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ABSTRACT

The problem which we attack in this dissertation is that of

obtaining a clear picture of the Unmoved Mover in Aristotelian meta-
physics. Such a picture. is difficult to obtain because of two po{oular

but erroneous accounts of Aristotelian metaphysics: the Neoplatonic

1y

and naturalistic. The Neog;fatonic account pictures Aristotle's meta-

physics as gradational with the Unmoved Mover expréséing being at

its most undiluted, The naturalistic account either writes off Aris-
. \\ » ' h
totle's theology as part of his Platonic youth or argues that the Un-

.

moved Mover is'the form of the world of first hedven.
. F] M ' -
. Our method is to examine the Aristotelian texts as well as
a wide range of paperscby primarily contemporary commgntatoré.
We do make use of the genetic method but with great restraint,
NI . . . {F“ ! B
We begin by investigating types of Aristotelian eguivocity since
Aristotle says that being has many senses. In particular, we investi-
gate analogous metaphor and focal meaning and argue that both are

¥

' s

) ‘form_s'of intentional homonymy rather than disguisedﬁ form_é of sjrnonyrﬁy.

: ' ' . B
~. Since the Unmoved Mover is said to be substan¢e,we move on-
to a consideration of substance in the Categories and in the Metaphysics.,

. . o 3
We find some differences between the two doctrines but the \ir'xd_ividu_al

[3EY
- -
-

.
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substance is'always given ontological priority ovér other beii‘xgs,

We hext consider argumerlts_ for the existence of the Unmoved. "

Mover d,pangprimaz;ily,from\the ijhzsies and the Metaghxsics. The
Metaghzsics emphasizes, where Jahe thsifics does not,‘ the priorii}'f

of the Unmoved Mover as pure act ovet all bemgs with potency. The ;
. N v R v

Metaghzsms concludes \m’th the Unmoved Mover as a fmal cause. -

¢

- It seems fhat an efficient cause is meant in the Ph sics. e
; n )1 e ei e e Phy

4
’ We continue byx:garnmmg the nature of the Unmoved Mover
; . ‘ . i:-‘r' i
a:pd related problems like the plurality of n)oVers.
T T . : ~ =
i .- & We find that the Neoplatonic account and naturalistic accounts
: e . ‘ ' i ’

¥, . -
"as‘we have described them are incorrect. Being is‘not some homo-

. . - )

gerieous nature'for Aristotle. Nor can we say that the Unmoved Mover

' .
v

_is the form of tHe World‘ ozj firsi: 'heaven. We reject t}ie idea that-

EXd - . -

Aristotle's theology in Metaghxsms, Lam~bda 1s a relic of h1s early

Platomsm., A comparxson w1th hls theologlcal texts elsewhere m,_the

corgils leads', :

word on the subject. . .o ',

We conclude that.all of the unmoved _ghdvers' are pure act, im’-

“material and final causes (eacﬁ’i"or its. heaven). They are differentiated .

Nt 7 .
. % .

. a}xd ranked only a'c‘cordih‘é' to the 'h‘eai'.eply sphere each ouoves. 'Aris‘,—

.os, . - . e

‘totle never tells s how they-are internally &\iffé_reptila.ted‘ since he has -

. - . - * — .y, . T

'no direct in_sight ihfo the divine essence. Once we come t_o: lgnow them,

. . h . ' ;

even if 1mperfect1y,they serve asa reference for understandmg. all’
bemg and as a source of msplratlom £or leadmg )fe hfe of reason.

. . . .
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. thought and 1ts content The doctrine ddesn't fit into Altjirs't;otelian

AN INTRODUCTION TO THE PROBLEM OF

INTERPRETING ARISTOTLE'S THEOLOGY . .

John Herrz;an Randall, Jr. writes:

The language of Book Lambda is the language of the Platonic
-myths the "likely language'’ of which the Timaeus speaks.

And much in Book Lamb.da can be interpreted as '"Platonism,"

if you have the will, and forget.Aristotle's thought apd ifs

content. In the thought of Aristotle, God stands to the world as

form to substance,.as‘the end at which processes aim to the
. process within which that end is discriminated, as‘posmbxhttes

completely fulfilled to the present partial achievement. The

Unmoved Mover may well be called a Platonic myth, like the

"Active Intellect“ of the De Anima. . N

A

Joseph ‘Owens, writing from what is perhaps_the opposite
side of the phildsophical spectrurn on this question, says, '"...The
s . - - Lt *

primary Wisdom contemp‘iaTtes form Qithqut r?atter--which is the

E S .

. . H L
nature-of separate Entitievs. "'?. He continues "When sensiple things -
i . o

- "

are called Bemg, it is not their own nature but the nature of the
- .

separate Entltles wh1ch is pr1mar1ly demgﬁated "3 . o

'1

. These two quotes are representthe of two extremes of

interf)retation of Aristotle's ghi‘losophic 1 theology. On the one_hafxd
\ . *. ; : ) -

" wé have Randall claiming that the doctrine of the Unmoved Mover4,

..-

R ," .
which is Aristotle's term for the divinity, is nothing more thana |

. P

myth. It can only be tvéi'kép' literally if we willfully forget.A‘ristotle's X

L] =~




n \ . '
| . : 4

“ : h . v

m etap‘{lxsuls. |

e % &7;

R is, Aif interpreted literally, "Platonism." Conse- .

-

qt.zéntly, Raﬁdall'-sugge sts that it not be so taken but rather that it be

3 .a ’

3

seen as a myth. : . . ;

-

J. OQwens offers us am interpretation which is quite the

’

X ' )

opposite.of Randall's. Far from being a. foreign elemen‘t.in!‘t_he
-
* Aristotelian metaphysics, the doctrine of the divinity or the "'sep-
- ] . * . .

arate Entities™ as. J. Owens calls Aristotle's unmoved movers is
S . . .

central to\this metaphysics. It is the c;bject of study of "“primary

i .

Wisdom, ' as J. Owens calls Aristotle's metaphy.sics or first philo-
' R

sophy. The Unmoved Mover is what#first philosophy studies for
- ) 700 g '

J. Owens. ’ ‘ .

These two extremes he}p to illustrate one 6f th,ie problems
M > . - > o

which confronts anyone who wishes seriously to investigate Aris-

S ' - ‘ -
totle's doctrine of the Unmoved ffover. The controversy is still so

A ]
- .

great ovér tgj_s doct'rine that.¥e find some commentators claiming
'y ol . - ., :

“that this doctrine is everything to Aristotle's metaphysics andsothers

Vo - w.
claiming that it is little or nothing. It is our intention in this dis-‘-\

o~ . .
v ’

sertation to avoid both these extremes and argue in.favor of a more

- - -

moderate, and we think, a more accurate account of the doctrine of

4
.

the Unmoved Movex. | T .
. . - ¢
We have dgb.bed these two extreme positions, which we find
to be incorrect, the naturalistic account and the Neopla“tonic
- . - . )

\

account, -
The first account is termed "naturalistic'' because most of _
. * ' )

. .
(\
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-

Ll . ~

H

its defenders are recognized naturalists such as Santayana and Ran-

-

. -

dall, This po'sition limits the important conterit pf Avristotelian

: metg.physics. to the realm of mobile material beings..

¥

-

Danto gives a good description of naturalism, saying,

T .. '"Naturalism, in recent usage, is a species of philosophical monism
» . « ‘

H

according to which whatever exists or happens is natural in the

/, “'sense of being susceptible to explanation through methods, which

although paradigmatically exemplified in the natural sciences, are

- .continuous from domain to domain of objects and events. Hence,

. .

naturalism is polemically defined as repudiating the view that there
o exists or could exist any entities or events which lie, in principle,

- 1 . "
P -
- o

> . ‘beyond the scope of scientific explanation, ' ..+ v

t >

s i : Of coursé, modern science is meant in this quote. Ob-

viously, non-material, divine beings are outside the scope of
. \ .

modern scientific explanation. However, it is not so obvious that
. * \

‘s - : \ PR
] “ such beings would be outside the scope of {h;istotelian science, es-
w . L B .' . ) K “ .- " '
#: , pecially the science of being qua being. In the context of ihter-
- \ © g < - ’ .
4 ‘ preting Ari‘stotle‘s metaphysics, the defender of the naturalistic

\

" account is one who would either deny any litera} im_po'rt'a;nc_é to

: . . ‘Aristotle's doctrine of immaterial beings or who would minimize
g N P . . . X .

e P v
& ' the.importance of this doctrine (as interpreted literally). This

denial of the importance.ofArisa)tle's theology leads to the con-

BRI
Ll LB
% Ty

W

¥ .+ clugion that Aristotle was a naturalist. Randall offers a good exam s

S T
3 o Ny : . .

B P ¢-of this conclusion when he says, ""Aristotle's central concern is
. . i . .

L)oo
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‘not with 'metaphysics' or withlogic. It is with nature--that nature of

which human life is the c!earest‘illustration."6 And also, "For
Aristotle, as Woodbridge sees",hix:h, was a naturalist just because

he was a humanist, interested not in nature as man writ large but
: : T ' 7 '
in man as nature writ clearly and in perfected form."

We have seen that R.andall_ is a representative of the
naturalistic account. Any taH; of.t}'u;, [i;lm;)Ved Mover as substance
is a myth. The Uhmoved Mover r;presents,‘ in fact, merely oz:der
in the universe and the ideal of the life of reason. He ;ays, "':Tust

L 4

so, for Aristotle, God is immanent in the world as its intelligible

érqer,: and transcends the world as its ideal end. in8 Lest we imag-

- - * t
ine.that this ideal end is alsd an actual substance, Randill sets us

straight, "Where is nous actualized? Where does nous think itself?

In thing¥? in Separate ideal existence? To be consistent Aristotle

must answer, No, ‘in the minds of men. So interpreted,.Ar,istc;’tle's'

natural theology would be sound, probably the only sound natural’

>
Al

theology in the Western t::radit:iom\"9 Randall is claiming that "Un~-
. ‘ ’ o
moved Mover' partially means the intelligible ordér of the cosmos.

\ -~

" Randall seems to feel that this order is bound up with potency (per-.

. . . . .
haps because the cosmos is material). Part of the meaning of

"Unmoved Mover",i§ also pure actuality. But for Randall this
j : ¥ :

"transcg}p{is the world as its ideal end'" and exists only "in the minds
. U ‘ . )
of men." If we ipterﬁ;e Randall carrectly here, he is.denying that
- ‘ & .
I

& e Unmoved Mover as Rt’fre actuality does exist outside of human
e Y g :

* \

. . o, . .
. M N s
) e .- N
. . / . . . P
L s ’ s . .




thought as an independent substance.
Santayana is another representative of this view. For him

.
" the Unmoved Mover seems to be the harmony or order of the uni-

’:erse. It is a sort of epiphenomenon of the universe, the effect

rather than the cause of the material universe. We must quote the _
. entire, rather lengthy and poetical passage to convey adequately his
< - .

meaning: R

Avincenna... Whten the plectrum, in the-hand of an imperfect
-player, strikes the strings of the lute, the hard dull blow is”
sometimes heard, as well as the pure music. In this way the
material principle, when not fully vivified and harmonized, can
disturb and alloy the spirit, in a life that is not divine. In the
mind of God no such material accident intrudes, and all is plre
music. But wou}d'this music have been purer, or could it have
sounded at all, if there had been no plectrum, no player, no
strings,’ and no lute? You have stud1ed the Philosopher to little

. purpose, if you suppose that it is by accident only that the deity

- is the final cause of the world, and that without any revolution
of the spheres the divihe ifitellect would contemplate itself no
less blissfully than it ndw does. That is but a sickly fancy,
utterly divorced from science. The divine intellect is the per-
fect music which the world makes, the perfect music-which it
hears. Hermes and Pan and Qrpheus drew from reeds or-
conches, or from their own throats such music as these in-
struments’ were competent to make; all other sorts of harmony,
musmally no less melodious, they suffered to remain engulfed
in pnmeval silence. So the soul of this world draws from its
vast body the harmonxes it can yield, and no others. For it was -
not thé essence of the squnds which conches and throats and
reeds mlght produce that created these reeds and throats and
conches, but contrariwise. These sources of sound] having
arisen spontaneously, the-sounds they naturally make were
chosen out of all other sounds to be the music of that particular
Arcadia; even so the divine intellect is the music of this particu-
lar world. It contemplates such forms as nature embodies.

) The Phllosopher would never have so much as mentioned a
divine intellect--the inévitable note, eternally sustained,
emitted by all nature and the rolling heavéns#~if the rolling
heavens and nature had not\exwted ‘The Stranger. Y admit
that such is the heart of his doctrine, and if he was never false )

PN E S okn 155 78 R 0D 4 o mv &
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thought shows a real tendency to reject _metaphy;ics, with its con-

“ ' . v . B
to it, he was a much purer naturalist than his disciples have
suspected. The eternity he attributed to the world, and its

fixed constitution, support this interpretation: nat@re wa tbe
organ of the deity, and the deity was the spirit of nature.

-

Gomperz qualifies as yet another representative of the.
N }

naturalistic position in that ‘he attempts to minimize the Ynmoved

Mover into a mere theoretical entity of Aristotelian astronomy. 1

Gomperz seems to overlook the fact that being the first'mover in
. : : 3
Aristotle's astronomy may imply quite a bit more than is apparent
- .
[}

at the surface. ) >
Perhaps, more than anything else, it was Werner Jaeger's

famous thesis on Aristotle's del\}elopment which opened the door to

the naturalistic interpretation. In any event, it is clear that Jaeger,

N
\

belongs in this qamp:g“.%ccorc.ling to Jaeger, Aristotle moved from
an early Platonic position to a matL‘;re position of devotion to the
special écie‘n-ces. This thesis ié turned with devastating force
against_thg dc;‘ctri.ne of the Unmoved Mover_.\ According.ly, this

gioctrinejas presented in the Metaphysics, belongs to an early

Platonic lectufe} Book Lambda. Jaeger tells us that "the theory,
. \ :

~of the immater_ia'I’ first principles, is lacking in the final version of

the Metaphysics. nl2 Jaeger concludes, "In thus surrendering meta -

phfsiqs' to the special sciences, he began a new era. nl3 In Jaeger's

account, Aristotle's theology or at least his monistic theology is a -

: " . - S ~
relic of his immature, Platonic period of development, His mature
) > . . -] ' € N .

[
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cern for supersensible be"ings, in favor of the empirical sciegg‘gs'.
We shall argue against the naturalistic position., We shall
.argue that the Unmoved.Mover is an extremely important concept in )

Aristotelian philosophy and is one which was not rejected by Aris-

. \ . )
totle in favor of empirical science. Indeed, this view of science as

being opposed to metaphysics and theology is quite foreiérf to Aris-
totelian thouglit as we shall see. 14

I we stap;i against the natufalistic account, we also will
argue a-gain.st t“;1e opposit:a extreme which we will term the Neo-
platonic acco;.mt. We take the term '"Neoplatonic! f.rom Merlan who
writes, .. .Som'e of the most characteristic features of Neopla-
tonism originated i.n the Academy ?._nd in Aristo.tle.. It is perfectiy
leg.itimate to speak of an Aristqteles Neoplatonicgs. nl5 ‘In using

.

the name '"Neoplatonic, ' we are not suggesting that the defenders of
- .

. the position wish to attribute to Aristotle everything found in later

thinkers such,as Plotinus and Proclus. We know of no advocate of

this position who.attributes a dqétl"ine of emanation to, Aristotle,
' 16 o ; .
for example. As we see it, .the advocates of the Neoplatonic ac-

-~ , .
count claim that Aristotle is committed to a gradational metaphysics.
B e N ~

For them, '"beihg' designates one nature and there are degrees of

-

being with the immobile substances being the highest and clearest
£ . \ -
expression of being. The advocates of this account are,of course, ..

“ N g *
aware that Aristotle says that being is not a genus and that "being"

is said in many ways, 18 Consequently, they defend thtir reductionist

\
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one primary and the others secondary. This account holds that thes

secondaty meanings refem¥o the one primary meaning in the sense

that the secondary uses of the term really only designate the nature
1) : ’
designated by the primary use. In short pros hen equivocity is, at

bottom, univocity. Of course, the designation yia the secondary

uses of the term is somewhat indirect, muchﬁas a copy may be said

-

to designate the original model, whereas the primary use of the

I

term designates the same nature directly. This $ame nature is

seen as more diluted or less clear in its secondary instances than in i
. '
its primary. In the contekxt of Aristotelian theology, the nature in

. \ .
question is beipg and the Neoplatonic account concludes that Aris-

»

totelian first philosophy is theology in the sense that its object of

stﬁ'a'y is only the fullness§ of being. as expfessgd in the\ immobile and

ahd+imnmaterial beings, the Unmoved Mover,

\ .
R ) N t
Merlan is a good example of an advocate of the NgoPIaJoni‘c

account. He talks of the objects of theology subsisting to a higher de-

gree ‘than othér objects, 19 He\speaks“ef being as an élement of every-

thingzo and claims that, for Aristotle, some beings have more being
xamn \ :

i . ‘
than o’thérsi. He says ''being in them is'more powerful, clear, undi-
| .

21 He draws an aﬁalogy between being as an element and hydro-

lizted. "

gen and oxygen as elements of water. 22: He conclud.es't'hé.t, because the




|

. o 9

Unmoved Mover is being to the highest degr;a'e, the study of the Unmoved . |

E-3

) - ) x . \
. Mover is the study of being qua béing, i.e., the study of being qua -

being is the study of the best kind of being not of,béing, in general.

',.-l," .

/-

Noga’1e324 offers another example of the Neoplatonic account. RN

He claims, "As there exists among the categories a reduction to the,

|

unity of substance, ithere also exists a reduction to the unity of sub- |

© e e B TR AR PR FPTYR FTIROARY 7

stances among themselves. w25 por Nogales, not only "being" but

also "sybstance' is a pros hen equivocal. Nogales'believes ‘that,
substances are arranged in a hierarchy where ""each grade is more

= v :
pe rfecﬁ:‘gha:n the previous one, in such a way that the }gwer grades

4 ]

not only are included.in the higher, but are shbordinated to thém. "

e

Nogales concludes, "As a resulé, in the explanation of the higher "

grade must nec'ess‘anrily‘b'e found the explanation of the higher

\
: : -\ S ‘
ones, w26 These passages clearly indicate that Nogales has accepted

N

.

a synonomy or univocity account of pros hen equi.vocity: To speak
: . . A N [ "" ™~
{ ' of degrees of perfection is ordinarily to imply sameness of kind.

o Sty
i S . ‘
2 . . .
Nogales does not say that his talk of degrees is*hon-ordinary. On
. \ 'g;‘: , . 7 ~ - ) s . ‘A i * ' . |
the contrary he seems to use it in an ordinary and straightforward

-

way when he speaks of ''diverse grades

of being of substance "27
A sand when he talks of the Unmoved Mover as precontaining all
the perfections of the finite substances. 28 Nogales shé)ula draw

. &, ' ~ T
the conclusion that Aristotle was a monist and a, pantheist-if all . |

being is reducible to that of the divinity, This conclusion he does

<
.

" not draw I\Jutw Ie‘_ does admit that his accgunt does make Aristotle
. ‘ ‘*-.
Y S




.. }
SRR

Yoy

- . . . . . . e
! . Ay . - \ . S
N -

T 33 NP RIY

appear "much more Platonic than some interpr.etatip'ps d.ﬁhist‘ory of

. ) e 429 T '
philosophy believed him to be. .
. 30°

What Veatch>? has to say on this subject is.admittedly

TN Ll S

s

sketchy. We think it probable that he is an advocate of the Neopla-

v

tonic position because he speaks of a pros hen equivocal series not

1

oflly between accidents and substance but between various kinds--of

e % n e Yoy

i

- N 5. -
substances and between the constituitive elements of substance:

v

. matter and form. For him,-form is the primary instance of '"'sub-
stance’ and the Unmoved Mover is pure form. We take Veatch to

hold a synonomy account of pros-hen equivocity because he speaks

f ) . - 9

of the Unmoved Mover as-'"being in the truest or most perfect

se_.nse."31 To speak of “most perfect" beiné is again to speak of
- AR

degrees of being and to imply a sameness of kind. Veatch, then,

\ . ~

. aggé\ars to present Aristotelian metaphysics as a gradational meta-

e o " physiés.- o
!

It is ndt absolutely clear whether we should plaée,J.

s Owens3*2 in the Neoplatonic camp because, as we shall see-below,

he does.not seem to be always consistent. However, there is

{ . 4 - :‘;\ ‘ i - = . o
. " evidence which would incline us to place him in this camp. In . ’,

.- v

speaking of the pros hen series which obtains between substance

-

" (T, Owens translates "ousia' as "Entity'' rather *than"fsﬁbsta'nce")‘
.o T Sy .
and accidents, he says, "So the inference that Entity alone.contains

O e (TN

- t

% in its®lf the nature of being seems fully legitimate. The examples
*
-used to illustrate the doctrine stress the presence of the 'nature’

° a

\ ) ) ’

.

e
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in the primary instance alone. The nature involved is found 6n1y in ¥ .

-

the first insta.nce.,"33 This means that, as J. Owens sees it, the

.-. " Y b
being of accidents is reducible to that of substance. - That is what

~

it means to him to say that"'being" is a pros hen equivocal. But

-
s

J. Owens further maintains that there is a pros hen series between

comse

substances.>% The Unmoved Mover is the primary instance of Sub- |

stance. .

-

Must we not conclude, then, that the being of all other sub-
E,t,ances is reducible to that of the Unmoved Mover? If thils is so, *

then first philcis-ophy as&e‘science of being qua being 'should étudy ;
. _ o R .
only the Unmoved Move_r in-which the nature of being is present
P o
alone. J. Owens does not explicitly state this conélusion but we

——

thmk that he is forced to 1t on hlS mterpretatzon of the pros hen

.. . - \
series of substance'and acc1dents. If this is true, then it is clear

-

" that he adheres to a ‘synonomy account of pros hen equivocity ih that

- ) A * !

all uses of a ,term~ designate thc_e~ one nature of the primary use. ‘
We fail to se% how J. Owens can avoid conch;tding that '""being"
designates only one nature (that. of the 'Cfnmovedi Mover) and is, at
bottom, a univocal, rather than a genuinely equivocal; term. For

these reasons we think it:pro‘f),a;b'lg_ that he does hoiql the Neoplatonic

.

interpretation éf Aris_\totlg’s theology and metaphysics (é.ltho.ugh it is

-
»

. . el
not clear how J.. Owens can hold for an Aristotelian metaphysics
~N 0 . : :

wh1ch is gradatmnal since the nature of being ought, for J. Owens,

to béfound only in the Unfn};ved Mover)

i . LI ]
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We intend to argue that the Neoplatoni¢ account is incorrect

on several counts:

-

a

1.) Being does not constitute one nature for Aristotle.

Consequently, Aristotelian metaphysics is not an example of a
gradational metaphysics in the usual sense of "gradational. "

» 2.) The c‘og}-ect interpretation of pros hen equi@ is not
that it is a form of udivocity or synonmy but rather that it is a genu- .
ine'case of systematic equivocity, This means that the primary use

of a term designates a nature different from the sec'onq‘ary and yet
- H

they have some connection over and above the chance connection of
only both having the same ‘-name.

3.) There is no pros hen series be’JWeen substances. .
Ao
We believe, then, that both the naturalistic and Neoplatonic

A !

accounts of Aristotle's theolclgy are-incorrect and-will-argue ac- !
. ’ . .
cordingly. This polemic will occupy a substantial part of this

.

. dissertation.. One reason which prompts us to embark on an in-

vestigation of Aristotle's theology is a desi_ré to work through the
A\ ’ . T,

- “* .

naturalist-Neoplatonist controversy and, "by,d'oing so, to try to get
. . . ’ s

’
~

an accurate picturé of Aristotelian theology, We~\t\hix:1k that such a
picture involves rejecting both sides of the ,éontroversy. _Also, we

think ahdi will’argue that the Unmoved Mover is not only the ultimate
. . - \ s

telos of the cdsmfgs,_ but also the telos of Aristotle's metaphysics.

\

I'fﬂtfhis is s0, then a clearer analysis of the concept of the Unmoved "ﬁ

Mover will also shed light on thoéé metaphysical concepts which

.

-

12




necessarily ‘precede it and so give us not only a better insight into )
these concepts but a-lso a clearer overall vpicture of Aristotelian
metaphysics. We taice it as self-evident that such a picturé would
b‘e of value to ar;yone in‘terested in the histo:ry of Western ph_ilosobl'_ly,'

. Perh.aps at this point it woula be weil to state what we do
" not intend to do:

1.) We do not intend to exhaustively discuss all or e.v.en

most of the important concepts of Aristotelian logic and metaphysics'.
We intend to deal with those concepts which are di;-ectly relevant to

our thesis, ’ .
- | .

2,) We will not éngage in an historical survey of inter-
pretations of Aristotle's theology but rather confine ourselves more
. R :
or less to conter’nporary commentaries, This does np,t mean that

we will not refer to some historical commentator, if)by doing so, we

. ) .
can shed light on some point relevant to our thesis. Reaso‘[nable
. < . . !

»
{ .

limits to this dissertation preclude any exhaustive historical ‘survey.
We shall arfgue for our thesis in the followihg way:

% In Chapter I, we shall come to grips with the problem

of the Aristotelian corpus. In disc(xssing this problem we shall
consider the genetic method of Jaeger which was used by Jaeger to

minimize the importjance of the doctrine of the Unmoved Mover by

" .
s

assigning it to an early Platonic period in Aristotle's development.

However, other scholars have used the genetic method and reached
. . g
\ -
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. the conclusidh that ‘tKhe doctrine of the Unmoved Mover belongs to

2
»

Aristotle's fnost mature geriod. These conflicting conclusions,

¥

aléﬁg with other evidence, raise the problem of control of the gene- .

. 4
" .l

tic method. Although-we cannot solve this probl_em‘, we do believe

that Aristotle's corpus contains evidence of his philosophical

»

development. Consequently, we.shall act as if the corpus was writ-

ten by Aristotle and we will attempt to resolve prima facie con"Ez"a“:

dictions in the text-by a deeper philosophical understanding of the

concepts inyolved. Where this'is impossible and where there seems

, .
to be clear evidence of a change in thinking, we will have recourse
to a genetic account. The reader can expect to encounter the gene-

»

-
~

tic explanation only rarely.

PR
’

II. In Chapter II, we shall investigate types of Aristotelian
. ‘ ~ ; <

eéuivocity._—, First; we will briefly discuss ambiguity in gen.eral and

then equivocation on single terms. This kind of 'ec‘luivocation is

\ -
either chance or systematic. We will Proceed to investigate the
. .. e N i | - . . R - g
systematic variety, This investigation will lead us®o a discussion

of analogy and the metaphors.which depend upon it and Ei-os hen

equivocity. We will argue that these arétwo different species of

-

systerfatic equivocity and that the proper interpretation of each

is in terms of the homonymy account. \This account claims that

differen%natures are designated by the 'different uses of meta- )

14

phorical or pros hen terms. We will argue 'that the homénymy
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. to unp‘a'é:\k the concept of substange. We miust discover what char- ..

. . ' - . N
acteristics a being must have to be called ''substance.' Our . Py
search for these characteristics will take us first into the Categories ¥

. 4

of substance. It is important to cémbat this reductior from the

.yt

N

» / ’ '!"' ) . TS

account is 'superia/r to the‘altez"natives, especial\ly to the synonymy

*
~%

terms. We ill also discuss wh{™his investigation of equivocity
- 4 Iy t e
is sg im.pol/ta‘nt to A:;istotle'é metaphysical endeavor.

* 2z N »

/. . .
AIl. In Chapter III, we will begin our task of explicating

/ M . -
the nature and function of the Unmoved Mover. Since Aristotle 1

. ®
..

speaks of the Unmowved Mover as substance,3s it will be necessafy

. e

K

and tl';ep into the Metapﬁysi_cs. .o

1.} Since we are attempting to avoid both the Neo‘platonic\

and the naturalist accounts, it will be necessary, while discussing .
. )

the categories, to pay close attention to the relation of accidénts

to substance. ,Aé we.have seen, one of the characteristics of the 9

[
-

Neoplatonic account is the reduction of the being of accidents to that
LT \ \

beéinqing.. ‘We will do this by, arguing that accidents have both"

&
?
essences and definitions throug'h these are predicated of accidents. :
and substance in a pros hen equivocal way. We will again argue p
. [ ‘ ~ : -
that Mxen equivocals designate different natures so that the A

essence of an accident and its definition is not-reducible to that of

RE)

" gubstance. We shall point to texts from the corpus which count

o e R3S A




- - . *, ‘ ‘,' 18
L ’ ’ o

against the redudkionist position and its conclusion that the science

"of being qua being is corcerned exclusiyelly with substance.
< .

-

2. We s};a\ll move on to consider the claims that "sub-

:_»;u-"-

b L, .‘,:,é £ . a, . . . . ' .
stanee!’, desighates a universal, ot a form which is neither a uni-
|

A} H
\%.-‘"’\ versal nor a particular. It will be argued that, if "universal" is . .

<

taken as something common to many things, then it cannot be sub-

stance. It will also be argued that the position that substance is form

\
which is neither particular nor universal makes little sense and leads
il

to the absurd conclusion that a thing does not coincide with its own

essence. .
S N :
IV. In Chapter IV, we will examine arguments for the exis-

-

- -

tence of the Unmoved Mover in order to ascertain its function and

:) relation to the material universe. We shall concentrate on the argu- -
N

ments of the Physics and the Metaphysics but we shall not overlook

»  other aréuments in the corpus. We will, of course, pointfout both

the weaknesses and strong fad‘ints of these arguments, At the end of

~

this chapter we should have a clgarer picture of Aristotle's world

view and the place of the Unmoved Mover in it, We shall be left with

~
LI ]

two important questions at this juncture:

o

{ A.} Is there a pros hen series between

-

substances?

B. Is metaphysics or first philosophy to be identified with theolo.g;‘r?‘
|

V. In Chapter V, we will discuss what Aristotle says abm}it

I

the natiire of the Unmoved Mover. In the course of our exami-
nation, we shall argue that there is no,pros hen series be- -

——

“ ’
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tween substances but that this does not imply,as'the Neoplatonic

account would have it, -that all substances share one nature, We
-

shall algo argue that, given the description of the Unmoved Mover,

[

-~ those advocates of the naturalistic account who rﬁake the Unmoved

= Mover the form of the material universe or an effect of the material

N universe are mistaken. Included in our discussion of the nature of
. -

the Unmoved Mover will be an investigation of those problems which
. =

surround this doctrine and which are relevant to our thesis, such as

the goodness of the Unrnpved Mover, the s'ubétantiality of the Un- <

‘moved Mover, the immateriality of the Unmoved Mover, and the
"plurality of unmoved movers. )

, \ .
We Shall close by discussing the apparent identification of

~ first philosophy with t}ieolc;gy. We shall argue that, if this identi‘fi-

cation is properly understood, it need not force an acceptance of

’

o . the Neoplatonist 'account. Our conglusion wil} be that Aristotle . ,
o L.

“presents his doctrine of the Unmoved Mover as an important™Part
] .

o

: " Y : . |
of his metaphysics but that it is not the whole of his metaphysics. °

o \

The’' naturalist account is wrong in making the Unmgve& Mover little

¢

. : or nothing and the Neoplatonist accqunt is wrong in making this 3
. . . 5:

.. doctrine everything in the sense that to know the Unmoved Mover 3

N ' . ] ‘ g

is to know all "lesser'" beings. g

A . ro N ’

« .Since we have heretofore stressed what we reject in ’i

’ d

. N - 3l

- . i

. interpretations of Aristotelian metaphysics, let us end this intro-
. duction by mentioning some points which we will drgue are correct

g

*
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in an interprétation of Aristotelian metaphysics, First, we think o
that Aristotle's discussion of equivocity is important to his meta-

\ H

physical enterprise primarily because of his wish to avoid a Platon-
. ‘ . f . s ‘ <]

istic reduction of being.to a single Form and his wish to avoid a

physicistic reduction of being to some'k‘in_d of elements (e, g., atoms),

o

It is necessary for Aristotle to show that '"being has several senses"

and that his \predeceésprs made the mistake of oversimplifying their 1

metaphys\ics by limiting these senses to one.

While Aristotle admits the equivocity of '"being, " he finds

\ .
it to be an intentional equivocal, i.e., a pros hen equivocal with

>

Y'substance' as its primary (but not only) sense. We do not think
tl'\at ""substance!' is treated as a pros hen equivocai. Where it is used

equivocally, we find the equjvoca{:ion to be either chance or analogous
q 4 . gous

s

- efa

metaphor,

We find that "substance' is predicated of the Unmoved
Mover in the sense'th‘\at the Mover is a dete rminate*tand individual
e : ‘ ] . C e ' LY

Y

being and not just thoe‘;‘.'orm of the cosmos or of the first heaven. N
The Mover is the highest substance becaise it is absolhte’l&r inde-

pendent.and independende is one of the most important character-

WY Wfrgmm‘ -
f

istics of su'*:an_cg. Other substances are either directly or in-
directly dependent on the Unmoved Mover and so they are rela-

.tively (reélative to .accidentd, their environments, and each other),
not ébsolutely independent, R N
The Unmmoved Mover, we think, functions-directly as the




. \ - \ . . -
final cause of the first heaven and indirectly as;\perhaps, the final

cause of all other rational beings. We say "perhaps' because it is
A : ) ' ] )
not at dll clear .in the latter case. -We reject the idea that Aristotle,.

presents the Unmoved Mover as an efficient or'a formal cause.

Finally, we believe that regar&ing the relationship of first

N .
philosophy and theology, one should pay attention to first philosophy
4

or metaphysics as it is actually presented by Aristotle, There

.

metaphysics is seen as a process from things best known to us to

those most knowable in themselves. It is the proc‘ess of making what
> ' .
is most knowable ‘in itself, known to us. It is a working through to a

—

goal. One cannot SimpI}; say at the beginning that metaphysics equals

o e v resamar e N M eant Al NIGIPSY

theology. Metaphysics as actually presented is not only a study of
-~ ' 4

the divine but a step by step study of lesser-beings as wél}.

~

These remarks should give the reader a general idea of
the negative.and p,os-itive aspects of our positionn. 'We will present

- N A e .
arguments for and statements of ouf position in greater detail in
- ‘- “

»

’the.fAIiowing chapters,
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"« Chapter I
e : g ™~

. . . .
The Problem of the Aristotelian corpus .

[}
I
! ' 5

" Werner Jaeger‘é book, Aristotlei” Fundamentals of the

.

History of His Development was first‘Published in German in 1923,

This book propounded the now famous gerietic' account of the Aristo-

telian corpus. This interpretation claims that no unified system of
- - o . - L .
thought{ is present in the corpus but rather a.record of Aristotle's

intellectual development. According to Jaeger, this development

was supposedly a mo'vefneg;t from the Platonisrn found in the frag-

ments of the Aristotelian dialogues™ to a more mature position of
T ' w3
hysics to. the special sciences."

positivisgn™0r-a surrender of "meta

g . & .
This view handled the prima facie contradictions in the

- \
corpus very well. One could now assign one statement or passage to

an.earlier phase of Aristotle's thought and another to a later, more
1 . - . -
mature phase. Of course,.this interpretation wreaked havo.c on the

older -tradition which had seen the corpus as a unified philosophical

. . -
systemm. Be that as it may, it has become a very persuasive and

eqpular interpretation. Randall claims that the genetic account has
° ' ‘

psycho}ogica‘l probability on its side.? This probability has fallen

\ - L
somewhat due to the fact that s‘everal,\ mutually opposed conclusions

-

T -
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have been reached using the genetic account. Let us consider some

examples, ] l ,

c \
L .

First, a specific problem may be examined. Whereas

Jaeger calls book Lambda of the Metaphysics "an eaxly lecture' and
interprets the doctrine of the Unmoved Mover as part of Aristotle's

earlier Platonisms, an Aristotelian scholar of no 1éss repute than

Ross writes, "Thus the belief in an unmoved first mover is not an

"6 <

-

e : ‘ )
™~ early belief but Aristotle's last word on the subject....

o™

Let us move on to interpretations that deal with the corpus,

as a whole. I, 'D\'iring offers 'an interesting example. He accepts

[y

the genetic account in general but teverses Jaeger's scenario, Ac-
___co®ding to Dfring, Aristetle;—at first, fiercely opposed Plato's—— ~
. 1 "‘ i . -

phil‘olsoghy but later, when more mature adoptéd a position akin to
his master's. 7 The’picture here is of 2’ bright, young student who.

at first revolts against his teacher only td*conclude, later in life,

. e ! B ’ %,
that‘the old master had something wbrthiwhile to say after alf.

Zucher has reached the conclusion that it was Theophrastus_
rather than Aristotle who wrote most of the corbus. 8 It seems that

Zucher sees Aristotle as a student of Plato and a Platonist, whereas
. rmiian -——-":?“""“"‘ - EN
he sees Theophrastus as a scientist with a’'strong curiosity about

H
€

natural things., Tradition ha g' it that [I‘heophra stus succeeded Aris-

totle as the head of the Lyc;aum. It was quite likely, according to

. Zucher, that he added his scientific investigations to Aristotle's
N By ’r‘ ‘.
more Platonic visions.. The prima facie inconsistencies in the text -
\ ”

W

»

A
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are explained by the claim that the corpus is a. mixture of statements-

from both a scientist .(Theophrastus) and a mystical Platonist
(Aristotle). 9 )
“_#-; ) . - ; L]

" Grayeff advances.a more extreme accou\xlt, which may be

R e S fe s e A TN

seen as a logical development of Zucher's view. Grayeff claims

that "many generations of scholars have proved that the Corpus Aris-
\ \ —_—

P TP T AT VARER e it

totelicum’ contains a great deal that is obviously not the work of .
Aristotle, but,. as has been variéusly suggested, the work of Theo-
phrastus, Eud;amus or of other' peripétetics."lo Accepting this and
the legend concerning the loss of the corpus for three centuries, 1

Grayeff concludes, "What has com® to us as the Corpus Aristoteli-
. .

v»weum'—is-;-'-in-fa'ct',“.'.—.’fh”é“Cprirs*Peripatetic%m—orftﬁ'e’S’éﬁool Library

-

of Peripatos. For contradictions, critical objections, discussions,

.differing viewpoints and varying standards are found in the corpus

“to a degree that seems impossible to attribute any par@t, i.e.

?

‘any part of some lengih,' to one individual author. vl More specifi-
cally Grayeff claims that ""there may not be a single 'éhapter in the

‘corpus which, as it stands, now, is purely Aristotelian, It is not

QIS oy B

\ .
improbable that the whol€ corpus passed through the hands of two or

three successors and, in some cases, more than three, who am-

o YR NI AN IS

. L _ .
plified, criticized, explained and defended the text that was the basis"

of their own work. nwl3 .

ET T SO ek

This view is quite at odds with Jaeger's original conclu;ion.

[

If we accept Grayeff's interpretation of the .corpus, vy"en/g:an no longer




look to the corpus as evidence for Aristotle's intellectual develop-
ment simply because we cannot be sure who wrote it.

There are a number of Aristotelian commentators who

<

- r

would wish to reject or severély limit the genetic approaél:l. Grene,
for example, argues that the evidence surrounding the ahthorship of

the'corpus is so meager as to allow "no external control™ 4 of in-

g;‘
£
4
:
:
Z
%

terpretation., Barker agrees saying, '"The fact is that the use of the

" genetic method is vitiated by subjectivity. The inquirer Yho uses it

o
RTENR T EA ¥

sbecomes the prey of his own interpretation of Aristotle; and he gives

or withholds chronological priority--in other words he makes this

e

SR

: ' an early stratum, and that a later--one the grounds of his own inner

feelings about the 'early'.and the 'late' Aristotle. 5 \

Grene gives the phi‘losopher the following advice on how to

ats

‘fruitfully approach the corpus:

True, even the greatest philosopher may contradict himself;
and where he does so, we may well suppose, as a working
hypothesis, that he has changed his mind. But there must be
- some coherence, some unity rich enough to be meaningful and
illuminating, in some one stage of his thought, if he is to come,
.through to ‘us as a great philosopher at all.... Critical.analysis
is essential to history, but it should be criticism subordinate to
an aim that is essentially anti-critical: i.e. the imaginative
projection of the historian into the situation of Ris subject, his
sympathetic identifigation with him. While remaining our-.
£ selves, with our twentieth-century standards and beliefs we
must, if we would understand dead philosopher, iyet put our=~
. K selves intellectually in some sense in his place; and this we
: cannot do if our principle attention is directed to denying rather
. than asserting his identity. It is logically possible, though, I )
Y . should think, highly improbable, that there is no unified Aris- 1 ¢
" fotle, but we should not let ourselves be led into the byways ‘
of geneticism until we have made a serious eft’o:{t to d1scover
him if he does $xxst 16 .

1 . " ' N ' .. . .




A e A A T AT AN W

-\

AN

Grene's position is not an unreasonable one. Some classi-

-

cal scholars speak against the unity of authorship of the corpus.

\
Very many more (including the historical tradition from-the ancient

world on) speak in favor of such a unity of authorship. In light of
this state of affairs, it does not seem to be unreasonable to approach
the corpus as if it were the work of a single authc?r, or jaccept the
unity of authorship as a heuristic device. Of courseé,-such a device

\ .

\ N
is not at odds with the genetic method, as such, but only with a par-

ticular conclusion reached by that method.

Dloyd cautions against too guick g.n~d frequent uses of the -

genetic rnethqdf

Moreover tl\ ere is no compelling reason to assign two passages
to two different periods of Aristotle's thought uriless the doc-
trines they contain are strictly incompatibte and that is very
rarely the case. Often two theories that seem at first sight
contradictory can be reconciled with one another when due
allowances are made for the different points of view from _
which a complex problem may be tackled, To mention one
example; Nuyens suggested that those passages that reféer to
the heart as the seat of certain vital functions representa
different stage in the development of Aristotle's psychology
from the doctrine of the soul as "“the first actua=11ty...of the na -
tural, organic*body.' But here, as other scholars such as
Black and Hardie have shown, there is no gdod reason why
Aristotle could ndt bave held both doctdines simultaneously, and
there are passages in the psychological treatises that strongly
suggest that he did so, which would indicate that whatever we
may think of the relatmnshlp between the two doctrines in
question, Aristotle himlself was unaware of any incompatibility
# between them, .

Grene is evern more strongly against the'employment of the

geneti;: app.roac_:h. She says, '"Meanwhile, let us at least-hold in
' ' : B s e
abeyance the“genetic solution, which is philosophically a counsel of

é
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despair, until or unless we find that all else fails."]L8 One of the

-,

reasons for her rather strong conclusion is her perception of what
. d

.

she takes to be a serious mistake on the part of Jaeger. She claims
S

.

- - *.
that Jaeger's mistake was a philosophical one. He, all too sim-

plistically, assumed that one cannot be 2 scientist and a metaphysi-

can. This is gn assumption based on alate nineteenth century and

-~ sy % s N AT . mT rm:-\ymuw-wm..v,u Vs A L SNERPE BV s TRty
. o

early twentieth century view of science rather than an Aristotelian -

view. According to Grene, faeger paid too little attention to Aris- '

totle's philosophy. She feels that it is philosophical criticism

P

rather than thet-of classical _schola‘rship“which is mpst needed to

get a clear picture of Aristotle. 19 Lloyd agrees that philosophical

~

analysis is most needed to understand the corpus. He points out
. N w’

that *the factors which we must consider are not the relative chrono-
logy of the treatises in different interrelations of different aspects
- of his (Aristotlé's) thought, The question is a philosophical one °

?
which would remain open even if we had the relative and absolute

‘s . iy 2
dates of composition of his various works, ** 0

’ Certainly, the position recommended by Grene and Lloyd

has its advantage, Few serious students of Aristotle would wish to

resolve all prima facie conflicts in the corpus by a quick appeal to

¢

the genetic-account. It is much more desirable to stimulate one's

£

s
)

-

philosophical imagination by an attempt to reconcile apparently con-

N G ) Y N
flicting texts by a deeper understanding of the doctrines involved.

However, we must point out certain dangers which might accom-

1 v .
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pan}; this approach. First, it is not likely that all apparent contra-

»

dictions in the corpus can be resolved by a correct understanding
. - “ -

of the doctrines involved, There are some conflicts.which do drive

one to the "counsel of despair." An attempt to find in the corpus

a completely consistent system of philosophy can lead to % falsifi-
cation of Aristotle's thought. Furthermore, it is true that the

i n b agae et wA

genetic account does allow for various conclusions. Yet, so does
the account that finds in the corpus a consistent system of philosophy.
One can recall, for example, the different conclusions reached by

Aquinas and Averroes. With a work as old as the corpus, one can-

not expect a great deal of hard, ex;ernal evidence., In light‘of the
scarcity of evidence, 'the"student of Wristotle needs all the tools he
can get to help him reach an understanding of the manys complex
doc.trines found in the corpus. If used with caution, the genetic ‘
account can be a valuable tool., 1Is it \b-ett‘er or wprse, when no -

other evigi'ence is available, to assign contradictory texts to different

i

/ .

times or to-say, with Llo%d, that "whatever we may think of the
- .

relationship between the two doctrines in question, Arjstotle,’

3
himself, was unaware of any incompatibil_ity between them''? u .

* Many conflicts in the corpus arise over leey\'\ssues ‘such as the,
»

problem of universals or the possibility of the science of meta-
g

ﬁphysics. To say that Aristotle was unaware of incoméatibilities
“ “ . "‘$

here would certainly do more to destroy his reputation as a great-

! s
philosopher than most conclusions reached by the defenders of the
= - - '
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genetic account, .

-~

We will, therefore, treat the corgds as if it were the work '

-of Aristotlezz-an'd we will, at times, have‘ recourse to the genetic

interpret"a’ti'oﬁ. However, where th%re.is a real'possibility of an- .
”t . ‘

one taken frorjn a previous philosopher_or common belief, that we
will point out a probable genetic solution. This is not.to say that all

the opinions of previous philosophers and of co}pmon belief are -

rejected by Aristotle. Some he repeats, accepts and incorporates

- .

into his own position but others he repeats only to later reject. It

is, of course, the latter which we refer to above. We can only .- ¢

! . ?

e
L
5 i o

trine of the U4

hope that our discussion will shed some additional light on the doc-

ninoved Mover and some rel ated c_onc'epts;_

’ . ’ ).‘g...
SNt




Footnotes

’

v 1Natorp had earher rejected the idea of a umfled system in
the corpus because.of-a problem within the Metaphysics. He did not,
however, advance the genetic account. See J. Owens, The Doctrine '
of Being, p. 15.

2

Vol. XdI of the Oxford translation,

3Jaeger. Aristotle, p. 354. It should be noted that Jaeger
also finds a parallel development within the Aristotelian dialogues.
On this point see Jaeger, Aristotle, pp. 24-38,

4Randall, Aristotle, p. 29.
5Jaeger, Aristotlé, p. 354.
- 6Sir David .Ross, '"The Development of Aristotle's Thought; n
Aristotl® and Plato in the Mid-Fourthi~Century, ed. I. Diring and

G.E; L, Owen (Goteborg. Elanders Boktrycken Aktiebolog, 1960),
p. 14.

s

7Foi' a discussion of Difring see C. J. DeVogel, '"The
Legend of the Platonizing Aristotle, © Ar1stot1e and Plato in the
M1d Fourth Century, p. 255., - M

8For a discussion of Zucher 's view see Maz‘;o!ne Grene,
A Portrait of Aristotle (Clncago‘ Umvermty of Chicago Press, 1964),
p. 28. ‘ -

<

-

.AgGr_ene, p. 28,

A0Ferix Grayeff, "'I'he Problem of Aristotle's Text, "
'Phronesw, (1956), 105-122, ‘_ ¢

Uibid,, pp. 105-106.
1215, ,~7 118,

131bid,, p.. 119.

°

‘ &
14Grene, p. 28.
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15E:r:nest Bé.r.ker 'trans. , The Politics 6f Aristotle: Trans-
lated with an Introductmn, Notes and Appendlxes (New York Oxford

Un1vers1ty Press, 1962), p. xlii.” : S,
16 \ o
Grene, A Portrait ofArlstotle, PP. 29 30.
‘""& - o

17G E. R, Lloyd Arlstotle. The Growth and Structure
of His Thought (Carnbndge. The Un1ver51ty Press, 1968), pp. 24-25.

-~ Con

Grene, A Portrait ofAris'totle, p. 37.

191bid., p. 31.
O11oyd, p. 26.
2ly10vd, p. 25.

22See J. Owens The Doctrine of Being, pp. 29-30’.' He feels
that ancient editors did add "'superficial connecting links'" between
thé books of the Metaphysics.
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Chapter II

Eguivocity

°
- .

Aristotle introduces us to equivocity in his Metaphysics by
telling us that "the unqualified term 'being' has several meanings of

-

which one was seen to be the accidental, and another the true {'non-

4

being' being the false), while besides these there are the figures of

6

' predic‘ation (e.g. the 'what,' quality, quantity, place, time, and any

similar meanings which 'being' may have), and again besides all

¥

these there is that which 'is' potentially or actually. nl The equivo-

city of "being'' is of utmost importance sincé Aristetle believes that

. ;qetaphys,ics or é@rst philosophy is the science of being qua being. 2
1 M . ’
Aristotle adds a qual‘i{iéétion to, this observation of tixe eqhivo;::xty of
"being" saying, "There are many senses in which a thing may ‘be s;i/d
to 'be,! '!aut_ all that 'Jis,' J:.s related to one central point;:ox}e definite
kind of thing, ‘and is .not.‘)sai'd to 'be! by a-mere aml‘a,iguity..”3 "Be.ing”

is equivocél but not completely §o. There is a connection between =

o . .
.its various senses. - All are related to some central point which is

a kind of being. This kind of being is substance: ''So, too, there are

. i \
many 'senses in which a thing may be said to be, but all refer to one

’ S -

starting point; some things are said to be because they are substances, ot

Gy
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others because they are affections of substances, others because

v

they are a process towards substance, or destructions or privations

-
pu—

or qualities of'substa.nc'e, or prodir&tive or generative qf substance, '
or of things V{hich are relative to subst.ance, or negations of one of
these things or of substance itself. n -
Aristotle cons‘istent.ly refuses to oversimplify philosophical
matters. In this case rather than éfipulate that only one sense of
""being'' is correct, he openly admits the equivocity of "'being." He
does not tell us where he discovered his list of these senses but we
may assume that he got it ffom ordinary discourse and /the philo -
sophical discussions 01; previous philosophers. Aristotle's method

inclides examining the opinions of previous thinkers before launch-

H
\

ing into his own account. 5 Obviously, he presex“'ﬁts his account be-
- 1 E ,

| . ,
cause he feels the previous thinkers have missed the mark some-

" whére usually because they failed to see the full cof,nplexity of the

object of stud¥. 6 In any event, we see that this equivocity of ''being"

is such that all senses of "being_'i relate back to"a primary sense
which is "substance.' This sort of equivocity where several

N . & .
secondary senses.relate to a primary sense is today called pros hen

equivoci.ty7 or focal meaning.-8 ‘ —

S~

‘g"ﬁu

Aristotle z:ecognize.s more types of equivocity than complete
) |
equivocity and B\ros hen equivocity. He clearly points-out that the
fallacy of amphiboly (as well as other falla'éies)9 may occur be-

.cause of synta:::tiqal ambiguity which he describes as 'words that

14
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~concrete individual are secondary senses.

°

have a simple sensée taken alone have more than one meaning in com-

bination. n10 One example is, 'I wish that you the enémy may cap-

f’:ure. nll

o

- se s = . . -
For our purposes it is equivocation on single terms such as
""being'' or ""substance' which is of interest. Besides complete equi-=

vocity and pros hen equivocity on single terms Aristotle mentions

a third kind. In Book Llambda, while again discussing the science

of being qua being, Aristotle says, '"The causes and the principles of

different things aré in a sense different, but in a sense, if one

. . . 2
speaks universally and an*alogicallyéthe)g are the same for all."1 .

Thus we find that, when single terms are concerned, equivo-

—

cation may be complete or chance13, or pros hen--toward a central

kind of thing--, or by analogy. We,will discuss these types below.

'

Here let us again notice that because Aristotle refuses to qvér-

simplify, he is led to recognize the equivocity of some of the key
- i

terms of his metaphysics, especially "being." We must also point L ~

‘out that equivocity is a very important topic in our discussion of the

5

Neoplatonic and naturalistic interpretation of Aristotle's metaphysics.

Let us briefly consider some examples of these interpretations:

.o K
1. J. Owens feels that '"substance' is equivocal and inten-

-

‘tionally so. It isa pros hen equivocal. In considering any material

substance, J. Owens claims that we have a pros hen equivocal series.

-~ . -

Form is the primary sense of ''substance, ' whéreas matter and the .y

AY

Since first philosophy .
N &




is the science of being qua bein&and substance is the primar);'in-

L1

R . . .
stance and sense of being, and form is the primary instance and

- -

sense of substance, it follows that first philosophy isyaé science

&

NP

of form. J. O'wens feels that there is also a pros hen equivocal
series amohg different kinds of substances. Those substances which . et
’ are pure form without matter are tlf;;é/primary instance of substance

- and being. Thus, first philosophy is .essentia.l-ly the science of im- -

L an ey AR IR RO R

material beings, if there are any. Such beings are described by

e

Lk

Aristotle as <;livine15 and so, first philosophy is theology.'l(’

One may admit that "substance'' seems to be used equivo-

cally and yet claim that the tetm is used, however-indirectly, to
- ) ‘ .
. designdte one nature, For example, in considering J. Owens' pgsi-

™ tion, one may raise serious doubts as to whether "substance' is con- "
- -t
sidered to be equivocal in spite of J. Owens' affirmation that it is.

Loy

- He says, ". MIn pros hen equivocals, the one definite nature can be

seen according to various ways in all the secondary instances. n X7

. “

And, if we might repeat another passage from J. Owens, '"When sen-

v

pe

sible things... are called B"e'in.g, it is not their-own nature,, but the

yoin

S

nature of the separate Entities which is prin}ari]:y designated.... ni8 ' ;e

-

- 2. Merlan, whose position is similar té that-of J .“Owens,
. hose p

LS

is more explicit. He seems to feel that all beings are synonymé - B

A e,
N

3% T Sy A

(using "synonym'' and "homonym,'" to refer to beings as well as

terms‘), although he does see a probl'e::m: "It is very difficult to see . 1 :

-

——

how 'to be' can be applied to the sensible and the super;senéible with-

- - . LRI
» .




out becoming a homonym. w19, This difficulty does not prevent Mer-

lan from thinking that ""being'' designates %nly one nature: ''Suppose

-

" everything were ultimately to consist of hydrogen and oxygen and

the 'first' combination of hydrogen and okygen were water, then

"
-

the study of water would imply the study of hydrogen and oxygen and

thus be a study of hydrogen and oxygen in general or of these two

as common to all things. Water science would be the first sci‘énce,

therefore general science_,"?‘o The first instance of a nature is

,
gy w’g‘; FOTAY e AN AR P AT W VR et :mwmmmv'm:;;' " Sy
:

"more powerful, <':1ear, undilui:ed.”?‘1 It is because-of this clear-

ness that the study of the first instance is, in a sense, the study of

all the rest. Itis the same nature which is being studied in all

cases but it is présent not only more clearly but also to a higher

“ - .

degree in the first instance. Merlan is as explicit as we could wish:

- -
A

""But for a Platonist there are. degrees of being;' some thingé parti- -
cipate in being more than others. Therefore, being can be.studied
-t . . . . -3
better wg.?th some things, less'well with others. This is precisely
EY

Aristotle's viewpoint in Met. G and E,I. n22 Ag one would expect,

this interpretation leads to the contlusion that Aristotle was a Neo- T

K
platonist. 2%

. ) P i
“Rorty, we think,. interprets J: Owens (and Merlan) correctly
) -r . . ’ - '
when he says, "In the Owens scheme, we have to say thatiwe do not
il

really understand what a horse is unless we understand what God is,

" and we also have to make sense of a form which is the form of no

o |
matter and of an actuality which is the actualization of no potential. -
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3. Randall, representing the naturalistic interpretation,ad-
mits an equivocation in talk referring both to the divine and to ma-

* terial substances. He seems to feel that this equivocation is "sheer"

- 3

or complete: -

It (the Unmoved Mover) is not even the eternal "sustainer" of the
world, in the Neoplatonic sense: for to A{istotle,, the world
does not need to be sustained, it needs rather to be explained
and understood. The Unmoved Mover exercises no providence,
it has no "will'' and no "purpose.' Itis not "intelligent" as

man has the power of intelligence; it does not ''think, ' as man &
can be said to think at times. It can be called nous or intellect
only in the sense in which Spinoza's Order of Nature or Sub-
stance can be said to be 'intellect.'' And Aristotle could even.
say, with Spinoza- -with some exaggeration in both cases--that
there is no moéore in common between this Cosmic Nous and hu-
man nous than there is between the Dog, the constellation in the
Heavens and the dog, the animal that barks. It is an intelligible
structure or order, a principle of intelligibilityx Hence Avicen-
na, Maimonides, Thomas Aquinas and the xest, in identifying '
the Unmoved Mover of Aristotle with the '""God" of the religious
tradition, were, like all rational or natural theologions, in-=
" dulging in double talk, ‘The, technical theological term is, they
were speaking not univocallygbut ""equivocally'" - -they were equi-
vocating. :

1

-

Much of what Randall says about the Unmoved Mover is con-

, \
troversial. More generally, it would seem that, for Randall, all

terms in Aristotelian metaphysics which are used to describe,the

Unmoved Mover as well as material .substances are used equivocally.

This is not ':as obvious as Randall leads us to believe. Further,

o

Randall suggests that there is only one type of equivocation: com-
. plete equivocation or '"double talk", This is to oversimplify a com-
plex issue. Even if it were so, why did ‘Aristotle, himself, .énga.ge

L
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in such double talk (we assume Avicenpna and company were confused

- by religic;n)? Perhaps Randall would admit.some intentional con-

-

VN vy i ST

nection between the. equivocal uses of the same term: If so, perhaps

(oY

he, like Santayana, 26 would see the Unmoved Mover as a secondary
instance of being, Santayana finds the Unmoved Mover to be an
epiphenomenon. Randall, above, calls it a structure or order and

27 An intel-

. L .
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elsewhere refers to it &8 "a purely; intellectual ideal. "

7 .

GG

lectual ideal.-Would seem to be an accident of the human soul. Of

> He

4

course, knowledge in the huz;nan soul could correspond to an. actually

TR

existing object of that }cnowlédge. As we said in our introduction,

we do not think this is Randall's point., First, he talks pf a

"purely intellectual ideal.' Second, he icientifi.es the Unmoved
.Mo*ver with order in the cosmos. We cioqbt, that Randall would
wish to 2say that Ari's%:c;'t-le l')elie'ved that the order of the material
‘cosmos (which is marked by poténcyl) is anf%ample of pure act;:xality.
We shall advance further argurr-).en‘t% .a‘.gainst Randall in our chap- |
ter on substance. ’
4, Leéher, who s;enis to be ne:it.her in the naturalistic nor
Neoplatonic camp; gleni'esw,that there are different senses of “sub:-
stance" in."Ari;totle. 28 .Les-he-r c'lair.ns that ”subs_tanée” I;leéne; only
the species-form which is u'.niversal and so »char'ges,Aristotie with
being ca.ught 1n adilemma: ‘ either Aristotle is _incgnslgtent ifi -claim- "1

ing that the Platonic universals cannot be substances while allowing

his universal species-form to be substance or he offers us an un-

N
oy
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argued for alternative to Platonism in that he considers the species-

29 -

‘form as existing as a non-universal.
It should be clear that a discussion of equivocity is impor-
tant pri@%ily bet?ause Ar@_stotle, himself, cizara.c':terizes equivocity
a:s important to .his m‘etap};ysics\ fvhich he identifies with theology.
lSecondarily, the doctrine éff equivocity is important becausg the ways

that commentators understand and apply this doctrine lead to vary-

.

ing interpret;a\tions of Aristotle's metaphysics in general and his

ddctrine of the Unmoved Mover in particular (if, indeed, they are «

~ .

two different studies). Let us now turn to an examination of the

“Aristotelian study of equivocit}; .

Types of Equivocation

k-4

either chance or inten-

For Aristotle, equivocation can be
. : 2

M
>

? st

. 0 , . . . ’ N '
tional. 3 Chance equivocation occurs when the two or more mean-
. M [ . . , '

ings of the term or statement in question a.re\ logically unrelated.

~

Perhaps a good example is ".r.oo't“‘ which may refer to a mathematfical

item or a part of a trée. It is not neces sary that one know either

Y

meaning to grasp the other. Sometimes chance equivocation is’

.

called sheer or complete equivocation or just equivocation by both

. ™~ .
Aristotle and some commentators. If we mean chance equivocation
we shall qualify ‘it with the adjectiv‘e. : With systematié equivocatidn,‘ .
there is-some logical connection between thé plurality of meanings

of the term .or state'mpnt in question, .

.
.

s

-

4y

- .

.
-
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We have said that equivocation on single terms is important
for our purpose. If a term designates an essence, it must designate

only one essence uniformly throughout an argunient if it is.to be -

’
s

. . S aw .
considered univocal. Words which designate more than one essence

-

are equivocal and, fdllowing Ac}cﬁill's trahslationﬁof the Categories,

.~
»

31

the beings so designated are homonyms. In considering these .

/

essence, Leszl warns, "F&T it is not single criteria, but sets of

criteria that must be compared. If we have two sets, which are
[ .

different qua sets, we have straightforward hornonymy independently

of whether some of these criteria (properties) coincide or not.

Otherwise, f:alling an ox 'a man' would not be sheer equivocity (as
it certainly is), since they are both animals, and thus s;la.re sorr;e
essential pro‘p'e‘rties. “:;’2‘ We should also”point out that equivocity,
in itself, ivs not something fallacious. It:is only when one is unaware
of which meaning is in-use or of a shift in meaning that a fallacy may

» - '

occur. ’ =

It would appear that Arjstotlé believed that an equivocal

- term had a specific number of meanings and that the philosopher

should "render their definitions. "3 To help with this task he points
-
to many criteria for determining whethdr a term is used equivocally

or not. 34 . ) ’

* -
PARS

Analogy and Metaphor N

There are references to two major types of intentional equi-

e
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0

vocity: the first is analogy &nd the second is focal meaning dr pros

hen equivocity. It is the former which we will discuss first. Aris-

#

. A . . .
totle°finds analogy to be different from straightforward univocity.

~ .
L] »

-He asks, ''Are the goods one, then by being derived from one good or

by all contz"ibuting to one good or are they rather one by analogy ?’“.35

Analogy can yield' knowledge, even scientific knowledge:
J/'The underlying nature is an-object of scientific knowledge, by an
analoéy. - For as the bronze is to the statue, the Wood to the bed, or

the matter and the formless before receiving form to any thing which

-

has form, sois the underlying nature to substance, i.e. the 'this'

or existent."3® Analogy does give some sort of universal know-

1edge37 but it is different from knowledge of things with the same .

L

LN 38 '
species or génus,

It may very well be that Aristotle's notiofi-of analogy was

originally drawn from mathematics. 39 In any event, analogy involves
—-— ‘

four terms and shows that a similar relatioﬁshi:p or function which

exists between the first and second also exists bétween the third and .
B % - . "
fourth.40 Aristotle gives an example: "Cert‘ainly as sight is in the
- ) 41
body, so reason is in the soul, and so on in other cases.' Such

.

analogies'are transcategorical': ".‘For in each category of being an

analogous term is found:-as the straight is in length, so is the level

’

-

in surface, perhaps the odd in number, and the white in color. 4%

This type of analogy seems to be what the medievals called the

L

"analogy of pro ofti'onalit&.“43 Several other features of Aris-
3y oi prop

w*r




.

toteliau analogy ought to be pointed out here. Ina successful an-
alogy there is usually an ee«‘.sterfsol'ogic;al dependence of one term on

the other three. However, this does not necessitate that the defini-
- - . o - -
tion of the fourth term include that of any or all of the other three.

-

If it was necessary that the definition of the fourth term included. - ;

that of the third, we would say that the third term was logically prior
\ - - - ..
to the fourth (thus epistemological priority an_& logical priority are

'

L vamamw et RO YRIYT M 4 d SRR

A

distinct). Nor can we say that analogy requires ontological de-
. . .
pendency, i.e., we cannot necessarily-say that the fourth term

depends for existence on the othérﬂthree. Cc’;lpr.oz\' number does

not seem to be ontologfcall_y aependent on length., Such de‘pe(ndency

R I o ]

is not explicitly -excluded. “ 1t is simply not essential to this type
i1 ) o I i 1
-of analogy. | . .

g v Boaka b e

T

We do not always describe an analogy explicity. We may, «
more often, have recourse to metaphor based on a.nalogy 45 For

example, we may say that Achilles is a lion rather than describing

the analogy. .

o

How is one to iptei'p'ret Aristotle's doctrine of analogy?

Leszl'lists fo.ur'possibl.e interpretations but it qeems to us that

Fl

only two are plausible enough to warrant serious dlscus sion:

1. Synonymye-~it is really e same nature which is des1g-
nated by both the metaphoncal and r\i n- metaphoncal usesﬂof a

term. This account reduces analogy tg some kmd of un1voc1ty A.

<

term us_ed metapho._rica.lly (with an analogy as the basis for the
) ;




-
P,

‘-'s.__.' N -
metaphor) designates 'one nature -even if it does sé.indirectly.
3 . )

2. Homonymy- -the metaphori¢al and non-metaphorical

- .
uses of a term designate different natures and thé term is truly
N )

ST TR 1

equivocal; The equivocation is intentional and not the chdnce variety.

ACYL ! SN

account holds that analogous or, more properly,

. The synonomy
- .

PRV AEPrF T,

metaphorical uses of a term are possible because, at Bottom, it is

. -

ot

apny

one common nature which is designated by all uses of the term.-

The secondary or deviant uses designate this common nature in-

directly. Analogy is reduced to univo\city. An obvious question

which arises is, if this is true, why speak of analogy at all? A-

defender of this account might reply that it is the indirectness of the

%

designation in  analogous metaphor which diffe?gntiates it from pure

univocity. So, when we say that-the big cat of Africa is a lion and

that Achilles is a lion, we are designating. the datuge of the cat in

A -

- _ both cases, though indirectly-in the latter.

L _Perhaps this position could be fortified by stressing,the
functional element of Aristotle's thougﬁt.46 "Often in Aristotelian

metaphysic's, one discovers nature t'hrqugh function, or more simp-
~ -
ly, W}gat a thing is by how it acts. 47 One might claim that.things

which have identical functions have the ‘same ‘nature. Leszel ob-

’ . RN
jects. '"Certainly we can admit a univocal use of such words by de¥

.
s

* fining them exclusively in terrﬁs of that identical function of things;

but in this case the logical dis¢repancy between the primary and
secondary or transferréd uses of the word is lost, and thus there is

-~
° . PP .
. . -
- . 4 .

L.
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- two dlfférent senses. Nor would Aristotle accept the fact that

La
’m\‘w
. - i

no analogy, But.pure and'simple Tnivocity."

. - O -

Let us consider whether Leszel's objection is correqt.' I

we call Elsa ’@he famous lion o‘f Born Free) a lion and Achilles a
”f. g T - ~

'l'ion,‘ are we designating the same nature in both cases? If so, ‘what

is_theunature designated? In the case of Elsa we designate the big '
. N . L 3 ' «

cat of Africa but in Achilles case we mean '""courageous creature"

. L%

-

or t% like. Achilles is called a lion in non-technical language be-

cause courage 1s,(mlsta.kenly, according to Aristotle) taken to be an

. -

esse;‘tlal character1st1c of the lion. Clearly, then the two uses have

‘l
.

T RO .

"couragjé"oqé‘”'c—;eature” is designated by both uses because he would

e f - o ot -
3 ~ - A =

deny- th‘;.t the animal could really possess the virtue of courage. 49

. -
- -

The defender of synonomy might reply that our partlcular example is.

Voo S

faulty becausé of the d1scr%ancy between the rather popular view of

< .

the lion anH courage, and Anatdtle 8 rather techmcal ethical view.
-

PR —

- 3 B

The defender of synonomy might wish us tWider a fishis fin ana -
a canoe paddle. Here,- he;;;might argue, that,if we call a paddle a -

. 3’ ?
3
S

Ufin, ' in ﬂgp case and in the Sase of the flsh's fin we are des1gnat1ng

sofmething which is used to pfope‘l one throug/I}WQter: Both' uses
designate the same nature--somethix;g’ which can be used fo propel

o . R

one through water. This .de'fense is rather strained. At best it

- : N . “

show§ that the Mbeings- in question have the same (fé:ii'ly'ultimate)

genus or generic nature. " Néw "I‘t may be 'that {nrhen Aristotle gpeaks )

AN .t . - -
. p 4

-
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‘of the "natigre“ &f__‘a thing, he refers only to the genus.

¢ e ' -

If the de-
fender of synonomy is content with the conclusion that in some meta-

éhorical uses of terms the beings desigx;ated by tthe“primall'y and

transferred uses of the term in question have the same generic

‘e are also content to agree. However, we believe that

.

néture, th

N ~

thé defender-of~ syndnomy woulcf want more than this. He would want

tb say that the various uses of a term de_a?sigrlat'e the same essential

*

nature. The essential nature is given in a real definition and must

t
contain not only the genus but the (specific) differentia. 51 ‘So our

defender would probabl}'r be committed to the claim Fh‘a.t the things

~

{ » . :
desig;/nated by the primary and metaphorical uses of a term were one
2

.

in species. There seems to be no ‘evidence in favor of this claim, -

If we turn to Aristotle's texts we find clear evidence against
{

-

"Yet a further method of selection is by an-

- the synonomy account:.

v

~

- - - Ed
alogy: for we cannot find a single identical name to give.a_.squid's’ . |
. s b %
- . pounce, a fish's spine, and an animal's bone, although these too :

[ 2 N . o . ) ~ -
N .

N

possess common properties as if there were a single osseous na-
. hd 0}

: l ture. n52 P

Two points deserve nﬁention:
i. Altho,ugh weo have an analogy betWeen threé kin“da of Bb'ingé, - 7 . .

we have no 11ngu18t1c device (metaphor) for naming 1\J/1n"'th1s case. . &

\ : - o

3o . 2. More 1mportant1y, it is "as if'' { (hosper) these bemgs had

~

Rrg el

=5 : .

A

ST

2 e .+t e

one nature. This clearly imphes theg do not.

2 &

means only "specific nature’ here, it is sufficiently damagmg to the
. - g 2 3 :

.

W

by S oot £ ¢

synonomy account as we have argued immediately above.
. . 5!‘ N LN "

P
]

Even if Anstotle

5

,mp,x,-!’w ‘_v, ‘-5(1,., _N\,N 2. g i -

(L

R s

TR T g ANy

T



s o e P N TIPTRANI AE R ”ﬂ“‘”“ﬁﬁw&ﬁf@?ﬂb“mmwm
N "

.
¢

~

D

..

\
47

There is more,, equally damaging, evidence against the
synonymy account. Aristotle explains th,af things may be '"nearly

related either generically or analogically, with 'the result that they

~

153

seem not to be equivocal (homonymiai) though they really are.

In speaking of metaphors, Aristotle tells us that they are "trans-

~

ferred from their proper sphere. nd4’ Again in the Metaphysics,
s . @
r-4
Aristotle speaks of analogy as a kind of equivocation: "...We may

neglect the potencies that apéﬁ;so called by an equivocation. For

- some are called so by analogy. " . 135

The case againsut the synonymy and for the‘_hqn.'xonymy ac-
4

count wo%d seem to be well supported. However, we do find
~d .
ap_parent;‘Eextual support for account number one: '"A 'potency' or =

-

~ . . )
‘power! In geometry is so' called by a change in meaning. These
senses of 'capable, ' or 'possible! involve no reference to potency.

. But the: senses which involve a reference to potency all refer to the

T 56

primary kind of potency...."”" It is not at all clear that Aristotle

4
o

is speaking of analogy here. Also he seems to claim that the senses

B -

of "possible," etc. in geometry "involve no reference to potency."

. T . ‘
Those senses which co;%taih some reference to a primary sense would

i

seem to involve focal meaning rather than analogy.(as we shall sée

v

in oir discusdion of the former) 'and Aristotle explicity tells us that
"power" in geometry is so-called because of an. analogy. 57

N .

N ;ﬁ should be clear that the synonymy account is a very im-

. . ) . : . ’ ’

iirobable ini:erpreﬁi:ibn of Aristotelian analogy, or more.precisely,
o - ; S 4
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analogous metaphor. The evidence rather lends support to the

-

homonymy account. Leszl states this position clearly: ''The state-

ment 'Achilles is a lion' is false, when taken‘litera.lly. But it is

true, when taken non-literally. Since we assume that there is no . '

change in that to which it applies, the only explanation of this ‘
change in truth-value (i. e.jof the fact that the statement is true in- -

stead of being false) is that there is change in meaning. 'Achilles!’

and 'is' are clearly used in the same sense; it is 'lion, ' then, which
c 5 L

is not used so, but is equivocal."

We think that enough evidence has been presented to block

any attempt to establish a monistic, Neoplatonic interpretation of

Aristotle's metaphysics based on a éynonymous account of Aristo-
telian analogy. Usually, such an attempt is not primarfly made at

the level of analﬁé;. Nogales offers us a typical example of the Neo-

-

platonic use of analogy when he says tha.s as accidents are to sub-

-
stance,

. . - 3
so sensible sl':.bstances.are to the divinity. However, the
. "

—

latter relation is clai'rké@to iae. based on fgcal meaflizg. 59 rOf cc;ﬁrse,'
Nogales il'as not used a metaphor but has directly described ‘what he
takes to be an aﬂalogy between accidents and s;xbsta;.nce and between ‘ ¢
seﬁgible substances and thé Unmoved Mover. The-;:laim that there

is such an analogy must be justified. Since it is based, to a large

°

. A ) . . ; RN
d;gree,.on focal meaning we must turn to a consideration of this

»

-

conc gpt’:
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Focal Meaning .

%
As we have seen focal meaning is called "pros he® equivo-

cation' by J. Owens. Some refer to it as "'analogy of attribution.“ég'"

- .

We have used both the terms '"focal meaning" and ''pros hen equivo-

cation' and will continue to do so. However, in using the latter

- -

designation we do not wish to beg the question regarding the inter-

: s . » ’ N E i
pretation of this device. . . -

- .
- Although there are several interpretations of focal meaning, ,
’

most’ commentators seem to accept certain pointS¥about focal meaning
L L
no matter what interpretation they accept.

he -

A.) Focal meaning is somewhat different from ordinary

¢ , .

'synonymy or univocity., The reason is clear. " If we take synonymy
6 N
as it is described in the Categories, ;1 we find it impossible to apply

to cases of focal meaning. For example, if "healthy" is applied both

<

? * ’ A
to a man and the sun, we could not very well say that the definitionss

(in terms .of genus and species) of a man and the sun were the same, 62

»

Hov;ever, this should not be taken to rule cut all possibility of the

synonymy account, Other groung: are offered in defense of this ac-

v

count, as we shall see.

B.) Fodal meaning is systematic and not chance equivocation. .
] g

We emphasize tha‘t this type of systematic équivocation may be ir;éer-

preted in different wdys. o ,
. -

. —\ -
C. There is certainly a logical connection between the pri-

mary and secondary uses of a term in that the secondary are depen-

g -




dent on the primary. 63 : : .

- Let us Gonsider what Aristotle says on the matter. In the
\ o

’ N % - .
Eudemian Ethic&, he tells us that "good, ' "love, " and "friendshig}.

»

bl
are pros hen equivocals. He clearly rules out both ordinary univocity

-

and chance equivocity:- "There must, then, be three kinds of love

not all being so named for one thing or as s%gcies of one genus, nor’

» » -

. cq 64 -
yet having the same name quite by mere accident.” He criticizes

2

" those who insist on only one definition for a term: ''"But because the

universal is primary, they also take the primary to be universal, and

this is an error.® And so they are not able to do justice to all-ob-
- .
served facts about friendships; for since one definition will not suit

;

them al\l, they think there are no other 'friendéhips: but others are

friendships only not similarly so. ub5 We may assume that it is

' . Rasd N . .
some of the Platonists who are being criticized, Aristotle's point
seems to be that a universal in the sense of a common chara{cﬁteris'tic

is held to be primary to those béings which havie the characteristic..
LI > . ’ s

Aristotle'does not spell out what "primary'" means in this context but,

if he is referring to the Pla.gonists, we may assume, that they would

find the universal to be primary logically, ontologically, and epis-

temologically., It-is not our purpose to decideswhether this doc-
L . N o
~.

t¥ine is true of Plato and the Platonistg. Rather, we think that it

!

. -
' is important that Aristotle clearly 'claimsg that their®error is in taking

i N

-
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the primary to be universal. ‘We take him to mean th3t in a prior-

.

posterior series the first'member is not universal or common to

x
all the other members .,66

Y

Wﬁwmmw.

.
Now when one uses a term in pros hen equivocal ways, .there

HERR:

is a prior-posterior series in the sense that one of the uses is pri-

PRI AP

. - . P
mary in some sense to the other uses. Aristotle's own €kample

W

of such a series is friendship. He tells us that there are three
. . -

kinds of friendship: 1.) That based on mutual love of excellence of

the persons involved, 2.) That based on the usefulness of each per-

son to the other, and 3.) That based on the pleasure that each gets A

-~

fifgm the other, ] -

The firsf of these seems to be the primary kind (see n, 65

- -

above) buﬁ_the othex;.g'ma:y also be called friendships.” To deny this 7

is "to do violence to the facts, and makes one assert paradoxes, n67

It is not clear what the paradoxes are. We ‘would speculate that one _ -1
" would inadyertently predicate frhiend‘ship of the latter two relationships

in ordinary discourse, yet deny it when considering the situation from

a Platonic position. Yet, reality is not'_ so simple, It is because .of

the facts tha,t this strict limitation ofi‘t‘erms is incorrect,. A non-

univocal application of a term, if systematic, may point out' some

e ..
L

connéction between beings which may not be seén, if different terms’

-

were used. "Of course,. there is the r% of confusion, but Aristotle

-

‘seems to think it is v.v«orth' the risk, He makes no attempt to change

ord;‘izary usage by inventing, for example, e‘;ubstitutes for "f:ie;d-

’

J
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ship" in the latter two cases.
Aristotle draws attention to the fact that ”fr'ien&ship"_and

"love" are used just as "medical" is--in a pros h& equivocal wax-y;.
He"writ‘es, UFor all the senses of love are related to one which is

primary, just as is the case with the word 'medical, ' and just as we
speak of a medical soul, body, instrument, or act, but properly
the name belongs'to that primarily so calted. The prirhary is that

the.definition of which is implied in the definition of all; e.g. a

medical instrument is one that a medical man would use, bdt the - g

. 68
definition of the instrument is not implied in‘that of medical man."

i .
In this example, it is the medical man which is the primary
instance of being medical and coxis_ equently the primary application

Al . - X
of thé4trm ""medical.'' Aristotle tells us that the definitions of the
- v

secondary instances imply the definition of the primary. So a medi-
cal instrument is an instrumentﬁth'at' a medical man (qua medical

man, we may ass';.ime) would find useful. Notice, however, that™
,, -

>

. there is no indication that the secondary-use designat_e_'; only the pri- '
mary. A ﬁLedical instrument is an instrument which a medical man

A;w_ou‘l‘d find useful. It exists as an instrumient, albeit a medical one.

Although the definitions of the secondary instances imply that of the

firs;t:,it is not identical with the first. If "imply" here means "desig-
- = -. ~ . . . ) )
nate the same nature,'" then thé implication should work also from -

the primary to the secondary but Aristotle tells us.that this is not

et

the case. The type of oversirznpli.fication which assumes only one
-‘\\ LY -

A
b )iy,

.
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. . . 69
nature named for one name‘is '"the death of discussion." - e
The doctrine of fdhcal‘meaning, whatever interpretation we
might give it, comes into play in attefrxpting.fp solve the problem of

whethet or not there can be a science of Beiﬁg qua being. Aristotle,

at one point, denies the possibility. saying, "And then being is not
i ®

one in all we have just mentioned so neither is good; nor is-there one

sCience either of being or of the good. ... Elsewhere he writes, . -

. ! % = - . ’
"There is a :c/ience which investigates being as being and the attri-

-

butes which Belong to this in virtue of its own nature. Now this is

e ~
not the same as any of the bso-ca.lled special sciences; for none of

these treats universally of being as being.”n

. ‘I;here is, «of course, a prima facie conflict ‘l?et\yeen the two
texf‘:s.“ J. Ovyens f’eels .tha.t syStematic ‘equivocation is .nev'er r,q.le:d
ou.t ;—is ‘a'basis for the sé:ier’lce of being, 4at least not-in the Meta-
R.hxsics.'?% ‘We .':\L\gr'ee \;Nhéléh"e,artedly with J. Owens on this point',
I't is fgcal rﬁeé.niﬁé 'g.nd analogy which gives suffii:?ent unity t?'the sub- . 3 .
ject ﬁmtter (iaeing) to permit a 'si"nglg-:‘ sc:';eke‘ of it. A:istotlé, in® . :
otl';e'r v'roxjd“s, does'no."._‘x—-egti‘ic'.c scie;'l.ce‘ éo'{:he study‘of things genef- '
ically the same. He points o-:t—, "For no; only ir;g’zh?_ case of things - ”

-

" which have one common notion does the investigation belong“to one

« ’
o

science, but also in the case of things which are related to one .
. ' : - L . w3 )
cornmon nature; for even these in a sense have one common notion.

He explains more cleaffy, "There are many senses in which a thing '

L Kl K
may be said to 'be’ but all that 'is' is related to one central point,
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- one definite kind of things, and is not said to 'be' by a mere ambi-

~ ''But because the universal is primary they also take the primary to .

T ) : R : . ( %‘ ‘ 54 : -]

guity. Everything which is healthy is related to héalth. ... ni4

-~

Aristotle meé.ns to exclude "b'e'ing' from ,chance equivocity but not
th'e‘igxtentional variety. ) . -

-

What of the apparent contradiction concerning the science of

A

being? G. E. L. Owen offers a resolution of this conflict. 75 He

hg:laimsﬁhat the Eudemian Ethics is an early work in which the con-

ceg’.c“ qf focal me‘a‘.'ﬁing was not as fully applied as it was in the later

*
books of the Metaphysics which speak of the science of being. He

- ' -

says, "Aristotle does indeed use the idea of focal meaning in the s
3 . . .
Eudemian Ethics: he applies it to his stock example 'medical’ and .

then in detail to 'friendship.' But he has not seen its application to
such wholly general expressions as 'being' or 'good!."
'On G. E. L. Owen's account, "Aristotle gradually developed

the notion of focal meaning and extended it later to 'being.' In the =

- L . " Lo E . :
Eudemian Ethics, Aristotle rejects the primary as universal saying,
> o~

-

. @
be universal and this.is an error." In the Metaphysics, he says;
", ..The science of this fimirxgvable subs‘ta.nce] must be prior and ‘
.must be first philosophy, and univ_e-rsal in this way, because it is,
fir:st."'i»'8 G. E. Il“i‘,O\Jben believed that Aristotle retracted or re-
’ L . - . 2
formilated his position on primacy and unive¥sality. 79 'He argues '»:.::-
. . [ . ) S
: il N — : i
for reformulation. He claims that in the Eudemian Ethics, Aristotle's ey
: . ' Yy
notion of priority was only one of natural priority rather than logical J'E
, 3
~
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N

priority in régard to being. G. E. L. Owen contends that ''at this

N

- stage or in this context he does not consider the idea of focal

r
~

meaning or the associated notion of lo'gical priority at all."

. N

80 If -

this is not ;'»o, says G..E. L. Owen, then Aristotle cohtradi;ts him- «
self. If he had as full a knowledge of focal r}eaning in the Eudemian

Ethics as in the Metaphysics, then hé was inconsistent in denying the

science of being in the former and affirming it in the second. How-

"ever, this apparent inconsistency is resolved if we accept G, E. L.

Owen's developmental account of focal meaning. ' )

Lesz] gbjects tosG+ E. L. Owen's interpretation of M—

parent conflict. The basis for Leszl's objectio;1 is that he finds

. logic;d and natural (or ontological) priority to be co-extensive

1
througilout the corpus. 8 Leszl argues that the type of science of

being which is denied in the Eudemian Ethics is a deductive science,
: ]

in whic;h one knows all lesser beings if one knox%fs the form of Being,

itself. 82 Leszl claims that in Metaehysics, Gamma, Aristc;tle is

. - L4
speaking of a different kind of science., Leszl says, "This new science
. ' . . * 4“ -
is conceived as a sort of dialectical (nor;—deﬂuctive) inquiry, which

considers, e.g., the logical dependence between the various senses

of 'being' and, in a parallel way, between the various senses of
Aner y ;

'one' and, at the same time, the ontological dependence s which under-

lie them. 183

| )
We agree with Leszl in part but we also disagree in part.

-

First, we think that-Aristotle, in the Eudemfan Ethics, does indeed

‘




~

deny that we have access to-a generic form of Béing, itself, from
_~

which we can deduce the forms of all lesser beings. Yet this

a

admission does not commit us to saying that Aristotle was fully

-

aware of “beix;g" asa Rz;oilﬁg e'i;uiv’ocal in t;he Eudemian Eth-ics‘.
Of course, Leszl does not claim that such a;1 admission-makes his
case. He fee“ls)rather, that)because logical'and naturéxl pf‘iority
are found to(be co-extensive throughout the corpus, that Aristotle
must have been aware of the pros hen equivocity of "being" and the

\
logical priority of ""substance" since the natural priority of substance

is mentioned in a work as ‘early as the Categories. 84 In itself, it is

‘not crucial to us.whether or not logical priority is found in the Cate-

i
!
{
H
N
?
{
¢
«

»

gories, However, Leszl's claim’that natural and logical priority

°

are co-extensive is of import to our thesis. If Leszl is correct,

then Aristotle's admission of a natural priofity between substances
’.‘ . . ' s T
in Metaphysics, Lambda would commit us to acgepting a logical

PP

LV .

£

. L , - ,
_priority as well.  This may be but we cannot see that simply because

e

. . - e, - . -
there is a natural pr10r1ty4,?:there ig a logical priority,

| Leszl's argument is as follows: ‘ "
It will always be on the basis of conceptual or logical considera-
‘tion (even if not limited to a look at the definitions, for the ap-
propriateness of them is itgelf something which must be -estab-
lished, but always concerning the notions of substance and of
the other categories), certainly not on'the basis of purely em-
pirical considerations, that the priority of substance will be -
established. For surely, there is no e%perience which shows

& . )
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that, if all substances were eliminated, quantities, gualities,
etc. would also be eliminated while the inverse need not
be the case. 85

3

- -

Leszl bolsters his argumenéfby analyzmg, "heaIth " saymg
"For, 1f any ‘natural’ depend_ence (i.e., dependence in exlstence)

would do, it would not be clear either why health should b‘e;pfior

to what is productive of health rather than vice-versa. 86

The major problem with Leszl's iﬁtei-iaretation seems to us
that he works from his own urf&erstanding of supposedly Aristotelian

doctrines without sufficiently examining the texts. For example,

Aristotle explicitly says that logical and aatural (in this case,

.
¥

priority in substance) are not co-extensive. He cautions, '"Still not

all things that are prior in definition are also prior in substantiality.

For those thfpgs are prior in substantiality which when sepa.rateciﬁ
from other things surpags them in the power of independentpexistence,

.-
~

but t_hﬁ;gs are priei‘ in definition to those whose. definitions are com-

"; e - = 13 3 3 3 ° - h - ) ‘
pounded out of their definitions; and the two properties are not co- |
9 . I

.o i ||87 ) ¢

~

" extensive, w - - ‘ ~

i{‘?m-

ThiL text estabhshes, aga1nst Leszl the separatmn of natural '

?

and logical pr1or1ty. (We may add that in Lambda Aristotle mentions -

\

n&tural pnor:.ty 1n-connect10n with ana.lo gy and not wJ.th log1ca1

priority or focal meaning ) As to the. empn:lcal base which Leszl

-

cannof find for the natural pnonty of substance, perhaps if he said

* ':.s,_

e -2 ’ k

lfhat if any aeci'dent peris}led, its substance would not whereas if any "

+

sub_stance did, its accidents would (assuming accidents are not uni-

X

>
o

S




versals) instead of talk of all substances periéhing, he might see an

~ N

.3 7
"empirical basis. - ) -7
3 ; . - o~
*While it is®not to our purpose to discuss the science of being
- ? 1

;'.//gua being,heré, we must at least say that Leszl's identification of

this science as a ''dialectical inquiry!! is very curious since Aris-

_totle distinguishes between dialectics and sciencé. 89 We will take

this' up in our later discpésion'of the science of metaphysics.

-

In discussing focal meaning, we have run up agai'nst the

question whether or not Aristotleé's doctrine of} focal me,an'ingo:‘r: at
< T ’

& : - \ " I3
least Aristotle's application of the doctrine developéds ~Evidence

-

does p'o%nt t_:o,é development in-its applicat_ion}as G. E. L. Owen sug-

) . . . ,
gests. In the course of this discussion, we have learned some

fairly important points about focal meaning:

' 1. There 'must be a prima facie equivocation (even if shown,

at bottom,ka be i;niyocation) on a single term.
. i I ) \
2. The equivocation must be systematic and not chance.
L - . v : . - e

.

3. There must be a logic?.f series between the prima:ry and

>

. : . - ) . :
secondary senses of the term in that the secondary senses must in-

-

clude the. primary sens e.-

.

T

4* It is not pecessary, although it may be a fact that the

bemgs deszgnated by the secondary\,uses of the term be ontolog1ca11y

¢ b4

.
.

. -

dependent _on the being desrigga.@ed by 'th'_,'e prixnazjy use.

Let us turn to the possible interpretations of focal méaning.

..' . ‘

As with analogy, the’only interpretations we find important and

L3

e 0

s e s
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-plaisible enough to be\discussed areWy and homonymy

t*
o

& .
accounts. ) . . .

. Q
L

I Syhonymy,_eccount- -this theory holds that the s ecoz;’dafy
K . , ’ - '

uses of a pros hen equivocal term designate the same nature as the

e - L F L SN
primary use but they do so indirectly. What is designated is
R » )
thought to be the sdme in all uses of the term; the way it is desig-

nated differs. In a general sense, the synonymy account is not just

bt <

a linguistic theory:but also a theory concerning the relations of

N
.

a?gcigenfs- to spbstanc-e and the Unmoved Mgver to sensible beings.
& o ’ i ‘

It 1§ one of the most important theories in the Neoplatomc account of

- ) © ! <

Aristotlé.'s‘lfnmov.ed Movéx;,. It is, in th(s/c-;;tExt, a theory defend-

mg a gradatmnal metaphysms as Ar1stotle s own and ‘should. 1mp’1y'

e, ¢ N . ‘ v \1
. ‘a‘.‘p‘a.ht_heistic‘ tljfeblo gy. ‘

-

"Veatch, for example, writies, ""Analbgously, we cah now be-
"gin to é,ee how Ari‘etotle's théolog'y, in.turn,l is enfirely'recogcilable
f oY, Le5Ot

. .

. N v v

.

with h1s ontology in terms of th1s “samge sort of Eros hen- equxvocatmn.

For why ‘éh'Q'uld not a conce'rn with being ‘gua being be undergtooc_l ?‘5 .

. : I I
')1190

s

4 concern’ w1th ‘Being- in/ the truest and rnost perfect sense

.
e

Veatch concludes that "the bemg of all thmgs other than god can only

be and be understood w1th refer,ence to god. ”91 0 Ll

. - . L .o ’ .
-

-

‘@’;cbbrse, if th”ere ar 'de‘g*x"eesf.-of being in'that.some can be'!
. “.' . . t. % d . . . -, <-. . \ ) .
. ,pore:per.fe'ct tHan othe‘rs, th’en we: are entitled to assume. that one na-

o ”" -2 ’ Yrwe:

",

ture is demgnated._ A d1fference in degree ordma.ruy 1n°1phes a sarne- )

.
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JPrimary instance of a pros hen series is '‘more powerful, cleFr, ,

* Merlan speaks of a sameness in kind with his exampl@ of
. L}
-\

water- science, 9'2‘-%5 we have seen in the iptroduction. For him the .

__EE

o

3 . 4 . 5

" undiluted. n93 He also says {hé,t, 'every case ‘qf Oneness is ultimately

kY N N L
reducible to the origina} One.n?% Again, the claim of differences XN

4 .
.

in degrees is linkéd to t'hees;(r{énymy acc'é)unt of pros hen equivocity.,

<

J. Owens also seems to opt for the synonymy account,' al-
. .

v
< Ll -
. - -

though this is not clear as it is with Merlan. He also admits the

.
-

equivocity of pros hen terms and he. explicitly rejects pantheism as

.

.genuinely Aristotelian. 75 One: rnigﬁt thihk that J. Owens would,
) o .

consequéntly, not admit a pros hen ‘series between substanceés. Yet,

v
.

he do*s. ' He says, ' First phi«losoph}'rN mgst'thereferg. study one

definite nature. Thls defg.mte nature is found as such in the pnrnary

~ 5 .

mstance only "96 ,The nature ,referred tois- “Bemg"' ”The nature

" of the prunary Entlty will be ‘the ___eizlg_ expressed in every other
instance of'Being. In gstlt)tdying‘the seg?r‘ate "Entitie's, the;'e(_z'ore, the.
.Pr'ir’n.ar:y 15m1080phy _.Wil'l be studying all B‘eivngs insofar as they are‘
beings. w97’ Novy; thm does not 'agree“;irith those p;._s'Sageéiwhe're‘J.

. .

% - - N A

Owens claims that the nature is found‘only';\in‘ the pri'rné.r'y instance.

. o

J. Owens does speak of tl;fe nature "as such'’ in the primai'i;"ifﬁ"stax'xce.

. -
- w

Does this mean that the sanie naturé.is fouigd in a qualified way: in - >
oo Lo e Lo . . ' v ' . '
the secondaryk instances ? It would ‘seem so. J. Owens clearly

R . . .. N f 3 .

- states, "One defnute nature is. always denoted when E hen thmgs

are expreg‘se'd in Athoug'ht\or in'language, though the réference ig in
. M v . R ~ ? S
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different ways."

1 .

With Nogales, the account is quite clearly the sjynonymy

N3 Y DAL AL £4 PR AL

account. He describes the pros hen series, '"Each grade is more

pgrfect than the previous one, insach a way that the lower_grades

L ' K -
not only are included in the higher, but are subordinated to them.

¢

- As a result, in the explanation of the higher® grade must necessarily
. . . ‘

5N R S0 A 8 VRGN (0 SAR PR T 0% e

. ©
<

be fquhd the explanation of the lower ones. n99

3 LA T § b

.. Here agéin we find the positioh that there are grades of per-

_~

LA

fection of being which implies a2 saineness of nature. Nogales ad-

LRGN EVEF &

.

mits that Aristotle's pronouncerments that "being is multiple do cause

1100 '

~ e some difficulty, but he heutralizes these difficulties by s‘ytressing

: ©

T, ZU S

T

what he calls "intrinsic a.na;logy.“101 According to Nogales, sensible

)

y—

.substances are idtrinsically constituted

°

in such d way as to depend

'upén and be reducible to a primary (divine) substance jhs’t as . dcci-

A .

"< dents supposedly depend upon and are reducible to substances, ‘He
. § ¥

- - . - .

-

- o - ) . . A
says that ""as predicamental substance is to’other categories, syxs
B 3 - N . o
prime substance in respect to other substances, that is, their ulti-
mate foundation and the primary source of all théir intrinsic per-
- ~ Fi N
102 ) :

fection.™ Of course, “'ultimate foundation' and "primary source"

~

¢ - ‘ o
© are somewhat ambiguous but in the context of Nogales' arguments,

. . — o * -
it should be clear that they represent the synonymy account of focal"

meaning and 'a gefieral, Neoplatonic account of Aristotel‘iap“meta,-

.

» P s - X .
physics. Nogales a%mits that some may believe that he has over:’

v ¢ .-

" Platonized Aristotle but he answers,:‘)‘No't in vain did Aristotle

.
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live close to P‘Lato at.the Academy during twenty years as his favorite

]
7

a

w103

N

disciple.

RS P TN TN

To our knowledge, no defender of the synonymy-account

. - Ky . . .
wishes to-claim that terms like "being' and- "substance' are synony-
o .

o

. mous in the straightforward way of the Categories, i.e., -that al} the

Eal

T

referents share both the same name and the same genus and species.

<

Alternative methods of desig.ﬁ'ation. are offered by d_;_afenders of this
‘ ’ - e

" account. Merlan sees being as an element which is in é'very existentd,
Being is at its purest in the prJ':mary instance and is found in a quali- -
fied and degraded way in the sééqndary 'instanc‘g__s. He claims, "'Be-

cause being as an element is present everywhere it is katholou (uni-
o ¢
versal). It-is one of the two basic constituents of the uppermost
¢ P t E —
° sphere of being (with non-b‘eing as the other). This uppermost
) & - . .

sphere of being somehow causes' all the other’ spheres and its ele-

ments -ate . the elements of every‘thmg "104 Merlan ta.-kes some- .
. . . w , .
support for his pos1t10n from La:mbda, 7 where Ar1stot1e says,

. 8 g thought 1smoved by the obJect of thought and one of the two

. PR -

columxis of opposi t'és,‘is in itself the object of thought; anfivin‘this,

L. . .-

-~

I substance 1s first, and in. substahce, ‘that which is simple and exists

n105 The columns, of oppos:.tes epresent heing and non-

actually

.“

be1ng for Merlam.]'06 ha /“""

a\ * i
Another alternative is the model - copy mterpretatmn. J.

-
. M
*

Owens qnotes As clepius with approval: “-Asclepiué seems to have
3 - LT . .
‘.éxpre_:s.sed very aptly the genéra'l "di'xjectior_x of Aristotle's procedure:

PP
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. / >
'...Philosophy deals\universally with Being according as it is Being,#

=
o

"not with particular Being. In every case, therefore, science deals
~ —— ) ‘ . ) .
eminently with the primary instance just as in the case of reference

to rﬁah; for knowledge is of the man, ‘and not of the statue, for in--

' : 107
stance, that is, of the image; for these are because of the man.'" 0

This leads .J. Owen to the\following analogy: "What is contemplated

in the statue is the man; what is contemplated in sensible things by

primary Wisdom is the Béing of the separate Entities. n108

G. E. L. Owen also describes the model-copy account,

"We may say 'That is a /man’ when pointing to a creature of flesh and

’
N »

blood, or we may say 74 when pointing to a paf‘nting of ope. The uses

are different, but the difference does not amount to homonymy: for

s 4—"_'

in both cages we are/ referring to the same physis--only in the second

case the reference/is indirect, ... n109

N ’ - A
The syno y account makes apparent sense, if considered

-

through MeTlan' explanation or the modei-copy interpretation, and , )

it does have apparent textual support. Perhaps the greatest support

-
L] -

stance other than those which are forined b'}; nature, natural science

- A

will be the first science; but if there is an immovable substance,
- . . * o . a{.
ithe scie c;e' of this must be prior and must be ﬁ‘rs? philosophy, and
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. stance '"more réal' than accidents.

* is what enables us to classify animals)....

which beiong to .it gu;\?being'. n110 Elsewhere he calls the divine sub-
- 111 -

“stancé "t/h—eﬁﬁrst and most dominant principle. " And he"repeats

’7"'\:~4./ o~ . -

the 1dent1f1cation of theology w1th the universal science of bemg qua
112 =

' being. N Aristotle also speaks of degrees of being calling the sub-

Within'a material substance '_

he calls the form ''prior and more real' than the matter and prior to

.

the individual, Finally, we must also consider that in the De Anima,

.

}fistotle seems to suggest that lower forms of life are po_tentié.lly

.

present in the higher: "Further, some animals possess all these

parts. of the soul, some certain of them only, others o6ne only (this

L115

«

However, the situation is not so clearly in favor of synonymy

as a straightforward reading of the above texts would lead us to be-
lieve. - Let us consider first Aristotle's talk of degrees*o\f reality.

The important factor here is that.comp'arative degree means more
Y . - ] ;

]
2

than one thing for Aristotle. _He writes, "For we apply the compara-
» . -.“ a ’ ’ . A_ . -

tive degrée not only to. that which faosaesses more completely an

attribute that has a single definition, but also to that whose posses-

sion of the attribute is prior; e.g., we se.y that hea.lth_is better than
wholesome things, and that which by its own nature is more wor th{;

of choice than that which tends to produce th1s though we sée that 1t

is not by v1rtue of the defuntmn 8 bemg pred1cab1e of boththat we
- e

) C 116 e

-descnbe both useful thmgs and virtue as good i

Aristotle tellaz us here that uBes of "more' and "_most" T D

-
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need not always refer to'a straightforward difference in degree and .

" its corresponding sameness in kind and definition. It c3n, in his
. o~
scheme of things, mean that one thing is prior to another of a dif-

LAY R ey gn
A

'

ferent kind. His examples of health and things productive of health,

3

«

as well as g'o&.i and thinés aseful for good strongly-indicate that he is .=

P R AT 3

speaking of a pros hen series.> This is ve.ry probably the case at | .

Met., 1028 a. 26 where he speaks of degrees wJ)eing. "He is here

o
speaking about substance and accidents and we have seen that a

pros hen series exists between them. Consequently, Aristotle's talk

-
of more reality cannot be assumed to refer to a single nature, Being,
Tt .

- )

in which things share in varying degrees. )

>

We will discuss the material individual at some lefgth in thé

< ) '

next chapter. Let us state here some of our more important ob-
L ¢ . '
servations in reference to the above text asserting the priority of

p o igs T
form over matter and.the ihdividual:
» - - .

¢ : -~ —
1.) Ewven if there is a pros hen series within material :sub-

g -

stance, -that does not allow us to conclude that such a series exists.

between mate":'t‘i%and divine substances.

o -
.

2.) If there is equivocity in calling form, matter and the
individual "substance, ' it may be that based on act and pot:ency“117

&
e

- -

o A o

rather than focal ‘meanin‘g,. -

k.

f

———

3.) If there is a pros hen series with form as logically prior

v e

to the i‘ndividual)theg eithér he is treating the individual on.a gar with

the universal definition 6r he thinks the individual qua individual has

¢ e i by e

Al '

T en




. a definition which is posterior to the universal definition. Should
. .-/' b - .

either of these ai.tex‘-natives be true, Aristftle has made a clna..im which
Would'bc;, in conﬂiét-with many important doptrines %‘f hi?metaphysic.s.
In regard to the text from the De Anima, Aristctle is s;;eak-
"ing of the animal soul. As such, }:e ig speaking generically and not
in a pros hen equivocal manner. If so, the text cannot be used to . ’
provide evidence for a synonymy account of foc_al meaning.

E "
When we consider the model-copy,argument as a justification

for the synonymy account, we find serious difficulties. One might

.

call a marble bust of Socrates, ''Socrates'' in response to a question.
But this obviously does not mean that the bust has the same nature

as Socrates, the man. One might object that the use of the name

L]

"Socrates" designates the same person in all uses. In short, one

would be referring to the nature of the primary instance in every
us)e of the term. There arises an obvious question: in what way do
) . 8. - )
¥
the secondary uses of a term differ from the'girnary? We have
[ : . ‘.
seen the answer already, The secondafy uses é&xignate the same

na:‘.gré indirectly.’ This reply is not adequate. As Leszl pqirits'ouf,
"For vyhaf:ever spedfiéations might be introduced to ghéw that the -

talk is only indirectly about the original, they (the speg:ifica‘t:iorx\'s) can-

not be taken as being a part'of the indirect talk itself--(which is what

ﬁ * e ’ > 3 » - " -
" would be required by-their presence in secondary definitions or
paraphrases) but rather should be understood as constituting a




S ) AR TR NG T G

Pt W Bz

second¥rde r_talk with-respect to that talk. It is talk ex'plaining'

the role of the first-order talk, which states about it that it is that

_sort of talk (namely, ind_irect talk about the model) and therefore

-does not belong to-the actual content, 118 Consequently, we do not

think that the model-copy argument will support the synonymy ac-

-

count of focal meaning,’

. L3
Merlan's position that-being is an element in all existents
. - . *
and that it is mo_sf“cle'ar and undiluted in the Unmoved Mover de-

'
'
i

serves some general comments first. If this is the case, then why

Al

should Aristotle prohibit such'a univocal science in the Eudemian

. “’% .
Ethics and bother himself about intentional equivocation in the Meta-

physics? More specific_a.ll-y‘, A;is'totle bg}g.eves the prin:xary instance .

-of being is substance. He explicitly says that substance is not an
: .. N T ] W .
19 . -
and that no element in -the definition can be
. ‘

subgtance, 120. One r.ni'ght t1-y to- defend Merlan's ;;osition by saying
- . % N - .

elément but 4 principle’

that by "being'' Merlan means Pact' or "actuality, " It is this which

existents have in common and in varying degr'ees.- But "actuality'' is
not univocal for Aristotle. He.clearly tells us, "But all things aTe not

i

said in the same sense to exist actually, but only bx_analog};. .en w121

—
e
-

Eo we see that "act'’ is no:moreé univocal than "being'". “The intentional

= it .

equivocétion of act and potency rests on the moré basic type of inten- ’

' - . - ) *
. . A i
tional equivocation: analogy. .

¢ -

" We can readily admit that to be an accident qt;- a substance

1)

B - . 4+
- includes’an understanding of what a substance:is but Ph.accident of a

™~ ' . . . o
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substance is not the .§g‘me'thing as a substante; nor is a medical

instrument the same thing as medical science. The arguments put
forward in defense of the synonymy account do not stand up to exam-

ination. We think that the ho;"nonymy, account is true to Aristotle's

- . %
statements on focal meaning. ’

5

b

- 4

II. The homonymy account--this ~acco‘£1;1t claims that a term

used in pros hen equivocal ways is tr),ly equivocal and not some

. ) * A-
disguised form of univocity. On the other handjthis "account recog-
' ®

nizes the ;q‘zivocity,,hene‘ to be systematic. All uses of the terhg

-

have some connection. To be more specific, the secondary senses

~

of the term must include the definition of the primary sense in their

own defintions. If the equivocity was only chance, then no science,
; . e

t

of being gu‘a being could be built upon it. %

.

We must also paint out that we find no convincing evidence

in Aristofle's discussion of the Unmoved Mover to sustain the claim

xe ~

’

that a pros hen equivocal series exists between divine and non-divine

o .

substances. -In book Lambda, where most of the discussion of the
. g -

" Unmoved'Mover takes place, Aristotle says, '"Further, if the causes

- . - ’ ’

of substances are the c;usés of all thil;xgs, yet different things have

s e

different causes and eléments as was- said; the causes of things that
- A" ) ﬁ

are not in the same class, e.g., of colors and sotnds, of -substances

M

.= L ) < . - - T122
and quantitie’'s, are different except in an analogical sense...." m’

iy

Two“poiﬂ'ht‘s -should be made concerning this text., °
. : _

°
o +

1.) Sensible and supira-qénsible éubatance\g do belong to the

'

s om ewan 2B

.
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N
same class or category--that of substance. Why should we assume
f - -, . -

»r . » -
” -,

. % - - -
that they do not and that '"substance'' is used equivocally?

-
1 ~

2.) Aristotle both here and through Lambda speaks of the

-

.

)’\"

causes and principles of first philosophy being unified through ana- \

" : . 123 - - # -
logy and not focal meaning. : :

‘ ! -3
We will return to this problem in greater detail in our last

ES

chapter (on nature and function of the Unmoved Mover) but since we

&

have been discussing focal meaning here, we thought it only fair to

§§
:
%‘,
1
§
.
%
é
|
i
f

the reader to briefly present our position on this point.

We should also like to emphasize that our d.iscussioxr:)f sub-

r
i

stance will reinforce our arguments, that being cannot be an element

. or ingredient in a substance.- o ‘
. . AN .
’ -~ =

R

®

N

te
«




X
o’

:ﬁ_ . - - s,
1

Footnotes -
1 ' . R e - e
: : 'Met., 1026 a. 34-1026 b. 1. ,
’Met., 1026 a. 29-33 ;
E N
3Met., 1003 a. 33,

L. “Met., 1003 b, 6-10. This list of the sensés of ''being" is

: ) not identical to the four-fold division at 1026 2. 34, See Franz

|3 Brentano, On.the Several Senses of Being in Aristotle, ed. -and trans.
-1 Rolf George (Berkeley: University 8f California Press, 1975), pp.

E -3-5.. Fo) ‘ o

5This is part of the task of dialetic which preceeds the
science of being qua being (and all Sciences since no science can
discuss its own first principles).” See Topica, 101'b. 1 and S. E,,
o 172 a. 15-21. ; )

6

3

See, e.g., Met.,” 992 b, 18-19,

7See J. Owens, The Doctrine of Being.

4

:SSee G. E. L. Owen, "Aristotle on the Snares of Ontology, "
) New Essays on Plato and Aristotle, ed. Renford Bambrough (New
1 York: Humanities Press, 1967), pp. 69-95.

%S.E., 165 b, 25-27; 166 b. 20-24. BN

10,,. - R
Ibid., 166 a. 18-19, -

111hid., 166 a. 8.

-
120 et., 1070 a. 31-32, .
“13 Bthica Nic., 1096 b, 26. . "
'?.':_"

14

- . 2
J. Owens, The Doctrine of Being, p. 330,

\15Met., 1064 a. 37,
'xi- - - . .
v 16y Owens, The Doctrine of Being, Ch. 19

-

o

17mid., p. 274. -

181pid., p. 295. '

R A Y A R L SR




S

‘ e . # .
a 19Merlan, From Platonism to Neo-Platonism,a p. 180.

.

“201bid., p. 174.

lebid., p. 171

Ibid., p..172. . .

23hid.

22

y

2‘:‘R:i.chai'd‘,Ror’cy, "Genus as Matter: A Reading of Meta- °

-~ physics Z-H," Exegesis and Arg‘hment: Studies in Greek Philosophy |

Presented to Georgory Vlastos, ed. E. M. Lee, A, P.D. Maurelatos,
and R. M. Rorty (Assen: Yan.é‘zorcum and Co.), p. 393.

25

Randai,_c_a_p. cit., p. 136.
26 A ' LT
Santayana, op. cit., pp. 229-248.

27.Randa11, p. 144,

28James ‘HJ Lesher, “Ar1stot1e,bn Form, Substance, and
Umversals, " Phrones1s,’ 16 (1971), PP. .176 177.

2%pi4., p. 178..

30Ethica Nic.; 1096.b. 26.
31 , U

Cat. (Akrill), 1 a. 1-6. . )
Walter Leszl, ‘Lo ogic and Metaphzsma in Aristotle: Arise

totle's Treatment of Typed of Equivocity and Its Relevance to His
Metaphysical Theories (Padova: Editrice Antenore, 1970), p. 110.

ek

. 337opica, 106 2. 1-8. -

3_4T02ica., I, 15.

3
- v

35gthica Nic., 1096 b. 26-29.
3601 sica’ 191 4. *

ysica, 19l.a. 7-12.
3TMet., 1070 a. 31-32.

"0}

38 et., R0 b, 1-10.

ey
a

> b“?{

LR ) "‘”—“-‘ti"f et

P

-

A% Ly oy

YN AL I

RGN

e

R




" 3?See Salvac'ior';‘(,;fvl\bgales, ""The Medning \of\'Be,ing” in
B Aristotle, " Intex'}nafi‘ona‘I Pﬁiiosophic Quarterly,” 12 ($972), 317-339
" Also for a scholarly but Neoplatonic account.of analog‘\ see M. -D,
: Philippe, "Analogon and Analogia .in the Philosophy of Aristotle,
. - Thomist, .63 (1969); 1-74. ™ . ‘ )

< - .-

o "~ *Cpoetica; 1457 b. ¥6:18;_ Topica, 108 a. 7-17 and 138 b,
o . — - R = 3 v
v 22’-,27, Met., 1048 b. .;7. . H] ' ——— ya ' /

I Bthica Nik., 1096 b. 26.29. -

: *Met., 1094 b. 1821.
l ~ -v

R 3
——

e e ":".‘ - ’

. L 43Ra1ph M. Mceinerny, The Logic of Analogy: An Interpreta-
1 tior of St. Thomas (The Hague; Martinus Nijhoff, 1961), p. 11.

] . I -\;,; . . .

o : . 4"4Lesz]., Logic and. Métaphysics, p. 80; J. Owens, The Doc-
S - - 4 & ———
Y a trine.of Beings pp. A23-125, )

.45 - ; - . ' :
“"Rhet., 1410-b. 35-1411 a.'1; Poetica, 1457 b, 16-33. , .

“6Randall, Aristotle, pp. 65-67. .
- — , \

s
+

»

. A - v 4 - v ' >
) o H i, . :

\ . °.
.o . 48"

. Leszl, Logic and Metaphysics, pPp. 375-379.
S S 49_ . ok o v ian
. : o ?.Eth:Lca Nic., 1099 b. 32-1100 a. 1.

- ~

. - ._/ '

0 . :
‘See J. D.*G. Evans, Aristotle's Concept of Dialectic {Cam-
bridge: University Press, 1977), p. 112, ) ' -

P

lropica, 141'b) 27934, Met., 1023a. 35.36.

. . R Y & -« -
¢ r

N ﬂ ) - )'," ‘: N . : - . ‘ LY
4 . Z%an, Fost], 98.a..20-23. :
> . g b . ‘9 . E © . -

S CoL S?thsica,s,;&_ti? a: 2028

. . ‘m L
. ' 54 ) c Ty
'\ S : .}_D__e &nna,‘ 420 a. 29 \
. . OMet, 1048 a, 556, ¢ .- . . S .
) 5V6Met.*, 1019 b. 30-1020 a. I. o ' .
' ’ « N, e ‘ . '

. ‘.' : . - 57Meto P 104;6 a.‘.’ 5- 7‘:"
,. ‘ . ‘ 5‘8 o ‘.. . - o o. ~‘ 3 ’ ’ . o
SR ) , - Leszl, Logic and- Metaphysign, p. 378. - .

s ' . -

w ? >
N - A}
L4 ¢ »

. . 4 A K 3

. by 'S
M 3 - . o3 - o

. N - . .t . o7 ’ ~ s . M N M . ) Tt LN
. 19 . H LY - ) .. LN
B . - .
N et C Y‘@“‘;‘i’"l’}*f’s&'ﬂ;};ﬁ’ e




: : 59Noga1es,..op czt.,_p. 337. _ ,

& - . N 60 ' A = )

e ' Ibld. , 335. : .

J~, .- ' R . - P& A . s f T g 3 v

e e 61Cat' (Ackrill); 13. 62127 % ‘

- S - 62 ‘ C -

E- . ‘ See, for examgl‘e, J. Owens, The Doctrme of Being, p. i

5‘ ahal = ”“’55 Nogales, _E:.c:tt., p. 321; Veatch, Op- cit., p. 144’ Grene, _.@
AP MR Pozxtraﬂ: of Aristotle, P 182 Lioyd, op- cxt., p- 128 - :

AN ) 63Le‘BZI Logm and Maetaphysms, p.:120‘.‘ !\ i .' 6.

S .64%:;%2—3613.\16—17. Ty . o

, “’,;f/::‘ " $5Ihid., 1236 a. 24-27. Seé

o Anstotle s—Analysm of Fnendshlp.

L sembla.nce, and Focal Meaning ! - nesis 20 (1975), ‘51~ 62. For-
&7 . tenbaugh presents the-interesting thresis that Arlstotle(consa.dere&

# ) D 'rfrxenash1p" to be a u hen 'equovical in'E., E. » with £r1endsh1p
SN i; < based on love as primary. However, later in Ethica N1c. , he found

/50 W w. Fortenbaugh
‘unction and Ax;alogy, Re-

P

t._ < P - - N .
, N .
ORI 6683e Met., 999 a. $-10, E.E EB. 12184 115, f °

W . E."E.; ~1‘~z36 b. 21:2-,2‘;, Lot o

‘.‘ ) ‘. . . ‘.!-'f ES ° N NJ;" s ) bY q\ 4‘ ' ': - ) - \i' - . ‘ 4 .' '
A ;Gf?E.,E. 1236 al 17.23~ ST
Yoo o o 1 g’ o -, - : K
e e e 695% SLE. 5 i7éa.13 s e e

:z PO ‘ e w LT . ’ - L .

) SR S [+ : L 2 3
Fnh L UEeE, 1217 b 33 35 - L ey
i N -," - Yo € N . DR Ly . ‘o, . . . .

£ . A . ‘;.. %. . - . s . (. o .
5 BN '*é.‘.il'M t.;'lOOBa..Zl 24- RO e T e e
f . - '.4 o Ve ‘.\4 ) e ‘,:"“ < ’ ' L 9"" v ®
¥ ST e . . D -
O 72.]’ Owex{s, 'l‘he Doctrme of Bemg, «pp 265 266 . \
A J; v:h :’“\ "s‘ '* . :73 b - T . . . ’ e
S I Met., 1003b 11 15 RS N Do T
b s /w o Met/ 1ob3‘a. 32 35. VU \
~' R t‘n-e. S 75G; E L. (Dwen,i "Logu: and. Mei:é.phys;cs in Some Eanher . '
i ® Works of ‘Aristotle; ' Aristo#lé and Plato in Mid-Fou#th Gentury, ed.

el

2k

Akt;ebgjag, 1960), P. 169 (hereafter referred to as "Log:.c and Meta- .

physmc&}“)g o 'x . L X : _:' L g
vt -":
> ’;:.

-

. \fr_\._,

. . ¢ KD « g »‘;.‘:. .. . D B
"' ~ WD %) eyl ;, 2' .,,- X ) (I |

I., During:and' G, E. L. Owen (Goteborg:’ .ElandersBoktryckerj. .- -~

+ R ) . - - s .
ORI SRR . R . .
et TR o I e
- "5' . g L]
IR M ! * ‘ . ? "
| “ -
L [y
P o
x . ’ o .
.2 ‘ v . . . . ' . a2
¢ - . : - °
B R ’ a - Y " . 7 3
« . ., - " . P
(s » . 1 B ’: N P 5 d: N
e, * - .

he cou‘id not j stlfy thls claim Qf pnmacy and dropped foéal mean- a .
R L

.
L300 . . + .
R o «.,.u T, dw eraheiae - oS A N q.. u‘.,.. -

B TR |

A\
; 4 .ﬁ ;
e Farsr @ »w;’h“ i B i SR g 6 SV a.e.»..m e

PR B B ek e

13,

Tk

A
e

)
v A
Bl




7‘6Ib

»

E E., 1236 2 23224,

g,

“Met-.., 1026 a. 30-31.

17

78

P 1723: "By natural priority, G. E L Owen means
1d net exist thhout a.nother “pnor" bemg Logl- '

cludé€ that of the firsk "prxor” being.
1Leszl Logic and Metaphysws, P. 353 also pp "344-360 )’w o
and 530-534, . . ;o -

-y

821bid., p. 532.

831014,

r-,‘, e

- $4cat. (Ackrﬂl), 2. 3- 6.

SEeszl ch:.c a.nd Metaphysms, p 353 7

861b1d., > 352.

o

87Met., 1077

88Me:i: s

o 89E g‘,fsee ToBma, 158 . ‘31 158 b\_:wo a. 27 -30;-101
34 101 b';-\‘ ’UMet‘: 3 s B -
..4-4,;, -§

90Vgatch _'Q c:v.f.J pp. 160 161

"J _,,., ,agg
Ibd., p. 1,61 .,s"’,ga

e,

Merlan, From Platomarn to,,Neoplatomsm,, p. 174
P c bl {0 NI ey -
,'ﬁ "f . - e - -«»" 4 ..&f‘ - .

i

-
\‘f‘* ~

3

‘_’?’nnd

.‘*

p. ,164.

"‘~5 :f ‘OWens, ,Thé"Doétrxneyof Bemg

5"




Ibid., pp. 270-271 :

Nogales, op. cit., p. 333, .° B R . .
BHe = e ‘

: 100 - . _ g . .
S Ibid., p. 338. R o , ,
\ 7/

, POlpd., p. 337. | - L T —

A
102Ibl Ihid. : )

10315i4., p. 339. : '

] . ¢
: T 104 ] . . - :

- . S M Merlan, From Platonism to Neoplatonism, p. 173. See
- N also, Harold Cherniss, Aristotle's Criticism of Plato and the

' Academy,” Vol. I, (Baltlmore' John Hopkms*Press, 1944), pp. 345-
4 - 348,

_— e ——
I S 8

P o lo,sMe'_t., 1072 a. 30-31.
B 106 A ' "
L - Are bemg and non- bemgw elements according to Anstotle s
’ definition of element at Met,, 1014 a. 26.ff.? Perhaps Merlan was
thinking that since the prirhary msta.nce of being is sub'Stance and
. ' the principles of (materlal}substance are-considéred "substance' in
: .. some senses that .substance is the primary component in a th:mg and
& _ ) . if divided into its pruic;.ples, we find they too are "substance“ (in <
- ' e some-sense Or othér) and so, substance is an element and s1nce Ysub-
L stance is the pnmary meaning -of ""being, ' being too “is an element.
¥ . -~ * This strikes us as mistaken on at least two counts. First, it leaves
T ‘ohe with the impression that bemg and non-being are-generic con-
. ; cepts and diffei orly in the degree to which.they are present in be-
- ings. . But this fliegin the faceof Aristotle's oft-repeated observa- -
" tion ‘that bemg is not'a genus; ‘Second, it stnkes us as strange to ° s
E -~ . identify substance as an elefentof a thmg Surely, it is whatthe . ' -
'1’ - . thing is and not an element of. ‘the thing. Th:.s we ‘will make more ‘
: o clear below “and in our next chapter og s-ubstan,ce.

L BTy

. ; - .

. . ~

- .

Lty S b

-
iy

<

J Owens, The Doctrme of Bemg, p. 465,

- e )

oo £ ) ) ‘-‘ . . . .‘ 3
i T 108_@ kg T j;_- | ’
s LA ‘ N : - 5 S
. 1094 ' " A
g, g - . E L Owen, ! LogJ.c a.nd Metaphysms, p 18‘3. ' Ry
i " Leszl places G. E. L. ‘Owen ifi:the synonymy ca'mp. We d:ﬁagree.
- PR See G. E.pL. Owen, "Anstot]ie on the Snares of Ontology, n p‘ 96.

s e noMet., 1026 a. 27-34. . Tl e e LR

.o . . . RS ;- \:\
EEY { . u . . . o 1 R
- ~, . PR 111 ‘ - ) L — R Pt
A el S *Met., 1064 b. 1. : - , _ R ¢
S ' ’ - P . - . : A
v - LN « N . - B . " - .
" . * .4' “%es d . .

N T




20 fet., 1064 b. 7-14. o .

1130 tet., 1028 a. 26.

£
i o~ 2

114) et 1029 a. 5-6=

"5De Anima, 413 b, 32-34. B - o

“116Protrepticus, Fr. 14, p. 50. _ T L
. - . . v
112 .= o -
Met., 1017 b, 1-6; 1026 b: 1-2. . ~ ~
< - L% ! _
T~ 118 ) . _ _ .
Leszl, Logic and Metaphysics, pp. 259-260. -
119 o - -

Met., 1041 b. 29-31. .
120 ) fet., 1038 b. 30-31. ‘ .

1213 fet., 1048 b. 7. .

122
Met., 1071 a. 24-27.

123 Met., 1070 a. 31-32; 1070'b. 18-19; 1070 b. 25-26; 1071

a. 5-6. ) .
-

e

&WM«M

>
S e .
o o S e e b
, i .

e,
)y

\

{

4
B

3

4
B N # L e
Faorat R “-', AL .

-

-
2-;-:‘“: gy
A% oo

e AL

H
1
AALE PR
ﬁ\ B i

,
N




CHAPTER III
THE CHARACTERIZATION OF SUBSTANGE .
- -
™~ Aristotle gives severa] descriptions of the subject matter, of
metaphysics or first philosophy. "He tells us that first philosophy

.fiust studyf the first principles and causes.! Later he tells us that.

é

these must be the first principles and causes of being and adds to

-
~ . .

the ipveéti;gation the “attributes which belong to this in virtue of its . .
: ' | -
own. nature."_2 ' ’ \ : . ~ ! .

s -

~ , Aristotle, himself, does offer some further clarification of

the subje'c'tvma_t'ter.of first philosoph{r:. ""And indeed the question which .

. was raised- of old and is ralséduag\ w and always, and is always the ~

% subject of doubt, viz. what being is, ieéj;t‘t‘ﬁ*q&éstion, what is

f1

S st a T

157,

TSR

3 S - : ) . - -

3 : 3 :
g . ' substance?%“” . -~ .

L~ : .. ) s

3 . . - 'S e
It is. clear that the concept of substance is of central impor-

- ~
.

Y " tance for Anstotehan first phﬂosophy It' is also i'n*'npor‘tant to our

L I

RPN SNE AN R 20 o s BT 2

study of the Uzimoved Mover. We have seen, tha! Armtotle identifies

) _ - first phllosophy w1th theology (the Unmoved. Mover is, of course, BN

S . dwme).gi He also. admlts the poss1b111ty of unma?enal asubsta\nces5
- -

‘ ]

‘and subsequently refers to the UmnOVed Mover«as substance.‘,’ o _{‘=

P

R o3
8

B ¥
3
g
-5
54
b
o0




-

What we must do in this. chapter i5 discover what Aristotle

" means by "substance' and discover why he thinks the science of

'"being qua béing" is primarily the science of substance.
The first difficulty in unpacking the Aristotelian concept of

substance is the translation of "ousia" by !'substance i While both
) S ey -

. Rl

the Oxford and Loeb editions of the Metaphysics generally translate
N >
"ousia'' as '"substance!, this translation has come under attack from

, 7 ' o
various sources, = Buchanan argues that ''substance implies a sta-
ad

"tic structire which-is not frue to Aristotle's thought. & 7. Owens

1
|

claims that 'substance' fails to express the direct relation with ’

9 1

being denoted by 'ousia',"’ Both 'Owens10 and Buchananl ag‘ree
that "substance' carr1es wx&h it the very real poss1b1hty of confusing -

l
Aristotle's busia with Locke's idea of substance, IL.ocke's idea of

substance is conveyed in. the following quote! '"The idea then, we h‘avc;,

to whlch we nge the general name substa.nce bemg nothing but the sup-

posed but unknow\support of these quahtl\s we fmd existing, wh1ch

~ .

we imagine cannot subsist siné zi‘é; aubs:tan\te, ‘withput somethmg to sup-

o

port them, ' we call thajc suppor't' substantia; which, according to the"
true -impor(; of the word'is in’plain En‘glish;«‘ gtﬁa.'nding' t_mdér or uphold-
nl2 g L e T e

ing, "% - e ‘

o -
- -

2

£

Amstotle would allow {:hat being a subatratum is one of he senses

- f st

and characterlstlcs,;of substancé bat, he sees substa.nce as somethmg *

e E

more than the ult;mate subject of pred:.c:at:.oni and.a substratum

(llypokeunenon) Arzstotle pomts out (Mve now outhned the

—
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'n?.t,u'i'e of substance showing that it is that which is not predicated of .

\

a stratum [subject] but, of which all else is predicated. But we must

now merely state the matter thus; for it is not endugh, The statement
. - ® : .-,wwd-u‘“”f e -
itself is obscure, and further® on this view; Thatter becomes sub-

r

stance, w13 e objects to this conclusion saying, ''If we' ado.pt“’this
‘point of view, then it follows that matter is substance, But this-is.
" impossible; for both separhbility and ‘thisness' are thought to belong

chiefly to substance. “14. ‘ P
¢

Aristotle will cla.un that matter can be called substance but

\&

only in a qualified sense because it:. is a part of"substi_r‘lce. If it were

not substance, then we would have a case in which non-substance is

-

Pprior (in the sense in which a part may b_e:‘t.hé%ght to be prior to the
v B !f'

whql€) to guﬁstgnce. 15 Yet, ‘Aristotle never stops saying that sub-
stance is prior to non-substance. We will dis,cuz;s Aristotie's treat- z
ment of matter as substance in more detail below. Let us here say.

-F
that Locke's view of substance is .not idéntical with Aristotle's,

b
»

Although Ross seems ‘to‘ come close to ih&g‘i‘prgting Aristotle's con-

- - . : d
cept of substance in a Lockean sense, 16 it should be clear that such

)
A

- an interpretation would be a m’istake.' : ‘ \ S

There is'a fourth difficulty conrected with the translation of

' )

P . .
"ousia'' as ”substanc o wh;.ch is as serious or more serious than the

confuamn of the Aristotelian agd Lockean doctnnes of substance. S
< x'( S
17

v, .

) Augustine argues that "substance“ implies. a subJect "standing

’
v L}

under accidents a.nd that tha.s clearly descnbes a complex;ty wh:.ch

cannot be pred1cated of the divnnty, who is s:.mple. A A bemgz wh:.ch




; 80

is a substance with accidents would be ‘cornplex because in speaking

* Tof it we would always have to add its accidental qualifications. Also

it would seem that if ''substance” means "substratum for accidents, "

.then an understanding of "accident' would be neces sary to gr%ip.

the definition of ""substance" and so, 'accident" would be logically

~ prior to '"substance' which flies in the.fa.ce of what Aristotle says

about the logical priority of‘substanc’e.
Aristotle does characterize the Unmoved Movét as simple
and indivisible. 18 1t one takes "substance' to imply a,,,;cqmplexit:x

'

’ ~ { i . ) . . . :
then one will be prejudiced'agamst ac’q_eptmg a simple-immaterial,

being as substance. Indeed given such an interpretation of substance, .

it is not hard to iisz‘agine that one could see Aris‘toclg.'.s' theology as &

remnant of his Platonic y&uth- and not as a part of his mature meta- .

physics,’ e ' e . ) -

While ther® are problems surrounding the translation of'

. - , o .
Yousia'' by ''substance, ' they are nof insurmountable. In fact, it ~

seem’ that to be forewarned about the possible tonfusions connected

L

with this translation is sufficient to avoid such confugions. Also we’

.

must recogpize thdt “substance' is ‘most commonly used both in trans-

> -

‘lations of Aristotle's works and é:ommen_t_ai'iéé anthem. . To depart .
. Lt . S . LT N
from it may very well occasion ‘more’confusions and difficulties (such. *
. . ..'Q . . - ] Lo \ ’:\‘ . ‘ ~ . . .
as in quoting'a commentator) than it woiild clear up, We wiN then . RN
L L N Ll o .- i . h "‘-;, . € -

. . ) N . ” e . - .. " ) . .' . .
. use "M'substance" for "ousia' and we hope we have'given sufficient
B P L ’ t T < R S T T .
. . - ’ " er . e w e . . . < - “ » ” : N e Y
. warning as to the possible confusions, T e

- , Q’r: . N . - .

. . . " N o _., ‘ . »:'. - '.‘ . “ - L.
s - Most of -Aristotle's analysis-of substance is contained. i thé
- A L - ) . . . PO N ] . O ] " -

14

. L ' '
.
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Categories and boeks Zeta, Eta, and Theta of the Metaphysics. The

v -

presentation in the Categories is clear and- straiéh_tfo.rward by com- _
parison with that of the Metaphysics. Aristotle's method throughout

the Metaphysics. is not ond‘e'c;f a et_raightforward presentation of a
s - ' 19
doctrine derived from a ¢Hlid, deductive argument. Aubenque,

20 ' ) .
J. Owens,; and ZRoss,z'1 to name a few, agree that Aristotle uses N

the aperematic‘method. Ross explains: ’ ‘o

~His ifiethod is aporematic. It is essential, he says, to start
with a clear view of the difficulties of the subject, and with an
1mpart1a1 consideration of the pros and cons on each main
question. Accordingly, a whole book (B) is devoted to sucha -
presentation, without any attempt to reach a dogmatic result.
N&«ml}r here, however, but in many other parts of the Meta-
physics (notably in Z) the mrethod is thoroughly aporematic;
not infrequently, after dlscussmg a question from one point of
v1ew without definite result, Aristotle proceeds to discuss it
from, another with the remark, '"Let us try a fresh start."
The Metaphysics as a whole expresses.not a dogmatic system but LT
the adventures.of a mind in its search’ for truth. - The method
adopted'is, for the most part, not that of formal syllogistic, .
argument from knowi premises to a conclusion which they o
establish, The fruths whxch are most important for meta-
physics to establish are funda.mental Any direct. proof of them
would inevitably be a petito principii. The proper procedure, )
then, ‘i8 to'atfempt no proof, but to commend them 332 showing ¢ $ .
the paradoxical consequences of the derflal-of theni. . :

sk Mot *

i a0 e ko Y
POy
P

Aristptle's application of this methgkl to the problerh of su.b; '

o

stance resembles someone thmkmg, in a Very loosely or_ga.mzed way,

Y -
»

on paper. Anstotle consu}ers various cand1dates for the demgnatmn

of substance, ‘Some of these ¢ didates; are drawn from'-cémxfxon
s . * e ' . 4 . ¢

‘- L

‘sense and some from previ'c;us philosophies. Aristdtle does present

&

-

2.,

ergﬁ}nents v)hy these candidates should be,:‘c?égh,idere,d as substance.
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“tirely true. Generally,-one might say that these gpinions each .. W# =%,

- " - \ N .

It is difficult to determine which of these Arguments are acceptable

to Him either whgllly,, or in part and which are not acceptable but

+

‘merely repeated because they were important to preyious thinlc_er.s.
. . [ «

He also presents objections and sometimes answers to them. Again
K

it is difficult to ascertain which are accepted by him. He does, as

Ross says, proceed from many different perspectives. We find \/

>
e

Aristotle ﬁ‘o be a very historical thinker (unlike a Descartes or the
philosophes of the eighteenth century). By this is meant that he
thinks it necessary to list the opinions of past thinkers of note and

~ -

of common sense not only because such opinions are historically

¢ . - [

-

important but because they are true. Of course, tlxey' are not en-

represent a partial tfuth', a 'berspeqtiv'e. What Axist&;t,leaseeks is a

S d

4 -
mo'r‘? comprehenswe vxew (perhaps the comprehenswe v1ew) _He

/.

- 45

i

A

B Y PR Y WO PR B

is eager to leérn from the past but :also he wishes to avoxd the blmd

Y > ~ IS

alleys and one-sideness of past opinions. It is usually nof a question

v

of which of these theories of substance are true agg_ which’ candidates_ ;

. 4

are substance, but rather to what extent the theories are true and in

.
<

what sense are each Sf the cand1dates called substance (although ot

o ‘
some are ruled out compl‘ ely).. Anstotle doggedly refuses to - i

.
- i . (3]

ov’ersimplify proble;ng. Tlus makes readmg him both trymg and a’

o

« .
T v .

joy (at least ‘to plulosophers) ' To arbxtrarx.y st1pulate a meanmg o

M L4 N . M N Mg

b [ SR «L‘“
BT |

, for substance would be one kﬁld of oversunplexcatlon. Thm is so s

L. a8

beéaﬁse s_uch a stipulation wot__J.l'd fail to take "\igtélagc\ount the _dig(-"’" g

prang
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. _
cussions of substdnce in the Presocratics and Platonists., Aristotle
’ v 3 ) + . G ‘ .
will not allow himself such a stipulation. Having made these pre-

liminary remarks let us turn to what are usually considered Aris-

totle's first thoughts on substance.

. -
Substance in the Categories
. The Categ'ories being part of the Organon may be thought of

. .. 3
as a logical work. This is not the whole truth, In fact it is an un-

- . B P

usual book which seems to form a bridge between logic and meta-

[ -

" physics. In it, Aristotlé uses the grammatical approach24 to sub-

stance, Ackrill explains, it is important to recognize from tﬁe

start that the Categories are not explicitly about ‘names but, about the

things that nhames signify .... Aristotle relies greatly on linguistic

1 .

. facts and tests, but hig aim i's to discover truths about non-linguistic

2 - - ' .
items," 5 It is the use of linguistic facts and tests.which we call the -
4 grammaticai apprdach. In using the grammatical approach, Aristotle ‘
is attempting to gain insights into the nature of substance by examin-

. - ! .

ing what it is that signifies substance in proper discourse and irio
> S " logic. These both amount to the same thing for Aristotle.. A‘B“‘I'Iintikk326

rd

points out,_Both Plato and Aristotle viewed thought from the perspective

of a not-yet-dead oral tradition. Thought was a dialogue with oneself. 27 4

. .
N LACIE. . S L}

Iy

: -~ If correct talking and correct thinking.grasped the nature of. things,
then an exarpﬁi%naﬁ'}ori of this discourse could yeild insights.into these ,
' A P o, ’ s 2 . 3 S 2
natures.” This would seem to bé Aristotle's intention in the Cate- .o
‘ . - " . ' . . - » . "
A T BT e e ! : '
3 :9 ‘.;
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gories. ™It must be pointed out that Aristotle also approaches sub-

= .

stance from an extra-gramrnatical or, more precisely, an ontological ~

,

point of view in the Categories. Inthe Metaphysics, tog,we find both

the grammatical and ontological approaches to substance, By '"onto-

rl

- logical approach’® we mean Aristotle's method of appealing to our
—

experience of being in order to gain more clarity about substance.
: &

The mixture of apprdaches is what we might expect of Aristotle,

L v mh o —

-

In the Metaphysics, Aristotle tells us that "being' is used in
many senses,28 but that the primary sense is substance.29 In the
Categories, he attempts what seems to be an early clarification of the

concept of substance by saying, 'A substance--that which is called a

. .,

substance most strictly, primarily, and most of all--is that which is
. el N .
neither said of a subject nor in a subject, e.g. the individual man or

> “30

the individual horse, .He adds, "All other things q.fe either said

of-the primary substances as“subjects or in them as subjecés."?’l Ve
- : ‘ . T

Regardihg things other than primary substances, Aristotle, ;

. . v

as we have just seen, claims that they are said of or in {)rimary sub -

stances. Of those things which are said of a, primary substance, some

are predical:ed,32 of the substance in name ohly and some in both .
< H Lo

name and definition, 33 These latter predicates are called secondary

34

-

Aristotle givéé‘t_xs tworreasons for calling these pre-

- dicates secondary éub@stances?sé

substances.

- . o

: oL, S #
1) They tell us what the primary substance,‘of which they are
predicated, is. Aristotlé points .out that it is the species .

\\J . ' - ' N ’ * - - !
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or genué of a primary substance that may be predicated of it
both in name and definition. 3° So we may predicate both

* "man' and "animal’f of Beethoven in answer to the question, #
"What is Beethoven?"', . . -

t -

e i A TR )

-

. o N -
*2) Secondary substances can be subjects of predication in two

o . senses: . .
4 ) . : - e ] '
a.) One can predicate the genus of the species, e.g., "man
o is'an animal® and an ultimate genus of a proximate one.

. b.) Those prog;erties (accidents) which are predicated of
primdry substances in name only can also be redicated
- 77 of the genus and species of that pr1mary substance. Aris-
totle notes, "For if you will call the individual man
. grammadtical it follows that you will call’both a man and
an animal grammatmal,c and su'rnlarly m other cases. 37 -
There is a génerél problem connected with these claims. Be- ¢
- : N L ' o .
ing a subject of predication (or what we might call a logical subject) ) .

° . - )

I L
is not a sufficient condition for being’included in the category of sub-

stancé, Besides the category of substance Aristotle gives us those of

quéntity, quality, relation, place, time, "boéi_tion, state, actic;n,- and -

38 o \ - " t' . FEPRERIN

affection. Items in these other categories can certainly functionas .

logical subjects. Coior can be pré’&icated ot: white and knowIedge of

b [ - - =2 -
} knowledge-of grammar. 39 Arzstotle recognizes this problem and C,
v - ‘e

’ tries to resolve it by addmg to his crxterlon for deslgnatmn of. s‘ubr ::

B . . . —
E; ¢ « >

st:ap_ce, A true substance cannot be m andther substance. 0 Wh11e.1t

0\\ %
. - would make sense to say of Socrates that he is a human being (second-

ary sul?s,tance), it would.bg_ in'porr,ect to say that' hurpanity is in Soc-:‘ =

P 2

‘rates, ' A human being is what Socrates is. Dancy calls.atténtion to . . .«
this incorrectne'ss saying, “Suppose we said that it was the presence

" of hurnamty in SOcrates that warranted us in callmg h1m a fnan". That v
0 (3‘ : . .

o L4 i oo [ -0 ‘ o g 3
. . ' . - - . . -

LA RV IR DI vy
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would prompt the quéstion: the présence of humanity in what ~\:V«7a.1'r:«.1n.1:s . _

.
., ey S »

us in calling it a man? il It would, however, make sense ;‘.olsay -

. <

42

.~ -

r

that ¢olor or some oth‘er accidental property is in Socrates.

+ & . N

Ackrill observes thdt "Aristotle's explanation of 'in a Sub- o A

o
£T- o

“fect! ... is slight indeed; "~ -Aristotle gives us the folldwir'z_g infors ® .

EE N

.

-— .
o

mation; "By 'in a subject' I mean what is in something, not as a part
v ' ' . N . . "o ’ R "
and cannot exist separately §rom what it is in. For example,.the” ’

~
. N LI

.

individual knowledgeipf-grainmar isin a _subjé‘dt, the soul, but is AP

not said ‘of any subject; and the individual white is in a sxib.j’e’ct, the

o - N
N ]

éody for all color is m a body, but ifs not said of ény subjec't. wid S

A pé.x}t of a ma.chi'ng; may be said to be "in'' the machine but we may -

take it out of the machine, and it will contifiue to exist. Th¥syis not

N -

. . the sense of "in'"' with which Aristotle i5s here con?céi;ned. He_ié speak-

L ) > -

N -

‘{g % ' - ing'of the relation of accidents to-substance and claims that the for--

mer ''cannot exist s.eparately"45 from the latter. I:Ie makes the point :

'3 . " even miore forcefully, sayjng, "So if ‘the primary substances did not

: . exist it would be impoa's‘ible for any, of the other things to -exist, ndé gy
lE> ¢ ‘ ‘ * .

o .
-

: " This is what he cafls '"natural "priority‘ nd7 .

" rJ o R

. -

; . ‘ / . ) 1 c e Wt ~
g . . How we are’to understand this relationship of natural priority
g §° " hasled'to gome controversy, We-might say that, -if any substance is

. /[w', - . ‘ . ¢ o ’ . ‘ - =
o ' . eliminated, its accidents are gelirriinatfed also but hot that, if'any of'its
Y o ceot ' ST T N L
acéid‘enég are ¢1irgin§£ed,'thé subs'tar}ce,,is el;i:nihatp,d too, This would

.« . P2

§

2 .

oy, X

»
.

. Lo '
seem to be acceptable to all ¢commentators but;it.is not.: There.are . .~ .

-some who hold that 'I;ccidents are nox-unique and rgcurrent rg.thex;-
. ) H ' S a .. > - O '
. x &%« . N . s . . - ) .

. . v . ' -

= . . . . g ! . N
- L S~ T * . b
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than partichlar, non-recurrent items (which.is the traditional vie.w).48
(- ~ . : . AN N

$G.E.L, Ov'véns, fc.)r example, writes, "Any particular shade of Color — —_____

aTe—— ‘\

—

is, of c0u'1$,,\.re<&roducible. Any bit of ling:fzisfic knowledge c'an)of .
. ~ .
N \\\ ~ '

course, lodge in more.than one head. ud9 If accidents are repro-

- ~.
T

\“ - - 3
ducible or can ‘exist as a one in many, then if a particular substance

was eiiminaie{i, the same accidents it had could exist in other sub-

stances. It is only that they must ‘éxist in'some substance, *-

.

Unfortunately, this very interesting issue lies beyond the

scope‘of this thesis, We shall not gi\}e a detailed discussion of this

problem but only say that we agree with the traditional view that an
. . '

accident in an individual substance is non-recurrent, Just as sub-

stances differ in number so do their accidents. It seems. to us that

. : \
"G.E.L. Owen is conside¥ing accident as universal and from this

»

perspective it can be the same in kind as other instances.

We have discovered some additional characteristics of sub-

- \. . p .
stance. No substdnce can be in another in the way that accidents are

in a substance.” There exists a natural priority between substance
’ ) ’ ¢ .

s

éﬁd‘ accidents such that t\li:e latter could not exist without the form er.

~— R
. It i's in.this sense that accidents are said to be in substances. 50

. We can also see from this discussion that Aristotle certainly

considers primary substances to be ngstrai\:a in whigh accidental

~
D ~

properties or attributes inhere. Aristotle 'sayﬁ that primary sub-

.

e g
S5 fr e L w

stances "underlie and are the subjects of: everything else."! Sucha

[\ IR

~§ el Vo

substrate is dble to receive contrary attributes. Axjstotle says, "For

RIS

e . . -
\\
“

S
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" exatnple an inziivi\dual\man--ohe and the same--becomes pale at one

T~ .

. . ) S~ o 52
time and dark at another ancﬁm\ot\and cold, and bad and good," " -Of,

A

. .

s course, the man in question remains a man.throughout this process

~

0 wm;mmmmvw/m%ﬂ

of change ' as Aristotle explicitly points out in the Pl;z\\?rics.??’
~ ) . '\\\
- : T\ Furthermore, théré is nothing contrary to either primary-.

’
iy
] .

ryed

4 1

Y
L
-~

or secondary substances, although definite attributes also share this

characteristic. 54

~

o~

' : .

' ' i . i :
~. - Substance does not admit of degrees, Aristotle contrasts
\__  “~substance with accidents in light of this characteristic: "For example,

if this substance is a man, it will not be more a2 man or less a man

Sad

either than itself or than another man. For one man is not more a

~

man than another, as one palenthing is more pale than another and

one beautiful thing more beautiful than another. 155 -

o Aristotle gives us what he considers to be the sufficient con-
i * . B . -
dition for substance or at least for primary substance wheén he writes,

. \
"Every substance seems to signify a certain 'this. " As regards the

-

N N
' ‘primary substancelif’{s‘ indisputablyNrue that each of them signifies

a certain 'this'; for the thing revealed is individual and numerically
‘f‘; .

one. u56 That a primary substance ié/numeritally one and able to re-
¢ ' ’

ceive contrary accidents are its most distinctive characteristics. As

Aristotle insists, "It seems most distinctive of substance.th\at, what, ;

is numerically one and the same is able ‘to receive contraries. In . ¢

no other case could one bring forward anything numerically one,

* v t

which is able to receive contraries. 157 ¢,
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Individuality is not characteristic of secondary substances in

s

spite of the fact that single Substantives usually name them: "But .. N

- -~ .

as regard—g\/tjhe secondary substances, though it appears from the _
h . " ¢ ~ :
form of tl;le name--when one speaks of man or animal--that a second -

ary substance likewise signifies a certain-'this', this is not really\.\\

true; rather it signifies a tertain qualification, for the subject is not,

as the primary substance is, one, but man and animal is said of

-

. 58 cer e
many things.'f To term secondary substance a qualification is some-
what puzzling. However, if we turn to Aristotle's lexicon in the
Metaphysics, matters are soon cleared up. There Aristotle says,
. o \\ . a

"'Quality' means (I) the differentia of'the essence, e.g.. man is an

animal of a certain quality because he.is two-footed, and the horse is

so because it is four-footed; and a circle is a figure of particular ‘
3 . -

.quality because it is without angles--which shows _t‘l;zat the essential

differentia is a quality. ">’ S

- . . . - o

In any event, secondary substances aré not numerically one.

» -

The main reason for calling the genus and species "substance™ is that

> .
they tell us what-a thing is rather than what accidg\ants it has, .

Let us summarize the characteristics of primary substances

which ‘we have gleaned from the Categories: ; ;

b — . s

1. They are logical subjects of which the names of accidents and

both the names and definitions of secondary substances may . . :

. - \ Q . N boe ";

be predicated. N

)
%

2. They are not said of any other logical subject--properly. We.
. » j ) 1 ’

/. |




.~

think the reason for this is that they are not properties

of other being's but rather that they are the beings which

v .
have properties.
. %

.
. ~

One primary substance cannot be in 4dnother and be ontologic-

\

ally dependent on that other as accidents are on substances,
They.are substrata in which accidents may inhere.

They can admit of éontrafy accidents while remaining es-
sentia‘ily the same,

vThey have no contraries,

They do not admit of degrees, each within itself (perhaps at
different times) or each compared with another primary sub-

stance of the same species,

8. . Each is an individual, one in number, a '"this,"

M

9., They are n(ét{.}rallyprior to both secondary sgf)gtanges and

beings in other categories. They could not exist if primary

s:ubstances. did not. 61

Substance in the Metaphysics
) y

Aristotle's task in the Métaphysics is expressed as an in-
- L . N

vestigatibn of being gua being, 62 Quite Boon, however, Aristotle

turns to a discussion of the categories and especially of the relation

¢

bétween substance and the other categorfes. W. Marx voices a dis- ‘
appointment and raises a question concerning ﬁristotle'g entire
metaphysical enterprise, He.claims that Aristotle promised us, in

* /
\ <




et '

therefore, not with a distinction_between kkinds 6f words, or terms
. - . e A ’ i
detached from any semantic reference, but, with the fundamental

classificatiéh of things essential to the elaboration of scientific
language. ubb - .
Wilson explicitly denies any similarity between the Aristotel-

ian and Kan-tian categories, ''Kant naturally makes the categories

-

forms of the unifying understanding, because of his dominant con- @
fusion of the apprehension and the apprehended. Aristotle's tendency

is fdr sounder, for necessity of ap‘p'rehension can, after all, only

mean apprehension of a necessity in the object, b7

Aristotle himself declares that ""the.varieties of essential

’

‘being are indicated by the categories; for in as many ways as there

‘are categories may things% said to 'be’, nb8 We suppose one could

3

emphasize the word "said" and conclude that Aristotle is identifying

the categories of logic with those of language. That is, one might

deny that Aristotle is claiming that things exist in as many different

- \

ways as there are categories and instead assert that Aristotle is only

claiming that the categories indicatel the different ways in which.

human beings talk of '‘essential being." We think that this would be

1Y [T L
)

the fallacy of accent since Aristdtle does tell us that the categories.

indicate "essential being' and he adds elsewhere that what we say

69 .

s

about things is sometimes true.

Finally, we have W, ‘Marx's own descriétion of thé Aristotel-

-

ian philosopher as one who reveals the meaning of t_Seing through the
- }‘ .

S
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exercise of nous. 70 We. cannot see how this dfe*z‘scrif:tion would square
with a claim that thé philosopher is rather elucidating the categorical

la Kant. - - )

structure of the understanding

3. W Mgrx may be claiming that Aristotle récqgnized the

possibility of other modes or categories of'being not covered by his
!.':._ ’ . . . ’

list ofjcategories because they haven't yet beel}, revealed. We don't

Ve . "\/ -

think that this is the meaning of W. Marx's question. He does not

complain that Aristotle's categories are incomplete but that Aristotle

AL -

turns to an elucidation of being via the categories. If we are wrong

* here and this is his point (which is very doubtful), then we must say

_ recognition. And this would be all the more deplorable gince the

~

" to be c:ornplete.72 . ‘

that he gives no evidence to support the claim that such was Aristotle's

A
" claim is of the utmost importance.. If new catégories could be dis=
covered, then one more primary than substance might be discovered.

Since Aristotle considers substance to be the primary sense of !'being")

this possibilii:y would make his first .philosophy a very tenuous affair

[ Also, it is clear that the recognition of

rather than a science.
, ) o

possible new categories would scarcely link Aristotle with Kant, since

Kant arrived at his categories in an a priori way and thought his list

E.

4. Thus it would seem that the third interpretation of the

LY ° f

question is implausible and the first two. merit negative answers,
' - |

It ,‘would seem that W, Marx is either complaining that Aristotle

promised what no human being could deliver and consequently failed
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" complaint-question and may move on to more specific issues.

\ ) -

to fulfill his promise or Aristotle promised what could in some way
be delivered but failed to do so. If W, Marx's complaint can be

reduced to the second alternative., then he seems to be saying-that

"being' can be elucidated apart from the manifold senses of the-

categories. If so, it is likely that he sees "being'' as, in some way,

]
univocal and capable of non-categorical elucidation, If his complaint

is reducible to the first alternative, then he has jumped to a hasty
\ ; >

understanding of what Aristotle means by '""being'’ or "being-as-such'*

?

and later became cLis'appointgd when he found out what Aristotle

-

really means by the _teim. An Aristotelian scholat should, above all,

e

oy

be wary of hasty judgments concerning the meanings of Aristotelian

terms. . .

When Aristotlé elucidates being via the categories, he is not

-
“

simply saying that human reason is 'flimited® by the categories but that
- gs .

-

. . . 14
reality is also categorically "limited.' It would seem that any ra-

.. tional being would understand reality categorically (though not

necessarily through’-seﬁseéserience)'. The science. of being qua
P T
being is not a‘pseudo—sc.ience for Aristotle.

We have argued in the last chapter that "'being' is not uni-

vocal but a pros hen equivocal. The unity of Aristotle's universe

»

rests on causal dep.énden'cy‘ and logical dependency and not the uni-
vocity of "being, "

Hopefuily we have adequately dealt with W, M_afx‘s generé.l

b
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but because you are-pale we who say this have truth."

Via Negativa ‘

We have seen that first philos.obh"y is the study of being qua

being and the primary instance of bei;lg is substance, In our atwempt
¢ ’ :

to explain what this means, we will first consider those candidates
for the prirmnary instance of being and substance which Aristotle re-

jected. It is hoped that an examination of the reasons for the rejec-
. . /‘ . N
tions of these candidates will shed light on those characteristics of

substance which make it the primary instance of being.

*

I, Truth: Trutf is rejected as the primary instance of being

because it is an attribute in the intellect. Aristotle points out that

B

' "falsity and truth are not in things--it is not as if the good were true,

red

[
and the bad were in itself false--but in thought. .. 3 He explicates,

"It is not bec;ause we thinlﬂ;_lgruly that yoﬁ'are p.ale, that you”aLe0 pale,
o 74 Truth then .
d;apends for its existence both on external conditions (*'that you are
;‘)ai’le:(') and on t.he intelléct in which it exists. It certair‘ﬂy fails as a
candidate for the name “substance' gince it exists ina substance and
gould\no.t exis.t apa;'t from some substané‘e.‘ Truth could hardly be

primary given such inherence-in’substance.:.

II. The Universe: Aristotle raises the question as to whether

B . Y R e’ -y
the physical universe is a substance and whether its parts (stars,
moon, and sun) 'are.75, This question may be raised iy refe‘i‘epce to

Plato's doctrine in the Timaeus in which the entire universe is con-
. ~lmaecus . :
. . i L . 4

ceived as a single living thin‘g.76 Aristotle does not explicitly answer
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this question here in the Metaphysics. There is certainly talk in the
De Caelo of the universe as 'a particular and material th'ing. !'77

Sokolowski feels that Aristotle is using terms like "matter®, _
’ . W ’ . -
"form'r, and "substance'f in the De.Caelo’according to common pasg, .

lance, i.e., in a non-metaphysical way. This may very Aweill be the

eése, either because Aristotle had not yet set™up his criterion for

Aj

substance or because he was so interested in proving the uniqueness

-

of the universe in De Gaelo I, 9 that he ignored the technical problem

<« .

of substance.

a

¢ -

AR T ST

We tend to favor the former interpretation. Although we

Y

dislike falling back on the genetic approach, we find it necessary to

do so here, Fpi‘ example, at 298 a, 29-32, we find Aristotle claiming

' ' =

\ R that natural bodies (fire, earth, etc.) are substances yet as we shall

see below this is at odds with his developed metaphysical doctrine. -

At thsics II, 1 and Metaphysics VII, 2, Aristotle considers the uni- ¥

'verse and natural bodies as possible candidates for the title '"sub-

’

|

]

i

g ) stance'' becau_se thg‘ have been so considered by pas't thinkers and in
é common parlance and gives no indication that this is his conclusion, 7
. . Atistotle in De Caelo I, 9 was concerned with proving that

2 % . .
there was one universe rather than a plurality. We find that the unity
e . il

RINRY

of this universe is explained in Aristotle's mature thought by a network

of causal relationships between accidents and substances and sub-__

) . 4

stances and substances. The idea of the universe as a substance .. -
: a2 T -t .

smacks of Plato's world-soul and consequently strikes us as early
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_rather than mature Aristotle and gives rise to many confusing probfems

of the status 6f what we have heretofore called érimary substances.

. ‘ . .
The universe may well comprise all matter but we see no necessity

r -

- A hd

for it existing in a single form.. .
As regards the heavenly bodies, Aristotle does indeed con-
80

sider them substantces.

III. Natural Bodies: Aristotle mentions "fire and water and

earth and everythin-g~ of the so:r!:."81 In reviewing t_hese candidates,
Aristotle probably had in mind some of the theories of the Presocratics
including the Atomists. One would do well to follow Rorty's82 sugges-
tion that, ip the Metaphysics, Aristotle was tryin.g to avoid both ma-
teralistic and f'ormalistic";ecl_uctionism. Aristotle steadfastly re-
fuses to allow that the simple bod,ies of tpe materialists or the Forms
of- the Platonists should be considered actual substance. 4
The issue here is why shoulc{ we not éay Fhat simple or na-
tgral bodieg such as fire, water, atomé or the 1i1$e are the primary
instance(s) of being or substance(s)? These natural bodies may, of‘

course, be found in a pure state, (some, er_ atoms, excepted) or,

through physical processes, come to constitute other types of things.

Water may become solidified into earth, for example. 83

Az_;i}stotle rejects these natural bodies as primary substances
saying; "Evidently even of the things that are thought to be substances,

most are only potencies--both the parts of animals (for none of

them exist separately; and when they are separated, then too they
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exist all of them merely as matter) and earth and fire and air; none

of them is a unity, but as it were a mere heap, till they are worked

) .. . 84
up and some unity is made out of them."

Aristotle does not make it clear in the Metaphysics what
8 prea——

sense of u.nity85 he is denying to natural bodies nor why. It may very
well be-thle case tiaat ;Aristotl‘e's paradigm of actual su}:‘:stance is, as
many commentators suggest, the oz'gar}isrn.86 Indeed Aristotle make
the-same suggestion: ''Perhaps indeed, neither.!:hese things them-
selves (artifa\cts), nor an'j of the other things which are not formed
by nature are fubstances at all, for one might say that the nature in
natural objects is the only substance to be found in destructible
things. u87

“Thete are problems .with admitting natural bodies as actual

substances. Solmsen observes that natural bodies are constituted by

S

hot and cold, moist and dr'.y..g8 Sokolowski agrees saying, '"The con- .

. ®
trary powers constitute the simple bodies; they are not merely the

properties of such quies."89 There is evidence in the corgusfthat

Aristotle holds that natural bodies are cohs@ituted by “powers"' in

90

matter. It would seem that natural bodies are derived by a coupling

of two of these powers to the material subsmistotle‘exphins,

s
1

“"fhe elementary qualities are foddr, and any four terms can be com-

“bined in six couples, Contrarieties, hotwever, refuse to be coupled:

P ’ .

f'o‘r it is impossible for the same thing to be hot and cold, or moist

nd dry. Hence it is evident that the '¢ouplings' of the elementary
' ‘ \ - . .
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qualit.ies l{avi'il be fouﬂ\i hot with dry_ and moist with hot and cold with

dry and cold with moi%t.‘ And these four couples have attached them .

IR
,1‘ \‘

selves to the apparenély j,gimple' bédies (fire, air, wat,e"r,-'and earth)
. " “‘ N
”91, (It will not do to make. too
- NN .

in a2 manner consonant with theory.
much out of "att-:ached“ here since the whole point of the passage is
that the "“simple bodies"' aren't simple.) )
If this is a true interpretation <.3'f Aristotle's ac;count of na-
tural: bodies)i:hen we may begin to see why they are not primary sub- ,
stances. A primar‘y-substance is a "this" and one in number. We
shall see below tP}at such a substance is_ a union of matte"r and form ~
or essence. Sokolowski objects to seeing natural bodies as ha\.rin-g.
a subs’tan.tial form:' "Hoyv can a S\.;bstantial form be composed of two
factors, like the hot and the solid? A '‘form' in the strict meta-
physical sense is indivisible and cannot be comi:osed of two parts, W92
He adds that change of one natural body may occur when one
of the péwers consgituting the body is nepiacet‘i. Water which is cold
and moist becomes air which is hot and mo"é.st. He asks "how coulc;.
one half of the‘fo;'m be changed while the other remains the sa‘me pu93
Without substantial forms, natural bodié?s canndt b'e substances, ' .
SoKolowski adds an interesting explanation regardi;1g the re-
jection of pa:tura} bodies as substance by appgalling tobproper dis- . *
cou'rs‘e. He ob.selarves, “We cannot arbitrarily say that the leg is

'this animal, ' or that any other part is 'this animal.' The thisness ) -

of the animal is determined by the animal itself and if we are to speak-

L] v . ey
4 . .
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truly about the animal we“must submit our language to the unity of the

1194”

-

animal substance manifest to us, *'On*the‘d_‘fﬁ'ér hahd, he points

H

out that a bucket of water; a river, lake, or ocean can be called

>

"this water.'" The decision as.to what "this water’ is is "arbitrary

4

and man made" since water is'\not an actual s.ubstance.95 The unity of

% . °

parts outside of parts, sheer extgrnality."gé

. N\
substance, Aristotle narrows the list down to four in Z, 3: th

¢

. \ .
straturh, the essence, the universal, and the genus. He gives t}mree
. 7 7/ .
. ’ .
possible kinds-of definitions for "genus:" "A. ... contfintious genér\a\r
. ' - ’ \
tion of the same kind, B. ... the first-mover which is of the same kind

o o ’ .
as the thing it moves, (3) as matter; for that to,which the differentia

or quality belongs is the ‘substxatum which we calﬂ mat‘ter."cﬁ’

. .
In the Categories, we saw'that genus was considered second-
_ . ; . . . . £ \ L.

. . . . . " .&:_ < . - .
ary substance. Yet'it was less a substance than the #pecies: "Of the.

a e
~ »
.

seconc{ary substances, the species is more a substance than the genusg,

. “ B . o
. 2y . - : cA . - .
since it is nearer to the primary-substance. For if one is to say of

=

" the pfimary substance what it is, ‘it will be more informative and apt

. . \
to give the species than the genus. 198 There would seem to be a

. » ) . -
difference of degree between secondary substances unlike primary
Py ’ g ’ '

-

ones. What is meant by differences of degtee is not made clear hexe.

‘ - .

Since it is less informative to give the genus than the species in tell-

'ing:yhat something is, does this fact reflect the further fact that the

- A
o
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genus is not actual substance? Is that what being.less a substance

» .

* implies? No answer is given in the Categories to the€se questions and . !

-
. .

in the Metaphysics, although genus is one of the four candidates for

substance, it is never as explicitly discussed as the other three.

However’ at 1028 a. 34, Aristotle tells us that substance is prior in

-

the order of kné)wledge. This may have be;:n what he had in mind ir&
saying the species was more of a-substance than the g-enus. The’
speciéé giv?ﬁ ore knowledge about what thé thing is.tha-n the genus.
We can observe that in thé Metaphz' sics, genus still does not
count as primary sub\stance:‘(the primary-secondary substance talk is
apsent, so it is not possible to say if Aristotle would still call it a
secondar;)r substance). F‘irkst, beivng and unity are denigd_ to be a

genus: "But it is not possible that either unity or being shoyld be a

single genus of .things; for the differenfiae of any genus must each of

R
.
\

them both have lft;e.iqg and be one but 1t is not possibl fqr the“‘.ger_xus
taken ap;.rt from its species (.any rnor.e than the speZes of the ‘genus)
to. be predicated of its. proper differenfiag; §0 th:;t if unity, or b.eing is
émj no differentia wili\ either have being or be one. w9 of

" course, this argument is ‘intendedgto show that there is no.Being,

itself or Unity, itself\wh,’ich might function as a summum genus and in -
which all else.participate. We also have Aristotle's often repeated

¢ N < .

cim

‘claim that "being" has many senses so it cannot be a summum genus,
-« ' . - \ . T .

R

This passage doc?s cast some doubt on genus as substance since sub-

- “ A\l
© -

stance is the primary instance of being and is one in number. For- .
- SR . .

K i ¥
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tunately, Aristotle is more direct in his rejection of the genis, claig -

ing that "neither the universal nor the genus is a substance. 100

What Aristotle means by genus in his denial of its substanti-

ality is not completely clear, 101 However, 4in a polemic against the

Platonists, he suggests that the genus may count as a universal or

'

as matter. He observes; "If then the genus absolutely doeg not exist
- \
apart from the species-of-a-genus, or if it exists but exists as mat-
A . .

)
-

n102

ter The choice seems to be that genera arg either universals,

in which case they can’only exist in various species, or matter.
@ : % .
Genera by themselves (outside of being actualized in species) are

nothing. 103 The other alternative is that, as we observed, a genus

withoul species signifies only matter. A thing which existed in a genus

but not a species may be possible but 'it. would be a fleap rather than a

sut?stance . 1 04

‘o

So genus may be thought of as the universal or as matter and
} . . .

)

we shall see that neither can b—e'actual su_bstance.

V. The Un°ive1:sal: -In his rej;ect,ion of the universal (ka.tholou .

Aristotle is sometimes as clear and straightforward as we could wish,

».

“

He proclaims: ' “

For it seems impossible that any universal term should be the
name of a substance. ,For firstly the substance of each thing is
that which is peculiar to it which does not belong to anything else;
but the universal is common, sgince that is called universal which.
is such as to belong to more than one thing. Of which indiwmdual
then will this be the substance? Either of all or of none; but it
cannot be the substance of all, And/if it is to be the substance
of one, this one will be the others afgo; for thu:é@hose sub-

stance is one and whose essence is one age the selves also one.
i .

& -

105

i




(VC.?

Aristotle also complains that a substance cannot be predicated’

" § Yof & subject whereas a universal is ''predicableyo{ some subject al-
\} - .

Ways. "106 -

(S g i cpa sy et
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He W the possible Platonist dbjection that surely

‘animal is contdined in'man as a part of his substance or a substance

participating in a substance. This pp‘ssibility he rejects saying,

>

rn SR TS MY G PRI b

. ¥ s s s =
A substance cannot consist of substances present in it in cognplete

reality; for things that are thus in complgte reality two are never in

\
complete reality one.... ul 07
He concludes that "it is plain that rio universal attribute is

,

substance, and this is plain also from the fact that no common predi-

cate indicates a 'this' but rather a 'such'., If not, maxiy difficulties

follow’tanci especially the 'third man'. "10_8 If we allow_that the uni-
\ - . . -

versal is an actual substance, then we would also allow that it is one

. o
in number, a '"this' as the Categories informed us. However, a uni-

“versal is common and not one in number, Because it is common, .it is

-

a predicate of many proper, logical subjects. Nor can we claim that ‘

the universal is a ''this' in its own fight andcyet is the 81\1bstance of

PR Ve

&

another individual. | How can one individdal substance be the substance
. L3

N f

REE

IS

of another? But, of course, uni{gexsals are not individuals by defi-

v
5

\ nition, Those thinkers who think they are haye not only the above

<

&igficu}ties to-contend with but also the Thixrd Man argument which

° 109

Aristotle levels repeatedly at the Platonists,

- .

]

Certain points should be emphasized here:
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A. Rorty claims that'Ar.istgile's "yse of the term 'universal
. L. A
(katholou) is so baffling that it is very difficult to back up any claim

that he thought of certain things_é.s universals and others as particu-

110

" Tars. . While we would not completely agree with Rorty (e.g.,

see An, Post., 100 a. 5-9), we do think that his claim should put us %"
on our guard against assuming a priori that universal' has only one
sense for Aristotle. Few of Aristotle's important terms have but one ‘

1

sense within his philosoghy. This should be remembered when we

o aed . e VRN £3!
find Aristotle speaking of theology as a universal science. ©

TN

B. A universal cannot be a substance because it is not one
in number. If it is considered one in number (contrary to common

usage), then difficulties like the Third Man will occur. If one believes
. - o '
between individual,&rhater'ial men must beé explained

,
[

that the similarity

b_y.posi'ting a Form of _Humahit);, itself,in which these men all parti-
e .

cipate‘ and one aiso holds that ;-Iuma'nity, it;sglf')i‘-s an indivic‘lual s.-u:lg-‘ R
stance, then one shoula\po§it the existence of a third Form i'to account
‘for the ‘simiilarity between men and. Huménity, itself, - - - !
. C\ Azrist_:otle does not claim that thg universal has no role

) . to play in \th'e explanation ~of sui)séa;nce)only that iﬂt cannot be an actu;I

. S A \ R

substance.

.
4

D, If we assume that the first two points are correct inter-’

pretations of Aristotle's doctrine of universals, we find then a re-

~ ST A Y : NPT .
%eated assertion of primary substances or individuals having a na -

- e

) ) i N o
tural priority over secondary ones or universals. If we take uni-
3 ' . . . .o . °
\ . . .

3
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,ways,

“A{istotl also complains that a substance cannot be predicated

of a subject w}xe\ eas a universal is "predicable of some subject al-

106,

.o

He considers the possible Platonist objection that surely
animal is contained in mar as a part of his substance or a substance
participating in a substance. This possibility he rejects saying,

A substance cannot consist of substances present in it in complete

reality; for things that are thus in complete reélity two are never in

complete reality one. ... ul07 . o=

He concludes that "it is plain that no universal attribute is

2

substance, and this is plain also from the fact that no common predi-

cate indicates a ‘this' but rather a 'such'. If not, many difficulties

. .

follow'and especially the 'third rn:—.».n'."]‘08 If we allow that the uni;
P y ) R

versallis an actual substance, then we would also allow that it is one

in number, a ''this" as the Categories informed us. However, a uni--

versal is common and not one ir"i number, Because it is common, it is

i
'

\
1

|
a predicate of many proper, logical subjects. Nor can we claim that
the universal is a “this'" in its own right and yet is the substance of

‘another individual. How can one individual substance be the substance

of another? But, of course, univefqals are not individuals by defi-

nition. Thpse thinkers who think they are have not only the above

o . .
difficulties to contend with.but also the Third Man atgument which

109

RO
b =

Afistqtle levels repeatedly at the Platonists, \
E .

Certain points should be emphasized here:

~——




versals to be naturally prior to individuals in the sense that univer-

sals exist as actual _substanges and constitute those individuals, we

in\;olire ourselves m a host of insoluble difficulties. The Third Man-

112

‘problerh is not the least of these, This argument accords well

-

with‘&lr'experience of individuals rather ‘t#n universals as sub-

stances. Granted that the individuals experienced are of certain -
4

kinds, yet they are, nonetheless, in:\ijviduals. There are many more
problems surrounding the universal which we shall discuss while

considering essence as substance, -

VI. Substratum as Matter: The substratum or "that of
.\
which everythmg else is predmated while -it 154tself_not_pz:.ed1cated

i

of anythin else,"113 This substratum may be thou ht of as the indi-
Yy g y g

vidual or primary substance, the form (eidos) or shape (moz;ghe), or

“

the- rnatter;‘:u‘1 - - - ; - e

: \
Aristotle says of rnatter: -

\

" By matter I mean that which in itself is neither a pa:rticulé.r thing
nor of a certain quantity nor assigned to any other categories by
which being is detgrmined. For there is something of which
each of these is predicated, whose being is different from that of
each of the predicates (for”the predicates other ‘than substagce
are predicated of substance, while substance is predicated &f .
matter). Therefore the.ultimate substratum .ig itself neither a
particular thing nor 6f a particular quantity nor® otherwf@e posiy
tively charactenzed"nor yet is it the negations of these for ne-
gations will bel\ong to it only by accident. S\ .

et a A (X AR T, v dog 7 D O TP o
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Aristotle adds, "For if this is pot substance, it baffles us to

1116 e . o
say what else is." 1 Schofield feels that Aristotle seriously intends
- R . , . . ) \
this rgmaxh'k. 17 Robinson thinkg that Aristotle is showing us what
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the result is if being a logical subject is taken as a sufficient condition

i
-~

for substance. We' have already seen in the Categories ‘that the spe-

K 3

cies and genus as well as items in the non-substantial categories can

and do function as logical subjects. Aristotle admits that the condi-

,

2.
tion of being a logical subject is somewhat "obscure’ and it is not
N , . .

sufficient. 118 He continues, "If we a\dOpt this point of view, then,
\ .

it“follows that matt? is substance. But this is impossible; for both

separability and 'thisness' are thought to belong chiefly to sub-

stance. w119 We\disggree with both Schofield and Robinson and think,

rather, that Aristotle is here presenting another of his metaphysical

_puzzles. Matter i s‘ﬁoﬁmﬁnnoned_asg&andada:te:fnl_substamp\ﬁ

Categories as it is in the Metaphysics. It is ‘discussed in the latter
to account for our experience of substantial change--when one kind

o
— U

of sdbstanc?é—éﬁé_tfg?e? into another kind. 'Suc;h an account offers solu-
p d : .

tions to many of the problems of tlie Presocratic physicists, such as
how unlike comes from unlike .(fire from waj;‘er).‘ Also Aristotle's

. .. J 120 4 ]
matter does not, in itself, come tobe or pass away. Parmenides
o 2

.
-

is, at least, partially placated. . ‘
. h . : 4 » - . N - \

. A .
When Aristotle speaks of matter as not characterized po’sﬁl‘-—

tive:ly or negatively, he seems to be referring to wHit is called pri-

-

g . 121 .
mary matter,as distinguishied from secondary matter. “Primary

matter is described assthat which'is, in itself, totally undetermined.
The Scholastics sp'oke of secondary matter, referring to matter |

which is worked up into "heaps' or "things. nl22 -'i‘hese "things' ma
p 2ap g . g y

>
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have accidental characteristics sucg as size, weight, etc,

Now matter is first denied the status of actual substance be- &
AN . .

~N

cause it is not a "this." It lacks the unity of a true substance, Well,

5

of course, this is true enough for priﬁ'lg.ry matter which is indeter-

.

minate in itself. It must be true also of secondary matter of "things"

~
-

since they are distinguished from substances, Whatever unity they

3

. ) \ )
may have (physical continuity), it is not sufficient for them to be

called substances. It may be that, as we have mentioned above, only

living things are true substances. The unity they possess is exhibited

' . 123
in a growth to maturity and an ability to reproduce their kind.

ek
%]

s nd (et [ oden YRR T e R

Of co_ur";e, Aristotle does mention artifacts as substances,
- .
ever, where he does so in H, 3, he raises the real question as to
SN ) _ .
whether these examples of substance in common parlance are truly .

v

e

Ho\;v -

substances, 125 1t 1"nay be.that, if artifacts have a claim to be called

\
]

substances, it is because they are substances by anaiogy with natural,
- L

-

living substances. Their parts are unified towards an‘end or telos 1'a,y

the artisan. Art imitates nature, o .

able. Sepa-rable from what? Weii, substance was thought to be

'separabl_e from the otgér\categories in that the'r_e was a natural .

priority of-substance over the other categories, We agree with o

. ‘\ - -
Ggwirth that J. Owen's idea that separable always means separable

. ' . P
from matter does unfairly tip the scales\toward J. Owens'

126 . )

The second disqualification of matter is that it is not separ- *

‘doctrine
", Ca
’ . N 127 .
that substance is.primarily form, ~ \
"' . .
W K > . . S 3
s . .
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Now Aristotle does not believe that something can actually . -

o

A

_exist in general. It must be determined in some way or other (via

- s

N the cateéories). Mat'te;, in\ite‘;\f;)s‘ undetermined and so is depen-

dent either on substance or snibstax;tial form or the accidental forms

N -

or both for its determination. Matter is for'n;ed either as an actua}

substance or a 'thing'" which we might call an accidental unity since
: | o ;
it is determined by the accidental forms of size, weight, etc..

LN

Matter does not actually exist without some such determination.and

3

so is not separable from either substantial or accidental forms.

i
An interﬂsﬁz_st'ing problem arises in connection with th'e dis-

T TV

—————— _tinction between a suB‘_étanc'e and a thing.. If a thing is an accidental )
S T, L

sT

IR

unity, how is the natural priority of substance defended as a general
. : NEEN

‘ pringiple? The accidents. of the thing exist in matter and not in a Sub-

. -\ . - )
stance and so how are they ("they" geing nine-tenths of the world

N

atccording to Rorty128) ciepeﬂdent on substance for their exis\tence?

-

. \ -
‘The natural priority of substance may make sense in relation to those
’ - . ’ R -
accidents which are in the substance in question but does it make
. A . .

sense in relation to '"things" algo? We cannot see that it does as the

account now gta@nd,s .

. # . R

‘ - One line of defense open to Aristotle would be to broaden the

. & - .

notion of\natu'ra'l priority and say that these “things'f are dependent for
i .

. . D e o ' \
their existence on the efficient causality of some actual substance

~ »

that they are not "in." In short, Aristotle might appeal to a gbd as

v

an efficient cause of the existence of things. We find no such line of

\ .

o r i does

.,-
o
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defense in Zeta. It is :51:411 one of the open questions of the Meta-
.Ehzs.ics', at this stage, whether any gods exist. 129 We find no con-
vincing argument for .a,n appeal to a creator-god in Ariétotle's dis-
cussion of the Unmoved Mover in Lambda, Consequently, wje find

the notion of natural priority to be considerably ;arrowed. Aristotle .
has not shown how ™ "'things' or "heaps' are ontologically dependent
upon substance,

Of course, there is the further proﬁem of making sense out
of the claim that we predicate substance of r;'aatte}".' 'J. Ow'ens. points
out the strangeness of this predication. 130 we'do not use primary
matter as a grammaficél sﬁbject. J. Owens admits that to do so

'

would result in the barbarism of saying that “matter is humanized,

equinized, lapidified. ... 131 However it ma'y be in ordinary dis-
P ' ) ! .
course, Aristctle seems to be. sdying that we dssume matter as a

logical subject when we describe a substantial change. It is that

» -~

\ 3
which changes, i.e., loses one form and takes another, As such, it

N

is substance only potentially. 132 Sifice matter lacks the-actual dé,—_

s - P 133 b .
termination of substance,it is ""'unknowable in itself." However, it a

.

may be known via ar'zal‘ogy. It may even be investigated sciehtifically:

AR TR

"The qnderiying nature is-an object of scientific knowledge, by an
e .

analogy. Foras th? bronze is to the statue, the wood to the bed, or.

134

the matter and the formless before receiving form....
- A\

S SR I R

Aristotle tells us, in\the Phxsica’)that substance is not pre- "

AR a2 2

dicated of anything else. 135 ne suggests that the actual substance




sh'ot}'lcl'be considered the proper logical subject rather than the

matter when he says that ‘"we spéak of 'a statue céming to be from

136

' not of the 'bronze becoming a statue'.'" However, in the

hronze,

SRR T A TR S R RN R

Metaphysics he claims that 'in substances that which is predicated

) 37

137 -
of the matter is the actuality itself, ', Yet, Aristotle also says’ .

Iy
. e LG St

that "what is a first principle ought not to be the predicate of any sub- '

ject. If it were, there would be a principle of the supposéd principle:

R gviif

for the subject is a principle and prior presumably to what is predi-

cated of it, n138 Now the problem appear to be this: how can matter,

which Aristotle identifies with potency, 13? have actuality predicated

of it? Aristotle clearly states that “actuality is prior to i)oten(_:y. il 40

It is "prior both in formula and in one sense and in another not. " 47
One can say that)if one predicates a substantial form of matter, mat-

ter is being treated as a potential substance. Thus matter, so con-

4

sidered, falls within the cagegor_'y of‘substance and no other category

° .

is prior to substance, But what of the priority of act over potency?
Aristotle explains how act is and is hot priorl in time to potency: ny

- .
mean«that to this particql%’r man who now ‘exists actually and to the’

Sy

corn and to the seeing subject the, matfer and the seed and that which

,
At

3

is capable of seeing, which are 'potentially' a man and corn and seeing,

but not yet actually so, are prior in time; but prior in time to these
PO .

are other actually existing things, from which they were produced. nl42

Ultimately, then, actual substance is ontologically prior to potential
substance. ' = :
\ ) i

‘

I

3

3
, N
-
7

.
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‘Matter is not actual but p'otential substance. Even in sec8H&
ary form it lacks the unity of a true substance and is at best a
. . ... 143 : -
"thing'" or accidental unity. Ngr would mentiohing the stuff that
something was made of be a sufficient expla;xation of that thing.

Aristotle would wish to know why that stuff is a cow rather than a

. 144
tree or a man.

-

h)

Let us try':to summarize the main points we have gleaned
from an examina'tion of some of the more important reje'cted candi-
dates for actual substance. Firét, Aristotle still finds that substance
must be a logical subject. ﬁowever, "this is not a characteristic ex-
clusive to substariée. Accidents, things, and primary matter can all
. be logical subjects, ’ ' ;

The candidates rejected’'as actual substance all lack the unity

of "thisness' of substance., The unity referred to here seems to be

a natural; causal unity. Aristotle says, '"All the things mentioned

present a feature ih which they differ frorrtx things which are not

constituted by nature. Each offhem has within itself a principle of
motion and of stationariness (in respect of place, or of growth and -
\ i . . b

decrease, or by way of alteration). "14_5

He adds, " ... one might

say that the nature in natural objects is the only substance to be found
. . . 1146 . c . . . -
in destructible things.' Aristotle tries to clarify this point by

r‘estricting substance}o living things and he consequently characterizes
~ .

this unity in a biological way as a tendany to grow, to mature and to
L \

reproduce. Of éourse, we may assume that these biological char-
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? 112 e

acteristics are meant to apply onl&r to sensible, perishable substances, \

.
’

Yet, they do serve to di.stingui‘éh them from sensible "heaps". We '
h .

must point out again, however, that Aristotle exhibits a real hesi-
tation over exciud'mg “heaps'' from the category of substance. We
. ",

must also acknowledge Rérty's point that to allow '"heaps!' the status

- <

of actual substance would damage, if not destroy,Aristotle's anti-
s . et s 147

reductionist program against the physicists 'or materialists. The

unsatisfactory treatment of this issue certainly-casts doubts on Aris-

totle's doctrine of the natural priority or separability of substance.

.

. 7

- - Via Positiva
- ] We-must make two observations before proceeding to.discuss

- the positive approaches to éubstancq. As we noted in passing above,.

Aristotle no longer explicitly uses the primary-secondary substance

distinction in the Metaphysics., Also Aristotle uses "substance' in
: ' twc{}different grammatical ways: . .

- \ i
1.) He speaks of substances as individual entities just as he

4

- ' 48
did with prima\1-<rl substances in the Cat’égories.]: ~

149

2.) He also speaks of the substance_ of something, This

corresponds to the essence of the tﬁing in question.

Some of the negative candidates for suﬁstancg,such as the

i
v

universal, genus, and matter do not qualify ds substance undet~use

M s

number one. Also, we/lm;ll see that they are excluded as fully -

as actual suibstance in use number two. ’ .

. PV P2 Tt g S o ¥ B oy e e -
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I, The Substance - Accident Approach. Aristotle reafffrms’

his view of the natural priority of substance if the Metaphysics and

Y

adds to it, He claims that sizbstgnce is prior in time.to the other
~ ' : :
.'[i

v;

categories and he explains this by saying that the other‘categor’ies

~ t 2
B - T

.

.
L

R N RSO 151 . .
cannot exist independently whereas*sublstance can. Given this
\

A A N T A TS R et ey e

explanation it is reasonable to equate temporal priority with the na-

-

tural priority of the Categories.
Aristotle adds that substance is prior in order of knowledge

and in definition. He explains the’first by saying that we know a thing

152

.

e R O R A e v

most fully when we know its substance rather than its accidents.

Regarding the second type of priority he says about accidents that "in
1 .
the definition 6f each term the definitioi of its substance must be

present. ",153

This priority of definition we have called and will continue to:

call "logical priority.' In addition to this priority there is a priority.

of knowlédge between substance and accidents in that knowing what a

4)\_ .

./ - . . N y . - c‘ * . .
thing is gives us more knowledge concerning it than knowing its acci- -

\

.

dents, We have.seen this before. There is also an equivocity pre-

sent between substance and acc.icients becdause all are called "being. tr
E N . A .

We have noted that this equivocity is called pros hen equivocify oi-
%
focal meaning. Substance is being without qualification while the other

categories are dependent on substance .naturally, epistemologically

' o e 154
and logically and are called'being'’in a qualified sense. 5 One ex-

ample is "health'*, A person may be called healthy and th\is is tl;e'

, - , 8
LA s TR i E L
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) c_:thér categories. For, e;regl of a quality we might ask what it is....

. \ . :
primary sense and instance of health (health in an organism), whereas

s

the sun4nd a person's complexion may also be called healthy because

4

!

s

the former produces health and the latter.is sym'ptomatic'_of it.

3 ¢ .

We have mentioned above that Aristotle speaks of the ''sub-

.

stance of' substances. It should be potéd that he freely speaks of the

»

substance of accidents as well. _For example, the following are all

156 157 . ‘

spoken of in this way: justice and wisdom, 155 tragedy, place, R
health"angi disease, 158 sensory gow'ersrsg and good, 160 ~"Substance

of'" is used transcategorically because it means *'the essence of' as

noted above. Do accidents then have essences and definitions? A
- A ’

simple yes or no will not do for an answer. Aristotle gives us his

g

typicat reply that "in one sense nothing will have a definition and-

nothing will have an essence, €xcept substances, but m another sense

W161

other things willlhave them. He says again,. ' "What a thing is' .

¢ .

in one sense means substance and the 'this, ' in another one or other

~
~

of the predicates, quantity, quality, ;nd the like. -For as 'is' belongs
.A . o '

to all thin’gé, not however, in the same sense.but to one\ sort of thing
. - . "
primarily ‘and to others in a secondary way, so too 'what a thing is'
. \
belongs in the simple sense to substance but in a limited sense to the

w162

N

He explains this limited type of definition: "For if the othen

categories are definable, it must be l:;/y addition of a determina.nt,.;
. B { .
e.g., the qualitative is _de{ined thus, and so is the odd for it cannot be v

defined apart f2om number; nor can female be defined apart. from

+
-

-
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%nimal,"',163 This we take to 'bel another exposition of the logical

l

priority which obtains between substance and the other categories.
H A .

Some commentators, usually in the Neoplatonic cémp, wish
to reduce accidents to substance in two ways:
1.) “They reduce the definition of an accident to being an in-

direct_referencelé'4 to the individual substance of which it is an

. ~

accident.

2.) They wish to'reduce the being of'accidents to that of

substance.

Let us consider the latter point first since we find it to be the

i .

more important. Buchanan writes, .., Aristotle means here that '
b . 0

3 . - e %
-

you can ask what the being of a Being (ousia) is, because you can say of

165

-

Being (ousia) that it is or exists simply....

'J. Owens agrees, “This should mean that when we say 'The

’ 166

man is pale, " the man alone really is." .He adds (calling "sub-

stance" ""Entity"), ""So the inference that Entity alone contains in it-

self the nature of Being seems fully legitimate. The examples used

.

apto illustrate the doctrine stress the prgsence of 'mature" in the pri-

mary instance alone. The nature involved is found only in the first

. 167 : E ',‘ 2
instance. "

J. Owens goes furthe§ithan Buchanan, we think. When
Buchanan say‘s‘ousia or substance exists s{mply,we take him to mean

that substances exist without additional qualifi‘ication which is what

1-68*‘%,: we are hard pressed to un&erstand what J.

Aristotle says,

.

T
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Owens means. by saying that we mean, "The man alone realiy is"
S

when we say, '""The man is .pale.'" We think that when we‘say, "The

-

man is pale' that is what we mean. \

We do not think that®being is one predicate -for Aristotle,
o . R

It is a "disjunctive set of predica.'ces"169 or more colo’.rfully,' a

p.olygamous predicate. 170 We agree with .G. E.L. Owen that these

&

171,As G.E.L, Owen re'marks,

sis of being are irreducible,
"WIfat Aristotle wants to di’~§pe"1 is the myth that there is -equally

something in common to sharks and shyness on the plea that each of

s Y

them-is a being or existent or thing of some kind. There is no such

v

genus as being (and 'thing, ' as Berkeley confided to his notebook, is

nl72

'an homonymous word'),
.

4

. )
.

We hawe dealt with the claim that the definitions of accidents

e

is reducible to that of substance in our previous ¢hapter on type¥ of

Aristotelian equivocity. It is tied up with the problem of whether
\

focal meaning is some sort of disguised uni'\arocit)g or not.
- - \
Aristotle also argues at length that substance is a necessary

a

category without which accidents and accidental predication make no

173 ' R

sense,

Although Aristotle repeats in the Metaphysicsl—i4 the doctrine

of the Categories that no substance can consist of another substance

actually present in it, he also remarks that the soul is a substance
in ‘an animdl. He says that one definition of substance is ''thaf which

being present’in such things as are not predicated of a subject, is

£

~~

. M
ooy 3
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the cause of their being, as the soul is of the being of an animal, ".1 »
This may look as if Aristotle is contradicting himself but we cofitend ‘ .

that he is not.‘ He is saying that the soul is present not as a sub-

stance in an actual substance but rather in ''such things as are not
predicfated of a subject. ' Of course, he may mean t%lat such things

3 © .
are substances but we think not because immediately above he does -

say that simple bodies are often cal;led substance because’ "e'verythiﬁg '
\ . .
else is predicated of them, ul 76 Yet, these are at best only potential

substance as we have seen. He clarifies this even more by saying

v
L4

that substance has.two senses: the ultimate substratum and the
177 . ‘ - . .

essence, In other words we are-suggesting that, when Aristotle i

says the soul is in ''such thin.gs!', we shouldrtake “thi\gs" in the

technical sense of heaps, secondary matter, and potential substances.

He further explains "in' by saying. the soul is the cause of the being
of the thing it is "in." Mhere seems, therefore, to be no reason to

see this passage concerning the soul as contradictirmo\t\le's
ﬂ'. - : : \ ’ ~, 4
L. . doctrine that no actual substance consists of another actual substance.

«

\ In examining the substance-acci_dent relationship as ai:proacf\

to characterizing substance we have found: . .
1. Aris.'gotle has not contradicted his view of this relation-
\ A

ship.as given in the'Categories thouglhi"he has modified it somewhat.

%

#® 2 He has added the notion of focal meaning which is that

"being" (and "one'') is used‘e*"gihiy‘o‘gélly over all the categories buf
. ‘ . . N
that there is a logical priority of .substance over the non-substantial

&
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‘gorically. We do not feel that this is a genuine break with the doctrine

to be a substance.

e

categories-as well as an epistemic and ontological prioxity of sub-

stance,

~

3., "Substance'! is now being used not only to indicate the
primary sui)sta;‘;(ges of the Categories, but also the essence of some-

thing. In this later case, we find that '"*substance! is used transcate-

N

. -,

St

of t}'fé'lcategories in the Categories but rather a development of it.

We believe Aristotle has made it abundantly clear that,when one

-

speaks of the ""essence of' or “'substance of'f a non-gubstantial item,

.

he is not predicating this-essence in the same way as when he predi-

cates an essence of an individual substance. We point out that the

= - |

relation of focal m-eanihg is operative between substance and the other
178 : : Y s -

categories. The primary and proper subject of predication seems |

' 179 .

\ N ;

. Sub;tance as Essence
In Z, 4 Aristotle turnsjlis attention to esseric;e as a cand’idate
for the title ’".substance. " Be‘ling a ”'é'"ubs'trat:l;m‘;\-;ras not a sufficient
cc;ndition for being a substance and this is one‘of the reasons, we
believe, for h?s _t,urning to e.ssencesshere (there may of course, be
many other reasons, ix;cl'udi;xg the possibility that we‘ are missing

one or more books between Z, 3 and 4.)

\ .
What Aristotle calls the essence of something is usually

literally translated as the what-it-is-to-be (to-ti-en-einai) of the in- ‘@,

A

N -

e ~
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dividual which is contrasted with the what-is (ti estin) as being more

3

-

180 o
specific, Aristotle tells us that essence is the substance and the
- 181 '
primary substance of the thing. What, exactly, this means has

perplexed commentators. Chen.points out that perhaps the major

problem here is that the Peripatetic tradition concerning this point

N
N

was broken by the time of @}e earliest, extant cornn?entaries.

v |
We can speculate that the context of the discussion of es-
RN . -

sence as substance was originally a Platonic‘éne. Aristotle remarks

183

that "the essence is said to be the substance of each’thing. He

~—

goes on.to discuss the doctrine of the Platonic Ideas and the problems
. . 184 ., .

it poses for this statement, We think that it would be reasonable
to,conclude that Aristotle is addressing the Platonists in this issue

of essence as substance. And the Platonist has on hig side the argu-

T

\ .
ment that things only exist as kinds of things or rather individual

:

members of species. The Platonist_c‘ozid.ask if it isn't the form that

makes something this kind of individual? 'If so, isn't the Form the qﬁ -
; o .
substance of the individual ?

Aristotle seems sharply aware of the thrust of these questions

a

whéﬁ he calls essence the primary substance of the individual.
In continuing our investigation, we find that the essence of
. 185, . - )
a thing is what it is said to be by its very nature. Aristotle con-
L
trasts this with something accidental. To say Socrates is musical

is not to say what he is by his very nature. To say he is a man is to

do so. We also find that only those things which have.definition
A\ ' ‘ ' '

»
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individual is its ""substance without matter.!"

-4

..

86

have an essenclt_a.1 The definition is a formula (logos) "signifying a

thing"s essence. "\1 87

Primarily'these would be indivigiual substances:
aflthough, as we have seen above, other categories rr_might’ﬁave es-
sences and definitions in an intentio;xally equivocal sense. Aristotle
goes on to conclude, '"Nothing, ‘then, which is not a spécies of a genﬁs'

188 Aristotle also says that the essence of the

: 189

will have an essence. "

Essence is identified

in some sense with form (eidos): "By’for_i‘n I mean the essence of each

a .
191

thing and its primary substance.'.‘lg0 He identifies form and sub-

: ’ 192
stance again and then the soul, form, and essence. L9 L 3

Now if there is one thing which appears clear in Aristotlé's

metaphysics,. it is that no universal is an’actual substance and that

this was one of the major errors of the Platonists. For example, he
o . X .

concludes that "it is plain that no universal attribute is a substance

v /

\ . . : . .
and this is plain also from the fact that no common, pred1cate§a1n-

dicates a "'his!, but rather a 'such!, 193 This would be well and good

except that he also claims t\hat "definition is of the u_nivefsal and the

.
form, "124 He also says that '"there is an essence only of those things
. -1 P
whose formula is a definition. " 95 Here the form and universal

.

seem to be identified, Again, form and essence are contrasted with

\
196

a Ythis' or individual substance.

197

He adds that there can be no

science of individuals, Yet, if no universal is a substancé and

-~

first philosophy is the science of substance, then how can there be a

science of fi‘;/sf philosophy? Aristotle, himself, poses this aporia

C
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several times throughout the Metaphysics. Perhaps the cleafest

ES ~ - .
. \

_statement of this puzzle is given in Mu, 10: '"But if the principles
are universal, eithet the substances composed of them are also uni-
. N -
versal, or non-substance will be prior to substance; for the universal

is not a substance, but'th\e element or principle is universal, and the

- element or principle is prior to the things of which it is the principle

or element, nl 9,8

Both essence and matter would seem to be principles of the

5
\

individual sgbstanée. 199 Aristotle's problem is this: principles are

in some sense prior to the individual substance of which they are
- \

‘principles. However, substance is supposedly prior naturally, in

definition, and in order of knowledge to all the other categories. If

. .. the principles are.cOnsidered as outside the category of_substance,

\ o .
then items in a non-substantial category are prior to substance. If

A«

we say that these principles are universals, then their individual

substances must be universal but no actual substance is a universal,

Suppose we deny that the principles are universal? Then ‘we are

faced with the greatest difficulty: “The statement that all knowledge

is universal, so that the priric'iples of things must also be uniéersal
& . . o . - -
and not séparate substances, presents indeed; of all the points we
: o e o F o
have mentioned, the greatest difficulty..,."

< .

If essence expresses the what-it-is-to-be of the individual

A

" in a definition, it must be expressed in universal form to qualify as

v

scientific knowledge... Aristotle is emphatic that *'the prbper object of

~ -




unqualified scientific knowledge is something which cannot be other

_than it is, 11201

True universal propositions would give the desired
necessity which is lacking in statements about individuals qua indi-

-

viduals, - ‘ -

So we see that immediately as we turn to consider essence
. .
’ as a candidate for substance, we are again immersed in the nest of

problems that surround the universal.

-

J. Owens ana Ellen Haring have presented interpretations

which we think are similar enough to be grouped together {although

J. Owens' positioﬁ as.prese'nted in The Doctrine of Beingzo2 is much

mor? comprehensive than Haring's three articleszo3). .We shall call

’ %
I their interpretation the O-H accouni*for the sake of bre\lity. The

- O-H account holds that the doctrine of the Categories in which the in-

L dividual counts as primary substance has been re-thought by Aristotle

in Méta,physics, ‘Zeta'(whigh is considered to be later than the Cate-

204

gories). Here,” it is form alone.rather than the concrete 1nd1v1dual% ‘

L 4
(the composite of matter and form) which counts ag primary sub-

¢

stance.205 According to the O-H account the form is the principle

of determinacy and, as such, structures the determinable matter into .

. 4 s
—_— - PEPALY

an individual, Althoi).gh the cause of individuality, the form is not an

individual in the ordinary sense of the word. J. Owens writes,
o . ; -

", ..The whole development of Book Z reéuifes that the form of sen-

sible things, taken m itself, be neither sirfgular nor universal, al-

though it is the cause of Being and the foundation of universality, " 0

A
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Haring, in agreement, concludes, ''Substantial form emerges in Z as
~————— -~

something at once definite and simple, something ultimate yet neither

_a universal nor an individual and something in 5ome respects indifferent

-t

to mattér though immersed in it, n207 "y Owe;xs finds the form to be’ an

-

individual in a sense different from that of a concrete, material indivi-

dual (which he calls a singular), He says, ""The Aristotelian form is

A .

individual in itself, and ft~the”cause of the individuality of the singular
thing of which it is the act, w208 5 Owens explains that '"form'" is equi-

- vocal, Inthe concrete individual, it is ''this definite form, " yet ''that
3 ’ . —m—

-
same form can be séen in many other singular things, w209 He claims

that, for Aristotle, the existence of a plurality of individuals with the

\

same form is a basic empirical fact.210 In other words, there are

-
~

4
i

natural kinds, In terms of knowledge, J. Owens claims, as we have
briefly seen, that one actually knows the form in the sense of a ”thfs, "
the form can be found just as well ‘ir; other .concrete individuals. Itis

potentially universal ;vhile actually a "this'' (of some sort). Our know- .

ledge is actual whén we know the form while we can have potentia.l know-

-

ledge of the form as universal since it can be found in other individuals, 21l

S @

- Haring points out that "the entity directly signified'by the .
- .
definitory formula is typical form-expanded, the universal.212 She

continues, ""The universal is itself expressive of pure form; the

definitory formiula, therefore, ulti;natély signifies form alone, the

primary intelligible ousia of ousjai." 213 She concludes, ''It follows,

h ]

L
-3
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- \
however, that the thing itself--since it is form in matter, not form

alone--is not identical with its.own essence. w214 )

With this somewhat startling conclusion, we must pause and

examir{E the O-H account critically. \ This account gloes have the merit

-

L R 7

of being able to 'resolve many opposing Aristotelian texts and of fitting

e

A RO

in well with the general,Neopldtonic.thrust of both Haring and J.

Owens in which first phj&osophy is the science of pure form. Second-
= A

ly, and more specifically, it is ggite plausible to suggest that Yform'
v : -

is used equivocally by Aristotle., Many of Aristotle's key terms have

several senses. However, to suggést that form, in itself, is neither

universal nor a concrete individual leaves us bewildered. .We find no

\help in J. Owens' claim that the.form is a “this'f but in a rHon-ordinary

sense, J."Owens does not explain to our satisfaction what this sense

-~
~ v—
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is. Aristotle télls u's often that the essential characteristic of a

"thiB"™ is that it is capable of separate existence., He also tells us

15

—

e . 2 )
that the form is separable only in thought, Further, if form is

a 'this, " how can the '"'same' form be found in a plurality of indivi-

dualg? As Gewirth says, ""What remains doubtful, however, is the

-

5
p
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sense in which the 'same form!' can be 'seen in many other singulars'

216 T 4

‘ ) - #
and yet not be universal."

-~

Haring's claim that the individual is not the same as its
. .

essence raises somg serious problems. First, one wonders why

>

1 : ’ !
she speaks of "its essence?'" Second, Aristotle says, "Each thing it-

self, then, and its essence are one and the same in no merely acci-

.

.
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dental way.... w217 'I:hird, Cherniss objects, '""If, however, the uni-

\ .
versality is accidental because it is merely the repeated particulari-
zation of thg;fssenc.e--or the possibility of such repetition--then each
and every particaﬁl'arigation is similarly accidental to the essence,

itself, w218 Cherniss seems to be saying that,if the essence is taken

to be the form alone219 and the form is neither universal nor the con-

-

crete individual, then we must conclude that the form is accidentally

a concrete individual and accideéntally a universal. In itself, a form
\

is really neither. .Lesz?l continues with this line of thought to con
clude t;hat)if the O-H interpretation.is correct)tHeI} 5.11 essential pre-
dication is ruled -out.zzo Les;el seems to be rea’s.oning as follows:
t he definition is supposed to express the essence of the thing. Tt;e
definition is of the universal. ‘The form is the essence of the. thing
(acc,ord'ing to the O-H account)., The form is not uh%vei-sal. Conse-
q\;ently, it’would seem to be impossibl.e to express the essence of the
thing as it really {s, if we accept tl'ze O-H account,

Since both J. Owens and Hariné are excellent sc\holarf_s, one
tends to w‘onde,r whether it is only they who are troubled by these ob-

jections or whether they reach Aristotle, himself. The O-H account

certainly marshals apparent textual support.

P

Let us look fir's't at texts which seem to support the O-H ac-

P

count, Aristotle says thatywhen accidents are predicated of substance,-

.

*the ulti‘i‘nate subject is a substance; but when this is not so but the

predicate is a form and a 'this, ! the ultimate subject is matter and '

s

]
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material substance. neel Also Aristotle calls the formula a "this' and

-

says it can be separately formulated. 222

Again, he calls the fully

actual nature a 'this' and contrasts it with the concrete individual.
) . -
. We do not believe that these texts force us to conclude that

’

N form or essence is an individual, in itself, apart from the concrete

]

individual. We think rather that Aristotle calls the for_m a ''this'" first -

I

because it is a principle of a "'this'" or concrete individual. Aristotle’s
- e
i _/‘

reasoning is made somewhat clearer if we pay attention to what he says ,

N

about elements, "If they are divided their parts. are of the same ’kind,

,223

as a part of water is water .... - Of course, ''principle!' is a wider

concept than !'element" as principles can exist outside the .individual .
of which it is a principle. 224 Now princiéles are_priof in some sense(s)

-

to the substance of which they are the principles. The form or essence

as expresped in the definition is prior in definition to the concrete

individual. 225 Consequently, it must be called a "this" and a sub-

E 3

stance of the individual substance or the nonsubstantial will beé prior"

° .

to substance and that A_ristqtle will not allow, Further, the essence

of form ex’:'ﬁres'sed in the definifion can be separately formg}éated, i, e,,

‘

A .

"+

if it states the essence as it should, then it has gseparated the essence

P

J 3
from the accidents, so again it may be called a ''this" in a sense, T

But of course the essence or form the separated exists\in and de~ .
pends upon the mind or soul. Aristotlg is quick to point this. out,

‘ .y ¥
saying, "For when a man is healthy then health also exists; and

- -

| ax
the shape of a bronze sphere exists at thé-same time as - . g




- b+ e e L Al

LR D

nd Wd ek Wy
PHRAS

N 4 o

P IOTU T ke BT PR WI > 2l T A BT R TS E TG F R AV e
;

ol

RN

$
o

the bronze sphere."226 He writes, more generally, that ""definitions

227 : .o
are simultaneous with their effects,'! He claims that concrete

— .

individuals are '"without qualifications, capable of separate eX{s\tence;

for of substances completely expressible in & formula some are
1 PEA I g‘ " ?

2 . T ;'
separable and some are not." It is not.necessary that we under-
i

staﬁd-‘"separable" in this last clause to mean separable from matter.

It might'é\Lso mean separable from accidents. A definition of "mu-

-

sical Socrates, " although itvis a deviant or secondary sense of defini-

tion, would not be separable.229

Of course, the situation is not so simple. Aristotle also

‘e

.claims, "But man and horse and terms which are thus applied to

y ' 230

individuals; but universally, are not substance. e Again, he

proclaixhs that “in general nothing that is common is substance; for

-

substance does not belong to anything but to itself and to that which

has it, of which it is the substance." Even more definitely he

Y
- <t

says, ''"Clearly, theh, no universal term is tfik.hame of a substance,

>y

32

and no substance is composed of substances.' More specifically,

he tel_ls us“that ''the 'form' means the 'such, ' and is not ‘this'--a,

~

definite thing... ."233 Again, he contrasts the concrete individual
-

with the universal form, saying, "And the whole 'this' Callias or

©

Socrates is analogous to 'this brazen sphere, ' but man and animal

- o234
to 'brazen sphere’ in general, ',

™y

35 attacks Aristotle sév_c;rely for this apparent

Lesher2

inconsistency surrounding form ox essence. He claims that Aristotle

-

f
-

&‘*J:

-~
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' o subscribes to all three of the follllowing statements and so lands him-
. . . H = 4 . : b
\ 3

0 self in a dilemma: o : .

e A.) No'univiersal can be a substance. '

-
»

B.) "I’hg:,.foz';m is universal. - .

P

. X ,.‘_,.\_-f" -~
C.) - The form is that which is most truly substance.

. Lesher thinks that Aristotle fails to distinguish between noth-

e

vt

ing common being a substance and nothing non*particular being one.

L
—— . ~

He feels that) if Aristotle meant the first alternative, he has contra-

©” ".dicted himself, given his quotes about the form as common or the

[

same §in several individuals., If Aristotle meant the second, he offers
;e : . ' . 236
] an un-argued-for alternative to Platonism.

Certainly there ig something amiss when Aristotle tells us

‘ that the formula is a "'this" and tRen says that no universal term is

Y

T . the name of a substance. This may be simply a contradiction on
Aristotle’s part. . .
= Woods tries a different approach. He a‘dn_')its.‘that' the form - N

- -
A * .
. ~ = A\

- or species form is universal but denies that it is predicated univer-
. 1 L.~

L. 237 . : .
- sally. Woods claims that it is.being.predicated universally which )
disqualifies a candidate from being substance. " He believes thgt)'in
..

Ll the Metaphysics, Aristotle departed from the dottrine of the Categories
- g S T i .
i . in which the specie 5. form is predicated of the individual as second_a;"j

N . .

it
. substance, Woods claims that the individual is recognized only : as
on ' . - - C s . : 2
. . - - -
through his species-form; "Aristotle refuses to say that anthropos .

. . X - T .
was katholou legomenon because that would suggest that you could -
. ’ . .

-
“
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distinguis}; men independently of the form--as if you could EiNgt dis-
tinguish individual substances and then nofice that the predicate
- applied to them ‘which supplied a basis for distinguishing them in the

- A
\
~, o

first place.“238 . . =
—t !

This is an.interesting defense, As we see it, Woods .is' say: -

ing that)when one says a substance is its species-form, '"is'" functions

~as the "is" of identity and not the "is' of predication (at least not in

Metaphysics, Z). -

Lesher thinks that Woods' defehse fails, Lesher feels that

w e . . )
to admit that a species-form is universal is to admit that it is predi-

~ 4 - o

cable of every member of the species. This is certainly true of Aris-
- - - . _&

. 3 - -
totle's position ‘in the Categories but does ''predicable' or "predicate’
mean .the same thing in the Categories as 'in Metaphysics, Z? Woods e

.

has presented arguments and evidence to show that Aristotle changed

-

his mind bn the pfedicability of the species between the Categories \

+ and Metaghxéics, Z, We thinlfu'L_esher is too quick on this issue. ‘
. . « ‘

Lesher's. point that one can recognize the individual tﬁrough sense
\ .} -. 23\9 . .~ . . . i \
perceéption without knowing the species-form seems to us to be

N

" between the individual members of the species and their 'species-
- { .’

form (and whether there is the same sobt of identity between these
,"I ¢ .
individuals and their genus).

% -~

One might try another line of defense and argue that "form"

. -
-

. " Ya :
or Tessence'' can refer both to the universal and to the organization

¢ . Fa
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of-the particular. This seems to be tHe tack of Albritton and
. . .,

. ’ 242
Sellars. Ross also findé some evi‘d_en.ce for this view in Aristotle.

e ot S

hd

R AR T ST

E
Le't‘us consider some of this evidence. Aristotle says, '"For firstly,

the substance of each thing is peculiar to it, which does not belong te
243 '

anything else...." And more explicitly, he writes, '"... The’

causes of different individuals are different, your matter and form

L

and moving causes being different from mine, while in their universal

oy

definition they are the same. ne44 In the same vein, he says, '"But
man and horse and terms which are thus applied,to individuals, but

universally are not substance but something composed of this parti-

UL e

cular formula and this particular matter treated as universal.... "24§

Aristotle says further, "It is clear also that the soul is the primary
- N X . N 3 "f'
substance and the body is matter, and man or animal is the compound

of both taken gniver‘éally; and 'So‘crate%,or 'Coriscus;' if even the soul
’ a ~

b

of Socrates may be called Socrates, has two meanings (for some mean
by such a term the soul, and others the concrete thing), but if 'Soc-
. : \

rates' of 'Coricus' means simply this particular soul and this par-

|

ticular body, the individu?.l is analogous to the univérsa'_.l in its com-

positic;n. n246

Ross in the Oxford translation (n. 48) explains the

last clause about an analogy between universal and particular by say-

-
.
4

', ing that as man is body and soil, 8o Socrates is this body;and this

soul, '

.

Certairily the universal helps to explain the particular, As
\ 7 *
Voo .

Owens puts it; “Whe{i Aristotle introduces '"pusia in the

.
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‘be prio¥ in the first two senses:. . \

substance exibts in another (assuming the soul and matter together '

-

sense of essence or definable nature of a thing and that the ousia is, in’

N

the words of the Oxford translation, 'the cause of each thing's being®
(aitia tou einai ekaston, Metaph{r’s‘iéé'Hul’f)‘43 a. 2-3,ucf. De Anima B
\ . i ) '

415 b. 12-13),. he is no't \taking an advance draft on the Ontological

*

Argument., He means just that the definition of "ice' goes to explain

. K

what it is for our particular ice-patch to be in existence. (To ex- _,
plain, not to cause: is it too late to complain of ''cause' as the trans-

2
lations of aitia ?)" 47

This would help to explain why the form is considered by

Aristotle to be prior to the individual.248 ‘He is presumably speaking
> 9
of form as universal (expressed in definition) and claiming it is prior

in knowledge. \

3
X

If our reasoning is correct here, then the universal need not

1. Natural’priority--while the universal can be abstracted
y\

from accidents, it exists as separate only in t%e soul and no actual

-

as an actual thinking individual),

2, It is not prior in definition but, rather, is the definition

of the individual substance. ’
2 —

3. "It is prior in the order of knowledge. While we perceive

249

what is most knowable to us is not

250 -

or intuit the individual first,

what is most knowable~-in-itself,

It may very well be that Aristotle changed his mind on this ¢

- . e




251 o
point as Elders suggests. Aristotle may have gone from consider-
ing the .species~form or universal-as substance to considering the

individual only as substance.- However it may be, it seems that for

Aristotle the universal qua universal does not exist actually .except in *
& i °

the intellect, It is for this reason that Aristotle, at Mu, 10 {(which

252
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Jaeger takes to be late®”“) says:

AR (A

The staternent that all knowledge is universal, so that the prin-
ciples of things must also be universal and not separate sub- -
stances, presents indeed, of all points, we have mentioned, the
greatest diff iculty, but yet the statement is in a sense true,
although in a sense it is not. For knowledge, like the verb 'to
know, ' means two things, of which one is potential and one
actual. The potency, being, as matter universal and indefinite,
deals with the universal and indefinite; but the actuality, being
definite, dealzs gnth a def1n1te obJect--bemg a 'this,' it deals
with a 'this.
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Let us notice certain points e:zpressed in this text:

1.} In a sense it is not true that all knowledge is universal.
. . 3

2,) In a sense it is but here the universal is linked to po -
/ T

tency and indefh](iten;gss .
- \

. d . e . . 3 . y
Amstoéle continues, “But per accidens sight sees universal

color, because this individual color which it sees is color;"an‘d this
{ndividuai i which the grammarian investigates is an a. u25 4 This
text has occasioned a great deal of difficulty. It seems to offer sup-
port to Gherniss' object'ion that a thi‘ng is its essence ;c;cidentally
for Aristotle, that, é.g. the -indiy,idual a is accidentally an _é. If we
add to it A;‘istotle's pronopzric;ament that ""things which are of Zhe na-

ture of matter Exeaps ?J , or-of wholes that inc\‘lude matfer, ‘ére not
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) it would seem to secure Cher-

the same as their essences...

niss' case that there can be no-essential bredicga!io‘n for Aristotle.
» ‘ )
Well, that depends upon what Cherniss wants. Surely, all definitions

will' be universal. Even terms used in definite descriptions can be

applied to other individuals., As Leszl remarks, why should it be a

v -

particular problem for Aristotle that universally stated definitions

\
are definitions of individuals?%>°

- B \
\

of the concrete substance;_but of this there is in a sense a formula,

' 257

Now Aristotle clea'rly says, ''r..but

and in a sense there is not.... It is trueto say that Socrates

’

-
~ f

is a man or biped animal but that isn't-all he is. He is a particular
man or biped animal. No universal definition can express this par-

ticularity, If Cherniss' objection is that Aris‘ti?fl'e does not identify

the particular individual with his definition in all senses, then

! - . - - R
Aristotle admits his guilt, Aristo seems to be saying that we can
- -

consider essence qua universal or qua éssence of a particuldr sub-

stance. This is similar to his saying that there is no .definition of

F) s

the individual qua individual but a definition can apply to the individual
A )

qua merndber of a species. “‘As Lesz] puts it, '"To say; as Aristotle

does, that the definitory expression is 'common' is to say that it is de~-

finitory'of each and every member of the class and not that it is de-

finitory of none of t}'1em.'"258 : ' s

Aristotle thinks that)unle_ss one allows for a logical identity

. * . . s sac A
between an individual substance and its definitionjone:-becomes em -

.~ broéiled in a };ost of difficultiés which plague the theor}.r of separate

-

4

3
B
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forms, not the lé“ast of which is the Third Man.

»

Yes, but what 6f the text that says one sées universal color

per accidens when one seés color ? Dbdes not this text justify Cher-
- .

-

niss' complaint? We think not, Aristotle also says, "...it is not by

259
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accident that the essence of one and the one are.-one.'' This latter

T~ - -
quote is very much in keeping with,his other prohouncements about a

w -,3.7«» Y

;substance coinciding with its essence. The text at 1087 a. 18-21. tells

-~

PR IPT

us that sight ""sees' per accidens universal color. We could empha-

2

size "sees' and point ut that universal color is not the proper object
of the sense of sight. Certainly Afistotle tells us, "We speak of an

incidental object of sense where, e.g., the white object which we see

-

is the.son of Diares; here because 'being the son 6f Diares' isg®inci--

|
|

dental to tﬁ'éﬂdirectly visible white patch we speak of the son of Diares

PP

as being (incidentally) pérceived or seen by us. "360 Strictly Spe.a‘king

each sense has its own proper object. For example, sight sees.dis-

4

tinguishable™ colors or colored patches., If we say we see anything

262

/ .
beyond this, we are ad'dii'f'g éomething non/essential to sight.” . Now

.
addition is frequently the cause for calling something "accidental" for
. 263
_Aristotle, 6 . . ro v
Continuing in this vein one might argue that the investigation
i ‘ - ' L‘ IR . » ) "
of the grammarian into this a iss#iot meant to refer to cognitive acti-
5 ’ ~ o
" ovity. The Oxford translation of "investigates'' for "theorein'' could

\

© . .264 T, -
be replaced by "looked at' or "observed.! So what Aristotle is

saying is that abstraction is added to sensation in order to get uni-




versal knowledge. It is not that Socrates is a‘.ccidentally a biped
animal but that ab‘straction is accidental to the process of sensation,
We a'gree with this conclusion but not with translating
" "theorein® with"'s’ees" because one would se;e only a colo'r'ed patch on

the paper not this a. In our view Aristotle is here sayiﬁg that- sensa -

W

" tion or intuition does not automatically yield universal knowledge.

265

One must add the process of abstraction (and, usually, induction).

One might even know something about the particular without having

¥ w%‘ﬂ"m LA AR LTI (’.#_r‘rwf{«t O SR Pl A YT Wk © At

universal knowledge concerning all such particulars, e.g., one can ’

know that this figure's angles are equal to two right angles without
X &
knowing that it is an isosceles triangle or that all isosceles triangles

" have their angles equal to.two right angles. 66

~ ‘\ -
LT Aristotle's claim that actual knowledge is about the concrete

R individual further strengthens our case that it is the individual that

L]

counts as actual substance., Of course, this ‘sam:e.%:laim on the part

" of Aristotle leads to\ some controversy. DBoth Les._le(J7 and Cher'r;

niss 68 claim that there. is actual kno of the universal. There

'is textual support for this claim:/
- N
' ~

~1,) 1f, then, a man has the theory without the experience and 269
recognizes the universal but does not know the individual...

-

2.) ...We have often a clear insight into a universal but through
lack of observation are ignorant of some of its particular

instances.
-

Further, since the?'e are two kinds of premises, there is
nothing to prevent a man's having both premises and acting
against his knowledge, provided he is using] only the uni-
versal premise and not the particular,.. 2 1. ’ :

<7 ° \
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These texts obviously do not sq\ua're‘with Mu, 10. If Aris-
totle changed his mind on this point in favor of the Mu, 10 text, then

it would seem that any analyti¢ statements about non-extant types or

syllogisms composed of all universal propositions would not yield
. &

actual knowledge. Such a conclusion makes Aristotle a very radical

£

empiricist and flies in the face of those texts ‘cla.irn'mg actual universal

272,

knowledge.. We think rather that, even if Aristotle did ghange his
i

mind, he did not reach so radical a con;lusfon. It.seems to us that

-

universal knowledge may be considered potential in relation to know-

ing and recognizing a particular, whereas if the intellect turns its

attention to the universal proposition but, perhaps, not the individual

example of it. 273 This solution seems to be Aristotle's own in his
. o -~ .

resolution of the paradox'of the Meno. 274‘

-

'

4 The main thrust of our arguments have been mostly negative.

‘We reject the O-H account of form as primary substance and existing

‘o
.

neithe¥ as. a universal nor particular but a "this" in some sense, which
account seems unintelligible. We also reject the position that the form

or essence as a separate universal is considered actual substance,
. ~ \

Admittedly the texts are controversial and will probably %ayé be so.

However, we find much to agree with in Ross' following statement:
Socrates and Callias, while agreeing in their specific form, must
differ in the form of their matter. By following this line of
thoughit we should arrive at the nption of an-essence of the indi-
vidual, which includes besides the specific form such further . ™
permanent characteristics as spring from differences in the matter

N ¢
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of which different individuals are macie. And taking into account
the correlation of form and end in Aristotle's system, we shauld
hold that the end of each individual is not only to reach the per-
féction typical of the species, but to realize it in the particular

. way for which its individual form fits it. %7

o The only difficulty we have with Ross' position is that.jt

seems to give the impression that the species-form is some existing
substance which is plugged into matter but perhaps this is just our

reading of Ross.

= 2
N

Let us look at, what seems to us, to be some of Aristotle's

clearest remarks oniessence which occur at the end of Zeta. First,

he tells us, '"This, then is plain, that we are not inquiring why he
_who-is-a man is a-man, 'We are inquiring, then, 'why something is pre-

-

dicable of something (that it is predibable must be clear;_ for if not,

N

¥ the inquiry is an inquiry into nothing). E.g., why doés it thunder?
This is the same as 'why is sound produced in the clouds ?' Thus

) \ Tt ' . - N

the inquiry is about the predication of one thing of another. And why

are these things, i. &, bricks and stones, a house-? Plainly we are

w276

. seeking the cause. And this is the essence...

Hocutt observes that a formal explanation is often an explan-

2717

. ation for an event. It would seem from Aristotle's description

that one is asking why certain matter has this kind of organization

rather than andther, e.g., why are the bricks a hodse? ‘Aristotle-

.
N

tells us whét sort.of ahswers to expect: "Plainly we are seeking the

cause. And this is the essence (to speak abstracfly), which in some
cases is the énd, e.g. perhaps in the case of a house or a bed, and in’

7

?.
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some cases is the first mover; for this also is a cause." "8 50 we
find that "essence't can also refer to the final and efficient causes,
Hocutt remarks that a formal explanation is often a blank check for
. . 279 . : )
a material explanation. For example, if we have explained the : g
mechanics of why it thunders, we have also explained what-it-is-to-
thunder.- As Dancy points out, "We already know that we call the

-

"noise that takes place in the clouds 'thunder, ' We've now explained

SRR T T RSN Y

i
L1

why it takés place; that is, why it thunders. So yhat thunder really
is, is the noise that occurs when fire is extinguished in the clouds.
And this rearrangement of the terms of our explanation gives us'a

- 280

new.definition for thunder, "

We should not wish fo suggest that essence can be reduced to

-

o TSP PP TD K AT D
.-
!

matter (or vice-versa). Aristotle qfarifies this point:
Since that which is compound out of something so that the whole !
is one, not like a heap -but like a syllablg--now the syllable is
not its elements, ba is not the same as b anda, nor is flesh fire '
and earth (for when these are separated the wholes, i.,e., the
flesh and the syllables, no longer exist but the elements of the '
syllable exist, and so do fire and earth); the syllable; then, is
something--not only its' elements (the'vowel and the -consonant)
but also something else.... But it would seem that this 'othler'
is something and not an element and that it is the cause whi¢h
makes this thing flesh and that a.syllable. And similarly in all
other cases. And this is the substance of each thing (for this is
‘the primary cause of its being); and since, while some things are
not Substances, as many as are substances are formed in accor-
dance with a nature of their own and by a process of nature, their

substance would seem to be this kind of 'nature which is not an
element but a principle. )

1
H
-1

-.One use of "essence" refers to the principle of organization.

B
~

that makes this flesh and these bones into Socrates, It is obviously
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)' sence and matter belong to the first

-

s

.

different from' whatever orgahizes that flesh and those bones into
ST - .

X d
\ A

Plato. - This helps expl‘aiﬂﬁoﬁle/s/ays that ''the causes and
elements of different ing‘iiv_idual.ls~ aTe different, ' your matter and .form

282 * ’
" Of courge, one may abstract from

., -
and moving cause and mine....

this flesh and bones and siinply consider hurnan orgéniZation of human

) . .

flesh in.general. One cannot abstract from flesh and bones altogether

X . e 283 N )
if.one is considering man, unléss one coniiders man to be oply a
. . )

-

soul imprisoned in an éxtraneous body,

-

We do not l;elieve that formor essence‘shou'lr'i Be deified .

’
.

either as a universal or a 'this" of some sort. The particular es-

t, - = R

category because they are two
’ * ‘- .

aspects of the individual substances. The essence g‘i.w,;eS' the individual -

. ~ - . . e
definiteness or actually organizes the matter., The matter makes the =

individual numerically distinct. i T

4
-

" & One may object here strongly that the essence or form as,

- : . ) .
soul is separable insofar as it is imnmortal or it.is universal insofar

as it is passed on from parent to offapring. 4
. P

. If-we cohsider the last pb,je‘ction first, we see that the es-
sen%e of the child organizes flesh differently from its parents, Yes,

essence or form is universal only if abstracted by the intellect.

ks

‘The essence is potentially universal in things but exists gua universal

-
-

. 3 v S
actually in the intellect, The process of generation is explained in

P

- materialistic and finalistic ways by Aristotle, The semen is con-  *

‘sidered an instruméntal cause, It does not actually have the form

"t

po -

b
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" man, in general, : EhasNes

b

-~

of the offspring. It is actually in motion and it ifnparts fhis_ motion

(meghHically ?) to the ma’tte&of the female whi®® seems.to form

itself into an 'offspring,284' The '"'same form; is.p.a'ssed on in the
abstract. That is, parent anci_ qgfsprigg are naturally (excluding

monsters)*the same in species. But don't members of the same

’ .-

‘Bpecies have identical structures, functions, goals, etc. ? That de-=
perid?on how one understands "identical''. They obviously differ in

time and place and many other ways. Aren't these differences acci-

dental to the what-it-i‘s-fo—be of the thing? Again that depends on
. / -~ \ ..
whether one is concerned with the what-it-is-togbe of Socrates or

> ~ ~ -

~

¥

N B

D - No
Lesher would not accept this interpretation because he fedls =
¢ ‘ ’

e wpo o, : ’ . . 285
_that "g_ubstance" is used in only one sense by Aristotle. “Also, .

he expresses no awareness that Aristotle may have changed his
-t "‘ . = .

Aristotle's admission

mind on the issue of substance as essence.
A

~
s

of matter as potential substance and talk of the substance of accidents

should show that Lesher is much more restrictive than Aristotle on.

the senses of '*substante," v

-
.

The form as soul and the quedtion-of its immortality is.much

”

more difficult. That Aristotle raises the question is not surprising.

It was certainly a legitimate question withjn a Platonistic framework.

‘

Now we have seen that Aristotle claims the form is not separable,

except in thoyghi:, from the individual. Even where Aristoitle‘ enter-

°
- 2

“tains the"idgfa of immortality, he claims that it is only active reason
N T N ! A . . . . . .
a“) a
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286

which is "immortal and Sternal, ! He immediately adds that we ~
would not remember: this lifg. 287\, Ross interprets this text in a

Latin.Av;erroi;stic way-<that active reason is the same for all men, 288

-

If such an interpretation is correct, it gives one good gf-oundé for

suspecting this to be an early text(s).‘ .Such active reason would

: L . S
seem to be a separate, existj.ng universal which also exists in all .
living men. If this'doeg not smack of Platonism, what would? Con-
: o ¢
sequently, we thinkK that this text should not be overemphasized

-

against thie main thrust of the Metaphysics, in which there is no actual

separate -universal,

A Thomistic289 dccount of this problem would have the soul

‘as incorruptible. It would not allow'the séparate soul the .status of
. ¢ i )
{ ~

substance. It leaves us truly in the dark as to what the existence of

o

a separated form would be like. Th;s account also requires a God of
% : -. . ' N L. ’ .

Christian theolo'g‘y to rectify the. unnatural condition of the- separ'a;ted

-
.

form at the ldast resur;rect.ioh when it is .reunited with 'the body.
P i Vi > e °

- 24
~ *

’ A_gain,‘ we admit that the texts are not conclusive in favor of

our interpretation but we have argued, and we think successfully, that
.’:‘: . h - -. N

it is the most probable. We rejéct substance as actual, universal

form or as a form which is a '"this!' in the unexf)l_aiq’edi,,xvay*bf the
v ) N g 3 )
O-H account. We find actual substance to bée the concrete individual. -

a8 . - &\_‘,

The individual can be thouéht of as a particular organization of _ pé.rti-r

v

cular matter. The individual may also be considered universally

o ~

. . |

) . . < L. ; . '
and so' may his essencé and matter. e . t

°

/
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. . We do not accept @ Neoplatonic interpretation which would

- - - .

reduce the individual sybstance to form alone. . Form or_essence

. . <

alone 'does not_exist, in"the case of material substances at least,

_ _outside of the intellect. *‘“Q . d

———— -

i ‘ . There are many issues we have left untouched in.our investi-

hd . - " - ~

gdtion of 'su'bstanc?z._ The questions concernmg the posmbﬂxty of es -

- . . i
:

s R

sentnal deﬁmtmns and the .theory of knowledge it is based on are two

; “ . such issues. fh y%}re obv.iously well Qu_'tside the scope of our study.

- - . . T e
. LR . B - . ., . .
3 . . * .

\ We have also not/treated 'the question concerning the possibility of

nor}.-\fséris'ible' substances. Weggill do so in our "trea_tment'of the

y - . - . 4
Erguments for the Unmoved Mover
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g 5OI-Iere we must draw attention'to the fact that the notion of
natural priority is not a sufficient explanation of being in a substance.
If the Unmoved Mover exists, then, as we shall see more fully”"below,
we could not exist if the Unmoved Mover (or heavenly spheres) did
not,” Yet, we are convinced that we are not ""in'" the Unmoved Mover.

We are convinced of this because Aristotle nowhere retracts his dOCflﬁc

trine that a substance cannot be in a substance. Nor does he put
forth a Spinozistic do¥rine that there is really only one subs'tance,
the Unmover Mover, and that we are mere modes of thig divinity.
This later point requires arguments to support it and will, be pre-

sented below. If natural priority is not a sufficient exp‘anatlon of an -

accident being in a substance, perhaps Aristotle had in mind some

”’% additional criterion such as an ordmary language notion of "in a

subJect," as Ackrill suggests (Ackrill, p. 74). This seems plausible

"espec1a11y since Aristotle gives uf no further criterion,, It would

séem that he thought this was fairly clear from our experiences of
substances and accidents and was content to call our attentmn to the.
relationship of natural pr1or1ty between them, ’

=

1)

- SICat.L(Oxford), 2 b, 45- -46.

Cat (Acerll), 4a, 19 21

Phxsma 190 a, 14,
54.

e

stance is that it has no contrary. What could be the contrary.. of any
primary substance, such'as the individual man or animal? It ha's,

“w. none. Nor can the species or.the genus have a contrary.. Yet this

.characteristic is not peculiar to substance, but is.true of many other
__things.,~stich as quantity. ‘There is nothmg that forms the contrary

of "two cubits long, " or of “ten, " or of any such term. A man may
contend that "much'® is the contrary of *little’" or "great" of "small, " .
but of ‘definite quantitative terms no contrary eXIStS C( Physica,
191 a, -1~ 20 '

)

, R -
Cat,, 3 b, 24- 32‘ Aristotle “explains: Another mark of sub-

»
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56 -~ -
Cat. (Ackrill), 3 b. 10-13,
. s . ' . 3
5TCat. (Ackrill), 4 a. 10%14, . . ‘
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which, as we shall see, is not the only reading Aristotle allows.
~ 6101’ course, there is an apparent problem-here which a. o
Platonist would be . quick,to point out, Isn't it true that these s0-
called primary substances are always of some kind or other ? Socrates
would not be if he were not a man, . If this is so, then aren't primary
substance$ dependent on secondary substances? Ar1stot1e recognizes
this apparent problem and attempts to deal with it in the ‘Metaphysics.
ﬁ : . . - « .
62Met., 1003 a. 21
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~raised here. "Edward Zellér, on the Sther hand; argu‘é‘% in favor of

the completeness of the list. See J. Owens, C. Cs. R., "Aristotle

‘on Categones "* Review of Metaphyslcs 15 (1960);, 73-90 and Edward

Zeller, Aristotle and the Earlier Peripatetics, trans. B.F.C. Costel-
loe and J., H, Muxrhead (London. Longmans Green, and Co., 1897),
1, p. 297, n. 1.} '

Rl

71 .o . ) e ey )
. For gcample, Met., 1060 b. 31; 1003 a. 21.

. 72’Imrna.'nue.l Kant, The Critique of Pure Rea:éon, trans, Nor-

man Kamp Smith (New York: St, Martln s Press, 1965), A 95: B.
128, p. 128,

T3Met., 1027 b, 26-27.
T4Met., 1051 b, 7-9.

75Met., 1028.b. 12,

76 imacus (Jowett), 30 b,

71De Gaelor 278 b. 3.

78Robert Sokolowski, '"Madtter; Elements, and Substance”{‘n
Afistptle, " Journal of the H1story of Ph1losop11y, 8 (1970), p. 265 s
- , . _
ad 7c}lndeed the umverse would~§eem to“faﬂ to meet the cri+
terion for substance at Mét., 1029 a. 28, which is separability and
"th1sness 1 The univers¢ is certainly not separable from other .sub-

: stances,‘ since there is only one universe, nor is it separable from

matter. In addition, we cannot see how the universe can be con81dered

a *thig! or individual substance “unless Aristotle no longer considers
mortal ‘and immortal organisms to,be substances (we see no evidence
of th1s) .or he now allows ‘that actual substances can exist in a sub-
stance (wWe see no eV1dence of tbhs either).

805/t 1071b 1-5. - -

8:"Met i 1028b 10

Slechard Rorty, "Genus at Matter, *p ?395

3G S*f Kirk and J. E Raven, The Presocrattc Phllosopher5°
A Critical Hlstory with a Selection of Texts (Cambndge;é?ambndge

University Press, 1966), p. 89.
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84Met:. , 1040 b. 5-10, This is in direct oppoéitioﬁ to De
Caelo, 298 &, 29-32 which is why we find that we may ‘be deahng with
different stages of Ar1stot1e s thought in these two works. When .
Aristotle calls these héaps fonly potencies’ we do not think that he-
means that these heaps are not at all actual but that they are Yonly _
potencxes" in, relation to substance. Later, at, Met. , 1040 b, 14 he
says, "Yet all the parts must exist only potentlally, when they are .
one and continuous by fature....'" The parts are potential vis'a vis-
the substance in which they are or should be continuous. Concerning
"efements, " he says at Met. , 1050 b. 28-30, "Imperishable things . ,
are imitated by those that are involved in change, e.g., earth and
fire: For these also are ever active; for they have their movement
of themsélves and in-themselvées.” At De Gen. et Corr. , 329 b, 23- 25
he says, "But the- elements must be reciprocally active and sus-

" ceptible, since they combme and are transformed into-one another,'

85 . .
See Met., D, 6 for the various senses of#''one. "

8{)See Harold Cherniss, Aristotle's Criticism of Plato and
the Academy (Baltimore: John Hopkins Press, 1944), pp. 255,321,
328; Ellen S. Haring, "Substantial Formggn Arlstotle s MetaLhysms,
Z," Review of Metaphysics, 10°(1956-1957), p. ”311 J.? Qwens, C,
Ss R., "Matter and Predication in Aristotle, ! The Concept of Matter
in Greek and Medxeval Philosophy, ed. Evan McMullen (Not#e Dame,
Indiana: University of Notre Dame Preasq 1965),- p. 109, Ross,.
Aristotle's Metaphﬁlcs I p. cxiv; Sokoal’owslu, p- 265

87Met., 1043 b, 22-24 ' ) ER

88Fr1edr1ch Solmsen, Arlstotle,,s System .of the Phxsmal
Wor1d° A Comparison with his Predecessors (Ithaca New York-

. Cornell Un1vers1ty Press, 1970), p. 354—'

a H T - .- '
8950kolowsk1, p. 269 also see p. 269, n. 11 for reference to
“the very many commentators who share this vrew.

~

90 or example, De Gen. et Corr., 329 a 30-35; 330 a. 25-30,
Not all commentatofs accept the idea of primary matter.as a- sub-
stratum for these powers:: which only further confirms the generahza-
tion thatno.impoxrtant’ ‘concept in Ar1stot1e is non-controversial. . See
Hugh R. ng, “ATistotle™ W1thout Prima Matema, "Journal of the
Hlstory of Ideas, 17 (1956).,{370 389. King's theory has not been well
received as Sokolowsk1 observes at p. 275, n. 23 : .o

r

-9DeGen et Corr.,330a 30 330b 3... .

2g okolowski; p. 27 1.




. P1bid. .Also De Gen. et Corr., 331 a, 12-331 b, 2.

91bid., pp. 282-283.
- Prbid,
. 901bid. , ‘p. 281, - T

w©

Met,, 1024 b, 5-10. . ' -

9Bat. (Ackrill), 2 b, *%~12,’ - , -

!

9Met., 998 b. 15-21.

. 90et., 042 2. 20, o ‘
- w - . :

- 4 - s .

1OlTh‘ere is at present a controversy ovef whether genus
signifies matter or a-universal. It is not to oux purpose to engage
in this controversy. See Marjorie Grene, "Is'Genus to Species as
Matter to Form®?  Aristotle and Taxonomy, " Synthese, 28 (1974),
51-69, Richard Rorty, "Genus as Mattér (n.” 82 above);" and "Matter )
as Goos Commerits on ‘Grene's Paper "t Sznthese. 28 (1974); 71 ~77 . _
hereafter referred to as "Matter as Goo") . e

1025 1038 a, 5-6. C R s

'\

._1'0 - - ] . . .

: Grene, s Genus to Species as Matter to Form‘?" p. 65
and Rorty,' "Matter as Goo,'" p. 75, L ‘
104Rorty, 'Genus as. Matter woe - ) D LY

- 1
3

A050Met., 1038 b, 8-14. - S o :

106Met., 1038, b. 1. . . TN
to 7Met.! 10’39 a, 1-10;_ - . . o
10 Met., 1038 b, 34 - 1039 a, . Lo o % - S X
109 . :‘.:f;. 2 . . . . ; ]
It is out51de the limits of this thesis to go mto a detailed . - R
'analysw of the Third Man argument in its yarious formulations. We
' areaconcegﬁed with the problem of the Unmoved Mover and not with
the problem of hmversals per se or Aristotle's attack on Plato or the
Platomsts. We will, however, brush up agamst the problem of uni-
. ~versa18 'again in our discussions below of essence and the science of
subgtance. For a scholarly.but unsympathétic account of Aristotle's
attack on Platonism, see Cherniss, Aristotle's Cr1t1c1sm of. Pla.to and
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‘lloRorty, ""Genus as M_a_tter., ' p. '412;

e, 1026 a.23+32; 1064 b, 6-14,

112}3'or example, Met., Z, 14,

13\ fet,, 1028 b. 35-1029 a. '

H4Met), 1029 a. 173;

115 et., 1029 a. 16-26.

E )

E 116Met., 1029 a, 10, =

117Malcolm Schof1e1d meta,, 7, 3: Some Suggestions, "
Phrones1s, 17 (1973) 102.

118H M. Robinson, "ane Matter in Aristotle, " Phrone51s
19 (‘1974), p. 185, - - _§3

11,.?rMet IOZ9 a. 9.

120

[

Met., 1029 a. 26-29.

]‘ZIPhxsma, 192 a. 25 33

.

& 22 o5 eph Oweris, C. Ss. R., "Matter and Predication in
¢ Aristotle," p. 195. Y - S

. 2 &
! Phxsma, 192 b. 8-23; Met., 1041 b, 2 De Anima, 432 b,

22-25,

&\

- - "

12'41"01' éx'amp‘le, Met;, H, 3.
. . L \

1250 fet., 1043 b. 20-25,

6Met:eorologlca, 381 b 6; De Mundo, 396 b.. 11,

127 9% : '
Alan Gew1rth ".Arlstotle s Doctrine of Bemg, " Ph1losogh- _

ical Rev1ew, 62 (1957), p. 582, 11; " see also Met., 1028 a, 33- 34 and

. 128Rorty’, “"Genus as Matter,!" p.. 414, Perhaps he is right=ew

that Aristotle is hopelessly torn on the question of whether somet;h'ir}g .
which is a potentidlity (dynamis) also counts as a “this" (tode ti)," p.

S
E S




PR oA Cagrey

ST ARHIENG N, A IOINT A% PR BPTFTIRA NI a2+,

R R AT RN N PR e N g et
.

A o LT Y70 e

% g f A TN

412, For example, see Met,, 1016 b, -1-19,

. . . . - N ’ t'~ ’
129\ et., 1026 a. 10=30. IR -
130 . '

N

13

L

J. 6Wens, ""Matter and szedication in Aristotfe,_" p. 197.

11bid., p. 200.

132 Met., 1045 b: 18. |

' Met., 1036 a. 8-9.

————

13%physica, 191 a. 8-10.

135 . '
Physica, 185 a. 30-32; 182 b, 2,

136004, 190a. 26,

137\tet., 1043 a. 5-7.

138Ph~§sica, 189 a. 30%33, '

1399044, 191 a. 8-12.

1403 fet., 1049 b. 5..
— »

111pid,, 1049 b, 11-12." -

o

42 ' .
. ! Ibid., 1049'b. 19-24,

143'I’h1'°c:n.J.'ghout our discussion of "things, ' "acci,dgn;ai unity"

'is used to refer to such things as piles of sand, rocks, mules (per-

haps), etc. and not accidental complexes such as the musical So-'
g s . i sa -
crates which involve a substance with accidents. See Rorty, "Genus

‘as Mattgi‘," p. 414; o ’ . ) : i ‘ -

-144

Y

Met., 1043 b, 5-10,

Y45 bhysica, 192 b, 13-16,

1460 fet., 1043 'b.€22-2'3.~
147 te ; "
Rort,y, Genus as Matter, " p. 415,

. 148 i

/~ “Met., 1028 b, 9-10..
149 . T " i .

‘ Met., 1031 a, 17~18; 1028 b. 35. See also Dancy,

-
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a.r;d Contradiction: A Study in Aristotle (Boston D, Reidel Pubhshzng
Co., '1975), pp. 94-101.

1500 sei., 1047 b. 21-23.
151Met. , 1028 a. 30-35. This notion of temporal pr1or1ty
is different from that: g1ven at 1018 b, 15-19..

: 152 fet, ; 1Q28 a. 37-1028 b,

1534 fet., 1028 a. 35-37.

15§Met. , 1028 a. 10-30.

135 ropica, 149b. 37,

156 poetica, 1449 b, 22-24.

157 bhysica, 210 a. 11-13.

k3 A

158\et., 1032 b, 3-5,

>9De Anima, 418 a. 25,

160zet., 1022 a. 15-17.

161)\set, ; 1031 a, 10-12.

162Met., 1030a. 19-25.

6Met 1031a 13, " - - .

\ . N LN
A

~-6

45, 'Ov'vens& The- Doctrine of Being, p. 266.
165, > e '
S7 7 Buchanan, .9.2&55" p. 43,

166.f Owens, The Doctrine of Being, p. 266,
e - ~ . .

167I‘b1d

l"’31\,1@*. 131a. 1-5 S s
- .

169C§ E.L, Owen "Anstotle on.the Snares of Ontology, i
p. 78. .
170Ib1d., p. 72, J Owens neglects the d1sJunct1ve ‘aspect of
'being' in reducmg "The man is pale” to “The ma.n is., ! Does J.
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Owens mean that the man is not really pale or-that being pale is not a .
‘real way of being? It would seem so. After all, he speaks of the
nature of Being" which is foundin substance alone. We object to -
the strong implication that "being' is a predicate that designates some &
homogenous nature. Such a position seems to deny that being is
not a genus (Met,, 998 b, 22- 27 1045 b. 6) and that."being" reallyi

. does have d1fferent senses (Met,, 1026 a, 33-'1026 b, 5;1017 a, 1-

T 1017 b, 9; 1019a 5; 1028 a, 10130; 1045 b, 33; 1078 a. 30; 1089

A
(R Mear

& a, 7.)
171(3.15.‘. L. Owen, "Aristotle on the Snares of Ontology, " o
s P. T7.: . s ‘
: "1bid,, pp. 77-78. :
£ Met,, 1007 a. 29-1007 b. 17.
3 : .
3 1 ) .
: 4 "Met., 1039 a. 3-5.
: ' =~ 1Met;, 1017 b, 14-16, ’ :
- 176 S )
3 Met., 1017 b, 14, g :
. ""Met., 1017 b, 23-25,
« e, N ) s L]
' 178IFocaI meahning and analogy are not mutually excluswe
.- - forms of equwocatlon as we argued in the last chapter . ) 2 “
. ‘ . - . ° - e T
. g 179
For a goodd. dlscussmn of th1s point along with the attendmg
problems it has for Arxstotle, see Dancy, Sense and Contradiction, J ‘
. Pp. 94-113." Seealso An Post. I, 22,
180 ’
J.. Owens, The Doctnne of°Being, p. 180
H ' 1‘8'1 ‘ : g - & -
-Met.,,-1032 b. 1. L ) ' ~ z
" 182 ' ' -8
‘ Chung -Hwan Chen, "Aristotle's Concept of Prunary Sub- 3
: . stance in Books Z and H of the Metaphysms, i Phronems 2 (1957),
PpP. 54 55, n.- 41, ] - o
™ 18y, 1031 .. 18, - | S g
™ 184 oo g - - o 3
- .S LT Met,; 1031 b, 1-1032 a1, : .. 2
N 113 U - ' - . y
, T Met,, 1029 b, 13-15, - = ., BRI C §4
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: ‘ Y860 fet., 1030 a. 6, t’
o
.

L Wel a L T S T e TSR
, AT R



N ' N 1871opica, 101 b. 38.
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 188pet,, 10307, 11.

189 et., 1032 b. 14.
L19%Met., 1032 b, 1. A
1910 fer., 1035 b, 34; 1037 a. 25-30; 1037 a. 2.
192;‘4"35;, 1035 b. 14-16; De Anima, 415 b. 10-11.
1Pet., 1038 b. 35:1039a. 1.
19%Met., 1036 2. 29,
195Ntet. , 1030 a. 6.

\

196Met., 1033-b; 20-25.

-t

1975 or gxample, Met., 981 a. 18-20; 1036 b,

198Met., 1085 b 37- 1087a. 4,

199et., 1038 b,; 1-37

2°°Met 1087 . 10-15.5"

2°1An Post., 71b. 14-15; 73 b. 25-31.

20 ZJ Owéns The Doctrine of Being, pp. 347-371.

Y
203Har1ng, 0p. c1t., '308- 3zz 482-501; 698- 713.

-

S o ot

204Met., 1029 a. 41-49. , 3

2osFor a further discus? sjon of'the apparent Shlft see :‘Chen,
"Aristotle's Concept:of Primary Substance in Books'Z and H of the
Metaphysics' and Constantine Georgxadm, "Two Concepts.of Sg:bstance
in Anstotle," New Schola.st1c1sm, 47 (1973 ), ‘22 :37.

WWWMM ot

J Owens, The Doct?nne of Bemg, p. 390.

z07Ha.:r:mg, p. 309. @
% i .

298J. Owe{ns, The- Doctrine of Bein-"g,' pp. ‘3\98-99.;




. 209

«

211

210bd p.'

Ib1d. , p. 43%.

212'Har:mg, p..493 v ,.,

213 Thid

-,

214’1b'1d. , P 501

215 M fet. '1042-a. 28-31.

216 R g
A, Gewn'th ,211:., p. 588

7Met., 1031 b, 18,

:-ZIBChe;mss Am1stot1e s Cr1t1c1sm of Pla.to, p'. 348,

cLo219,, - oo
] 9It may well be that Anstotle means some;:h1ng very d1£ferent
by "form™ and ''essence.' We cannot defend such a position because

: of the numerous texts where he 1dent1£1es both. However, at. 1041 a.

28- 30 “essence" is a.llm‘:?/ed to refer not only to the pr1nc1p1e of 6rgani-

zatmn of the 1ndix?iduaI but & lso to'fthe.telos and the efficient cause,

Th:us ‘would: appea.r to give the term a wider reference than, "form'" which

we have never seen'used to refer to an eff1c1ent cause, .
22'oLeszl "Kngwledge of the Um.versa.l and Knowledge of the

Parhcular in A.nst:ol;le, "Rev:.ew of Metaphys:Lcs, 2 (1972), P. 285,

(Herea.fter -referred to as "anwledge of. the Umvers’hl ). \ »

Z~Z-1Met., ‘1049 a. 34-35.‘ S

: ZZZM 1042 a. 29

L .ZZ?Mét.,' 1014 a.'30-3.l..

zz%Met., 1041 b. 3msz

225

“ie
-

,

Met .4 1029 a.,: Sé

,-Mét.‘, 1070 B 21‘22
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230Met., 1035 b, 27. ,
23ytet,, 1040 b. 24,
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232Met 1041 a. 455,

-233Met., 1033 b, 19-25;
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=234y ret. 1033 b. 24-26.

. . /
Lesher, op. cit., PP~ 169-178.
236Lesher, P 178. ‘ L A

v M J. Woods, "Problems in Metaphysics Z Chapter 13,"
Ar1stot1e. A Collection of €ritical Essays, ed. J. M. E. Moravc1sk
(New York: Anchor Books;" 1967), pp. 215-238.

2381bid. ,-PP- 237-238.

LS .
2 -
. 39Lesher, pp 172 - 173 27

2‘mR Albritton, "Forms of P};:tmular Substances in Ar1s-
' totle s Metaphyslcs 1 Journal of Phﬂosophy, 54 (1957), 699-708. .
- 241 s )
: . W11fred Sellars, "Substance and Form in. Ar1stotle o,
Journai of Phllosoghy, 54 (1957), 688 699

24
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2.Rcvss Ar1stot1e, p- 170
243

£ o

244

Met., 1038 b. 9-10.
Met. , 1071 a. 27-29.
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' 245Met. , 1035 b. 28-30?‘- ‘

',246

Met. , 1037a 5- 9"
o 47G E. L. Owen, "Anstotle on the Snares of Ontology,"
p. 82 On "explanation' rather than "cause'-for '»'altxa, " see also
‘Max Hocuitt, "Anstotle 8. Four Bgcauses, e PhllOSOEhI 49 (1974),
385 399 . F . . .
248 v e
‘Met., 1029 a. 5-7.
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(éifpg’d‘ Clarendon Press, 1966), p. 317.

).

a .
7 Z49Mee 1018 b. 30-35. He does'say here that universals

are prior-irf definition. However, he seems to sense a.difficulty

since he also claims that the 'definitions of accidents are prior in an

" accidental complex but that wouldn't make them actual substance nor,

by analogy, would.it make the universal actual substance.

. .250 - N .o -
&5 Met., 1029 b, 3-12; De Anima 413 a. 11,
251

~

Leo Elders, S.V.D., Aristotle's Theorj ‘of the One: &
Comm entary on Book X of the Metaphysics (New York: Humanities
Press, 1960), pp. 199-200, -

252

Jaeger, Aristotle, p. 177.

253M t., 1087 a. 10-17;

L~

Met., 10872, 17-20.

-2550et., 1037 b, 4-5,

254

56*1:7’6521 Log1c and Metaphysms p. 498,

257

M‘et., 1037 a. 25-30,

258

P

Leszl "Knowledge of the Umversal l'p, 281,

"259Met., 1032 a: 1-2,

#0p¢ Anima, 418 a." 20-23,

: - .
2("lDe Anima,_ 425 b. 7_-'l0._-“' ’

262
_De Anima, 425 a. 22 25 ,g?
263 Ly
We cannot dagree thh Leszl that "sxr_nbebekota" does- not Inean

X 'acc1dental“ in this context, See Leszl “Knowledge of the Umversal il
: ___p 304

R Y - LI : ~

264L1ddell and Scott, Greek Enghsh Lexloon, Abrxdged ~

’ vﬁ ,At An,’ Post., 99 b, 34 = 100 a 8 Arxstotle tells us that\
with men a. memory comes fromvsense—tmpressmns and from repeated
memories comes experience,. Hthe universal now st bthzed in its
entmeiy within the soul f R .. oo :

< '266A"ti. Pos‘t,- 73 b, 32-40,




-94 3,

. Ross, Aristotle, p.. 151, .~

, U
267 1t 1t
Leszl, Knowledge of. the Umversal p 293

Zt,58Chern1ss,, Aristotle’ s Criticism of Plafo, P. 342.
269 ' 4 '
Met., 981 a. 19-21. i

Z70An. Post., 79 a. 787"

271 Bthica Nic. , 1146 b. 35-1147-a. 1-4.

2'72'See notes 269-271 1mmed1ate1y' above?

273

>
Leszl, "Knowled-ge of the Uniyersal,_" pp. 297-298.

214 pn. Priorq 67 a: 24-31; An Post., 71 a. 35-71 b, 8. .

=

275Ross Arxstotle, P, 170

2T0Met., 1041 a. 21 -28. ‘See also Post Anal., 93 b, 38

9 and Dancy, Sense and Contradiction, pp.. 132-133, -

':
277Hccut:l: ._9 p. 391

2 ) ‘;
-78Met.,, 1041 a’, 27-30.

279Ho’cutt, op. cit., p. '396.;

.,280Dan_cy, Sense and Contradiction, p. 133,

v -

281Met. ; 1041 b. 12-31.
2 .. . . .
82Met._,‘ 1071 a, 27-29.

283Met“‘ 1636 b, 21-24. EL "

28‘JzDe Gen, Anrmahum, 703 b 9- 31 and Met., 1050a 3 6

285 ' i

Lesher p. 177 - S8 N

286D_e' Anima, 430 a, 20-25,"

287114,
288 '

289

St, Thon.aas..A‘,qﬁinas, On the Soul, a. 14, c,
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ARGUMENTS FOR TH TENCE.OF THE

UNMOVED MOVER: THE FUNCTION OF

' THE UNMOVED MOVER . -
N . P

‘In our attempt to explicate the nature and function of the

<

Unmoved Mover in Aristotle's. metaphysics, we have been led into an

investigation of Aristotle's theory on equivocity. We have seen that

& S . : .
Aristotle claims that "beirig" has many senses. As Aristotle sees
g . ; . ot

it, there are many senses of ''being' because there are many ways

g k)

.

of being and they are irreducible to one another whe&r'z we are 'dealing'
with the baéi'c_ cate_g'ori'es '_c>:f't>'eing. This admission of the equivocity .
_&- v . -~ . N * N -

. . . . " . s Y . L - . .. . .
of being causes Aristotle to deny, in the Eudemian Ethics, that -

N —

e o 1 . . -
there can be a general sciefice of being.” Being is not a genus,

'The_re"is x;'i)th‘ing called "being" which ailvqxist‘:ir;gv_thing‘é hiave in -

common. Consequently, no general science of being, as conceived

- .

~ by the Platonists, is possible. When'he reached the Mefaphysics,
. Aristotle seems to pavé a&ded to his positiori_,‘ Although a single K

—
s

generic science of being is still ruled out, it is possible that another

science of being is allowable. ,Aris‘;tof_le has reqogniz_qc}_ that

L

-

e ———— e —p—
AN IR TN




0.t

KA e

s
o

Aperad

7.

.
b

2

g " i -
T I It et oo &
DSBS de i

Ly
ik

AR

g D

Y

~

not all equivocity i%congplete or chance equivo%/- ere is also

systemat{c equivocity, A S'ysw/maﬁcﬂly{@ivocgl term may have "’.“

- /'—

- L ~ i . - N .
sevetral_se ‘these senses have a systematic logical connection.

TN
-

We havé discussed two main types of systematic equivocity as applied

PR N
.

to single terms: analogy and focal medhing. We have seen that there
are two important possible accounts of these types of equivocity and
that a choice between them has a serious effect on one's interpretation

o7
LS
=

E

Pt

- of Aristotle's 6ntology and theology. Aristotle, in the Metaphysics,

feels that'both analogy and focal meaning allow sufficient wunity for a
science of being qua being. Wg‘hav'e argued against aef’ynonymy ac-
- = ”\—;\28

. " . v ——
count of both analogy and focal meaning. .Such argument has .been '

-

directed mainly agdinst the Neoplatonic account. This account would N
find a gradational metaphysics within the corpus, i.e., every being )
.-having the same basic nature, with the primary being, the Unmoved

~ ~ -

--Mover, .'éxhib'j:ing this nature to.the highest degree. While this inter-

: . N : . T
pretation offers an attractive unity betWe\en Aristotle's ontglogy and

-~ N

thec‘>log'y,'«* itha.s too many unrzg'ol‘ve&‘-difficul'ties. SR o

¢ ]

Since Aristotle te}.lg"us that the ‘g&;gnce‘of being dua Being is

v oy

. - = 2 o S 3
the - science of substance” and that the Unmoved Mover is substance,’

we digcusseg_substance in Chapter III. We ¢oncentrated on Ariéi%fle‘s

. - - . * i . . . *y . N . '
- dg‘f:trine of substance as preséxjted in the Categories and the Meta- - -

physics. " In the Categori'es," the indivi.dua,.l'ia congidered primary sub-

« B s e

stance, whi,le. the species and ‘genus are called secon‘dary'subéﬁnce.
‘ ! . c L : 4:,5‘ .
In thé Metaphysicé; the primary-secondary talk larggly disappears
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and w find Aristotle speaking of a éubstance or'ind{yidual and the

£2 -

¥ . - .
substance of a being. The latter term seems to mean~the "estence"

of 2 being. The eSsence is considered prior to the individudl and to

matter epistefhologically and lo.gically“.4 However, though the es- _

sence may be more knowable-in-itself, we, human heings, perceive

- .

the material individual first through our senses. It is also the case
that the material individual is ontologically prior to the essence such
that the essence will not exist if the individual does not. > If the es-

sence is construed universally, it is also clear that it exists only in
" .‘.

’

individuals.

* -

Aristotle's position on substance is somewhat more complex

’

in the Metaphysics than in the Categories. Yet, it is still the indi-

vidual substance which, has ontological priority, whatever can be .
- Q'h, LY .o N :

said for the epistemological priority of essence or form. Of course,

we have not as yét_ discussed whether the Unmoved Mover sh_,ouiti be

coﬁsidered a éubstat{ce or the substance of the. q'S“_g;nos or firéf hea-’
3 ) '9 ‘ ' had : ’ . . s

ven. We will do s0 in our chapter on the nature of the Unmovgﬁ

-~ e

Mover --Chapter V. We only call attention to it here because we

-

" wish to téll the reader that we do not planto ignore this problem.

-~
In this chapter, we will turn to an iﬁvestigation of the argu-

ments which Aristotle advances for the existence of the Unmoved
. . o . . . .

——— -

‘Mover. In doing so we intend to give an account.of the function of

4

the Unmoved Mover, which is part of the purpose of this diése;ta.tiog..

e

By examiiiing the reasons which Aristotle gives for affir.mi?gg the

. -

e

T A

.t

‘- 4 ., R T

"

L A b ok bt ot

BRI

e Tath o o«

e P g Y




: 3
ECRLT

% R T3 Qe
-
R g A

o

L AR

) “of generation and corruption or ""becoming and perishing' as irnpor-
-, « A LS 3

existence of the %moved?Move,r,. We can discover what function the

~ - .
+

Unmoved Mover has in Afistbiéli_an metaphysics. Such a discovery

“would -allow us to assess the relationship between the Unmoved Mover

L. - - .
and the cosmos and would give us a better hnderstandiné of the con-

nection between-Aristotle's ontology and theology:

£l

-
&

The Aréumgnt of the Ph_ysi'cs

-

»

This argument for thé existence of the Unmoved Mover is

ma'inly- pi’esehtea in Phxsiés, Bk. VIII. Obviously, it is not feasible

’ .

to quote the entire text heré so we shall attempt to r&construct the

argumment by quoting the requisite passages. \ T .)/*

Aristotle observes, '"Now the_ existence.of motion is asserted.

by all who have anything to say about nature, because theg&;all con-=

-

cern themselves with the consj:rﬁction of the world and they study the"

.question of becoming and perishing, which processes could not .come

o ‘ a2 ' i :
about without the existence of inotion." The Eleatics.are excluded
. - . "o . oot A4

as natural philosophers here. Any.w.hc) do study n’é.:tli‘re.are aware
. B -

A} " -

tant facts of the cosmos. These processes are kinds of motion and,

s, N
w

Aristotle szrg'g"é"sté; ‘they .depe‘nd on other kinds of motion. .,So natural

il n .
. -~

» - [

pﬁilosophers--a‘gree that \motviéﬁ.‘?xists wifﬁip the“’yor‘ld of natui‘e.'

. . e _ ‘ i
. Aristotle writes, “Motion, we say, is the fulfilltment of the
‘movable in so fdr as it is movable." - Again he says-that it is

"that(which is é%éablé of'al;:e,i"gtion'thht is altered. ? It follows: t,ﬂat’
3 o T, : . L T . S

¢ ’

&
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- have'a beginning before which they had no being or they must be

rest, Also there would be a time afté¥ time sippodedly ceased.

- . 165

—

. beings exist wh";ch are capable of such mot:ion,‘10 otherwise it. !gbuld
make no sense to say motion exists. gl

A-basic question arises for Aristotle: 3‘_-‘.W'as ‘there ever a be-

o

coming.of motion before which it had no beinggia.h'd is -it perishing again’

s0 as to eave nothing in motion? Or are we to say that it.never had

any becoming and is not perishing, but always was and alwaysj@ili
1o, i e .
We are facg% with the disjunction that either motion is eternal

- ‘, ) . °
or it has a beginning and an end. Aristotle adds another disjunctive,

be?"

v %
A
conéerning changing things:. '"Moreover, these things also must.either
R X . Ty

P
]

i «

'etern‘al.\"12
Aristotle finds the position that all. mobile béings or motion

. .-
.
-

had a begin'ning to be unreasonable: "Now if thefe was a becoming of

" every movable thing, it follows that before the motion ia question

5 -

another change orsmotion must have taken plgcé‘in which was capable

of-being moved or of éausing motion had its beg‘qming.."l% This is a

i S

‘

reductio ad absurdum of the position that motion had a beginning.

I3 . . .

.He also argues that since time is the measure of motion, how could
- P S aew L . .

there be a "before™motion began or an "after'r when it ceases, 'He

sides with Démocritus ‘againsf the :5éssatiqxi of motion. 1‘,} The
cessation of motion:is takei to be a changé ffom the previous state

~

.gf é:ffairs, i.e., the process gf‘ the last ch'a;nge.' ' So the Mat!"

changé ‘would not be the last, "There is ong‘a'fterjt ~-the c_hé.ngq- into

TS WEDNITE TN S
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Aristotle concludes, '"...It is clear that motion is eternal and ca;nnd_t

.

T ) 5

' have existed at one time and not at another: in fact, such a view can

- o ’ - ¢ A ~

hardly be.described as an}‘rifhing else than far;tasfic."' > S

e Gt s W o

-

» Aristotle'goes on to discuss motion from the side of the --

o . 2 L]

mover: "Either the movent is not itself responsible for“the motion

.

which is to be referred to something else which moves the movent,’ £

k-]

or the movent is itself responsible for the motion. Further, in the

&
. '

1

. latter case, either the movent immediately precedés the last thing in
: . \

. the series (the moved), or there may be one or more intermediate

. s - - .
links. ... nl6 There is no difficulty with the claim that the cause of

o

2 . motion is either the thing moved or some other mover, nor with’the L.

o>

-~

claim that the cause Of motion is either mediate or %mmediate. Aris-

totle reaches the h‘ypot.hetical conclusion that ™if then everything that

v

N 13 . - .C " . - 3
is in motion is moved by something:else, and the first movent is

, moved but ~not"by anything else, it ‘mu:s»t be moved by itself. wl7 ) ' B

»

) ' r : . = ‘ . .
# This is an invalid argument as. it stands, Aristotlexdoes not first .

W :

tell us that anything in hotion may be moved by sor’fwé‘éfzing else or
- . s oL, -

, * itself. If there is a first moved mover, it must be self-mdved. The
- ~ -
-— idea that there is no first mover at all ig,f'éc-)nsi.dered to be logicéw

. .
- « ot

. ' " impossible by Aristotle. He claims that,"it is impossible that there

should be an infinite’ series of movents, .each of which is itself moved

U L~ i ) 5 ' . '
by soinethifig else, since in an infinite series there is no first

. . . . - e . . ) )

t_e_:njrn."l_8 This claim that an infinite series is impossible may. .

"

N

-~

bl LSRR s

~ -
. .- .

' strike some as objectionable today. Aristotle's pbint seems to be
"y, X - . - .

> “
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-
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that)if we appeal to an infinite series of moved movers, we have not

¥

explained motjon at all. Ra_ther, we have only said that it has

A

IS MRy
RS RYS

)‘ B

always existed. Aristdtle complains, "But if is a :wrong assumption

to suppose universally that we have an adequate first pi'inciple in vir-

. . ‘ 1
tue of the fact that something always is’ so or always happens so." 9.

[y

1 I
!ﬂ.‘ﬂgﬁmﬁﬁﬂ@ﬁ&“% »: TR PRI AN

ANAAZIN S

Aristotle is not content with the fact that something occurs but he
. ’ . ’ ~ - {*
wants to know why it occurs. He criticizes Democritus saying,
- «g;‘ . ‘ ;
"Thus Democritus reduces the causes that explain natuge to the fact

that things happen in the past in the same way as:they haf}gen now:

* but he does not think fit to seek-a first principle to explain this:

. B

'a'lw_ays'."'zo Empedocles is the target of the same criticism:
- ¥ «

‘"And much the same may be said of the view that such is the ordi-

3

nance of nature and that this must be regarded as a principle, as

-

would seem to be the view of Em pedocles.. .. nél

o

Motion cannot be accepted as a brute fact according to Aris-

" totle. His claim is both that motion needs to be explained and can be

explained. This claim follows from Aristotle's analysis of motionse

in terms of causality, Hg,_fgels that the explanation sought must
be in terms of a first mover who is either self-moving or ﬁnmov_gzc.l‘.g
s . , &,

» N

I RN A A PR, ™
CLLSAR N il Lt

o ' DTN |
Any-dther mover is instrumental and not the ultimate cause of the

ARk
LA

)

motion as a knife.,j\s‘ in.relation to the man who cuts with it,

L 4

Aristotle thinks that a thing cannot .be mover and moved

R

in the same ‘regpect.zz We might consider a wholé as self-moved
¥ : '

(R

oy

ALY

i

but "in the whole of.the thirig we may distinguish that which imparts

.t o
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motion without itée1:f being moved and that which is moved: for only in
. - T " ) ; 23 . .
this way is it possible for a thing to be self-moved.' * He seems to

suggest that even-fthis limited sense of self-movement is denied to,
elements (here called ‘substance): "Again, how can anything of con-

. . ' z
tinuous and naturally connected substance move itself?" In so far as

2

a tling is divided that one pazrt of it is by nature active and another

A

passive. Therefore, none of the things that we are now considering

move themselves (for théy are’n'at_:ixra'lly connected substance), nor R

. ~

does anything else that #s continuous; in each case the movent must be

N \
-

separate fromn the moved... ,}'24,' He distinguishes bétweex} living " ",

- €

and non-living things in.this respect: "It is impossible to say that

-~ their [ inanimate things] motion is derived from themselves: this is

v a characteristic of_lifq and peculiar to living things. ' ’ . %

- o} B
-

Aristotle concludes, "Since thére must always be motion

-

-

T e ’ °. ° -
without intermission, there must necessarily be sqmeﬁling, one thing
or.it may be a ?’p‘h;rality, that first imparts motion, and-this filj'st'

movent mist be unmoved, . there must necessarify be.some such -

4 .
’ ’ -

thing, which,while it has"fghe calbacity of gnoving"soniethir;g else, is

~
-

" s

¥ itself unmoved and'exc_ampt frotn all chaizge, which can affect it
neither in an unqualified nor in an accidental sense.'; 'Ar*lhstot% .

.speaké‘ of the Unmoved Mover here as having a capac_it{r. He says

- . e | . . A s )
later in the Metaphysics that "'capable' in one sense will mean that

. . L . . . . ) * 0 _\ ._, . .
which can begin a movement (or a .change in general, for even that -

L
-

which can bring:thing's to rest is a ‘;otent' thing) in another thing .
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Aristotlé ‘rel'aeats his claim that motion is eternal and con-

el

gj.nuous and ere_fore primarily circular: “But it is impossibﬁe that

movement should either have come into being or cease to be {for it

-~

LY

an : must always have existed), or:thai.t tirhe should., For there could not
] o~ -, . H
- be a before and an after if that time did not exist. Movement also is

- .

continuous, then, in the sense in which time is; for time is either . -
e the same thing as movement except movement in place, and of this

. . - »

only that ‘which is circular is continuous. n36 Aristotle makes it

a ‘clea‘rer-here in Lambda.than he did in the th.sics that the circular

. ' 57
motion he is referring to belongs to the heavenly spheres and planets.

Aristotle adds that the cause.or explanation of this confin-

uous, heavenly motion must be a substance: .!'For substdnces are the -

first of existing-things,. and if they are all destructible, all thing;s are

&estructible. 138 Thig ig the familiar doctrine of ontoldgical priox:ity S

.  of substance, . RN
o ~ ", ) ’ - Rl S

. . . R hvv.:m
Thus far Aristotle is claiming that there i5*mation'or be- oo L
, . . .\. B . .

e

N

_coming 'é.n"d-.that at least one kind of motion is continuous and eternal. ° .

There could not be d time in which there was no motion since time is | ..

A ’

- - ~ ~

. . T . . . e T s s
““identical with-or an-attribute-of motion. This continuous motion

- - .
.
.

, must be €xplained and since sublunar things depend for their-exis- -

tence upon the motion of the heavens,‘59 the cause must be a sub- S

stance ptherwise 'subst'anc'eg would ulthhgtely be dependen"t upon and
A o ' ,

’ S V . v
. ontologically posterior to non-substarice. However, substance is °

oy « R - 2 ]
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tinuous motien: '"'Since every motion is continuous, a motion fhat is

. RS
. - ~ .- . e
- . \7 -
. . - . oo . . -
o . .

cer e " ) s v o
. one in an unqualified sense must (since every motion is divisible).be

"eontinuous, and a continuous motion must be one.!" T

- 3 < - . . i - . . a -.%‘1
: . . . V- . M . - T
- fe Lt e

Artstotle s pomt seems to be that there is only one cosmos

N N 2 ~

- 4 A4
- - o o

' L
and smce 1ts motmn is continuous- and _eternal, there has\always

Too. ' ¢ * . o - ~ —~——

e A
been and always will be only one .t:osmos Thie conclusion is at :
\ N - - -, o ) N 33:”-.‘

od‘ds 'with §d_fn‘e of _the cy_clic_a.l theories of the Preso’crati:cs which

. - Lok
N -

S entaxled a plurahty of universes. . Arlstotle s conclusmn s that there

- 2

. .
o . o - A a

‘is only one firs't"mcf)ver, "th_e Tirst 6f uninoved thir{gs. "

., e g -
. -

. N .
¥ e, .
\ - .

- moved movers. LOf g_ourse! "unmoved" might Be used in different

- -

‘senses$ when applied to both prmhary and seco’ ry.

Q
7 - IS
.t — N

« \

-~ f

N Ar1stot1e argues th‘at locomotypn is the,pru:nar’y kind: of

- - N '-' -

~ -.\. - .
R

motlon. .He then argaes that rt 1s on’ly rota'ry motlon whlch is smgle,
. . LT N S T

- r S N -
¢ - RO - s -

K contmuous an& eternal‘ 4‘ R*otary motio_h' if"s,

.
+, P -

R . ‘ ;
. - 0 *15 e

then, the pru'nafry kmd

-

.. of loc’ornotlon and)so, the pnmary k'm\d of mondn. As sich it must

- .

- .‘,

‘¢ - . 't ' ) - -

‘be "caused" pr expla,:,ned by the f:.rst Unmoved Mover. Artstotle <.

B

- v P
:\. .2 - . <. -

5 :
does ndt make clear in th1s context what 1t 18 t.hat moves uina c1rc1e

o Lae e - . .o& =
- L=, ! .+ ,l - -

T nor m‘what senag{he- f1rst Unmov\ed Mover is a "cause.
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" turn to the Metaphysics for that 1pformatlon. N .. k
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. doctrine of the Unmoved Mover is discussed, is an early work and the . =
3 . ; N ., . - . ' -
;’ M ) ' . . ) S8 ), 3 : t ’ )
: ., docfrine is not part of Aristotle's mature-thought. For-example, -~ .
) L. . Y e T ol . . ST

1. 221) 'wrpiteé, "...We may say that Book

‘. » - " L] - M ) 3
%‘not recognize the doctrine of sensible 'substance as an in- - .

i3 v

€gral part of first.philosolahy. " This position is not‘_:\'rery.cré’ciible

- -
- B » . <

.0 e . . e s P % N -
to us, First, we find many references to a divinity.in.Aristotle's . .

. S
H

. - - v

works other than the Meta'p}iys‘ics as we s’l:x_all see ‘be.l'ow. 35 Second, '

LY * s
-

.
. - - -

o s ceslt ' T celes P . .
we find positive references to a divinity.within the Metaphysics in -

) ° * MR 2 - % 4

books other than Book I.fa;jnbda'. In Book Alpha, Armtotle tells us _ -

that Gad. ca.nnot be Jealous and. that first phxloSophy is a ‘divine science % )
© o<t ! - / N e I .'ho:? i .
because it deals with God as a flrst pr1nc1p1e and because ‘g‘)d has th1s L

P ," N 1
———— i

_science above all others 36+ Also 1n Book Alpha, Armtot‘le pra1ses - -

. . - . (2
. . . PR Y

3 . . .. . 37 . ~ . v f‘
'-Anaxagoras for mtroducmg nous as.a pri pl Anstotle 1ater . . &

' calls the divine activity nou"B._,3 In Book Alpha the Leas,er, Ar:.sto'cle e ‘ !
R A - D R A

speaks of eternal things, ?9 But he may mea/n the heavenlwbodms rather .

EUS

M - -

3

e - T e - - ad"r= s

. - - N e T
than the Unmc)ve_d Mbdver. In Book Beta, Ar1stot1e takes Empedocles - :

[ {« . - e B -

4 -

3 5.

N - - e, FEERE THERN ot T .
A

. to task for allowmg God to be 1gnoxant of one of the,,prmc1p1es~,

) . Ead M) ‘»v,,,; -~
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strife; Thxs stroneg 5uggesta that Amstotl e ac % ts,.the exwtence . 3
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troubled over this principle) that among existing things there’is also

. another kind of substance to which neither movement nor destg\uction
\ Lo . 5 - . R
. nor generation at all belongs." Since he speaks of unmoved, ~ .. - .
A ) ' T . - ) " , ’
) existing substance, it is not p;,obablé that-he is speaking of universal
"+ forms here. At the end oftG’a'..mma, he gives a brief argument for a
e RN 43 L o : :
first mover which is unmoved, Aristotle, in discussing necessity
. .
in Delta, mentions eternal and immoyable beings in a hypothetical

~

—.

¢ N .
way, saying that-if such exist, "'nothing compulsory or against their

e

' A4 - . i
nature attaches-to~them.'' Later, he mentions a first mover as a

-~ >  beginning absolutely and. prior to evez;ything eisegs Book Epsilon ‘

,
<

idénéifie_s first philbso%hy with theology if divine, substance exists.

2 - ~y
v - - . 7 o
= *

- Book Zeta questions whéthe$f nol-sensible substances exist47 and~- .
neari@é end of the book crificizes'the' Platonists xx-mt for the.claim

7

- that non-sensible substances exist but for making them the same:

PR e *
.. . L . . \

.

M ')"‘ - > a v . * v 4
+ kind as sensible substances. He¢ concludes,” "...If we do not know
; Y . - U - i . .

R :‘what n‘qn-‘sensibie substances there ﬁfe,, yvet it'is doubtless necessary ‘
R . . . . . .t . .:’.

. e 48 S ﬁ

that there should be some. ' Book Theta atgues that an 3ctual . 4

T _ S . . . 49, v #

first mover would be prior to substances with potency. . ‘Nevertheless, .

he may only mean here that actual substances are.prior to potential 7

N - I

- . N e . . . . . .
",ﬁ ones. The end of Theta con@ns a reference to incomposite actuali~ ;

7w wties of which one may be ignorant. This may be taken asa - -
C o - - . -; .. . . - , i e : - '\:
Lo ; - . . - s . ‘. -
D, reference to immovable substances, In Book Kappa, we find that H
’ Ny : - ) v , . .o . Ao B s
B the -science of Wisdom is above physics and deals with an immovable, :
oL T .- e . %
R . ~51 . . ) o . 2
.« % final cause™ " and-that theology is the best of the theoretical. - 4
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sciences.

Given this evidence, it sf_rikes ys as improbable that theblogy‘
« / P - .

. .3 ‘ . -
should be omitted from Aristotle's mature thought. We agree with -
. -

oy - -
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Ross53 that Aristotle's concern with the divine is an important aspect

of his mature philosophy. Of coursem Randall's claim that Aristotle .

A B |

=

S SR R

!

. . . . 54, .
was not interested in religion™,” is too ambiguous, It all depends on .

M what Randall means-by '"religion." Is Randall referring to established
instifution and rituals-or to a posture towards the.divine? Iii any
> ‘\A‘ ‘
event, it does not strike us as ironic, as it so struck Randall, that

s * some medieval theologians should have turned to Aristotle for theo-

I

logical clarification.' Whether or not Aristotle was '"religious," he

was certainly interested in theology.

» : ) -
< - ” Having argued for Aristotle's concern with theology, let us
- ’> - L :* 4 ' -
. A > iﬁ

Y

A : now turn an examination of Aristotle's argument for the Unmoved

. Mover inthe Metaphysics.' After posting ;;articular'p-hy'sical and

* i «

metaphysical questions, Aristotle asks a general question: ''Further,

v ’ - s . -
~why should there always be becoming, and what is the cause of be-
é- , - N 55 N N Wvlﬂ.‘&\ .

" coming? --this no one tells 'us, "~ Aristotle is not asking about the

~

beginning of becoming. He holds that the cosmos and becoming had

no beginning, as we saw in our discussion of the argument of the

. — ) N
Physics. He seems to be asking why it is that becoming continues
unceasiné;y\. _Aristotle is dissatisfied with the a‘né.wers given by

- -

p;év’ious philos‘ophe'rs--both’ the Platonists -a.n‘d "physicists. ! They

ha;re not explained"b_eg:oming adequat'ely, accoi'd,irig to Aristotle.

¢




Aristot}é &'ebeats his claim that motion is eternal and con-

tinuous and therefore primarily circular: "But it is impossibl® that

movement should either have come into being or cease to be-(for it

~

tr

must always have existed), or that tirhe should. For there could not
' -~ -, . - H

be a before and an after if‘:‘t,hat time did not exist, Movement also is

continuous, then, in the sense in which time is; for time is either .
e the same thing as movement except movement in place, and of this

only that ‘which is circular is continuous. n56 Aristotle makes it

a ‘clea\rer'here in Lambda. than he did in the Phx‘sics that the circular -

- -

. . ' 57
miotion he is referring to belongs to the heavenly spheres and planets.

Aristotle adds that the cause.or explanation of this contin-

.

. g -
uous, heavenly motion must be a substance: .""For substdnces are the - "
M L . . Y . .
first of existing-things,. and if they are all destructible, all things are !
&estructible. w58 This is the familiar doctrine of ontolagical priofity o
. o of substance. S
s - 7. N ) . - - .'\-.“.“;
- Thus far Aristotle is claiming that theréﬁﬂi‘mqtion'qn;j be-
. " \' v '
_coming and-that at least one kind of motion is continuous and eternal. ’ .
‘There could not be a time in which there was no motion since time is . Lo
““identical with-or an-attribute -of motion. This continuous motion :
o must be €xplaineéd and since 8u51un§f things depend for their:exis- -
e . . - L2 .'59 ‘ . ,
‘ tence upon the 'motion?f the heavens, ™’ the cause must be a sub+ o R

stance otherwise 'subst'anqe_g would ultimately be dependen"t upon and
n . .. N ' ' . -
- T \ S
. ontologically posterior to non-substance. However, substance is *

, -
g L. - <

1
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naturally. prior to the other categories and so the cause or explanation
for the primary motion must be'a substance. Aristotle explicitly
K . . &~

claims that 'it is necessary that there should be an eternal unmovable .

‘substance,

Aristotle approaches the conclusion from another direction _

LT A e 0 Vo

r1 : . .
by emphasizing the concepts of potency and act (which he does not do
in the Physics argument). He criticizes the<theory of Forms from .

this perspective: ’ ’

’ : .

-4 . But if there is something which is capable of moving things or
actmg on them, but is not actually-doing so, there will not
necessanly be movement; for that which has a gotency need

’ ) not exercise it. Nothing, then, is gamed even if we suppose
. eternal substances, as the believers in the Forms do, unless

' there is to be in them some principle which can cause change;

nay, even this is not enough, nor is another substance be-

. . : sides the .Forms' enough; for if it is not to act, there will be no

' . . . moVement Further, even if it acts, this will not be enm‘l/gh, if

1t's essence is potency, for.there will not be eternal. movement,
since that which is’ potentially may poss1b1y not be. There must,
then be :such a principle, whose very essence is actuality, Fur-
. ther, then, these substances must be without matter; for they
E . ) ' must be eterg?I if anything is eternal Therefore, they must

‘be actuality, . . ot e
L ’ - T
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e - . The immovable cause of the eternal, contu_mﬁs, circular

: motion must not have potency in its eéssence, Acc'grdiqg to Aris?
totle, tk;xeéorms as exemplars do not act and so cannot explain the

a
)

"o eternal motion of the cosmos.

Cla rk _puts. it well:

o)

~
)

Rather than face a world: whlch is mere brute contmgency, flag-

‘ - rant. incomprehensibility, we must. conclude that everjthing can-
C not be destroyed or have-not exfsted. Thmga decay thanks to
. " their.material, elements (Physics V. 2.7)--which must always
’ , leave those elements, and the laws ‘of the world in which they

ABIRE ML
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_ exist, still surviving. Can we suppose that something always
exists, but not the same thing? A sort of%telay race. But such °
a series cannot guard against failure--there is no reason why the
next runner should not be late. Nor does s.ui:h a series provide
any stable framework for its own existence. In this case it does
follow that as there must always be something, there is someg
thing that must always be. There must-be, or must be taken to -
"be if we are to have an intelligible world, sSomething whotsc'a""i'a"é'f'~
sence is actuahty (Met,, XII, 1071 b, 20) and which is without
matter, for matter is precisely the potential for being otherwise.’
This something cannot simply be, though it may be in part the
set of things-that do in fact exist: for if x could not-be and y
could not-be, the combination of x and y is clearly yet more un-
stable. 2 '
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Thus beings with thie potency-for genesis and corruption re-

o -

g

AL 5 T D TS 1
)
:

quire a necessary being or necessary beings which have no such
‘potency to explain such motion or change)although matter and forms

- as such do not come to be or corrupt, Well, the heavenly spheres

could fit the description. They have no potency for genes;ié or cor-

ruption but only forl circula’r,_ locomotion. 63 But Aristotle clearly

wants to go beyond the heavenly spheres. He argue_é, "There is then,

" something which is always moved with an unceasing motion which is

g . . w2 ' -

e "motion in a circle; and this is plain not in theory only but in fact.

Ther_efore,' the first heaven must bé. eternal. There is -therefore
. . - =, -
also something which moves without being moved, being eternal,

» ’ . 64 .« ‘. - . N
substance, and actuality," This text is certainly at odc%s with

e - . A

o, Randall's claim that the Unmoved Mover is an ideal of man's mind.
Yet, a defender of the naturalistic aacount couId claim that "sub-

stance" in th1s text means essence as it does in some parts of the
R .- -~ « Y

Metaghxsm s where Arwtotle speaks of the substance of md1wduals.

O L N P
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177
it is irresolvable if the discussion is restricted to e_fficient. causality.

Aristotle, himself, raises’a possible objection to his argu-" ‘

-

Unmoved Movei® Potency would seem to be prior in time

ment for an
‘ E N

J o I’ v . . -
" to act. 69 The boy comes before .the man. Yet this objection only
= .

points up the necessity for the priorjty of act. True, -the child
comes before the adult but the child c'omes,from two prior adults:
"For the seed comes from other, individuals which are prior and com-

' . . 70 *
plete and the first thing is not seed but the complete being...."

&

~ -

Analogously, those beings which are a mixture of potency and act —

[ -
are posterior to or ontologically dependent upon a being (oﬂbeings)

L

which is pure act,

What kind of a éuase is the Unmoved Mover? Whatever we

~

may have thought about this Mover in the Physics, we are now told
. 1 ' . . . ’ .
that it is a final cause, 7 Aristotle explains, "And the object of

‘desire and the omqubt' oi\'thought mové in this way; they h}pve without i g

I . E - .
being moved. The primarny objects of desire and the objects of con-
oy o . . T

scious. thought are not necessarily the same in man, Our unconscious
" desires may have very little in tommon with our conscious thbugflt. »
Be that as it may, Aristotle is o’ffe ring a very imaginative solution

.

- \ito the problem of how a move\r\‘can move without being moved. H&

.

says !'That a final cause may exist among unchangeabfe entities is

shown by the distinction of its feanings. sFor the final cause’is

. (a) some being for whose good an actionyis done, and (b) something
, . , . . P

- . - L s

the.latte x;'.exists;' afmong-

-

at which the action aims; and of these

~
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The essence meant, the naturalist may continue, is that of the cosmos #"v

. ) ' - 6
as a whole as Randall and Santayana suggest > or the essence of the

-

>

3

-’

first heavenly sphere. Aristotle contrasts.the Unmoved Mover with

the first heaven. 65 .This would be very strange)indeed, if the Un-

moved Mover was the-essence of the first heaven which is, in fact,
/ o
Y g’;}

moved. Nor have we seen any evidence that Aristotle thought that

£

the cosmos was a single substance. Such a theory would be in appar-

K .. .
ent conflict with his doctrine that no actually existing substance can

J-— - — st . e en— e

be in a‘nother.'~ None of the naturalists address this problem. Also, .

.
= . o
~ . -

E ’ Aristotle gives,us no evidence in Lambda to suppose that he thought® __~

3

" there'was only one sub®jgnce--the cosmos--and that plgnts,.rhen
R L

and stars are not real substances. On the contrary, “the first chap-

°

ter of‘Lamb;ia épeaks of three general kinds of substances. 6‘7 Finally,

-

Aristotle's description of the life of the Unmoved Mover (difcussed

e

. in the next chapter) and his explicit claim that "the unmovabie first

; -~ N . O 68 e - R : ?
4 mover is one both in definition and in number' "~ forces us to reject .
; . Y-
, .the naturalistic interpretation. ‘ - , ) N
;. o ) 0. . *A B M € ‘ ) ;
\ . - Aristotle brings this up to counter objections by the Pytha- - :
b h no ' :

t 3 3 . N .e .~ . *
: - goreans and Speuisippus that goodness and beauty exist only as

\rg,,: ’ X N . BN . -

] . . - . o

{ _effects. In Aristotle view the cause (Unmoved Mover) has more

r . N . “1 ~ M - . o’ -

J o
actuality than the effect and exists as a source (of inspirStion) and

b

"a goal which the first heaven may imitate.

‘However, it seems that

‘?»A

-

ovn

R

. \

% . " the Pythagoreans and Speuéippué were speaking of efficient ‘a:nd-not

final causes. Perhaps Aristotle mentions the problerh to show that
‘ N , M ° -~ -~
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" unchangeable entities)though the former does not, The final cause,
then, produces motion as being loved, but all other things move by

being ziuaved."73 Aristotle gives us another example: '"Hence if

e

‘ ahythihg imparts motion without itself being moyved, it may touch the
'moved' and yet itself be touched by nothing--for we say sometimes

- t}%t the man who.grieves us 'touches' us, but not that we 'touch'
74 |
him . " ) oo

The Unmoved Mover éx’is,t_s certainly as a fina] cause for
" “ the first heavenly sPhe'x;e which, being endowed with-nous as all the -
heavenly substances a're,75 both knows and loves it. Now if the Un-

m_overi Mover is only a final cause, then it would seern that the first

sphere (at least) has the power to move, itself. Its poten;:y (only for
76 B T

locomotion)” ~ should be viewed as a force waiting to be triggered.

’
-
s

! What is needed is a rational motive. ut why does the sphere move
‘ » ) . . . '¢
in a circle rather than rest and contemplate the Unmoved Mover?
This is an old question. We find it in Theophrabtusy who suggests
. . .

that it is simply the-essence of both the first sphere and the other

-

heavenly.bodies to so mo‘ve.78 -He points out that the cessation of e -
2 . - . 1
. 'this motion would destroy the heavens and that we should not expect

~

_ every substance to act like the bee't_.7_9 In short, each thing has its

e ’ 4 ) . . 4 ' - 5 ”

own nature and its own rqle in the cosmosg-and must be gso considered. .
. ‘ N N - \ . ‘~ - ’

This is in keeping with Aristotle's own thoughts on the matter. 80 R

Wi -

. '\~. So we can say éhat the first heaven moves in a c_i:_ccie because it

.-

imitates the Unmoved Moyé,r", which is pure act,ual'ity,ﬁ by actualiz'in'g
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its only potency--that for locomotion. In other words, it imitates the

Unmoved Mover according to its (the first heaven'g) nature and thereby

- ¢

' contributes greatly to the order of the cosmos, Aristotle sugg'ests

a

that '"locomotion' is used equivocally when applied to the motion of

' I . 1 .
the first heaven since it is not in any place. 8 The sphere moves in a

circle because this motion best imitates the eternity of the Unmoved

[ .
R .

Mover ('"for a body which moves in a circle is eternal and unresting. "

Met. 1073 a. 33). This motion fisally affects the motion of the sun

<

which causes uninterrupted éoming-to-be and passing away on Earth,
% .

This continuous generation and corruption is the closest approximation

¢ e
that earthly things can make to eternal beings. (De

<« e N

~10).

et. «Corr., II,

»

Is the Unmoved Mover a ca..tise in any senseQther than that
x . v .

of final causality? " Well, we-have argued against™the naturalist's

-

claim that the Unmoved Mover 'i% the form of the cosmos. It issnot

’ . D
simply that the Mover is a final cause &nd so not a formal cause.

A
t

The two are identified often enough. It is rather that we find no

[ — , «
evidence that Aristotle thouglit of the cosmos as one substance within

which reside many other substances. The Mover, being immaterial,

Y

cannot be a material cause or explanation, Con-seque,ntly, we are left

o= I

! ) ! " - - - - )
. wondering whether the Unmoved Mover is an efficient cause of the
cosmos ina way similar to Maimonides' or Aquinag' God., Does
. ~(_.' .
Aristotle's Unmoved Mover create or sustain the cosmos eternally?

5y
- " , G.;

Of course, the Mover sustains it as a final cause but as an efficient

cagqe'f Perhaps the most important doctfine in the Metaphysics which

<

s
* e
DR 1
ot

B
35

4,0
g

)

~

-8

o

1
5

'y g

(- 3

ol

<t

z

i<

& 4



. I 13|
would support an affirmative answer to this question is Aristotle's
- .

claim that actuality is prior*''in substance'' to potentiality, He ex- ;

plicitly says that ''one actuality always ' precedes q.not‘her in time

B3
»

. ~

right back to the actuality of the eternal prime mover. 182 However,

S ACE T oy i

AL

priority; in substance does not nécessarily imply efficient ca.usality..
Aristotle, in speaking of nec,e'ssa.ry( existing beings, says that "if-

these did not exist, nothing would exist. n83 This is the same langu-
u

age that Aristotle uses in speaking of the relation between accidents

and substance. .

o AR A O o eee 4 e i

Is there any further evidence for the efficient causality of

~

the Unmoved Mover? One may point to the Eudemian Ethics where

Aristotle states that ''as in the universe, so in the soul, God moves
- . - ‘"'

everything. nB4 Aristotle appeals to extraordinary psychic phenomena

-

and tbordivna.ry deliberation as evidence f6r his claim. Two points

should be made here. First, the Eudemian Ethics is generally con-

8

sidered an eoarly W};k".’ If this is sb, it may be«that here Aristotle

. had not. yet worked out what kind of a mover his.god was supposed to

: be, Se;:ond, Aristotle does not in fact tell us here in what way god

o ‘ moves evefythin'g. The text is compatible with god as a mover qua
final cause. Aristotle does point out in the Metaphysics that "im-
) . ‘ :
perishable things are imitated by those that are involved.in change,

7
e.g. earth and fire. n85 It would seem that all ma{_tg/rial things, eyen

—~—

BENERATEY, ot 3 Lt Eotie

o

elements, imitate the perfect activity of the Unmoved Mover in, their ’
- v ’ s, L & «

i )

EAHESIED IS AL

. own way, Some things imitate it through rational deliberation’afid

-
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* ties aside) better motives. Though the.Form of Man repre’sents hu-

)

) N 1 82
J - ‘ .

some through a natural tendency, If this is so, then the Unmoved
Mover is directly the final cause of the first heaven but indirectly

the final cause of the entire cosmos. It would appear that this is the

YN

case, for Aristotle says, "On such a principle [Unmoved Mover], .
: :

then depend the heavens and the world of na'ture."‘86 Linbeck objects

.

that an existence of pure actyality is an irnpossibie ideal for material

beings, He suggests that the Platonic Forms are (ontological difficul- -

o

man nature, it'is af.least human nature and not something hopelessly
beyond like the Unmoved Mover. 87 It seems that Linbeck'misses

Aristotle's point. While Aristotle argues that a happy life for man is

A
~

one of unhindered acfivity, it is activity proper to human nature and
not that of some other spécies. 88 Again,‘ the heavens imitate the .

Unmoved Mover according to their natures, not contrary to their na-
s . €

o
e

tures. Rational beings which coie to know the Unmoved Mover find

®

it to be the best sort of being-and are so inspired as to try and make

themselves the best they can be, i.e., to fulfill their natures, . Why ‘
shouid this be far-fetched? Plato, in Phaedrus' spéech in the Sym-
posium, poihts out how even the iove of one human being for anoéther

cap eénnoble and fulfill both, How much more the love of the best

~

being would inspire one to fulfillment. There is no evidence that

N

Aristotle recommends that material beings should try to be like the

Unmoved Mover, Ancient Greek literature is repleté with warnings

to man not to try to pre-erhpt the gods through hubris, It is trué

that Aristotle a&vises us not to limit ourselves to human and morta\ﬂ
: 4 & . -
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things b'ut thdt is because we-have nous in us which is ''divine" a,(-xd
, . L B C .

immortal in some sense.’89 Indeed th1s text may be'a recommen-
N )

s

dation to contemplate and so become insi':ired by the life of the Un--

T a
H . . SR

moved Mover rather than to think e:éclusively of mundane matters.

~ . . . 4

Sextus® "Empiricus tells us that Arxstotle found the sources of

“belief in the gads td be observations of the orderly motion of-the hea-

, ‘

vens as well as observations of psychic phenomena, This claim oc-

~

curs in the Aﬁistoteli_a’n dlaldg}ie, On_Philosophy. 90 Fragments 12 b,

12 and 14 make it elea;' that Aristotle agrees that such observations

/
'

should, lead to th ‘fconclusion that gods ex1st Yet, the observation of

the order of the heavens is compatible with the Unmoved Mover as.a

. + . i ~ L

<

final cause only.'

The maJor trouble is that some feel that the Unmoved Mb.ver
~ .
should ct1on as an efflclent cause, F1rst of all, a Forim, such as

’
14

the Good, could functm‘zgﬁas a fmal cause. The Platom.st could aunply

-

" claim that it is a purely actual substdnce. Of course, thére is the

Third Man objection but that is not one which Aristotle raises in his

rejection of the Forms' for the Unmoved Mover. Secondly, ‘Arietotle °,

e

claims that ''that whzch is potentlally, may posslbly not be. ndl .One’

i

-

might expect, then, that matter, whmh is potentiahty, would require
, .
some ‘explanation 'ifi terms of efficient causality for its eternal
N : t -

N
3
:
<
%
R
E
3
5
5
<4
¢
:
i
¥
%

existenme. Such an expectation is put of tune with Arist,otle's philo--

, » .

A R 25 B PSR 9T

sophy. He clearlyisays, ""The matter ebmes to be and ceases to_l)e

i ’ . .
o 9. . . . . .
in one sense, while in another it does not. As.that which contains

~ -

v * * o

tingd *a . " . s . . J b .
the privation, it ceases to be in 1ts¢a&wn nature, for what' ceases to:

e e
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cbe--the privation®-is contained within it., But.as potentiality it

~ - , .

N ) ‘ > . .
does not cease to be in its owa~nat_u‘gg,_b£t~_zs pecessgnly outside the
. — ‘. N ~
11_92

~

-

sphére of becoming and ceasing to be.

! . <

A totle should ,havé thought, the fact is that there is no hard evigi\er@‘\

However 'we think Aris<
N LY

AR .

Tr—Zto. support a claim that Aristotle consideted the ’(Mved Mover to

be an efficient cause. In fact the emphasis which both‘."-lrist:ot:]e93

94 .

and Theophr'aszas‘ place on a.final cause's ability to move without

being “move'd appear to point away from efficient causality,

1

Since we have rn\entio\ned the dialogue On Philosophy, we

v

should point out that it also contains another version of the cosmo-
logical argument’ for the existence of the ‘divinity. It is.an argument
very much akin to Aquinas' fourth way.’ .Simplicius says, ''Aristotle

<

' speaks of this in the work On Philosophy. \in general, where there

is.a better there is ‘a.best.- Since, then, among existing things one

-

is better than another, there is also gomething that is best, which
will be divine. n95 Ross considers this,argument an anticipation of

the ontological argument. % 'We do not follow Him here," 'Clearly
. -, . ) ) Pl .
the argument'takes its start from Yexisting things' and not from a

definition. Aristotle sees values as objectiv‘e even though relative to
various'speci_es and thingsa ‘However, one may point out that this argu-.
*‘fnexlt ‘gtrongly supports the Neoplatonic account of Ariato_tle'_é meta-

.

NN
el bl

physics, \"Qeftér" and "best'" refer t'o,,giifferegges in degree, Is it
- ‘ \‘\ ' ~

o

VI

23

ey

Y A,

not éh\e\cgse,, that, -where there is a difference in ‘degfe‘e;n.tj;e;:e is a

sameness in kfzid:‘l@' all existing things the same in kind in that

they all exist? The anﬁe&to both questions can be that “better" and . ~
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"best" rﬁay not refer to straightforward differe.ric_es of degfeé but to

s

\‘* -_ . briority and posteriority in a pros.hen series. Aristotle, as we have

- ’ - . .. 3 A I3 « )
seen, claims that "more being" means prior in this sense rather than

N

LY al oyt 2

.~ M N

greater in degree.

i
]
!
1
P
H
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.

Qhave no reason to doubt that this is the same

-~ ' - 4

s

3

, .
doctrine which is being usecﬁ’?er\e\, . . .

Aristotle also speaks of "good, "hetter" and "best" in
Lambda., He says first, "The first mover, then

=i

.

NTITTLITN

exists of necessity;~ | y

N - -

¢ and in so far as it exists by necessity its mode of being is good, and

MRV
v
.
—

it is in this sense a first principle. For the necessary has all these ‘

-senses--that which is necessary perforce because it is contrary to ~

the natural impulse, that without which the good is impossible and that . 4

N ., . *

- * which cannot be otherwise but can exist only in a single way, n97

Aristotle also praises the divine life: '"If, then, God is always in

that good state in which we sometimes are, this compels our wonder;

o . and if in a better this compels it yet more. And God is in a better

K] J_f N . ~ N . . N \- .

- P PR . T. ’ .
;’ ) state. And life also belongs to God. God's selfzdeépendent actuality .
ié"\{ife most-good and eternal. n98 ' Lo T

. ) ' ; . e . N
Do not these texts, if interpreted as claiming a pros hen ~-_

R
series between the Unmo v€d Mover and other existing things, justify
6 the Neoplatonic view that '"substance'’ is a~2ros hen equivocal? Cer-
_tain points should be made in answer to this question:
\ v .

I. Even i{\substance. is a E'x_'_os hen equivocal, if we have

i

| been correct in our defense of the homonymy account, then we can-

- . .

not conclude that all substances somehow share the same specific  *

’ . + . \

essence in varying degreées. Aristotle is quite clear on this point:
. . . A
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"And all things are erdered together somehow, but not all alike--.

v

both fishes and fowls and plants. .. n99°

.

2. We do not wish to claim that there is no evidence of

focal meaning in Lambda.? For example, Aristotle writes, "Anaxa-
o : .
goras makes the good a motive principle; for his 'reason' moves

things. But it moves them for an end, which must be something other

than it, except according to our way of stating the case; for, on our

5 4 - . A
view, the mgdical art is in a serse health," 00 We seem to have

focal meaning'applied to "'health'" and 'good" in much the same way

~N .
~

as we saw it in the Eudemian Ethics. There would also seemlto-be'

-~ <

‘an analogy between the cosmic order and good and the medical art

and i1e_alth. Yet in spite of this admission, we find no evidence to
. : ST - sl , 2o ars )
support a claim that ''substarce' 'is a pros hen-equivocal. We would

-

claim that substances are ordered in a~(final) causal series;
3, We do not wish to !suggest that differences. of degree are -

unimportant for Aristotle, Even different kinds of things can be
rankg'd in’ deg_rée in relation to some common end or aspect. Thus
we could say that philosopﬁié wisdom is better than oéihion, which is

better than mere sense experience }Qr:’ relation to kﬁowledge. Simi-

\
[y

larly in‘\Ari‘stotle'e view, it being i8-good, then that beii‘xg which is
‘pure actuality and /gotal: independence would be the best.
th;ther nous is predicgtéd of both man and the Unmoved

Mover univbcailly or equivocally is hot a simple matter: the Un-

\ » 1
\

moved Mover, being immaterial, certainly dqes not require sense

/
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perception as a r%ssary condition for the éxercise of its reason.

> S
A

E Yet, Aristotle }loe_s suggest that sometimes we are in that ""good

state' which th‘e”Unmoved Mover is always in. It may be that Aris-
v N . . :

. . » Py

totle intends a univocal predication of nous at least sometimes, Aris-

totle again mentions nous in the Nicomachean Ethics, claiming that

: i o .- 101
: nous is something divine in man and yet it is what man is, Does
| S .

this mean that man and god have the same nature as‘some versions of

.,

the Neoplatonic agcaunt would have it? No. We see no reason for

’

such a conclusion. Even if god and man share an identical property,
it is sets 6f properties which define an essence, Rationality may be
man's differentia but man is also gﬁ. animal, Aristotle, himself, ad-

. o e . . I 102
mits that nous is only.part of man albeit the authoritative part.

Aristotle argues tﬁroughout a number of books in the Nicomachean

Ethics that the good for man, i.e., happiness, includes many physical

and emotional satisfactions which are certainly not nec_essé.ry for the
happiness of the Unmoved Mover or the heavenly spheres (which also

possess nous). There is no path to Neoplatonism here. Nor should

2

we turn in the opposité direction with Gomperz,who attempts to

L] o ~

trivialize Aristotle's theology b;r claiming that the Unmoved Mover.;

3

: N 103 :
is ""hardly anything more than the First Mover of astronomy.

To make such a claim is to seriously piss the integration of Aris-

totle's astronomy with his complete world view, }ncluding.his ethics,

. The Unmoved Mover is not just a first mover af phyeics but the
- - 7 .

. 7
highest good\. Aristotle remarks, "We must consider also in which
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of two @a’frs the nature of the universe contains the good and the*high-

-

est godd,. whether as something separate and by itself, or as the
i < ¢

order of the parts. Probably in both ways, “as an arm‘y does; for its

(S ) .

good is found both in its order and in its leader, and more in the .
; ’ T
; g . ’ e . S, . 104

: latter; for he does not depend .on the ordér but it depends on Him.™.

3 - . ~

f The Unmovég Mover is certainly"natura‘\lly’ prior to order as its cause. s

However, we have seen Aristotle draw a parallel between the predi-

cation of goodness as applied to the Unmoved Mover and order,_ and ,
- Q ¢

vl
. - -
.. " . - . v

° e

2
f'% \health as applied to an animal and medical science. Both seem to
g instances of focal meaning. “But a problem arises. , Does Rorty's ob-
% * cos . o, ' .
g jection, that one does not know a horse unless ope understands what .
& : od is )hold against Aristotle'as well as the Neoplatonists? We think
5 e 8 ) g _ P
g: not.: One can understand a horse qua horse by looking to its genﬁs,
3 . : o
E specie's, and proximaté cau¥es. If one wishes to-consider a horse
¥ from”the perspective of a moying thing, part of a universe of motiop,
3 : : " s . ' &
" then one must ultimately explain this motion in terms of the Unmoved
‘ Mover. Such an explanatjon is ultimate not proximate and does. not
z . ¢ . ) § -
' rule out proximate eipla’r‘xations in their place. Yet, is it the case
that one cannot call order or anything else good without first under-

standing how the Unmoved Mover is most good? Isn't that what the .

« logical priority of focal m‘eanixig demands?_ Here we think one must
. . .

proceed carefully. The parallel between ""good'* an&‘ "health' is qne,

of analogy rather than strict identity. Aristotle draws an important

105

/

distinction bet’w§en what is kno‘wablg-in-itself and knowable -to -us,
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. each and make what is without qualification good, good for each."

AN ’ ) -t .
rather to possess the highest good according to our natures. And we

Tt

{ - S 189

We human beirf%s_do not know the goodness of god first but rather the

\
goodness of things €losest to us. Once the existénce of the Unmoved®

Mover has been established through. Aristotle's cosmologicaivf.rgu;nent',

then we may come to un&erstand‘why it is the best and how other goods ,

.

' »

are dependently related to it.

An objection might be raised that, if the Unmoved Mover is

v

good-in-itself, then how can it be good for the universe? This objec-

tionohas little real force. Any real good is good for something in

Aristotle's view., There is no conflict between being the primary /in-
stance of gooci and yet being gq'dd for the universe. However, it

should be nqtedl that Aristotle speaks of the.universe not as having a

106

(N i Y - . -
gaod but as containing the highest good. " "~ It would seem that the

universe is the context in which the highest good exists. The highest

-

good would seem to be the revolution of the first heaven. . Aristotle

points out that ''in’conduct our task is to start from what is good for

107

Again, we ghould not attempt to become géod without™gualification but

- ‘ .

.

should point out that the heavens and men love god not becdlise of what it

can do for them Put simiply because it is pure actuality and good with-

out qualifications, Aristotle seems to suggest that it is the nature of
beings with rational desire to love that which is good once it is known.’

There is a similar doctrine within the Christian tradition to the effect
B . * v

~ S . . .
- that the saints in heav\en, who kriow the supreme good, cannot but .
\ -

- -
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" cause of the first heavenl\08 to which it moves as an object of love be-

- He does’not pretend to pinpoint accuracy on this matter. 110 mach of

them from the First and each othe?. We will discuss this p:roblem

in the next chapter.

v . .
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choose it'_over all lesser goods.

The Unmoved Mover, then, ‘fuhctio,n_s directly as a final
e ' . .. '

#

vl
e o ¥

cause it is pure acglahty and the best thing or the most- good J®
seems to function also as an indirect»fiz}él/c‘ause for the entire cos-
- .

mos in that species imitate it in the eternal genesis and corruption

of their members and individuals tend to actualize their own nature

”

insofar as they are able. T N A~ K

Aristotle turns to consider the movements. of other celestial #*
e B '
quieé i)esides;'the first heaven: | ’ -

> ...Since we see that besides the simple spatial movement .of the
universe which we say the first and unmovable substance produces,
there are:other spatial movements--”those of the planets--which

«~ are eternal (for a body which moves in a circle is eternal and un-

-’ resting; we have proved these points in the physical treatises), '
each of these movements also must be Taused by a substance both
uMmovable in itself and eternal. For the nature of the stars is
eternalejust because it is a certain kind of substance, and the w
mover is eternal and prior to the moved, and that which is prior .
te 2 substanece must be a gubstance. Evidently, then, there must
be:‘s;ugaig,rzes which are of the same number as t}'(e movements.

" of the stars, and in their nature eternal and m themselves un-
movable{ and w1thout magn1tude, for the reason before mentioned, 109
. . .

Aristotle tells us that the number of movements and there-

2 " s 3.

fore of unmoved mo;lg_:rs is probably either forty-seve fifty-five,

these movers ‘will also be a final cause, 1'11_ This assertion of a

N -
. . , .

plurality of rhovers does gi\:e rise to the problem of distinguishing

)- ’ " e o e o

\y, . '
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Let us turn to a considerationsfthe possible objections to
Aristotle "sl proof in the 'Métaghxsics. The most ol;};ious objeciion is.

that the argument for the Unmoved Mover rests upon an obsolete

’

astronomy. The divinity and eternity of the stars as well as circular

orbits can no longer be sustained. The interesting question is whether .

- . N -

<

6% not Aristotelian’ principles demand a conclusion that an Unmoved

Movwer exists, independently of any outdated astronomy. Aristotlg'_s'

5.

doctrine of the natural prioi'ity of substance would certainly demand

a sustaining unmoved substance of the cosmgs but Aristotle would

—

have to justify this doctrine or-he B'gags the question. He moves from.

7 . . —_ R oo
saying that within a substance accidents are naturally posterior to
. .- '

o i
H

substance to the claim that throughout the entire; cosmos substance

13

is naturally p‘i:?'or. The trouble is with “'things" or 'heaps'" which =

-~

‘at least give the appearance of existing indépen&enyly of substance.:

Unless Aristotle would be willing to call these things subs.tanc?jg‘ll‘Z‘

he would haveé to follow a pagth similar to Aquinas. and argue for a .

« creator-sustainer godof all other existing things. This would

necessitate coming to grips with Aquinas' concept of esse or so}ne-
. . - ; 0 ” L3 ) I3 ) - :Q "o : » 4 ,/
thing very rhuch like it. We are.not suggesting that Aquinas' proofs

are all successful but rather that they do- not depqrtxd’{zbon a rejected

astrbnon’ay nor the doctrire of the natural priority of substance. .

Linbeck suggests that Aristotle was thinking.of an ontolo-

. P . . , LR
mm-gical argument in Larnbda, 1'13' We see little evidence for this o

-~

.claim. The whole of the Metaphysics is a painstaking analysis tfiz:st

!

o
"

-
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of mﬁateri'a"}f:sdb's}:anceg a/nd then back to dwme substan{f.;as' ‘Arngtotle

./l
-

a,llows that perhaps there are no 1mma(er1

f&"

E e ,:/':\'/ ! /'/ T 4o -

E q_.,}ﬂ;-yrosubs!:ancets there are, 1%4 The closest Ax {Btotle come/ “to the

2 P - ;‘.\\'. N . \“:"...", .

: L. !

3 ' ontologma‘! argumenf is m say/mg that the UnmovedMover, ex1sts by >

R ) l-is‘ L e 7 .‘ '
“f ' necess1ty 4 F1rst), t;his text cotr{es a’c the end o Arwt'otle 8 argu-. .
£ < . ¥ - “

I

ment’ for~the Unmoved Mover,,

/
.

af‘cer he has argued co.smologu:ally For

- PO ‘ P . /,, ’,7 s ;;; )
o . N / ,” Lot
] 1ts éx1stence. Second Ar).stdtl presents us ith thré/e;’eens es of o
T s w0 ».._,..r,:’ <, - = / s 5 i e
~ s / / .
: cne necessary, f clalmmg.t‘hat his god has all those ‘The pruhary sens’e
R 5 [ e st - ,"‘ -, o
3 \’\ \»,\ e :: , ‘."/ ‘ /. - ,,/ , L6’/"“‘/ ’:_ ::
P : s “that wh1ch cannot be otherwzse Jsé};/ecessamly as f is. :
?-E ) o . . f . o /7; ) . .-, - e / .
£ &o not see that Arlstotle ;says ‘that it is n ecessary }at*the Ungmfove ,“ .

;

- .,,4

,\Mover exists bnt"on‘ly t t;, once/ze Mover exists, e g€
. - » ./ﬂ e /;:;

g
3 cannot change its essence because 1t is-pure act,,:ﬁ

~
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“we- seerz.t the necess1ty,apphes to a lack of cﬁange 1&//{;}1 alrea,ﬁ,y
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. exxstmg eubertance He also clau;n, ﬁhat the Mo*zer hae ,be necess sity
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that is contracx_o thebnétml 4mpuls_e ’W/take thrg to mean-tHat god
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roxvth and decay,

of the -€osmos
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‘-..-,‘o;soghz ie probablyqncorparafed 1nto the Lambda’ arg.ument." In
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\he exp1a1hs how it"is the Unmoved Mover causes the -
- Y e . ’
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order of the cosmos and why the orderly, circular motion of the first

heaven leads to t.h-is.}ause. He does not explicitly argue from "deg‘ree"

_.in Lambda as he does in On Philosophy but he does explain why the

5 ¢

Unmoved Mover is the besf. That he does not use this a'rgument in

the Metaghzsics suggests that he found a better alternative, Perhaps

o A -

this is what we have in Lambda. The argument as presented in the
dialogue is too sketchy to%Establish anything more than a relative .

best)not an Unmoved Mover who is pure act’and provides the highest

good in the universe.

At ¥epe

SRR RANR IOy

Rt

tivist's view of ti:eolog\y\. Aristotle's theolog;} is linked to and rests

¢

upon testable astronomical stitements. Unfortunately these statement

.

{ -
have been falsified by modern science. So Aristotle's proofs in

2

the Physics and Metaphysics fail, Whetler one could construct a sugc-

~

cessful proof‘ based on the Aristotelian principles of matter, form,

act, potency, etc. is still an open and controversial question. The

answer one gives to this question depends to a large degree upon

whether one’believes that the Rnowledge of feal\esse‘ncie is possible.

If we can know the essences of contingent be-ings, then .it may be pos-
.o o\ . -
.sible to show the necessity of their dependence ona non-contigent
e

*being. Anstotle s theology stands m need of revision; if it is to—xbe

- . ‘-~4./
'

1

viable.  Any revision would need to justify the ontologmaﬁl;prlonty
. 4

‘H
. (/" -~
\\-

of substance and that strikes us as a. formidable obstacle:

Aristotle's theology is quite différent from ‘the Logic,af‘Posi- '
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of God and the*World," Review of Met;physxcs, I1(1948), p. 101,

. 78Theophrastus, Metaphysics, with Translation,” Commen-
¥» and Introduction by W. D, Ross arld F, H. Fobes (O%kford:.

,-G'lﬁendon Press, 1929), . 9 and 11; VIII 27 (Hereafter abbrev1ated
as Mét.). ) E .

. LI \ 5
. 23
?9The0phrastus, Met., 1. 10‘7}

"8°Met 1075, ?- 20-25.

81Phx31ca 212 b. 7 10; De Caelo 270a 8
ROVER 1_osp b. S.
\

’

.83Met., 1050b. 19,
. - . - * \

~ 8, E.E,, 1248.a. 26. See also ‘%e Motu, 700 a 1-15 for.a

statement that so: somethmg may be self-mov and moved by the Un-

moved Mover, NS

.\Q

85Met., 1050 b, 28-29,
86

Met 1072 b, 14.

f 87Lmbeck, p: ‘1’02.
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 is the strongest and’figt that that immaterial being literally occupies
.a place. ST ’ '

: - - : 138
9" 88pinica Nic,, 1153 b, 10, =
. 89.... . -
-~ ~‘Ethica Nic,, .1177 b. 30-35,
_.*—'_'\ e
. 90 :
On Philosophy, 12 a,
~ MMet., 1071 b. 19. . : \
éz . . . . ) e - -
Physica, 192 a, 25-28, .2
CPMEe, 1072.b, 4. .
. \
94 ) <
Theophrastus, Met., I. 5. “
95On Philosophy, 16, ' . .
96 A
Ross, Aristotle, p. 179.
- T ' . -
. "Met., 1072 b. 10-13. ‘
BMet., 1072 b. 24-28. ’
i 9?Met., 1075 a. T6. -
100Met:., 1075 b, 7-10.
.- A0L . .
S\ . Ethica Nic., 1177 b. 26 - 1178 a, 10.
‘ 4 - o !
102544, . ,
103 A Y . _. )
Gomperz, Greek Thinkers, IV, p. 222,
- . 104 . ~ . < . ’
.. Met:y, 1075a, 12-16. . .
. 105 : T : ‘ . ’
. " Met:, 1029 b. 3-12, An, Post., 72a. 1-3. o |
106 e . \

Mét., 1075 a, 11-14, - .

C107 ' ' : o
Met., 1029 b, 6-7. See also Leszl, Logic.and Metaphy -
ics, pp. 396-397, » o
10

i 8‘It is probably for this reason that Aristotle speaks of the
First Unmoved Mover as occupying the circimferenc?¥ of the first

sphere at Physica, 267 b. 6<9. We feel, with many other commentators,
that 'tlii‘é@ext refers to where the influence of the First Unmoved Mover

A

A




109 et., 1073 2. 28-39,

et. , 1034 a. 14-16, -

-

. Met., 1074 a. 22.
r 112, .
G This he sometimes does, e. g "at Physica 255 a. 12-17.

One can question whether he is using "substance™ according to his
criterion or just accordmg to common parlance.

-

111

113Lmbeck o}) c1t., P. 106.

4 -
Met,, 1026 a, 10-33,

5 {
Met., 1072 b, 10 ff,

116Me‘t., 1015 a. 33-34,.

117
Met., 1014 b, 16 ff,
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CHAPTER V

L . . e
THE NATURE OF THE UNMOVED MOVER

chapter, While we mentioned some of the arguments
B - ’ ¢
from the Aristotelian dialogues, our discussion centered around the

’

arguménts of the Pﬁzsics an}@l@ Metaphysics. We think that this is

appropriate since the lafter two works are more apt to contain Aris-

totle's mature thought than the dialogues which are gener‘all): consid-

\

rguments of the thsms and the M%ta-physms both
\ . N
conclude with a/diginity which is the cause of motmn The argument

ered ed

of the Metaphysms tells us more’ than that of the Physics., In the- for-:

\ «

mer, we found that the Unmoved Mover is pure a.ctuahty and by bemg

8o ‘can actualize the potency for\movement in material being)s. We

1

foﬁnd also that it does so as a final cause by eliciting lowé arid through ,

- ~

imitation. It elicits love because it,is most good. It seems that the—

. , :
Unmioved Mover is considered most good because it is the final cause

.
..

of the univer«se“,\ it is eternal; and because it enjoys the best sort of

life -~that of active thought, 2 1t directly affects the first heaven which\‘

is alive and has nous (presumably in a higher degree .than ma:i)\, but - ‘.

\

R
{ A
|

C el




seemingly not soul _whiéh Aristotle seems to limit to perishable
M 3 - _._’/e“'
living things. ™ It indirectly affects all other material beings which

Z-
%
g
11
:
:{
=
i&
it
3

imitate it according to their own natures. Ewen the so-called "ele-

’ -

ments' imitate the circular motion of the first heaven (which is an

imit¥tion of the life of the Unmoved Mover). Aristotle claims, "For

- 2.
© -

when Water 1% transformed into Ailj, Air into Fire and Fire back
into Water, we say the coming-to-be 'has' completed the cir'cle, !

because i{v?”e.v.e_rts again to the beginning. Hence it is by imitating
. -~ . *

circular motion that rectilinear motion too is continuous."” It would

.
- or

seem that material beings have this tendency to imitate the divine

written into their natures. This doctrine plus that of the natural

t

ity of substance has led us to speculation that.the Unmoved Mover
\ - . . ‘ !
also an eternal efficient cause of the cosmos., The argument of the

Physics seems to be directed towards the conclusion of estdblishing

T NP

the Unmoved Mover?s an efficien(cat‘xse. If we turn fo De Gen. et

\ .
Corr., we find more evidence for the Movgr as efficient cause.
— % . . . .

Aristotle writes, '"God, therefdre, adopted the remaining alternative\, '

.

-

and fulfilled the perfection of the universe by making coming-to-be
i T ] . N
uninterrupted. ... oo , ‘ ]

One could fnultiply these texts which seem to give support

to the idea of the Unmoved Mover as an efficient éause. The prob-

\ -

" lem is that txltize‘ae‘ texts do not ac;coi‘d well with Metaphysics, Lambda

« .

where Aristotle introduces the idea'of the Unmoved hf}yér as a final\

~’ ’

y . . . <., . S -
cause in ordér to solve the problem of.how somethirg can move
. . - N




Y

#0H

-
-

without b@g moved. 6 This seems to us to be a recognition ofjand

-
.

R SRR AR RTRL S I
}

solution to)a problem which is not really solved in the other texts.

~ v . ™= ) .
- Consequently, we see Lambda as Aristotle's last word on the subject
| . . ‘

N

1
and the other, opposing texts as earlier. -

We have briefly referred to both the naturalistic and Neo-

3

. 4 ) g
' platonic interpretations’of the function of the Unmoved Mover and
i

- - ] .

_ found them' both wanting. We will now turn to a more detailed polemic

against these interpretations since they are mistaken as much or more
= ’
L

about the intrinsic nature of the Unmoyved Mover as about its function.

- . .

Randall's version of the naturalistic interpretation main- .
ta:i\ns that the Unmcjzo\.red Mover i‘s an ideal, in the minds of _m.en, of a
life of pljre knowing an‘cil also of order in the uniyergc;. We };avé, \
seen that for Arisfo%le the U\nrnoved Mc‘)vé'r is _;n actual.substance and . N N
C must be a S:lb stance to be nat;lfélly prior to all other substances. ‘An-

"idgal in, men's minds, if only an ideal,' would be an accident and,

1

\ ‘consequently, we would ehd up with substances beiég naturally :i'é- )
- pendent on an accident. This interpretation can scarcely be accepted .

.

as Aristotle's view.
L]

- ¢ . ~ N

Randall .é.lso cﬁsiders;théﬁn‘.rnéveﬂ Mover a\é the form of

the cosmos. He stresses the text in which Aristotle asserts that thé

~

good is both immanent and transcendent. 7 Randall claims that "God

could not possibly exist apart from the world. God is the form of

LS

the world's matter, the energeié. and entelechia of its dmémeis, and

! v

he would‘be\ nothing without the wotld in which he is an essential
) . \ : .
~ . - ) -

- : ~a ) - - ’ w\
gl. ~ : : 4
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8_ _This position seems to be in basic agréement with Santax

N . - ' . .
yana's view of the Unmoved Mover as an epiphenomenon. 9

As we noted in the preceeding chapter, the view of the Un-

’

£
e

moved Mover a'§ thezform of ‘the cosmos and, therefore, thg} cause of

4
+

its order, has more plausibility than the view of the Unmoved Mover

‘

.ag only an ideal. If we accept Randall's interpretation, we must

“
.

either allow.that actual substances (men, animals, all particular sub-

“*stances) exist in an actual substance (the whole of existence) or that
? -

there is only one substance: the whole of existence. The latter al-

ternative makes little ‘sense of neither Aristotle's pronouncement

’ L . oot Y
in Lambda that there are three kinds of substance--perishable and™

material, imperishable and materié\xl and imperishable and imma-

l:erial10 nor of his painstaking analysis of the different types of sub-

. ' \ .. ' ) o~ . .
stance' in the Metaphysics. The former alternative violates Aris-
- N ) — ity

" totle's-oft-repeated maxim that no actual substance ca;n exist in

. - \ - . : : NI
another, .o St .

-7 Ratidal¥ claims that#'God could not possiblysexist apart fgom

the world. nil Lo

\

Q -

This' tlaim is not diréctly answered by Aristotle
sinasplif because the non-existence of the cosmos or the Unmoyed
¢ " \. . ., .

Mover are not congidered by him, Aristotle is trying to understand

£ a.

what is, What is, is that the cosmos exists eternally and‘th'e Un--

-

-moved Mover does sogalao as.its (at least) final cause. If Ran.d‘all
‘and SaAtayana. ar'e suggesting; aé we':ﬁhin}é thes'r are, that tﬁe Unmoved

Mover is dependent on the.cosmos, then we can only point to Aris- 3
-

~— ) " . ay
. -, . &
~ . - . N .
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totle's analogy between the good and cosmic order and the general

and order in the army. Aristotle says that "he (the general) does
. g . .

- ° , . 2 .
not-depend on the order but it depends on him. el Offcourse, one

v

could say that a“general is the function of the army, But.Aristotle
R .

adds that "God's self-dependent actuality is life most good and

.eternal, wl3 He also says, ''...the mover is eternal and prior to

[y

‘the moved, and that which is prior to a sugstance must be a sub-

stance."? It does not seem far “fetched here to understand this

1

pribrity as ontological priority. Then it s'hould‘be clear that the

\ . . .
mobile world depends on the Unmoved Mqver and not vice-versa.-

v

The Neoplatonic inte}pretation fares little better than the
naturalistic one. We have seen'that Aristotle says, "And all things
ai'e brdergd together s’orpehow, but nEgt all alike.... wl5 This surely

seem s to be a rejéction o'f‘ the view t};at all things share in one nature
R . Y .

in varying degrees. This remark oc’curs'in the context of discussing
. : . " - e N ‘. \

the relationship of the Unmoved Mgver as the highest good to the

universe. Aristotle finds many Hatures hierarchically ordered-to

.

. e . Al i
the common good as members of a household contribute to the good
' o 16 .

o{:" the*hgusehold, each in his own way.

-

™

) Does "substance' designate one nature? Yes, if '"'nature'’
. <% - ’ . L

means only a fenus or a category. No, if "nature' means a com-

plete easgnce, i.e., gepus and species. To admit that all sub‘?sténcqs

L -~

. . "~ v e \

are in the category of substance is not to say tlié!: they all share the

. N \
The former admission is not a justification

y . - - . .
. Ay

same complete essence,
\ ’ _ o . .

*
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for a Neoplatohnic account which 'paintsyistotle"s metaphysics as .

a gradaltional one. Aristotle compares genus with matter, being in- ‘
determinate without th; specific difference,.‘ 17 In the Neoplato~n‘ic
interpretation, th_is 6ne ngturg which ?he divinity exémplifies in an
un,diluted\way should be the mostl ;iete'rminate type of substance.- It

is hard to see how an ulfimate genus of which there can be no essen-

18

tial-predication”” is determinate. -

s

Aristotle’s rejection of gradationdl met;aphysics seems very

explicit: "And similarly of the primary substances one is no more a

-

_substance than another: the.individual man is no more a substance

- e,

than the individual ox. nl9 S . o . e

One may try a reverse tack and claim, in naturalistic fash-’

ion, that the Unmoved Mqves'is in.some sense posterior to the mobile

n.

"cosmo§. We are willing to allow that the Unmoved Mover is posterior

A\ . N
to the moved in the temporal order of human knowledge. In itself,

the Mox\/er is moré knowable than the moved because it is non-corhpo_site

and pure actuality., We have seen that actuality is prior to potentiality

in knowledge. The Mover is also naturally or ontologically prior.

td the moved,‘and that which is prior to substahice must be sul')stance. n20

- L
v

\ Let us pags Of to a consideration of the nature of the Un-

AN

moved Mover. Of course, in speaking of the 'nature'' of the divinity,

" we are 'extending the term beyond its ordinary sphere. 21 T},ieo- T -
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phrastus tells us that our knowledge of the divine must be by analogy.

Of course, it may be objected that analogy faijls when applied to

RRRERTNTRY MO A it

supra-sensible beings, If one says nous is to the Unmoved Mover
. Ee

as it is in times of clear insight to man (if nous is not the same dur-
| ' nous

ing those times), then some would 6bject that the analogy gives us
ng knowledge because w‘?how neither the essence ofithe Unmoved

Mover nor what divine nous is\ If oné‘\glaims that one has some \know-

. - )
ledge of the Unmoved Mover, thrdugh its effects, the critics can

S o S e PR e

(R

2

. . I <
- maintain that a cause need not formally{"possess what it "il;nparts"

to its effects.” Medicine does not possess the form of health, only a

living body does. However, Aristotle's Unmoved Mover is a final

R P R R

cause., It séems that Aruoq:le would claim that the activity of mobile

-

' beings was like that of the Unmoved Mover. He says in De Gen. et

i Corr, that ' ‘com i_x;g-to-be should itself come-to-be perpetually!
‘ ) . A\

iiy/closest a}pproximationhto' eternal beingi."23 Where intelligent

-

s

beings are ¢concerned theéfinal cause is understood as the goal and

o S BT AT Y
AV IS %

A

§

activity takes place towards it\4 The house built bx the skilled

-

e
5

architect should be like tiie house planned by him. v,

;2

- v
i

‘(‘ We do.not see that one must already know three or more

.

terms in an analogy for it to be successful in conveying knowledge.
. , \ . '

\ ' . .
For example, %nemight say as the bronze is to the statue of Zeus,

AV AR LA,
A L

—‘?: s

i

s

T
e

‘ : . - ) Tl
 ledge-of the relationship or proportion between x and y, although x -

so x is to y. Such an analogy appears to give us some modest know-

AR
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and y are unknowns. However, one may ask how one can check to
i 4 ‘ -
) \ .

T




PR ]

T 297

see if the analogy is a true or a false one. We cannot see how one
-l

3
4

could make such a test as long as' x and y remain unknown. Aristotle,
' \
"unfortunately, ‘does not address himself to these problems. Keeping

these limitations in mind, let us move on to consider some specific

S _ %y
issues and problems which surround the nature of the Unmov.@ Mover

!

and the plurality of secondary unmoved movers,

-

The Life of the Unmoved Mover.

Aristotle describes the divine life: ''And life also belongs-to

1

God; for the actuality of thought is life, and God is that actuality; and .
- ' " [ .

' ) L
God's self-dependent actuality is life most good and eternal. We say

therefore that God is a living -being, eternal, most good, so that life
\

25 °

.._w - " and dura‘tion,%contin'uous and eterna.l‘l be;long to Got_i; for this is God. "

- » Here we are told that god has life. If only all living things are pri-

“ : r;uary s!ubstances and .god(is prior to all othe;' subsatances, then god is - - »
‘ §ubstar‘1ce (because of th‘e.natural priority of substance) and ther‘efore . ("?‘ -
' ~ alive. O‘ne‘might o.Bje'cs.to the theory that-only living things are

prima1.-y su‘t_)_cs&tances. \But Aristotle may have a point here. It is men '
" who practice philosoph.y,; ‘Men are living ghimals. Ii': is not at all far-

? ' fetched to claim thét we ';et our p.rimary idea of substance from the

- organic unity of living things (ourselves first?) and lat;er extend it

Sedmts ginf 21
N

§

o

- by analogy to inanimate things and universal concepts. Of cuurse, it
by ' . - >

4 is not one \hundred percent clear that Aristotle would limit substance

i ' . :

4 to animate beings. ‘We have seen him call "elements'! natural sub-

S ' ! )
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stances. However, even if this is the case living beings are higher

-

examples’of-s‘ubstance than non-living beings. .'.I'he Unmoved Mover

- Y "
as the highest substance must be alive (if our dichotomy is limited

to animate~inanimate). /

We are further told that god is eternal. "This is because

s

cosmic motion is eter%nal for Aris'totle. If the effect is eternal, so

Y
also must be the cause., God is also self-dependent actuality. If god

.
-

‘were dependent on something else, then that something else would

\

be needed to explain god. We would either reach a being that is not

dependent or we would simply have.an infinite seriesof dependents.
. B \
Yet, we have already seén that Aristotle considers such a series as

an admission that cosmic depgnden,ce for motion has no explanation.

This is to give up the principle of sufficient reason and that is somge-

«"S;." XA

thing which Aristotle refuses to do.

-

N

.

.

e

Al

, 1

TOREL

The Unmoved Mover as actuality is necessary to account
' - e

. . |
for the motion fron‘& potency to act in potential beings., Act is.prior
. . - f i N . -,

Qs g
LS RS

A
20

SRR A
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)

to potency. We have already discussed the idea that god is most

.~

good because it is pune actuality. Aristotle claims that "the real

R
1,'3(

(3

good is the primar’y object ot-"ra.”’fional wish.,"26“ Aristotle tells us
. v - . . ’ L.
: elsewhere27 that wish relates to the end and the Upmoved Mover is

<~ . * v

A\
an end ag the final cause of the first heaven. It is a real rather

. _ . )
than.merely apparent good because‘it is grasped by reason which

. 2 -
\grasps being. 8 Aristotle feels that '"desire is consequent on
opinion!'z9 and so the real good as an object of thought is prior to

S S
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3 . N .

any apparent good which is merely an object of desire. Supposediy
S . : . . R
the first heaven, being an imperishable substance, has nous to a ‘

higher degree ‘than men and always rationally wills fthe real and the .

w2

——; )
highest good. If, like men, the first heaven (and all the.heavenly

bodies) were in danger of choosing a lesser good over the greater,,

»

then the motion of the heavens might stop. However, motion and time

must be eternal as we have seen or there would be a tifnerefore time . ' [

T
. [
[

began. Thus the cosmos has no beginning and has already existed for_

/

R

an infinite time. Aristotle sees no danger of the heavens ceasing . ‘

SR

their motion.

o

{

Aristotle's identification of the actuality of thought with life o

or the bést sort of life is somewhaz.-gsontroversial‘. Clearly, this is a

g zal'f—}?:« VRN

. statement from a philosopher. Aristotle is again'starting from human

-

. . . .. . ) 30
life. Yet he considers reason something divine in human nature,

Clark suggests that Aristotle considered.all lower life forms to be

deformed relative to man. Some, like Nietzsche, would ch'allenge
. e
Aristotle's identification of the best life with that of nous. They would

claim that reason is regi‘es?ive, an evolutionary mistake. The
. ! . s
{ creature that can act'quickly and instinctively has a much greater

L]

chance of survival than one which must stop and think,” Well, we - '

«~

mus‘t point out that Aristotle vTas not worried about the survival of
the human yd:ies sihce he thé_ught'specie.as were eternal. Further-
more, if z;urviva:l is to count as-our criterion \forA what is good and
‘bad, then we ‘should thihk that a .theory which asserts that the

.
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negating and probably would have such a negative psychological effect

theorist and his entire species are a mistaké would seem to be self-

< <

. . ¥ - - )
on the theorists as to have a-very low survival value,
. .- . -

. v ‘\ Apart from the model of man, it would seemn that, in Aris-

AN, = o
1‘ e

totle's v1ew, the hxghly\ratmnal celestial spheres would not move in

?

TE

imitation of a nqn.— rational being (or beings).

Aristotle tells us that the Unmoved Mov‘e'z‘ lives a-life of

..

e
'

R s S AR e S LA

, nous. Aristotle also offers us a more detaiied“cleseription of this

-~

3

life. The divine thinking does not involve a change since the only

v

way that the best could change is for the worse. It has no potency

- -

32

: in its thinking but rather actual possession of-the object of thought:
- - ~4 -
- Y"For that ‘which is capable ©f receiving the object of thought, i.e.,
. } \ . }‘! /
the essence, is thought. . But it is active when it possesses this .

-

_-object. ) Therefore, the possession rather than the recel')tivity is the

vt \
= ' o _
H " * divine elemenf which thought seems to contain.... n33 &
oo i s o o
¥ The object of d1vme thought seems to be the Unrnoved Mover ~
' itself: "'I‘herefore it must be of itself that the d1v1ne thought thinks
'5'? (since it is the most excellent of things), and its.thinking is a think-
% - .o . . . . .
- o - ing on thinking. n34 The standard interpretation of this doctrine is
%’ ' . ) - . ¥ i - . :
that the Unfmoved Mover thinks about its’ own thinking since to thipk’
: of anything lower than itself would be beneath it and inappropriate.

This apparent conclusion of this account is that Aristotle's god knows

of nothmg but its elf

Aristo_tle'g‘ claim that the divine thought thinks itself is -
1

'
.

»
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d ‘ . «
: stated as part of ar aporia wherein it is objected that thinking is
s different from the object of thought, 35 The section begins with, )
AThe matus vDTvds cortas .36
f‘é 'The nature of the divine thought involve's certain problems. ..,
o Aristotle states the oﬁjectien that the object of thought and the act
% e - ) T
{J - °
% ' - of thinking are different but then offers a solution:
S [ .
, Further, if thinking and being thought of are different, in respect
of which does goodness belong to thought? ' For to be an act of
5 . thinking and to be an cbject of thought are not the same _thing.
We answer that in some cases the knowledge is.the object. In
’i the productive sciences it is the .substance or essence of the
g object, matter omitted, and in the theoretical sciences the de-
g | ‘ finition or the act of thinking is the object. Since, then, thought
, 3 and the object of thought are not different in the case of thingg\
é o that have not matter the divine thought and its object will be the
2 ’ ’ same, i.e,, the thinking will be one with the object of its
= thought. 37 ,
,s; E
‘ [} .. T,
;A,v L This passage squares well wit_h a doctrine of th}a De Anima:
30 % ' - ' . T
» ¥'Mind is itself thinkable in exactly the same way as its objects are.
23 R " S \ . . : 7 °
4 For in the case o} objects which involve no matter, what thinks and
’ what is thought are identical for speculative knowledge and its ob- ..
t K . .
ject are identical. 138 ' . o " -
This si-tua'.t‘ion. holds true even for Men: "Once the mimrd ha\s
. . : N
. . i - . .
become ‘each set of its possible objects, as a man of science has...
4 .. . :
‘ the mind too is then able to think itself. "> Yet we do not think that
these passages should be pointed to as evidence that the Unmoved
Mover knows the woq:ld.' Aristotle tells us that the object of thought
- "is different for the Unmoved Mover tha.p for other rational beings.
He says',, "For both tﬁinking and the act of thought will belong even
- ) to one who thinks of the worst thing in the world, so that-if this
\ ‘ o . e '
’ ' T




ought to bé avoided (and it ought for thereére .even some things which

o

v

it is better hot to see than to see), the act of thinking. cannot be the

best of things.l Therefore, it must bé of itself that the divine ihou_ght

thinks (since it is the most éxcellent of things), and its thinking is a

-
<« ©

thinking on thinking. n40

There is.no suggestion here that the worst

GRS RS PR P i S (I R R BR8N ARV L S

thing would become ennobled by being known by the Unmoved Mover

03

but rather that the Mover would become ignoble in knowing anything
- ~ . ‘

SR

below himself.
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The Plurality of Movérs '

-
2

A
H

One’may.easily be shocked by the mention of a pluraliity of

rd

24

haind L

Unmoved Movers in Chapter 8 of Lambda. This text seems at odds

3

B
;

not only with Physics, VII but also'with Lambda, Chapter 7, wherein’

; «,
A

§
L
37

""God'' is mentioned in the 'singular." The shock may deepen upon

°

réadi‘fl:é, at the close of Lambda, '"The rule of many is not good; one

ruler let there be," This is a serious prima facie inconsistency,
¢ - . o . . o -
Let us begin by considering once more Aristotle's words

.,

-~ = .

ey

.- y .
on the subject: '... We se ‘that besides the simple spatial movement
‘of the unive’rée, which we say the first unmovable substance produces,
‘there are other spatial movements--those of the pl_anefs--which are
\ :
eternal (for a bodyWhich moves in a circle is eternal and unresting;
we have proved these points in the physical treatises), each of these
movements also must be caused b)’r a substance both immovable and

eternal. 41&“".tf&ristotle ascertains that the number of secondary movers

)

Ll




. . \
is either fifty-five or férty-seven42 but he disavows any necessity in

N
N

.o these figures.’

' ' A

;- .Each unmoved mover is, ‘then, an eternal substance and a

o final cauSe44 of motion for its particular heavenly body. Aristotle
\ . . g

believes that each of the living, intelligent celestial bodies must havé

e

&

; its own final cause because '"a single movement (must be producgd)
. o , ~

A : ,by a single thing.'"~ This means that each unmoved mover is one

2 [ ' 13 -

3 : . \
o in number and Aristotle tells us explicitly that this is so for the First
5 o T - 46
Unmoved Mover, which is "one both in definition and in number. '™

% o \ ’ 1 ~ \
. The secondary unmoved movers are also without magnitude since they
3 . S 47 - LS Cres L ves N
7 .are also without matter. This last point raises.difficulties because
‘~ B a .
) Arjstotle r?faintg.ins that 'fall things that are many in number have

.‘

4

: T 48 \ ] L .
matter...." Hence the obvious question: how can there be a plur-
3 ality of immaterial movers?

2 ! : ‘ :
. ‘ Ross.suggests that these movers are pure forms and each is

. ~

a separate species as the angels wezxe ‘for some of the Scholastic
49 L o : -
philosophers. "~ Ross finds this solution objectionable in that it could

" . allow for a plurality bf "first" unmoéved movers and consequently
3 . : - o
3 . . . 5 1
= destroy the notion of one ruler ‘O{:r the universe, We fail to
':{é . b v " &
b < see the force of Ross's objection, If there is only one universe, how
3 g * N o .o o
o - . .
b .can tllere be more than one first Unmoved Mover? The first Un-
: - . ‘ . i ‘ ad < . .
. & moved Mover moves the first heaven. C - . .
: » i . . . : -
J. Owens agrees.that the unmoved movers are puré forms.

3 - N L3 ) * - - ¥ !
This does not strike him as problematic since he does, as we have
¢ . e :

¢
. . [
3 °©

~ . . °' ©
y . . Lo
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seen, reduce being to form. Form, for Kim, is a definite act, which
- ) - .. ;"_\
’ includes determinateness, finitude, necessity and cc‘:‘ntent.5 Form o \

while potentially a universal is actually 2 'this." J# Owens claims,
"It requires no gther principle to acqount'for its specific difference."53 .

Thus he agrees that each mover is a different species)while he ac- -

.

knowledges that our knowledge of these differences i based on the

>

effects that these movers produce. ) Although he suggests that the |

°
¢

secondary unmoved rno;rers may be the agent intellects of the
sphere;s',_ he does admit that Aris.totlé says nothing on this point. We
have argued at great length é:gainst the general Neoplatonic ac;oun_t
and need not repeat those argume;nts here. However, there is muéh ;

ap .
to agree with in J. Owen's explanation of this matter. It is true

that the specific form designates a species and sg gives us the spec~~—

ific difference. Yet, the. determinateness of the form is not suffi-

v

cient to explainms?thing is one in number, at least among . X
.material sub'stanc.e's. We.fully agree that our knowledge of the un\-

moved movers must depend upon their effects. The idea that the T
- . \\ *

. .“ -
secondary unmoved movers are conceivied by Aristotle as agent in-
U \ .

' tellects of the celestial bodies.is an interesting speculation which we

<

leave as an open question,
-

3

P T TR

Merl'ans4 offers some insigﬁfs into this problem of the plur-

R

° . ! \ .
ality of movers. .He claims that Aristotle was always a polytheist.

e

When Aristotle speaks in the Physics and parts of the Metaphysics, ~

Lambda 7'f god or the Unmoved Mover in the singular, he is Speal:;ing

&

of a kind ‘o,f be'u}g,\i. e., the divine kind. There is nothing to prevent

o
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ol / 5 — L
there frorn being manyjsuch beings. Similarly, Merlan maintains

DRI

that Aristotle's talk f;)f one Heaven or one world as against many is

o

AN

¥

not meant to exclude q.j[umbe'r of heigvenly-spheres'but rather refers

Y3

T A

; \. ,
* 2, e e . | . .
to a denial of an infinite number of universes which was one Pre-

gocratic doctrine. 56 Merlan claims that Aristotle held that. there

.
. “dgompiy | -
was only one universe’v}{:h one Prime Unmoved Mover and many

s@condary unmoved movers. These/u‘n%movers are,sMerlan

Y p—-,’ﬁ-w'..w*{;(wv;,;ﬁ,g‘-“{“:%"".
f

' 7
says, each a species by itself, although tinder'no common genus. >
. .
Merlan thus believes that there is no genuine contradiction between

the monotheistic sounding texts of the cbr&)us and Lambda, 8. ~While

<
many of Merlan's insights are valuable, we must object to his char-

i

acterization of Aristotle as a’ Platonist throughout his paper. 5_8 It

may be that Aristotle's philosophy takes its point of departur:a/‘from
. N *

'Piatonism but that does not make Aristotle either a Platonist or-
. /\.‘
Neoplatonist (except, perhaps, in the Whiteheadian sense in which

<

' all philosophers after Plato are footnotes to him). More particularly,
"we do not see why, whéi Aristotle speaks of one Unmoved Mover, hé

-

be referr.ing both to a kind and an-individual. Nor do we
. o .

ertainly, "mover' and ""substance'’ appear to name a éommpnmgenus.
\ ' :
We do agree that there is only one universe for Aristotle dnd that

‘there is one First and a plurality of secondary unmovedmovers.
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Rt

Prime Moveér could not be a final cause for a pluralit)c.q)f simultaneous -,
- .

3

S ) \
ly existing universes. ' . \
& . . -

o

Wolfson59 offers a|resolution to the problem of a plyrality

~

of movers which differs from Merlan's. Wolfson believes (af‘_

references to the Unmoved Mover are references to an ir;Eivic}ual

¥ /

rather than a class. He does agree with Merlan that Aristotle was’

YRR AN TA T SR VT w ST SRy

\ <
consistently a polytheist.
. ol .

.

Wolfson feels that the First Mover is the only one: which is

. o . 61 .
unmoved both essentially-and accidentally. The other movers are

P VP TRITE ToieTe S TR ot

unmoved essentially but not accidentally. He points ?ut that "both
\ - .

the soul of the animal and the immovable mover of each.planetary

RO

sphere are moved accidentally, the'soul is moved accidentally by

the motion which as a mover it produces in the animal, whereas the

immovable mover of-each planetary sphere is moved accidentally

N N

not by the motion it prc_)duc‘.e‘s in the sphere but by the motion produced

in the sphere bs’r the other sphere. 62 . -

/ According to Wolfson,. all these movers are unmoved _in
relation to their spheres, i.e., they share .sim'ﬂé'ly relation.to

>
-~

their .spheres and are called "unmoved."

In relation to the Prime
Mover, however, they are accidentally moved. -‘This may mean that
they are moved by love for the Prime Mover, but how can we-con-

ceive of l:;eings without ‘magnitude as being-moved with their spheres?

o .

‘Well, we do ¢onceive of geometric points ds without magnitude and

yet able to move. Also, as Wolfson has pointed out, the sc;ul }}as its.

L
» 1
3

2
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field of operations within the body and can be said to be moVe with
s / .

x.' ¥

it. Wolfsoy expllains that.gach mover 'participates, as it were, in

-
.

that ;i;cula tion round the centre of the world and thus may be
{ - \
said to be nfioved accidentally.” . :

o !‘3“*?3?\*1- WMy

“gh Wolfsbn makes much out of Aristotle's pronquncement Q/
e . ‘ _ v _

§
the First Mover is unmoved essentially or accidentally. He adds,

“

-~

"Nowhere inqt.hé entire chapter (Physica, VIII, Chl 6) does Aristotle

. ' . . o
describe the movers of the planetary spheres as immovable acciden-
\ . - .

b4 -
' i .- _® . 3,»"--»...‘

«
L]

_tally.”

A
* Wolfson thinks that Aristotle's uge of the term/'"first mover"

°

§

SRR YR R P A TR A Y

in the' Physica is in contrast with "secondary moveérs." We find that
- ' - li ~ * N

- #Aristotie asks if a first mover is one or many.65 We should expect
a certain’amount of ambiguity in the term as we are on the path to

discovery and clarification. We think that perhaps Wolfso¥ makes too

& -

_much out 'ofAristotle"s s*tatement that the Prime Mover is unmoved

essentially and accidentally. Aristotle never says that the secondary
. S : \

- *
~

. LS . ‘ -
movers are moved accidentally, here he does speak of unmoved

-

[y

movers that are accidentally mov d)he adds that they cannot cause

continuous motion.66 Now the pluxality of unmoved movers is in-

troduced to account for a plurality of continuous and eternal move-

ments of the heavens, since a single movement must be produced

\  ad -

‘by a singlé thing.67 It would not seem likely that these movers

)

would.be moved az:cidenta‘lly. -

' How cah the unmoved movers be distinguished from each

e

v
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3 : ST : ‘
; \ other? Aristotle gives a clear answer: "That the movers are sub-
> L. . -
. ' - )
%‘ stances, then, and that one of these is first and another second ac- \
e -
§ . g : ‘ - 1,68
9 cording to the same order as the movements of.the stars is evident.'
% ¢ ,. | . . 69 .
% . Aristotle distinguishes them by their effects. How else could he?
’E:“- - . He makes no claim to have an intuition into the divine essences. )
g3 What makes each of them one in number’{ Many commentators
- ' N
] are deeply disturbed by the fact that matter is suppoged\ly the prin-
'“ ciple’of individuation for material beings, but there is noreason why
! it should be for immaterial beings. Througﬁou_t Lambda, Aristotle
3 tells us that the principles of being are common only by analogy.
3 . . :
3 ’ . . . \
; Why not believe that he means what he says? ‘We do not know how
s ¢ . \
these movers are individuated in their own essences. Again, we
" distinguish them only through their effects.. o
. . . .
Does {he existence of immate%ial beings support the Neo-
platonic account? We think not. Simply because Aristotle posits
) L . . -
the existence of immaterial beings, we need not be led to reduce all
2, & A . . " V
being to that of these deities. They Z\,re archai insofar as they are
\ ‘ . . . _ ) -
ultimate final causes, but that does not mean that the being of material
substances is reducible to them. ° T '
. F IRV . i
R A3
’ Theology and First Philoeophy- \ A
* k3
There is"pérhaps one feature in the Metaphysics which;
. : ~
more, than any other, appears to justify the Neoplatonic account. It
is Aristotle's appatent identification of first philosophy ahd theology.
| 4 -
| *
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We briefly mentioned this problem in the preceeding chapter. Let

us now discuss it in more detail. Aristotle writes:

\ . : ‘
‘But if there is sorpething which is eternal and nnmovable and
separable, clearly the knowledge of it belongs to a thedretical
science--not, however to physics (for physics deals with cer-
tain movable things) nor to mathematics, but to a se1ence prxor
to both, Fox physics 'deals with things which exist separately
but are not immovable, and some parts of mathematics deal
with things which are immovable but presumably do not exist
separately, but as embodied in matter; while the first science
deals with things which exist both separately and are immovable.
Now all causes must be eternal but especially these; for they .
are the causes that operate on so much of the divine as appears
to us. ‘There must then be three theoretical philosophies, math-
ematics, physics, and what we may call theology, since it is
obvious that if the divine is present anywhere it is present in
things of this sort. And the highest science.must deal with the
highest genus. Thus while the theoretical sc1ences are more to
be desired than the other SCIences this is more to be desired
than the other theoretical sciencesd. For one m1ght raise the -
question whether first philosophy is universal, or deals with .
one genus, i,e., some one kind of being; for-not even the
mathematical sciepces are all alike in this respect--geometry
and astronomy deal with a certain particular kind of thing while.
universal mathematics applies alike to all. We answer that if
there is no substance other than those which are formed by
natyre, natural science will be the first science; but @here is
an immovable substance the scienhce of this must be p™8r and
be first philosophy, and universal in this way, because it is
first. . And it will‘belong to this to consider being.qua being--
both what it is and thé attributes which belong to it qua being.

First, we must point out,that at the start of embarking upon
this sc.iéncejall :we can say wit; certainty is that it is the 'sciencc; of
being _gu_al being, i.e., ‘substance. Aristé:tfe tells us tha‘..t if only -
natural sul:;sté.nces exist, then phy'sic's will bg first philosophy. ’I‘be.
study of substanc‘e is a'.study of independent being. There may be

de~gregls of independence. Accidents are surely dependent on sub-

stances, Within the category of substance some substances may

Y
v
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‘ tiepend on others. A science of substance would study the best kind

El

of substance, the kind upon which the others may depend in some .

way. Scientific knowledge should be of the cause (and be necessary). 7

. i
But we don't know at the outset if there are immaterial, immovable ‘

substances which are the causes of (and th,'gs metaphysically prnior to)

natural substances. This is why Aristotle speaks hypothetically, The

2

" science of first philosdphy would have to be somewhat different from .

an ordinary science.  «

- « Now a problem confronts us that we have previously put /

off. Aristotle in the text under discussion says that, if the science of

‘
r3

immovable substance exists, then it is prior and universal because it

3
h

is prior. Elsewhere, he claiéigqj:ﬂhat it is an error to .regard the
primary as universal. 2 Obviously sofnething ca_used Aristotle ffzo -
change his 'position. What he once considered an error fxe nov;/ con-
siders to be acceptaihb]:e. Why? It seerns to us that he _has, in the .

latterp/l{ 27"3n extended notion of "universal. nt3 HUniversal, " in -

the lafter sense, is not ”tha't’ which is common'' but rather ''that

. - 4
which must be understood in order to understand the particulars, "

[

Obviously, Aristotle, in the Metaphysics does not find being to jbe
’ \ \
a genus common to al‘-laggeings; so, when he calls first philosophy

"universal', he cannot mean that being is a commmon element. We

U
have Been!that "being'' is a pros hen eq\xivocal and that the idea of

-

logical priority (priority in definition) is a part of pros hen equivocity.

Logical priority accords well vl'ith the second sense of universal, If
. 4 A
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one must refér back to A to understand B, C; and DJisn‘t A funi-

B R‘}’i‘m‘\'ﬁk\aﬁjﬂ: £

versal'” in sense two? Yes, although this may be a deviation from

L AT

. v A
the normal sense of umversal.” To use Evans' example, let u‘

consider taste: . - I

So to des1gnate taste as the universal element in all the cases of
being someone's taste, despite the fact that not all these are .
cases of taste, is no abuse of the notion of the universal. Taste
is the*only genuinely unifying element in the whole collection
of instances of taste. This cdn be shown that if we wish.to'argue
that there can.be objectivity in matters of taste, is€..,, that

. rational progress towards unanimity of judgment is in principle
possible, we must appeal to the notion of expert taste, which is

- the on],?r form of taste which has an unqualified claim to the
k] name.

To switch from taste to being, we must consider independent

—~

being (substance) to understand dependent being (accidents) fully.

Also we must consider immovable substances, if they exist, when
~ A ~ \ bt
trying to understand independent beings since they would be the most

- - ) ' . - & -
independent. Does this mean "substance' is a pros hen equivocal? &

.

Nojwe find no evidence of an equivocal use of '""substance' within

. \ a2
. v \ .
this context. F¥ocal meaning or pros hen equiv%Lity includes more ) /

3
than logical prmnty Yet, have we not agreed w1th the Ne oplatomsts

’

3

here.? No, we think not. This sense of "universal' that accords.
- 4 -

with logical priority does not take '*being' to be some common

ST D rne

Al

* .

pro&érty but rather respects the differences between beings. Nor

do we¥say that one may simply study the unmoved movers to gain .

\

VR

a knowledge of all else. The knowledge of the divine comes at the

end of the enterprise of metaphysics) not the beginning. Perhaps the
\ o

e . . L -

Py



gods are most knowable-in-themselves but we must reach them

. -

_.through their effects.
X. N

‘w.We have found that there is a plurality of unmoved movers.
- t b 4 ) -~ ~ .
Each is limmovable, immaterial, and one in number. Aristotle does

;

not tell us how they are individuated in their natures but distinguishes

: f‘m’il&. "y u,: ?

them by the celestial sphere each moves. There is little evidence
that the first mover is superior in power or ''more actual' than the
others. He is called first because he moves the first heaven. We

find little evidence for Wolfson's claim that the ''secondary'" movers

are moved accidentally. Each mover seems to be pure act and as

—

R A R RN Ay

such prior to those beings which have an admixture of potency. Conse-

.~

- quently, the study of immovable substance is prior to the study of

other kinds of substances, which are prior to accidents. Once im-
2 . i . ‘ -
movable substanc{a is proved, other beings must be defined and under-

3
Y
é&
e
e
RS
2
5~
B
2

stood in reference to these divine substances. In this way, the

science of immovable substance is universally the science of being
‘ \

qua being.

.In concluding this dissertation, we hope that we have ex-

. - \
posed the dangers of both the Neoplatonic and naturalistic views of
A\ *

aknn

%
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-

Aristotle's metapﬁysicg. We have reached some of our own positive

conclusions. First, the doctrine of substance seems to be modified

-somewhat by Aristotle between the Categoi'ies and the Metaphysics.

In the Categories the individual is prirﬁary substance and the genus

.

and species are secondary substance.  In the Ivfetaphyéics, the genus -

~ ‘ ’
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is ruled out as substance and the individual is considered a substance,

3

while the species-form is called the substance of a thigxg. The
species-form as finiversal seems to be epistemologically prior in-itself
to the individual. The-individual is ontologically prior to the species-

. ~ a, (\

y . - .- ) v.
form since it alone can exist on its own. For this reason we think

that, when Aristotle speaks of the Unmoved Mover as substance, he

-

means to réfer to’an individual rather than the form of the world

or the first heaven. After all, ,the first heaven (and, indirectly, p

v

everything else) is supposed to be ohntologically dependent upon the

g
divinities. < =
3

¢ -

We cannot make the Unmoved Mover little or nc;thing npor can

e

we make hirh everyéhing. As we see it, Metaphysics, Lambda, is
\

Aristotle's latest word on his theology. There, ‘the divinities function

as final but not eff&cient causes. They also seem to function:as exem-
. N * . Py -

.plars because of the need to refer to them, after they'have been

proved, to fully understand substance and the life of reason. Aris:-

‘

totle's first philgsopher is one ¢who studies'goa--but not just god.
4S J g

‘Some may be disappointed at this picture of Aristotle's géds.

P

Yet, they fulfill many valuable functions in Aristotle's i:hilosophy.

Being pure act and immaterial, they explain, in a final way, the

-

material and ,poténtial being. They move the heavens whose move -

g

’
3

m?nt unceasingly causes generation and corruption on earth. As_

_ final' causes;they do not interfere in human affairs ‘and, so the scan-

dalous ‘stox_‘igs_ about the gods whiéﬁ' ﬁbothe're‘dAPIato in the Republic

Q




[ . ' ' Jé o 2 2 ‘{“ .
: r are ne;a.tly si§e~stepped. Aristo‘tle's .gods as the most excellent
;% " of substances shed light on other sul')stances. once some knowledge
> of them has been obtained. Also, as pure nous, they can inspire
33 -, . .

oy : . , . -

%‘;{ us towards a life of reason insofar as we are able. Aristotle's

55 - . )

".,A - A o D : N
38 conception of divinity is quite aristqcratic in the best sense of the

word, The divinity is excellence which provides a reference for rea-

-

ra— \ N . -
son and a motive for desire. - »

.
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