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Aristotler

Introductions
’ Aristotle is difficult. Any
one whe has aftempted the study knows that, The difficulty
14ies Iin a strange confusion, a ocpnfusion whioh Aristotle .
himself points out in reference to knowing & concrete
objeot like this desk lamp before me as ageinizt knowing
some abstract metaphysical principle. The thing which by
its nature is most knowable is in faoct hardest to understand,
as the ﬁetaphyéical principle for it is exaot and authore
itative, But the desk lamp is by nature less knowsable
for it is not exaot, yet in a sense a ohild can know it,
In a similayr manner Aristotle’'s discussioms contain the
apparentiy complex but really simple along with +%he
apperently simple but really complex, .
That he discusses what is agparently complex but
rea))ly simrple, in the sense that a first principle is
simple, 38 denied by no one who has§ found him difficult
to understand. But the apparently simple elkement, which
can be known as easily as this desk lanmp, is not at gfirst
s0o obvipus, Along yith his profound thinking there goes
a naive acoceptance of the world as it appears, Aund our
soientific sophistication qbscuresvthe import of what
must have been for his pupile the most obvious of implications,
His technical phraseology half conceals hailf discloses ,
conorete illustrations, The Former is the larger half,
But in rlaces we see his unind at work, There is one passage
where he is laboring to explain the many ways in whioh
things may éiffer, as opposed to Demporitus who linited
differences to three, One ¢f the illustrations is the wind,
which he says differs in place, Wind qua wind is of course
the same, but the Borth wind differs from the east, south
or west wind in place, since the north is where ié resides,
. This illustration not only shows the concrete
meanings he had in mind, but also 1eéds to another intro=
ductory remark which it is imycrtant to consider in reading

Aristotle. He clung tenaciously to the comméq opinions of
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mene It is & banality tc¢ drew attention to the fact that
in order to understani a system one must understand the
prece#ding systems out of which it grew and the sucoceeding
systems whioh it caused. But an element sometimes forgotten
and espeocially prominent in Aristotle is the substratun

of common opinion, languege and customs which a man must
use even tho he try to free himself from them, Aristotle
rather than trying to free himself, stroeve merely to bring
out their essential truth, Thus when you ask the ordinary
ran what things are truly real, he will answer, this desk-
lamp, this pen, So Aristotle in opposition to Plato whonm
he constantly attacks will by virtue of the answer of the
ordinary wman cling to the reality of the individual sense
objecty; now will eny subitle argument about Matiter or Form
or Idea attempting to define what is meant by reality and

sense object, drive him from the conolusion that this

lanp is real,

Destructive Work,

Before constructing his syétem,

Aristotle nust clear the ground of Plato's. Aristotle

nay have misunderstood FPlato, again he may have notj for
' Nevicse
he was no nincompoop incapable ¢f contemplating philosophic

belief, nor was he a stranger vhose information was ‘
unrelieble, No ons bhad & bestter opportunity to understand
Plato than he unless he was ungualified by disposition,
At any rate, Aristotle uncompromisingly attacks what he
thought was Plato's doctrinel, 4 qomplete enalysis of the :
attack‘is dnnecﬂessary, but 2 sunmmary of the arggments
ugsed may not be out of rlace, v

1, The arguments for Plato's Ideasko not prove their
independent'existenoe. ' ]

2, If they did, they would prove too‘much. L

8, The Ideas are a iurposeless duplication ¢of things;
for they are not the cause of notima, nqor the cause of the
existence of things, nor the cause of our knowledge of things.

4, If the Idea is the essence of the thing, it cannot
exist apart from it,

B, Perticipation, a ncogpessary rert of the theory,

is a mere figure of sp3echi

.
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6+« The common property of the thing and the Ides
requires @ higher Idea and soron to infinity.
7, The reduction of Ideas to nunbers is still more

preposterouss

To balance this destruotive ofitioism is the
construoctive element that nevertheless the concept or
idea in aw non-Platonic sense has objective reality. This
is dictated by epistemological considerations; for if the
concept is purely subjective how can an gbject be knswn?
It also involves ontology since reality ig that which exists,
Thus, not too strictly, the explamation of how the oconcept
has objective reality may be said to oonstitute his systen

of philospphy.

Presuppositions of a Science of Ontology.s
Thié desk lanp is green; also it is

heavy;and again it is uséful in.shedding light on what I
am writing, Thus the word""is" auu‘nnerefore‘the existent”
have many meanings, neverthq _less +the investigatfon of ‘then
belongs to one science, for the various meanings have &
common element in that they are 2ll related in one way or
another to reality.l |

‘In pursuing the study of exisfeﬁt we ﬁ&st state
twé axioms, whioh tho they cannot be demonstrated in the
strict‘sense of demqnstfation rust be established in sonme
manner, The fiwst axiom is %he law off contradicbdbien, which
nay bg established 5] refuting its opponentsidhrv a reductio
ad absurdum; This is done in two ways, AoYLxG¢ ana ®voilnGg.

AoyLu@¢, Pirst, Lamp nust signify a singlérthing
both in the real world ané in consciousness, If it signify
a definite number of things such as a plece of furniture,
an ornament or a paper-weight, a special name may be given
to each signification and so'each name would signify one
thing; But if the significations be infinite, as thoge
who deny this axiom must hold, then this lamp is also
not a lanmgp, and since net a lamp it is 2 caslendar and also
not a calendar, as well as both book and not book, That is to
say, singg it designates notbhing in particular, it designates

nothing st alli
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. Seobnd, Puther implications mdy be urged
against rejéoting this eaxion, For instance all statements
regarding ﬁy lamp would be accidental and the underlying
reality would pot be there for the accidents to attach %o,
Again, 4f my lanmp is.not a lamp, 1t is also neither lanmp
nor not lampe. That ‘is, he who rejeots the law of contadictiin
nust also reject the law of excluded middle, which we will
discuss presently. The result is that all jodgements becone
purely subjective and man is the‘ﬁeasurer of all things:
Everything then is true, and that everything includes our
axionms, Of course the opponents with their usual insistence
on the 1a§s ofrlog;c might call the above reasoning a
petitio principii.

' ‘ '@ualw&g, We may find another method of establishn
ing our exiom in seeing how some are led to demny it by '
virtue of their physiece, This leads to a discussion of
subjéotive idealism and sensationalism, That truth is
determined by the senses, which makes everything true, is
deduced from two falese dpotrines, Pirst, that only sensibile
objeots-exiai, and second, no Statement made ¢f them ig true
for they‘aréiconsﬁantly changing,

" Some have arrived at this first doctrine by
identifying fhe judgement of the intellect with sense
iméfessian. But 41f this is logically followed out, 1% will
result in weving good~bye to philosophic discourse 2g was
the pase with Kratylus, Now sense percep£ion proper, free
from all interpretation is infallible., It 4is en awareness
of éometﬁiﬁg nbt itself, The pbjeot of the awaroness is
2 ﬂﬁeoc;of‘a real subjeoct, ﬁﬂoxefpsvov. The'dbjeot of
sensatiei, ile; the greenness or the hardness, tho distinct
from the perbéétioﬂ is dependent on the peroéiver a3 welll
as'on the real thing, For if either the percipient or the
real thing changes, a different sensum is produced, Thadk is
to say, if ink splashes ¢n my tamp I will ng longer see
green but blue, or if I become color blind I will nd longeﬁ
see'green either, The mistake is to make a judgement
about the thing; Put tvhe perception per se, thart i see
grzen, 1is i4infallible, Yet becauée the sehsum depends on

me as well as on the lamp, it does not follow that the thing

‘does not exist, nor that man is the'measurer of all things,
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relative terms, it
existent,when I ne
And even

- ohanging, the ¥ery
of whioch a portion

I£ in the literary

for I have not ochosen to see green,

It is stimulated within me by somethbing without, and althe

or have any perception,

. . \
the stimulater, the lemp, and the stimulated, mgvfare

does not prove that the kamp is non-
longer perceive it.

if sensible obje€ots are#oontinuously
continuous change implies anm existent
changes and of whioch & powtion does not,

zeal which produces this paper; ny ink

splashes on the desk lamp so that it becomes blus rather
than green, the lamp thruout the change possesseisomething

of the guality which is being lost., Wher it no longer

possesses any of that quality, the ohange has ceased, Then too, |

of the guality it is

the chenge would no+t, have heen begun,

all during the change it has some
If not,
Thus on the lamp we distinguish a portiom whioh has and a

acguiring,

porticn whioch has not changei, Both exist,

itself requires a cause, The

apd this
but the

Agein the change
blue lamp will be ocaused by the splasking of ink,
by the literary zcal, which may have 3nother ecause,
series cannot be infinite,

Besides, gqualitative ohanges are n¢%t occntinuous,
The pcrtion of the lamp which becomes blue bacomés 80

immediately, and if the final rassult is 'a s%ill deeper.
-shade of blud,’it is attained by discontinuous Ssplashes,
I those whd'ho;d the thcories we are refuting reply that
in nature the deepening blue sky of evening is ocontinuous,
in opposition to cur illustretion, we say thelcase‘ts the
sameugnd the degree of instantaneous~change is the nminimun
perceptible.
gastly, if nothing but presentations to

consciousness exist, then the existence of the lamp depends

. ), AN
ﬁ,{»""? on that of myseif.

~d For my sensations are not the objects

But on what does ny existence deperd?

of themselves; rather,

they'imﬁly the existgnoe of somwthing prior which is not
(Fobov—Boriotoy—wowtd—ropiy—rhkoro
1 ! i E » i s ] . ' ] ° g y

mere sensation.
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Conolusion, .Therefore b, (th by logiokl and
physical analyses it has been shown that the law of contra=
diction is the most indisputable of all beliefs; from whick
follows the +truth fhat contradicteory attributes eanne?d

attaoh to the same subject.

The second axiom whioh is prereguisite for a
soience of ontvlogy is the Law of Excluded Middle, Aé jong
as judgem;nts are true or false, the axiom holds, and to
make i1t clearer there may be adduced the following
considerations.,

If there were a 1ogioai intermediate between
x and x', (let x' be precisely not x) 14 would be either
ho;ogeneous or heterogeneous. (Ve notice that the discussion
casnnot take plgoe without agsuming the law in question,) If
the sec.(nd alternative be chosen.and one say lamp is inter-
modiate between calendar and writer, it is sig;ly nof an '
intermedis:te in the logical sense, On the ,(ther hand if the
intermediate bPe homogeneous, as grey between white and
pot-whité, then there oould be a cheange to white.fromﬁome-
thing that was not note-white and everyoneg agrees Ythat this
could never be, Therefore grey cannet be a logical inter-
mediate betweer white and not-white.

But if nevertheless, this were mafntained, there
would be an intemediate for every pair, existent, and nonm
existent, genesis and dissolution et o.; 3nd the intermediate
in furn would reguire ancther intermediate with eaoh
e£treme and 80 on to infinity.

Finally the denial of the law of excluded miidle
implies that 2ll things 3:re false, Therefore the denial
itssl? is false, Or if the denial alone be excepted and
carlled true, then one true statement implies an infinity
"of truths, |

Having thus established his axioms, and before
going on with the study of the existent, Aristotle adds
a final oonclusionhith reference to the nature of +the
universe, In the dialogue "Sophist# Plato, éossibly
spurred on by the insistencies of his obstreperous pupil,
finds that the World of Ideas ocenmet be immutable in

every sense of the word. He argues that since knowing is
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a form of aoction and being knoin therefore‘a form of pesssion,
sinoe Reality or Badng ocan be kndﬁn it suffers passibn.
Theeefore the tokality of existents ( or‘perfeot Beings=
TOVTENEC OVTG) is not entirely devoid of motion, life,soul
and thought. On the other hand if everything moves, intelleot
is impossible, for it reguires a rermanence which in turn
roguires rest, Therefore the All is neither all immutable

nor entirely mutable, Here Aristotle draws the same conoclusion,
If all things are at rest, the statement, this lgmp is graen,
will alweys be true, f¢r ng ink will splash, If everything

is ‘in motioqall statements will be fa&lse and knowledge will
be inpossible. Nor .can this be interprefsd %o mean that eaoch
thing is sometimes at rest and sometimes in motion., For ths

First Mover must be'unmoved.

.

The Objeots of First Philosophyl
Metaphysics, or what Aristotle ocalls
Pirst Philosophy, has undisputed possession of its f£ield;

both beocause other sciences will have nothing to do with

this sort of investigation and because, especidlly, of
the nature of the subjects involved, Soience is dividad
like all Gaul; there 3re the ocognitive, the poietio and -
the practio soiences, The last two, since Ythey ocontain

subjeotive determinations are inferior to the cognitive

sciences, the objeots of whioch are oertain orders of the
existent objeotdvely determined.

Cognitive science also is similar to the land
of‘Caeaar. It oomprises Physics, mathematiecs, and a third
soienoce, whioh uhlike Physics does not invegtigate‘the
nutable and unlike mathematics does not investigate that‘
which is dependent on mu:itter, This third socience is ‘ | |
First Philosophy‘or Theology. It may be called theology’ E
because the independe&t and the immutable must be divine |
if anything is, and becéuse, xinzz it investigates the
highest objeocts in the rank of exiztents of whioh God
is the vefy highest,
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God, and the other existents, which Firat.Philpscphu
opndidera, are both obje&tiv&ly existent and also the
highest universals, They are gnivbréals because they are
fir?t in the scale of existents, not first because universal,
Just how a science oan be first because it
investigates the highest rarnk of existent and because it
investigates the highest universals is not jiuite clear,
unless we a3:sume that the highost universalks are oconcepts
in the mind of the highest Being. Plato does this explloitly.

But Aristotle hardly gives so muoh as a vague hint,

\

Thers: are four .possible divisions of the existent.
We may say, this lamp is a paper-weight., The use of "igh here
is scoidental, But the acoidentak is not an object of any
science and reail& does, not exist, for tho the'statement

is true, it is also true that this lamp is not a paper

‘weight. Seoond, we may say, this lamp is perfeoctly useless,

illustrating the True or Fals:. This so=ocarlled divisiaon

of the exisﬁpnt belongs strictly to judgyments and not +to
things, Since then it attaches to thought, it doés not
coastitute an order of the ijeotively,existentl The third
nay be termed, the existents oorresponding to the deqig-
nations, or for short, the'categor1031Jexietents,The lamp
is green, it is metal) it weighs s3ix pouwnds, it is low.

To these various meanings of the word "is¥ whioh we call
the categories, theie correspond various kinds of existents.,
Ii is ebyiaﬁs that some of .these meanings are dependent
and that one is brobably first. This firat we'will call
Reality, amnd our problem is now, VWhat is Reality? After

" examining this we will return to the fourth kind of

existent, the Potential and the 4Aoctual,

We do not say, Green is +the lamp, or, metal is
the lamp, Evidently then without much consideration
we seoe first that the reality must be the subject of which
other'thingé or attributes are predicated. But this is an
insuffioient'aceount‘ofvreality, for if we suppose that
reality is identical with matter, whiob the above mermits,
it fails to give reality any positive ocontent, for to
get'matter;all posttive éualities nust be abstraocted,

Now since matter is not a particular thing nor a certain
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‘quantity,‘rqality cannot be idemntical with metter, for
xecond,everyone is agreed that independence agd individe
quity arie chief treits of reality. Thene qualifios&iuné
pernmit form to be reality. Te taocitly omit the poséibility

.thﬁt reality is form blus matter, for tho what is ocomposite
is individual and independent, it‘is posteriar and reality
must be prior, Since then form, or what is the same thing,
the occnceptual being, seems to have & prima iaoie clainm
to reality, 1et‘us‘£irst oonsider this ‘sclutione.

_ Our first method will be‘AOYtW@C, iLe. by
exakining fhe usages ¢f speech, By conceptual being or
,form, we mean that phrase or concept whioch can form s
judgement of identity with the name of the thinge Let the
exaoct lefinition of lamp be, "furniture for lighting,"

This then will be the conceptual being of lamp for it is
what we meam by the word lamp, But what sort of things

can have sa oonoeptﬁak being .«x exact definition? Strioctly
spoesking, and we mus:t speek striocotly, all aococidents are o

barred. Therefore noihing buil speciesz haye 2 songepsual™ o v

V& being, And still more strictly only the f£irst category, :;AVV'

existent quﬁ existent, has =& confptual bsing and may be

said %o lba. Therefore only realities can have a conoeptual

\(;fi‘-’:eing of definitipn,

T, . Ngxt we nust ask, is.the conéeptual.being

‘identioal with the thing? Here too we exoclude acocidents
and use words in their strictest sense as above indicated,
As & ?reliminary obserbveation, we point out that the eompon
tao;t opinion is that they are identioal, and moreover

. the identity seems to be imﬁﬁied in the statement of the
definition, for we say the lamp i3 80 and so, We maintein
in opposition to PBleto thxt this identiij must be asserted,
for otherwise knowledge would be impossible and nothing
would existd | ’ ' |

It is obvigus that what applies to one oconoceptual

being hokds for all, Thus 1£ the conoceptual being of
G codness is not an ettribute of a g'cod thing, or if the
thing'ls beiig good'ie not an attribute of the oconceptual
being of‘gobdneps, then the oanoeptuél beiné of the existent
is not an qxistenf thing, i,8, it does not exist, and if
one oonoeptual béihg doesa 'not exist, neither does any

other\. ' ’

U"
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To deny this identity makes knowledge impossible, g

for we know a thing bnly when we know i1its conceptual

beingh Whether you are asked to prove that you know this .
‘lamp; or the oonceptuv:l being of this lamp, your answer $
nust be the same, namely furniture for illumination, So
we are forceé to assert the identity off the thing and its
conceptual being, or, accept the conseguencens that knowledge
is impossible and stop talking - which no ¢ne cares to do.
Bu+t hece arises a peculiarly 1nteresting problem. 3
5ﬁmpb ~ This real and individual object before me is defined as ;
desk-lJamp, and lamp is furnmiture f.¢r illumination, It is ]

one objeox} yet it has severel elements in its definition, i
Now if reality is the same as oconceptual being, will the
parts of the latter correspong hhzart$of the'thing?
For surely the whole is the sum of the parts, At first %
glance it ssems to in soﬁe cases and in others not, The 3
circle does mot contain the definition éf its arcs, but i
rather. vice versa, Yot on the ether hand, the definition
of a giveﬁ syllable does contain the letters, Now we know
that a-definitign is not mere)ly the enumeration of the
rarte, but it would have to be if wm jyart of‘the ccnoeptu@i
being oorresponded'to a rart of the thingﬁ The base of ‘
{ o " this :lamp is indeed a part of the lamp, but it is ﬁot e
base until there ;s e lamp of which it is the basge, We
mean, &8s also in the case of, circle ebove, that the rarts
are defined by the whole, and that tﬁe wholes can exist
#ithout the parts, but not vic' versa, 4
Besides, the problem is really iliusory, for 5

Ypart® is ambiguous, It may mean a unit of measure or a ]
constituent part, which again may be either matter or ' ¢ :
form, Striotly spesking the definitien refers only to the
form and d,c6es not containm the perts of the matter,

. " S0 far we have said,

1, Reality and odnceptual being are identiocail,

2, In a secondary sense, the ocomp¢eite is

_reality,
8¢ In the ocase of ultimate realities, the
conceptual bging is the thing.

4, In composites the oc.cncertual being is not ;
the thing., ' ﬂ

e e et e e e e e 1
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follow thit two contraries, desk amd floor, would coexist

11 ' :

But rea)Jly we have left unsolved the problem of

S 404

parts wnd wholesi For the form is a $ingle unitary whble,
yet the definition implies parts., How then oan €he genus
"lamp" and the difference "desk" blend into the logicalt
unity of the s.jecies, "desk-lamp?" Certainky they cannot
be blended ab initice For whi:t is %true in one ca®e must
be true in all, Then damp would have to be blended abd
initio both with desk and with floor, Wﬁence if vsould

in the same species and every deskelanmp reould be a floore

lanmpe.

Nor can & seoeries of desoending differences blend,
as furniture, lamp, desk; for these too are logioally
distinoct, Yot the definition o# form is unitary and must
have .4 unitary objecta.

Lot us examine the question by taking a definition

with two terms as desk lampl One term then must refer to

the genus and one must be the difference, Now the genus
lamy has ‘no existence apart from the speties, and is related
to speoies as matter is éo form, Then siioe the definition
referssonly %to the form »:md the last difference is the form
of any species’, we have‘a unitary definition of a unitary 3
forn, Thus khe problem has proved am illusiopn, ' 1
Need it be mentipmed that 1t 4i's Aristotle's solution :
that is the illusipon, or delusion, He himself recognizes
this, for in otﬁer rlaces he gaves three more solﬁtions
to the sams: questiaén, -

Inour search after reality we have now examined i

the subject, and the oonce ytuel being, Let us turm to¢ the
universal) Now if mmything in the world is real, these
things around us ars., Sinoemthen reality in its yrimary
sense is perouliar\to an.- indi¥idual, and the univerizal is
common to many things at onos, and is therefore no more
the reality Bf_one of them than of all, the universal 4
canneot be reality., Besides we have shown that reality -
is never a predicate but that to whioh all @rediéates are
atteched, The universal however is always a predicate.

If the universal terum lamp is the reality cf this objeoct
before me, and the reality of lamp & higher genus, the
higher genus will be the reality of many things, But if

LA i o Eo el R ™ v
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the individual 18 the reslity the universai eannotvbe;
for it is a mere guality, Similarly since reality is
1ndfv&dual it cannot have other realities as ¢omponenis,
for then it wpould not be one. But this brings us +to
another diffdeulty, If reality ham no oomponents and is
a® individual it cannot be defined, altho we agreed +that
no;hing but realities can be defined.

No individuals can be defined. For adl components
of matter and form suffer genesis and dissolution, but zneo
definition does. This lemp now exists, but owing to the
labor of illuminating this‘rather dark peper it may 3125:;¢e
and no longer be a lamp, Since then gny concrete object
is contingent and uncertain it cannot be the object of
definition or demonsteation. For the objeot of demonstration
is necessary and a definition conveys true knowledge,

Yet 2 so-called definition of an individual object will
soon beoome false,

Again there is a still deeper criticism whioch
anL:lies to necessary individuals as well as to conoretes.,
The wordi of 2 defimtion express universals, as desk and
lamp or cifcle and nran. Nor could, c¢ne ocoin a mnew word to
express the individual for such & word of unigue meaning
would be unintelligible/ Nor does the combinatieon of two,
or any nunber of, universals as desk plus lamp and so on
designate an individual,

' Fgrther in our search for resality we must ooncede
that most of what¥ goes by that name is not true reality,
but merely a powér or funotigom, Illustrations are, the
organs.of aninwls and the four elements,

Neither is existence nor unity reality, PFor tho
they way be said to have better claims %o reality than other
attributes, yet the same oriticisme hold here as aguinst
universals;~

Sinoe beginning our disous:sion on parts and
whdles we hawe shown: that

1, No upiverssal is reality
2, No reality consists of realities,

,  But these two oonolusions

confliot with the four points of the precesding suﬁmary.

We must therefore undertake to harmonize them,

N
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This oan be done, thinks Aristotle, by pointing
out & reality whioh is independert of sensible realities.
The Causé’is Reality., : ‘ .

Por in asking why these pieces of metal before
me are a single lamp, wby these brioks are a house, we
seek the oaused Ngw the cause, when expressed in logical
torminology 1is none other than the conceptual being or
formal cause, tho it may also be thelffinal cause or the
efficient cause asocidentailly, The latter, gffioient cause,
explains only genesis and dissolution, but the firsf two,
formal and final causes, explain existence as well;

The final oausd is the purpose anything serves,
and ea'ppears to be Aristotle's substitute for the Idea of
the Good in Plato, The formal cause is BometimLB]the seame
aé the fimal, The final cause of this lanp is to give
lighty but this was: also the faormal cause inm the nind
of the maker; Or, the final cause of this boy is to be
a man, but man a8 his formal cause, fi?. his father,

By produots, such as using this lamp as a paper weight,
have no fimal cause and are explained mechanically by
reference to a moving &ause. Even that whioch is due to

a final cause is also due to a meohanical ocause, For the
lamp has both purpose and manufacturer,

Let x and y be the éomponents of an object,
Then the form is not identical with the ocompoments, for
these nay b; resolved and s8till exist tho the form would
not., ThereStre form is a distinct something, If the formn
is a ocomronent ¢f the object so that Objeoct= x*y*F,'thq
same arjument whioh inserted the F wial insert an F! and
80 on ad inf, If the form itself is a ocompound, then it
is similar to\the objeoct and has oomponents as pt+tq whioch
require an F' and so on ad inf, Therefore this form
is not an element of.the pbject nor ooh;osed,bf elements,
but is the oause, the reason why these slements make a
undty; %%:?: the reality for it is the proximate cause
cf the being of the thing,

Indeé& the only true realities are afnamio forces,
so Aristétle seems to imply, The highest reality must be that
whioch is the wvwltimete cause of all, Lower realities

descend fhen in raank,




change are ohange in guality, inm quantity, genesis and ;
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Let us now oonsider the wﬁole question from a
different viewpgint, We shal)l ask what makes an individual

rexlity, is it matter or form, sinoce in semesible realities
we distinguish beside the composite these two, This disoussion
in Aristotle is rather unsatisfaotory for it 18 nowhers |
whodly treated 1r’systemaqio fashion but bits of the matter 1
are in one pla§e and bits of the form in.another. ]
Sometimes, says Aristolle, the distinction between
form and matter is ,obvious, as is the cage with this lawmpe
for the form of 'lamp may be imposdd not only on the matter
bronze as here but on many other kinds of matter, But when 'a
form always ooocurs connected wmith the smme matter, as is
the e@we with the form man on the matter flesR®, the dis-
tinction is diffioult to make, In one sense the form men
includes ﬁhe matter, for it implies the notion pof parts
of 2 definite kind capable of jroducing the funotions the
forn4r64uires..Everything but pure form has that kind of

matfer whioh 48 capable of locomotibn; other kinds of

dissolution, These last three cannot exist without the first,
tho in the oase of the heavenly spheres the first exists
riithput the otheras '

UsuaXly however when we say matter we do‘noﬁ' 4
mean the primary matter but rather khe proximate mattér
sppropriate to the ebject in nuesti}nu Sb, looselky speakiing i
there may be many natters of any one thing, eaoh underlying ;

the sucoeeding pneil Descending frem the matter bronée of

this lanmp, tbhru the matter of whioh brdnze is but the form,
to the pr{nary matter, we f£ind that this too is further
resolvable, mentally at leagt if not objectively., ®e will
©all it intelligible matter as distinét from primary

matter whioh 1s-yet capable of locometipon, We arrive at it :
by abstzaotién for i1t has ng spparate existence., To quote,iossag
H 8" 8An Gyveetog na6’ abthv. Ghn §"h udv aieontd dotiv 1
7 58 vontd, «wtebnth udv olov yalwde wth, vonth &% % by
10f¢ aloontei¢ Vadpyovoa wh f aloonid, olov T& padnpatind.
‘ Thie gradatfon in existents implies +the abolition
of any resl ultimate distinotion between matter wnd form,
The intelligible Amtter he again mentions in K 1@59b1b
and oalls it the matter of the objects ¢f mathematiocsa,
If we are to insdst lifterally on his statement im % 1086a0
that intelligible matiter is present in sensible objects
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but not qua sensible, and consider it to be space as it

seems it might be, then empty space would be s ocontradié€étion,
and if there were a distance between'two proximate bodies

there w.culd be & =mpase in whfoh there was no space, Yet %
Aristotle differs from Plato who in Timlb0o«62a says that :

stace is the stuff or matter things are made of,

This lamp and the other one on the counter which :
I did not buy have the same form but are differentiated
by matter, C£,108425-8 and 1036b80,381, But if matter is

the principle of individuation in eomppsites, what differentiate
forms? If one form be distino$d from another, that is, if ]
eaoch be individual, they nmust possess unigue differentiae
and each will be & sode mamber of a lowest species, But
tho in fact it may be the sole member of that class, how
may it be distinguishsd fpaom other thinkable members of
that same o0lass? It oan be by neither matter nor form. The
problem is diffioult emough with comrosites, for we have :
rested on that whioh is unknowable, 1038a8, Then that
thiéh we have said to be the most real of all ¢bjects, 4
namely this concréte thing, is tnknowable, In other words 5
wo arrive .at the same difficulty mentioned in the preoe[ding ;
searoh after reality- individuals cannpt be defineds. Sinoce
Aristotle is foroced to omit definitional knowledge of
individuals, he must give us 3iomething to take its plaoce, §
This is intuitive thought or berospticn. 1038g2-8, And |
this agpiies to the.unitary form as wellpas to the oompostieb
of matter end form, The nature of the individual is
grasped Sy a single aot, . §
Neither matter nor‘form paigsesthru the process of |
gonesis and diivsolution, If then matier is eternalg_ia 3

form also? In a sense, yes; but sometimes not. Form is

like a point or a oontact, It either exists or does not,
and the hhange from one state to the octher is not a
proocess but occurs instantaneouilyu Form never exists
apart from the individual, Therefore it 158 eternal in the
sense that there are always some individuads whioh have

that form, It is the composite of matter and form whioh

has gone thru the process of gensis or dissolution. But
to exélain why the composite i8 so requires a knowledge
of the causes, And a cause is also individual, for universal
causes do neot existl Man in general is the ocause of the ?

universal man to be sure, but then the universal man does
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not existe The individual is always the cause of the
individual, Therefore as he will say later, the prinme

cause of'the universe is net a2 gemeral princirle but an

individual spirit,

Potentiality and Actualitys
KBosanquet in his History of Aesthetic
begins one section with the sentence, "It is diffioult
to get a net result out of Hegel," This might also be said
without impropriety 6f Aristolte's disoussion of potentiality
and actuality. |
This or some other prinoiple has been necessary.

Thruout the‘precedding discussions he has beegn refering
to & solution which would solve all the difficulties he
has raiseds. Form and matter are not suffiocient; these
distinctions hold of an object at & given moment in time,
But in considering that whioch is relatively formed or
unformed; that 43, things in the proocess of manufaocture,
a distinction between potentiality and aofuality beeones
necessary.

| But the difficulties attendingmay be sensed
when it is known that the only w&rd whioh is more ambigupus
than potentiality i1s aoctuality. The two meanings of
potentiality with whioh we have %o dealrare 1) a power to
do something‘or to Iroduce a ochange in another thing; 2)
the powér to be ohangsd, 4

; My friend and I come to this désks Neither of

us sees :snything for it is dark, I push the button s nd
light my lampe. Then I see the desk, but he does not for :
he is blindd Tho there was apparently nqe differenoce
between us in the dark, in tha't neither.oou;d see, the
fact that 1wte£ I see but he does not, indicates that in

the p;eoe?ding stdte'aIPearances were deoeitful, In other

words, I had a potentiality whioch he had not. But potentialitybﬁ

is not the ®mole éxPlanation. To wse another illustration;
to say this bronze ‘metal was potentially‘a lamp does nkt
entirely explain why it is now an actual lamp, There nmust
be<a cause whioh initiates the change, and this cause
mus% be an actuali?y. We cannot define actuality, but we

S
can show what it n‘a&s by means of & mathematioal propors
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tion. As he wheo is awake is to him who is asleep; and, as
he who is seeing 1s“to bim #hose eyes are shut, (but not
blind); and as that whioh 'is wrought is to that which is
unwroughé, 80 is actuality to potentiality., Therefore, ‘
logically and tomporally.as well, actuality is prior to $
rotentialitye. The chicken is prier to the egg. It is
trior in definition, for the potontial or power is do>fined
by the actual or the aotivity., It is prior in time, for the

et

potential is prece/ded by something axefting the same kind
of aotivity,'th% this aotuality is in another individual.
But most important of all, actuality is prior to pqtentiality
in reality., For it has been shown that things posterior ;
in genesis are prior inm form and realitysg that ias, the ‘
completwly manufactufed lamp, which ia the last step in
the geneais'prooexs,‘is the forw Whioch freceeded the
préoeus of maiufaoture, it wag in the maker's mind before
he began his work.,

Permit me to state that this section, es jecially
105053 - 10850b1, is somewh¥t ovérburdened with contradic~
tions, which do nét render material assistance in interpret-

ing it., But the conclusion is that actuality is prior +to

0D W 5 Ay e

potentiality in reality.

o

Analg;ous»to a primary matter, there is adse
a first actuality which is prior %o 1:11 others, Each
actuality i8 predeeded by a cause whioh is also aotual
and since this regress cannot continue for ever we end in
an eternal firsh mover, This firaw nover will for similar
reasons be prior in reality to all oth&rs; For the eternal

is pripr to the perishabie, Nothing is eternal by virtue

of potentiality, Therefore God is pure aotuality end has
no unrealized potentiwlity, Form is also aotual. No specifio
form ever pai:ses thru genesis, but only is aotualized
again in new individuals, Even matter whioch in one sense
is pure pogéntialityps aotual in that i$ is incapable of
not existing, and so eternally existent,

Bcok @ chapter 10, at which vie have now arrived,
Jjresents peculiar difficulties, Beginhing Book B, Aristotle
sketched his problem of the existent and named the four
uses of the word., He has now about comrleted discussing
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the fourth, pectential and sotual, The f£irst two meanings
of existent were accidental and true and false, both of
whioch he diso;rded a8 being figures of speeoh and not
real existonts.(But here he'ssems to introduce a £ifth.
sense of the existent whioh he oalls XUPLGTATOV, This
striotest soense of existent &pp&ate to be truth and
falsity, the same which he rejected in Book E« True he
does not discuss it very fully in E, true he says he will
disouss it later (in ®) but he does say, OV Y&p-éGTt'Tb
yeddo¢ nal o dAnédc¢ &w Tolc¢ mpdypaoctv .o .. .. AN e Budvela.
And he also o;lls this existent lower in the scale than the
existent in things, In other words there seems to me to
be a @lafant]oontradiotion between E 4 anda € 10,

In this latter book he calls truth and falsity
existent in the sErictest sense, In the case of things this
consis+ts ip conjunotion or‘disjunntion, so . that he is true
who thinks the disjoined to be disjoined and the conjoined
to be cxnjoined, This does not mean that this lump is green
because I fruly think 8¢, but I truly thinks s¢0 because it
is grien, Since then some things are eternally conjoinsg,
others aliaye disjoined and still c¢thers sometimes conjoined
and. sometines disjoined, their existence i3: their oconjunoction
their non-existence their disjunction., If the oconneotion
be contingent the gudgyment will sometines be true and
sonetinmes falsej; if the ccnnection be necessary the sane
jJudgement will &1ways be true or always falae:i

, Sos muoch then for thosea things whioh are conjeined
or cémpoﬁnded, but what of the simple and non~compounded?
In what does their existence oconsist? In this case, truth
consists in "touching" or uttering them, This is true of
simfle rational elements and noneconxpounded realitiess
They all exist in actuslity and not potentiallyid And it
is inmpossidblp to be in error about them; one nmay bnly think
then or npot think them, To think them &s +trdath, not to
thénk them is not falsity but merely ignobanoce,

In'3pite of the dense fog, this chapter is very
important as a necemsery step to his theolcegyl HBe is trying
40 show that existence in actuality is existence in comsciocus-
ness, His)problew 18 to get froma mechanical to an intelligent
first o;use end this is accomplished thru the ambiguity of
;éV€pY8la. I£ the first cause is the highest existent and

therefore the highest sotuality, and the higheat sotuality
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is existence inm oconsociousness, Aristotles has found an
intelligent first cause, But in my opinion, in showing
that existence is existence in thougbt, he is somewhat

inferior Yo Berkeley,

.
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Aristetle's Theologyl
Bits of Aristotle's theqlogy

are found im E 1026 and K 1084, But the most important
secotion is Book N ard of this book especiaoly obhapters
sfx %6 ten, The first five ohapters rehearse some of the
important momnclusions on reality, matter and form,
aotuality and potentialityl Chapter six begirnd that proof
for the existence of é:?j::f&g peither Kant nor anyone
else =30 far as I oan see= has shown to be invaslid, The
argument hs Aristotle puts it is as follows. '

There must be some sort of eternal immutable
reality, for of all the existents reality is the firsti
If all realitites were destruotible, all things mould be

destructible, But it is impossible that motion be elther

gonerated or desztroyed for it always was. Similarly tzmo
must be etermal] Motigon in the seme manner as time is ocone
tinuous., For time is motion, or at lesast aﬁ attribute of it,
The qnly.oontinuous change fs locomotiocrn, and thaf‘oiroular.
(Oiroulap it must be, because Aristotle believed that

space was finite and a circle of finite radiusswas the oaly
possibde path for ocontinuous eternal motion,k) But if that
which is capable of produoing motion is not funotioming
there will be no motion, This is the trouble with Plato's
Tdeas, They are indeed eternal realitiez but they oannpf

‘produce motion, But even if it does funotion, it is not

enoug% for perhaps its nature is mere potentiality, Then

motien would not be qiernai, for that whioh exists potentialiy
nay possibly not be, There must be'ﬁherefore suoh a principle

existing in aoctuality, Moreover these realkities (he here
uses fhe plural, later he will shew that there is more than
one) must be immaterial,

Barly philosophers had only potential causes,
Leuoippua and Plato however introduce etoernal moticon, But
thgy_do not sufficiently expliiin it, they do not tell its
causee, For nothing moves'by ohance, All motion requires a
cause, So far, Anaxagpras has given the bestsolution by
introducing mingd, wh;:h.is an actual ocause,

Chsos‘has not always exiasted, but rather the w;rld
process is an e%ernal sucocession ¢f oycles, or something
on that order, But if the same things always exist, going
thru thg ohaiges §f the oyocles, there must be something cone

stant whdoh always aocts in the same way.‘Yet genesis and
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dissolution reguire a cause whioh acts in different ways,
that is, it nust act in one way by its nature and in
another way due to something edse, This something else
may be a terti;m quid or the first oause, As a matiter of
faot it»ié_tpe firat cause, These two prinoiples are
necessary Qnd also sufficient to explain the universed
One ia the c;use of eternal motion, one of variety; both

together cause eterna)l variety.., 8tudy the stars and the

‘truth of this explamatien will be evident, <{ 0DV &Alag

del ¢ntelv dpxdcs
Tu passiny note that this "suffioient" explanation
¢f the universe is a purely meohanical one, depending on
%he opg-wheel mrrangement of the orbits ©of the planets
and stars. No mind or purpcse is yet evident, Briefly the

argurent so far isj If all realities are perishabdle,

all things are perishable, Ch:unge and time are not perishable

but eternal; therefore there must be an eternal reality
capable of producing motien,
There is then something that moves unoceasingly
in a oiroecle, This is trﬁe both in theory and in faot., Merely
look up and see the stars revolving about the earth, The
first héaven therefore is eternal, And something‘must cause,
this motion.'Thiéxsomething, which must be eternal reeslity
and aoctuality, ﬁuat cause oﬁange without chenging., There
are any number of suoch ocauses, motbonrless causes of motion,
vis, any objeot qf desire}j) they all so 'ast on the thinker.,
We have seen how Aristotle posited two mechaniocal
prinociples which he said were suffioient'jo explain the
universe, And such a mechaniocal explanation seems to be
1g hainpny with the general tone of the Metaphysio, But,
for-what reason we do not know, whether it be besasuse he
had nét.fully emanoipated himself from Plato?s influenoce
and oommon opinion, and therefore could not give up the
idea of God,’or.whither 1t be because he was forced into
& meohanistio oconception of the universe whioh he would
have prefered to expl&in away in favor of a theistio
oonoeptibn; he fol% himself oompelled to intvoduce thepught

and goodness into the being ¢f the Unmaved Mever,
: |
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The ;ine of argument is pot logically ocontinupous
from beginning to end, I mean, it is fallaciouse.. We have
nentioned the ambiguitiy of-évépYeta; further gaps in the
reaoning appear bhere, And for this reason 1tlis gquite
diffioulty to follow the argument unless one have clearly
in mihd the purpose of the author,

+ We had followed to the p,dint where it wasx
pointed out how a thing ocould ocauszse nmotion without moving);
by being the objeet of thought or desire, If we reduce the
objeots of thought and desife we find that they ultimately
coincide, That whioh seems good is the objeoct of desire;
that which is good is the objeoct of will, For we desire a

e
thing beocause it seems good to us, not vies versal Therefore

an intelleotual apprehensiocn - W6nczg -~ is the first prinoiple.;

Now mind is moved by the thing thought), but
thinkable things are found in the positive column of
ocpposites, in whiphvreality,in all its purity and actuality,
stends first., Tb@reféne such causes are ;otuall

The éood and that whiioch is intrinsiocally preferable
are in the positive column adso and therefore the first
member of this oloumn is the best, or the absolute gqod,
since the good is a subsidiary to Ht, ‘

We have shown that the end er aim is something
motisenless, tho thers is & sense in which the end or final
cause is net npttoniese, for it has two meaninge,It is
either someone's ainknd therefore relative to the aoctor,
in whioh ocase 1t ie not motigniless; or it is the thing aimead
at,_in which case it is motio?iess for it is 4independent
of the sotcr,

This finwl csuse then causes motion by being loved,
and the objeots whioh it inmediately causes to move in turn
cause other things to mgve,

Whatever changeg night be otherwise than aé it
is, Loocomotion is the first of all changes, Therefore in
respeot to .jlace at least the first heaven ochanges, But
the Unmoved Mover, an oexistent asotuality, since it does
aot itself h#ve, but only produces locohotion, is
absolutely immutable, .

This Movér exists of necessity, and in so far as
neoessary, it exists XANBC. Apdl thuew Lt i & Limatl principle.
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S0 far we have shown that tﬁe Immutable Mover
whioh causes motion by bedng the objeot of thbnght is
absoliutely sotual, 1ntriisioslly preferable, the absolute
goad and neocessakily existent]

Aristotle now wishes to disocuss the oconsciousness
of God, But the Greek languasge furnished him with no suoch
terms. So he uses words like ﬁldywyﬁ = ocourse uvf life,
Eypfiyopol¢ = waking, at08n0L¢ = perception, VWONOLC =
thinkinglee shall translate the combinatien by Yoonsocious~
ness," |

Man attains to 2 certain state of consociousness
whioch he ocalls the highest for & short time only., But God
is always in suocha sbate, Man sleeps and i3 uwunoomsoiousx
or even in waking hours loses himself, But God always thinks
is always alert, and this actuality is qleasure,for son=-
sociousness is the most pleasurable of statesl Amd the more
worthy the object toward whioh thought is direoted, the more
pleasurable is that state.

Mind minds itself by pawticipating in the thing
thought,’for by the act of thinking the mind itself beocomes
an object of thogght, Thus nind and the thing thought are the
same, For mind only is capable of receiving the object eof

thoughtand its reality and when mind has this object it is

funotioning, The mere owmpability of reodptianris not, while
the functioning or aotuality is, the divine element in

mind, Witk us oontemplétfon is #%ost rleasant and besi. Now.
i£ God were a belng who wax slways ocontemplating it would

be wonderfu{,‘but in fact he coritempletes not only always,
but in 8 way so shperio; to ours that he is transeondeﬁtl
Moreover God is living fgi the acotuality of thought is 1life
and God is that sctuality, and that astuality im the sense of
being life most good and eternal, We define God therefore
as. & perfect eternal being who possesses life and ocontinuqus
duration., ‘Papdv 8% tdv Gedv elvar LGov dl8tov &piotoy,
Sote Coh xal abldv ouvveyxBc xal &{8to¢ Sndpxet T 6ef
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The Pythagoreans and Speusippus who clainm that
perfeotien and beauty did not exist in the beginmning
because they aie the final terms of an evolutignmary
proocess a}e nistaken, For the egg is posterior to the
" ochisken, and perfeotion is the first (as well as the last)

i e e g e

termi _ ' é
We have shown now that there is an eternail
motionless reality independent of sensible objeots. This
reality is without extension, without parts and indivisible, g
It oauses motion thru infinite time and hothing finite ocan ?

do this, (Note, The argument for the first mover does not

depend on a temporal series of ocauses leading back to a

férst before the owrld began, but it is an asocending series
possibly quite short compared to. any temporal series, and
this permits the world to be eternal whioh a temporal

series would not do,) Since every extended objeot is finite -
for infinite extension does not exist - and God is infinite;

he ocannot be extended, He suffers neither passion nor

change, for all ,other changes are posterdor to chénge of
place, These then are the attributes of God.

Now we nmust not omit the guestiorn, as our
predecessors havé done, whetkher there is a number of such
realities or bnly one, and if a nﬁmber how many. Since ;
there are other spaciasl movements besidew that of the A

sphere of the fixed stars whioh the first mover moves,

there must be just as many other unextended realities +o #
move theme The rlanessé, the sun, the moom, each require a J

mover,

N

When we oconsider that the £irst heavens are moverd

Py loving or thinking God, and therafowe nust possess a soRl 3
but that the motions of tﬁe other spheres ocan be accounted %
fo: by mere cog~wheel machinery, the postulation of mgvers ;
for the planets‘se;ms unnesessary@ But Aristotle is trying
to say that there are more mottens inm the sky than ‘can | I
be acocounted for by a first cirocular motieom plus cog |
wheels, and therefore the other movers are neeaed to explain i
these motions, But why the soul of a planmet should wish
to move that body any otﬁer way than in imitation of the
fislrt and perfeot motion of the first sphere is not quite
evidentl However this sstronomiocad portipn is not so

tnportant for metephysios and f& be passed qver briefly,
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8ince each plenet has more than one motion,
the number of movers nust be more than the number of
planets, The number of moving spheres and therefore the
nunberx of movers is estimated by -the astronmomers to be L
fo;ty—nine or fifty=-five. A1l ultimate loocomotion oontributes
to the motion ¢f the stars and all ultimate realities

must be an oend or & ocause of motion %glépsutév. Now since

RPN

there are .grecisely the number of motiors we have mentioned

- there can he no more realities than these,

S B

If there weee more than one universe there
would be more than one prime mover and this weuld not
differ in form but in matter only sinoe matter is the
principle of individuaition. But the first mever has no
matter and 18 therefore one both in definition and in

nunber, Therefore there can be only one universe, }

The traditions of thebanoients in the form of

nyths teach us that the stars are gods, To this tradition
have been added various elements wéth the viéw of advanoing
the welfare of the;stafe. But we see that the essentieal
eloemedt of the traéition is truve, (the commonly received
opiniona»f& 50x06vTa are always true); and thé oyeles of

civiligation ﬂave oome and gone, this inaspired belief has i
always been preserved,

But let us return to the more‘inportant muestion
of the nsture of divine consocipusness, First why is thought
regarded as £he nost divine thing we know? If mind thinks
nothing it might be carJled unconsoious, and if it thinks

something then the objeot of thought is superior toe it i &
For in this c#ee its reality would be a potentiality, i.oe.
the power to think if an objeot be presented %o it, and
not, as the most divine thing must be, an a2ctuality.

- But (Bod's) mind must think that whioh is most i
divine and most henorable, nor cen it suffer any change.. |
For if that whioh is beat ochanges, it is for the worse, and
ohange is motieom but the divine mind cannot move. The j
reality of the divine mind cannot be a pctencey, for then E
ocoontinous thimkidng sould tire it, Thus the objeot would .

be‘superior 40 the potemncy, and thinking an objeoct of
higher rank woitld be better than thimking a mean object,
in whioh ocase it is not the thinking ﬁer se but the objeoct
whieb is highew#. Therefore it must be itself that the
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divine mind thinks, whioh means that its thinking is
s thinking sbout thinking. dUTdV &pa voel elmep -fotl

1é wpdtiotov xal Estiv A vénoie vordoewg vénoig,

But ususlly ocognition has some foreiin abjeot /
eand itself only ineidentally. And again thinking and being
thought are different; whioh causes the good to'attaoh to
thought? To the first objection we reply that in the ocatewe
of the productive soieno&u, abstractigythe matter, the
reality and the conoeptual beigg is the object of thought,
and in the ocase of theoretiocal scienoué‘the definition and

"the thinking is the objeoct 6f thoughtl Aside from matter

the objeot vind the mind are the same and in the divine
nind we need not oonsider matter,

Finailly is the objeot of thought s comyrosite? If
it were the divine mind would change in pagsing from one
parf to another, But it is impossible that the divine
mind change at all, As human thought at a given moment
when it is in a state of unitary a iprehensfom, so is
the divine minad thruoﬁt eternity.

BookkA, the theology, i1s oonoluded with a chapter
on the highest good of the universe, Is the good of the
universe something separate from it, or is it simply the
order of.the parts, or is it both, as is the oase with an
army whé:e both the generel and the disocipline are said
to be 0042 The universe is similar to the army, tho it
nust be noted that tm the army the general is mere
strictly the geod than the order, foi the order depends
on him and not vic% versa, But we must here point out
that Adristotle’s God whom we have been disoussing is in
no sense a generaﬂ pf the universae. This section ks quite
inod¢nsigtent with the rest, Perhmes it was part of an early
disoussdon whioh wae left ameng his notes and wken h;

died the editors published along with the other notes.

-But . before disoussing Aristotle’s God it is right to mention

that the chapter ends with a brief eritigue‘of all rival
systems; This oritique is and must be identiocal with

the attitude of every honest philosopher: all other
theories are mistaken, I adone hawe found the truth, (For

1f one does not believe this, why write?)
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But one ocannot pass over\Ariétotle's theology
with a mere exposttion., Anyone who is the least interested
is forcad to make some oritioism,

The first set of oritiocism is direocoted against
Gods knowledge, That God is immateriad and his activity
therefore mental and mental without requiring a process
suoh as & syllogism L,e, it must be direct and imtuitive
knowledge, cannot be obj:bted to; but that mind had no
oharacteé of 1#5 own and is therefore characterised by what
it knows a’v the moment, leaves the divine mind whieh knows
only itself guite oharacterless.

Then since the sole object of'God's knowledge is
itself he is ignorant of the universe, Aristotle’s God
is not omnisoient, When Aristotle says that God must either
know himself vr something else and rejeoc#s tie something else
he implicitly denies to God a knowledge of things
Explioitly hé states tswdthat there sre some things whioh 1t
is inoredible thet God should kanow, A 1074 b 25.382,

Thus God has e knowledge which is not a knowledge
of the universe, He has an influence on the world that
does not prooeed from his knowledge~ Inde:éd his iifluenoe
on the world ocan hardly be called an axtivity at all
for any inanimate object equld exert this influenoce on a
person as a statue does on an admirer, '

This leeds to the oritisism that'Aristotle's
God ie‘in noe¢ 'sense theistio, Pirst there is ne oreatien.,

This is express)y stated., Of oourse one might say that

matter theo not oreated is eternally sustained by and dependent

on God, but Aristotle does not say so, and besides there

are other gods  unoreated and independentd The movers of the
celestial ahpérea are beings of the same kind as the fbrst
mover, Tha inferior im rank, Aristotle never shows their
dependence on the Supreme Beingl God then is transcendent and
deistio, but not immanent, except in that last section

of Book A, If the gpod is God and God exists both separate
from and within the whole then he is als, ¢ immanent, This
seotion, even if not an eardy deaft and therefore to be
discarded, does teaoh the immanence of &hé good but there

is no reason given for identifying this gcod with Gadid

God, according to Aristotle, is the first causs wfioﬁ
introduces order into the Qtrld by sitting apart and letting
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things love bim, He has as little to do with tio world
(4] possiilo. ‘

Beoond, God is not theistio beocause there is
no pr¢videnoe in Aristotle, There #&s teleplogy ailenty.
Everything has an eu@, but in what sease is one thing an
end for another? Is h£stor§ the fulfilment of a divine ‘1lan,
or is it the ocomaoioud working of individuails, or is it »a
blind unoonscious tendency? The first possibility is
deoidedly out of keeping with the whidle tone of Aristotle's
philosophys It 48 a deocidedly religious viewpoint and
Aristotle never betrays being burdeded by religion)
Aristotle has no providenoce of God, no definite belief in
rewards or punishments, no interest in justifying the ways
of God to mang .

The seoond interpretation of teleolgdy, that of
the oonsoioqous working of individuals, is ruled out beocause
teloology &n mature is opposed tp the workings of thought.
(Phys;119‘b 2Bj And so the third us the only one left,
unoonsodous purjiose. To moe this is well nigh meaningless,

If an sotion is to be viewed as not merely producing a
resﬁlt but ain{pg'at it, there surely must be some oonsoiopus
purpose, D A

of this oritioism and says he 1s quite willing to bep
in

the
onus of supporting nnoonsoicus.teleology'und 8o
the olass with Aristotle and Leibnig,The avs
5thod for determining

age common
result of an aotion, as a statistioal
uioonaoiqua purpose, sppears to to be & failure, for what
is to prevdnt & number of Vverage common reasulte to fhe
same aotion, Why gho’ the productien of an agpple tree
be the purpose the arple any more than the production
of apple fuoce? . The average coumon result determines the

0 be sure, 'but to call nseipurpose is to run the

To me the purpose of no mind is no purpose, If we
hesitate to say thet the apple has a wind and oonsoipusly
viims at producing apple treva, then we nagt say it bhas no
purpose af all - excopt in a metaphoriocal sense - and the
purpose we attribute to 1t,i$ the purposs 6f & transcendent
immanent, onmisoiont @od, Suoch is the God of Abraham but
notqlr;ltotloq
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