotle
ia to be looked for in the application of these principles of metaphysica
to moral philosophy.
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this mode,! then, is energy compared with capacity or paten-
tiality. By one portion, however, of this difference let energy
be distinguished, and that which is endued with potentiality
by the other.

All things, however, are not said to subsist in , ..
energy in a similar way; but either anulogically modes of the
as this thing in this, or relatively to this; and :‘,::,’;;'e;';" of
that thinz in this particular thing, or relatively analogleally or
to this particular thing. For some things ™ '
are as motion in respect of potentiality; but other things
are as substance in respect of a certain matter. But
the infinite and the void, and such-like things, are said to
subsist both in potentiality and energy after another manner
different from many entities; as, for example, that which
sees, and that which walks, and that which is seen. For
sometimes do these things admit of being verified, and simply
verified; for the one is an object to be seen, because it
is seen, but the other because it is endued with a potenti-
ality of being seen; the infinite,® however, does not subsist in
potentiality after such a mode as it is likely to be in energy
when it involves a separable subsistence: but it does in
knowledge, for infinite divisibility is the cause which these
persons assign for the subsistence in potentiality amounting
to this energy; not, however, in respect of its being made to
involve a separate subsistence.?

But since none of thcose doings of which 4 pnergymust
there is a termination constitutes an end, but be distinguish-
only some of those that are performed in regard °° '™ =™
of the end,—as the actual end of inducing emaciation is
emaciation, and when these happen to induce or promote a
state of emaciation they are.in this way in motion, not being
inherent as the things on account of which the motion
subsists,—now, on such a supposition, these things do not
constitute the method of doing a thing, or, at any rate, such

' These words are supplied by the Translator to keep before tbe
reader Aristotle’s point under discussion.

? Vide book X. chap. x.

3 All of what follows, almost to the close of the chapter, is omitted
by Taylor. I bave found it in Bekker, in the Leipsic edition, and
in Didot's Paris edition. Its chief aim is to show the connexion
between motion and energy.
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a method as is perfect, that is, involves an end. For they
_do not constitute an end, but in that—I mean, the motion—
are inherent the end and the method of doing a thing; as,
for example, & man sees, but also he exercises thought, and
employs his understanding, and has employed his under-
standing, but he does not receive instruction, and has
received instruction, neither is he in a sound state of health,
and has he been restored to health ; he may live properly,
and has lived properly; but also he enjoys the felicity of a
regular life, and has enjoyed this felicity; and if this be not
the case, he ought at some time or other to iutermit, as
when he may induce emaciation ; he does not, however, pro-
‘duce this state at present, but he lives, and has lived.
5. Motion fats  Therefore, is it proper to denominate some of
shortof energy. thege aforesaid conditions as motions, and some
of them as energies or activities; for every motion is im-
perfect : as, for instance, emaciation, learning, walking, build-
ing; and these are motions, even imperfect ones at least.
For a person does not walk at the same time that he has
walked, nor does a builder construct a house at the same
time that he has built one, nor is a thing generated simul-
taneously with its having been generated in time past, or is
motion imparted simultaneously with the communication of
motion in time past, but it is a different thing as regards the
communication and the reception of motion. Now, a person
—to give an illustration—has seen and sees the same thing
at the same time, and exercises his understanding, and has
exercised his understanding simultaneously in regard of the
same thing: a thing of this kind, indeed, do I denominate
energy and activity; but I call that motion! Therefore,
as to the subsistence of a thing in energy—both what it is
aund what sort of a thing it is—from these and such-like
statements let this point be evident to us.

! Taylor has these words, and ends the chapter with them.
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CHAPTER VII!

Axp when it is tiat each thing subsists in =~
potentiality, and when it does not, this point thing is said to
must now be determined by us; for a thing does fisist poten-
not subsist in potentiality at any time whatso- capacity, illus.
ever indifferently,—thus, for instance, earth, is ™%
it, pray, man in potentiality, or is it not ? but is this the case
rather when seed already is generated, (nor even the case some-
how, perhaps, then;) just, then, as neither by the medicinal
art everything would be indifferently reduced to a sound
state, nor from chanoce, but there is something which is
endued with a capacity of health, and this is that which
subsists in a healthy condition potentially. But the defini-
tion of that which by reason of an exercise of intellect is in
a state of generation in a condition of actuality, from such a
cause as exists potentially, such a definition may be discovered
when the process of generation is accomplished by one in the
exercise of volition, and in a case where no impediment is
offered by external obstructions. Now, this takes place in
the instance adduced in the case of a person being reduced
to a sound state of health, when there is no obstruction
offered by those things that reside in himself.

And the case is similar with a house also in potentiality, if
there is no hindrance to its construction as a house from ob-
stacles discoverable in the builder of that house or the matter
of it; and if there is not that which it is requisite should be
added, or subtracted, or changed, this constitutes a house in
potentiality. And this is the case, likewise, with the rest of
those things of which there is a first principle of generation
that is extrinsic, and in regard of as many things, doubtless, as
are contained in the thing itself in possession of them, what-
ever will subsist by means of this, in the absence of external
impediments offering any hindrance; for example, the seed
does not as yet subsist in potentiality, for it is necessary that
it also accomplish a change in another body. But when now,
by means of its own first principle, it may subsist as a thing

! The subject of this chapter will be better understood by come
varing what Aristotle says on the subject of capacity in book IVe
¢hap . xii. '
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of this kind, it is now this thing in potentiality; and that
requires a different first principle, just as earth is not ye:
a statue in capacity or potentiality, for when it is being
changed it will become brass.
2 Whendoes ., B0t What we are speaking of seems to be not
s jomposite  this particular thing, but a thing composed of
:;;‘;'ﬁl‘::;:c‘;t‘;} this or that material, just as a chest i8 not wood,
but wooden, nor is the wood earth, but earthy.
Again, if earth, after this manner, is not anything else, but
ie termed derivatively, or a thing that is composed from
that material, in such a case that which subsists invariably
in capacity simply is that which is subsequent, just as the
chest is neither earthy nor earth, but wooden. For this
amounts to the subsistence of the chest in capacity, and
this is the matter of the chest, simply considered as of that
which is viewed simply; but of this particular chest is this
particular piece of wood the matter.
s Th If, however, there is something primary that is
o e case . .
wherewe can Dot any longer denominated according to some-
Primerymatter, thing else, as a thing composed from that material,
this is primary matter ; for example, if earth is of
air, and air is not fire, but composed of fire, in this case fire is
the primary matter of earth, as this certain particular thing
and substance. For in this respect is the universal different
from the subject in regard of being the one this certain parti-
cular thing contrasted with the other which is not; for, to
give an example, man, and body, and soul, are each the subject
of passive conditions,—the passive condition, however, is the
being musical and white. But when the musical is ingenerated
a8 a capacity, that thing is not styled a musical capacity, but
8 thing that is musical, and man is not termed whiteness, but
a thing that is white, nor walking, or motion, but a thing
which walks or is moved, just as a thing that is composed
of something else. Now, as regards, then, as many things
as are denominated in this manner, that which is last is sub-
stance; but in respect of as many things as are not styled in
this way, but of which a certain species and this certain
particular thing are predicated, that which is last is matter,
and a material substance. And therefore it happens correctly
that what is composed of the material of something else is
not predicated according to its matter and its passive cop
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ditions, for both of these are indefinite. When, therefore,
a thing must be styled as that which subsists in capacity, and
when it does not subsist thus, has been declared.

CHAPTER VIIL

S:xcE, however, it has been determined in how | .

. . . . Nature is.a
wany ways that which has a priority of subsist- potentiality in
ence is predicated, it is evident that energy, or Amstotie’s
activity, is prior to potentiality. Now, I mean by wcrd poten-
poteitiality not merely a definite potentiality, "'
which is styled an alterative first principle in another body, so
far forth as it is another, but, in general, every first principle
which is the originator of motion or of rest. For Nature,* also,
may bo ranked in the same genus with potentiality ; for she
is a first principle which is fit to be the cause of motion, not,
however, in another body, but in itself, so far forth as it is itself.
) Therefore, prior to every principle of this sort , Priority of
is energy, or activity, both in definition and in energy to capa-
substance; but it is, also, in a certain respect ity in defini-
prior in duration, and in a certain respect it isnot _
so. That, indeed, therefore, it is prior in definition is evident,
for that which is potential in regard of its possibility of ener-
gizing, or zssuming a state of activity, such is a thing that is
primarily endued with capacity or potentiality ; for example,
I speak of one that is skilled in building—now, I mean one
that has a capacity of building, and T speak of one that is
able to see, and I mean one that possesses the capacity of
seeing, and of a thing that may be seen, as that which involves
the capacity of being seen: and the same reasoning, also,
holds good as regards other things. Wherefore, the definition
and knowledge of energy must needs pre-exist the definition
and knowledge of potentiality. ‘

But encrgy,’ likewise, is in time prior to , , .. .o
capacity after this mode: namely, the priority orderofits

! As to a more complete consideration of Nature, in this point of
view, the student is referred to the Physics, book II chap.i. The
text is read differently in the Leipsic edition; but the words found
there, and not translated above, are quite spurious.

“ The important conclusion to which this principle of the priority ot
energy to capacity conducts us, has been already taken notice of, p. 227.

a :
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development in of that which actively accomplishes the same
A ;',','e;’é;‘l','l’.ﬁ,, thing in species, but not in number. Now, I
tocapacity.  mean to say this, that, in the case of this parti
cular man existing at present according to energy, and in
the case of the corn, and the horse, and the person who sees,
prior in time are the matter, and the seed, and that which
is able to see, which in potentiality constitute man, and corn,
aud one who sees, but are not as yet these in energy. Prior,
however, to these in time are those different things that
subsist in energy, and from which these have been generated ;
for always from an entity in capacity arises, or is generated,
an entity in energy by means of an entity in energy—as
man is generated from man, a musician by means of a
musician—on the condition of something that is primary iu
its nature always imparting motion: the moving power at
present, however, subsists in energy, or activity. But it
has been declared, in our disquisitions concerning substance,
that everything that is generated is generated! from some-
thing, and by something, and that this is the same in species.
Wherefore, also, it seems to be impossible that a builder be a
person not likely to have built anything, or a harpist to be
one who has not harped anything; for one who learns to play
upon the harp learns to play upon the barp by actually
playing upon the harp: it is also the case, in like manner,
with other artists.
Whence arose the argunment, by refutation,? of
:,;:;3;,‘;?:;‘::,{ the Sophists, that one who is not in possession of
this subject re- gejentific knowledse will accomplish the mastery
’ of that about which such scientific knowledge is
conversant, for the learner of a science is not in possession of it.
But, in reply to this, we may observe, that from the fact that
something of that which is being produced, or generated, has
been produced, and that, in general, sumething of that whick is
being moved has been moved—now, this is evident, according
to what has been proved in our disquisitions coucerning motion?

! Vide book VI. chap. vii.. and book VIL ckap. v.

2 ¥Aeyxos: as to this word, the student is referred for an explanation
of it to & note on the first chapter of * The Sophistical Elenchi,” in
Mr. Owen’s Translation of the Logical Treatises of Aristotle, vol. IL
p. 540, “ Bohn's Classical Library.”

8 Aristotle alludes to the concluding book of his Physical Auscults



CH. VIIL]  IN DEFINITION, TIME, AND SUBSTANCE. 243

—the learner, algo, in this case, must needs possess some-
thing, perhaps, of scientific knowledge. But then, also, by this
it is, at any rate, evident that energy in this way, likewise, is
prior to potentiality in regard of generation and time.

But, unquestionably, it is also prior in sub- 5 gy pric.
stance, at least, in the first place, indeed, then, to capacity in
because those things that are subsequent in gene- *“"**"°*
ration are prior in form and substance; as a man to a child,
and a human being to seed : for now the one possesses the
form, but the other does not. And, in the second place, this
is 80 because everything that is being produced advances
towards a first principle and an end ; for the final cause is a
first principle, and the generation or production is on account
of the end. But energy is an end, and on account of this
is potentiality assumed; for not in order that they may have
the power of vision do animals see: but they have the power
of vision! that they may see.

In like manner, also, persons are in possession g. fijustrations
of the building art, or capacity, that they may of thisin art.
actually build, and of the speculative art that they may devise
systems of speculation ; they do not, however, devise specu-
lative systems that they may have the speculative capacity,
unless those who do so for the sake of meditation: yet these
by no means speculate absolutely ; but they either speculate
in this manner, or the fact is so that they have not in any
wise an occasion to speculate. Moreover, matter subsists in
potentinlity because it may advance onwards to form; but
when, at least, it subsists in energy, then doth it subsist in
form. In like manner, also, is it the case with other things,
and those of which the end is motion. Wherefore, as those
engaged in teaching by showing, in the way of example, one
energizing—say their pupil—think that they have adduced the
end, it is so with Nature in like manner., For, if this be not
the case, a circumstance, like the Mercury of Passo? will
tions, where subjects connected with motion are fully discussed, as
well as to the third book of the same Treatise.

! This remark may be applied to our particular propensions. Tha
latter are not the comsequences of our inclinations towards certain .
objects; but our inclinations towards these ohjects naturally and neces-
sarily flow from those particular propensions.

? This Passo was a statuary, épuoyAigos, and had, amongst many
osthers, made an image of Hernes on a stone ; and the doubt, as implied

B3
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take place; for scientific knowledge would be obscure as to
whether it might be internal or external, as was the case with
Yasso’s Hermes likewise, for an end is the work, and tha
work constitutes the energy. Wherefore, the name energy is
denominated according to the work, and converges towards
actuality.
- And since of some things that which is ulti-
. An apparent .
objectionto ~ mate is the use—as, for example, of the power
the foregoing  of vision the act of vision, and besides this no
other work is produced different from the
power of vision—yet in certain things is there something else
generated ; for example, from the art of housebuilding a house
is produced in addition to the act of building, notwithstand-
ing that energy, nevertheless, will be the end of potentiality,
in both instances, to be sure, though it is more the end of it
in the latter than in the former. For building is contained
in that which is being built, and is generated and exists at
the same time with the house. Of as many things, therefore,
as there is something different (namely, that which is being
produced) from their use, of these doth there subsist the
energy in that which is being constructed, just as both the
building resides in that which is being built, and the weaving
in that which is being woven ; in like manner, also, is it the
case with other things, and, in general, doth motion subsist in
that to which motion is being imparted. Of as many things,
however, as there is not some different work beside the energy,
in these is energy inherent ; as, for instance, the act, or power,
of seeing resides in the person who sees, and theory in the
theoriser, and vitality, or life, in the soul : therefore, also, is
happiness resident in the soul, for it also constitutes a certain
sort of vitality. Wherefore, is it evident, that substance and
form are each of them a certain energy. And therefore,
according to this reasoning, it is evident that in substance
energy is prior to potentiality. And, as we have stated, one

in the text, was, as to whether it was inside or outside the stone, People
sail that it could not be outside, for the stone itself was smooth, and
presented no apparent inequalities; and that, on the other hand, it
was hard to think the image could be within the stone, for the latter
would have manifested one or more joinings, being. perhaps, so to say,
set or embedded in the midst of other stones, whereas there was an
atter absence of superficial roughness. Such is the account given by
sk commentators of the allusion wade in this passage by Aristotle.
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energy invarinbly is antecedent to another in time, up to that
which is primarily and eternally the moving cause.' )

But. assuredly, also, in a more strict and .
important sense is energy prior to capacity; enems tseess
for the things that aro eternal are in sub- ity proved
stance prior to things that are perishable, yet priority of the
nothing subsisting in potentiality is everlasting. S io:°
And a reason of this is the following :—every
potentiality is at the same time a potentiality of its contra-
diction ; for that which is not endued with the capacity
of existing will not subsist in anything : but everythimg that
is endued with capacity admits of not energizing. Accord-
ingly, that thing the existence of which is potential admits
of both being and not being: the same thing, then, is that
which is potential, or endued with a capacity of both being
and not being. But that thing the non-existence of which
is potential admits of not being, and that-which admits of
not being is subject to decay, either simply, or it is not this
very thing the admissibility of whose non-existence is affirmed,
either according to place, or according to quantity, or accord-
ing to quality ; but simply is a thing exposed to corruption
according to substance.

None, then, of those things that are simply . .
incorruptible is an entity in potentiality, simply ciernal docs
considered ; but in a certain respect there is no poi supsistin
hindrance to this being so ; for instance, accord- though,ina
ing to quality, or the place where. All things, foi"sense it
then, subsist in energy : nor, even on the suppo-
sition of things being from necessity, are these things, how-
ever, primary, for unless these were so there would be
nothing so. Nor, therefore, again, supposing there is any
eternal motion, does such a motion subaist in capacity ;2
nor, supposing that there is anything that is being eternally
moved, such a thing that is being moved does not subsist
according to capacity, unless so far as it proceeds from a cer-

Y riis 700 &el xlvouwros wpdrws évépyens. 'These words might be
regarded as & sort of definition of the Divine nature with Aristotle, if
the term axlymrov were added to qualify the “ primum movens.” Vide
book IIL. chap. 8, and book XI. chap. 7.

2 «Does not subsist in capacity.” I have supplied these words te
somplete the sense.
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tain quarter, or towards a certain direction. There is no
hindrance, however, to the subsistence of the matter of this,
10, Iilustration Wherefore, the sun and stars, and the entire
of thisin the ~ firmament, perpetually energize. No apprehen-
heavenly sior, also, i8 there lest at any time they may
’ come to a stand-still,! which dread overwhelms

some of the Natural Philosophers. For neither are the
heavenly bodies wearied in this operation of revolving, (for
their motion does not happen to subsist in regard of the ca-
pacity of the contradiction of those,)—as, for example, is the
case with things subject to decay—so as to render the con-
tinuity of the motion a laborious operation; for substance,
which is matter and potentiality, and does not subsist in
energy, is the cause of this.
11, What is There is, however, an imitation 2 between things
corruptible incorruptible and those that are in a state of
e e sl . change ; for instance, earth and fire: for these,
ruptible. also, invariably energize, seeing that they involve
motion essentially and in themselves. But all the rest of
the potentialities about which we have discoursed, (from the
distinctions and definitions that have been framed,) it is
evident are conversant about contradiction ; for that which is
endued with the capacity of imparting motion in this par-
ticular way can also do so in another way, and not in this
way—I mean, as many things, at any rate, as subsist as po-
teutialities according to a rational principle. Potentialities,
however, that are devoid of reason, in respect of presence and
absence, will as the same be conversant about contradiction.
12. The fore- If, then, there are certain natures of such a
going exposes  gort, or substances of such a description, as those

absurdity in .
the ideal speculators who have been engaged in such
theory. theories affirm ideas to be, something would
there be which would be skilled in scientific knowledge in a
greater degree than science itself, and something would be

! Aristotle invested the stars with divinity, and therefore maintained
their imperishableness. Plato, on the other hand, contended that from
their being generated they were liable to decay, though it was not at
all probable that they would ever sink into corruption. Empedocles is
alluded to in the text, as appears from the Latin version.

? Tho instance given by the commentators is that of fire, which,
being corruptible, invariably assumes the same motion with the moon,
—an incorruptible substance, i.e. according to the Aristotelian Physica,
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much more moved than motion itself ; for the former rather
are energies, but the latter are potentialities of the former.
That, therefore, energy is a thing prior both to potentiality,
and every alterative first principle, is evident.

CHAPTER IX.

Bur that also energy! is both superior and 1. Energyts
more excellent than potentiality, however ex- mores proof of
cellent, is evident from these statements. For capacity.
as many things as are denominated according to the being
potential, as far as these are concerned, it is the same thing the
being what is potential in regard of contraries; for instance,
that which is said to be endued with a capacity of health and
sickness is the same thing, and that, too, at the same time,
for there is the same capacity, or potentiality, of being in a
sound state of health and being indisposed, and of being at
rest and in motion, and of building and of demolishing what
is built, and of being built and falling into ruin.

_The capacity, then, of accomplishing contra- ; g, energy
ries exists at the same time; but the actual may beinferior
subsistence of these contraries at the same time *° “P*¢'%-
is a thing that is impossible: and it is a thing that is im-
possible that contrary? energies be also present at the same
time; for instance, in the case of being healthy and being
indisposed. Wherefore, either of these must needs be that
which is good, and it must in like manner be possible that
this be the case with both or neither. Energy, accordingly,
is the more excellent of the two. There 18, however, a
necessity that, as regards that which is bad, the end and
energy should be worse than the potentiality ; for that which
is endued with capacity, as regards both the contraries, is the
same thing.

! What Aristotle lays down in this chapter will be the more apparent
by referring back to the explanatory notes already given on the word
dvépyaa. Vide note, p. 215.

? ] have supplied the word “ contrary;” the rest of the sentence is
rogarded as spurious, and put within brackets in the Leipsic edition.
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5. Evil has mo Tt is evident, then, that what is evil is not any-
independent  thing independent of the things themselves ;! for
existence, hoW- $hat which is evil is by the constitution of Nature
subsequent to that which we term potentiality.
Accordingly, neither in those things which subsist from a
first principle, and those that are everlasting existences, is
there anything that is either evil, or anything in the shape
of imperfection, or aught that has been actually reduced to
decay ; for a tendency towards decay or corruption belongs to
things that are evil. :
4. Thesuperi-  But mathematical figures are also discovered
ey temersY a3 subsisting in energy; for persons discover
mathematical such? in the act of division; and if such
examples. had been divided in twain,® these mathematical
figures would have been apparent: but now are they in-
herent potentially. Why, let me ask, has a triangle angles
equal to two right angles? because the angles about one
point are equal to two right angles. If, therefore, the line
ahout the side be produced, to one who merely glances at
the figure the thing is at once obvious. Why, too, in a
semicircle, is the angle universally a right angle? because, if
there are three equal right lines, or even two at the base, and
one right line raised thereupon from the central point, the
thing will be obvious to any one at a glance, provided he. be
a person that has some knowledge of mathematics. Where-
fore, it is evident that mathematical diagrams, subsisting as
they do in potentiality, are discovered when they are being
reduced to energy; and the cause of this is the following,—

.1 Aristotle thus might have taught the Manichwmans a better founda-
tion to rest their philosophy upon than they actually did.

3 Bialpovwres: that is, they bring their mental energies to bear on the
subject, and, by making divisions in lines and angles, they demonstrate
and make apparent certain properties of figures which are involved in
these diagrams potentially prior tc proof, and subsequent to it are
discovered subsisting in energy. Tkis I take to be the meaning of the

assage. .

% On first meeting with this passage, I fancied that Aristotle was
alluding to the fact that in the cleavage of crystals we find that they
aro subjected, as regards the resulting forms of them, to the most
rigid mathematical laws. But, on reflection, I perceive that he had no
such instance in his eye, though most undoubtedly the case of crystals,
—in fact, the whole science of mineralogy.—would furnish the most
soviplete illustrations of the principle laid down here.
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that understanding constitutes the energy: wherefore from
energy springs potentiality ; and, on account of this circum-
stance, persons engaged in doing anything are acquainted
with that thing, for subsequent in regard of production is
energy—1I mean, such as subsists according to number.

CHAPTER X!

Since, however, entity and nonentity are de- | . . =
nominated partly in accordance with the figures energy snd ca-
of the categories, and partly in accordance with Pacity to truth
the capacity, or the energy of these, or in accord-
ance with contraries, but since that which is entity, in the
strictest sense of the word, is what is true or false, and this
in the case of things consists in composition or division, so
that one can verify his assertion who considers that which
has been divided to be divided, and that which has been
compounded to be compounded; but he speaks falsely
who, when either things are or when they are not,? makes
assertions about them in a contrary way to that in which
they actually subsist: seeing, then, that this is the case,
the thing is termed true or false; for it is fitting that we
should take into consideration what this is which is termed
true or false. For it is not on account of a true supposition,
on our parts, of your being white that you are in reality
white, but, on account of your being white, we who make
this assertion as to your whiteness can verify our assertion.

If, therefore, some things are invariably , ;e case
compounded, and involve an impossibility of of compound
being divided, but if other things are per- 8%
petually in a state of division, and are not endued with a
capacity of being put together again, and if some things are
the recipients of contraries, in such a case actual existence is
the being compounded and the being one thing, but non-

-1 Aristotle has already noticed the relation subsisting between truth
and being, and falsehood and non-being; and he proceeds in this
chapter to make some application of it to the case of SYvaus and
{répyeaa,
2 mdr’ dorlv % obx dorly. These words. in some copies, are printed with
the sentence following. I have adopted Taylor's arrangewment.
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sxistence, the not being compounded, but the being more
than one thing. Respecting, then, admissible or contingent
natures, the same opinion becomes false and true; and this
is the case with the same definition, or discursus: and
they involve the possibility of true assertions being made
of them ia one instance, but false assertions in another.
Regarding, however, things that are devoid of a potentiality
of being disposed otherwise than they are, a thing in this
case is not generated so as at one time to be true,
but at another false; but these things are invariably true
and in the and false. And, therefore, in regard of incom-
case of incom- posite natures, what, let me ask, is the being
posite matures.  op pot being, and what the true and the false
in respect of these ? for it is not a thing that is compounded
so that it actually involves existence when it may be in a
state of composition, but does not involve existence when it
may subsist in a state of division,—as a piece of white wood,
or the incommensurability of the diagonal of a square with
its side,—neither will the true and the false, in like manner,
be still inherent, also, in those things—I mean, incomposite
natures. Or, shall we say that, as neither that which is true
in regard of these, so neither is their actual existence the
same; but the one is that which is true, while the other is
that which is false? Contact and assertion give us that
which is true, for not the same thing is affirmation with
assertion ;' not, however, to pass into contact amounts to
ignorance, for deception about the nature of anything has no
existence, save by accident. In like manner, also, is it in the
case of substances that are uncompounded ; for deception in
regard of them is not a thing that is possible.
3. Application And all such substances subsist in energy,
oftheoregoing not in potentiality ; for if they subsisted in
that truth s potentiality they would be generated, and in
assimilated  process of time would be corrupted; but in the
g:;;gt;hm present instance the actual entity is not gene-
’ rated, nor is it reduced into corruption, for it
would be generated from something. And as regards what-

! ¢dais : some of the copies must have &mopasis, from the reference
made by tke commentators to Aristotle’s treatise * On Interpretation,”
chap. ix., where the subject under discussion is negation and affirme
tion. @dois, however, simply means, “assertion ”



CH. X.| AEIN TO THAT OF TRUTH TO FALSEHOOD. 251

soever things, therefors, that amount to the existence of any
certain particular thing, and its subsistence in energy or
activity, as regards these, I say, there is no possibility of
labouring under deception, but either one understands them
or he does not. But the inquiry as to the nature of any-
thing is being instituted by us in respect of these natures, as to
whether there are things of this sort at all, or not ; and the fact
is, the existence of a thing is as that which is true, and its
non-existence as that which is false ; in one way, if it is that
which is compounded, it is true, whereas, in the other, if it
is not a compesite nature, it is false: and in another way,
if we suppose it to exist in this way, it is true, but if uot
in this way, it is not true. Now, that which is true amounts
to the intellectual apprehension of these,! but that which is
false does not exist; nor does it amount to deception, but
ignorance; not, however, such as may be assimilated unto
blindness, for blindness is just as if one, in short, did not
possess the capacity of intellectually apprehending any sub-
ject. And it is also evident that, respecting things that are
immovable, there is no deception as to the time when of
their existence, supposing that one consider them as things
that are immovable ; for instance, the triangle—unless viewed
as that which is subject to mutation—a mathematician will
not consider as being at one time in possession of angles
equal to two right angles, but at another not so, for it would
undergo a certain mutation; yet he might consider one thing
in this point of view, but not another: for example, that
there be no even number, first, or that some are so, but that
other numbers are not so. In regard, however, of one thing
in number we cannot expect that he should entertain this
opinion, for no longer would he do so as regards certain
things, yet not as regards others ; but he will speak truth or
falsehood so far as he makes assertions of it as a thing that is
invariably disposed in this way.

! Aristotle's words are, 70 3¢ aAnOds 7 voelv adrd : how hrief, yat
how espreasive |
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CHAPTER T.

1. Unity, or the . L HAT unity is denominated in many ways har
¢ é. denomi- been previously declared in our divisions on ita
o eotion. by multifarious predications;? and whereas it is
ception, and . denominated in many ways, there are summarily

’ arranged four modes of things that are styled
one, primarily and essentially, but not according to accident
For both that which is continuous, either simply considered,
or especially what is so by nature, at least, and not by con-
tact, or by a bond of connexion, such is one thing; and that
in a more eminent degree is one thing, and prior to these
of which the motion is more indivisible, and simple, rather.
Moreover, is unity a thing of this sort ; and in a more eminent
degree is that which is a whole one thing, and that which
possesses a certain form and species: but particularly we
look for unity-if a thing of this sort subsists by the constitu-
tion of Nature, and not by violent or abnormal means; in
like manner as whatever things are joined together by glue,
or by a nail, or by a chain, are one thing, but contains in
itself the cause of its own continuity. And it is a thing of
this kind in respect of its motion being one and indivisible in
place and time ; so that it is evident if anything by the
constitution of Nature involves a principle of the earliest
motion—1I mean, such a principle as is primary—that it is
the first magnitude ; as, for example, I speak of the circular
motion of a body,? for this is the earliest motion. Therefore,

! In book IX.—according to others, book X.—Aristotle having already
examined fully into the subject of the 74 8y, comes now to treat of the
ré &, which, with the ontologist, are interchangeable terma. The points
investigated in this book wear a decidedly logical aspect; and it has
been thought that there has been some error or confusion in this
portion of the Metaphysics.

h; The term & has aiready been defined by Aristotle, in book IV.
shap. vi.

’pcpopu's : T have translated this word “body.” It primarily refers to

tb» actual motion of a body, and then to the body itself which is
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in this way are some things one either as what is con-
tinuous or entire; others, however, are one of which the
definition may be one. And things of this sort are such as
those of which the intellectual apprehension is one, and such
as those of which it is indivisible, and of which there is an
indivisible apprehension of what is indivisible in form or
number. In number, therefore, is the singular indivisible;
but in form that is indivisible which resides in what is
an object of knowledge, and in scientific knowledge itself:
wherefore, that would be one thing primarily which is the
cause of the subsistence of unity in substances. Therefore,
no doubt, is unity denominated in such many ways, as both
that which is continuous by the constitution of Nature, and is
an entirety and a singular, and that which is universal. Now,
all these are one in respect of the indivisibility—of the motion
of some of them, but of the intellectual perception or the
definition of others.

It is requisite, however, to understand that we , . . .
should not assume that the same assertions should tinctions in in-
be made alike in the inquiries both as to what q“g,‘ffy'_e“‘““g
sort of things are styled one, and what is the
mture of the existence of umty, and what is the definition of

; for unity is predicated in thus many ways, and each of
those things will be one in which any one of these modes will
be inherent. The being or existence of unity, however, some-
times will be in accordance with one of these, and sometimes
with another which also is nearer to the name, but those are one
in regard of capacity ; just as, also, if it may be expedient to
discuss the subject relating to element and cause, it would be
necessary, in the treatment of these matters, both to frame
distinctions and to assign the definition of the name. For
fire,! in one sense, is an element,—and perhaps, also, with
the Infinite % in itself this is the case, or it is something else of
the sort,—and, in another sense, it is not so ; for the essence
of element is not the same thing with the essence of fire and
of element ; but so far forth as fire is a certain thing and
earried along. The subject here glanced at is treated of at large by
Aristotle in the eighth book of the Physics, where the perpetuity of
natural motion is investigated.

! The Leipsic edition puts a stop after o -oixelov,—omitted in the
text I have followed.

2 The subject of the Infinite is examined into in book X. chap. x.
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a certain natare, so far is it an element ; but the name signi.
fies that this particular quality is an accident in this, because
there is something subsisting from this as from a thing that
is primarily inherent. So, also, is it in the case of cause and
unity, and all things of this sort. Wherefore, also, the essence
or existence of one consists in being indivisible ; namely, in
being this certain particular thing, and incapable of a separate
subsistence either in place or form, or in the faculty of
thought, or in that which is entire, and has been made the
subject of definition.
3. Unity, asa ~ DBut especially doth the nature or essence of
measure, found unity consist in being the first measure of every
inquantity:  oenus, and the principal portions of quantity ;!
for from this quarter, likewise, hath it proceeded to other
things, for measure is that whereby quantity is known.
But quantity, so far forth as it is quantity, is known either
by unity or by number; for every number is known by
unity. Wherefore, every quantity, so far forth as it is
quantity, is discoverable by unity; and that by which as
primary it is known, this itself is one. Wherefore, unity is
a first principle of number, so far forth as it is number.
And hence, also, in the case of other things, that is denomi-
nated a measure whereby as primary each thing is known;
and the measure of everything is one in length, in breadth,
in depth, in gravity, in velocity. For gravity and velocity
are what is common in the case of contraries, for in a twofold
sense may each of them be taken ; as, for instance, gravity is
both that which involves any momentum whatsoever, and
that which possesses a superabundance of momentum : and
velocity is both that which involves any motion whatever,
and an excess of motion; for likewise is there a certain
velocity even of that which is slow, and there is a certair
gravity of that which is rather light. )
4 Measurede. . NOW, a measure and first prlpcxple in all of
rivable from  these i8 a sort of unity, and a thing that is indi-
P wfother. Visible; since— to give an instance—in lines, also,
quantities, e.g. they employ that which measures a foot as a
P thing that is indivisible : for everywhere, or in
! If we do mot allow the truth of this view of nity, it is implied, in

what Aristotle lays d~wz that even iiie notion of quantity would be
inconceivable,
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every instance, do investigators search for measure as a certain
unity, and as a thing that is indivisible ; and this constitutes
what is simple, either in the quality or in the quantity.
Wheresoever, indeed, therefore, there does not appear to be
anything subtracted or added, this is the most accurate
measure. Wherefore, the measure of number?! is the most
precise of all measures, for the monad they have posited as in
every way indivisible ; but, in the case of other things, they
imitate a measure of this sort: for from a stadium and a
talent, and that which is invariably greater, would anything
that has been both added and taken away rather escape our
notice, than from that which is less. Wherefore, that from
which, considered as primary, a thing does not admit of
subsisting according to sense, this all men constitute as a
measure, both of things moist and dry, and of gravity and
magnitude ; and they imagine that they then know the
quantity of a thing when they happen to know it by means
of this measure. And, therefore, also, motion do ,,q in regara
they measure by a simple motion, and one which of motion.
is the most rapid; for this involves the very smallest possible
duration.? Wherefore, in astronomy a unity of this kind is
a first principle and a measure—for their hypothesis is, that
the motion of the heavens is equable, and that it is of the
utmost velocity ; and, in accordance with this, astronomers
adjust the other motions—and in music diesis is adopted as
a measure, because it constitutes the least perceptible sound ;3
and in the case of vocal sounds it is an element of speech
that is such. And all these things in this way are a certain
one, not in such a manner as that the one is a thing common
to them, but in such a way as has been declared.
A measure is not, however, invariably one in 5 C
. . Certain con-
number, but sometimes more than one; as, for siderations set
instance, two dieses such as are not understood Jown relating
according to hearing, but are contained in the
definitions ; and the vocal sounds by which we measure are
more numerous, and the diameter of the square, likewise, is
And hence it is that the mathematicel sciences are characterised
fer so much of certainty and precision.
2 Vide Locke’s Essay, book L. chap. xiv.
3 The word 3lesis has been aiready explained, in a note, p. 124, as

a term in music, meaning something the eame as our demi-semi-quaver.
It occure in the Posterior Anslytics, book I. chep. xxiii.
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measured by two things, and this is the case with the side
and with all magnitudes. Thus, therefore, is unity a measure
of all things, because we thereby know those things of which
substance consists, by making a division of it either according
to quantity or according to form ; and on this account is
unity indivisible, because the original of everything is that
which is indivisible. But each thing is not indivisible in the
" same manner a8 a foot and the monad; but the latter is
indivisible in every respect, and the former has a tendency
towards things that are indivisible according to sense, as just
now has been remarked ; for, perhaps, everything continuous
is divisible. The measure, however, is always a thing of
a kindred nature; for of magnitudes is magnitude the
measure : and, in regard of an individual thing, length is a
measure of length, breadth of breadth, of vocal sounds voice
is a measure, weight a measure of weight, a monad of monads.
For in this way must we receive this assertion, but not to the
effect that number is a measure of numbers. Although this
ought to be the case, if measure, in like manner, in this case
is to be kindred with what is measured ;! but he who entertains
this opinion does not think similarly of this instance, but
just as if one would suppose that monads are a measure of
monads, but not a monad ; number, however, is a multitude
of monads.

6. Transterred d science we pronounce to be the measure
meaning of the Of things and sense,? likewise, for this very reason,
word measure.  hecause we attain unto some knowledge through
the instrumentality of these, since rather are they measured
than are they standards of measure. But it happens unto us
just as if another were measuring us we should know how
large we were by reason of the cubital measure being extended
over us thus far. Protagoras, however, says that man is the
measure of all things; just as if he should say that one who
possesses scientific knowledge, or who goes through an act of
perception by sense, is a measure, and that this is so with
these because the one possesses sense, but the other scientific
knowledge, which we affirm to be measures of those things

! T have added these words to complete the sense.

2 The remarks following draw our atten‘ion to what Bacon would
aall the “idola tribus.” Vide Nov. Org. lib. I. aph. 41 —46; and De
Augm., lib. V, chap. iv.
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that are subjects to either one or the other. Doubtless, suck
persons, in their assertion of nothing that is extraordinary
appear to say something pertinent to the matter in hand,
That therefore, indeed, the being or essence of 7. Recapitula-
unity subsists in an eminent degree, according ‘o
to the name which they determine upon, as a certain measure
—and the most important measure—of quantity, and, in the
next place, of quality, this is evident. Now, a measure of
this sort will be of one kind, if it may be indivisible as far
as regards quantity, but of another, if it be so as regards
quality. Wherefore, unity is indivisible either simply or so
tar forth as it is unity.

CHAPTER II.

Bur as regards Substance and Nature! we , .. .
must institute an inquiry how they are disposed, unity is the
in like manner as in the doubts? mooted in the 3F Jine <
earlier portions of this work we have taken a
review of what unity is, and how one ought to take up his
opinions respecting the same,—whether as though this unity
were to be considered as a certain substance (as both the
Pythagorics® affirm in the first instance, and Plato subse-
quently), or rather, whether some nature is subjected to it,
and in what manner this ought to be more intelligibly
discoursed of, and whether rather is it the case that we
should look at unity from the point of view that some
of the natural philosophers do? for of those a certain one
says that unity is harmony, but another a’r, and a third
the Infinite. Now, if it is not possible for any of the uni-
versals to be substance,* as has been declared in our disquisi-
tions concerning substance, and in those concerning entity,

! obola and @vous are terms that already have been explained—ovola,
in books IV. and VIL, and in the opening chapters of the Categories;
¢vous in book IV., and in the first book of the Physics. X

2 The doubts connected with ontology are stated and examined into
in book IL k

3 Aristotle thus seprehends all efforts on the part of those philo-
sophers who sought to discover either unity in matter—that is, some

i element—or unity in an idealistic sense.

¢ This question is discussed in bouk VI. chap. xiii.

L3
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nor that this very thing be substance so as to be endued
with the capacity of subsisting as a certain one thing separat¢
from plurality, (for a thing of this kind is what is common,

but alone may be ranked as a category, it is evident, if the
foregoing be true, that neither is unity itself a substance,
for entity and unity, in an eminent degree above other things,
are predicated universally of all things. Wherefore, neither
are genera certain natures and substances capable of a
separable subsistence from other things, nor does unity admit
of being a genus, on account of the same causes, through
which neither does unity or substance admit of being a genus.
And, further, in like manner it is expedient that the ease
stand in regard of all things. Now, unity and entity are
predicated in an equal number of ways: wherefore, since in
quantities there is a certain unity and a certain nature, and
since, in like manner, both of these reside in quantities, it is
plain that likewise, in general, we must investigate what unity
is, as well as what entity is also; as if it were not sufficient
to determine that this very thing is the nature of it.

5. Nustratea _ BUt, unquestionably, in colours, at least, there is
by the case of the one colour,—for example, white,—afterwards
colours; the rest appear to be produced from this and black ;
but black is a privation of white, as darkness also is of light,
but this is a privation of light. Wherefore, if entities were
colours, entities would constitute a certain number—but of
what? let me ask—without doubt, manifestly of colours; and
unity would be a certain one thing, as, for example, white.
and ot music And in like manner, also, if entities were me-
and vocal lodies there would be a number of dieses,! how-
sounds. ever; but the substance of them would not be
number, and unity would be something the substance of
which would not be unity, but diesis. In like manner, also,
in the case of the elements of sounds, if all entities were
sounds they would constitute the number of the elements,
and unity would be a vocal element; and if entities were
right-lined figures they would constitute the number of
figures, and unity would be a triangle: and the same reason-
ing stands good, likewise, in the case of the other gemera of
things. Wherefore, if also in passive properties, and im
qualities, and in quantities, and in motion, there subsist

! The Leipsic edition reads this in the singular.
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numbers, and a certain one thing in all these, unity would
be both a number of certain things, and it would constitute
8 certain entity ;! but by no means would this be the sub-
stance of that thing: and as regards substances the case
must needs be the same; for in like manner is it in the case
of all things. That, therefore, unity in every genus is a sort
of nature, and that this very thing—namely, unity—is? not
the nature of anything, is evident; but as in colours there is
one colour to be sought for as unity itself, so, also, in sub-
stances is one substance to be sought for as unity itself.

But that somehow unity and entity are ; ...

. . . . . . 5 y and
squivalent in their meaning is evident from the entity equipol-
fact that unity follows upon the categories in an };’;‘ 18 mean-
equal number of ways with entity, and yet does
not subsist in any of them ; as, for example, neither n
quiddity nor in quality, but it subsists in like manner as
entity. And from this fact it follows that there is not any-
thing different from man additionally predicated in the pre--
dication of one man, as neither is entity® anything inde-
pendent of quiddity, or quality, or quantity, and that the
being of unity is the same thing as the being of some indi-
vidual thing.

CHAPTER IIL

Uniry, however, and plurality are opposed in ; opposition
many ways ; in one of which modes the unity between unity
and the multitude are opposed as what i jn- *°¢ PUrelY:
divigible and what is divisible: for that which has been
divided, or is actually divisible, is styled & certain multitude ;
but what is indivisible, or that which has not been di-
vided, is styled ome. Since, therefore, the oppositions are
fourfold,* and one of these is expressed according to priva-
tion, there would subsist what is contrary, and neither would
they be denominated as contradictions, nor as things predi-

1 Some copies read #v instead of &v.
? This sentence is not quite intelligible.
8 70 elvas, that is, the “esse.”
¢ This subject was examined into by Aristotle in a Treatise Iepl
&ydfov, mentioned in book III of the Metaphysics, Vide note'in chap
Ii. of that book, p. 84.
82
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cated relatively. But unity is predicated from its contrary,
and thereby made evident,—viz. that which is indivisible from
that which is divisible,—from the fact that multitude, and that
which is divisible, ate rather cognisable by sense than that
which is indivisible. Wherefore, in the definition the multi-
tude is prior to that which is indivisible by reason of per-
ception by sense.

3. Coneomi- There also belong to unity—as we have likewise
tants of unity, described in our division of contraries '—same-
siilarity, and ness, and similarity, and equality ; but to multi-
equality. tude belong diversity, and dissimilarity, and in-
equality. Seeing, however, that sameness is predicated in many
ways, after one mode also—namely, according to number—
subsists that which we denominate occasionally as this, and
after another mode if a thing be one both in definition and in
number ; for instance, you are the same with yourself both in
form and matter. Further, are those things said to be the
same to the primary substance of which there may belong one
definition ; as, for instance, equal right lines are the same, and
equal and equal-angled quadrangular figures, notwithstanding
that they are many in number ; but in these the equality is
unity. And things are said to be similar if they be not the
same simply considered, nor without a difference in regard of
subject-substance, but yet may be the same as regards form ;
for example, the greater square is similar to a less: and so it
is with unequal right lines, for these are similar, no doubt,
but not the same absolutely. And some things are called
similar if they possess the same form wherein reside the more
and less, as properties ingenerated, while the things themselves
are neither greater nor less. And other things are so styled if
there belong to them the same passive condition, and such as
is one in epecies; ag, for instance, that which is exceedingly
white, and what is so in a less degree, they say that such
are similar because the form of them is ome. And other
things are so called if they possess more of sameness than of
diversity, either considered simply, or provided they be more
obvious to perception as possessing such ; for instance, tin is

! For the subject of contraries, vide the Categories, chap. x.; Topi

book 1L ohap, vii. Aristotle is thought to have written 5 distinct

treatise on contraies, entitled "ExAoyh rév évarriewy, mentioned in the
Metaphysics, book III. chap. ii.
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more similar to silver than to gold, and gold is similar to fire,
so far forth as it is ruddy and brilliant.

Wherefore, it is evident that both diversity s. concomt.
and dissimilarity are denominated in many j&uts of Plure
ways; and that which s another thing is ex- larity,diversity:
pressed in opposition to that which is the same, 24 differeocs.
Wherefore, everything in relation to everything is either the
same or different ; but that is said to take place if the matter
and the definiton be not one: wherefore, you and your
neighbour are different. But a third signification of the
foregoing is when things subsist as in mathematical entities.
Therefore, indeed, on this account, everything of those, as
many as are denominated unity and entity, are so deno-
minated in reference to everything as different or the same.
For neither is there any contradiction of sameness. Where-
fore, the assertion is not made in the case of nonentities, but
of all entities,—the ¢ not-same,” however, is predicated of
entities,—for sameness and diversity being constituted by
nature an entity and one thing, are either one or not one. -
That, then, which is diversity, and that which is sameness,
are in this way opposed. Difference, however, and diversity
are something else; for it is not requisite that a thing which
is diverse, and that in reference to, or because of which,
a thing is diverse, should be a diverse thing by reason of
something common ;! for everything whatsoever, in regard
of its being an entity, is either diverse or the same. That,
however, which is different from something is different by
something, or in some respect, so that it is necessary that
something wherein they differ should be the same, and
this something which is thus the same 18 either genus or
species ; for everything that is different differs either in
genus or in species ; those things differ in genus of which
neither the matter is common nor their generation into one
another—for instance, take the case of those things of as
many as there is another figure of predication—but things
are different in species of which the genus may be the same,
and that is called a genus in respect of which both of the
things that are different are styled the same according tc
substance. But contraries are things different, and con-
trariety is a certain difference.

! Taylor supplies this word.
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4. Confrma- And that we have made this foregoing suppe-
vion of the  sition correctly is evident from induction ; for all
foregolng from ¢}, 0se things that are different their difference is

even apparent: and not merely so when they
are diverse; but some things are diverse in genus, but
others are diverse which belong to the same coordination
of predication. Wherefore, also, those same things that are
contained in the same genus are also involved in the same
species. Now, it has been determined in the case of other
things what sort of entities are the same or different in the
genus,

CHAPTER IV.2

1 Contrariety ~ BUT since it is admissible that things which
g:g;:‘:;;g;:_ are different should differ cne from another
ence. more and less, there is, likewise, a certain greatest
difference ; and I mean by this contrariety : and that there
does exist this greatest difference is evident from induc-
tion. For some things that are different in genus do not
possess & way one towards another, but are distant to a con-
siderable extent, and are not things that may be comparea
together. To those things, however, that differ in species
belong generations that take their rise from contraries as
from extremes, but the last interval is the greatest. Where-
fore, also, is this the case with that which lies between the con-
2 Deductions traries. But, surely, this which is the greatest
therefrom.  in each genus, at any rate, is that which is perfect ;
for greatest is that of which there is no excess, or superabun-
dancy, and finished is that beyond which there is no possi-
bility of assuming anything, for the perfect difference involves
an end: in like manner as other things are called perfect, or
finished in respect of their involving an end. But to the
end there is nothing extrinsic; for it is the ultimate thing
in everything, and eomprises those things of which it is the
end. Wherefore, nothing is extrinsic to the end, nor does
the perfeot require anything of the sort. That therefors,

! The logical questions discussed in this and the following chapters
would appear somewhat out of place. Perhaps the subject o}) the

ogp?fition between unity and plurality suggested them to Aristotled
min
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indeed, contrariety constitutes a perfect difference is evident
from these statements. And whereas contraries! are denomi-
nated in many ways, subsistence in a perfect manner will follew
in such a way as that the subsistence also of contraries would
be inherent in them. Now, seeing that these things are so, it
is plain that there is no possibility of one thing involving
many contraries; for neither could there be anything more
ultimate, or final, than the extreme, nor of one interval would
there be more than two extremes. And, in general, if con-
trariety be a difference, yet difference is the difference be-
tween two things: wherefore, also, this will be the case with
the perfect difference.

It is necessary, however, that the rest of the 3 The truth of
definitions also of the contraries be correct; all ::lg';;‘r‘::'
for likewise doth the perfect difference evince dependenton
the greatest amount of difference: for of things fheir being
that differ in genus and in species there is no cordance with °
possibility of assuming anything that is more ™ e
external; for it has been demonstrated that, respecting things
extrinsio to the genus, there subsists not a difference, and of
these this is the greatest difference: and those thmgs that
belong to the same genus, and involve the greatest difference,
are contraries, for the greatest difference of these is the
perfect difference. And those things that involve the
greatest amount of difference in the same recipient are con-
traries, for there is the same matter for the contraries; and
things that rank under the same potentiality, and involve
the greatest difference, are also contraries; for also the science
is one concerning one genus of those thmgs in which the
perfect difference is the greatest.

The first or chief contrariety, however, consists , . .
in habit and privation; yet mot every privation contrariety
(for privation? is predicated in many ways), but habit and pri-
whatsoever such as may be perfect. And the other
contraries will be denominated according to these, some, on
the one hand, in respect of possession, and others from action,
or from being fit subjects for action; and, on the other hand,
some in respect of their being recipients, and rejections of
these, or of other contraries.

1 Vide note on contraries, chap. iii.
2 The term grlpnass is defined in book IV. chap. xxii,
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5. Contrariety . NOW, if they are opposed—I mean, contra
is not contra-  dliction and privation, and contrariety and rela-
diotion. tions—and if of these contradiction is the
first, and of contradiction there is nothing intermediate
but if of contraries this is admissible, it is evident that
eontradiction is not the same thing with contrariety, and
that privation constitutes a certain contradiction; for pri-
vation belongs either to what is entirely devoid of a capacity
of possessing, or to that which, even though adapted by nature
for possession, may yet not actually possess either entirely
or in a certain definite manner; for we now express this in
many ways, just as the distinctions have been drawn by us
elsewhere. Wherefore, privation is a certain contradiction,
or & defined impotentiality, or one which is conjoined along
with what is receptive. Wherefore, of contradiction there
is not anything that is intermediate; but of a certain
privation there is, for everything is either equal or not
equal; but not everything is equal or unequal, but only if it
be contained in that which is receptive of equality.
6. Contrarlety If, now, there are generations in matter from
?ngf;;gteig:;y contraries, and these are produced either from form
privationis . and the habit of the species, or from a certain
contrariety.  privation of the species and of the form, it is evi-
dent that every contrariety would constitute a certain priva-
tion, but not every privation, perhaps, would constitute con-
trariety. And a cause of this is the following: that whatever
is a subject of the privation admits of being a subject of
privation in many ways ; for those things from the extremitie=
of which changes are generated, these are contraries.
’ And this is evident, likewise, from induction ;
. The fore- . . PRI
soing view con- f<_>r every contrariety mvolveg a privation of
frmed from  gither of the contraries. Not similarly, however,
is it the case with all things; for inequality 1s
a privation of equality, but dissimilarity of similarity, and
vice of virtue.! But there is the same difference as has been
! To make evil a mere negation of good is to be expected ir. a Pagan.
whose.mind was in the dark as to those various sources of evil whica
our Redeemer has put us on our guard against. Vide Dean Trench's
“Notes on the Parables,” where, in his exposition of the  Parable of
ths Tares,” the influence of the Devil, viewed as a personal influence
‘o‘v&r t;:d“ I}'ummity, is most beautifully extracted from the symbol of
o i
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stated ; for one thing is a svbject of privation if i may
happen to be deprived of anything, but another-if it may
be so at any time, or in any subject; as, for example, .
would be the case at a certair age either in that which is
the principal age, or altogether so. Wherefore, of some
contraries is there a medium, and there is a man who iy
neither good nor evil; but of others there is not a medium,
-but & number must needs be either odd or even: further, do
some things involve a definite subject, but others do not.
Wherefore, it is evident that invariably either of the con-
traries is denominated according to privation: it is sufficient,
however, if there are in existence the primaries and the
genera of contraries; as, for instance, unity and plurality are
styled such, for the rest are referred or reduced to these.

- CHAPTER V.

Bur since one thing is contrary to one thing, ;. questionia
a person would feel perplexed as to how unity Tegard of the
and plurality are opposed, and how the equal i8 sition between
opposed to the great and the small. For there SIusity and
is the question whether invariably we speak .of wellas equality
a thing in the way of opposition—for example, 4 smallnes.
whether it is white or black, and whether it is white or not
white—but we do not say whether such is a man or a thing
that is white, unless hypothetically, and in such an inquiry,
as, for instance, whether Cleon came or Socrates? but there
is no necessity for this inquiry being found in any genus;
but this, likewise, has proceeded from thence. For things in
opposition do not admit of subsisting alone at the same time;
which aforesaid mode of speaking of a thing one employs in
the present instance,—I mean, in the inquiry, which of the
two came first? for if both could do so at the same time, the
question would be ridiculous. And if this were possible
in this way also, in like manner would the person who

-1 In this chapter Aristotle, by the mention of the apposition between
unity and plurality, is led into discussions purely logical. The subject
of opposition is treated of in the seventh and following chapters of
Aristotle’s Treatise “On Interpretation,” and by Archbishop Vghntely
im book II. chap. v. of his Logi: Vide note, p. 129.
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makes the inquiry fall into opposition, viz. into unity, or
plurality ; as, for example, whether both came, or either of
the two? If, therefore, in things that are opposed the question
whether a thing “is so and so0” is to be found invariably—
now, we speak of a thing as to whether it is greater, or less,
or equal—what opposition is there of equality in respect of
these, for neither is it contrary to either only, nor to bcth?
for why should it be contrary to the greater more than to
the less? Further, is the equal contrary to that which is
unequal ; wherefore, it will be contrary to more than one. If,
however, inequality signifies the same thing with both of
these at the same time, it would be in opposition to both,
and the doubt renders assistance to those who say that
inequality constitutes the duad ; it happens, however, that
one is contrary to two, which is impossible. = Moreover,
equality seems to be a medium between the great and the
small; but no contrariety seems to be either of the nature
of a medium, nor from the definition is it a thing possible
that it should ; for it would not be perfect if it were a mean
between anything: yet it rather invariably involves some-
thing that is & medium with respect to itself.

2. Something , 1 therefore remains that equality be opposed
as regards this either as negation or as privation. Now, certainly,
opposition- 34 i3 not possible that it should be in opposition to
either; for why should it be opposed to the large more than to
the small? in such,then,there would subsist a privative negation
of both., Wherefore, also, the question “ whether ” is predicated
in respect of both, but not in respect of either; as we do not
say whether a thing is greater or equal, or whether it is equal
* or less; but the question of ¢ whether ” invariably subsists in
reference to three things. It does not, however, constitute
privation from necessity; for it does not follow that everything
is equal which is not greater or less: but that takes place in
the case of the things in which those—I mean, the greater or
less—are naturally! inherent. Now equality is that which is
neither great nor small, but that which by nature is adapted
for becoming great or little; and as privative negation is it
opposed to both. Wherefore, also, it is a thing that is a

! The discussions in this book of the Metaphysics are illustrative of
the subtlety of the verbal distinctions of the Aristotelians, and, se
some would say, of their inanity also. .o
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medium ; and that which is neither evil nor good is in oppos-
tion tq both, but without a name: for in many ways is each
denominated, and that which is receptive is not one thing,
but rather that which is neither white nor black. Neither,
however, is this styled one thing; but colours are somehow
defined in respect of which this negation is affirmed priva-
tively; for it is requisite that this be either a negation of
white and black, or that it be a thing devoid of colour, or
something else of the sort. ‘

Wherefore, those persons do mnot correctly s. Repels the
repreheud our remark on this point who are of ¢eafre o
opinion that all things are expressed similarly:! count of this
wherefore, there will be between a shoe and a °PPosition
hand something that is a medium which will be neither shoe
nor hand ; since, also, that which is neither good nor bad
will be a medium between what is good and what is bad ; as
if there were likely to be something intermediate between ull
things. It is not, however, necessary that this result should
-ensue ; for this co-negation of things that are opposed be-
longs to those things of which there is a certain medium, and
between which a certain interval has been fitted by nature
to exist; but as regards these there is not a difference in
existence, for in another genus are those things to be classed
of which there are co-negations: wherefore, the subject of
them is not one. .

CHAPTER VI.

Axp, in like manner, also, concerning unity | o ..o
and plurality a person might express the follow- regard of the
ing doubt. For if plurality be opposed to unity, FHod¢ofepposk
absolutely or simply considered, there ensue cer- unity and pla-
tain consequences that are impossible; for unity ™
will be & thing that is few in number, or will amount to few
things, for plurality is likewise opposed to the few. Further,
aro two things many, since the twofold is manifold; and
«0 also is two denominated twofold. Wherefore, unity is a
&ing that is few in number; for relatively to what are twe

! Notwithstanding all his verbal niceties, Aristotle will not allow
¢hat they are mere distinctions without a difference, .
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things styled many, unless in reference to unityand fewness? for
nothing else appears to be less, Further, must this be admitted,
if as what in length are the long and the short, so in multi-
tude are the much and the foew; and whitever may be much
is also many, and the many is also much : unless there is
some difference, then, in a thing that is continuous and easily
defined, fewness will be a certain multitude. Wherefore, will
unity be a certain multitude if, also, it be that which is few.
And this must needs be so if two things are many.

2. Proposedso. _ But, perhaps, plurality’ is styled somehow
‘ution of this also as the much, yet as being a thing that
question. is different, as water, which is much, but not
many. But in respect of as many things as are divisible
therein subsists the many, or plurality, in one way, if the
multitude involves superabundancy either absolutely or rela-
tively to something—and, in like manner, it is the case with
fewness, if the multitude should involve deficiency—but,
in another way, plurality subsists as number, which also
alone is opposed to unity. For in this way do we denominate
unity, or plurality, just as if one should say unit and units,
or a white thing and white things, and things that have been
measured in respect of measure, and that which is capable of
being measured. So, also, things which are manifold are de-
nominated many; for each number is many because it is one,*
and because each is measurable by one, and as being that
which is opposed to unity, not to fewness. So, indeed, then,
two things are many, likewise ; yet they are not so as a mul-
titude involvingsuperabundancy either relatively or absolutely,
but primarily. And two things are simply what are few ; for
it is the first multitude which involves deficiency, and two is
the first multitude in number.?

3. Error of Wherefore, Anaxagoras did not correctly with-
Anaxagoras on  draw his assent from the current opinion when
thispolst. e laid down that all things had a subsistence at
the same time,* and were infinite both in multitude and

! Vide book XII. chap. ix.
% Some copies have &a and some &s. I have followed the former

3 These words are added to complete the sense.

4 On this dogma, vide book IIL chap. iv.; Cudworth, vol. IIL p. 84:
and Tenneman’s History of Philosophy, sect. 107, translated in “Bohn's
Philolog’:al Library.”
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smallness; but he ought to have said, instead of tLis expres-
sion, that things were infinite both in smallness and paucity,
for paucity or fewness does not constitute infinity, since few-
ness does not subsist on account of unity, as some philosophers
would make out, but through duality.

Unity, therefore, and plurality, such as are to .
be found in numbers, are opposed in the Way & fion porrie
measure is opposed to that which is measurable; unity and
and these things are opposed as those that are * =
relative to something—I mean, as many things of those
that are relative as do not involve an essential subsistence.
Now, a distinction has been drawn by us elsewhere,! to the
effect that relatives are predicated in a twofold way,—partly
as contraries, and partly as-scientific knowledge is related
to that which may be made an object of science, because
something else is predicated with respect to them. But that
the one may be less than a certain thing—as, for example,
than two—there is no hindrance to this being the case; for
though it be less, it does not follow that it also be what is
few in number. Multitude, however, is, as it were, the genus
of number, for number constitutes multitude, which is mea-
surable by one: and unity and number are, in a manner,
opposed,—not as & thing that is contrary, but, as has been
stated, as some of those things that are relatives; for as far
forth as unity is a measure, and number that which may be
measured, thus far are they opposed to each other. Where-
fore, not everything that may be one constitutes number ;
as, for example, on the supposition that there is anything
that is indivisible.

But though science is denominated in like s, This oppusi-
manner in relation to that which may be made tionillustrated.
an object of scientific knowledge, it is not yet similarly
attributed as such; for science would appear to be a mea-
sure, but that which may be an object of science would
appear as that which is being measured.?2 It happens, how-
ever, that every science is a thing fit to be an object of
scientific knowledge; yet everything that is an object of
roience is not a science, because, in a certain respect, is scieuce

! The subject of relation is fully exawmnined into i book IX, chap xw.
% This illustration is w:rthy ¢f our attention.
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measured by that which may be made an object of scentific
inquiry.

6. Multitude But neither is multitude contrary to fewness;
not opposed to but the much is opposed to this as a multitude
the few. whioh is excessive is opposed to a multitude that
is exceeded. Nor is multitude contrary to unity altogether; -
but 'in respect of unity the case stands just as has been
stated, namely, that one sort is divisible, but another indi-
visible, and again, a third subsists as a relative, just as science
subsists with respect to what may be made an object of
science, on the supposition that science constituted number,
and that unity were a measure.

CHAPTER VII!

I. The relation __AND since between contraries there is a possi-
between media  bility of there being something that is a medium,
and contraries. __and of some there is & medium,—it is neces-
sary that media should derive their being from contraries;
for all media, and the things of which they are media, are
contained in the same genus. For we denominate those
things media into whatsoever a thing that is undergoing a
change must needs be changed in the first instance; for
example, if one should pass from the hypate to the nete,? if
the transition be made in a short space of time, he will pre-
viously reach the intermediate sounds; and the case ia the
same in colours,—if one will pass from white to black, he will
come to the purple and that which is duskish previously to
his reaching what is black: and in like manmer is it with
other things. But that a change should take place from one
genus to another genus is not possible, except according to
acocident; as, for instance, in a transition from colour into
figure. It is requisite, then, that media, and the things of
which they are media, should be contained in the same
genus also with themselves.

! The student will do well to compare the statements in this chapter
with those in chap. x., and in book XI. chap. x.

2 These terms have been already explained in a note, in bock IV
thap. xi. p. 182.
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" But, unquestionably, is it the case that all media 2. All media
are, at any rate, media of certain things that are presuppose op.
opposed ; for from these alone is it possible should Po*!*i™
arise a change that is essential. Wherefore, it is impossible
that there should subsist any medium of things that are not
opposed ; for otherwise would there be a change, and that
not from things that are opposed. But there is no medium
of contradiction in things that are opposed, for this consti-
tutes comtradiction, and amounts to antithesis or opposition ;
and to an opposition of which, in any respect whatever, one of-
the members is present, having no medium ! between that of
which, in any respect, either of the members—the yes or the
no—is present, or, in other words, not having any medium
at all. But of the rest some are relatives, but others are
privation, and some are contraries. But as many things
belonging to those that are relatives as are not contraries do
not involve a medium. And a cause of this is the following,
inasmuch as they are not contained in the same genus; for
what is there that is a medium between science and that
which may be made an object of scientific knowledge? but
there is a medium between the great and the small. :
Now, if media are contained in the same genus,
a8 has been demonstrated, and are media be- f,;.’:ﬁ;*?,*f‘cﬁ,ﬁ,‘?‘
tween things that are’ contrary, it is necessary traries proved
that these, lgil.;ewise, be compt:?x;{led of these con- "
traries ; for either will there be a certain genus of them,
or there will not be any such. And if there will be a
genus of them in such a way as that there be something
antecedent to the contraries, those contrary differences will
- be antocedent which may make the contraries as species of
genus: for from genus and differences subsist species; for
example, if white and black be contraries, and the one
is a segregative colour, but the other a congregative colour,
these actual differences—I mean, discretive and syncre-
tive colours—will have an antecedent subsistence. Where-
fore, these contraries involve a subsistence prior to one
another; but, surely, contraries, at any rate, that are dif-
ferent are contraries in preference. And the other things
and the media will arise from genus and differences ; as, for

! The words which follow 008ty perafd are not found in all the MSS
[ks Leipsic edition adopts them ; not so, however, Didot's,
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instance, whatever colours are media between white and black,
these it is necessary should be denominated as consisting from
enus, (but colour is a genus,) and from certain differences.
hey themselves, however, will not constitute primary con-
traries ; and if this be not the case, everything will be either
white or black. These, then, are other colours ; accordingly,
these will be the media between primary contraries: primary
differences, however, are those which are segregative and con-
gregative. Wherefore, in regard of these primaries (as many
as are ocontraries not in genus), we must investigate the fol-
lowing point,—from what the media of these consist; for it
is necessary that things contained in the same genus should
be compounded either of things incomposite in that genus,
or that they should be incomposite natures. Therefore, are
contraries uncompounded one of another, so that they are
first principles; but the media constitute either all things or
a0t any at all: and from things contrary something is gene-
rated. Wherefore, there will ensue a change into this pre-
viously to a change into contraries ; for of each thing will
there be both less and more: accordingly, will there subsist
% medium, and this a medium between contraries. And all
the other things that are media are composites then; for that
which is a medium is more than one thing and less than
another, and is in & manner compounded of those things of
which it is said to consist,—as greater than one of them and
less than the other. And since, as regards contraries, things
that have an antecedent existence are not homogeneous, all
media would arise from contraries; wherefore, both all things
to be found in the scale of existence downwards, and con-
traries and media, will consist from primary contraries.
4. Recapituls-  That, indeed, therefore, the media are all con-
tion. tained in the same genus, and that they are
media between contraries, and that these media are all com-
posed of coniraries, this is evident,
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CHAPTER VIIIL!

DiversiTy, however, in species is a something 1. Diversity
that is diverse from a certain thing; and this 3¢%inE 10
must needs subsist in both ; as, for instance, if tains to con-
animal were a thing diverse in species, both """
would be animals: it is necessary, then, that in the same genus
there be contained those things that are diverse in species.
For by genus I mean a thing of such a sort as that by which
both are styled one and the same thing, not involving a dif-
ference according to accident, whether subsisting as matter or
after a mode that is different from matter ; for not only is it
necessary that a certain thing that is common be inherent in
them, (for instance, that both should be animals,) but also
that this very thing—namely, animal—should be diverse from
both : for example, that the one should be horse but the
other man. Wherefore, this common characteristic simul-
taneously is found in things that are different in species from
one another: therefore, this will be such a particular animal
essentially, and that will be an animal essentially different;
as that will be a horse and this a man. It is necessary,
accordingly, that this difference should amount to a diversity
of genus; for I term a difference of genus diversity which
makes this very thing to be diverse: therefore, will this con-
stitute contrariety.

And the same is evident from induction, like- 2. Proof of this
wise ; for all things are distinguished by things from induction.
that are opposite: and it hns been demonstrated that con-
traries are contained- in the same genus, for contrariety
amounts to perfect difference, and every difference which is
contained in a species is something belonging to a certain
thing. Wherefore is this both the same and a genus in both:
wherefore, also, all contraries are contained in the same co-
ordination of predication, as many as are different in species
and not in genus, and diverse particularly one from another;
for perfect is the difference between them, and they are not
generated simultaneously with one another. Difference, then,
amounts to contrariety, for this constitutes what it is to be

LOl The inquiries in this chapter obviously belong to the province of
gic.
T
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diverse in species; namely, for things to involve contrariety
when they are contained in the same genus,—things, I say,
that are individual. Now, things are the same in species—as
mauy as do not involve contrariety—when they are individual
existences; for in division and in media are contrarieties gene-
rated, before one comes to those things that are individual.

5. Inference Wherefore, it is evident that respecting that
from the fore-  Which is said to be a genus, neither the same nor
going- diverse in species is any of those things which are
adapted for being species as of a genus ; for matter is made
manifest by negation, and genus is the matter of that of which
it is termed a genus—not as the genus of the Heracleids,! but
as that which subsists in Nature. Nor is genus denominated
in relation to those that are not contained in the same genus,
but in relation to those of which there will be a difference
from them in genus; and things differing in species differ
from those that are in the same genus: for the difference of
that from which it is a difference in species must needs be
coutrariety, and contrariety belongs to those things that are
alone in the same genus.

P

CHAPTER IX.

Wb Bur, perhaps, one would raise the question,
. y contra- N . .
ries may belong Why woman does not differ from man in species,
:‘;3‘@;‘“‘" when the female and male are contraries, and
when contrariety amounts to difference? But
neither are female and male diverse in species, although they
are the essential differences of animal, and are not as white-
ness or blackness, but the male and female are inherent in
suimal, so far forth as it is animal. Now, the following doubt
is almost the same as the foregoing—namely, why it is that
vontrariety partly makes things diverse in species, and partly
does not so ; for example, why does it make that which has

! The Heracleidee were the descendants of Hercules, and lords of
Peloponnesus. Their place in the history of Greece, and the story of
their expeditions, and their varied success, need be no more than
alluded to—they are pretty generally known. The best account of the
Heracleidee is to be found in C. O. Miiller’s History and Antiquities
of the Doric Ruce, vol L. chaps. 3, 11, 12, translated by Messrs. Tufnel)
and Lewis; the latter the present Sir George Cornewall Lewia, Bart. ,
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the support of feet, and that which is furnished with wings s,
but does not make whiteness and blackness? Is 5 pryrosea
this the case because some things are the proper solution there-
affoctions of genus, and other things are less so ; °F

and since the one is form and the other is matter, as many
contrarieties as are contained in form create a difference in
species, and as many as reside in form, when assumed together
with matter, do not give rise to a specific difference ?

Wherefore, whiteness does mot give rise to a g qustrated:n
difference of man, nor blackness ; nor are these the caseof

. . . . . whiteness and
the specific difference of a white man in relation blackness in a
to a black man, nor would one name be assigned ™™
to both ; for man is as matter, but matter does not create
a difference : for men are not forms! of man. For this reason,
although tha flesh and bones are diverse from which this
man and that are made, yet the entire compound is a thing
that is diverse, to be sure, but not different in species, because
contrariety does not exist in reason or form, but this entire
compound is an individual thing. Now, Callias is form in
oonjunction? with matter ; and this, therefore, is the case
with white man —because Callias is white, therefore man is
white according to accident. Neither, doubtless, do a brazen
and wooden circle, nor a brazen triangle and wooden circle,
differ in species on account of matter, but because contrariety
is present in the form.

But whether shall we say that matter does not 4, Furtheritius-
render things diverse in species, though being trationin the
somehow diverse itself, or is it the case that it and man com-
makes them so partly? for why is this horse Pared together
diverse from this man in species, and yet the forms of these
subsist along with matter? Is it because contrariety is in-
herent in the form ? for there is obviously a contrariety sub-
sisting between a white man and a black horse. And this, at
any rate, is a specific difference, but not so far forth as the one
is white and the other black ; since even if both were white,
nevertheless in species they would be diverse. But the male
and female are appropriate affections of animal ; but not ac-
cording to substance, but in matter and body. Wherefore,

' Some copies read efdy, and others el3e; the Leipsic edititn
geads Uy,
% ] have followed the reading p.e-r&z SAns; some MSS, have rara,
[
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the same seed, in consequence of undergoing the same passive
condition, is generated either as female or male. What, in-
doed, therefore, constitutes diversity in species, and why some
things differ in species, but others do not, has been declared.

P

CHAPTER X.

1. Diversity Bur whereas contraries are diverse in species,
accordingto  gnd that which is subject to corruption, and that
fains tocon-  Which is incorruptible, are contraries—for priva-
trariety. tion is a definite 1mpoteut1ahty —it is requisite
that things corruptible be diverse in genus from incorruptible
natures,

2. Tllustrated Already, indeed, therefore, have we declared
‘c‘;r'r‘:fpfl"‘;fe:‘ our sentiments respecting these universal appel-
and incorrup-  lations.2  So that it would not appear to be
tibles. necessary that anything whatsoever that is in-
corruptible and corruptible should be diverse in species ; as
neither white and black should be so. For it is admis-
sible that the same thing at the same time should be both
corruptible and incorruptible, if there may be in subsist-
ence anght of things that are universal, as man would be
both white and black ; and the ease is similar with the mode
of the subsistence of singulars, for the same man would not
be white and black at the same time, although what is
white is contrary to what is black, Of contraries, however,
some according to accident are inherent in certain things;
for instance, those that have been just now mentioned, and
many others: but in the case of others this is impossible—I
mean, those to which both that which is corruptible and
that which is incorruptible belong; for nothing is cor-
ruptible according to accident : for that which is accidental
admits of not being ; but that which is corruptible belongs to
those things which subsist of necessity in those things in
which it is inherent, or that which is corruptible will be one

! Vide book IV. chaps. xii. and xxii.

? I presume Aristotle alludes to his mvestxzatxon in the second book,
in his treatment of the question s to whether the first principles of
corruptibles and incorruptibles be the same or dxﬁ‘erent! vide chap. {v,
of that book, p. 69.
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and the same thing with that which is incorruptible, if what
is corruptible admits of not being inherent therein. Either,
then, substantially, or as inherent in substance, must that
which is corruptible subsist in each of the things that are
corruptible. But there is the same reasoning, likewise, ap-
plicable to the case of that which is incorruptible ;! for both
belong to things that possess a necessary existence. So far
forth, therefore, as one is primarily corruptible, and the other
primarily incorruptible, so far are they in opposition to each
other ; so that they must needs be generically diverse.

It is evident, therefore, that it is not possible ; ¢ .,
that there be such forms as some affirm; for in throws the
such @ case, as regards man, there will be one d¢a theory.
who i8 corruptible, but another who is incorruptible, although
forms are said to be the same in species with certain parti-
culars, and not equivocal in respect of them: things that
are diverse in genus, however, are at a wider interval from
one another than those that are diverse in species.

BOOK X!

CHAPTER L

Taat, indeed, Wisdom is a certain science 1. Questionsin

conversant about first principles is evident from [o5s sy ™

the early portions of this work, in which doubts discussed.

have been expressed respecting statements that have beem
put forward by others concerning first principles ; one, how-
ever, would feel doubtful as to whether it would be requisite

' These words are worthy of note, and contain & hint that has been
followed up by modern metaphysicians, e.g. Kant.

3 Book X.—according to others book XI.—is occupied in discuesions
that havs already been put forward in the previous portions of the Meta-
physics. A glance at the contents will show thia, Amongst other
topics we have another refutation of Scepticism, in which Protagoras
is attacked by name. This subject has been already handled in book
II1. “Not, however,” as Mr. Maurice remarks, “to be passed over on
that account; for Aristotle's repetitions of himself, or the reports of his
different pupils, generally clear away many difficultics.”
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to suppose Wisdom or Ontology to coustitute one science
or many? For if it does constitute one science, there is, at
any rate, one science invariably of contraries; but first prin-
ciples are not contraries. If, however, it does not constitute
one science, as of what quality must we posite these many
sciences? Further, to speculate into demonstrative first
principles, is it the province of one or of many sciences? for
if of one science, why, let me ask, is it the province of this
mcre than of any other whatsoever? but if such speculation
belong to many sciences, what sort must we consider these
to be? Moreover, whether is there one science of all sub-
stances,! or not? for if there is not one science of all, it
weuld be difficult to render an account of what sort of sub-
stances there is one science in existence; if, however, there
is one science of all substances, it is an obscure point how it is
admissible that there should be the same science of many sub-
stances. Further, the question arises as to whether demon-
stration 2 is conversant about substances only, or also about
accidents ? for if demonstration be conversant, at least, about
accidents, it is not conversant about substances. But if there
is one demonstrative® science about accidents, and anothex
about substances, what, may I ask, is the character of both, and
which of the two constitutes Wisdom or Metaphysics? for
demonstrative wisdom is that which is conversant with acei

dents ; that, however, which is conversant with first principles
is the wisdom that takes cognisance of substances.

2. What causes  Neither, however, must we consider the scienge
isontology con- at present under investigation as a science re-
vemed Wt gnecting the causes that have been already
enumerated in our treatise on Physics. For neither should
we act thus in regard of “ the final cause;” for a thing of this
kind is that which is good : and this resides in practical things,
and in those entities that are in motion ; and this imparts
motion in the first instance, for the end is a thing of this
sort : but the imparter of motion in the first instance does
not inhere in those things that are incapable of moton,

! Although most of the subjects treated of in this book have beem
investigated already, yet the analysis of motion, and the Aristcteliam
theory of the Infinite, found therein, are quite new,

2 Vide Posterior Analytics, book II. chap. jii.

¥ Vide book V. chaps. ii. and iii.

¢ Vide book I. chaps. i. and it
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And, in general, one feels doubtful as to j .
whether the science now under investigation is subject-matter
conversant about sensible substances at all,} or _lsitforms <4
not about these, but about certain other sub-
stances? for if metaphysical science be conversant with sub-
stances different from those cognisable to the senses, it will
be conversant either with forms or mathematical entities.
As regards forms, then, it is evident that they have no exist-
ence. But, nevertheless, one would feel doubtful, even though
he should admit the existence of these forms,? why, forsooth,
as in the case of mathematical entities, the same truth does
not hold good in regard of other things of which there are
forms? Now, I say that they have placed mathematical
entities, no doubt, as intermediate between forms and things
cognisant by sense, as it were® certain third natures beside
both forms and those things that ure here—I mean, sensibles
—but there is no third man, nor a third horse, beside both
actual man, and actual horse, and singulars. And if, on
the other hand, these mathematical entities do not subsist
in the manner they affirm, about what sort of entities are we
to assert that the mathematician is engaged? for, surely,
he is mnot engaged about those things that are here,—
that is, about sensibles,—for none of these constitutes the
description of entity which the mathematical sciences investi-
gate. Neither, certainly, is the science now under i, it matne.
investigation — I mean, Metaphysics—conversant matical enti-
about mathematical entities, for no one of these !
possesses a separable subsistence. Nor, however, is it a
science belonging to substances cognisant by the senses, for
these are corruptible. And, in short, one would feel doubtful
a8 to what sort of a science® belongs the investigation of the
matter of mathematical entities ; for neither does it belong to

1 This, in fact, might be set down as the chief point which Aristotle
is striving to settle in this Treatise, and towards which his conclusions
are ever verging. If we examine the connexion between the several
books of the Metaphysics we shall perceive this.

2 As to the existence of forms, 7& I3y, this subject is frequently
discussed, and made to serve the occasion of an attack upon the Ideal
Theory of Plato. We have in books I. chap. ix., and XIL chaps. iv.
and v., an elaborate refutation of this hypothesis.

3 Vide book II.

¢ The subject of mathematical natures is discussed in book XII
shaps. ii. and iii ¥ Vide book V. chap. i.
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physical or natural science, from the fact that the entire
attention of the Natural Philosopher is engaged about those
things that contain in themselves the first principle of motion
and rest: nor, unquestionably, is it the province of a science
that institutes an inquiry respecting both demonstration and
scientific knowledge ; for respecting this very genus it creates
for itself an investigation. It remains, therefore, -that this
proposed Philosophy of Ontology, or Metaphymcs, shou]d
make these a subject of its inquiry.

4, Tsmetaphy- _And, again, one would feel doubtful as te
sical science’  whether it is requisite to consider the seienoe
conversant

aboutelements, Under investigation in the present Treatise ag
7é oroxsiu?  gonversant about first principles—I mean, such
as by some speoulators are denominated elements? These,
however, have been regarded by all philosophers as things
that are inherent in composite natures. But it would rather
appear to be a thing that is necessary that the sciemoce of
ontology, under investigation at present, ought to be eome
versant ‘with universals; for every rational principle, and
every scienoe, are conversant about universals, and not about
the extremes! of things. Wherefore, in this case ontelogy
would be conversant about primary genera.

5. The o S And these would constitute both entity and
andtheé & unity ; for'thesg especially would be supposed to
notice as pri-  0omprise all existences, and in the most eminent
mary genera.  degree to be assimilated unto first principles, on
account of their being classed in the category of things that
derive their primary existence from Nature: for when these
have been corrupted, other things also are corrupted at the
same time along with them ; for everything amounts to entity
and unity. As far forth, hcwever, as it is necessary that
differential qualities ps.rtmxpate of. these, if one will admit
the subsistence of these genera,—now no difference parti-
cipates in the genus,—thus far, likewise, wounld it appear that
we ought not to establish these either as genera or first prin-
ciples. But, further, on the supposition that that which is
more simple is more a firsi principle than that which is less
simple, but the extremes of those things that descend from
the genus are more simple than the genera,—for these are
individuals, whereas the genera are divided into numerous

! Vide book II. chap. iii, and book XII. chap. x,
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species and such as are different,—hence species would ap-
pear to be a first principle more than genera. As far forth,
however, as species are liable to corruption in conjunction with
their genera, the genera rather would seem to be more similar
to first principles ; for that which brings about the destruction
of other things in conjunction with itself is a first prineiple.

These, then, and other such points are some of those
questions that involve matter of doubt.

CHAPTER IL

FurrHER, may the question be raised as to | ;oo o0
whether it is expedient to admit the existence of thing subsist-
something besides! and independent of singulars, {8 teparable |
or not? but the science now under investigation
is conversant with these. These are, however, infinite. Those
things, at any rate, which have a subsistence independenf
of and beside singulars are, without doubt, either genera or
species ; but the science at present under investigation is nof
a science conversant about either of these; for the reacon
why this is impossible has been already stated. For in
general, likewise, doth the following question involve a doubt—
namely, as to whether it is necessary to suppose the existence
of any substance separable from sensible substances and those
which are here,? or whether this is not the ¢ase ? but shall we
say that these sensible things are entities, and that Wisdom is
conversant about these? for the fact is we seem to investigate
some different science ; and this stands forth as the point pro-
posed by us for investigation. Now, what I mean is this,
that our aim is to discover whether there is anything that
essentially involves a separable subsistence, and which does
not reside in any nature belonging to those objects that are
cognisant by the senses !

But, further, allowing that there is beside , ;r,. wnat
sonsible substances any different substance, what sort are these
gort of sensibles are those beside which it is "E"!

! This subject is discussed at intervais throughout the whole
Treatise ; vide, e.g., book V. chap, i. )

2 This, I take it, means the objects with which we are conversant in
this transitory scene, where the vast bulk of mankind are engrossed

exclusively witl. thiags of sense. The phrase, thew, is synonymous
with & aigipra,
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requisite to establish the subsistence of this substance? for
why should one seek to establish its existence beside men
rather than horses, or beside these in preference to the rest
of the animal creation, or in general to inanimate things like-
wise 7 Notwithstanding, the providing of different substances
eternal in duration, equal in amount to substances that are
cognisant by sense and subject to decay, would appear, per-
haps, to fall outside the province of the rational! sciences.
s. Theabsurs.  Lf, however, the first principle now under
ityofthinking investigation be npot separable from bodies,
e e vle What other would one admit as existing in pre-
of aseparable ference to matter? This, however, does not
subsistence. . . . . .
involve a subsistence in energy, indeed, but in
capacity. Rather would species and form seem to be a first
principle in a stricter sense of the word than this. Now, this
is a thing that is subject to corruption: wherefors, in short,
there does not subsist an eternal substance that involves
a separable existence as well as an essential subsistence. But
such a position as this is absurd ;2 for it appears to be the
fact—and such are the subjects of inquiry at the hands nearly
of all those that are most accomplished philosophers—that
there is in subsistence a certain first principle and substance
of this description ; for how, let me ask’ will there prevail
order on the supposition that there is no subsistence of that
which is eternal, and which involves a separable existence,
and is permanent ?
4’ 1t there N But, further, admitting that there is a certain
something that Substance, and first principle, naturally of such
Is separable, & description as we are at present investigating,
xwpicrov, does . . . .
itbearthe  and this one principle belongs to all things, and
samerelation  the same is the principle of those things that are

to things cor-

ruptivle as to eternal, and those that are corruptible, the
a L2 .
fncorruptiblet  question, in such a case, arises, why, on the sup-

position of the existence of the same first prin-

1 Tt is Aristotle’s aim in this Treatise to combat such an erzronecus
view as regards the subdivision of the sciences.

2 Could any words give stronger proof of the transcendental element
to be found in the Aristotelian philosophy?

3 These words are most remarkable, and the principle they enunciate
has been elucidated in a popular way in the Bridgews‘er Treatises—
by Chalmers, Whewell, and others—published in “Bohn's Scientifie
Library.”
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ciple, some things are eternal! amongst those that may be
ranked under this first principle, but others are not eternal?
for this constitutes the absurdity. If, however, there is
one first principle of things that are corruptible, and another
of those that are eternal,—if, indeed, the principle, likewise,
of those that are corruptible be eternal,—we shall be involved
in similar perplexity; for why, on the supposition of the
existence of an eternal first principle, are not those things
that may be classed as effects under this first principle
eternal likewise? and, on the supposition of the existence of
a corruptible first principle, there arises a certain other prin-
ciple of this, and again a different one of that; and so this
progression of causes goes on to infinity.

But if, on the other hand, one will seek to , , entity
establish the existence of both entity and unity,? and unity first
as those things that appear in the most eminent Pr"ciPles?
degree to be immovable first principles, in the first place,
unless each of them signifies this certain particular thing and
substance, how will they involve a separate subsistence, and
an essential one? But it is respecting those eternal and
original first principles of this description that we are engaged
in our investigations in the present Treatise. Nevertheless,
supposing both of them to signify this certain particular
thing, and substance, all the entities will be substances;® for
entity is predicated of all things, and unity, also, of some, -
That all entities, however, are substances is an assertion that
is false.

But, further, how can the position of those be , ... dogma
true who make out that unity is the first prin- that unity con-
ciple, and that this constitutes substance, and Sjiutes sub-
who from unity and matter generate the first .
number, and say that it is the substance of these,—how, I say,
does this assertion of theirs admit of being true? for how ig
it requisite intellectually to apprehend, as one, the duad and
each of the other compound numbers? for on this point
they neither say anything, nor would it be easy to make
any aessertion on the subject. Suppose, however, that any
one will seek to establish, as first principles, lines, or the
things that are connected consequentially with these—now, I

' This question is discussed in book IIL. chap. iv. ,
2 Tide book II. chap. ii. 3 Some copies read, oboia.
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oean, surfaces such as are primary—yot these are not sub-
stances capable of a separate subsistence, but are sections
and divisions; the former of surfaces, but the latter of
bodies: but points are sections and divisions of lines; and,
further, they are the limits of these very same things, and all
these are inherent in others, and there 18 no one of them that
is separable. Further, in what way is it necessary for us to
conceive the existence of a substance of unity and of a point?
For of every substance is there generation, but of a point
there is not, for a point amounts to division.
7.How, then,is  And this, likewise, furnishes a subject of doubt;
there a seience namely, that every science should be conver-
of ubetance i sant about things that are universal,! and about
universalt that which is of such and such a quality, but
that substance should not belong to things universal, but
rather should constitute this certain particular thing, and
that which possesses a separable subsistence. Wherefore, it
we admit that science is conversant about first principles,
how is it necessary to consider substance as the first pun-
ciple of things {
6. Is thors a0y Further, the question may be asked, is there
thing beside . anything besxde entirety, or not? now, I mean by
entirety the entirety, matter, and that which subsists in con-
: junction with this; for if, in fact, this be not
the case, all things, at least, that reside in matter are subject
to corruption. If, however, there subsists anything beside
entirety, it would constitute the species and the form.? In
the cass of what things, therefore, this would subsist, and in
the case of what things it would not, it would be difficult to
determine; for in the case of some things is it evident that
the form is not & thing that is capable of a separate subsist-
ence: as, for example, the form of a house is not separable
from the house. And, further, there is the question whether
first principles are the same in species, or in number? for if
they are one in number, all things will constitute these.

N Vide book XII., chs). x. 3 Vide book VI. chap. viil,
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CHAPTER IIL

SiNoe the science of the philosopher, however,! 1, The unity of
is conversant about entity, so far forth as it is en- Jaiciogy 1ot
tity, and this universally, and not as regards any the manifold
one part, and since entity is multifariously predi- Jrerow®
eated, and not in one way merely—this being the matter.
case if entity be predicated equivocally, and not according te
anything that is common—it does not fall under the province
of one science to inquire into it, (for there is not one genus of
thingsof this kind;) but if it be predicated according toanything
that is common, it would fall under the notice of one science.

Now, it appears that it is predicated after the , , = this
same manner as both what is medicinal and salu- from the ana-
brious; for, likewise, are both of these predicated 18y of medi-
multifariously. And in this way each is predi-
cated in respect of the one being somehow referred to medicinal
art, but the other to health, and a third to something else ;
yet each is referred to the same thing. For a medicinal
discourse, and a small knife, are denominated in respect
the former of proceeding from medicinal science, but the
other because it is serviceable to this art of medicine; and
in like manner it is so with that which is salubrious: for a
thing is termed thus partly because it is indicative of health,
and partly because it is productive of it.

And the same mode exists in the case of other g py jirus
things: in the same way, therefore, is denominated tration applied
entity in its entirety; for each of them is styled * "¢ ™**
entity in respect of being a passion, or habit, or disposition, or
motion, or something else of this sort, belonging unto entity,
so far forth as it is entity. Since, however, there is a reduc-
tion of every entity to a certain one thing, and something
which is common, so of contrarieties, likewise, each will be
reduced to the primary differences and contrarieties of entity,
whether multitude and unity, or similarity and dissimilarity,
are the primary differences of entity, or whether there are
certain other differences of such ; for let these stand over as
subjects for future discussion.? But there is no differencs

! Vide book III. chap. ii. for an examination into this point.

* Aristotle probably alludes to some other portion of his writings;
¢ ¢. his "Exhoyi T@v ¢vayriwy, which has not come down tc us.
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or, what is the Whether the reduction of entity be made te
same, the ro&v. entity or to unity. For even if they be not
the same, but something different, they are, at any rate,
convertible terms; for both unity, also, in a manner consti-
tutes entity, and entity constitutes unity.

4. The relation  Since, however, it is the province of one and
between & n. the same science to speculate into all contraries,
traries and pri- and gince each of those is predicated according to
vation. . privation,—although, as regards some contraries,
at least, of which there is a certain medium, one would feel
-perplexed as to how they are predicated according to priva-
tion ; as, for example, of the unjust and the just,—this being
the case, concerning all such contraries, I say, is it necessary,
therefore, to posite privation as existing, not of the whole
definition, but of the ultimate species ; for instance, if one is
a just man who, through a certain habit, has been from time
to time obedient to the laws, the unjust man will not be alto-
gether deprived of the entire definition of just man: but
inasmuch as in respect of habitual obedience to the laws he is
in some point or degree deficient, in this respect, likewise,
‘will there be inherent in him a privation of this definition.
.And in the same manner is it the case with other things.

5 . But as the mathematician?® institutes for him-

. Metaphysics, . . . e

asascience of 8elf an inquiry regarding abstract quantities,—
et by s for he conducts his speculations by removing out
case of mathe- of his consideration all sensible natures, such as
maties; gravity and lightness, and hardness, and its con-
trary, and further, also, heat and cold, and other sensible
contrarieties, but he merely leaves remaining quantity and
continuity—some of which pertain to one, but others are in
-reference to two, and others to three, dimensions—as well as
the passive conditions of these, as far forth as they are quan-
tities and continuous ; and this being the case, the mathema-
tician oes not speculate into them in reference to anything
else; and of some things he examines into their natures and
positions, one in respect of another, and into those things
that are inherent in these, but of others into their commen-
surations and incommensurations, and of others into their
ratios >r proportions: but we, nevertheless, have established
cne an 1 the same science as being conversant about all subs

1 Pids book ITL. chap. il
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jects of this kind, I mean, the science of the geometrician,—
in the same manner, therefore, is it the case in respect os
entity likewise. For the things that are acci- and of physics,
dental in this, so far forth as it is entity, and 8od dislectics.
the contrarieties of this, as far forth as it is entity, it is not
the province of a different science from Philosophy, that i
Ontology, to investigate; for to Physical or Natural Science
may one ascribe the speculation of these, not as far forth as
they are entities, but rather as far forth as they partake of
motion, As to the sciences of the Dialectician, however, and the
Sophist, they are sciences of the accidents, I admit, that reside
in entities, but not so far forth as they are entities; nor do
they speculate about entity itself, as far forth as it is entity.
‘Wherefore, it remains that the Philosopher, or Metaphysician,
should be a person qualified for speculating into the points
we have just stated, in so far as they relate unto entities.

Since, however, every entity is expressed ac- . )
cording to some one thing, and something that folg’f:;’f of on
is common, which is multifariously predicated,! science reas- -
and as contraries are expressed in the same
manner—for they are referred to the primary contrarieties,
and differential qualities of entity—and since it is possible
that things of this kind should fall under the notice of one
science, hence the doubt expressed in the opening parts of
this work respecting first .principles would be dissolved in
this way. Now, the doubt I allude to is that wherein the
matter of perplexity is involved in the question as to how
there will be one science about entities that are many in
number, and which are generically different -

s

CHAPTER 1V,

Bour since, also, the mathematician employs 1. How far
things that are common in a manner peculiar to ;‘:}*g‘}“ﬁlﬂy‘:gg'm
himself, it would be the province of the First parts of meta-
Philosophy, that is, of Ontology, to speculate into PRYsws-

the original principles of these things. For that when from

V This is preéisely the mode of reasoning pursued.by Aristotle in
gook IIL chbsp. ii, already referrcd to.
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equals equals are taken away the remainders are equal is,
indeed, a dogma that is common to all quantities, Matne-
matical science, however, speculates about a certain portion of
matter, properly so called, appropriating it to itself; as, for
instance, about lines, or angles, or numbers, or something
else pertaining to other quantities: not, however, as far forth
a8 they are entities, but so far forth as each of them is that
which is econtinuous in one, or two, or three dimensions,
Philosophy, however, does not institute an inquiry respecting
those particulars that are contained in a certain portion of
matter, as far forth as something amongst them is an
accident in each of these, but it contemplates everything of
this kind respecting entity, so far forth as it is entity. And
in the same manner, also, does the case stand in regard of
physical science as with mathematical ; for physical or natural
science speculates into the acciderts or first principles of
entittes, so far forth as they are in motion, and not so far
forth as they are entities. But we have said that Ontology,
or the First Science, is conversant about these in as far as
the subjects of them are entities, but not so far forth as they
are anything that is different. Wherefore, we may set down
that both this and the science of the mathematician are parts
of Wisdom or Metaphysical Science.

CHAPTER V.

1. Certain ulti.  THERE is involved, however,! in entities a cer-
mate principles {ain first principle about which it is not possible
of all demon-  to labour under any deception, but it is necessary
stration. invariably to do the contrary; now, I mean to
speak conformably with truth : as, for instance, that it is net
admissible that the same thing should be and not be in one and
the same period of time; and the case is so with other things
that are opposed to themselves in the same manner. And,
respecting points of this kind, demonstration, indeed, has no
existence absolutely speaking ; but in respeet of this principle
it bas, (for it is not possible to construct & process of

! Vide book IIL chap. iil.
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gyllogistic reasoning from a more trustworthy principle than
this very axiom just mentioned,) and it ougnt to be so, at any
rate, if it is possible that there should subsist such a thing as
& demonstration in absolute terms.

As regards a person, however, who makes an 2, Retutation
assertion of opposite statements,! for the purpose of those who
of proving wherefore it is false, must some such such funda-
position be assumed, as that although the thing ™entalaxioms,
will actually be the same with the non-possibility of being
the same thing, and not being so at one and the same time,
yet that it will not appear to be the same thing with it; for
after this manner only can a demonstration be brought about
in regard of one who affirms the admissibility of opposite
assertions being verified of the same thing. And, , .
in the next place, those people who are likely to ture of philo-
take their share in mutual discussion ought, in :;’g’,}jw discus-
some degree, to understand themselves ; for, in case
this be not done, how will there subsist with these persons a
community in regard of such mutual discussion ? It is neces-
sary, then, that each of the denominations should be known,
and that they manifest some one thing, and not many
things, but only one; and if it is equivalent in its significa-
tion to many things, one ought to make it evident towards
which of these significations the denomination conducts one.
Now, as regards a person who affirms that this thing both
is and is not, this which he in general affirms to be, he
affirms not to be: wherefore, he asserts that the name
signifies that which it does not signify; but this is impos-
sible. Wherefore, if the assertion that the being of this
particular thing involves any signification, it is impossible
that contradiction concerning the same thing should be veri-
fied. Further, if a name has any meaning, and this be
capable of verification, this also must needs be from necessity ;
but that which is from necessity it is not admissible at any
time? should not be: it is not for this reason, then, admissible
that opposite assertians be true concerning the same thing.

! This book contains a somewhat more elaborate refutation of Scep-
ticism than book III. Vide note, p. 277.

2 This principle has been brought forward by Dr. Clarke in his
unsuccessful attempt at an @ priori demonstration of the existeuce of
God. Some copies read 7ére instead of wdre.

u
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and of amrma. Further, on the supposition that assertion in ne
tion compared  degree is more true than negation, the person
with negation: - who makes the affirmation that one is a man
will in nowige the rather make a true statement than if ha
were to affirm that he is not a man: and a person who
affirms a man not to be a horse would appear to speak truth
either in a greater or not in a less degree than if he affirma
that man is not man. Wherefore, one who affirms, also, that
the same is a horse will speak true ; for, in a similar way, it
would be possible that opposite assertions should admit of
verification. Wherefore, the consequence ensues that the same
creature should be man and horse, or something else belonging
to the animal kingdom. There does not, therefore, subsist in
regard of these any demonstration in absolute terms: as
relates, however, to the person who is for establishing these
foregoing points, demonstration has an existence.

3. Aristotle And quickly would one, likewise, who after
thus exposes  thig manner had put the question to Heraclitus !
system of the himself, force him to acknowledge that it is never
Heraclities. o thing that is possible that opposite assertions
should be verified of the same things; but at present, not com-
prehending his own theory in regard of what he says at all,
he has embraced this particular opinion we have been just
endeavouring to overthrow. And in general, if the statement
made by Heraclitus be true, neither would this very position
of his be true; now, I mean the admissibility that at one and
the same time the same thing should be and not be. For as
also, on the supposition of these assertions having been
divided, in no respect the more will affirmation be true than
negation, in the same mannuer, likewise, will it be the case
when both are conjoined and connected together—just as
if affirmation is regarded as being one certain thing, in no
degree the more will negation be true than the entire of the
assumption which is made in an affirmation. Moreover, if it
is possible to make uo affirmation that is true, even would
this very position be false—I mean, the assertion that no
affirmation is true: if, however, there exists any assertion
that is true, that point which is put forward by these Hera-
aities would be decided—I mean, such philosophers as resist

! Heraclitus and Protagoras are the sceptics whom Aristotle chiefly
directs his attack against.
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the truth of things of this sort, and, in fact, altogether de
away with rational discussion.

CHAPTER VI

Bur similar to the statements® that have been 1, The prota-
just made is that which has been asserted by sorean dogms
Protagoras ; for, likewise, he said that man is the measure of
a measure of all things,—in this way affirming 2! things.
nothing else than that what appeared to every man, that this,
also, indubitably is that which it appeared to be : if, how-
ever, this is admitted, the same thing will happen to be and
not be, and to be both evil and good, and the rest of those
things that are expressed in accordance with opposite asser-
tions, from the fact that frequently to some persons, indeed,
this particular thing appears to be fair, and the contrary to
others, and from that which is apparent to every one consti-
tuting a measure.

Now, this doubt would be resolved if persons , , . .-
considered whence the origin of this supposition of this dogmna
has been derived ; for to some speculators, no 1 ovn refuta-
doubt, it would appear to have originated from itbe from natu-
the opinion of the Physiologists, or Natural Phi- 7al philosophy,
losophers, but to others from the circumstance that all men
do not possess the same points of knowledge in respect of the
same subjects, but that to some this particular thing seems
to be sweet, and to others the contrary. For that nothing is
generated from nonentity, but everything from entity, is
almost a commonly received dogma amongst all Natural
Philosophers. Since, therefore, that which is not white is
generated from that which is perfectly white, and by no
means not white, supposing, now, that what is not white has
been generated from that which is not a white entity, that
which is being geunerated as not white would be produced.

! This error of Protagoras is an inveterate failing in human philo-
sophy. It is noticed by Bacon in terms of strong reprehension. Its
effects cu theology might be illustrated in the rise of Anthropo-
morphism. Vide Hagenbach's History of Doctrines, vol. I. pp. 108—
107 : translated in Clark’s “ Foreign Theological Library;” Cudworthy
vl I p. 201; Bacon, De Augm. 1ib.s V. cap. iv.

o
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Wherefore, such would be generated from nonentity, accord-
ing to their doctrine, unless that which is not white were the
same with that which is white. It would not, however, be
difficult to decide this doubt; for it has been declared, in our
treatise on Physics, in what manner from that which is non-
entity are generated the things that are being produced, and
how it is that they are generated from entity. Notwith-
standing the giving heed, in like manner, to both opinions,
and to the fanciful statements of persons who doubt in
opposition to themselves, this would be a silly proceeding ;
for it is evident that one party amongst these sceptics must
needs labour under fallacies. And this statement
or from ob- . . . .
serving the  i8 manifest from observing things that are gene-
phenomena of  pateq according to sense; for at no time does the
- same thing appear to some, indeed, sweet, and to
others the contrary, provided that the organ which has the
power of perceiving and deciding the above-enumerated tastes
has not undergone any corruption and injury in the case of
these others. But, on the understanding of such a state of
things as this, we may suppose that some of them are a stand-
ard of measure, and suppose that others are not so. And, in
like manner, I assert this to be the case as regards both what
is good and evil, and what is beautiful and disgraceful, and
other things of the sort ; for to lay down this as a principle,
or to affirm the reality of nothing save the apparent, is a
course nowise different from those who place their finger
beneath the organ of vision, and thus from the ome object
make two to appear, and who really believe that there are
two objects before them, on account of their appearing such, |
and again that there is but one in reality ; for to those per-
sons who do not move their organ of vision that which is cne
appears one.
3 Thedimeulty In general,! howev’er, it v suld be absurd, from
of attaining ~ the appearance of things wnat are here as subject
gmotruthin  to change, and which never permanently con-
tinue in the same dispositions, from this to come
to any decision as regards truth; for it is necessary that
we should go in pursuit of that which is true from amongst
those things that invariably do subsist according to the same

! Sexius Empiricus has laid hold on a principle such as this te
establish his philosophic system.
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dispositions, and that never are instrumental in bringing
about their own change. Now, of this description are those
bodies that are regulated according to the orderly system of
the Universe; for these do not at one time appear of
this particular sort, but at another time of a different kind,
but invariably the same, and as participating in no change.
But, further, on the supposition of the exist- ; 1y, thecry
ence of motion, and of something that is being refuted from
moved,—now, everything which has motion im- Syrana
pressed upon it is put in motion by something, motion.
and in the direction of something,—in such a case, that which
is being moved ought to be found, moreover, in that from
which it will derive its motion, and yet not be found therein,
and that it should be moved towards this particular place,
and yet should not be generated in this : but how can such be
the case? for we must bear in mind, that, even according to
their own doctrines, that simultaneous verification! is not
possible as regards contradiction. And if, according to quan-
tity, things which are here are continuously in a state of
flux, and are being moved,—and if one admits this, although
it should not be true,—why are they not permanent as regards
quality § for these speculators in no small degree appear to
predicate those things of the same thing, according to their
contradictions, from the supposition that quantity does not
continue permanently in bodies. Hence with them the same
thing is and is not of four cubits in its dimensions. Sub-
stance, however, subsists according to quality, for this is of
a definite nature; but quantity belongs to one which is
indefinite.

_ Further, why, let me ask, when the physician? [ .
gives a prescription that his patients should take argument
this particular food,—why, I say, do they take jkamst Frote-
it? for why is this particular piece of food
bread rather than it is not bread? Wherefore, there would
be no distinction in eating from not eating. At present,
however, as the physician makes a true assertion about this
thing, and this food that has been prescribed being in reality
in existence, the patients accordingly take this food—although
they ought not, at least, to do so on the supposition that

' The word thus rendered is cuvarnfedembar
* Vide book IIL chaps. iv. v. and vi.
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there is no nature that is firmly permanent in sensibles, kot
that ivvariably all things are in motion and in a state o
6. Argument flux. But further, if, indeed, we are always
sgainst him  undergoing a change,' and never remaining per-
jectivity of our manently the same persons, why is it surprising
seasations.  jf things never appear at any time to be the
same ag they do to those that are sick? For to these, also, on
account, of their habit being not similarly disposed as when
they are in a healthy state, the things that subsist according
to the senses do not appear to subsist in a similar manuer ;
though sensibles themselves participate in no change on
account of this, at least, but produce different sensations in
the sick, and sensations that are not the same. In the same
manner, therefore, is it requisite, perhaps, that consequences
be disposed as if the aforesaid change took place. If, however,
we do not undergo a change, but continue to be the same,
there would be something in existence that is permanent.
7. Ome class of Respecting, to be sure,_thgse persons, therefore,
sceptics easier  Who entertain from principles of reasou the
refuted than  qoubts enumerated, it would not be easy to
advance a refutation when they are mnot for
admitting anything, and no longer demand a reason of those
things, for all reasoning, and every demonstration, arise in
this way; for when they are disposed to admit nothing, they
overturn the thing in dispute, and, in general, all rational
discussion. Wherefore, with such speculators, of course, there
is no such thing at all as rational discussion ; but in regard of
those that labour under perplexity, from the doubts that
have been handed down, it would be easy to reply, and t¢
unravel the difficulties that create in them the doubt referred
to; now this statement is evident from those that have been
made
) Wherefore, it isevident from these things that
froeiher, o it does not admit of being possible that opposite
tradiction, nor - gggertions about the same thing should be veri-
media, canbe fied at one and the same time, nor that con-
afficmed of one  traries should, on account of the denomination of
thing at the  all contrariety according to privation. This, how-
sametine:  ever, will be evident to those who resolve into
¥ Thus Aristotle turns the weapons of attack employed by Prota
goras to inflict wounds on the sceptic himself.
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their first principles the definitions of contraries. And, i ke
manner, neither is it possible that any of those things that
are media should be predicated of one and the same thing ;
for, on the supposition of the subject being white, when we
assert that this is neither white nor black we shall make a false
assertion, for it happens that this is white, and yet that it is
not ; for either of these connected together wiil be verified
concerning this, but this amounts to a contradiction of what
is white.

Neither, therefore, is it possible for one who
makes an assertion, in accordance with the theory %, T showe
of Heraclitus, nor of Anaxagoras, to assert what lies in the
is true ; and if this be not admitted, the conse- 'Ay:;il:g:m
quence will ensue that they predicate contrary 2nd the Hera-
things of the same subject : for when Anaxagoras
says that in everything is contained a part of everything, he
says that a thing is not more sweet than bitter, or anything
else of the other contrarieties, if in everything all things
subsist not merely in potentiality, but in energy or activity,
and in a state of separation. And, in like manner, neither
is it possible that all assertions be false, nor all true,! as well
on account, of many other difficulties which would be uttered
in consequence of this position, as also because as regards
all assertions, supposing that they are false, neither will
one who makes this very assertion speak what is true ; but if
all assertions are true, the person who says that all are falsc
will not speak falsely.

CHAPTER VIL

Bur every science investigates into certain first

.. N 1. The proper
principles and causes respecting each of those province o
ubjects of knowledge that fall under its cogni- particular
sance ; as, for example, medicinal science, and that contrast with
of the athlete, and each of the rest of the pro- ;‘,‘:;;;’f,t““‘
ductive or the mathematical sciences ; for each of

these having been for itself descriptive of a certain genus,

1 A reference to book IIL will show that the various sceptical systems
may be reduced to two, where assertions to this effect are put forward.
Viae book IIL. chap. viii.
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treats concerning this as a thing existing and as an entity, not,
nowever, go far forth as it is an entity : conversant, however,
about this last-named inquiry is there beside these sciences
this certain other science of the Ontologist, which is different
from them; but each of the above-enumerated sciences,
taking for granted the mode in which the nature of a thing
subgists in each genus, endeavours to explain the remainder of
the points relating to this more feebly or mcre accurately.
They, however, make an assumption as to quiddity, or the
nature of a thing, some of them by means of sense, but others
from hypothesis. Wherefore, it is also evident, from an in-
duction of this sort, that there subsists no demonstration of
substance and quiddity.

Since, however, there exists a certain science !
f;m'lf);,‘;}‘l‘;"‘be which is conversant about Nature, it is manifest
a distinct that it will be different from both that which is
e o es Practical science and that which is productive or
of its subject-  offective. For of productive science the first

matter, wh . . . . .
Thay not this be principle of motion resides in the producing or

o taot  efficient cause, and not in that which is being pro-

duced ; and this either is some art, or some other
potentiality. And, in like manner, does the case stand with
practical science also; the motion does not reside in the
thing done, but rather in those who are agents. But the
science of the Natural Philosopher is conversant about those
bodies that involve in themselves a first principle of motion.
That,indeed, therefore, Physical Science must needs be neither
practical nor productive, but speculative or contemplative, is
evident from these statements ; for there is the necessity of its
falling under the classification of some one of these genera.
And since, in a manner, it is requsite for each of the sciences
to possess a knowledge of the nature of a thing, and to
employ this as a first principle, we ought not to forget how
a definition of this quiddity should be framed by the phy-
sical inquirer, and how tha definition of substance is to be
assumed, whether as the Hat-nose, or rather as the hollow;
for, as regards these, the formal principle, no doubt, of flat-nose
is denominated along with matter—I mean, such as belongs-
to the thing itself ; the formal principle, however, of hollow-
nose is expressed without matter, for flatness of ncse i#

!} Vide book V. chaps. i. and ii,
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generated in the nose. Wherefore, also, the definition or formal
principle of it is inquired into along with thus, for the ilat-
nose constitutes a hollow-nose. 1t is evident, therefore, that
the definition both of flesh, and of the eye, and of the
other parts of the body, is always to be assumed along with
matter.

But since there exists a certain science of . ...
entity,! so far forth as it is entity, and so far ontology, s s
forth as it involves a separable subsistence, we 3.ciee: ey
must examine whether at all we are to con- it from physics,
sider this to be the same with Natural or Phy- °™*"emetics
sical Science, or rather to be different from it. Physical
Science, indeed, then, is conversant about those bodies that
involve in themselves a first principle of motion ; but the
science of the mathematician is itself a certain science that is
speculative, I admit, and that, too, in regard of things that are
permanent, but which do not involve a subsistence separable
from sensibles. Respecting, then, that which is an entity
capable of separate subsistence, and which is immovable,
there exists a certain science different from both of these, on
the supposition, of course, that there is some substance of this
description in existence—now, I speak of a substance separ-
able and immovable ; and it is the validity of this very
position that we shall attempt to demonstrate.

And if we admit that there subsists any sub- , ou¢ o the
stance of this sort in entities, here also, in a three specula
manner, would there be found Divinity residing, theotogy the’
and this would be an original and most dominant most dignified.
principle. It is evident, therefore, that there are three genera
of the speculative sciences —namely, the physical or natural,
the mathematical, and the theological. The most excellent,
then, is certainly the genus of the speculative or contempla-
tive sciences ; and of these very sciences that one which is
mentioned last of the three possesses? the greatest amount
of excellence, for it is conversant about that one amongst
entities which is more entitled to respect than the rest. Each
science, however, is termed more excellent, and more inferior,
according to its appropriate object of scientific knowledge.

1 Compare what is said in chap. IV. of this book. )
? This point has been established by Aristotle in the opening chaptors
of the Metaphysics. Vide p. 10,
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Now, a person wight raise the question as t9
:ﬁgﬁ?fi; of whether atp all we ought to seek to establish uni-
metaphysical  versally the science of entity, so far forth as it iy
entity, or not § For each of the mathematical sci-
ences, no doubt, is conversant about some one definite genus;
the universal science, however, speculates in common respect-
ing all things. If indeed, therefore, we admit physicai
substances to be the primary substances of entities, Physical
or Natural Science would also be the chief one amongst the
sciences ; but, on the other hand, if there exists a nature that
is different, and a substance that involves a separable subsist-
ence, and is immovable, it is necessary, also, that there belong
to this a different science, and that this science should be
antecedent to physical science, and universal in respect of its
aniecedence or priority.

CHAPTER VIIL

1. Noscienceof  SINCE, however, that which is entity simply
the accident,  considered is denominated in many! ways, of
roounBefcés ghich one is that which is spoken of as subsisting
according to accident, in the first instance our examina-
tion must be instituted concerning entity in this peint of
view. That, indeed, therefore, no one of the sciences that
bave been handed down from former generations is employed
gbout what is accidental is evident ; for neither dnes that
telating to house-building or architectural art investigate into
what is likely to be accidental with those who will make use
of the house ; for example, as to whether they will dwell there
sorrowfully or the contrary: nor is it so with the art of
weaving, nor of shoe-making, nor the cooking art. Each of
these sciences, however, examines into that which is peculiar
to its own department only ; and this is its appropriate end,
Neither does it consider a person so far as he is a musician
and a grammarian, nor does it assert that he who is a musician,
should he become a grammarian, will at the same time be
both, though he were not so previously. But that which is
not always an entity, this was generated at some time or
other; 8o that such a person would at the same time become

! Vide book V. chap. ii.
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a musician and a grammarian, This, however, no one of
those that are confessedly sciencus examines into, with the
exception of the science of the Sophist; for this alone is
employed about what is accidental. Wherefore, Plato has
not inaptly expressed himself when he affirms that the
sophist wastes his time in the consideration of nonentity.

But that it is not a thing that is admissible that , .
there should be in existence a science of the of the accident
accidental, will be manifest to those who attempt Howes et |
to discern what an accident is at all. Therefore, be a science
as regards everything, we affirm one thing, indeed, * ereot.
to subsist always and from necessity—now, I mean by neces-
sity not that which is denominated according to what is
violent, but what we employ in cases pertaining to demon-
strations—but another thing we affirm as subsisting for the
most part, and another, neither as for the most part, nor
always, and from necessity, but as may happen at any time
to be casual ; for example, cold might be prevalent when the
sun is in Canis: but a thing of this sort would take place
neither as always from necessity, nor as for the most part,
but might, nevertheless, accidentally ocour sometimes. There-
fore, does that constitute an accident which is produced, not
always, nor from necessity, nor as for the most part. What,
indeed, then, an accident is, has been declared ; but why there
is not a science of a thing of this kind is evident : for every
science is conversant about that which is an entity always, or
as for the most part ; but the accidental is not renked amongst
either of these.

But it is evident that of what subsists accord- s. The same
ing to accident there are not causes and first proved from,
principles of such a description as there are of theaccidental
that which is an entity that involves an essential §i .',L';,;“;?,“,;
subsistence ; for, if this be admitted, all things rent.
will be from necessity. For, if on the supposition of this
particular thing being a consequence of that particular entity,
but this a result from that, and if this subsists not from its
being casual, but from necessity, from necessity will be like-
wise that of which this was the cause, until that which is
denominated the last effect; this, however, subsisted accords
ing to accident. So that all things will be from necessity,
and the possibility for anything whatsoever casually to occur
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and the existence of contingency, and the being generated,
and the not being generated, will altogether be taken away
from things that are being generated. For, although a cause
may be supposed not to be an entity, tut that also which is
heing generated, the same consequences will ensue ; for every-
thing will be genemted from necessity. For, to give an in-
stance, to-morrow’s eclipse! will take place if this particular
thing may happen, and this will happen if something elss
does, and this last if something else ensues; and, do'ibtless,
in this mauner, on the supposition that a portion of duration
be taken away from that definite time which may be mea-
sured from the present moment until to-morrow, one will
ultimately arrive at that which is in being. Wherefore, since
this is the case, all things that are subsequent to this will be
from necessity: wherefore, will it be the case that all things
will be generated from necessity.
As regards, however, that which is entity in

;,c‘: ::?,:’:ﬂ;" reality, and not according to accident, one kind,
omitted in on- jndeed, is that which is contained in the com-
tology. . . .

prehension of the intellect,’ and is a passive con-
dition in this. Wherefore, respecting that which constitutes
entity in this way first principles are not investigated; but
respecting that which is an eutity external to this, and pos-
sessing a separable subsistence, they are; and that which
subsists according to acoident is not necessary, but indefinite
—now I mean, what subsists according to what is accidental,
as in a less degree ; but the causes of a thing of this sort are
inordinate and infinite.
5. Chance do. But that on account of which a thing subsists,
fined a8 a cause hat is, the final cause, is classified amongst those
generated per thmgs that are generated by Nature, or that

spring from Intellect. It is chance, however,
that generates them when any of these may be genemted
according to accident ; for, in like manner, just as also entity
constitutes in one respect that which is essential, but in another
that which subsists according to accident, so also is it the

1 This is the mode of reasoning already adopted by Aristotle in
book V. Vide p. 164.

? Aristotle here alludes to a certain signification of the “ ens” in refer
éuce to truth and falsehood, which he examines in book V. chap. iii.
and book VIII. chap. x.
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ease with a cause. But chance is a cause according to acci-
dent in those things that are being generated in accordance
with free-will, for the sake of something. Wherefore, chance
and intellect are conversant about the same object,' for free-
will is not devoid of a connexion with intellect. The causes,
however, are indefinite from which might be generated that
which arises from chance: wherefore, obscure to human cal-
culation is chance, even as a cause subsisting according to
accident, but, absolutely considered, such is not a cause of
anything; and chance is good and evil when what is good or
worthless may happen to be the result: but mischance and
misfortune are conversant about the magnitude of these.
But since nothing that subsists according to accident is ante-
cedent to those things that possess an essential subsistence,
neither, then, are causes so. If, then, chance, or even spon-
taneity,? be a cause of the firmament, prior as a cause will be
Mind and Nature.

CHAPTER IX.®

Now, one thing subsists in energy only, but 1. As many
another subsists in capacity, and a third in capa- fhecies of mo-
city and energy ; and of these one constitutes an are of entity.
entity, but the other a quantity, and the third something else
of the rest of the categories. There is not, however, any
motion beside the things themselves; for the change invari-
ably takes place in accordance with the categories of entity.
But in the case of these there is not anything that is com-
mon, nor is there a thing of this sort in a single category.
Everything, however, subsists in all things in a twofold
manner ; as, for instance, this particular thing: for this is the
form of it, but that is its privation; and according to quality

! This is a remarkable sentence. ~The connexion between the
understanding and the will, in regard of the freedom of the latter, is
discussed by Cousin in his review of Locke’s theory. Vide Cousin's
Paychology, chap x.; Henry's translation : in which are to be found
most lucid notes on this important philosophic point.

2 The word I have thus translated is 70 adréuaror.

3 Aristotle has already touched upon this subject—in book VIII.
chaps. iii. and vi.—without noticing, however, the “ entelecheia,” which
18 explained now ; and which must not be confounded—as is done by
Cicero—with évderexela, a perfectly distinct word,
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one thing is white, but another black; and according to
quantity one is perfect, whereas the other imperfecs; and ac-
cording to motion this tends upwards and that downwards,
or the one is light, but the other heavy. Wherefore, there are
as many species of motion and of change as there are of entity.
2. Motion, But on account of there being a division in
therefore, e~ each genus, of the one into potentiality or capa-
encetoenergy, city, of the other, however, into actuality, I
::?::{?.",:,“;‘,‘1,_ style energy the motion of that which subsists in
Aexeia. potentiality, so far forth as it does subsist in
potentiality. And that we make a true assertion in this
puint is evident from the following circumstance ; for when a
material is fit for being built, so far forth as it is a thing
of this sort, we say that this very thing subsists in energy,
so far forth as it is being built; and this constitutes the
structure, or the mode of building. In like manner stands
the case with disciplinary learning, healing, and rolling,
walking, leaping, growing old, advancing towards a state ot
matarity. It happens, however, that a thing is in motion
when the actuality itself may exist, and wheun it is a thing
neither antecedent nor subsequent to this. Therefore, ente-
lecheia, or actuality, belonging to that which subsists in
capacity, when subsisting in actuality it energizes either as
that which it is, or something else, so far forth as it is
movable—this constitutes motion. Now, I mean by the
expression “so far forth ” a subsistence whose mode I would
illustrate as follows.
%, Tllustrated For brass ig a statue in capacity ; but, never-
dyastatue,and theless, actuality of the brass, so far forth as it
In the caseof s brass, does not constitute motion. For it is
not the same thing, the belonging to brass and
to a certain capacity ; since if it were the same, absolutely
speaking, according to definition, the entelecheia, or actuality,
of the brass would amount to a certain motion: it is not,
however, the same. And this statement is evident as regards
contraries; for the capacity of being in sound health, and
the capacity of being indisposed, are rot the same; for in
such a case would the actual conditions of health and sick-
ness be the same: but the subject that is capable of being
made both healthy and diseased, whether it be moisture, or
whether it be blood,is one and the eame thing. Since, however,
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the being of a thing is not the same with the being of a
certain capacity, in the same way as neither is colour the
same with what is visible, so the entelecheia,! or actuality, of
that which is potential, so far forth as it is a thing that is
potential, constitutes motion.

That, indeed, therefors, motion actually exists, 4. This connex-
and that a thing happens to be moved at the ionbetvieen
same time with its being itself actuality, and energy, &c.,
that it is a thing that is neither antecedent nor ™*®™e:
subsequent to this, is evident ; for everything admits of sub-
sisting at one time in energy, but at another time not in this
state : as, for example, that which is fit for being built, so far
forth as it is fit for being built, and the energy of that which
is fit for being built, so far forth as it is fit for being built,
constitute the mode or act of building ; for the energy of this
amounts either to the mode of building or the house built.
But when the house may be finished—that is, when it con-
stitutes the energy—it will no longer be a thing that is fit
for being built ; but, on the other hand, that which is fit for
being built is actually built. It is necessary, then, that
the mode or act of building amount to energy: but the
mode or act of building amounts, likewise, to a certain
motion. And the same reasoning holds good in the case
of other motions.

Now, that these assertions have been made , ..
correctly is evident from the statements which of defining mo-
other philosophers have from time to time put po yipoiceed
forward in regard to motion; as also from the to other philo-
fact of its not being au easy matter to frame °*°P**"™
& definition of it in a different manner from the foregoing :
for neither is one able to set it down as being contained in
suother genus. And it is evident from what these specu-
iators say on the subject; for some of them, indeed, regurd it
as equivalent with diversity, and inequality, and nonentity ,
and yet not ome of these necessarily should have motion
imparted to it. But neither does there exist change or
mutation into these either, nor from things of this kind more
than from such as are opposed. But a cause of their setting
down motion amongst things of this kind is as follows,—
- ! Asto the import of this Peripatetic term, vide Suidas (Gaisford’s Ed.)
en the words dvreAcxefa and Sivaus : Donaldson’s New Cratylus, p. 41&
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because motion appears with them as something that is inde-
finite. Now, the first principles of a different co-ordinate
series, from the fact of their being privative, are indefinite ;
for not one of these is either this particular thing, or any
other of the rest of the categories.

6. What has But a cause of this view of motion—I mean,
Jed these specu of its appearing to be a thing that is indefinite
motion as what —Tesults from the fact that it is not possible to
Isindefinite.  gof it down under the category of the poten-
tiality of entities, or under that of their energy or activity;
for neither that which involves a capacity of being quantity
has motion imparted to it necessarily, nor that which sub-
gists as quantity in energy. And motion appears to amount
to a certain energy or activity, no doubt,! but an energy or
activity which is imperfect: and a cause of this is the fol-
lowing—that that which is potential to which the energy
belongs is itself imperfect, and on this account it would be
difficult, as regards this, to apprehend what it is; for it must
necessarily be classed either into privation, or into capacity,
or into simple energy ; and not one of these does it appear
admissible that motion should be considered. Wherefore, it
remains that it be what it has been declared to be—namely,
both an energy or activity; and yet not such an energy as
has been mentioned, for this would be an energy difficult to
discern, indeed ; but, nevertheless, one which it is admissible
should subsist.

7. Motion re- And that motion is to be found in that which
sides in a mo- iS capable of being moved is evident; for the
tivensture.  gotuality of this lies under the influence of that
which is capable of being moved. And the energy of that
which is movable is not different from this ; for it is neces-
sary, surely, that there should subsist actuality in both ; for
4 thing is movable in respect of its involving a capability of
having motion impressed upon it, and that which imparts
motion does so from energy or activity, but it thus acts
from this energy in regard of that which is adapted for
motion. Wherefors, in like manner, there resides one energy
in both, just as from one to two is the same interval as from
two to one. And in regard of ascent and descent the case is
the same ; but the essence in this instance is not one. Ana

V Vide book VIIL chaps. iii. and vi., already referrad to
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the same remark holds good, in like manner, with the power
that imparts motion, and that which bas motion impressed
upon it thereby. :

CHAPTER X!

Bur the Infinite either is that which it i8 | gy rnagite,
impossible to pass through, in respect of its not ¢ amewpor, de-
being adapted by nature to be permeated, in the "o
same way a8 the voice is invisible, or it is that which possesses
a passage without an end, or that which is scarcely so, or that
which by nature is adapted to have, but has not, a passage or
termination. Further, a thing is infinite from subsisting by
addition, or subtraction, or both.

It is, indeed, possible, therefore, that the In- , wpe Insnite
finite should constitute a certain entity that involvesa
involves a separable subsistence,? but that it i8 fomen ot
cognisant by sense is not possible; for, if it con- g;‘tgggx;:g:
stitutes neither magnitude nor multitude, and if
the Infinite be a substance, and not an accident of this, it
will be indivisible; for that which is divisible amounts either
to magnitude or multitude : but if it be indivisible it will
not be infinite, unless in the same way as the voice is in-
visible. They do not, however, say so, nor do we inquire
into the subject; but we consider it as a thing without any
passage, or, in other words, impermeable. Further, let me
ask, how is it possible that what is essentially infinite should
exist, unless there should happen to subsist number and

1 The subject of the Infinite, discussed in this chapter, is most im-
portant. The best modern author on this point is the late Sir William
Hamilton, in his review of Cousin’s doctrine of the Infinito-absolute.
Vide also Calderwood’s Philosophy of the Infinite; Vera's Inquiry into
Speculative Philosophy ; and Professor ‘Ferrier's Institutes of Meta-
phzysics. sect. I, props. xx. xxi. ; sect. IIL. props. L—viii. inclusive.

I bave not followed Taylor in his erroneous rendering of this
passage. A carelessness in language, in translating the Greek, might
convey the notion that Aristotle in these words was actually denying
the separate existence of the Infinite, when nothing could be further
from his intention. The Latin version paraphrases the passage thus
¢ Separatum sane ipsum quum sit, sensibus percipi impossibile est.
It must, however, be acknowledged that upon the whole Aristotle does
not express himself on the subject of the Infinite as fully or as
determinately as we might have expected, His definition of it is
almost entirely made up of negationa. }

®
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magnitude, of which two the Infinite is a passive condition ¢
Moreover, if the Infinite subsists according to accident, it
would not constitute an element of entities, as far forth as it
is & thing that is infinite, in the same manner as neither is
that which is invisible an element of speech although the
voice is invisible.
o Norcanthe  And that it is not possible for the Infinite to
Infinite sub-  gubsist in energy! is evident, for any part what-
sistin enereys goever of itself that is assumed will be infinite ;
for the being of the infinite and a thing which is infinite are
the same, if the Infinite be substance and not that which is
predicated of a subject. Wherefore, it is either indivisible, or
divisible in a progression ad infinitum, if it be made up of parts
that are or may be divisible. That many infinites, however,
should be the same thing is impossible ; for as air is a part of
air, so infinite is a part of that which is infinite, if it is a sub-
stance and a first principle. The infinite, then, is devoid
norinactu- of parts and indivisible. But it is impossible
ality. that an entity that subsists in actuality should
be infinite, for it must needs constitute quantity. It sub-
sists, then, according to accident : but if this be the case, it
has been declared that it is not possible that it should be
a first principle; but this must be affirmed of that to which
it happens that number or evenness should be such. The
investigation, therefore, is itself universal.

That the Infinite. however, does not. subsist in
fiteacthe I things that are cognisant by sense is evident

finite does not . .
subsist in sen- from the following circumstances:—for, on the

fom. ha ot supposition that the definition of body amounts
321?&%‘.?:,‘;'.‘" to that which is bounded by surfaces, body would

not be infinite, either that which is cognisable
by sense or by the understanding; nor will it be number as
actually separated and infinite, for number is that which is
numerable, or which involves number. That the Infinite,
however, cannot subsist in things cognisant to the senses—
regarded in a physical point of view—is evident from these
following reasons :—for neither is it possible that it should be

! Aristotle, therefore, whatever positive notion he had formed of the
Infinite, cannot be said to have identified it with the Deity, for the
easence of the Divine Nature he laid in energy, dvépyesa. This will be
seen 1n what follows.
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& composite nature, nor one which is simple. For if you
admit that it is a composite nature it will not be a body, if
the elements are limited in multitude; for it is requisite
that we should equalise the contraries, and that one of them
should not be infinite: for if in any degree whatsoever the
potentiality of the other body fails, the finite will be cor-
rupted by the infinite body. But it is impossible that each
of the elements should be infinite, for body is that which in
every direction involves an interval; but that which is in-
finite is that which involves an interval without end. Where-
fore, if there is in existence an infinite body, it will be infinite
in every direction.

Neither, however, can there be in existence ; . .04

bl : X . ¥

one infinite simple body, nor—as certain philo- which is
sophers' would lay down—can it subsist as “™P'®
different from, or independent of, the elements from whence
they generate these things; for there is not in existence a
body of this description beside the elements, for all those
things of which they are compounded are resolved into these.
This, however, does not appear to subsist beside the simple
bodies—either fire or any other of the elements; for without
some one of them being infinite it is impossible that the Uni-
verse, if it may be finite, should either be or be generated
from some one of the elements:? as Heraclitus says that all
things were originally fire. And there is the same mode of
reagoning, also, in the case of unity, the existence of which
Natural Philosophers introduce besides the elements; for
everything undergoes a change from its contrary, as from heat
into cold.

Further, a body cognisant by the senses is 6. Argument
situated in a certain place, and there is the same gg2inst the ex-
place of the whole as of part—of the earth, for Infinite in sen-
instance, as of one of its clods. Wherefore, if *™'®* 4™™®

1 For example, the Ionic and Eleatic schools were celebrated in anti-
quity for their inculeation, the one of a materialistic, and the other of
an idealistic, unity. All the sects, however, did not agree in investing
this unity with the attribute of infinity. Zenophanes, for instance,
maintained that it was neither finite nor infinite.

? This dogma is what Aristotle so frequently impugns—namely, that
which sought to establish the existence of some one elementary prin-
ciple, in the form of matter, as that which would sufficiently account
for the genesis of everything ; —of tl:’e 78 wav itself, .

x
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from the rela-  the Infinite be of similar! parts, indeed, it will
Hon ;’;ﬂ‘c’:_‘” be immovable, or always will be impelled for-
wards. But this is impossible; for why, may
I ask, should it be moved downwards in preference
to upwards, or in any di:ection whatsoever? for instance,
if it were a clod of earth, in what direction will this be
moved, or in what place will it remain at rest? for the
place of the body naturally adapted to this will be infinite.
Will it, then, comprise the entire place?? and how will this
be s0o? What, therefore, will be its place of rest and its
motion? or shall we say that it will remain at rest every-
where? it will not then be moved; or, shall we say that it
will be moved in every direction? it will not then stand still
If the Universe, however, be of dissimilar parts, places, like-
wise, would be dissimilar; and in the first instance, no doubt,
the body of the Universe would not be one, save in respect of
contact: in the next place, these things will be either finite
or infinite in species. That they should be finite is not
certainly, then, possible; for some, indeed, will be infinite, and
some not so, on the supposition® that the Universe is in-
finite—for instance, fire or water: and a thing of this kind
will be corruption to contraries. If, however, they are in-
finite and simple, both the places will be infinite, and infinite
will be the elements; but if this is impossible, and the
places be finite in number, the Universe, also, must needs be
finite.
7. Body cannot And, in general, it is impossible that there can
be infinite be an infinite body, and a place for bodies, if
B adections; every body that is cognisant by the senses in-
volves gravity or lightness. For it will have

an impulse either towards the centre or upwards; it is
impossible, however, that the Infinite—either the whole or
the half; or any part whatsoever—should undergo a passive
state; for in what way would you make a division of it?¢ or
of the Infinite how will there be one portion tending in a

' This is Taylor's translation. The word i iginal i :
the Latin versiin renders it by ¢ uniforn‘::?' in tho original is duecibés

? As to the relation between body and space, vide Cousin on Locke,
chap. ii., Henry's translation.

3 Vide De Ceelo, book I. chap, vii.
m:“l"tkk Cousin’s Psychology, chap. iii,, in his analysis of space and
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direction downwards, and the other in a direction upwards?
or how will this constitute the extremity, and that the centre?
Further, every body that falls under the notice .

of the senses subsists in place;' and there are xgeﬁﬂ‘::b-
six species of place: but it is impossible that Sistencein
these should subsist in a body that is infinite. &

And, upon the whole, if it is impossible that place should be
infinite, it is likewise impossible that body should be so; for
that which subsists in place is somewhere, and this signifies
a direction either upwards or downwards, or some one of
th:tgzstl of the categories; and each of these constitutes a
certain limit.

But the Infinite is not the same in magnitude, g Tne manite
and motion, and duration, as if it were a certain not thesame in
single nature; but that which is subsequent is tion, At dura
denominated according to that which is ante- tio™
eedent: as, for instance, motion is denominated according to,
or conformably with, the magnitude in regard of which the
motion, or the alteration, or the increase, is brought about ;
ti;ne, however, is reckoned or computed in consideration
of motion,

mm—

CHAPTER XI.

Now, tbat which undergoes a change is
changed partly, indeed, according to accident, & wrwreact
—as when we say the musician walks,—and :ion or chgnso
partly when a thing is said simply to be changed imparted. -
in respect of something belonging to this under-
going a change ; for example, whatsoever things are changed,
are changed according to parts : for the body is reduced to a
sound state of health because the eye is restored to a healthy
oondition.? Now, there is something which primarily is

1 Propositions of this sort require the condition of experience to
@voke them ; but they stand on a basis purely rational. This distinction
is the key-stone of the arch of modern metaphysics. Vide Cousin's
Psychology; Chalybius’ History of Philosophy in Germany : article,
Kant; Sir William Hamilton on Cousin.

2 Small sayings suggest great ones. Perhaps the reader is reminded,
in meeting with the above, of our Saviour's words: “ The light of the
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moved in itself or essentially, and this is that which may
have motion impressed upon it from itself And there is
also something of the same sort in the case of that which
imparts motion likewise ; for one thing imparts motion ac-
cording to accident, and another according to a portion, but
a third essentially or of itself: and there is something that is
the primary source of motion, and there is something that
has motion impressed upon it ; further is there the time in
which, and there is the place from which, and the direction to-
wards which, a thing is moved. But the forms, and passive
states,and place into which are moved the things that are being
moved, themselves are immovable, as science and heat ; but
the heat does not constitute motion, yet the process of heating
does. The change, however, that does not ensue according to
accident does not reside in all things, but in contraries and
media, and in contradiction. But a reliance upon this state-
ment may be drawn from induction.
. Throe go- Now, that which undergoes a change is changed
neraofchanges. €ither from a subject into a subject, or from that
which is not a subject into a subject, or from

a subject into a non-subject, or from a non-subject into a
subject : but I mean by a subject that which is made ma-
nifest by affirmation. Wherefore, changes must needs be
three in number ; for that which is from a non-subject into
a non-subject is not properly a change, for it subsists 2 neither
between contraries nor between contradiction, becauge there
is not opposition in the case of a transition from a non‘gubject
into a non-subject. The change, indeed, therefore, from that
which is a non-subject into a subject, according to contradic-
tion, amounts to generation ; and such a change, of course,
when simply considered, is simple generation, and when it is
partial, it is partial generation : but the change from subject
into that which is non-subject amounts to corruption, which,
when it is simply so, is simple corruption; but when it is
partial, it is partial corruption.
body is the eye: if therefore thine eye be single, thy whole body shall
be full of light.”—St. Matt. vi. 22.

! These words are not found in the Leipsic edition. I have followed
Didct's text.

? Aristotle’s principle is this,—where there is change there is opposi-
:i;l} 9, where we can discover ueraBoAf, there also is to be found

Wedis.
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If, therefore, nonentity is predicated raulti- s. The retation
fariously,' and that according to gomposition or Detyeenmotion
division does not admit of being put in motion, changes ex-
8o neither can it be so with that according to P™"®:
capacity, which is opposed to that which subsists simply; for
a thing that is not white, or not good, nevertheless admits of
being moved according to accident: for that which iz not
white may be a man ; but this cannot by any means be the
case with this particular thing which subsists simply : for it
is impossible that nonentity should be moved ; and, if this be
admitted, it is impossible, also, that generation amounts to
motion; for nonentity would be produced if it did, for in
such a case most especially would it be produced according to
accident ; yet, nevertheless, it is true to assert of that which
is generated simply that a nonentity has a subsistence. In
like manner, also, stands the case with the being in a state of
rest. And, doubtless, such are the difficulties that attend on
this hypothesis, even on the supposition that everything that
is being moved is in place ; but what is a nonentity is not in
place, for it would be somewhere. Hence neither does cor-
ruption constitute motion, for motion or rest is a thing that
is contrary to motion, but corruption is contrary to geners-
tion. Since, however, every motion amounts to a certain
change, and there are three changes, as just now enumerated,
and of these the changes that ensue according to generation
and corruption are not motions—and these are those that sub-
sist according to contradiction—it is necessary that the change
from subject into subject should alone constitute motion.
Subjects, however, are either contraries or media; and let
privation be considered as a thing that is contrary : and it is
made manifest by affirmation; for instance, that which is
naked and toothless, and that which is black.

! Probably by the multifarious predication of the “ncn-ens” Aristotls
would mean that of its synonyme 7b Yeidos. Vide book IV. chap. xxix
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CHAPTER XII.

1. No moti Ir, therefore, the categories are divided by
. No motion . . .
according to  substance,! quality, place, action or passion, rela-
substance of  tion, quantity, there must needs subsist three
motions of quality, quantity, and of place; but
according to substance there does not subsist any motion on
account of there being nothing contrary to substance; nor is
there a motion of relation : for it is possible, when either of
the relatives has not undergone a change, that a verification
should take place in regard of the other, as having undergone
no change. Wherefore, the motion of these will subsist
according to accident.
2. Whythereis  Neither is there a motion of that which is
notmotionin  getive and passive, or of that which is the effi-
the case of ac- . A . .
tion or of pas- cient cause of motion, and has motion impressed
sion. upon it, because there is not a motion of motion,
nor a generation of generation, nor, in general, a change of
a change. For in two ways is it possible that there be a
motion of a motion; first, either as of a subject—for instance,
a8 man is moved because from white he is changed into
black ; wherefore, thus also is it with motion, either a thing
is made warm or cold, or undergoes alteration in place or
increase : this, however, is impossible ; for the change does
not amount to any of the subjects ;—or, secondly, there may
subsist & motion of motion, in respect of some different
subject from change being altered into a different form, as
man is changed from sickness into health. Neither, however,
is this possible, except according to accident ; for every motion
constitutes a change from one thing into another: and, in
like manner, the case stands with generation and corruption,
except that those changes, I admit, that are wrought from
things that are opposed in this or that way are not motions.
3. This point At the same time, then, is man changed from
ilustrated.  health into disease, and from this very change
into a different one. It is, therefore, evident that when a
man shall have become indisposed he shall undergo a change
mnto a disease of some sort or other ; for it is admissible for
guch to remain in a state of rest: and, further, it is evident

v Vide Categories, chap. iv.
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that he will not be changed into that state which is irvari:
ably casual, and that will amount to a change from some-
thing into something else, so that health will be an opposite
motion, but from accident; as, for instance, one undergoes
an alteration from memory into oblivion, because that wherein
oblivion is inherent undergoes a change, sometimes inte
scientific knowledge, and sometimes into health.

Further will the progression advance on to )
infinity, if there will subsist a change of a change,! 4. Motion, in
and a generation of a generation. Therefore, or passion,

N . ould presup-
also, must there be the former on the supposi- pose an infinite
tion that there is the latter ; for instance, if the Freriuon of
simple act of generation take place at any time, '
that also which is being generated simply has been produced.
Wherefore, not as yet in existence would be that which is
being produced simply ; but something does exist that is being
generated or produced, or which already has been generated.
If, therefore, also, this thing once was generated, for what
reason was that not yet in existence which is being then gene-
rated ¥ Since, however, as regards things that are infinite there
does not subsist anything that is primary, there will not be
that which is first generated, and for this cause neither that
which is in order consequential. Therefore, that any of these
either should be generated, or be moved, or undergo any
change, is not possible. Further, contrary

. . . as well as con-
motion, and rest, and generation, and corruption, trary motion,
will belong to the same subject. Wherefore, a ﬁ‘:ﬁ;e“:‘:g; ot
thing that is being generated, when it may '
Lecome that which is being generated, is then undergoing a
process of corruption ; for neither is it immediately corrupted
as soon as it is generated, nor subsequently to this; for that
must necessarily exist which is undergoing a process of cor-
ruption. Further, it is the case that matter ,4matteras
ought to subsist under that which is being gene- the subject of
rated and undergoing a change.? Therefore, ' © " ¢

! Aristotle had already exposed the absurdity of such a system as'
an infinite progression of causes, in book I. the Less, chap. ii.

? The necessity of this principle the ancients made to rest on the
dogma that “ex nihilo nil fit” If the student is desirous of kncwing
intimately the bearing of this dogma on the ancient philosophy, he
will consult Cudworth’s Intellectual System, Harrison's edition, with
Mosheim’s Dissertation on Creation out of Nothing, vol. III. p. 140.
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what matter will there subsist in like manner as an alterable
body or soul? in this way, also, anything that subsists on
being produced constitutes either motion or generation.
And, further, what is that into which the thing is moved
for it is necessary that something amount to the motion of
this particular thing from this particular thing into that, and
yet that it should not be motion at all. How, let me ask,
then, is this to take place? for the generation of discipline
does not amount to discipline ; so neither is it true to say
that there will subsist a generation of generation.
5. Ttisaccord-  Since, however, there is not in existence motion
;“‘fm‘l‘:i?y‘:‘g;‘g' either of substance, or of relation, or of action
place that mo- and passion, it remains that there should subsist
tion subsists.  yotion according to quality, and quantity, and
place, for to each of these doth there belung contrariety. Now,
1 mean by motion according to quality not that which ie
found in substance—for difference also constitutes quality—
but that which is passive, in accordance with which a thing
is said to be passive or to be devoid of passion.
6. Rest defined With regard, howeyer, to that which is im-
inrelation to  movable, and that which, upon the whole, it is
fhings 1t 2 jmpossible should have motion impressed upon
it, and that which with difficulty, in a long

portion of duration, or slowly, commences its motion, and that
which having been by nature, no doubt, adapted for having
motion imparted to it, yet does not possess the capacity or
ability of being moved when it is naturally fitted for motion—
both as to the place where and the manner how—this is
what I term merely a condition of rest amongst those things
that are immovable ; for rest is a thing that is contrary to
motion.

) Wherefore, it would amount to a privation of
7. Definitions  that which is receptive or capable of motion ; and
separate mo-  things are snid to be moved according to place at
tou; the same time as many as are to be found in one
original iocality ; and those things are said to be moved sepa-
rately as many as are to be found in a different place.
ané of contact And things are said to be in contact with each
snd a medium. other ! the extremities of which subsist together.
And that is a medium into which that is fitted by natnre

1 Vide book 1V. chap. vi.
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first to proceed which is undergoing a change, before it
arrives at that into which it is ultimately changed—1 mean,
what is uninterruptedly undergoing a change according to the
constitution of nature.
. A thing is contrary? in regard of place which , oo e
in a straight line is at the greatest distance pos- of local con-
sible: and a thing is successive between which {arewsnd
—vwhen it is after its first principle, either in
position or form, or some other definite mode of subsistence—
and 'that to which it is consequent there subsists no interven-
ing medium of things in the same genus; for instance, lines
are successive to a line, or monads are successive to a monad,
or a house to a house. There is no hindrance, however, to
there subsisting any other medium between them; for that
which is successive belongs to something in succession, and
is something that is subsequent: for one is not successive tc
two, nor are the Kalends to the Nones.? And a thing is
eoherent which, being successive, is in contact. Since, how-
ever, every change takes place in those things that are
opposed, and these are contraries and contradiction, and
since of contrsdction there is nothing that is a medium, it is
evident tha, .n contraries there subsists a medium. And
that which is continuous is that which bhas . wenasor
something of the nature of the coherent, or of continuity.
that which is in a state of contact. And a thing is called
continuous when the extremity of either of the parts by
which they are in contact, and in continuity, may be one
and the same. Wherefore, it is evident that what is con-
tinuous is to be found amongst those things from which,
as compounds, there subsists any one thing naturally adapted
for being generated according to contact.

And that what is successive ranks as what is 9. Relation
primary is evident likewise; for everything that betwesnsuve-

1 As to the definition of contrariety in general, compare book IV,
chap. x.

’pr'y vovunyla T#s Sebrepas. This is the rendering of Taylor, though
the literal interpretation would be, “the first day of the month is not
suocessive to the second.” Taylor, as usual, has his eye fixed on the
Latin version : perhaps by 3evrepas he meant the second decade of the
Breek month, which would correspond with the nones in the Roman
falendar. For an account of the Greek year, vide Potter's Antiquities,
book II chap. xxvi. )
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cesstor.and 18 successive does not subsist in a state of cou-
continuity.  tact s but this is the case with what is successive
on the supposition that what is continuous' subsists in a state
of contact. Even, however, though they should subsist in a
state of contact, they yet by no means amount to that which
is continuous. Those things, however, in which there is not
found contact there does not subsist natural coherence in,
Wherefore, a point is not the same thing with a monad ; for,
indeed, in points may be found contact : but this is not the
case with monads, but these are successive to each other, and
between points there may be found a certain medium;
whereas we cannot discover any such between monads.

BOOK XI!

—

CHAPTER L

1. That onto- THE present speculation is concerned about
togy is concern/ Substance; for the first principles and causes of
o e obrin substances are under investigation. For both

if the Universe be as one whole, substance con-
stitutes the earliest portion ; and if things subsist in a conse-
quent order, in this wa.y, likewise, would substance be first,
and next qua.hty, then® quantity. But at the same time
neither, so to say, are these, simply considered, entities, but
qualities and motions, in the same manner even as that
which is not whole and that which is not straight. There-
fore, we say that these also are in existence; for instance,
that such a thing is not white, Further, still no one of the
others possesses a separable subsistence.

. 1 This is a remarkable book—book XI., or, according to others, book
XII. Some of the principles laid down in it t have already been enunciated.
The chief aim of Aristotle, however, is to endeavour to ascertsin the
number of the primary subsiances, xp@ras ovoles: and this inquiry is
based on the assumption that over these presides a certain substance,
in its efficiency ‘?nor and paramount to them all.

2 Vide book VL. chap. i '
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And to the truth of this statement bear wit- 2. This sen-
ness also, in reality, the Philosophers of Antj- frmed from
quity; for they from time to time have inves- modern philo-
tigated into the first principles, and elements, *°*™"
and causes of substance. Those, to be sure, that are Philoso-
phers, now-a-days, have in preference sought to establish
universals as substances ; for the genera are universals—which
they say are first principles and substances—rather on account
of their examining them logically. The Philosophers, how-
ever, of old regarded singulars as substances—for example,
fire and earth—but not & common body.

Now, substances are three in number ; one, )
indeed, is cognisant by sense, the existence of 5 heam ot
which all acknowledge; and one part of this is substances
eternal,! and the other subject to decay, as plants geu;ty of such
and animals: but of the eternal portion of it, it is FE "
necessary that we should admit as elements either
one or many. But another substance is immovable: and this,
some say, involves a separable subsistence; amongst whom
some make a division of it into two; others, however, rank
into one nature forms and mathematical entities: whereas
others of these admit mathematical entities only as subsist-
ing. The substances that are cognisant by sense belong, then,
of course, to the department of physical science, for they in-
volve a connexion with motion ; but the immovable substance
belongs to a different science, on the supposition that this
possesses no first principle in common with the others.

CHAPTER IL

SuBsTaNCE cognisant by the senses, however, 1. change pre-
is susceptible of change. Now, on the suppo- FPERCE”
sition that change takes place from things that the subject of
are opposed, or such as are media, and not from 2 chanee.
all things that are opposites—for the voice is not a thing
that is white—but from that which is contrary, it is neces-
sary that something, also, subsist capable of undergoing an

alteration into contrariety ; for contraries do not undergo g
¥ Vide book VIL chap. L
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change. Further,' does this, no doubt, continue permanent;
that which is contrary, however, does not continue perma-
nent; and hence doth there subsist a something third beside
contraries—namely, matter. If, therefore,? changes are four
in number, either according to quiddity, or according to
quality, or quantity, or the place where ; and if simple gene-
ration, indeed, and corruption be what subsist according te
quiddity, and increase and diminution be what subsist ac-
cording to quantity, and alteration be that according to
passien, and motion be that according to place—allowing all
this to be the case, the several changes would take place into
contrarieties : I mean, such as are involved in singulars.
Therefore, it is necessary that matter should undergo a change
which can pass into beth.

. Chanze is a Since entity, however, is twofold, everything
.f:{'a"t‘g;‘c‘:;: which undergoes a change 1s-cbapged from that
city into that  which is an entity in capacity into that which
of energy. is an entity in energy; as, for example, from
what is white in capacity, or poteutiality, into that which is
white in energy: and in like mauner, also, does the case stand
with increase and diminution. Wherefore, not only accord-
ing to accident is it possible that all things be generated
from nonentity, but likewise from entity do all things
derive their generation—I speak of what is an entity in
capacity deriving its generation from a nonentity in energy
or activity.

$. llustratec And this is the unit of Anaxagoras;® (for it is
by the tenets of better to maintain this than the tenet of certain
Anaxagoras, v e .
Anaximander, Speculators who are of opinion that all things
andothers.  gubgist simultaneously ;) and it is tantamount to
the philosophic dogma of mixture adopted by Empcdocles

1 Bekker begins chap. ii. with these words.

2 Aristotle’s doctrine is this : there are four changes; these changcs
are all changes into contraries—contraries themselves undergo no
change, but they presuppose something as the subject of the changes,
that is, the matter, #An. Thus, there are four changes, but three first
principles, or doxai—namely, torm, privation, and contraristy. Vide
Physics, book V. chap. i

3 Anaxagoras, according to Aristotle, held this very tenet that he
pow mentions parenthetically—namely, that xdvra duoi 4v, or that “all
things were one potentially.” Some (ﬂ)gma akin to this, 1 conceive, is
what he means by the unit of Anaxagoras.



OH. III.[ UNDER CHANGE LIES THE SUBJECT OF IT. 319

and Anaximander ;! and resembles the theory of Demoeritus
viz. that all things subsisted in capacity simultaneously, and
not in energy. Wherefore, in this case they would touch upon
matter, that is, the material canse, All things, 4 confirmation
however, involve matter as many as undergo of the fore-

a change; but entities involve different matter ° &

from oune another:® and of the things that are eternal as
many as are not generable, but movable by an orbital mo-
tion, possess matter, yet such matter as is not generable, but
is merely moved from this place towards that,

Now, one might raise the question, from what 5 g what
sort of nonentity generation could arise? for kind of non-
nonentity subsists in a threefold way. If, there- gencistion
fore, there subsists aught in capacity, from this arise?
will generation subsist ; yet, nevertheless, not from anything
whatsoever without distinction, but one thing will be gene-
rated from another. Neither is it sufficient to say that all
things subsist simultaneously ; for entities differ in matter:
since why would things infinite in number be generated, but
not one thing? for the faculty 3 of the human understanding
is one. Wherefore, if likewise matter be one, that would
have been generated also in energy the matter even of which
would subsist in capacity.

Therefore are there three causes, and three 6. Recapitula.
first principles,—two, indeed, amounting to con- o™
trariety,—of which one sort constitutes the formal principle
and the species, and the second privation; but the third
cause is matter.

CHAPTER IIL

ArTER these inquiries there remains for us ; y; cenera-

to make our readers aware that neither matter f;o'r' of matter
nor form is generated.* Now, I speak tlms of ™ '°™

! Anaximander flourished about 610 B.0., and put forward the ex-
Istence of the Infinite. Vide Physics, book I chaps. iv. and v.; and
Tenneman’s History of Philosophy, p. 57, translated in “Bohn's Philo-
togical Library.” .

2 Vide book VII. chap. iv.

8 The word in the original is vois.

¢ Vide book VI, chap. xiii. By the phrase v& ésxara, which occun
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the extremities of things ; for everything that undergoes any
change is changed both by scmething and into something—by
something, of course, I mean that which is the first imparter
of motion, and of something, that is, matter, and that into
which the thing is changed; this is the form. Therefore,
they go on in a progression to infinity, if not only the brass
becomes spherical, but also the spherical or the brass is gene-
rated : therefore, must we sooner or later come to a stand-
still in the series.

2. Themodeor  After these inquiries we must show how that
generation in - each substance is generated from one synony-

ent . . . .

sorts of sub-  mous with itself ; for those things that are being
stance. generated by Nature, as well as other things, are
substances. Fo;ibix_xgwgp_r;g_dyged either by Art, or Nature,
_or. Chance, or_Spontaneity.l Art, inde E’d?’therefore, con-
stitutes a first principle which subsists in another subject,
whereas Nature constitutes a first principle which subsists in
the thing itself; for man begets man: and the remaining
causes are the privations of these. Substances likewise are
three in number, and one of these is matter; which is this
certain partioular thing in consequence of its appearance as
such ; for a8 many things as are one by contact, and not by
cohesion, constitute matter and a subject: but another of
these substances is Nature, which likewise is this certain par-
ticular thing, and into Nature is there the transition of a
certain habit. Further, the third substance is that which
subsists from these, and is ranked as a singular; for example,
Socrates or Callias.

3. Forms,ifthey ~ As regards® some things, therefore, this
subsist, must  certain particular thing involves no subsistence
composite sub- independent of & composite substance, as the
stances; form of a house, unless art constitutes this form.
Neither is- there any generation and corruption of these, but
after a different manner they are, and are not, both the house
itself, which is unconnected with matter, and health, and
everything that is produced according to art; but if forms
subsist, they subsist in the case of those things that are

in the following sentencs, Aristotle means what we may trace pheno-
mena ultimately to—as, for example, all things are resolvable into &
certain matter and a certain form, -

1 Vids book VL chap. ix. - ® Vide book VI chap. viil
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generated by Nature. Wherefore, doubtless, not . pas
injudiciously affirmed Plato that forms belong to it, in things
those things as many as involve a natural sub- fha! derive
sistence, on the supposition of the existence of sistences from
forms different from, or independent of, these; "™

ag, for example, fire, flesh, the head, and so forth. For all
these things are matter, and belong to substance especially
—1I mean, such a description of matter as is ultimate,

Some causes,! therefore, that are those that 4 cauees

impart motion subsist as entities that have been sither prior to
. . ir effects or
previously generated, whereas other causes which coincident with
subsist as the formal principle are simultane- them
ously generated with their results; for when a man is in
sound health then also is there present with him sound
health, and the form of the brazen sphere subsists simul-
taneously with the brazen sphere.

And whether, also, there remains anything ; 1y, separa.
subsequently to the separation of form from the bility of form
subject of form, we must examine ; for in the case s soricte
of some forms there is no hindrance to this 20 argumentin
taking place ; as if soul were a thing of this de- ideal hypothe-
scription : not, to be sure, every soul, but the un- **
derstanding ; for that thisshould be so with every =oul is not,
perhaps, a thing that is possible. It is evident, therefore,
that there is no necessity that on account of these, at least,
ideas should have an existence; for man begets man, the
singular begets a certain individual. And in like manner
does the case stand with the arts ; for the medicinal art is the
formal principle of health.

CHAPTER IV.

AND as regards causes and first principles,’ ; mave things
in a manner are they different according as they different prin-
belong to different things, and in a manner this
is not the case. Supposing one to express himself vniversally,
end according to analogy the causes and first prineiples of

! This is an erroneous 1px'inciple in causation.
® Vide book II. chap. iv.
¥
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2. Ace the ele- 8ll things will be the same. For one might raise
ments of sub- the question as to whether the first principles
relatives the  and elements of substances, and of things which
same! subsist as relatives, are different or the same?
and, therefore, in like manner is it the case with each of the
categories. But it would be absurd if there were the same
principles and elements of all things, for from the same
things will relatives derive their subsistence as well as sub-
stance. What, therefore, will this be ¢ for besides substance
and the rest of the things that are predicated there is
nothing that is in common. Prior, however, is the element
to those things of which it is an element ; but, assuredly,
neither is substance an element of relatives, nor is any of
oris it the case these an element of substance. Further, how is
withallthings? jt admissible that there should be the same
elements of all things? for none of the elements can be the
same with that which is a composite nature of the elements ;
as, for instance, neither B nor A can be the same with BA.
Neither, therefore, is it possible that any one element of
those natures that are intelligible—as, for example, unity or
entity—can be the element of all things; for these are pre-
sent with each of the compound natures likewise. No one of
them, therefore, will have a subsistence either as substance or
relation ; but it will be a thing expedient,! however, that they
should subsist in some form or other. The elements, then, of
all things are not the same.

. Or, shall we say—just as we have already
2ee the pemel” affirmed—that in one way this is the case, and
Plesancele:  jn another that it is not? as, perhaps, in regard of
things the  gensible bodies that which is hot subsists in one
fame. way as form, and after another mode that which
is cold subsists as the privation thereof: but matter subsists
as that which primarily and essentially constitutes both of
these in capacity ; substances, l.owever, are both these and
such as consist of those things of which these are the first prin-
ciples. Or, if any one thing is generated from what is hot
and from what is cold, as flesh or bone, still that which
is produced from thence must needs be different from these.
The first principles and elements of these, I admit, then, are
the same, yet there are different elemeuts of different things

! I have added these words to complete the sense.
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and, without doubt, we cannot say that the case stands in
this way with all things; but analogically are the elements
and first principles of all things the same: just as if one

should say that thereare three first pringiples in_ existence—
namely, form, and privation, g,d,mat.ter, ; each of these, how-

ever, is different according as it is conversant about every
genus, as in colour, white, black, surface, light, darkness, air ;
and from these emerge forth da.y and night.

Since, however, not only things that are inhe- , ¢,uces ana
rent are causes, but also causes of things that clements com 4‘
are external—as, for example, in the case of what P °Eethe
imparts motion—it is evident that a first principle is a dif-
ferent thing from an element ; yet both are causes, and into
these is a first principle divided : but what subsists as that
whioh imparts motion or rest constitutes a certain first prin-
ciple and substance.

Wherefore, there are in existence three elements, s. Elementa
indeed, according to analogy, but four causes and threefold.
first principles ; and a different cause subsists where the subject
is different, and the first cause counstitutes, as it were, that
which unparts motion, and is different according as the sub-f
ject is different. Thus, health is as form, disease as priva-
tion, body as matter : that which imparts motion is the
medicinal art. Again, a house is as form, this certain sort of
confusion? ag privation ; the bricks are as matter, and that
which imparts motion, or the efficient cause, is the builder's
art. And into these, therefore, is a first principle divided.

But since that which imparts motion in phy- ¢ causes
sical or natural things is a man, and in things threefold or
springing from the understanding form, or the ™%
contrary, in one respect would there be three causes, and in
another four ; for the medicinal art constitutes in a manner
health, and the building art the form of the house, and man
begets man ; further, beside these—as that which is the first
of all things—is that which imparts motion, or is the efficient
cause, to all things.

! That is, the materials of the house before they are reduced by the
builder to the form and shape of a house.
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CHAPTER V.

1. Bubstances AND since some things involve a separable !

:l;e ‘f{i&cgg‘ﬂ subsistence, and some do not involve a sepa-

— " rable subsistence, the former are substances;

and on this account these are the causes of all things, because

the passive states and motions of things do not involve a

subsistence independent of substances. In the next place,

perhaps, will these constitute soul and body, or understanding,
and appetite, and body.

- : Moreover, in another manner analogically are

oss of the s first principles the same; for example, take the

princlples of o iDStances of energy and capacity. These, how-

trated inthe  @ver, are both different according as the subjects

:;j;g;;e‘{g’ of them are different, and they subsist in diffe-

rent ways; for in certain bodies the same thing

subsists sometimes in energy and sometimes in capacity—as

wine, or flesh, or a man. But also do these fall under the

{category of the causes above enumerated; for form_gonsti-

| tutes an energy, no doubt, if it be that which has a sgparahle

\subsistence, and which is compounded from both: and this is

. the case with privation,—for instance, darkness, or a creature

v , [ that is sick ; but_matter subsists in_capacity, for this is that

which is endued with the capability of becoming both. But

after another mode do those things differ in energy and

capacity of which the matter is not the same, and of which

the form is not the same, but different,—as a cause of man

are both the elements fire and earth, as matter ; and his

proper form, and if there is anything else extrinsic—1I mean,

such as his father ; and beside these the sun and the oblique

circle, which constitute neither matter, nor form, nor priva-

R tion, nor are of the same species, but are motive natures.

/ 8. Universal And, further, it is expedient for us to perceive

" .| causes practi- /that as regards causes it is possible to enumerate

©. 1 ellyhaveno [ gome that .are universal and some that_are not;

therefors, the original first principles of all things

wre that which gubsists in energy as this first thing, and

something else which subsists in potentiality. Those. indeed.

! Aristotle in this chapter is preparing the way for establishing the
existence of the First Substance
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therefore, that are universais have not any subsistence; for
the singular constitutes a first principle of singulars: for
man, to be sure, is the principle! of universal man,

is no universal man ; but Peleus is the cause of Achilles, and
your father of you, and this particular letter B is the cause

of this syllable BA, and, in short, B of BA absolutely. 2",
In the next _place the forms of substances are  gmeeniver \
first principles ; but there are different causes and -salcsusesof-

elements of different things, as has been declared : ii;‘;’;:‘,,‘,&“&‘

thus, of the things that are not contained in the s&me
same genus, such as colours, sounds, substances, quantity, the
elements are not the same, except analogically: the causes,
likewise, of those things that are contained in the same
species are different, but they are not different in species;
but because the matter of singulars is a thing that is dif-
ferent, both your matter and form, and that which imparts
motion and the species, differ in number from mine, though, = ***'-
according to the formal principle of the universal, they are | = ...
the same. S
Therefore, as to the inquiry, what are first 5. How to de-
principles or elements of substances, and rela- cide the ques- |
tions, and qualities, as to whether they are the !ionas tothe
same or different?? it is evident that, if they diversity of the
are predicated multifariously, there are the same Hmer " *f
principles and elements belonging to everything ;
but, if they are divided, there are not the same, but different
first principles of everything, unless that, also, in a certain
‘respect there are the same principles of all things. Thus, they
are the same analogically, I admit, because there is matter, ‘
form, privation, that which imparts motion: and in that way | ,
the causes of substances are as the causes of all things, be- //,u o
cause, on the supposition of substanees being destroyed, all I* - J
things are destroyed. Further, that which is first subsists in &
actuality, and in this way are these primaries different,—as
many as are contraries,—seeing that they neitker are predi- .
cated as genera, nor denominated multifariously; further, £/ o
likewise, are there different kinds of matter that are styled [ <»e "
causes. What, therefore, the first principles of sensibles are, * (-~
! This is a favourite principle with Aristotle, and one whick he puts

forward in opposition to the tenets of others.
% Vide book IL chap. iv.
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snd what sort they are, and after what mode they are the
eame, and after what mode they are different, all this has
been declared.

mm——

CHAPTER VI!

L The fret Bur since there have appeared three sub-
substance ne-  Stances—two, indeed, that are natural or physical,
gg;’rglyp:gve 4 and one which is immovable—regarding this im-
from the nature movable substance we must endeavour to esta-
o umeand  plish that it is necessary that it should constitute
a certain eternal substance, one which is im-
movable; for the first of entities are substances ; and if we
suppose all of them to be corruptible, all things are corrup-
tible. It is impossible, however, that in such a case motion
should be either generated, or that it should be corrupted,
for it was always in existence; nor is this possible with dura-
tion ; for it is not possible that there can be that which is
prior and subsequent, on the supposition that time or dura-
tion has no existence: and motion, then, in this way is con-
tinuous, as also duration ; for duration either is the same as
motion,? or it is a certain passive condition of motion. But
there is not any motion that is continuous save that which is
local or topical, and to this belongs the motion that is
circular; but, doubtless, if there is anything that is fit for
being moved, or that is productive, but not anything that
energizes, in this case motion has no existence; for it is
admissible that what involves capacity should not energize.
) There would, then, be no advauntage gained,®
2. The eternity pot even if we could make substances eternal,
of no value, un- ag those do who constitute as such the forms or
leso incon.  ideas, unless there will be inherent some first
e Htenony. Dprinciple capable of working a change. There-
fore, neither would this be competent for such,

¥ The reasoning contained in this chapter is well worthy of attention.

8 We are reminded by this passage of Locke en Succession. Vide
Cousin’s analysis of Locke’s doctrine hereupon, in his Psychology,
ehap. iii.

3 Aristotle is most hostile against all thuse who do not recogmise
the priority of energy, as a principle, to all things; for instance, he
blames Hesiod for his theory about Chaos, and on these very grounds,
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nor would there be any other substance different from, or in-
dependent of, the forms; for, on the supposition that it will
not energize, there will be no motion in existence. Further,
neither will this be the case if the substance will energize,
but if the substance thereof constitutes capacity; for there
will not be in existence & perpetual motion, for it is possible
that that which subsists in capacity should not exist. It is,
therefore, necessary, that there should be a first principle of
this kind whereof the substance constitutes an energy.

Further, therefore, it is necessary that these , _ = N
substances do not involve a connexion With frst substance
matter.! For it is requisite that they should be [ust beimms:
eternal, if, in sooth, there is also. at least, any-
thing else that is everlasting. It is, then, in energy that they
subsist. Although this involves a matter of doubt; for it
appears to be the case that what energizes should subsist
entirely in a state of potentiality: but that everything that
is endued with capacity should not altogether energize.
Wherefore, we may assume that potentiality is a thing that
is antecedent to energy. But, surely, if this be the case, no
one of the entities will be in existence; for it is possible
that a thing possess a capacity of existence, but that yet it
should not be in existence.

If the case, however, stands as the Theologians 4 rye neces-
affirm—I mean, those who are for generating all sity of this
things from Night?—or as the Natural Philo- fms inemrced
sophers, who say that all things subsisted simul- X e Sieorles
taneously, the same impossibility will eusue. cistsand theo-
For how, let me ask, will matter be put in oo
motion if nothing that subsists in energy will be a cause? for
the matter of a house, at least, will not itself move itself, but
the builder’s art will; nor does the menstrual blood move
itself, nor earth, but seeds, and human seed.

Wherefore, some have recourse to an ene 5. Hence the
that is always in action, a8 Leucippus and Plato; Piatonicdogma
for they maintain that motion is always in exist- of Perpetusl
ence: but why, and in what way, they do not
state, nor how this is the case; nor do they assign the cause
of this perpetuity of moticn. For nothing is put in motion

1 This is most important as coming from Aristotle.
® Vide Hesiod, Theog, 116,
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at random ; but it is necessary that there be something always
in subsistence : as now, indeed, one thing is by nature moved
in this way, and again is moved by force, either by Mind, or
something else, after a different manner.
6. This dogma Then, what sort is the first motion? for this
reslly assumes inevitably differs as much as possible. But,
:‘;:t%y"‘““” °f certainly, neither is it possible for Plato, at least,
S to call that a first principle which imparts motion
to itself, and which he sometimes considers to be a first
principle ; for subsequent to, and yet coincident with, the
heaven is the soul, as he says.! Therefore, the supposition
of the priority of potentiality to energy is in a manner a
correct one, but in a manner is not so. And how this is
correct has been declared.
7. The fore. But that energy may be a thing that is ante-
going reason.  0edent to potentiality Anaxagoras testifies, (for
L’;ﬂf:;}:‘:;;ﬁh the understanding subsists in energy,) and Empe
Empedocles, ~ docles, in his theory about Harmony and Discord ;
and ihe Theog- and this is confirmed in the assertion of certain
philosophers, as to the existence of perpetual
‘motion, as Leucippus. Wherefore, not in an infinite time
did Chaos or Night subsist; but the same things continually
were in existence as are in existence at present, either in a
evolutionary system, or otherwise, on the supposition that
nergy is a thing that is antecedent to potentiality. Supposing
@ thing, therefore, to be the sams continually in a revolu-
tionary system, it is necessary that something always should
emain energizing in like manner. But if there is likely to
ensue generation and corruption, it is necessary that there be
something else which continually energizes at one time in one
way, and at another in another. It is necessary, then, that
it energizes in this way, no doubt, essentially, or from itself,
but in a different way ascording to something else. It must
in this case energize either according to something that is
different, or according to what is primary or original. It is,
therefore, necessary that it energize according to this; for again
! The inconsistency which Aristotle taxes Plato with is this,—that
whereas sometimes he maintains the priority of motion to the orderly
system of the world, he, at other times, makes the soul, that with him is
the source of motion, to be coincident with it. Cicero comments upon

this Platonic view of the nature of soul in the first book of the
Tusculan Disputations. ’
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is that a cause of energy both to this and to that otker.
Wherefore, that which is primary is superior as a cause; for
that, likewise, was a cause of a thing’s subsisting continually
after a similar manner, and something else would be the cause
of the subsistence of energy in a different manner ; but of
its subsistence always in a different manner manifestly would
both be a cause. Therefore are motions, also, in this manner
disposed. Why, therefore, must we go in search of other
first principles?

CHAPTER VII!

But since, also, the case stands thus—and, if 1. Perpetual E
it be not so, things will spring from Night, ;‘S::‘;npgf:;‘n‘;] V&
and from all things simultaneously, and from cause of that
nonentity—these aforesaid questions may be de- ™°"™
cided, and something always would there be that is being .
moved with a motion that is incessant, but this is that which
is circular; and this is evident not merely from reason, but
from the fact itself. Wherefore, the first heaven would be )
eternal. There is, therefore, also something that imparts..
motion. Since, however, that which has motion impressed
upon it, and which imparts motion, subsists as a medium,
there is, therefore, something which, not having motion im-
pressed upon it, yet imparts motion, which is a thing that is
eternal, being both substance and energy. But in this way
it imparts motion—I mean, that which is desirable and
that which is intelligible® impart motion, whereas they are -
not moved themselves.

But the originals of these are the same; for a , [ =
thing that is the object of a propension is that operation an-
which appears fair ; but a thing which is originally 328ce e e
selected from volition actually is fair. Now, we -
desire a thing because it appears fair, rather than
that a thing appears fair because we desire it ; for the perception

! Aristotle having discussed the principles of substances cognisant
by the senses, now passes on, in accordance with his transcendental
method, to examine into the natureand principles of the supra-sensual,
or, as he terms them, “immobile,” substances.

2 This is a most important principle. Themistius, in his commentary
on this passage, remarks that, in the case of immateria. existences
% idem est desiderabile atque intelligibile,”

Mo

pension.
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constitutes a first principle : but mind is moved by that which is
intelligible, and the other co-ordination constitutes essentially
that which is intelligible; and belonging to this is the first
substance ; and of this is that substance which subsists abso-
lutely and according to energy. Unity, however, is not the
same with .vhat is simple or absolute, for unity signifies
measure; but what is absolute signifies the mode in which
a thing itself subsists. But, certainly, both that which is
fair, and that which is desirable for its own sake, belong to
the same co-ordinate series, and that which is first is the
most excellent invariably, or amounts to that which is ana-
logous to it.
5. The final But that the final cause subsists in things
cause of the  that are immovable the division makes manifest.
heiampart- For the final cause of anything resides in those
movable fist  things of which the one is in existence and the
’ other is not. Now, that which first imparts
motion does so as a thing that is loved;! and that which has
motion impressed upon it imparts motion to other things.
If, indeed, therefore, anything is being moved, it is admis-
sible, also, that it should subsist in a different manner.
Wherefore, if the primary motion constitute energy also, so
far forth as the thing is moved, in this way is it likewise
possible that it should subsist after a different mode in
place though not im substance. Since, however, there is
something that imparts motion, itself being immovable, and
subsisting in energy, this does not by any means admit of
subsisting in a different manner; for the primary motion
belongs to the changes, and of this that which is circular;
but this First Mover imparts motion to that.
4. The exist Of necessity, in this case, must this Immovable
enceof the . First Mover constitute an entity ; and so far forth
2;;:;‘;‘; &, s it subsists necessarily, so far forth does it
* subsist after an excellent manner;? and in this
way constitutes a first principle. For what is necessary® sub-

! This remarkable ga.ssage the commentators say would be illustrated
by the principles laid down in regard of the final cause in a treatise
Tepl dyadoi of Aristotle’s, but which has not come down to us.

3 It is, indeed, remarkable to find Aristotle thus connecting the moral
sttributes of the Deity with what we would call God's natural
sttributes. 8 Pide book IV. chap v.
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qists in thus many ways: in the first place, by what is accom-
plished by violence. because it is contrary to free-will; and,
secondly, as that without which a thing does not subsist in
an excellent manner; and, thirdly, as that which could not
be otherwise from what it is, but involves an absolute sub-
sistence. From a first principle, then, of this kind—I mean,
one that is involved in the assumption of a First Mover—
hath depended the Heaven and Nature. '
Now, the course of life of this First Mover— , ...

in like manner with our own, for a limited period happiness es-
of time—is such, also, as is the most excellent; sriisl tothe
for, in the present instance, doth that First Mover .
continue in the enjoyment of the principle of life for ever : for
with us, certainly, such a thing as this would be impossible ;
but not so with the First Mover, since even doth the energy
or activity of this First Mover give rise unto pleasure or
satisfaction on the part of such; and on this account vigi-
lance, exercise of the senses, and perception in general, are
what is most productive of pleasure or satisfaction; and
with hopes and recollections! is the case the same for these
reasons. Now, essential perception is the per- as wel as per-
ception of that which is essentially the most [ction, proved
excellent; and that which is most essential per- logy of the
ception i8 the perception of that which is mogt humss mind.
essential. The mind, however, is cognisant of itself by par-
ticipation in that which falls within the proviuce of the
mind as its object; for it becomes an object of perception by
countact, and by an act of intellectual apprehension. So tha
the mind and that which is an object of perception for the
mind are the same; for that which is receptive of impres-
sions from what is an object of perception, and is substance,
constitutes mind : and when in possession of these impres-
sions it energizes, or subsists in a condition of activity.
Wherefore, that 2 seems to belong to the First Mover rather
than to the mind of man; and it is a Divine prerogative

1 Because, though these may sometimes be fraught with pain and
alarm, yet they are the offspring of a certain psychological energy o
activity, and, as such, are the objects of affection.

# This principle of mounting up to the Absolute through the sub-
Joctivity of reason is oue acted upon by the Metaphysicians of
Germary,
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which the mind appears to possess: and contemplation con-
stitutes what is most agreeable and excellent. If, therefore,
God in this way possesses such an excellent mode of sub-
sistence for ever, as we do for a limited period of duration,
the Divine Nature is admirable; and if he possesses it in a
more eminent degree, still more admirable will be the Divine
Nature.
6. Summaryof  In this way, however, is the Deity disposed as
thecusentlal o existence, and the principle of life is, at any
the Divine rate, inherent in the Deity; for the energy or
: active exercise of Mind constitues life, aud God?
—as above delineated—constitutes this energy ; and essential
energy belongs to God as his best and everlasting life. Now,
our statement is this,—that the Deity is an animal that is
everlasting and most excellent in nature ; so that with the
Deity life and duration are uninterrupted and eternal: for
this constitutes the very essence of God.
7. False Pytha- A8 many philosophers, however, as adopt the
gg’fﬁ:‘l’,‘l‘;‘e lon  gupposition—such as the Pythagoreans and
menon of per- Speusippus—that what is best and most fair is
fection. not to be found in the principle ? of things, from
the fact that though the first principles both of plants and
animals are causes, yet that what is fair and perfect resides
in created things as results from these—persons, I say, who
entertain these sentiments do not .form their opinions cor-
reotly. For seed arises from other natures that are ante-
cedent and perfect, and seed is not the first thing, whereas
that which is perfect is ; as, for example, just as if one were
to say that a man is antecedent to seed ; not the man
that is being generated frcm seed, but another from whom
the seed flows.
? 8. The Deity That, indeed, there exists a certain Eternal
devoid of parts Substance, and a Substance that is Immovable,
snd passions. o114 possesses actually a subsistence separable
from sensibles, is evident from the statements that have been
made above. .But it also has been demonstrated that it is
! The commentary of Themistius is worthy of quotation: “Ille, ¢.e.
Deus, vero qui a sapientid ne punctum quidem temporis vacat, nom
habet delectationem acquisitam, sed ipsa delectatio est.” This view of
Aristotle’s of the Deity is, as far as Revelation informs us, a correct

ome.
8 This false principle has reappeared in modern philosopby.
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not possiblo for this substance to involve any magnitude, but ’
it is devoid of parts and indivisible.! For it imparts metiory
throughout infinite duration ; and nothing that is finite i
volves infinite potentiality. Since, however, every magnitu
is either infinite or finite, for this reason such a Substance s
the above would not involve a finite magnitude, and thereforeit
cannot involve an infinite magnitude, because, in short, thefe
is no infinite magnitude in existence. But, unquestionabl
also, it has been demonstrated that such is impassive an
unalterable, for all other motions are subsequent to tha
motion which is local or topical. These statements, there
fore, make it evident why it is that the Deity is disposed as
to existence after this manner.

CHAPTER VIIL

Now, whether are we to admit that there , , . .. \\
exis i plion or many % unity or plurs-
and if 50;-hew. many.- sueh-thergara ought not to JL e
escape our mnotice ; but we should call to re- or first sub-
membrance also the assertions of other Philoso- **"*™
phers, because, regarding the multitude of these substances,
they have not spoken aught which amounts to even anything
that is clear in the expression. For, indeed, the opinion$ in
regard of ideas does not involve any peculiar investigation,
for the persons who affirm the existence of ideas affirm that
these ideas are numbers; and, as regards numbers, at one
time they speak of them as of things that are infinite, and
at other times as of things that are limited as far as t¢
the decade. As to the cause, however, why it is that there
subsists a multitude of numbers¢ of this kind, nothing i
expressed by them with demonstrative certainty.
! It has ever been overlooked in all systems of religion, excopt that of
Jesus Christ, and that of the Jews, that ““ God is a Spirit, without body,
pa:ts’i{r pmions.” Vide Suicer onethine ;v;;rds roi;?t?:om%:‘u:gd Qeds. -
' e pursusd by Aristot] 5 :
\}( : 4 "of @ priors demrouEtEsTion mi .
\ and. then a proof from experience, from the observation . \

sctual phenomena, viz. the heavenly bodies.
¥ Ve book XT1 ohaps. i and i
4 ¢ Aristotle exposes what he conceives to be the fallacies of the

[}
!‘\li\/\/\\ - -

to be this: ha givea first a sort of & jrivri-
i s
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2. The immov-
able first gub-
518 neces-
sarily presup-
poeedin the

motiong of

This, however, must we declare from principles
hat are taken for granted, and that have been
etermined. For the first principle, and the
original existence of entities, is a thing that is
immovable both essentially and according to
accident, and it imparts motion with an original and eternal
and single motion. But since that which is being moved
must needs derive its motion from something, and that which
first imparts motion is essentially immovable, and an eternal
motion derives that motion from what is eternal as a moving
cause, and a single motion its motion from what is single,
and since we see that beside the simple revolutionary motion
of the Universe—which we say derives its motion from the
first substance and that which is immovable—there are other
motions that are everlasting—namely, those of the planets,
(for eternal and unstablé? in its movement is a body that is
circular ; but we have furnished demonstrations in regard of
these in our Physics ;)—now, I say, since the foregoing is the .
case, each of these motions must needs derive its motion from
that which is both immovable essentially and is an Eternal
Substance. For the nature of the stars consists in being a
certain eternal substan®,? and that which imparts motion is
eternal, and is antecedent to that which has motion impressed
upon it; and that which involves priority of subsistence to a
substance must needs also be a substance. It is evident, there-
fore, that it is expedient that there should be in existence sub-
stances of this kind, such as are both naturally eternal, as well
as essentially immovable and devoid of magnitude, and that,
t00, on account of the cause that has been stated previously.
3. Whyastate- Lhat, indeed, therefore, these substances are
Tronemyntthe in existence, and which of these is primary, and
number and na- which of them is secondary, according to the same
tureof theplan- ). der with the orbital motions of the stars, is evi-

etary motions ; .
fs necessary.  dent. Butat present must we discover the multi-

©ythagorean system, in book I. chap. viii,, and examines the tenets of
the same school in book XII. chapa. vi., vii,, viii. and ix.

! dorarov—* never standing still.” Not merely in his Physics, as the

- Stagyrite states, but also in his treatise “ De Clo,” are the principles

in regard of the relations of motion and corporeity discussed.

% This is a well-known tenet of the Peripatetics, who, according to
the dogma of their master, believed the stars to be animated with
their several divinities, as the body is by the soul.
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tude of these orbital motions from that department of the philo-
sophy of the mathematical seiences which is most appropriately
devoted to this purpose—I mean, from astronomy;! for this
science institutes an investigation respecting a substance that
is cognisant by sense, no doubt, but such as is eternal : the
rest of the mathematical sciences, however, are not concerned
about any substance whatever ;2 for example, take the case
of the science respecting numbers and geometry. That,
therefore, there are numerous orbital motions belonging to
the stars 3 that are being moved across the arch of heaven is
evident to those who have even moderately busied them-
‘selves in such inquiries. For more motions than one do
each of the planetary stars assume. But as to how many
these happen to be let us, likewise, now declare the state-
ments which some of the mathematicians make on this
subject, for the purpose of understanding the point under
investigation, in order that it may be possible to apprehend
a certain multitude of these when mentally defined. But as
to what remains we must ourselves investigate into some
points, but we must make inquiries into others from persons
engaged in investigations into these subjects; if, haply,
snything beside the statements that alseady have been made
may appear to those who are busied in these speculations :
and if so, we should bestow affection upon both,* yet yield
our assent only to those who are more accurate.

1 Aristotle now enters upon what may be termed his experimental.
or @ posteriort, proof of the existence of God. He gives us a sketch of
his doctrine of the spheres, availing himself of the labours of two
famous astronomers, Eudoxus and Calippus. On the subject of the
astronomy of the ancients the student is referred to the article,
¢ Astronomy,’ in the Penny Cyclopedia, and that in Smith’s Dictionary
of Antiquities; Potters Antiquities, book IL chap. xxvi.; and Pliny’s
Natural History, book II. chaps. vi—xxiv.; Cicero, De Nat. lib. II. ca
xvi.—xxi., and cap. xli. et seq.; Sextus Empiricus, Contra Astrologo

2 Vide book IL. chap. ii.

3 «Substantim vero sequentium corporum motrices necessario multse
sunt pro numero corporum quse moventur ab eis : et he quidem per se
immobiles sunt, per accidens tamen moventur perinde atque anima; nee
tamen immobiles sunt sed et perpetus.”’—Themistius.

¢ puneiv pdy dugorépovs. It frequently appears from the Metaphysics,
as well as from all of Aristotle’s writings, that, though very acrimonious
in his remarks on the systems of his predecessors or contemporaries
in philosophy, yet that he was ever disposed to search into theis
labours, and extract from them whatever was useful and true.
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4. The astrono- _ Budoxus,’ in his system, therefore, laid down
mic system of the orbital motion of the sun and moon to be
) severally in three spheres; the first of which he
maintained was that of the fixed stars; and the second was
that which accords with the circle which passes through
the central signs of the Zodiac; and the third, with that
eircle which is situated cbliquely in the latitude of the
Zodiacal signs. Now, that oblique circle through which
the moon is carried is situated in a wider latitude than
that through which the sun is carried. But of the devious,
or erratic, stars he makes a disposition of each in four
spheres; and of these, likewise, he considers the first and
second to be the same with those of the sun and moon.
For the sphere of the fixed stars, according to him, is the
same with that first sphere which carries along all the orbs ;
and that which has been arranged under this, and possesses
a motion corresponding with the circle that passes through
the central signs of the Zodiac, he considers a sphere common
to all these heavenly bodies. He is of opinion, however,
that the poles of the third sphere, which is common to all,
are situated in that circle which passes through the central
signs of the Zodiac, and that the motion of the fourth
sphere is in an orbit declining towards the centre of the
third, and that the poles of the third sphere are the proper
poles of the other spheres, but that Venus and Mercury
have the same poles.
5. The system Calippus,® however, sets down the same dis-
of Calippus. | position of the spheres with Eudoxus, that is, the
same arrangement of their mutual distances; but,
with respect to their multitude, he ascribed to the star of
Jupiter, as well as to that of Saturn, the same number with

! Eudoxus was a famous astronomer, who flourished about the year
870 B.C.; he was a native of Cnidos. According to Pliny, he intro-
duced into the calendar the year of three hundred and sixty-five days
and a half. His works on astronomy have not come down to us, with
m 1:‘elxception of one extant in a poetical version from the pen of

8.

2 Calippus was a native of Cyzicus: he took up his abode in Athens,
and whilst there assisted Aristotle in his astronomical researches; the
latter was engaged in rectifying the system of Eudoxus. To Calippus
is ascribed the invention of what is called, after him, the Calippic cycle
of seventy-six years, which commenced B.c. 330. Viv¥e Potter's Anté
quities, book IL chap. xxvi.
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Eudozus; yet still he thinks that to the luminary of the
sun, and to that of the moon, there should further be an-
nexed two spheres—that is, supposing one likely to furnish
a solution of the phenomena. And in regard of the other
spheres of the planets, he adds one sphere to each.

It is necessary. however,! on the supposition ¢ sirotie's
that all, when collected together, are likely to comment upon
furnish a solution of the phenomena, that ac- e *™*
cording to each of the erratic stars there should be different
spheres revolving, less by one than those which carry along
the planets, and, in regard of position, restore into the same
place the first sphere invariably of the star which is rankec
in an inferior order; for in this way only is it possible
that by the orbital motion? of the planets should be produced
all the phenomena that may be observed. Since, therefore,
a8 regards the spheres in which the planets are carried along,
some of them are made to amount to eight, but others to five-
and-twenty, and of these it is not necessary that those
merely should have revolving spheres in which a star arranged
lowest down is carried, those, accordingly, that impart a
revolutionary motion to the spheres of the two first will be
gix in number, while those to the spheres of the four sub-
sequent stars will be eleven : the total amount of all the
spheres, however, as well those that carry along the stars,
as also those that make them revolve, will be fifty and
five. But if one were not to add the motions of the moon
which we have mentioned to the sun also, all the spheres
will be forty and seven.

Let the number, then, of the spheres amount to )

80 many; wherefore, it is reasonable to suppose I ' Teer
that both the substances and the first principles nomy settles
which are immovable, and are cognisant by the to the numbe
senses, should be so many in number as we have offhe first
enumerated ; for that there must necessarily be

such a number as this, let it be left to those to decide who
are endued with greater ability to declare their sentiments

! We have here a fragment of Aristotle’s own astronomic system,
probably taken from hie work on astronomy, which has not come
down to us.

2 ¢opdy. This is the word I have translated “orbital motion.”
Taylor renders it simply “ motion.”

1
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sn such points. If, however, it is not possible that thers
should be any orbital motion which does not contribute
towards the orbital motion of a star,! and, further, if it is
requisite to suppose that every mature and every substance
ought to be regarded—provided it be devoid of passion, and
be essential—as having attained the most excellent end, in
this case there would not be in existence any other nature
independent of these: but it is necessary that this should
constitute the total amount of substances; for whether there
should be others, they would impart motion, as being an end
of ortital motion.

8 Nocelestia . Duts at any rate, it is impossible that there
motions inde- 8hould be other orbital motions beside those that

pendentof . bhave been enumerated ; a.n.d this supposition it
heavenly would be reasonablé to arrive at from observing
1es

the bodies that are being moved along the surface
of the heavens.2 For on the supposition that everything
that is borne along the firmament subsists by the constitution
of Nature, on account of that body which is borne along, and
that every motion belongs to something that is carried forward,
there would not exist any orbital motion on account of itself
or of another motion; but on account of the stars would it
exist. For if we admit that orbital motion will subsist on
account of motion of the same sort, it will be requisite that
this latter, likewise, should subsist on account of other orbital
motions. So that, since it is not also possible to go on in a
progression to infinity, an end of every orbital motion will
be some one of those Divine bodies that are borne along the
surface of the heaven.

9. Thattherets 1 hat, however, there is one heaven? is evident;
one oipavds,  for if there were many heavens—as there are
proved. = men—in regard of each will there be such a

ch; :’euk the remarks of Themistius in a note in the beginning of this
pter.

? Aristotle, if he lived in modern times, would have been less
dogmatic in pronouncing his opinions as to the phenomena of the
heavens. Every student in astronomy knows well how the extent of
the science has widened, how the heavenly bodies themselves have been
multiplied, by succ-ssive improvements in the instruments of obser-
vation. Any increase of power in the Telescope crowds with stars
quarters of the celestial arch regarded hitherto as +oid and empty space

# This point is discussed in the De Celo, book I. chap, ix.
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first principle as is one in species, but in number many,
ot least. Such things, however, as are many in number
imvolve a connexion with matter; for tlere is one and the
same mode of reasoning applicable to th> case of manyl—
take the instance of a man—yet Socrates is one. But that
which ranks as first amongst formal causes does not involve
a connexion with matter, for it subsists in actuality. Accord-
ingly, in both reason and number, that which primarily
imparts motion is immovable, and that which has motion
impressed upon it in this case is always and uninterruptedly
one thing merely; such being true, there is consequently in
2xistence one solitary heaven.

Traditions, however, have been handed down 19.Tragitionary
from our predecessors, and the very ancient Dythas tothe

R . E . y of the
pbilosophers, and left to their posterity in the heavenly
form of a Myth, to the effect that these many Podies
heavens—supposing them to exist— both are gods, and that
the Divinity encompasses the entire of Nature. And the
remainder of these traditions,? in the present day, have been
brought forward, clothed in a fabulous garb, for the purpose
of wiuning the assent of the multitude, and enforcing the
utility that is urged in favour of the laws, and of general
expediency.

For they speak of these as subsisting in the
form of the human species, and as being like in [ Teouions
appearance to certain of the rest of the animal anthropomor-
kingdom.® And other statements consequential *"™

v It appears from the commentators that there is another reading for

this passnge, viz., érepos ydp d Adyos Tob dvBpdwov kab’ d &vbpwmos & ¥
s els.

2 This is a remarkable and well-known passage. Its bearing on the
theism of Aristotle is examined in the Analysis accompanying this
Translation.

3 The tendencies towards investing the Deity with a human shape
have at all times, and amongst all nations, displayed themselves in a
more gross or subtle form. One of the early heresies in the Christian
Church took its rise from them,and was branded with the condemnatory
title of Anthropomorphism. The Greeks were essentially an anthropo-
morphic nation. As to the assimilation of God to the likeness of
animals, that was an error that flourished chiefly in Egypt; and hence
we find the Isrelites cautioned against it in the law of Moses, & g. in the
Becond Commandment.  Vide Noﬁel,z pw 61, 491, 383,

Z 7
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apon these, and similar to those that have been declared, das
they put forward.

| 12, aristotles  Now, if as regards these traditions any one

theory, there-  having separated this from amongst the others
fore, has the B :
support of tra- 1Ay receive merely the first assertion—namely,

dition. that they supposed the First Substanees to be
gods—he would consider that this statement had been made

+ after a divine manner ; and in accordance with what is to be

i expected in the discovery—as frequently as is consistent with
| possibility—as well of every art as of every system of philo-
isophy, and in the loss of these, again, he must conclude that
‘likewise these opinions of those very ancient philosopbers, as
relics,! have been preserved up to the time of the present
day. This opinion, therefore, of our forefathers, and that
which has been traditionally handed down from the very
earliest speculators, is evident to us thus far, and no more.

CHAPTER IX.:2

1 Certainques. _ LHERE are points, however, respecting Mind
tions asregards which involve certain subjects of doubt ; for it
Mind. seems, certainly, to constitute the most divine
existence amongst phenomena : but after what mannmer it is
disposed, so as that it should be a thing of this sort, is attended
with certain difficulties. For whether it be void of the faculty
of understanding anything, but is like one who is sleeping,
what, may I ask, would there be reverential in such a con-
dition of being? Or, supposing that it possesses the faculty
of understanding, and yet that there be something which is
dominant over this faculty—for in this case that which is its
substance is not intelligence, but capacity—should the fore-
going be true, we could not say that Mind would be the most
excellent substance ; for it is through the faculty of the under-
standing that that which is entitled to reverence is inherent
in the mind.

! Aefyavra. I have followed the rendering of the Latin version, “ quasi
quasdam reliquias.” This is a common ieaning for Aelww: e. g. we are
told in the Iliad, IL 106, that Atreus, on his deathbed, left (¥Aiwer)
his sceptre to Thyestes.

* Aristotle’s remarks in this chapter may be compared with what he
says in the De Anim4, book I. chap. iii., and book I1L chaps. vi. sqq,
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But, further, whether understanding comsti- , (...
tute its substance, or whether perception does, essenceof
what, may I ask, does it understand? for either Mndfisitwo
it is itself that it understands, or something
else. And supposing that it understands something else,
either it will invariably be the same, or something different ;
whether, then, is there any difference, or no difference at all,
between its understanding what is fair, and understanding
what is casual ; or, also, would it be an absurd idea to imagine
that it exercises the faculty of cogitation in regard of certain
things? It is evident, therefore, that that which under-
stands is most divine, and most entitled to reverence, and
that it undergoes no change; for change would presuppose a
transition into something that is worse: and a thing of this
sort would, in the present instance, amount to a certain
motion. In the first place, then, of course, sup- oris it 4 vén-
posing that the mind! were not perception or !
intelligence, but capacity, it is reasonable to infer that con-
tinuity of perception would be a laborious operation for the
mind ; and, in the next place, it is evident that there would be
in existence something else that is more entitled to reverence
than Mind,’—namely, that which is an object of perception to
the mind: for both the faculty of understanding and actual
perception will be present to the mind even in its under-
standing that which is most inferior.

So that we must avoid this consequence; for s. The dignity
also would it be better not to see some things than ;‘"{‘g:"“l‘p‘l;' .
to see them : hence, perception would not consti- true view of its
jute that which is most excellent. Accordingly, "™
may we assume that Mind is cognisant of its own operations,
if it really is that which is most superior, and if perception
amounts to the perception of a perception.

Now, scientific knowledge invariably appears, , . . .= of
as well as perception by sense and opinion and the nature of
the faculty of thought, to be conversant about Mind cblected
something different from itself, and to be

! The difficulties even of approximating towards anything like
a moderate acquaintance with our mental constitution is well pointed
out Ly Brown in Lis Philosophy of the Human Mind.

? Aristotle thus refutes his adversary, eés he would think, most
triumphantly, by a glaring “reductio ad abiurdum.” The argument
he uses is worthy of attention.
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conversant about itself only in a secondary or subordi-
nate sense. Further, if we suppose that understanding is
different from being an object of perception to the under-
standing, according to which of these will subsistence in an
excellent way be inherent in Mind? for neither is it the same
thing the being inherent in an act of perception Ly the un-
derstanding, and in an object of perception to the understand-
ing : or, shall we say that in the case of some things the
science constitutes itself that which is the object of the science?
5. Aristotle's In the case, I admit, of the productive sciences,
reply. the substance and the essence do not involve a
connexion with matter; whereas in the case of the spe-
culative sciences the definition or formal principle is the
object of the science, as well as is the perception exer-
cised by the mind. Inasmuch, then, as the object of tho
understanding is not a different thing from the understand-
ing itself, in the case of as many things as do not involve a
connexion with matter they will be the same thing; and
the act of perception by the mind will be identical with the
object of perception.!
Moreover, therefore, a doubt remains whether

6. Is the object . N . .
of perceptiona an object of perception is a composite nature or
gomposite na- not ; for, if this be the case, the object of percep-

tion, as a compound, would undergo a change?
m the parts of the entire; or, shall we say that everything is
indivisible which does not involve a counexion with matter,
—as8 the human mind? Or, are we to take for granted that
the perception of compound objects involves a connexion
with matter during a certain portion of duration? for an ex-
cellent condition of subsistence does not always reside in
this particular thing or in that ; but that which is most ex-
cellent subsists in a thing, viewed as a certair entirety, being
something different from itself. And, therefcre, the first and
actual perception by mind of Mind itself dotl subsist in this
way throughout all eternity.

1 The writings of modern Metaphysicians are ful: of discussions of
this sort; e.g. Locke, Berkeley, Hume, Stewart, Brown. Incomparably
the best work on the subject, notwithstanding Brown's illjjudged
attack, is Dr. Reid’s Essays on the Intellectual Powers.

2 I have supplied a portion of this sentence to make it the more
intelligible,
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CHAPTER X!

Bur we must also consider in what manner the | =
nature of the entire creation involves what is good to account for
and what is most excellent ; whether there exists 5% xetshce
something that has been separated in point of 79 dyabér—in
fact, and which actually subsists essentially, or ‘"°"™Yere!
whether we are to assume the existence of order, or make
both of these assumptions together, just as we might illus-
trate our meaning by the case of an army.

For the good or excellent condition of an army 2. This ques-
depends upon the order that is enforced; and jijilustrated
the commander who aims to promote this sub- anamy,
ordination, even this person in a more eminent degree may
be regarded as a cause of such an excellent condition : for
this officer is not set over the army on account of the order
that is found to prevail there, but that order is found to exist
on account of the command exercised by this officer. All
things, however, are co-ordinated after a certain
m.;::d%,S but not after a similar mode,—take the and of antmale,
classification, for example, of aquatic and winged animals,
and of plants. And they are not disposed after such a way
as that there should not subsist anything in common to
either in relation to the other, although in respect of some
point do they involve some resemblance. For, indeed, in
regard of one characteristic are all things ranked and of a house.
under co-ordinate series ; but as in a house it is bold-
allowable, least of all, for the free to do anything whatsoever
they please, but all things, or most things, have been reduced
into a state of orderly arrangement, so to slaves, likewise,
and wild beasts, only in a small degree belongs a desire to do
what may contribute to the general advantage ; but for the
most part their operations are confined to whatsoever chances
to fall in their way, for the nature of each of them consti-
tutes to them a first principle of this deseription. But I say,
in this instance, that it is requisite for all to attain unto a
condition where distinctions will be drawn; and other thinge

! The reasoning contained in this chapter is most rem arkable indeed.
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subsist in this way, of which all participats, for the constitu-
tion or preservation of the entire.
5. False theo. But whatever impossibilities or absurdities
ries about the ensue to those who make assertions in a different
;’ﬁ;:ei';'-‘;o% way, and what sort of theories those put forward
" on the subject who express themselves in a more
elegant or accomplished manner, and in the case of which of
these there prevail the least number of doubts, we must not
allow such inquiries to escape our observation. For all
philosophers are for producing all things from contraries ;
neither, however, is the expression “all things,” nor the ex-
pression “from contraries,” correctly employed by these
speculators ; nor do they declare, as regards those things in
which the contraries are inherent, in what manner they will
consist of contraries, for contraries are mutually impassive,
4. How Aris- But by us is this controversy decided ratio-
totle settles the nally by the introduction of a certain third
auestion. nature.! Some, however, constitute some one «f
the contraries as matter, just as those do who make the odd
subject for the even, or plurality for unity.? And this, like-
wise, is decided in the same manner; for the matter which
is one is not what is contrary to anything. Further, all
things except unity will participate in what is worthless; for
the evil itself constitutes one or other of the elements.
5. After what The other speculators assert, however, that
modeis ~the Deither what is good and what is evil are first
g‘r’{’ndc'i'}““‘ principles at all, notwithstanding that what is
ple t A . .
good is in a most eminent degree a first prin-
ciple® in all things. And some, I admit, correctly make thia
assertion of what is good—I mean, that we must consider it
a first principle; after what mode, however, it is that what is
good constitutes & first principle they do not state: whether

1 Aristotle’s solution of the existence of Evil consists in traciag it to
matter as its prime source ; thus coinciding with what was the funda-
mental principle of the Gnostic philogophy in after ages.

3 Vide book L. chap. iv. .

3 The plain prevalence of Good in our system is, in a speculative
point of view, as difficult to account for as that of Evil. The bearing
of this fact on the controversy * De Origine Mali” is well explained by
the Archbishop of Dublin in his Lectures on Political Economy. Vide
Lect. IV., as well as his Grace’s notes and appendix to Archbishop
King’s Discourse on the same s -hject.
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it is to be regarded as an end, or as a moving cause, or as 8
formal principle.

Now, Empedocles also forms his opinions
absurdly upon this point, for he makes Harmony fﬁﬁ%ﬁ'},ﬂﬁﬁ
to constitute what is good ; and this Harmony, Boint by B
in his system, subsists even as a first principle )
that imparts motion, for it has the power of congregating
entities; and it subsists as matter, for it is a portion of the
mixture. Now, even on the supposition that to Harmony
has it happened in this same system that it should subsist
as matter a