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TRANSLATOR'S PREFACE.

TaE Metaphysics of Aristotle (if we except Kant's Critique,
and certain portions of the works of the Scholastics) embody,
perhaps, the only formal Treatise on the Science yet in the
possession of mankind. They, therefore, must be considered
as one of the most precious remnants of antiquity; but
their intrinsic worth can only be appreciated by those who
have read them through with care. And this the student
will discover, when, after climbing up the rugged mountain-
side of abstract speculation, he finds himself standing on one
of its summits, beholding far and wide the vales of thought
spread before him in expanded glory. In evidence of this,
he may at the outset be reminded that the subjects treated
of are those which have exercised the highest faculties of the
human reason ; and that he will there find an able Review
of the Greek Philosophy ; a Refutation, most complete and
elaborate, of Scepticism ; a Demonstration, 8 priori and
& posteriors, of God’s existence ; an Examinaticn into the
relation of Metaphysics to the other Sciences ; an Overthrow
of the Ideal Hypothesis of Plato, as well as of the Theory
of Pythagoras ; an Elucidation of the nature of the Infinite ;
- and an Investigation into Truth, in relation to man’s faculties
for the attainment of it.

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

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

Practically speaking, then, Taylor is almost useless to the
student who, with a desire to construe the original with
proper accuracy, is at the same time anxious to acquire &
knowledge of the several doctrines established, and the mode
of arriving at them. These imperfections I have attempted
to remedy in the present Translation, by a close scrutiny of the
Greek, and the assignment to each word of its proper force ; by
adopting the scholastio renderings of the technical words (in
opposition to Taylor, who often discards them for others not
8o good ) ; by a scrupulous attention to secure for each para-
graph an intelligible opening; and, lastly, by Notes and
Marginal References. In the Marginal References I have
endeavoured to string together the various links of Aristotle’s
argument, 80 as to form one unbroken chain; and thus sought
to unravel for the student the perplexities in which he is
likely to become entangled. As to the Notes, I trust I may
not be accused of presumption in laying claim to some small
originality in them. I can, at any rate, disown being indebted
for them to Taylor, whose labours in this department are
quite unavailable for any useful purpose. Keeping in view,
however, the great length to which the text itself runs, the
notes have not been needlessly multiplied, and I have only
introduced them where some doctrine or allusion abso-
lutely required elucidation.

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

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

JOHN H. MMAHON

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

INTRODUCTION.

«Tae Metaphysics of Aristotle,” says Mr. Maurice,! ;. g,
“are troubleso‘:nmdingﬁ partly fmmyt?m uent ro. of the Meta.
petitions which occur in them, partly from the difficulty Physics-
of discovering a sequence in the books. Nevertheless, they should
be read by any student who wishes to investigate the questions which
lmﬁeoccui menixiwerﬁmg;;bmg odern

otwi i owever, thei ing on m Y

sysiems of Oniology, nd,their being ocoupied in the thom neglect.

cussion of questions of vast importance, in ed.
tion, at least, the Metaphysics have almost since the Middle Ages
been buried in obscnri&, and, with a few brilliant exceptions in
Germany,? have been quite forg(;ntten. This neglect has been growing
m:aterandgreater from the time of Cudworth and More,m has
been quite confirmed in the present century; and in England, at
least, the Metaphysics of Aristotle have been consigned to utter
oblivion. One cause, amo! others, that undoubtedly s, partias

" has contributed to bring this odium upon the Meta- cause of this

physics, and thus to contract their circulation within Destect.

a narrow sphere in our country, is the absence of any work that
would assist the student in the entire labour of mastering the
difficulties, which confessedly he must make up his mind to en-
counter in such a task. No English translation, for instance, that
can be said really to have answered such an end as this, has as

t appeared ;* and thus, whilst other ions of Aristotle’s works

ve illustrated in this way, the Metaphysics have been left ta
moulder in the dust of our public Libraries, and have encountered
contempt disproportionate to their literary value—disproportionate
when compared with the attention and scholarship that have beew
lavished upon the rest of the Stagyrite’s Philosopiy.

;ll) In his incom le Analysis of Aristotle’s Metaphysics, to be found in his
“ History of Moral and Metaphysical Philosophy,” published originally in the
Cyclopzdia Metropolitana.

(2) Bthk, for example, in his treatise on the * Authenticity of Aristotle’s Meta-

(3) In fact, the only translation extant of tne Metaphysics is that by Thomas
Taylor, but—for the reasons already stated in my Preface—there is not much to be
found fhere to assist the student beyond an English version not entirely out of the
reach of censure. Further, the scarcity of tLis mot very commodious volume
glaces it beyond the hands of ordinary putbehsun.
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This deficiercy it has been attempted to supply by
:;u?::;n;g:ei? the present Translation; and the hope of the 3 tor
in the present  js that it may be found useful in this way, if not to very
Translation,  rofound Greek scholars and Aristotelians, who do not
require such, yet, at least, to those students of ordinary attainments,
who, however willing to become acquainied with the Metaphysics,
are deterred from the undertaking by as well the actual magnitude of
the Treatise as the difficulties of the text. And, as the
Analysis. fittest ucoomﬁmmiment to this Translation, the student is
supplied with the following Analysis of the work itself,
in which the connexion of thonﬂxt that runs through the entire is
traced, as well as its bearing on Modern Philosophy illustrated. The
contents, moreover, of the several books and chapters are suocinctg
've]:;l ];u]:{ the order in which they occur in the arrangement adopt
y Bekker.

BOOK L

1. The Preface  THE Metai};ysics open with a short Preface, in which
Chap. L. Aristotle seeks to introduce his readers to the philo-
Book L. sophy that he is now about to develop for them, and
which he implies is quite distinet® in its aim from that found in the
other portions of his works; though at the same time inseparably
connected with them, as pieces of that vast edifice of knowledge,
practical as well as speculative, which it was his ambition to build up
and leave behind him for the service of mankind.
2. Aristotle's For this purpose he endeavours to exalt? as much as
object in this ible the nature of the inquiry undertaken in this
Preface. tise, and he thereby calculated on enlisting the
sympathy of his readers in its behalf. Moreover, by thus arraying
Metaphgsics in an attractive garb, he was enabled to answer indi-
rectly the objections that were afloat in the tZopulu.r mind against the
practicability of their study. Now both of these ends assuredly were
answered in this Preface; for whatever would have a tendency to
promote the dignity of Metaphysics as a science, would necessarily
exercise a reflex influence in giving a decided answer to all th
sslzeehr; that might be levelled against it by the ignorant and presumin
phists.

iti Thus Aristotle defends Ontol itively and nega-
8. Positive an,
negative de- ¢ tively: positively, by a bold apgfyii!sm:f theynature af‘:d
foye of Onte- ghjects of the science; and negatively, by making this
' aaalysis subserve as a plain answer to all tke cavils of
the Sceptics.

(1) This is app: from his imposition of the term Sophia, or Wisd !
Sste the science under investigation in this Treatise. phis, : dom, to desig
(2) Towards the end of chapter i.
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In this Preface, therefore, to the Metaphysics, We 4. Aristotle's
may lay it down that the chief aim of Anstotle is to chief sim in
invest Ontology with its peculiar attributes as a science, thi® Frefee.
and this, too, for the farpose that thereby it should be elevated te
its &rotﬂer position amongst the other sciences ; and this he conceived
to e most effectual refutation t:hgaimt all misconceptions as to its

ilit,

exﬂ?;hmcy' , OF 5COPe, olx‘-ﬁneml utility.
e course, then, which Aristotle pursues to accom- 5. How this
Bli:h all this is as follows: he aims to establish that aim is attained.
tology, or, as he calls it, Wisdom, was 74 science properly so
called.  Viewed in relation to the other sciences, it contained their
most absolute generalizations. The science of Metaphysics might be
said to bear the same relation to physical or natural science which
logic has to psychology. As logic exhibits the reasoning process! of
the mind, and thus illustrates its capabilities for the attainment of
knowledge, so Metaphysics, as a science, is conversant about the
highest and purest deductions from experimental philosophy, and its
province is to exemﬁljﬂ those abstract notions and fundamental ?
principles which establish the certainty of knowledge itself. Sense
and experience mere{i' deal with individual instances, but Ontology
lays hold on what is the universal element therein, and thus gradun.ﬁ;
mounts up to be, what it is, ascience about canses and first principles.
- And thi va’éy fact, that Metaphysics is a science of
causes, it is thaf invests it with 1ts dignity and import. & Vpatitis
ance, and draws the line of demarcation between it and Metaphysics
all other sources of information. The senses merely @itbitsdignity;
bear their testimony to the particular fact of a particular >
sensation, but say nothing about the cause. The practical or expe-
rienced—the common workman, for instance,—understand the doing
of a thing, but they have no perception as to the principle or cause
of it; and for this reason we estimate the architect above the handi-
crafisman, inasmuch as the one is, whereas the other is not, conversant
with the principle or cause of what is being constructed. To attri-
indeed, an acquaintance with the cause to an handicraftsman,
would be as absurd as if we were to do so in the case of one of the
brute creation; for both fulfil their functions, whilst acting, wholly
mecﬁve of a knowledge of causes, and what the latter does from
ind instinet, the former accomplishes from the mere impulse of
habit ; so that, in short, what sheds such lustre on Metaphysics as a
science, what imparts such elevation to it, is its being a science con-
versant with causes and first principles.
(1) For s most lucid explanation of this point the student is referred to Arch.

bishop Whately’s “ Elements of Logic,” Analytical outline, where the nature and
ce of the science are placed beyond the possibi'ity of misapprehension for the

ture.
(2) This fon betw podeil -=-;’¥:tnciplea and the science of metaphysics
lsads Aristotle, in the third Book, into a tation of scepticism.
() This is shown !a chap. i. 53
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But, indeed, it be also said that the origin of the
1‘:%‘1?.“&"3‘;?%2 sciences kindred l71‘;1(%4{45ta\physics bears the completest
kindred testimony to its dignity and value as a science, that
selences; calls into play the loftiest faculties of the human mind,
and elevates them above things sensual and grovelling. The sciences
kindred to Metaphysics, from their very earliest dawn, were pursued
not for the sake of any extrinsic advantages; for they sprang up in
places where increasing civiligation had supplied the and

even superfluous wants of the inhabitants. Thus 1t was
g, mathe  that the mathematical sciences took their rise in Egypt?
. amongst the priests; for the sacerdotal caste, having
their worldly expenses defrayed for them out of the public ulpurse,
were permitted to enjoy leisure, and thus were induced to cultivate
the abstract sciences, not from their mere utility, but from the pure
love of knowledge itself, assuch. )

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

science ; that is, a science cultivated for the sake of
the knowledge it furnishes its votaries with. And, indeed, beside the
ﬁrticular instance in the case of the Egyptians just mentioned, that
et&fh sics, or any high order of science, is pursued for the sake of
owledge, as such, is in general proved from the origin of specula-
tion itself. For mankind, from wonder,? first forms systems of philo-
sophy ; and wonder is attended with a feeling of ignorance, as well
as a desire to remove that ignoremce. Now this desire to remove
ignorance, wherever it exists, at the same time manifests the most
unmistakeable love of knowledge for its own sake. In short, what is
the love of know] but, in other words, the desire to be liberated
from the bondage of ignorance P .
10. Chap. il. In this way Aristotle strives to place Ontology in its
Detailed proof true position of importance amongst the other sciences.
o ot o As we say, that a man is free who is so for his own
8 science, com- sake :?ldf not for th:ak ss.kif of :lllxothair; 80 Onr:l is
pared wi e pursued for its own sake,—for the sake, as such, of the
other sclences. glorions knowl which it unfolds. i
sfter all, such is its dignity, that we can hardly consider it as of
human origin; for allowing it this characteristic of freedom just
awarded to it, we can with very little probability on our side
attribute it to such a source as that of the invention of man, seeing
that human nature is in itself so generally servile; and, besides
this, being a science of causes, and God being the ohief amongst
causes >—now this is the view of the Divine nature that has ever
prevailed amongst mankind,—it would accordingly seem tha

(1) Towards the end of chap. i. i (2) Vide chap. ii.
(3) 'O 1¢ yap Geds doxei 16 aitiov XAgcy sivar a=r sy Tis. Lib, i. ¢, H.



BOOK 1]  ANALYSIS OF ARISTOTLE'S METAPHYSICS, xiii

such a science as this is should be what God would be in pos-
;ﬁionti of, as & sort of prerogative of His Almighty power and
ection.

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

is constitution of things, should the science investigated in this
present Treatise be honoured as the queen of the other sciences,—as
that science to which the rest should do homage, because it is con-
versant about those subjects that are most intellectual in their
essence. And, therefore, on the principle just enunciated, of the
subordination of the immaterial to the corporeal, decidedly the most
?Aliﬁed to stand at the top of the material and moral, and, in
short, the whole order of mental sciences, is the science of the
Onltlologist :fl?ilet?ghyﬁmrmonmgs doth Aristotle’

ow, in e i ings, doth Aristotle’s |

negative defence of rff::;ﬁlysics reside by implication ; srgerive der ®
for the completest answer to all objections is furnished fence of On-
in the proof of the reality and importance of its subject- (1ofY pon e
matter, and its bearing upon the most digniﬂed portions defence.
of Human Nature. His master, Plato, for example, in
the Georgias, objects to metaphysieal pursuits, in their 13, Seme of the
tendency to incapacitate men for active life. And answered.
Aristotle Aimself notices how sciences, akin to Meta-
_physics, were invented and cultivated amongst the sacerdotal caste
of a nation,?® merely from the fact of their not being engaged in
active life, but their being allowed to live, by the liberality of the
State, in the enjoyment of leisure. But, admitting this, is not specu-
Iation a higher region for the range and exercise of man’s intellectual
faculties action? It develops the more noble portions of his
nature than can be done by the wear and tear of the world; it holds
up to his contemplation the purest and most serene objects that the
mind of man can rivet itself upon. And, accordingly, the more
epeculative, in the higher sense of that word, a science is—and
what can be more speculative than Metaphysics P—the more entitled
is it, as a science, to the respect and approval and genuine admira-
tion of the world® And as to the exclusive profession of knowledge
hy any one class in contradistinction to any other, no system of
knowledge can be considered as the peculiar. possession of any
particular section of mankind : because Aristotle triumphantly shows

(1) As he lays down in the Po'itics, book I. chap. v.
(2) This has been shown in chap. i (3) Vide chap. it
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Shat 2/l men? are actuated with the desire of knowl in and for
itself, and that the aspirations thus implanted by the tor in all
could not possibly be designed only for some. On the other hand,
the science which, like this Sophia,? or Wisdom, was a full supply
to these natural yearnings and desires, ought to command the
attention of all who wish really to act up to the law of their being,
and to march onwards tow: that perfection of their social ard
intellectual principles to which Nature points them and God calls

them,
14, The high Nov; lséeemg' tha(;ll‘:sow%l ) for its h(:;nbsa? i;l:r thus
A - agreeable to man, and is held out to him by Nature as
i':.:ﬂ’i‘;o‘:f. a pursuit suitable to his faculties and Jyearnin%, surely
ledge the sub-  that science which contemplates the highest objects of
Metaphysics. knowle«éﬁe ought to be valued, and cultivated, and
prized the more dearly, and to be esteemed amongst
men as the most worthy of their study and veneration. And these
ighest objects of knowledge—the highest to which we can soar in
this our state of probation—these form: the subject-matter about
which metaphysical science, is conversant, and may be contemplated
under the heads of causes, universals,® entity, materiality, immateri-
ality, existence, from the most insignificant traces of it up to absolute
existence,—that is, the Supreme Being.
15. Itssubject- ,, And if is this very subject-matter which determines the
matter deter-  direction in which etaghysics moves, and gives rise to
mi{)‘;? g; those subdivisions of the science which g‘ist.otle, it
SUDAIVISIONS: must be allowed, very eonfusedly* hints at in the present
Treatise. From this subdivision, however, of the subject-matter of
metaphysical science we derive its threefold division into Theology,
as it regards immateriality ; into Ztiology,® or the First Philosophy, as
it regards first princ'gl:s; and, thirdly, nto Metaphﬁsics properly so
called, that is, into Ontology, as it regards being and its several con-
ocomitants or species, such as unity, plurality, capacity, and actuality.
16. About what ~,18Ving_ thus determined the mtiological aspect of
sort of onoses Metaphysics, that is, that its essential distinction as a
Metaphysics is science consists in its being concerned with the subject
chap i+ of causes, Aristotle pi to inquire about what sort
) of causes Ontology is conversant ; and he lays down that
the sort of causes about which it is employed are such as are
primary and universal in the most eminent J:zgree.
17: Thisshown And this Aristotle shows to be the case by an analysis
from zn ana-  of our notions of what the qualifications of the “wise

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

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

(3) Thomas Aquinas and Augustinus Niphus on the Proémium.

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

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

sciences.

And to apply all this to the maiter in hand, we must .
remember, according to these notions of the ideal of the of (hive ana.
“ wise man,” that the science professed by him, that is, lyses to the
Sophia, or Wisdom, or Metaphysics, call it which you fienceof
may, must be a science conversant with what is uni- ’
versal ; for what, it may be asked, is there more difficult for men as a
subject of knowledge than the universal? for universals are most
remote from the common tions of sense. And as to accuracy
of reasoning, which must needs, it is expected, be found in Meta-
physics, what can involve more accuracy and certainty than those
reasonings that are connected with what is primary? ~And if this
science 18 to be one which is to be capable of affording instruction to
others, as such, then, it must be a science of causes; for persons who
understand causes are the persons that really can convey knowledge
to their fellow-creatures. And what is true of persons in this respect,
is true also of Metaphysics as an gtiological science; for the know-
ledge it can furnish is the knowledge of causes, and the knowled
of causes is knowledge in the best and highest sense of that word.
And, moreover, if one should define Sophia, or Wisdom, to be a
science that is eligible for its own sake, nothing is more worthy of the
choice of the philosopher than the highest objects of scientific know-
ledge; and the highest objects of scientific knowledge are universals,

things , and first principles.

And lf)rom :{lthese statgmentls) it is demonstrated that, 19. Metapny-
admitting Metaphysics to be an tiological science, thatis, sics therefore
a science conversant with causes, that those causes must Sopeores 7"
needs be in themselves primary causes, and universal in universal
the most eminent and strict acceptation of that term.  causes.

Now this conclusion that Metaphysics is a science 20. This deter.
conversant about causes and first principles, points out Tines its order
the development of the science of Ontology in a direction ment, as Thows
contrary to the other sciences. For whereas the pri- in chap. ii.
mitive sciences rose up amongst men from wonder, that ig, in reality
from an ighorance about causes. an¢ a desire to be rid of their per.
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plexity, and attain unto a solution of the phenomenal difficulties ;
whereas this was the case with the primitive sciences, it is quite
different as regards the science of the metaphysician. Ontology, or
the science of Metaphysics, on the other hand, starts out from well
ascertained and admitted causes, and by leading men on to the v
topmost heights of knowledge, fills them with wonder, as the
of their researches, and not as the stimulating motive to inquiry in
e e e istole havi hown that Ontology, or Wisd
. e now shown ology, or Wisdom,
?lm"';"éiu‘?zﬁﬁ sets out on its“il;gvestiga.tions from the starting point of
:';m::“i"“‘ an examination of certain well-ascertained causes, the
adopted in the question immediately presents itself, what are we to
Metaphysics; regard as well-ascertained canses? And, in the first
cbap. fii. place, what do we mean, in a philoso;l)‘hic sense, by the
hrase *well-ascertained” causes? We mean, those causes that
ve been generalized to the utmost, as far as they will go, and then
classified under the highest genera to which they can be extended.
This question leads Aristotle to lay before his readers his fourfold
classification of causes, which was adopted by his followers, and for
centuries after was acknowledged amongst the Peripatetics as a
scientific do whose authority dared not be impeached, and its
reign lasted down to the very age of the Scholastics.
29, What these . Lhus Aristotle, in the Metaphysics, makes the assump-
four causes  tion of the same four causes as he had arrived at, after
are. successive generalizations in his physical inquiries;
namely, as the first cause he sets down the substance and the
essence, mjv ovoiav kal T6 T §v elvar ; the second as the matter and the
[ subject, g OAyv kal 70 vmwoxeipevov; the third as the origin of the
principle of motion, &fev 1 dpxs) Tiis kivnoews; and the fourth is that
which is opposed lnfx; this, namely, :ge :énd an?wzzyred by the
existence of anything, rerdpryy v avriceypdvy alriav ravry xal
10 o &vexev xal 0 dyalov. Aristotle still has reason, now as ever,
to express himself satisfied with this division of causes, which is
based on the assu.mftion of the completeness of the classification of
them into those that are formal, material, efficient, and final.
55, Wh But, further, the decision of this question, that
Seworthe Ontology, or Wisdom, is a science of causes, would seem
Greek philo-  to assimilate it as a science with the speculations of the
Sophy I intro- eqrly Greek philosophers, because the subject-matter of
their inquiries was manifestly after causes of some sort
or other. And independent of the kindred nature of the investiga-
tions pursued in both cases, it will be of considerable service! to
Aristotle’s present Metaphysical Treatise, to take a review of the
Greck Ptilosophy, because, after all, this may lcad to ulterior and
brighter discoveries; and even though it does not, yet it will afford

(1) As is shown at the commencement of chap iii
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the Stagyrite an opportunity, according to his custom,! o7 embracin
whatet:gryia true ansouseful ir. the scientifle labours of others, and o

rejecting what is illusory and false.
In this review of the Greek Philosot)hﬁ,—a review 24, General
that testifies how completely the Stagyrife had mastered gyjection

the details, and penetrated into the spirit of the various sgainst the

* systems of his predecessors as well as contemporaries,— S7cek philo-
in this review, at the threshold of the inquiry, Aristotle ’

states his conviction that the ancients entertained inadequate views
in Atiology, and that the impression that an examination of their
works leaves on the mind is, that out of the four causes they merely
recognised the material one. This indubitably appears to be true of
the very early philosophers ; but is to be received, ]é:rha.ps, with some
modification n the case of those of more modern date; for instance,
the followers of Anaxagoras, the Pythagoreans, and the Platonists.

But to prove his position Aristotle brings forward 25. 1nductive
an induction of particulars from the philosophic works preof of this
of his predecessors, thus adopting the most effectual °dlection:
?ho‘l:lrost pﬁf, qllJlite lllxlat a«la]oo{iance with his experimental method.

e philosopher | e brings upon the stage is , ;. from the
Thales of lﬁletul;, one of the most anp.ci;nt speculators works of
that we have any account of, and, in fact, the founder Thales-
of this description of philosophy* Now, this Thaletian philosophy is
Gecidedly materialistic, so far forth as its author endeavoured to fix
on some Bpnma.ry element as the cause and original source of all
things. But though there may be some foundation in Nature for the
dogma of Thales as regards the =6 Jypov, yet Aristotle considers
that it labours under a radical defect arising irom imperfect observa.
tion; and that it is, after all, but a partial statement of the truth.

And to confirm this vicw, Aristotle brings forward . . .
the system of the old Theogony, which represented suanceof
Oceanus and Tethys as the ts of generation, and Thales con-
made water as an object of adjuration amongst the J7med femthe
gods, which of course was selected for such on account )
of its being the most ancient elememt amongst all. Passing over
Hippe, who is not worthy of any notice, Aristotle adduces the-

szem of Anaximenes, Diogenes, Hippasus of Metapontum, and

eraclitus of ERl;lesns, to demonstrate further the justice of this
criticism on the Ancient Philosophy.

There were other systems, however, which almost o7, Purther
might be classed amongst these materialistic ones, proof from
because although the germs of a wiser philosophy systeme semi-
migit on a careful a.mﬁ;sis be discovered there, yet Gaicriplistiof
they lurked in those systems undiscovered by their =~ ™
authors, who put forward these yrinciples seemingly without any

(1) The eclectic spirit of Aristotle is ev-denced in many passages in the Meta.
physics, (3) "0 Ths Twiol w5 wPKNYOs Pihvaoias.
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consciousness of their importance, or of their legitimate consequences,
but driven, as it were, into them from the nature of the subjects that
they meddled with, and by the pure force of reason. Now all this
Emped applies to such systems as those put forward by Ewpe-
tissandothers, docles and Anaxagoras; the former in his theory or
iscord and Harmony, and the latter in his recogmition
of the necessity of Mind as an efficient cause in the formation of the
Universe. And the case is the same with the Pythagoric doctrine
about numbers, and the Ideal Hypothesis of Plato.
28, Tmpossi- And the account of the matter is simply this. When
bility P the these phﬂos(;phers advanced in their systems, the
continuanceof observation of the actual occurrence of so many physical
4 systemof  changes naturally forced upon their consideration the
] . question, why do these ¢ take place; what is the
efficient prineiple of these changes P ese changes, it obviously
al]l)peareq. to them, must presuppose an ultimate substance or body as
the subject of them; but yef this subject, they must have seen,
=ould not be instrumental in bringing about its own changes.
2. From the . Notwithstanding “this cogency of Reason and of
age of Parme- Nature, yet Aristotle is inclined to think that the only
nides material- philosor er who decidedly in this age recognised the
L‘,{:‘gf’"’d‘ necessity of other causes besides material ones, was
Parmenides, and that, after all, not even were his
perceptions very clear upon the subject.

From this philosophic age onwards, Speculation, however, appeared
to take a different turn, to flow in a different chanmel, and the pure
force of truth and reason evidently was ing men into the
})roper paths of inquiry, as well as into an acknowledgment of the

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

(1) The “Love” of the Theogonlsts s not the same as the ““ Love” which Plate
introduces into his 8ymposium.
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Be this as it may, it was impossible for these specu- 3;. whatiedte
iators 1o rest eontent with assigning one cause of the the recognition
phenomena of the universe ; that is, if they really ob- of this prin-
served the phenomena which they professed to give solu-
tions of. Ne:w the existence of opposite and antagonistic phenomena,
such as order and disorder, was plain to any observer ; and this led to
the hypothesis of Empedocles, of a discord and harmony, the latter to
account for the order, and the former for the disorder of the Universe.
This, Aristotle maintains, is the true point of view from whence to
Egud all systems of this kind ; this duality of efficient principles was

opted in order to furnish a key to unravel the mystery of the
actual existence of good and evil, and of the predominance of the:
latter over the former.

Bat still the whole subject was awkwardly handled by ™
these philosophers, who might be com; to undiscs- 5, The effi-

lined soldiers in battle. ey, no doubt, tErofess«:d a handledawk-
Hun]ism of canses, but they expanded their theories with Tty by tre
obscurity ; and the fact was that they did not apﬁsear t0 sophers.
have broached their opinions on scientific grounds, and
the efficient principle that they put fo in their theories, they, in
reality, made l;lse olfl }mil;l tl;)e % small extehllx:. hYIVitne]sls, :'fr mstanelo:
Anaxagoras, who, tho rings into his philosophy the princi
of mind, yet he practuiga]ly robs it of its essential causali bycgn-
ploying it as a mere machine in the construction of this fabric of the
world. Witness, too, Empedocles, whose causes have activities assigned
to them by their author which, in nature, they do not really possess.
And the same mode of argument applies to unintelligible systems,
such as those brought forward by Leucippus and Democritus in their
theories about fulness and vacuity, as ge.mg elements, and of the
assimilation of the former to entity, and of the latter to nonentity.

There is not much chronological connexion hetween .. .~
these philosophic schools and those two which Aristotle Sopoot it Bate
next to examine ; namely, those of the Pytha- and Pytha-
Eomna and the Platonists. The review of these systems, 80T &re ex-

owever, is to proclaim the fact that the attention of :
speculators began to be attracted towards a consideration of the
formal principle of thi the odaia kal 76 7t v elvar—another cause
from the fourfold classification already assumed.
well-known school of the Pythaﬁﬁc philosoph& 34. Source of
in Aristotle’s opinion, owes its theory about numbers to the Pythagorie
the zeal with which the followers of Pythagoras applied zm‘:’;_i“
themselves to mathematical studies. From their par-
tiality for these pursuits, as well as their constant examinaticn into
the mr:lperties and relations of numbers, they transferred both to
extel ings, and in the phenomena of Nature t.hex began to fan
that they could discern several numerical similitudes. And so bewitchs
were they with their favourite hypotheses, that they endeavoured te



X ANALYSIS OF ARISTOTLE'S METAPHYSICS. [BOOK L

establish the same in the case of the heavenly bodies; in fact, they
were for generating the whole heavens out of number. )
35. Thelr sys- Ngs it; h:tﬂlthmuStmtt:d thteﬁr sg:tem to mention the
tem illustrated. grOU ey res e last assumption upon;
which was as follov:vs, that the perfection ot’p the deggde
was an 4 priori proof of the number of the heavenly bodies. And
when this dogma seemed to totter from a want of verfication in the
case of the actual pheno nena, there being only nine aiparent, they
were foroed to tl!\}row itg the Ean-thf mﬁm thﬁ tenfi’ haco
ow the view of things which these Pythagoreans
Sostom ot e took, was t) number as a first principle, and as
Fythagories  oonstituting to things their matter and passive conditions.
7w And the elements of numbers they considered to be the
odd and the even; of the odd and even they regarded the one as
finite, and the other as infinite ; from both together they ’I%enerated
unily, and number itself they generated from unity. ere was
another sect amongst the Pythagoreans that ised ten principles,
aocording to a certain coordinate® series. Akin to these
8 tions were those put forward by Alemson of Crotona, who,
by the way, derived his system probably from the Pythagoreans; for
he had reached mature age when Pythagoras was an old man. Per-
haps, indeed, the truth was that the Pythagoreans were indebted to
Alcmeon for their philosophy. Be this as it may, however, the latter
expressed his sentiments in a manner similar to the former. -
87. The philo.  NOW, as already stated, this Pythagoric school was
sophy of Py- an evidence of human investigation busying itself in an
agorss an effort to discover the formal principle of things; but it
buman inquiry further bore testimony to the truth of another assertion
travelling in ~ put forward by Aristotle, in regard of the dualism
apartioular  said to be inherent in the efficient cause, and which
’ manifested itself in the production of contrary pheno-
mena; such as order and disorder, good and evil. .
85, Not sothat A8 to the philosophy of Parmenides, which has been
Py soihat alluded to above, Aristotle gives his opinion that it has
no bearing upon an investigation the object of which is
to discover the existence of some efficient cause, for it q;,ﬁte ignored
the phenomenon of motion in its dogma about the immobility of the
e Ttis hadly, b ite correct to ascribe th
39. Who wa is , however, quite correc ascribe the
the author of invention of t{is d to Parmenides, thouEh rhaps
the theory of  he was the philosopher to whom we are indebted for an
X elaborate application of it to the l[])henomena of the
Universe.  Xenophanes (as Arislotle states) was the first person who
introduced it; and the unity (ré &) thus miroduced was viewed in
the light of a rationalistic unity by Parmenides, and of a sensualistie
anity by Melissus. This school, however, likewice labours under the
(1) This is the famous Zvoroixia of the Pythagoreans.
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defect of an obscure elucidation of its theories; and none of its
speculators can we as likely to illumine Metaphysics by reason
of their researches, if we are to except Parmenides, who was more
judicious, seemingly, than either Xenophanes or Melissus.

Again, we Xristotle, at the termination of this © oa
review of the Pythagoric systems, asserting his con- o",'hl,“'m':“."
viction, that, amongst the earliest philosophers, we can rialism of the
only discover a materialistic princli&e, the source of one :;‘1:’,’223}, .
or more principles materialistic like itself; that, at a chap. v.
subsequent age, we find speculators not merely putting
forward this “Yrinciple, but along with it a different one, n.anely, such
a one as would account for the origin of motion; and this efficient
Ea inciple with some was considered as single, and with others as

wofold.. And this might be regarded as the extent to which the
science of Metaphysics advanced, in those , in the schools of
those philosophers who had put forward the theories attributed to
them; and some of these philosophers, on examination it will he
found, flourished up to the period of the Italic sects, and even inde-
Pen'r‘llfntfif?hsﬁ' h f the Pythagoric phil

e chief value, however, of the ric philo- 4,
sophy, as has been mentioned, consists inbm spgcula- ofthe. ,‘.’JJ.,‘.’ o
tions it sought to establish in of substance—of JELY o
7o 7l lc;d'ﬂ—of the formnlh f:nse handledth trﬂ::s sub- " ’ 1
j owever, a8 might with extreme simplicity; an
’tﬁt,deﬂnitions which they framed of substance werem and
far from penetrating into the depth of things.

Having thus brought forward the leadi 43. Review of
of the Naturalists, and ascertained their merits and the Platonic
defects, and also having reviewed in part the various c';‘:’?"‘f
theories of the Supranaturalists, Aristotle now comes =
to the consideration of what with him was modern philosophy—the
ideal hypothesis of Plato. Platonism he as, in most of its
tenets, in harmony with the Pythagorean philosophy; but still there
were many peculiarities to be found therein, which were not shared
in common with the Italic sects. The origin of the Platonic philo-
sophy, Aristotle is of opinion, lay in a sort of reaction against® the
Heraclitics, in their theory about the continual flux of things cognisant
to the senses. The Theory itself of Ideas seems to have been sug-
gested by the speculations of Socrates, and to have been a mere
extension of the conclusions he had arrived at in regard of universal

As to the points of contact between the Platonic and ,, .
the Pythagoric schools, Aristotle remarks that they netween the
devel their systems pretty similarly in the main, ;;’-teml of
save that what the latter denominated imitation, the m“a‘_""‘"“
brmer called participation; though in reality the same

(1) Tk2 same assestion is made in book XIL,



xxi1 ANALYSIS OF ARISTOTLE'S METAPRYSICS. [BOO! K

thing was meant by these two technical words, ulunois and péetus,
1’1:;% recognised the existence, beside sensi;:l‘es and forms, 5‘:’
mathematical entities, as intermediate between both; the sensibles
were regarded merely as substantive representations of the forms—
the forms were the causes of these and all other objects—the
elements of the one were the elements of the other; the assimilation
of forms to numbers, and of unity to substance, as well as the recog-
nition of the causality of numbers in respect of tae essence of other
ings,—these assertions of the Platonists were parallel with those
of the reans. Whereas, however, the Platonic school sought
to establish the existence of numbers independent of sensible objects,
the Pythagorics, on the other hand, affirmed that the former entirely
constituted the latter, and they did not contend for the existence of
those mathematical media which the Platonists did. These diverg-
encies of thﬁ]fhilosophy of Plato from that of ras, Aristo
considers resulted from the logical investigations which were pursued
by the former, and totally neg in the schools of the latter. -
44. Service But now, if the e3uestion should be asked, what ser-
conferred by  vice Plato performed for the progress of metaphysical
ﬂ;{l" on philo- science, Aristotle replies, that 1t is comprehended in his
v wtiological system, m which the existence of two dis-
tinct genera of causes is acknowledged, namely, the formal and
material, because the forms were the causes of the substance of
th.iﬁs, the 79 7i éors, and unity, as matter was the cause that consti-
tuted the forms ; so that if this be the case, what novelties are to be
found in Platonism that may not be discovered in the systems of the
Italics in equal perfection? But, further, as regards their theory, to
account for the phenomena of good and evil, the Platonists came
short of systems quite anterior to them, namely, those of Empedocles
and Anaxagoras.

58 We have now a valuable summary presented to us by
of this reviey Aristotle of the results of the foregoing review. In the
of the Greek  first place, the Stagyrite reiterates the justice of the
g,‘l‘;"’"’vll’l'" in  assertion made in the very outset of the inquiry ; namely,
S ik that all schools, ancient and modern, prosecuted their
wtiological invesﬁftions on the asmzion of a fourfold classifi-
cation of causes—the very same that Aristotle has already established
in his Physies. Still, however, their treatment of these causes has
been, in general, obscure, and, indeed, partial, for one or two have
been exalted above the rest; and thus a complete examination of the
entire four has been nullified in the several theories of these philo-
sophers. The material cause has had abundance of attention bestowed
upon it, and by some it has been considered as single, but by others
as manifold. And this may be observed in Platonism, where it is
assimilated with the great and *he small—rd péya xal 76 pxpév—in
the Italic schools, who fixed upon the Infimte, the 7é dmeipor, as
wich, in the theory of Empedocles about the four elements, and in
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that of Anaxagoras, about his favourite hypothesis of an infinite
Homeomeriee. But still the efficient cause has not been entirely
forgotten in the Ancient Philosophy, and faint gleams of it may be
discovered in the adoption by certain speculators of such principles
into their systems as ony, Discord, Soul, and Mind. Still less
notice has been vouchsafed to the formal cause, and the only traces
of it are to be found in the Pythagoric system of numbers, and in the
Ideal Hypothesis of Plato. But, after all, even these two schools
hbom'ecf under the defects of being partial statements of truth, and it
is not so easy to discern in them the material and efficient causes;
at least in the Ideal Theor%; Plato does rot make the forms as matter
for obg;c;s cognisant by the senses, and, far from the efficient prin-
. ciple being discoverable therein, the forms he views as causes of
immobility rather. And as to the treatment of the final cause in the
hands of the ancient philoso , Aristotle considers that it likewise
has come in but for a small share of attention, and that its nature
has been imperfectly examined into in such systems as put forward
the principles of Harmony, or Mind, or Entity and Unity both together,
as such. There is nothing, however, definite in their theories, and
any statement of the truth seems purely accidental with them.
Thus Aristotle finds reason again to congratulate himself upon the
correct view he has taken of the Anecient Philosophy, as to its treat-
ment of causes, and, further, as to his own classification of causes, as
well as the mode of inquiry adopted in regard of them.

In connexion with this review of Platonism, Aristotle 5 Tnose who
glances at the systems of those who contended for the recognised one
unity of the material cause, and that, too, to the exclu. material cause
sion of the other three, and endeavours to point out L
some of their numerous misapprehensions. Amongst the rest of their
€erTors are stlgz::mzed that of nullifying the principle of motion, and

8

that of not buting to thti:gs their formal cause. And, moreover,
when they Mt have invested with the attribute of unity what we
would naf y expect to find thus arrayed, by not taking this

course, they have involved themselves in inextricable difficulties,
This is shown in the case of the four elements, earth, air, water, and
fire; and as regards the last, this instance brings these philosophers
inlo collision with antiquity, as is proved by the testimony of Hesiod.
Nor would the inconsistencies of such a system of stiology be dimin-
ished by substituting a plurality of material causes in the place o

nerely one, as Empedocles does, nor even by a dualism of such prin
clpAle:aa; in the theog]:io Anazag ras. q

nd here, again, Ari to repeat the :

lurking imperfection in all such systems, nnmely;srtﬂt :;&:cm o
they are completely buried in matter; that they are the carlyphilo-
immersed in material speculations, to the exclusion of s
others equally important, and the{v have failed to observe, what is
quite apparent in the philosophy of others, that beside those object:

-
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which fall under the notice of sense, there are others that are i-
sant by the mind, and that the latter are as real—in fact more real—
as causes than the former. And this school of the Supranaturalists
has achieved much more towards an advancement of metaphysical
science than that of these Naturalists or Physicists but just men-

tioned.
. Now this fundamental absurdity of the Physicists
48 Thisfunda- finds no place in the systems of the Supranaturalists ;
absent from  for although those of the latter are I with incon-
the systems of sistencies peculiar to themselves, and though they may
vaturalst.  appear to put forward strange causes, yet avoid the
gross error of the former, who are mere Materialists,
and this they do because they derive their nnchles from supra- .
sensual sources. And this tells upon their philosophy in general, and

. is apparent in the wideness of their speculations, and in the boldness

with which they have penetrated into the secrets of Nature. And,
above all, what fixes a chasm—not to be bri over—between the
schools of the Naturalists and the Supranaturalists is this, that in the
latter there is secured, from the nature of their principles, a necessary
transition to a higher order of phenomena; and this is the charm of
their philosnphy, that it opens up to our view a glimpse into the
glorious :egions of transcendentalism.!
49, This revi The whole of the foregoing review of the philosophy
closed by oneof Of the ancients is drawn to a close by an examination
2‘&:}:"1.‘,'3.’,{‘;‘“ n;ttt) I:inl}e Jdee%hﬂxpothesis of Plat(i The inoonséitencies
- of esis are exposed ; the ve:
x. argumentgpgronght for::r?ag;g fzs advocates in 1!'1;1
favour are in reality subversive of it; it is quite insufficient to ac-
count for actual phenomena; it brings nothing forward that can
advance the interests of science; and therefore for each and all of
these reasons is by no means to be received with unhesitating assent.
Likewise is the theory of Plato, in of the
B ther ets, Assimilation of forms with numbers, attacked, and that of
. * the generation of mathematical substances. As to the
former, he shows the absurdity of investing numbers with the attri
bute of causahity,® which they cannot possess. Again, how will you
secure the production of one form from many, as is the case with the
generation of numbers; and besides all this, such a theory pre-
supposes the necessity of the existence of some other descn%tli:n of
number, besides that which falls within the province of arithmetic.
In his attack on the latter, he stigmalises the over-partiality of the
Platonists for mathematies, and their making these studies paramount
to all others, though they profess to prosecute them merely in su>
servienoe to and for the promotion of the rest of the sciences

(1) Pide concluding remarks of this Analysis,
(21 Fide book XIII. chapter vi
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Baut, in fact, the Platonic system of first principles in 5o, The p1a-
neral may be said to strike at the roots of all know- tonic doxai
edge whatever, because il is based on the assumption §ientially de-

of the discoverability of the elements of all things,

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

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

' BOOK I. THE LESS.

1 order to show the connexion between Book I. the 1. connexien
Greater, the analysis of which has been just brought to between
a conclusion, and Book I. the Less, the consideration of geck 1 the
which will occupy us now,—in order to show this eon- Book I. the
negion, we must bear in mind that Aristotle considers Less.
speculative science, properly so called, to be synonymous ! with truth.
Now, speculative science, In the strictest sense of the word, he has
already defined Metaphysics to te; and therefore he must needs

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

the latter.
An inquiry into the subject of truth is partly difficult
Yot avlry  gmg pnl-:ﬂ}ngs : this dogma is capl?ble of verification.

vartly difficult, of truth, is evinced in the fact that no adequate system
? of it has been successfully formed ; and yet this implies,
in a certain sense, the facility of such a search. For it shows that
many attempts of the sort have been made from time to time, which,
though they have turned out to be incomplete, as far as regards the
full attainment of truth, yet have contained in themselves some
portion of it, however inconsiderable.! .
3. This shows this it is which should teach us the precise
the value of  degree of value to be attached to the labours of those
previous philo- who toil along with us in the paths of knowledge.
sophic labours. 1 e results of their research, when viewed separately in
reference to the speculators individually, amongst those who have
brought them forward—the results may, in this point of view, appear
insignificant ; and yet the entire labours of all together, in their
te condition, may amount to something of considerable mag-
nitude. It is under the influence of this very principle that Aristotle
himself is careful ever to pierce into the very centre of the philo-
sophic systems of others, in order that he may, on the one hand, dis-
engage &erefrom whatever falsehood may lurk therein, and stigmatise
it; and that, on the other hand, by a careful analysis, he may discover
whatever truth they contain, and appropriate that to himself.
4. An impor- One Efg important principle is laid down in reference
tant principle  t0 the difficulties of speculative truth in general, and
8s regards it is this—that the cause of these difficulties may reside
truth. not so much in the ttings themselves as in the imper-
fection of the faculties of the searchers after truth. And this
Aristotle illustrates, with so much reality and beauty, by the case of
bats, whose powers of vision, he says, bear the same proportion to
the brightness of the noonda£ as do the princiﬁles of the soul and
intellect to the splendour of the “Yhenomena. of Nature. And, more-
over, upon this subject we should remember how, from age to age,
successive improvements are being made towards the formation of
a system of truth in the world; how one generation avails itself of the
scientific discoveries that have accumulated together from preced.i.n§
ages; and how all this stamps on truth itself its noble character o
progressiveness.
5. How Aris- Now, Aristotie, having already established the fact
fotlo comes to  that Metaphysics was a science concerned with causes;
(1) Vide Dr. Whewell's Phiiosophy of the Inductive Sciences, book II. chap. i.

partly enay and The difficulty that atten Fhilosop ers in their pursuit
C!
i
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m order, therefore, from this to demonstrate the reality ¢ eat about an
of Ontology, he proceeds next to show how, in dealing infinite pro-
with stiological speculations, we have something definite Sression of
to treat about, because we must arrive at some ultimate )
principle, otherwise we would glghupon the absurd assumption of ar
infinite progression of causes. The impossibility of this g whis infinite
infinite progression,' Aristotle demonstrates in the case progression
of the material, efficient, final, and formal causes. In disproved.
mct of the final cause, he proves, with much ability, how that
a supposition would exclude the notion of design from the

phenomena of the Universe; and, by destroying the nature of the
good (rob dyaboi), would undermine the entire fabric of God’s moral
government over the world. And again, in respect of the formal
cause, the same supposition would overturn the realit{ of all scientific
knowledge ; for knowledge cannot be attained without one’s first
being conversant with individual objects: and how can this be done,
if those objects are infinite P

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

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

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

(2) It is at the commencement of the last chapter of this book that Aristotle
seems to recognise the distinction that has begn established in reference to his
works as ic, or ic and ric. As to the nature and objects of thia
division of the Peripatetic philoso]]);hy. the student should consult Buhle in his Pre-
face to his edition of Arisiotle; Blakesley on Aristotle, p. 159, (from the Metrop
Encycl.) published by Griffin; and Dr. Gillies’ Life of Aristotle, prefixed to tbs
trans:ation of the Politics in ‘‘ Bobn's Clnéiul Library.”

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

BOOK 1I.

i Thensturs , BUT: previous to his entering directly upon this meta-
of book 1T, physical investigation that he has und en, Aristotle,
justifiedin  n accordance with the usage of disputants, deems it
shapter 1. requisite first to clear the way of whatever doubts there
are that may, in connexion with Metaphysics, require a previovs
solution. And, after all, this is a wise way of proceeding in this and
in all sciences; for judicious doubting will conduct us to the dis-
covery of truth, because knowledge is often the result of previous
doubt ;! for persons labouring under doubt feel like captives that are
loaded with chains, and that desire to snap them in sunder. But, at
any rate, for scientific investigators to refuse to entertain any doubts
in the outset of their inquiries, would entirely cut off all prospects of
advancement; for such might be compared to travellers commenc-
ing a journey, but not knowing which was the right road to strike
out upon.
a DO“I::, Aristotle, accordingly, sets down what he conceives
found in to constitute the legitimate subjects of doubt in con-
book IT nexion with Ontology or Metaphysics. And, first, the
question may be asked, Is Ontology, as a science of causes, single or
manifold P—is it conversant about tht;ﬁ)ﬁnciples of substance merely,
or also about those from whence demonstrative reasoning 18
derived? And again, Is the science of the metaphysician concerned
with substance; and if so, is it with one or mani? And as regards
substances themselves, are these merely those that are cognisant to
the senses, or are there, besides these, others, such as forms and
mathematical entities? And again, is Ontology concerned with the
accidents of substances, as well as the substances themselves ?
Further, a doubt arises as to whether it falls within
3 Durther . the province of the mettmsicim to examine into
identity and diversity, similarity and dissimilarity, and
such other topics as the Dialecticians strive to arrive at some con-
clusion upon, by drawing their investigations from probable opinions.
And again, there is the question as to whether genera are first prin-
ciples, and whether, beside matter, there is any absolute cause or
not; and if so, whether it is capable of a separate subsistence there-
from or not, and is single or manifold ? d again, whether there
exists anything beside entirety, or not P—what is the nwnber of first

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

Now all these questions are discussed in detail to the 4. The di
end of the Second Book. But even the discussion of c;,.,io?,‘f,?'
the first may be regarded as prolonged throughout the these questions
entire of the third. And, imfeed, it may be observed, potconfined to
that the examination of these several doubts reappears )
in various parts of the Metaphysics, up to the very close of the
entire Treatise. These questions, likewise, are mooted merely in
this book ; the reasons for and against are fairly stated, and nothing
decisive pronounced thereupon; but, whenever they reappear in the
advanced portions of the Metaphysics, it is in order that Aristotle
may pronounce his final 'udgment upon them. The discussion which
they do receive in this g)oo is in the order in which they are stated,
with the exception of the last doubts, where such is inverted.

The questions, from the first to that in regard of the , .
ﬁnera of substances, we have examined in chapter ii. discuseion

chapter iii. we have that discussed, in regard to Mopted in

whether genera are first principles and elements. In k1l
chapter iv. Aristotle examines as to whether anything subsists inde-
pendent of si ; whether there is anything in existence besides
entirety, 76 guvolov; whether the principles of corruptibles and
incorruptibles are the same; whether entity and unity constitute the
substance of Lhmgﬂ In chapter v. we commence with the question,
Are numbers, and bodies, and surfaces, and ;Rints, substances or
not? And this occupies the entire chapter. ere has been a sort
of tmticigation in the order of discussion observed; and in chapter
vi,, which is the last in book IL, Aristotle investigates the remainder
of the doubts. For instance, as to whether, besides sensibles and
media, there subsist forms; how first principles are disposed in
regard of their rumber;? as to the mode of their subsistence; and
as to whether they are as universals or si

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

(1) Fide book XII. (2) ¥ide book XI, chap. viii.
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hysios. This chapter opens with the discussion of the question, as
o the existence of an absolute cause independent of matter; and he
hows the absurdity of supposing that there is not, which would be
wvolved in the necessary consequence therefrom, of there being
unthing in existence that could be cognisable by the mind, but that
ual things would fall under the notice of the senses. And this would
excludo the possibility of any thing like scientific knowledge; for
you cannot u&lo: mere exercise of sense, science. But, besides this,
such a supposition ends in positive Atheism, for we thereby ignore
the possibility of tho existence of an eternal and ingenerable sub
stance.  And this is most absurd, because generation presupposes a
norator; and this process cannot go on in a progression ad
*aANITw, but we must ultimately arrive at what is everlasting and
' ingeuerable. But the most interesting question of all,
",‘“s,f‘r:_",'\‘."" bhecause it illustrates the connexion between (_)nto}fngi
uestion ot all - and Theology, is one discussed likewise in this fo
theas, in chapter ; mmolir. as to whether the principles of
vhap. tv, . N s e b
things corruptible and incorruptible are one or dif-
forent,  Avistotle complans that this question, though of vast
importance, has been overlooked both by ancient and modern phi-
losophers,
. ml,,“,..m Now, if we sug)pose that the principles of mortals
of this ques-  and cternals are the same, how are we to account for
ton. the difference in kind that subsists between the two,—
what is the cause of this difference? The old Theogonists gave a
silly solution of this difficulty, in the essential difference which the:
sought to establish between gods and men; for it really, after al
sccured no distinction at all between them, and in their system we in
vain look for the existence of immortal natures.
v, Attempted And the solution put forward by Empedocles is
solution of equally irreconcilable; though one is hardly prepared
this dimc:gy for this in the case of a p,hilosopher whose theories
SyEmpedocles. have at least the merit of being consistent with them.
selves. Now, Empedocles fancies that he has discovered an adequate
oause of this difference in his theory of Harmony and Discord, for he .
is for Emdugmg all things from the operation of the latter principle
save the Deity. But this notion is quite subversive of tne essence
of the Divine Nature, for it would set God infinitely below any of
his creatures in wisdom and prudence; e.g. He would not have a
knowledge of the elements consequent upon the mnon-residence of
1. Ttiscon- discord in his nature, for lLike is known by like. But
trary to expe-  is this theory borne out by experience? Certainly not :
rience. in Nature the principles of Harmony and Discorg have
often results flowing from them quite opposite to those assigred by
Empedocles. In short, they do not account at all for the cause why
some things are cerruptible and others are incorruptible; and yet
@is constitutes the eptire difficulty of the assumption, that the
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principles of corruptibles and incorruptibles, of mortal and inimortal
natures, are the same. .
Now this question, as has been remarked, is a most ;;. he im-

fmportant one indeed, on account of its theological portance of
character; but still Aristotle displays no more than fhis question
ordinary interest in the discussion of it ;! takes no pains, P :
as a Christian metaphysician would do, to make tgis an opportunity
for showing the connexion between Metaphysics and TheoY0 , and
for explainmi the chief points of his religious system. This we find,
however, is the course always? adopted by Aristotle ; he demonstrates
the inevitable necessity of the existence of a First Cause ; having done
80, he does not conceive that he is, as a philosopher, called upon to do
any more; and thus he omits, perchance he disdains, to enumerate
the practical consequences flowing from the establishment of the
dogma, that there exists a Supreme Being over all from the

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

BOOK III.

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

physically in contradistinction to Plato, who viewed Physics theologically.
(3) This is the expression of Thomas Aquinas
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vook (1L exe- the position that entity, as such, is z4e subject-matter of
getical. Metaphysics, he in the first place proceeds to show that
although the ens, or 74 8y, admits of manifold subdivisions,! yet that
the unity of ontological science js not destroyed thereby, because its
inquiries are prosecuted in reference to entity in one general aspect ;
that is, to entity so far forth as it is entity. And this it is which is
the grand characteristic difference between Metaphysics and all other
sciences, that whereas the latter merely institute a partial inquiry into
entity—that is, the¥l have only some fragment of it for theiruslllxject.
matter severally—the former, on the other hand, deals with it uni-
versally, and contemplates entity, so far forth as it is entity, as wel
as whatsoever things as are essentially inherent therein.
5. Analogical Thus, to contend that entity, as far forth as it is
proof g entity, is the subject-matter of Metaphysics, or, in othcr
Metaphysics is words, that it has a subject-matter, is merely what is
3 science of o= done in every system of science, as might be shown in
ViU the case of astronomy, grammar, dialectics, and me-
chanics. Perhaps the best illustration that can be offered to explain
the connexion between Ontology and the rest of the sciences, might
be drawn from the relation between pure mathematics and any of
those sciences where there is made an application of mathematics to
the phenomena of Nature, as in mechanics and astronomy.

It is in this place likewise that Aristotle announces
el ‘fm:ty Pnntg the synonymous nature of entity with unity, and how
changeavls | that to speak of a science of entity is the same thing as
terms. to speak of a science of unity. "And this wili explai

why it is the ontologist, in the prosecution of his
inquiries, comes to deal with privation and contrariety. But still all
this need not shake our conviction of the unity of metaphysical philo-
sophy, because all such are examined into merely as the affections or
nassive states of the 76 6» or 76 év. Just as in the science of num-
ers, oddness, evenness, equality, proportion, are investigated into by
the arithmetician on the common ground of their all being properties
of number as such.d N . i hich ot § .

And there is another analogy which at first sight
ﬁén‘t\:b‘;ggt’fbn would seem to argue the su erggousness of ontologlgca.l
8 real proof of - gcience, but which in reality strongly confirms the

¢ foreB%:  foregoing view ; and such is to be looked for in the
sciences of the soplust and the diatectician. But, indeed, if there
was no other argument to prove the necessity of some such science
as Metaphysics, one might sa% with truth that this instance would be
sufficient for that purpose. For though entity ¢s the subject-matter
of both, and both are thus seemingly elevated to the same position
with Ontology, yet their treatment of entity is so very imperfect, so
fantastic, so false, that it quite s*ultifies any speculations they may
put forward about the 76 év or +* Fv.

(1) This is controverted by Henricus More, in his * Enchiridion Mstaphysicum "
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Aristotle now ap%rloaches the settlement of a ques- . .
tion, both sides of which have been alrecady discussed in iy regard of
book IT,—and that is in reference to how far demon- apodeiktic prn.
strative or apodeiktic principles fall under the depart. §iples: chap.
ment of the science of Metaphysics. And there can be
no doubt, Aristotle thinks, but that these do come within the pro-
vince of the ontologist {0 inquire into, not merely from their belong-
ing to all entities, as such, but also from their being wholly neglected
in the speculations of other sciences, such as those of the geometri-
cian or arithmetician. The only exception to this statcment is the
case of the physical philosophers, whose speculations naturally con-
duct them to an inquiry into these principles; but even granting
that they do so, yet aley can never investigate them from that point
of view from which Ontology beholds them. For, after all, physical
is merely a subordinate science when compared with metaphysics;
for we must admit that there subsists something that belongs to an
order higher up, than what is ﬂlysical, in the scale of being.

Consequent, then, upon this connexion between ; How Aris-
Metaphysics and apodeiktic principles, Aristotle is led totle is led into
to expose the folly of those sceptics who would endea- :c':;“ﬁgm“ of
vour, like the Heraclitics, to sul;)vert the fundamental )
axioms that are presupposed in every rational discussion, and uﬁon
which, as its pillars, tl?e mighty fabric of knowledge reposes. But
perhaps the best apology that can be made for these sceptics is their
flﬁ'nora.nce; and ignorance they certainly do display in denying these

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

Now the mere statement of what the fundamental . General
axiom is which these philosophers would call in question, pode of refuta-
would almost be a sufficient refutation of the entire tion as adopted
system of their scepticism; for what can be more utterly I book 11l
nidiculous, and subversive of every rational principle,
than to affirm that the same thing can be and not be at one and the
same time. Aristotle, however, proceeds to lay before his readers a
most elaborate confutation of this sceptical philosophy, and, as we
ghall see, he adapts his modes of attack to the kind of adversary he
has to deal with.

Now, persons who say that the same thing may and s. contradie-
may not be at one and the same time, affirm that con- al"""i't s
mgjctions are true; and that contradictions cannot te y o ts.
both true, Aristotle den onstrates by seven arguments. And as a con-
firmation of the entire, he proves, in chapter vii.,, that there cannct
subsist any mean between contradiction, uniess we choose to sweep
away the entire distinction ihat lies between truth and falsehood.
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And the fst argument that Aristotle employs out
of the seven is founded on the absurdity into which he
G:ags his adversary, by insisting on his imposing some signification
or other on that which he says may be the same and not the same at the
same time. Now, if his adversary will not submit to this condition,
there is no use in arguing further with a man of such a frame of
mind, because any rational discussion with him would be impossible.
RBut if, on the other hand, he does submit to this condition,}l)l: must
abandon his position of the impossibility of there being anything
fixed or certain in reason, for his present admission amounts to (iemon-
stration, because he allows of the existence of some definite object.

1. Deductions . And from this argument Aristotle draws the two
aom this proof, following deductions ; first, that the name of anything
must be significant with the unity of itself ; and, secondly,
that to suppose at all that being and notm‘ are the same, whether
we assume such as being the case nomi or really, that such
a su%position is entirely repuﬁgmt to every human being who has
not thought proper to pervert his notions of right reason.
12 Second he second ¢ ent which he brings against these
proof, &, sceptics, is that their assertions are quite destructive of
the substance and formal frinciple of things; and this is
the same thing as to recognise the existence of nothing save what is
an accident. This, however, may be turned against themselves;
for if they admit the existence of what is accidental, they must
acknowledjée what is substantive, for the former could not possibly,
m the nature of things, exist without the latter. The third argument
s drawn from the fact that the system of these sceptics, if followed
ap, must end in an irrational pantheism, The fourth argument rests
on the nature of affirmation and megation, and the fifth on that of

S t is entirely of a practical natur
. e sixth argument is entirely of a practical nature,
.l,-ii i}‘:&’,m“ for by it Aﬂsgou:l]:; shows that the in%iﬂerence which
against the  these sceptics assume in their opinions they do not adopt
sceptic. in their gaﬂy conduct. For why, he asks, does a man
in his jowney to Megara not choose to remain still, and yet be of the
opinion that he is actually joumey::;ﬁ thither? If a man, too, walks
on the brink of a precipice, you will observe the caution which he
displays ; it is quite plain that he, therefore, does not consider that
it would be equally for his advantage to fall down into it and not to
do so. So that this fact, that men practically recognise one thing to
be more eligible than another, is a proof from experience against
these sceptics. . .
14. Last proor _ And the seventh argument is of the same nature with
of the same the sixth; for as the latter turns upon the nature of what
sort. is better or worse, so does the former depend on what
18 more or less. A man who says that four and five are the same,
(1) We have a brief examination into the subject of “non-ens” in book X1II.

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

And it is the adoption of this very absurdity, which ;5 Tne origin
Aristotle has thus finished the refutation of in chapter of the system
iv., that he considers has given rise to the Protagorean {1 frotagoras,
system of the truth of the apparent, or, in other words, o

e dogma that all things are true and false at the same time. 'To
the rei:nt:tion of Protagoras he accordingly proceeds, having first

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

Before giving us a refutation of this Protagorean . .. - rigin
dogma about the truth of the apparent, Aristotle points ¢xpiainea.
out the source of this opinion as springing from sensibles.

For the same thing may appear sweet to some and bitter to others;
and in general, if all persons were sick or out of their mind except a
few, these few would appear to the others to labour under illness, or
an aberration of intellect. And this holds good in_the case of several
of the animal creation, and even with & man himself the same thin,
do not appear the same at different times. So that all this would
seem to out the reality of the assertion, that it is what appears
to be true that ¢s true. And further, it bas produced in men’s minds
a doubt as to what things are true and what are false. And this has
naturally and necessarily led philosophers into a despondency about
truth, so that Democritus used to say that there may, perhaps, be
3uch a thing as truth, but that to us it is wrapt in obscurity.

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

(1) For the nature of this sort of arg t, the student is referred to a note on the
first chapter of the ¢ Sophistical Elenchi,’ in Mr. Owen’s translation of Aristotle’s
Organon, ‘ Bohn’s Classical Library.”

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

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

The question now discussed, according to the arrange- o1 Is th
ment adogted, is as to whether there is & mean between Fiean horrcen
contradiction. And Aristotle decides this in the nega- contradiction?
tive; first, from the nature of truth and falsehood ; Jiscussed in
secondly, from the change necessarily involved in ‘he P Vi
ootion of contradiction; thirdly, from the relation between the
understanding, and what may become an object of the understand-
ing,—which relation is manifested by definition. And this shows the
important bearing of definition upon a correct decision in the case ot
this opinion, and in respect of all such sceptics the source of refuta-
tion may be best drawn from definition.

In bringing book IIIL. to its conclusion, Aristotle 23, Conelust
presents us with a sort of summary, or brief repetition, ¢fbock 111
of what has gone before in confutation of the sceptics. .
Some sceptics will have it that nothing is true; some, that all things
are true ; and some, that all things are true and all things are false.
Heraclitus, for example, in affirming that all things are and are not,
seemed to make all things true; but Anaxagoras, in his tenet
of there being a mean between contradiction, would constitute all
things as false.

As Aristotle, however, has stated at the very outset 23. Definition
of this investigation, in chapter iv., that we must affix as'an instru-
some signification or other to what is said to exist and ment for refut.
not to exist at the same time; so has he repeated this "8 the sceptic.
in what he has said, in chapter vii., on the importance of definition :
and he now, in conclusion, reiterates this assertion, and puts forward
definition as the grand instrument to employ with these sceptics;
and be further illustrates his position from the phenomena of rest
and motion.

BOOK 1V,

AriSTOTLE having now given his readers some idea as ;. Tne nature
to the mode in which metaphysical science carries on of book IV. as
its investigations, proceeds now to enumerate some of & book of defi-
the particulars about which those investigations are )
concerned ; so that in book IV., which is purely a book of defini
tions, we may consider ourselves as furnished with a sort of termi.
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aology or glossary of the leading technical terms of the science. A
mei'.hodicnlg analysis of each of these terms would be-merely a tran-
script of what may be found in the body of the Translation itself ; but
in its stead will be given an enumeration of all the terms defined,
and some remarks on those amongst them that may be considered as
the most important in their connexion with Metaphysies.

2. Thitywords _ The terms defined are thirty in number, and are ss
g:g:eldvin follow : —

1. Principle. XVI. Perfection.

I1. Cause. XVII. Boundary.
11I1. Element. XVIII. ¢The accarding to which.”
1V. Nature. XIX. Disposition.

V. Necessity. XX. Habit.

VI. Unity. XXI. Passion.
VII. Entity. XXII. Privation.
VIII, Substance. XXIII. Possession.
1X. Sameness. XXIV. Procession.

X. Opposition. XXV. Part.

XI. Priority and Subsequenoe. XXVI. Whole.
X1I. Potentiality. XXVII. Mutilation.

XIII. Quantity. . XXVIII. Genus.
XIV. Quality. XXIX. Falsehood.
XV. Relation. XXX, Accident.

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

utilation.

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

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

physics, which, although it might seem, from its being pm,{"{“’an_
a speculative science, to argue the superfluousness of tology is a aci-
ontology,! nevertheless proves that there must existsome m"{ entity;
science to contemplate entity in its entirety, for that ~ =

only a certain genus of it comes under its own province; viz. that
sort of entity that is endued with the capacity of receiving the
motion tnat may be impressed upon it. And the same may be made
to appear in the mode of definition adopted by physical inquirers, for
the aspect in which they look at things is in that of their connexion
with matter; and therefore there must be some science to take
cognisance of the immaterial element in entities which will frame its
definitions in reference to the formal principles of things. Now
this science is the science of the ontologist. The foregoing reason-
ing might be confirmed from the instance of mathematical science
likewise.

But now the whole matter comes to this. We all 5 wa
acknowledge that every science has its own proper of setthing this
subject-matter. Physics deal with motive and mate- 3uestion. -
rial natures ; mathematics with immobile but yet material substances ;
and so forth in other sciences. Yet there is a something that is not
merely immovable, but eternal and immaterial, and yet there is nc
science to examine into it. Its existence is just as real, thougt
perhaps not quite so obvious as things movable and material, ana
therefore the science that takes cognisance of it is just as real too,
and this is the science of the metaphysician,

And these comparisons between physical, mathe- . o
matical, and metaphysical science bring into light the givision o‘}?h,
threefold division of speculative philosophy into these speculative
three very sciences ; namely, Physics, Mathematics, and :‘,’12,'::;’§ end
Metaphysics. The last, however, which is conversant o
with supra-sensual things must of course institute an inquiry into
what may be discovered at the very summit of * Being,” and that is
what is Divine, and so, in general, into the nature of God, and Meta-
physics in this point of view may be styled a science of Theology.

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

(1) Aristotle’s doctrine, however, is that Metaphysics is a transition from Physics
© a higher order of phenomena.
(2) The student is referred ‘o the remarks on Aristotle’s Theology at the closs of
Analysis.
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fegards the  the one most eligible and most entitled to our love and
Theology to  Teverence, Aristotle allows that the discussion of God’s
Metaphysics.  existence and attributes falls necessarily within the pro-
vince of the metaphysician. We might, then, expect to find an in-
quiry of the sort in this portion of Aristotle’s works, where so fitting
an opportunity presented itself of his saying something on the subject;
but one in vain tries to discover any such investigation. Aristotle
could have shown how some mediating principle might have been dis-
covered between man’s mental and moral faculties, 1n the fact of our
ascending up to a knowledﬁe of God through the exercise® of reason.
Several moral motives might be assigned as sure to act on the heart,
in consequence of this previous conclusion at the head. Thus Aris-
totle might have gratified his propensitv for system, by showing the
mutual bond of connexion between ethics and metaphysics through
the theological element in the science of the latter. t he did not
do so, however, is some proof of the vagueness, and looseness, and
scantiness of his Theology, and, therefore, for practical purposes, its
utter inutility.
No doubt he would have said that he had sufficiently
8 flow At~ disoussed those subjects that affected the }l))ractical
defend himself interests of mankind in his ethical writings; but this
srainsta would be no apology for the omission complained of ;
’ for though he perhaps touched on this subject in
his Ethics and Politics, yet he has his eye fixed on man merely in his
social and congregative capacity to the total exclusion of him, con-
sidered as a rell% 3 .
7. Book V. ut to return to the Metaphysics, from the point that
chap. iil. No has given rise to this digression, will bring us to the
sclence of the second chapter of book V. In this second chapter
’ Aristotle shows that though physics is conversant about
things that, in their mode of subsistence, admit of accidents, yet that
there cannot be a science of accidents ; but the true way to state the
matter is, to say that there must be a science of that which is neces-
sarily presupposed in accidents, that is, substance, and this science is
the science of Metaphysics.
6 Why the It is on account of one of the denominations of entit
seience of the being according to the accident that Aristotle is lei
accidentis  into the m&mry about the science of the accidental;
brought inder and the result of this inquiry is, that consequent upon
there being no science of the accident, this is one of the
?ects of entity, the consideration of which will be omitted in the
etaphysics,

(1) This method has been adopted in many of the schools of German phil hy.
tis, in' the present day, however, a settled question that the & priori dego:i:tslg&icﬁl
God’s ex must rily be an impossibility. Fide Sir William Hamil
ien’s Dissertation on the ** Unconditioned” in his Review of Cousin.
(2) ¥ids Cicero De Naturs, lib. I chap. xvi
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That there is no science of the accident, Aristotle
proves by induction from the other sciences, not one of ?,‘,:,h,’c'ie':::’,‘
which, practical or speculative, is concerned with the the accident
accident, as might be shown in the instances of geo- Proved:
metry and of architectural science : the former has nothing to do with
what may be accidental with geometric fi , and the latter with
what may be an accident to the buildings that are constructed. And
all is confirmed from the authority of Plato, who makes the science
of the sophist, which is not real but apparent science, to be a science
of the accident. Further, the very nature and cause of the accident
fender it an impossibility that there should be a science of it, for in
its nature it approximates to nonentity,! and its cause is not a cause
operating always or for the most part. Every science, however, is
oonversant about some sort of entity or other, and about that which
subsists either always, or as & were for the most part; for this is

uisite for the formation of its definitions, as well as for the possi-
bility of its knowledge being acquired or communicated to another.

It is, then, as Aristotle has proved, a settled point, 10. Th
that there is no science of the accident, and that entity, existenceof the
from this point of view, may be omitted ; but yet all accident an
this is no argument aﬁains the accident itself, which 2bsurdity.
has been already defined in book IV. chap. xxx. For to adopt the
hypothesis of the non-existence of what is accidental, would be to
say that all things arise from necessity, as Aristotle illustrates, b
niini the question, “ Will such a man die by disease or violence ?”
and shows the chain of contingencies that runs through the circum-
stances that may bring about the one result or the other. The
accident itself, then, certainly exists, and it would be an interesting
investigation to determine under what class of cause we are to

it, whether under that of the material cause, or the final, or

the efficient. .

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

pure.

(1) paiveras vag 1¢ ovpBefinkde dyyée 1i vou py Svroe.
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BOOK VI.

1. Importance LHIS brings us to book VI., which is a most impor-
of book VI.in tant one indeed, and has an intimate relation with not
regard of t{“ merely what has gone before, but with what follows;
entire work- — and an understanding of the distinctions and principles
enunciated in this book is essential for the comprehension of the
scope and general reasoning of the Meta l%sics as a whole. In order
to perceive the connexion between book V. and book VI., we must
bear in mind the fact of the multifarious dpredication of entity, accord-
ing to accident, truth, and falsehood, and the ten categories. Entity,
under some of these aspects, has been already taken notice of, and
the further consideration of it under them designedly omitted alto-
'ﬁlether; yet the subject is far from being exhausted, for we may
ivide entity according to the ten categories of substance, quality,
uantity, &e. And Aristotle now proceeds to show that the first of
these, namely, substance, the 73 7{ éori, is what Philosophy primarily
and chiefly has busied itself with, as miﬁht be proved by a reference
to Antiquity. And this is what one should expect; for the first of
the categories presupposes the rest as its qualities, and anything like
real knowledge of a thing is the knowledge of its substance, and not
of its qualities.
And this is important in determining what are to be
i}ﬁiﬂ\;ff regarded as substances, and what are not; and the
i value of a correct settlement of this question will be
evinced in the fixedness and definiteness of Ontology as a science, the
subject-matter of which comprehends this very substance or 7o 7
éare. Aoeordingly, Aristotle proceeds to inquire what “ substance” is;
and this being determined, it will be easy to frame distinctions an
definitions thereof, e.g.-as to the number and genera of substances.
8. s thereany-  NOW the most obvious and generally received accept-
thing trans- = ation of the word substance, is that which would confine
cendental? it to mere objects of sense; but then the question may
chap. i be fairly asked, is there no other substance distinct in
kind from that which comes under the notice of our senses? And if
there is, what is its nature? is it the same as the boundaries of
bodies, for instance, a surface, and a line, and a point, and so forth ?
or is it the same as forms or mathematical entities? Or shall we
assume a plurality of such supra-sensual substances, starting, like
Speusippus, from unity, and assigning to each substance its own
first principles, as one set to number, and another to magnitudes ?
These, however, are not quite the questions that Aristotle proposes
to consider at present; they have already had their share of attention,
snd another opportunity will present itself for such an examination.!
(1) As in books XII. and XIIL
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The precise object at present is to give a faithful re- 4 Digerent
vesentation of what substance—ovoia—is, and there- senses of the
?ore, ir. chapter iii. we find Aristotle enberinfg upon the Jord 2ivies
settleent of tais question. Now there are four leading
acceptations of the word “ substance ; namely, the essence, or very
nature of a thing—rd ¢ v elvae—the universal, the genus, and the

snylj&c:. .
is point of view, of the substance, as the subject, s, What the
Aristotle discusses first. What then, he asks, is the iv:b;;"imm
subject ? Why, in one way it is the matter, and in another ** “"*P- ™
the form, amf in a third that which is made up of matter and form,
viz. the entire, the 76 ovvoror. Now, we might at first sup%;se that
matter was the entire euhﬂect, and consequently constituted substance ;
but there is something else essential to the phenomenal manifestation
of the matter, but inseparable from it, and that is the form; so that
when we speak of the subject as substance, we mean that it is sub-
stance manifesting itself to us, not as it is in itself, but in the only
way possible for us to apprehend it by, namely, according as it is
matter moulded by form mto what results therefrom, and that is
entirety, or the ré odvohov. Thus, take the case of a statue; the
statue is the 7 ovrohov, made up of the matter of brass manifested
under the particular form of a statue. But we know nothing of the
substance in itself, except so far forth as it presents itself to us under
the appearance of a statue. Now, as to the relation to substance of
these three—the matter, the form, and that which results from botl,
the 76 oUvolovr—as regards matter, Aristotle thinks that the case is
plain enough, and therefore will not require discussion; andz a8
resﬁl;gs the 74 oivohov; that will be investigated on another occasion.!

remaining inquiry, therefore, is about the ¢fos, ¢ rnyestiga-
the formal principle of things, the v ¢ Jv elvar; and tion into the

ly this mquiry is taken up at chapter iv. and *é v elvar.
ﬁ:rsu'ed m that onwards to the end of chapter xiii.; that is, it may
said, to the end of book VL
Therefore, we have an examination instituted in
ehapter iv. into the 76 ¢ f» elva, or very nature of a J; Adyantage
thing, and in the outset Aristotle justifies himself in into the 167 v
this proceeding, because, having attained unto a know- «lva: chap. i.
ledge of this, we will then be able to pass on to more
obvious topics; and this is the mode of acquiring information in
general, namely, tl:rouﬁh what is less known to what is more known.
. The 76 7 §v elvar, which, itself, is of a logical import, o oo o
is oonsidered logically, because it and the absolute or *p- 1Y
eﬁ:a“:ld are the same; and this is what is proved in chapter iv. As
the dissussion, however, is, perhaps, more subtle than instructive, it
is hardly necessary to give here what may be found in the Translation,
snd therefore the stadent is referred for it to book VI. chapter iv.
(') Asis done h& b«gkn VII. and VIIL
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9. Chap.v. In chapter v. we have another question of the same
s mﬁz - nature as that in chnptl;r tif:(; : n:sldelly. as to lll:ls: %eélﬁnition,
re suy ing it not to m ition, wo ong to
nition. t] Ppos?hﬁt are not simple, but that involve a eonn:g;ion
with somethi ! And in the discussion of this question he is
conducted to the conclusion, that of substance merely may we expect
to find definition. in, one may ask the question, Is the very nature
of a thing, and each thing of which it is the very nature, the same, or
different ? and the answer given by Aristotle is this, that in the case
of things predicated absolutely, the affirmative of this is true, and
that in the case of things accidental the negtive is true, and all this
may be employed for the overthrow of the Sophists.
Aristotle now illustrates what he has laid down in re-
10 Hlustration of matter and form by the case of natural, artificial,
been laid down and spontaneous generations. All things that are being
Inregard of 6An generated are produced from something, that is, from
and eldos, o e 1. T
chap, vil. matter; by someth.g(l;ﬁ, in this case the form; and into
something, that which results from both, the 74 ovvoror
—say a plant, or a man. Now, the aim of the Stagyrite in bringing
forward the subject of generation, is to confirm what he has
already proved; namely, that the eldos, or form, is an efficient
Frinniple operating in every object, to which that object is indebted
or the shape it has assumed ; in short, it is the producing power,
acting on the matter of that object, and which makes it, to our per-
ceptions, the object which it 1s. If this is the case with natural
enerations, it is so with those that are artificial likewise, only that
ere the el8os, or producing power, resides in the soul ; for example,
the plan of a building pre-exists in the mind of the architect. d
here, also, we may observe two distinct stages in all this, which
Aristotle denominates by the two words, vénaes and moinaes, and an
explanation of these words will show the process as it goes on.
Nong:s means the previous conception which the artist forms in his
mind, and woinots is the application actually of this to the matter
to be worked upon. Moreover, that which is true in

11, The neces-

sity of under- artificial ¢ is true also in those that are spon-
';lﬂnd‘ﬂ taneous, and this, as well as the whole subject of gene-
chap. v ration, is elucidated in chapter vii, which is well

worthy of attention, and which if not thoroughly understood, it is
uite visionary to hope that we can imbibe the spirit which breathes
through this truly noble portion of the Aristotelian philosophy.
This theory of Aristotle about the eldos is the key to his refu-
tation of the Ideal Hypothesis; and nothing so strongly illustrates
the difference between the Platonic ani Peripatetic ‘philoso hy in
{eneral, as this diversity of opinion on the subject of the elBos or
orm.

(1) Or, in othir words, the 76 civolov.
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Bt although generation necessarily presupposes a o yyne
something that i3 generated, yet we must not all into theoryofforms,
the error of imagining that this is the form, or fhat fhe Chap-vill.
Jorm is capable of gemeration at all ; for example, to make a brazen
sphere is not to make the sphere, but this form in something else.

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

some matter to operate upon. But to say this, is to say that form is
not generated, but that what s, is the 76 avwolov, that which is made
up of matter and form. All this Aristotle is of opinion incontestably
sfows the utter inutility of the Platonic forms for the ;l):rposes of
generation or towards the constitution of substances, because, in
their separation from matter, they are entirely destitute of causality;
whereas, causality is essential to them in the Ideal Hypothesis put
forward by the Peripatetics ; so that forms are not the causes of gene-
ration, either as generating causes or in the way of paradigms or
exemplars.

The question of generation, however, suggests ;5 4 o oution
another, namely, as to why some things are generated as regards
from Art and from Chance, and why some tgfngs are generation,
not. Now, the answer which Aristotle gives to this “"*P'*

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

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

Aristotle approaches the discussion of another ques-

‘ion, the reply to which is to be found likewise in the 14. Questionas
distinctions that have already been established : one, he 10 the relation
says, may ask the question how the relation between parts and the
the parts and the w?:ole of anything affects the defini- Whole, chap. x.
tion of that thing. Now this question is obviously

suggested by the gct, that in the definition of some things no notice
is taken of the parts ; for example, in that of a circle ; whereas, in the
definition of other things, for instance, a syllable, the parts are taken
into consideration. So that the reply to this question is as follows
*hat in some instances the definition of the parts is inherent in that
2f the whole, and that in other cases it is not so.

But what, it may be asked, gives rise to this? Why, 15. what gives
that which gives rise to this differemce involves the rise to the
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solution of this solution of the question itself, and it is this, that in the
question. one instance we make use of definition by the material
parts, and in the other of definition by the formal parts. Now, this
will affect the parts themselves, because, in a formal or logical point
of view, we regard the parts as antecedent to the whole; whereas,
in a material sense, the whole is antecedent to its parts. Therefore,
the entire doubt has arisen from the ambiguity of the word part;
and this ambiguity is %roduoed because part may itsell be viewed
either in reference to the matter or the form of that which is com-
posed of bofl a0 th the way for another question i
. is prepares the way for another question in
}.i}.ﬂ;:,p\:y the next chaptel?—chapter xi.Lwhat sort tﬂe parts of
for another  form are, and what are not parts of form, but of that
Herdathe  Which, bearing a certain form, involves a connexion
parts of form, with matter. This question, however, seems only to be
chap. xi. another question éalready discussedz, but in a different
shape, namely, what is the difference between formal and material’
definition. Now, the decision of the one, as well of the other, indeed,
will rest upon a distinction that we must always make allowance for
in such cases. If we observe one particular form assumed by
different sorts of matter—for example, in the case of a brazen circle
and a circle of stone—and if the question be asked, what are the
parts of the form that is the circle, ’tis plain that, be they what
they may, they have nothing to do with the wood or the stone, that
is, n a logical point of view; whereas, if one sort of matter, e. g.
brass, invariably assumed the form of a circle, then, in explaining
what the parts of the form were, it would be next to impossible—in
fact, it would be a coitradiction in terms—to deseribe this form in a
- state of isolation from the matter which it moulded. Take another
instance—a man, whose form always manifests itself in a combination
of flesh and bones, and so forth; what are the parts of the form
here P or, rather, is not that question wrongly put, and should we
not rather say, what are the parts of the flesh and bones taken in
connexion with that form which they bave snvariably assumed in the
persan of & manli; th ises the difficulty of defini thing
ence then arises the difficulty of de a
3?'102335'2'," by its formal parts, without any re%erenoe tgnéﬁe matter
formal defi-  with which they are combined: for it is only under some
nition. form or other t{at matter makes itself apparent to us.
The form is a productive energy that is essential to its phenomenal
manifestation: and all this is just what has been already laid down
and described, as the key to Aristotle’s refutation of the Plaionic
doctrine of Ideas. . ) ] '
18. Whybook _ Lhe Teason why Aristotle is so much busied with the
V1. is so much subject of definition here, is, because he is examining
;alaer; P aboit jnto the subdivisions of the odeia, or substance, from a
cinitlon- Jogical point of view; and we shall see how that after
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wards an application is made of these logical principles to substance
regarded from another and different point of view. He is, therefore,
careful to say everything that can be said upon the subject; that is,
so far forth as it will not involve a repetition of the statements in
regard of definition which are to be found in the Analytics. There
remains, however, one ?uestion more on the subject; and that is,
How are we to account for the unity of definition ?

The unity of definition would seem to be destroyed ;o 410 tne
by the multiplicity of the qualities of the thing defined. unity of den-

e decision of {ln.s question Aristotle considers as of nition, chap.
vital importance to any inquiry in regard of substance. =
But the reply to this question seems simple enough, that whether
we regard definition in reference to the distinctions involved in
genus and difference, or not, yet that its unitg, notwithstanding the
manifold qualities that are to be included therein, will always be
secured by the unity of the sudject of those qualities. And let the
differential qualities be ever so numerous, yet we must arrive at
some ultimate distinction which will constitute the substance of the
thing, and, consequently, by its unity Produoe that of the definition.

But there remains another subject for consideration; ,) . .
pamely, the universal; for this comes under our notice tion of the
at present, consequent upon the subdivision of the universal,
substance, or odola, into subject, essence, entirety, and P*P- Xiil
the universal; and with the first three we have been engaged
already, and decided upon their nature ; and, therefore, lastly re-
mains to be investigated “the universal.” And what Aristotle cl{ieﬂy
seeks to establish, in regard of the universal, is that it does not
constitute a substance, for substance is that about which all things
else are predicated, but itself is not predicated of a subject, whereas
the universal is always affirmed of a certain subject.

And now Aristotle brings the whole of the foregoing
reasonings in this book, in their accumulated force, Zi. Al that
nfon the Ideal Hypothesis, when, in the begummg of bears down
the 14th chapter, he exclaims, with an air of apparent fipon the ldeal
triumph,  All these statements lay bare the absurdities chap xiv.
that ensue unto those who affirm, both the existence of
forms, and forms too in a condition of separability from things”
The intimate bearing of these discussions in the sixth book, on the
Ideal Theory of Plato, has been already pointed out more than once,
and need not be repeated here. Aristotle himself, moreover, merely
mentions the fact itself, but does not go into particulars, having
already furnished his readers with a demonstration in detail of its
fallacy, and reserving the discussion of it to a future ocension, which
hedactunlly does resume, as we shall see, in book XII., chaps. iv
and v.

He repeats here, however, what, by imglication at 22. The in-
least, he has already stated in other parts of book VI.; generability of
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forms, namely, the princi}l)’ie of the ingenerability of forms
chap. xv. and their incorruptibility. But #4is is not Platonism ;
for the forms in connexion -with matter—and that is the only know-
ledge that we have of them—are capable of both. And this contin-
gent nature of matter itself, implied in the corruptibility of the
16 a¥velov, shows that there can be no definition of sensible singu-
lars. Therefore, we are to bear in mind, when any %erson sets
down any definition of singulars, that it is always possible to over-
throw such, on necount of this very inadmissibility of definition
belonging unto what is singular. And what applies to singulars,
applies to the ideas which the Platenists maintain, as capable of a
scparable subsistence from singulars. They are indefinable likewise ;
and, in the present case, there is the further reason against the
Platonic dogma, from the indefinability of what is eternal.
And this would-be multiplication of suhstances by
23. ldealisma  the Ideal Hypothesis has led men into the error of con-
sionof sub-  founding substance with capacity, and of supposing
stance with  gertain things to be substances, which in realitfy were
potentiality, =Y e .
chap. xvi. merely fpotqntmhths, or capacities. The unity of such,
e.g. of animal with its members, may have misled
s;;eculators; but when they should have accomplished the separation
of which they were capable, one from another, they would then have
seen the true state of the case, and recognised, not substances,
but merely elements, or, in other words, matter under different

potentialitic. And, therefore, this the Pythagorean th
erefore, exposes the rean theo
A similar o bout unity being the substance of thyutgs; for there is
7o évof the 1O use, in searching after the origin—yéveais—of things
:’g:;‘:‘e;?;‘:;' to adduce the component elements, no matter how
subtle or searching your analysis may be; because, unless
vou can point to some disposing or producing cause, you will never
arrive at the }{)resent phenomena. Accordingly, when people speak
of what are substances, they should bear in mind, to avoid mistakes,
that substance constitutes a causative principle, and that no amount
of potentiality is eqduipollent with it.
25. How all And all this Aristotle draws to one conclusion in
this sotties  Tegard of the existence of anything; namely, that the
the question of };henomenon as such is to be regarded as a matter of
prenomenal  fact. There is to be no more questioning about it than
i ’ there would be of any other fact. To ask why this ve
thing is this very thing which it 1s, is really to ask nothin{i at niY
‘What course then should an investigator ado;ﬂ; if guided by what
has been already laid down? Why, assuming that the thing is what
it is to our senses, he should proceed to inquire into the cause of its
existence, dud Tt vra xei. For example, take the case of thunder;
the phenomenon itseﬁ it wzuld be a contradiction of the testimony of
our senses to suppose coul be different from what it is. Our busi..
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ness with it is ¢> try and discover, if possible, the cause or first
principle of it.

A.ng this will explain all that has gone before in 55 w40
reference to the logical inquiries that we have been much logical
engaged in throughout the entire of this sixth book ; for i",’il““y in book
if all philosophic speculation must ultimately conduct "™
one to an attempt at discovery of the cause, this will involve us :n
an examination as to formal principles; for in the present case tae
causz sought for is the 76 s wa elvae. This brings us to the close of
this very important book, which shows how Aristotle had penetrated
into the kernel of the princigles that form the basis of our modern
systems of philosopl:f: and, perhaps, if the detractors from the

tagyrite’s genius and originality would deem it theix lniiy to make
themselves a little more familiar with his works, perhaps, 1 say, the
would find abundant refutation here of the anti-experiential spirt
with which they have charged him.

BOOK VIIL

At the commencement of book VII. we are favoured ; poox vIr.

with a sort of epitome of the nlalsu]ts alrfségy atltain:adl containgan
revious to entering upon an application of these logi ppicatiol
glrinciples to thenc:ga of that sug:ls)tance which falls ?Iglder ;:;le?gpil::l

e notice of our senses. It is as well, however, to re- established in
mind his readers, as Aristotle thinks, why it was that *°°% V1
he conducted them through the regions of speculation which he has
exposed to their view in book VI." But an aecount of Chani
this matter is simply this. The 76 ¢ Jv elvar is one fooe syi-
certain aspect of substance, its logical aspect. Now the
principle of this is to be found in definition; hence the various
nquiries about definition, and its parts, and those that followed in
the way of necessary consequence. Having despatched, however, this
logical inquiry about substance, we come now to deal more imme-
diately with substance, and our bhusiness will be to try and find out
g:ls nature, and the number of those things of which we may predicate

e term,

Now in regard of the different sorts of substances, we s, Diferent
know that there are some whose existence is acknow- sorts of sub-
ledged by all such as sensibles; yet there are others Stauces-
sbout which there is not the same uniformity of opinion, but in
regard of which individual speculators have put forward peculias
sentiments of their own. However, as a more fitting opportunity
will tK;esent itself for the discussion of these latter theories, thry are
for the prenent omitted, but are resumed in books X1I. XTL and XTIL
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¢, The inquiry Our business at present, however, will be with those
respecting sen. Substances about which there are no diversities of
sible sub- opinion as to their existence; but which are acknow-
thancs 4 of Jedged by al ; and these are those substances that are
cognisant by our senses. Now all these sensible sub-
stances involve in themselves matter; and to say that a thing has
matter, is to say that it has a capacity for undergoing various
changes and affections. And these, of course, presuppose a some-
thing that is the subject of them, which in the present instance
constitutes a substance.
5. Chap. & mm h;l:;;s?f dsn‘t;sﬁtiance, at:e the stllllbject of oertml.d’
showsthat el3oc Material c identifies matter with capacity ; an
and évémfzm therefore, Aristotle deems it requisite to state wt[‘:at that
are of the . iS Which may be set along;ide as parallel with energﬁ;
" and this, ungoubtedly, is the eldos or popepn ; that is, the
form ; and it is the aim of the second chapter to show this. Now, no
doubt when we see anything subsisting 1n anglﬁartictﬂar condition,
e.g. water as ice, in a state of congelation, we e that condition to
serve as a proof of there being a certain subject of it. And when we
come to see what this subject is, as in the instance of ice as water,
we shall find that it is matter. Matter, however, after all merely
amounts to capacity; and if we cannot discover some productive
power to develop potentiality into actuality, we look in vain for the
manifestation of the phenomenon before us. The discovery, however,
of energy (évépyeta) as a principle of this description, is precisely what
we wanted, and a momentary glance at the circumstances of the case
will show its perfect identity with the eldos or form. For instance,
what is a calm P it is evenness in the surface of the sea: here the sea is
the subjeot ; that is, the matter, in capacity, of the evenness; but the
evenness itself is the energy.
6. Different It is also wog};y of remark, that different sorts
sorts of matter Of matter have different sorts of emergies likewise;
e acrent for in some things energy amounts to a synthesis,
’ and in others to a mixture, and in others to something

else of this sort.
chaphter iii. we have a question discussed as to
T. Chap.li.  whether the name of a thing bears reference to its
question in re- €nergy—that is, its form; or to that which is a com-
gard of the ound of energy and capacity—that is, of matter and
m:.““ orm. But, however important this question may be in
other respects, yet it is entirely irrelevant as regards
the present investigation about substance cognisant by the senses.
But, nevertheless, 1t is quite plain that it is similar o a question
already discussed in boo ., 83 to the inherence of the snm
defined in the entire thing defined; and as capacity corresponds ta
matter, and energy to form, it will be found to turn on the difference
already painted out between material and formal defimtions.
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And the discussion of this question conducts Aristotle . o =
to a solution of the difficulties under which Anti- fre paraox of
sthenes, and persons similurly uneducated, laboured; Antisthenes
namely, as to the non-definability of the 7o i éov:, or 2bout defl-
very nature of a thing. Now, no doubt, the definition ’
of this, which is the logical or formal definition, has its dificulties,
as Aristotle admits in book VI.; but still we 1::1! define the 74 ri
éomi, by makinhgngeo¥le acquainted with some quality or other of it
of a positive : for example, take the case of silver; we might
show not what it is, but what it is like, namely, that it resembles tin;
and that this quality, moreover, resides in a substance that has its
formal principles, and admits of definition, or, in other words, con
stitutes the compound of capacity and energy. And the same solution
is further illustrated in the case of the Pythagoric system of numbers
viewed as substances.

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

Now, this is what Aristotle wishes to lay down in 10, Two sorts

of substances such as are physical but generable ; of physical
g:t all this does nomnl]y apply to such as, though eubstances.
ing physical or naf are yet eternal substances : for these latter
do not involve matter, or, at least, such a description of matter as the
former, but matter capable merely of local or topical motion, as might
be illustrated from the science of astronomy.

And, whilst on this subject, Aristotle thinks he may |, wya.iic1e
remind his readers, that although some things do not that alone in-
involve generation or corruption, yet that it is only volvess con-
those that involve both that can be said also to involve "**'°" :
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matter, matter; but this is just what has been implied in the
chapter v. statement towards the close of the last chapter. And,
moreover, this holds good in the case of contraries; for they, in the
two cases, are generated palpably after different modes: for mstance,
com] the generation of a white man from a black man, with that
of whiteness from blackness. But, further, the doubt still presents
itsel{ as tt!? how, 1[1;11e of these eﬁntiaﬁesﬁr:hehmatter t]g]fl t;ach
involves the principle of contrariety; whether through potentiality, or
through a eoprmption of a certa.int{nbit or form usua.l.l;y’o worn by the
things themselves; as might be illustrated in the case of vinegar

and wine.
is. Chan. vi. The last chapter of this hook opens with the mention
13. Chap- Vi of a doubt that has been urged in respect of definitions
doubtasre-  and numbers, why they should be one; e.g. in the defi-
gards defl-  pition of man as a two-footed animal, why are not these
’ two qualities constitutive of plurality, instead of unity.
Now, if people choose to tﬁ)lpt the usual modes of defining and
dlst!.c!‘lﬁma ing things, they will never arrive at a solution of these
difficulties. The case, however, will be different if they bear in mind
the distinctions that Aristotle has already established as resulting
from the difference of energy from capacity, and how matter is equi-
};ollent with capacity, and energy with form. And this will always be
ound to be the case where matter is concerned, whether that matter
be isant by sense or by mind (alofnmy § vonry dAp). Of course,
if a thing does not involve matter, the question as to its unity would
!)te; ahs_t ; for the very fact of its immateriality is ample security for

its unity.

BOOK VIIL

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

Now the subject of potentiality, as respects its vari-
Sier ooy, ous significations, has already come under our notice
tiaty in in book IV. chapter xii,, and the reader is referred to

that portion of the Metaphysics as a collateral studv
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with this. In the present survey of potentiality Aristotle will omit
the consideration of whatsoever is styled so homonymously cr equivo-
cally; and this will exclude, amongst others, what is metaphorically
styled Potentiality in Geometry.
Now in any classification of the various existing , .
E:tentia]ities we must bear in mind that they must o',"“ﬁe:‘f:?}im
all ranged as under one primary potentiality, which under one pri
may be considered as the original principle of change [Jar Sapacity,
in something else, and this in another bodv, and p- L
80 on through several! And we may view potentiality either in
reference to habit, or passivity, or activity, and so forth; and to
potentiality in any of these respects there corresponds an impoten-
tiality which may ge regarded as a want or negation of those qualities
or properties which we denominate as potentialities.
ut one broad line of demarcation may be drawn % One broad
between potentialities in general; namely, so far forth fager near-
as they are either rational or devoid of reason; and the capacities in
former will be found resident in animated beings pos. Eeneral,
sessed of a rational soul, whereas the latter are merely
mechanical, so to say. There are to be discovered in these, however
different productive energies, according as the subjects of the poten
tialities are rational or irrational; for example, the former may bc
causative of several contraries, whereas one result merely can be
traced to the latter. And again, we are to remember that excellence
of condition or execution, the 7o €3, is not necessarily involved ir.
the notion of potentiality as such; for although one who carries out
any course of action well must have acquired a certain capacity that
possesses excellence, yet a man may go through a certain course of
action and yet not do so either successfully or é)roperly.
But as the relation between potentiality and energy . Errors i
is under examination, Aristotle draws our attention to reyara of the
certain prevalent erroneous notions on this subject ; for relation of
example, amongst the Megaric school, as to energy ::;;g’t;“d
being a requisite condition for, or rather, as what was chap. iii.
identical with eapacity; for example, a builder, if he
'does not actually build a house, cannot be said to have the capacity
of building. But this view of things is quite false, and might be
refuted from the instances of the arts; for, allowing a man to have
acquired any art whatsoever, could we say that he had lost it
because be was not actually engaged in the production of auny
artistic results
But the absurdities of the Megaries 2 in this position 6. The sbsur-
may be made apparent by showing that it reduces them dities of the

chap. ii.

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

(22m'.l'he chief of the Megarics was Euclid: their school has heen classed arongst
the fmperfect offshoots from Socraticism.
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Moegarics akin into the same false position with the followers of Prota~
to those of Pro- goras, who maintained the exclusive subjectivity of our
tagoras about  gensations, to the denial of their objectivity. Now reall
. ) such theories, if persisted in, will lead to the annihilation
of anything like generation or motion. But the fact is, that these per-
sons would never fall into this error if they bore steadily in mind that
such an assumption as theirs was the confusion of things that are per-
fectly different, and this would have been avoided by carefulness as to
the distinction subsisting between energy and capacity.
T ihecrigin Mg distinction has been abundantly illustrated aFready,
dvépyecashould and may be further discerned from the origin of the
beaguidein  term energy—its origin from the phenomena of motions
question. . .
especially. Moreover, we may ask ourselves what is
the relation between capacity and actuality ? May not a thing, that
is endued with a capacity of beinF, nevertheless not exist at all?
and, on the other hand, may not a thing be endued with the capacity
of not being, and yet exist after all? Surely this may be the case,
but there must ensue between being and non-being, or between non-
being and being, some such principle as energy or the motion which
is included inmtie idea of energy, in order to account for the transi-
tion or change of either into other.
5. Rational In chapter v.,' which is the next following, we have
capacities ex- 80me important principles established as to_ rational
amined into in potentialities, compared with those that are devoid of
chap. v. reason. Aristotle shows, in regard of those capacities
that are rational and resident in the rational soul, that their develop-
ment depends upon habit,? and that habit, of course, presupposes
various exercises of antecedent activity; still all these capacities are
worked in subservience to some one dominant principle, call it pro-
pension or free-will, whichever you please, for appetite and volition
1m their Vﬁ nature involve the capacity of successfully accomplishing
their several ends or objects of pursuit. And this in general may be
stated as the mode in which capacity passes into actuality: it is
through the medium of such principles as propension or free-will, and
that, foo, on the grounds already mentioned, of *te energy or motion,
involved in the condition of actual existence being the result of
capacity ; but propensior. and free-will, we know, possess in them.
selves the princigle of originating motion in other tﬁis.
: o that one advantage that we may reckon on attain-
9 Comrect . ing by our examination into the nature of energy, may
energy lead to  be sald to consist in the definite views which we thereby
the same sbout attain of what capacity really is. And therefore Aris-
pacity, in g
¢chap. vi. totle shows us the nature of energy, not merely pusi-
tively, but also negatively; not merely what energy is,

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

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

The next question in regard of potentiality which
Aristotle discusses, is, as to where we are to recog- :g'.uw",‘:‘;y
nise the existence of potentiality, and where a thing there is capa-
cannot be said to involve capacity at all; for example, iy, and where
is earth a man in capacity, or not? Now, once for all it ch.,:f’;ili'_'
may be stated on this subject, that where there is no
hindrance in the nature of the thing itself, and where we can lay om
finger on some extrinsic efficient principle, we may reasonably infer
the existence of potentiality. Butwe can never say determinately
that potentiality exists objectively, save where we can pronounce that
a change 4as been accomplished thereby in something else. And this
::ﬁv be illustrated in the case of compound things: for example, we

ill not say that earth is a chest in capacity ; but when the earth has
been instrumental in workingha change,—for instance, in contributing
to the growth of a tree,—then we say that the wood is a chest in
capacity, and we call the chest not earth or earthy, but wooden or
made of wood. So that where we can resolve a composite nature
into its elementary parts, and through them into its ultimate matter,

ing out the rule just given, we shall be enabled to discover where
the capacity exists, or if it exists at all.

Another question which the relation of capacity to 11. 1s poten-
energy suigests is as to which is prior; and as we shall tiality prior to
see m book XT., where Aristotle makes an application of Shers% iy
the settlement of this %uestion to determine what the
Divine Nature is, we shall see, T say, how important a use is made
there of what he now demonstrates, namely, that energy is prior to
capacity. Its %x;iority Aristotle now establishes, not merely in defi-
nition and in substance, but also in time, though not invariably in the
last. The very nature of energy would show us that its order of
development must be anterior to that of capacity, that is, as far as
substance is concerned ; for the first capacity is a capacity of ener-

isi This, however, may be different in time; for the matter of
which a man is composed is %rior to the man; and yet this statement
after all does not really clash with the Erinciple of the priority of
energy to capacity, for the capacity of the matter to become a ran
would lie dormant, if *here did not supervene som e productive: power



Ivi ANALYSIS OF ZRISTOTLE'S METAPHYSICS.  [BOOK vIML

and this is the same thing as to say, that not merely is energy prior
to capacity, but that, in the present case, if we do not admit this,
a man will not exist at all.
19, Anoth This principle, however, Aristotle makes anothet
A er o important use of, in establishing the fact, that in order
ofthisprinciple to acquire particular habits, there must, in the first
of the priority jngtance, be an exercise of previous enetgy,! and we
chap. vii, know from other parts of the Stagyrite’s works, that it
. is by repeated acts of such an energy, that practical
rinciples are formed, and the foundation laid, as Butler also shows,
or there being erected thereupon a superstructure of virtue and
personal religion. For example, one who wishes to learn music
wust actually play certain pieces of music, whether vocal or instru-
mental. Anﬁ all this shivers into atoms the quibbles of the Sophists,
who would fain make out that a man who is not in possession of
scientific knowledge, will yet accomplish some of the objects of the
science, or master some of its difficulties. We mjﬁht as well say that
a man is fit for a life of persevering virtue, who has never gone
through any course of discipline, or possessed himself of virtuous
principles of action through the exercise of habit. .
1. Whatisthe , But we may regard the subject in another point of
final cause of ~ view ; what is the final cause, we may ask, of poten-
potentiality,  tiglity ? Certainly, actuality. Animals do not actually
chap.vill. © erercise the power of vision for the ulterior purpose of
their being furnished with a capacity of seeing ; but they have this
capacity in order that they may actually use it. Now, does not this
likewise lend its testimony to the truth of the principle of energy
being prior to capacity? Besides this, however, do we ever recognise
she existence of capacity—would we ever be brought to allow its
existence—except there could be previously pointed out to us some
form that the capacity had arrived at P But what is form but energy
ander another name ? And certainly the end proposed is prior to the
means through which it should be accomplished, and yet the end
aud the energy are the same ; and this we see in the case of teachers,
who, if they can succeed in realizing to their pupils what the energg
is in‘a particular case, conceive that they have made them acquainte
with the end. Aristotle might have iLustrated this by the case of a
drill-master or a dancing-master. . .
14, Thenat But after all, we must admit the priority of energy
of ctomals the to capacity in the strictest sense of the word, if we
best proof of  choose to examine into the nature of what is eternal ;
;".:r‘;‘;“"" of for what is eternal does not, nor cannot, subsist in
A capacity, but yet its very essence consists in what con-
stitutes energy. The notion of potentiality is excluded from the
Divine nature, for that would destroy the necessity of God’s exist-
ence, for it would recognise the possibility of His non-existence.
«1) This previous energy seems parallel with what Cousin terms Spontaneity.
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And all this may be illustrated in the motion of the 15, 11 ustrated
heavenly bodies, which, as those bodies are Divine, the from astro-
motion of them is eternal. Most certainly, the motion of 2°™Y-
them has nothing to do with capacity, for then men would be justified
in the apprehension they have from time to time been shaken by, of
a suspension of the laws which rule the celestal phenomena. But
this 18 quite groundless; the sun, or moon, or stars, will never halt
ir their heavenly courses; their periodic journeys will uninterruptedly
be renewed, because these bodies, like God Himself, have energy for
their essence, and, therefore, we may rest certain and contented that
their operations will never be suspended on account of the wearisome-
ness engendered, or the system being impaired. Nay, even why
need we go beyond our own world in search of this truth, when the
phenomena of fire and of earth might have taught us the same truth
1 the perpetuity of their energy P

This, Aristotle remarks, is an instance of mutual imi- 1g, The prin-
tation between things heavenly and earthly, but makes ciple of
no further observation thereon, for he did not know ®ymbelism.
what we know by revelation from Christ, how that all things external
are mere types of something inward and unseen, as all our Lord’s
miracles show us, and were mtended by our Redeemer to show us.
Now, what I mean is this, that Nature herself is one mighty symbol
of what is spiritual, and that the whole creation groaneth an& tra-
vaileth to, el.l‘;er to have this life, struggling within her womb, brought
to the birth, and her mystic meaning, that is buried within her, borne
forth and carried home to the bosoms of the human race, to be
nursed and cherished there !

In the next chapter—chapter ix.—Aristotle’s object is 17, gnergy
to show that energy is more excellent than capacity; more excellent
and one chief reason of this is, that capacity presupposes than capacity,
the possibility of chauge and corruption, whereas “ 0 -
this cannot take place in the case of emergy, for it would he sub-
versive of our notions of it as well as of its own nature. Corruption,
we know, is an alteration into what is worse ; but if we allow the
existence of enerFy in the case of things having an evil tendency,!
we may give up the whole point about the superiority of energy, and
scknowledge its inferiority to capacity. But this certainly 1s. Thisagrees
would conflict so much with our notions of what is with our no-
eternal as quite to. ignore its existence, because we have ‘s of Sod-

ly seen how energy constitutes the very essence of the Divine

nature. And if we couple energy in any way with what is bad or
tends to worse, we shall Ee guilty of detracting from the Divine %er-
fections, and allowing evil to be mixed up along with them. But
this is impossible ; for, although we may recognise the existence of
evil én things themselves, yet, to make it independent of them—to

(1). This then would amount to a recognition of the independent existence of a
iple of evil.
4
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give evil an objective existence—is most false, and we must trace it
up either ta God Himself as its source, or we must regard it as an inde-
peundent power—a principle coequal and coeval with God Himself.
19. Confi This superiority of energy to capacity is confirmed
tion of the~ from the case of mathematical diagrams, where the
above from  several properties reside in a dormant, unknown con-
g;‘:{‘;‘}“;;:‘;:& dition, t1ll the mind of the mathematician is breught to
ix. bear upon them, and he discovers and makes known by
the mere energy of thought, those various relations
which constitute truth, and are inherent in those figures potentially
or in capacity.
20. Chap. x. In chapter x., which is the last one in book VIIL,
is concerned  Aristotle proceeds to show the relation subsisting
Tuh the rel-  between truth and falsehood, as compared with that
and falsehood Subsisting between energy and capacit.g'; and this rela-
toenergyand  tion is explained as involving a further proof of the
pacty. superiority of energy to capacity. In things involving
capacity, deception is possible—an assertion about their existence
may be true or false ;—but in the case of energy this cannot be the
fact, because, where actuality is concerned, there is an end of any-
thing like an exercise of mind as to its reality or unreality. Wiih
respect, then, to things potential, the same opinion may be at one
time true, and at another time false : with respect to things impoten-
tial, this cannot be; but the same assertions are always true and
always false. And this depends, not on the things themselves, but
according as the mind connects together ideas where they are dis-
joined in reality, or disjoins them wﬁ:re they are connected. Now,
this proclaims the purely subjective character of truth and falsehood,
at least according to Aristotle; but where we are concerned with
what is objective, as in energy, there is then no question about #, as
in the case of what is potential; for in the former instance the
thing is before you, and if you are furnished with the powers of
sense, there is no necessity for your calling into play the faculties of
the mind in such a way as you do when you predicate truth or false-
21. This rela- hood of anythi.ni. Now, as I take Aristotle to mean
tion points to  here, this is another proof of the superiority of evergy
the superiority to capacity, because, whereas capacity may furnish a
::;:;’g’ % matter of doubt, because its reality often depends op
the subjectivity of wind, yet, on the other hand,
erergy possesses an objective existence, and it is outside the mind,
independent of its operations of compounding and dividing. There-
fore, when a thing actually exists, it does not admit of being the
subject of a false opinion; a false opinion in regard of such amounts
to ignorance. If an object of sight was before & man who had not
the power of vision, any mental exercise on his part as to its exist-
ence would be quite beside the question of its existence. The
thing is there, fAink as you may: you may not kao it, because you
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want the power of sensation to perceive it ; but this is not the case
with others, who do not labour under this ignorance, but are supplied
‘with the means that Nature furnishes for this purpose. This brings
book VIII. to its close.

BOOK"IX.

Book IX. is by no means equal in importance with ; pooy 1x.
book VIIL, or, indeed, any of the forefoing; it is oocupied with
entirely occupied with the consideration of unity—the Jnify: the “=d
9 é»—which, to the metapbysiciun, is an interc] "
able term with entity—the 70 8v. The subject of unity has already
been brought before our notice in book IV. chapter vi.; and in the
commencement of this book we have a sort of summary of the defini-
tions given there, with this difference, however, that here no atten-
tion is paid to anything save essential or absolute unity; whereas in
book IV. this sort, as well as unity according to accident, are taken
into consideration, Now, unity is predicated of what , . ..
is continuous and indivisible, especially so in regard ofunfty, cbap.i
of its motion ; but the strictest notion of unity is com-

rehended in its being a measure in quantity; and this we see in
the fact of the measurement of various magmtudes and dimensions
by means of number—their measurement, for instance, in length,
breadth, depth, weight, velocity, and so forth. Now, the measure
in feneral requisition is such a one as is uniform and indivisible ;
and such, unity already has been defined to be. It is in itself simple,
and in its case we look in vain for the possibility of addition to, or
subtraction from it, as a measure; so that, all points considered,
unity—that is, number—is the most precise standard of measure we
could fix upon. Now, this may be seen in astronomy, where there
has been a sort of unity adopted as to the measurement of the
velocities of the heavenlg”bodies, and in music, and in grammar.

And as the subject been mentioned, Aristotle ; c.itain con-
sets down certain considerations in regard of measure, siderations in
and amongst others mentions a metaphorical or derived resard of
signification of the word in the phrases that science ™™ -
was the measure of the objects of science, and sense the measure
of the objects of sensation. The case is just as if another person
were measuring us; we would be able to decide as to how large we
in reality were by the extent to which the -ule of measurement
reached over our persons. But Aristotle would not 4 Disavowalot
wish to be misunderstood in this matter; by all this he the dogma of
did not mean to Larmonise with the opinion of Prota- Frotagoras-

. goras, who held that man was the measure of all things, for it is
scienc:, and not a scientific pemn;it is sense, and nt a sentient
e
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5. Ismanthe person, that he pronounces as a measure. Not that
wmeasure of all  Aristotle makes ?he remark here, but one may say that
things? this dogma of Protagoras has its spark of truth in it.
But when you come to apply it to things, you see how silly it is, and
Low false, for it would merge all objectivity into pure subjectivity.
1 may add, that the tendency which people have to allow this element
of truth in the tenet of Protagoras to exercise its silent influence
over their philosophic reasonings, often weakens the argument, for
cxample, that has been urged from experience against miracles.!
6. Chap. ii. Chapter ii. opens with the question as to whether
p. /13| " h
Is unitya sub- unity is a substance or subject; and this Pythagorean
etancet and Platonic view of the o é»—namely, consid it
equivalent with odoia, or substance—Aristotle, as already before,
expresses his dissent from. Now, for the present purgt.me we may
regard the ro &» as a term interchangeable with the ré é»; and pro-
ceeding on this, he illustrates the absurdity of this Pythagoric dogma
in the cases of colours, and music, and vocal sounds, and mathe-
matical figures. And as to the ro & and the 75 o» being interchangeable
terms, we may assume this from the fact of their fo owinf upon the
categories in an equal number of ways with each other, and not being
foun%oin any of them; thus the vd &v in the case of substance and
quality is similarly disposed with the 75 3».
7. Chao,. i, In chapter iii. Aristotle treats of the modes of
the medes of  Opposition between unity and plurality, and thus is led
ggpositioq;o- to treat i)f contradil::tion, contrariety, and lso forth. In
een unit tracing, however, this opposition, Aristotle points out
sod planality. - ohat l%e conceives to be‘z e concomitants of gzity; viz,
sameness, similarity, and equality; and of plurality; viz. diversity,
dissimilarity, and 1nequality; and he furnishes a brief notice of the
meanings of these several terms.
8. Chap.iv. But now, as_he shows in chapter iv., difference
n the greatest presuﬁposes adifference in a greater or smaller degree ;
difference, i« and thus we ultimately come to the greatest possible
Y difference, and this Aristotle styles contrariety, which
he asserts to be evident from induction, and which he accordingly
roves in this way, proceeding on the assumFtion of the greatest
gifference being in each instance the most perfect difference. Con-
traricty thus constitutes the greatest difference, and the greatest
contrariety amounts to habit and privation. Though every con-
trariety, however, amounts to privation, yet not every prvation
constitutes contrariety, save that one whioh is perfect; and this
depends on the multifarious predication of privation. We have then
au examination into the various senses of contrariety, and into the

(1) A popular illustration of this principle might be found in one of Sir Walteg
Scott's Novels, * The Talisman,” where an Oriental is represented as disbelieving in
the existence of ice, because cantrary to Aés own experience, thereby making A.mssdf
ke measure of things
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opposition subsisting in the cases of contradiction, privation, con
trariety, and relation, assigning the first place to contradiction.
These investigations, however, belonﬁ so palpably to the province of
the logician, that some have considered them quite out of place
here, and suspected that they have found their way from some lgical
treatise of Aristotle, into the Metaphysics, and have been inserted in
them by some mismanagement or other.!

'We have a continuation of the same subject in ¢ 9. The question
ter v., where Aristotle remarks that one may ask the of :5?“‘3"1’;‘
question, how unity is opposed to Xlnurality, as well as g v,
equality, to the great and small ? And the question as
to the opposition between equality and the ]gnrent and the small
is di to the end of this chapter. the beginning of
chapter vi. we have the question examined as to the opposition
between unity and plurality ; and Aristotle starts the surmise, as to
whether there may not prevail certain absurd consequences, as the
results of this opposition, depending on the opposition between plu-
rality and the few. And in the course of this discussion he attacks
the Anaxagorean tenet of the subsistence of all things simultane-
ously in a condition of in.ﬁ:;iji-;[y, both in multitude and in smallness.
This was not a correct or philosophic method of :&er:‘king for Anax-
agoras to adopt; the infinity he should have ed as having
reference to smallness and fewness—xal pikpdrnre kal Ghsyérrrs.

In chapter vii. we have the doctrine inculcated of the 19, cnap, vii.
necessity of media, m-mmgl from contraries, on the sup- on the subject
m;::ion of the admissibility of there being a medium ©°f media-

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

The discussions which occupy us to the end of book ;; e in-
IX. do indeed seem quite irrelevant to the subject in guiries in book
hand, and from ch:tgter viii. onwards we are busied with ;X. hardly
investigations strictly logical, e.g. as to how things that treatise on
differ m ies may be found in the same genus, on Metaphysics,
account of some characteristic belonging to them in ghaks vik
common with each other; as, for example, man and
horse, though differing in species, belong to the same genus, namely,
animal, And this leads to the question, why difference of species is
not to be found in cases where contrariety is; as, for example, a man
and a woman do not differ in species, though it must be acknowledged
that contrariety is involved in' the distinction of male from female.
Aristotle therefore proceeds to show what difference of species reall
is, and why some things may involve this difference in species, an
some things may not. Andy all this, in chapter x., i8 1, .0
brought to bear on the natuze of the relation between ™ o
what is corruptible and incorruptible ; in this way: contrarics arg

(1) Vide Mr. Maurioe’s remarks on this book, in his Analysis.
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sources. About what sort of first principles likewise is the science

of Metaphysics conversant P—about those that are primary and uni-

versal in the most eminent sense of that term, and denominated

ﬁemlly elements. Again, do entity and unity, the 3 d» and 7o &,
under its notice as the primary genera of t{ings?

Farther, must we admit the existence of a some- 4 14 therea
thing separable and independent of singulars? Are something that
there any substances, beside those cognisant to sense, i® separable?
which subsist in a condition of actual separation? This involves the
entire question as to the reality of metaphysical science, whose object
is to try and discover the existence of such, and make it manifest to
others. But the absurdity involved in supposing that there is no
such supra-sensual substance in existence is apparent from its recog
nition merely of the existence of matter. Now matter, ; proveer ore
we know, merely subsists in capacity, and without the supposes the
operation of energy or the formal principle, its existence exlstence of
would be to us a nonentity; its existence, however, *“°*
proves the presence of energy, and energy presupposes the subsist-
ence of an Eternal Substance. Besides, if we deny the 4. other argu-
existence of this Eternal Substance, we ignore the ments from the
existence of order and design in the Universe; but [afireot what
this will amount to the practical absurdity of denying ’
the reality of what are matters of fact. Again, are we to recognise
any identlt; as subsisting between the first principles of mortals and
immortals ! certainly not, as has been abundantly discussed in book
II., chapter iv. Again, what position are we to assign to entity and
unity in the category of first principles P and are we to recognise the
subsistence of a something beside entirety?—the rd otvorow, Farther,
are we to assign any limit to first principles, or not ?

In chapter iii. Aristotle shows that the subject- 7. chap. iii.
matter of Metaphysics is striotly and properly entity as the subject-
such; and he llz:,ys down what “already he has demon- ﬁ:ﬁgh‘;,,ic,,
strated, namely, that the unity of metaphysical science
is not destroyed by the multiplicity of the subjects which it ems
braces, consequent upon the many subdivisions of entity. And this
he iilustrates, as heretofore, by the case of medical science; and, in
general, we may take it for granted that all the various details of an
science are kept within the limits of unity, by being examined an
cultivated in reference to one certain genus, as well as one definite
pnm And all this is confirmed from the instances of the sciences
of. etry, Natural Philosophy, and Dialectics.

But, thovﬁ}: there is a wide diver%fnce in the subject-
matter of Mathematics and Metaphysics, yct in Some compares Ma-
points they intersect each other ; for the mathematician thematics and
makes use of those apodeiktic principles which fall fetaphysics
under the notice of the ontologist likewise. After :
bowever, his use of them is peculiar to himself, and he leaves to the
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metaphysioian to speoulate into the irinciples of these. And farther
wo are to bear in mind, that although in some respects the mb{ict-
mattor of Mathematics and Metaphysics is the same, because ttey
both ocontemplate what is immovable, yet that the former science
morely views a oertain portion of that which the latter investigates
into in its entirety.
'l‘ie mention, however, of these apodeiktic principles

0. Roconsider- guggests the consideration of those few fundamental

systews of the axioms that lie at the bottom of all reasoning, and,

ucopticain  therefore, all systems of science. And this suggests the

chapter V. reconsideration, in chapter v. of this book, of those

who ventured to deny the validity of these fundamental axioms—

reconsideration, I sa%é for the subject has been already treated of in

book III. In book X, however, we have the same topic brought -
before us, and are furnished with a second, and somewhat more

elaborate, refutation of the sceptical philosophies' of Protagoras

and Heraclitus. The course that Aristotle adopts, in his refutation

of these systems, in book X., is pretty much the same as he has fol-

lowed in book III. He enlarges on the absurdity involved in the

denial of such a simple principle—nay, such a flat truism—as

the same thing may and may not be at one and the same time, or

that contradictions may be both true. It subverts our notions of the

difference between negation and affirmation; and, accordingly, one

capital mode of refutation may be derived from the necessity that the

sceptic finds himself under, of assigning some meaning or other to

that, the existence or non-existence of which he affirms to be the

same. Now, when this meaning has been signalised by some name,

the folly of the sceptic will be made apparent even to himself; as is

shown more fully in book ITL. chapter iv. And all this Aristotle

deems would be sufficient to convict Heraclitus himself of his incon-

sistency : but there is another adversary, to whose system the same

will be antagonistic, and that is Protagoras; as he proceeds to show

in ahantaw
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notice in book IIT., as embodied in the assertion of the truth of the
apparent ; which assertion has been already refuted there.

ut as to the truth of the apparent, we may lay it |} o040 of
down as certain that the onl-\ilgin of this opinion, namely, the dogma of
from the tenets of certain Natural Philosophers, who all the truth of
appeared to have arrived at the same scientific inferences ppare g
in regard of the generation of nothing out of nothing,—that this
origin is tantamount to a refutation of the paradox itself. And the
sensational origin of the paradox is likewise a refutation of it ; for to
aﬂimtherezﬁ‘t!ylofwhatisapparenttothe senses, is to take no
account of the possibi]izoof the senses themselves being injured, or
otherwise incapacitated from deciding about truth; for example, just
as if one were to place the ﬁnfers under his eye, and make ol?::u
seem double, which were single in point of fact. Here, at t,
would be an instance where the apparent—the 76 palvoperor—was
wBtT& h; th d

ut pray w rmit the sceptio to pronounce dog- 12. Scepticism
matically az reg{r:l): phenomena I:vhich hg himself allows excludes
to be fleeting and uncertain, and on which, as such, he 4°smatism-
founds his system ? This characteristic, of flux and motion, in itself,
must render impossible the attainment of truth at all, and therefore,
why has the sceptic any right to contend for the #ru¢4 of his sceptis-
ism? But apply this sceptical philosophy to the affairs 15 praosicar
of common hife, and see how oomplete{)y 1t fails there— refutation of
how entirely discordant it is with everything that it the sceptics,
finds there. Wher life and death are concerned, and © pter vi.
when the doctor prescribes a particular sort of fcod, we take that
food according to his prescription, and we do not raise any subtle

uestions as to whether it is the food that it seems to be, or whether
is is imlll)louible, consequent upon the flux and motion of things.

And if ¢ nﬂ are in this continual state of change as regards 51:
sensations that make themselves apparent to us, why do the same
sensations always appear the same under the same circumstances P
why do not they appear to us the same as they do to the sick? Why,

use we are not sick. Do we continue, then, during such times, in
a state in which our organs of sense are unimpaired by disease ? The
sceptic must say, Yes; but this is giving up the whole point, for it
is an admission that we continue the same for a certan period of
time, or, in other wards, that things are not in that s‘ate of flux
which he contends they are.
. This constitutes the Aristotelian mode of attacking .
the Philosophy of the Sceptics, and he considers that if\Character
their whole system is shivered into fragments by this overthrow cf
method of refutation, which is the more ingenious, as it the sceptieal
is based on the principles of the sceptics themselves. F  °P™¥"
The overthrow, not so much of the speculative difficulties as of the
practical absurdities involved in the system of the sceptic, to which
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Arisiotle has given such prominence, is called the argument from
Common Sense, and is the one, as i3 well known, which became
such a favourite with the school of the Scotch metaghysicianh‘ in
modern times. All the sceptics, however, we must bear in mind,
are not to he refuted by one and the same argument, and what will
prevail with one class will fail with another. For, according to
Aristotle, amongst the sceptics themselves we discover the existence
of different classes, and some are much easier refuted than others,
for some adopt their system from what they fancy rational grounds,
and therefore such may be foiled with the arms of reason ; but others
are for ignoring the authority of reason altogether. The sceptics
belonging to this latter, which may be considered as the most ex-
treme school of scepticism, will not allow that there is any reason in
things, or any truth at’all: but how absurd, for if so, what reazsos
have they for their theory P and if all things are false, how can they
ﬁi'illmnd l:)f?men to recognise the existence of #r«f4 in their own
080]
15. Chlp?vi{. In chapter vii. Aristotle again reverts to the topic
sreuesin ne Of the unity of metuph{sical science, notwithstanding
unity of the diversity and manifold nature of its subject-matter.
Metaphysics. And precisely the same line of argument is adopted as
on a former occasion, when precisely the same topic comes under
our notice. The other sciences have their own appropriate sub{'ect-
matter, and why should not the science of the metaﬂhysician \ave
the same ? Now persons need not think that metaphysical science
is unnecessary, nor that # speculates merely about what is examined
into by the other sciences, for it is this very circumstance that in
right earnest establishes the reality of the science of the ontologist ;
for all the other sciences merely take up a fragment of entity and
examine it, whereas, the science of Metaphysics speculates into
entity, as such, so far forth as it is entity, that is, simply and univer-
sally considered.
16. Aristottes  And here we again meet with Aristotle’s favourite
favourite argu- argument for the existence of such a science as Metae
ment forthe  physics, drawn from the existence of what is eternal
such a science 8nd separable, and immovable. All other sciences have
8s Meta- their respective subject-matter. Here is a something
that can be proved from an induction of all the sciences,
not to be taken notice of by any; therefore we must have a distinet
science to take notice of this, and this distinct science is that of the
17. This like- Metaphysician. And this very subject it is which testi~
wise shows its fies to the fact of the dignity of Metaphysics as a
fgni Y- science,? for this separable and supra-sensual substance,
what is it, as Aristotle will show in hook XI., but the Divinity
(1) It is hardly a correct use of the term Metaphysics, to predicate itcf the system

of the 8cotch philosophers.
. (3) Fide book V. chaps. 1. and ii.
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under another name; therefore that science ought to command our
homage and reverence, the province of which is to take notice of
the nature of God. Here is another Flace in the Metaphysics where
Aristotle bad another opportunity of enlarging upon the subject of
Theology, and showing its proper place in, as well as connexion with,
the science of Metaphysics. But lere, as elsewhere, he neglects to
follow up the subject, an omission that is taken notice of in the analysis
of that part of book XI. where Aristotle unfolds his notions of God’s
Being and Attributes. The same point is likewise noticed in the
analgs(ii:f book V. brongh
pter viii, we again are brought into contact

with a subject already examined in:;?, namely, 88 t0 on the sriense
there being a science of the accident; and the same of the
statement is made here as elsewhere, of there being no **“4e™*
such science, and the grounds put forward in both places for this are
the same. There is the same practical ent drawn from ex-
perience, to show that there is no science of the accident; and the
same is shown from the nature of the accident itself, as well as the
cause of its subsistence. Now the nature of the accident, we know,
is what subsists neither always nor as for the most part, but science
is conversant about that which subsists always and for the most part.
And further, we must bear in mind that the cause of what is acei-
dental, is not the same with the cause of what is absolute, otherwise
we must adopt a system of universal necessity. Wherefore, on these
grounds, in this metaphysical treatise, where entity, as such, is under
consideration, this is one of the aslpects of it which, with certain
others of the same kind, are entirely left out of view by the Stagyrite.

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

Thus we see that book X. merely comprises wWhat 40 oo snecu.
already has been brought before us at large in books lations pecetiar
I1. and IIT.; there are, however, two subjects treated tobookX.
of 'J;.ln thm},jbg)k’ w};isch al;zl pecgiarly its ow(i:, nametll{.,h the nature of
motion, chiefly in its relation to en and potentiality, and, also,
that of the Infinite, or rd dwetpor. ey Fo 1, and, also,

Now as to motion, we may assume that there are as 31 The subjeet
many species of motion as of entity, because motion is of motion
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treated of in Mot a thing that is indcrer.dznt of eniities themselves,
chap. ix. The chief subdivision of entity, however, where motion
is pl:i:ldy discoverable, is that one which subsists according to capa-
ci? actuality. But now take the case of a brazen statue, and
ask yourself, where has the motion come from that has moulded the
brass into the form of the statue, and in wkat does it reside? Does
the capacity of the brass constitute this motion, or the ener§y re-
sup) in the productive powers of the art of the statuari Ii')m
rep g to this seems to be as follows: That the motion does not
reside in the capacity, nor in the energy, and yet that it is that which
secures the transition of what subsists in capacity into a condition
of actuality ; in short, “motion,” as Aristotle defines it, “is the
entelecheia * of that which is endued with capacity, so far forth as it is
such.” The whole of this chapter is occupied with an elucidation of
this principle from practical instances; for example, house-building.
He vindicates the view which he has thus taken of motion, reassert-
ing that it constitutes an energy and yet an imperfect one; that we
must account for its indefiniteness from the fact of its being doubtful
as to whether it ought to be classed under capacity or energy; and
that all this enhances the difficulty of the matter in hand, though at
the same time Aristotle finds no reason to be dissatisfied with the
views he has just now put forward.
22. Chap.x.on  In the tenth cha&ter, Aristotle comes to treat of that
“the Infinite.” which had already before his time given rise to so much
speculation, namely, the Inﬁni{e—the 1o dmetpor. In the first place,
we are furnished with a sort of negative description of it; for as to a
itive definition of the Infinite, that would be out of the question.?
, however, it is what is possessed of a separable subsistence, it is
not what is cognisant to our senses; and this we might expect, for
on the supgsitlon of its constituting neither magnitude nor p[iumlity,
and that the substance of it is the infinite and not what is accidental,
in :13}’1 a case it will be indivisib{e; fo:; ]:f we allow i(t1 to be dlizris;'lll)le,
it will, as a consequence, involve either magnitude or plurality.
2. Nature of Bu'zs?)%sides the indivisibility of the Infinite, we m?y
the Infintte. . also regard it as devoid of parts, for this would presu
pose its analysation into similar parts. As, for example,
a part of the air is air ; but this, in the case of the Infinite, would be
absurd, for the notion we have of it is of what is essentially uncom-
pounded. But that the Infinite should subsist in energy, for this
reason is impossible, for what part will we particularize as the sub-
ject of this energy? for take whatever portion of the Infinite you wish,
and it will—it must—be infinite likewise. And, further, it is im-
possible for it to subsist in a condition of actuality or enfelecheia, for

(1) "EvreNéxea {8 best translated by the word ¢ actuality.”

(2) Vide Cousin in his Plycholc;g{, on Locke s theory of the Infinite; Sir William
Hamilton on Cousin, in his first Dissertation; and Mr. Calderwood on Sir William
Hamllsow'’s theory; and note, p. 805 of the Translation.
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then it mast needs constitute some quantity or other ; and this would
presuppose its subsistence in accordance with what is accidental.
The next thing]_:ﬁhnifh Aristotle undertakes to prove g4 The n-

in regard of the ite is, that it does not reside in finite not to bs
objects that fall under the notice of our senses. And foundin
this he proves in two ways: first, from the formal ’
principle of body as what is defined by surfaces; and, seoondl{, from
physical considerations, namely, from the impossibility of its being a
composite nature, or even a simple one. We cannot suppose the
Infinite to constitute a composite nature; for how, as is essential
to our notion of what is compound, would the elements of the
Infinite, supposing it of this description, be limited in their number—
how would we equalise them? And, further, we are to bear in mind,
that body is that which involves an interval in every direction, but
that which is infinite must involve such an interval without amy
limitation at all as to direction; so that if body be infinite, it 18
infinite in every direction. And as to the unity of the Infinite, it is
just as fanciful as the unity which Natural Philosophies lay down as
exiﬁt' bels:ide the el;gn;nts.

ut er, evel cognisant to our senses is in
place somewhere, gd thgre ;s‘m:he same place for the 2o, Surther
whole as for the part ; take the case of the earth, for from the rela-
example. Now a}i})ly this to the Infinite; if it is jops of bod
uniform, it will be then immovable, or it will be always ’
in motion ; but this is impossible, for why should it have a motion in
any one direction more than another P upwards, more than downwards P
Suppose, however, the Infinite were like a clod on the earth’s surface,
where will it be moved to, or where will it remain at rest? for this
is merely a part of the whole, and the place of this clod which is con-
genial with the substance of the whole earth will have a place of the
same sort with the whole, and therefore the place of part of the Infi-
nite will'be infinite as well as that of the Infinite itself; but this is
absurd. But even supposinﬁ the Infinite to be in place, that it
will comprise the entire of the place where it is—yet how will this
be the ease P—what will be its place of rest or of motion, or will it
be moved anywhere? If so, it will never come to a stand-still; or
sug}me it to be at rest everywhere, in that case it will not be moved.

, on the other hand, we suppose that the Infinite is 26. The T
not uniform, but dissimilar in its component parts, then fnite uniform
also will the places which they severally occupy be dis- or dissimilar
similar likewise. And the consequence will 'be. that it pasts.
there will not be one body of the entire save in regard of contact.
Then these %a:‘ts will be infinite or finite in species; it is not possible
for them to be all finite, for some of them will be infinite, and some
not .stt; o; tigae eintire tmusl;o be infinite. Ahl;d thli)s will lead to an
infinity of the elements; but supposing this to be impossible, the
Universe must needs then be ﬁniul:.p "8 possiie
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And again, it is, in short, impossible for body to be

3 Dody oav-. infinite, as well as the place for body, if every bo{ly that
is colfjsa.nt to our senses involves gravity or lightness,

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

. e two remaining chapters of the

::dll'g:hu‘h there is not to be found an hlIl)lg that can be considered
chapters oect- important, when compared with what has gone before,
Felation of m§°is about to follow in book XI. They are both
motion to occupied with the subject of motion in relation to
change. ol . There are three changes, either from a subject
into a subject, or from a non-subject into a subject, or from a subject
into a non-subject: the first is neither generation nor corruption,
the second amounts to generation, and the third to corruption. g‘low,
although every motion constitutes a certain change, yet not every
change constitutes motion, for generation and corruption are not
motions; it is only in regard of the change from a subject into a
subject that we can assume change as equivalent with motion. Now
these principles are clearing the way for what follows in book XI.,
where he traces up all energy and activity primarily to the First

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

‘Wz now come to book XI., which is the more impor- 1 wny poock
taut, as it oontains discussions bordering more on XI. more im-
‘Theology than any that have as yet been brought before portant than
us. ese occur chiefly towanL the end, but all that

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

This book opens with an assertion already made by , . .
Aristotle as to substance, or the odoia, being 8 Proper gunstance, the
object of speculation ; for the truth of which he appeals proper subject
to the systems of the ancient schools of philosophy. of speculation;
({:Ieities and passive states no doubt come in for a book XI.

8 of inquiry; but still it is so in subservience to an
investigation into substance, which they presuppose. But what
science is there that takes cognisance of substance in the way in
which Meta&];ysics does? What science is there that investigates the
causes and first principles of substance, except that of the metaphysi-
cian? And the generally received division of substances , ... o
into eternal, immovable, and those that fall under the oisia, proves
notice of our senses, this very division bears its witness ﬂ;eu:\oeud:;u
to the necessity of the existence of such a science 83 otmetaphysics.
-that of Meta%hysics; for though the physical sciences
have taken abundant notice of semsible substances, yet where have
we any system of philosophy conversant with what is immovable as
such, and with what is eternal as suchP There is a verging towards
such a science in the systems of mathematicians, as well as in the
- Ideal Hypothesis of Plato; but the degree of development attained in
either of these cases falls far short of what is accomplished by the
metaphysician in transcendental science.

Now, substance falling under the notice of our senses, 4 cnange ana
which is one of the three subdivisions of substance, is causality;
that which admits of undeﬁing change. And change hep-i.

resupposes a something that is the subject of the change, and in
{’he present case, that is, the matter Ay. And this will appear at
once when we enumerate the various sorts of change; for we are to
bear in mind that there are in existence four modes of changes,
either according to substance or quiddity; or, secondly, according to
%uantity; or, thirdly, n.eeord.inF quality ; or, lastly, ing to
the place where. Now simge generation and corruption belong
to the first, and increase and diminution to the third, and alteration
to the second, and such a thing as orbital motion to the fourth. Now
all things whatsoever that involve matter are susceptible of changes
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for matter itself is ore of a threefold division of causes inta contrariety,
privation, and matter.
5. Nogenera-  We are not, however, to suppose that there is a
tion of matter generation of matter and form that is of the ra €orxara,
:{l‘gp‘°ﬁ’:“ or the ultimates, so to speak, of objects that fall undex
’ oad tl};; notice of our senses. Matter, n(I; doubt, adnflit:h:f
change, this presupposes a something as the cause o t
as well as somet, into which a transition is effected ; but
this proves no generation of matter or form. Matter manifests itself
to our senses under a particular form; but this is 'brought about by
Art, or Nature, or Chance, or Spontaneity. And these mezely worl
on what they already find in existence, namely, matter, or the Oas.
6. Anapparent Perhaps, indeed, there may be a sense in which form
exception to  gubsists separately from the matter which it moulds.
this, " As in the case of a house, the form of which we in a
certain sense might say did subsist in the mind of the builder pre-
viously to the bricks and timbers assuming the shape of a house.
But Aristotle, as he shows at the end of this chapter, will not allow
that this is any admission of the reality of the Ideal system of Plato.

7. Twofold ere is a remark in this chapter worthy of note, in

differencein  which Aristotle expresses a twofold difference in causes

causes. in respect of some beiﬁ antecedent and some being
. coincident with their effects. This distinction we know has been

brought forward in the modern controversies about the Theory of
Causation, as may be seen by a reference to the Dissertations of the
late Sir William ilton on that particular subject.

8. How th Now, what Aristotle has established thus far in these
foregoing re-  three chapters of book XI. appears to be this, that
lates to what is there is a something that exists as the subject of the
to follow. various changes that we observe ; and at the same time,
that these very changes themselves presuppose some productive and
constructive power, which by its efficiency gives rise to them. This
plainly is laid down with the ulterior purpose of demonstrating the
necessity of the existence of a First Cause.

9. Are th Before proceed.in%, however, more immediately to
principles of €Xamine into this subject—I mean, the necessity of the
things the existence of a First Cause, some one original and

e or rimary principle, whereon all things depend, and from
:in':;r.ei:t.' I\;rhe::ey Iihey flow—the question meets us at the

threshold, Are the principles of things the same, or
different? Are the elements of substances and relatives the same?
This question we know has already been discussed in book II.
Strictly speakin%; they are not the same; but in one sense, perhaj

they may, and that is xar’ dvaloyiar—analogically. But agam, what
relation 1s there between elements and first principles? Are they the
same, or different? Now we know that one chief merit of the k
philosophy, as developed by Plato and Aris*otle, “vas bringing forth
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into a clear light this very relation between an element and first
principle, oroixeiov and upyyj. An element and a first 10, Elements
vrinciple in one respect are the same, and in another threefold,
they are different ; they are the same in material things; Souses four-
but when one passes on to things that fall under the

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

it is this: that some of them do, whereas others of l{é,s,:';’:,:gfe':
them .do not, involve a separable subsistence ; and it is to and some in-
the former timt we must ascribe the nature of substance, :;’;"‘3“;
and which, for this reason, we must regard as causes; p- V-
because, how can we conceive such a thing, e.g. as motion, or
vassion, without presupposing substance as a condition of both ?

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

_have no existence—each thing has its own particular yersalcauses.
cause—there is no universal man to be found iz rerum
naturd. Peleus, a particular individual, is the father of another
g:rtionlar individual, Achilles. The true principle of causality is to
looked for, not in mere mental abstractions, but in substances as
such~—they are the causes of all things, and are thie causes as ener-
gies; a principle which will be applied by Aristotle in his attempt
to explain the Being and Attributes of God. And on 13, Fourfold
examination it will be found that these may be arranged division of
under the same four heads of causes which Aristotle °Us€*-
has already laid down as the divisions whereon all inquiry on etiolo-
gical subjects must be based. This fourfold enumeration of causes
is no obstacle to the truth of the threefold division of elements or
first principles, as already mentioned. The three principles, however,
may sometimes be further reduced ; for in some cases the principles of
all things may be the same, that is, analogically, for the matter and
form, and privation, are often merged into unity, by being all alike
ar. index of efficiency or a moving principie somewhere.

But now, having thus been engaged in the examina- , consiger-
tion of two sorts of substances out of the three ; namely, ation of the
two substances of a physical nature, as they have been sioia dxivmror:
described already ; the third also now remains for consi- - P .
deration, viz. the immovable one— the ovola dxivyros, which Aristotle
accordingly proceeds to examine in this and the following chapter.

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

(1) ¥ide a previous note in ;he Analysis, at p. Xxxvh



Ixxiv ANALYSIS OF ARISTOTLE'® METAPHYSICS. [BOOK XL

stance; that is, primary substance. For primary substances, if not
adinitted as lying beyond the possibilities of being corrupted, will be
sufficient to ensure the corruptibility of all things else beside. And
as to motion, we know that 1t cannot admit of being generated or
corrupted, for it is what always existed ; and it is so with duration
likewise. And as the continuity of motion, that is, circular motion,
is what we must_acknowledge, s0 must we admit the continuity of
time ; in fact, as Dr. Clarke in modern times argued, and as Aristotle
now implies, time and space ! are in themselves infinite, and are to
be viewed as the attributes of an Inficite Being.
16. The pri- Further, must these substances not merely be eternal
mary substance 88 being primary, but must be immaterial as being
immaterial  eternal, and on their eternity and immateriality depenﬁ
~kewise. the connexion of their essence in the energy. And in
general we may assume that the eternity or immateriality of these
primary substances would be of no practical importance to us, save
on the distinct understanding of their subsistence in a condition of
re-existent energy. This principle was quite over- -
17. Defectin  Jooked by the old theogonists as well as the physicists
T,:,ol:;y, of antiquity, in their systems: for example, in gene-
rating the Universe out of Night, as Theologians of those
ages did, or in the simultaneous subsistence of all things together,
which some of the natural philosophers maintained. This is a serious
error, and it may be remarked that the extravagances deducible from
these systems are a silent piece of homage to the truth of the philo-
sophy which Aristotle at present is seeking to establish. Now all
these philosophers and theologians gave quite an inadequate view of
things—it was impossible for them to account for the phenomenon
of motion except they recognised the previous existence of energy.
Matter can never be the instrument in producing its
I e oig'% own motion, and it was this difficulty which led to the
the perpetuity origin of the theory of the perpetuity of energy, such as
of motion. was advocated by Plato and Leucippus, for these philo-
sophers advocated the eternity of motion; but independent of the
utter incompleteness of such an account of things, precisely the same
objection lies against their theory as that of the theogonists just
alluded to; namely, that we cannot consistently perceive in what it
advances as the original of things, any efficiency or anything that
will produce motion in the first instance. So that, after all, the
reality of a pre-existent energy is recognised in these systems, as is
also made to appear by a reference to t%: philosophy of Anaxagoras,
who identifies mind and energy together, as well as to that of
Empedocles in his assertion of such principles as harmony and
discord.
19. How this Advancing forwards, then, on these principles, what
tearson the  remains to be proved in regard of these primary subs
(1) Pid: Stewart's Outlines of Moral Philosophy, Part II. chap. ii. article 1.
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stances as a Jasis whereon to build the truth of God’s question of
existence, what remains, then, is pretty obvious. These God’s exist-
primary substances, we have seen, involve an eternal "
motion—a mction that is cirenlar, and between that which receives
this motion and that which imparts it we must recognise the inter
mediate existence of that which, though the source of motion, is
itself immovable ; and this constitutes what already has been implied
in the mention of the primary substances, and that is, the eternity of
ome substance whose energy coustitutes its essence. And as to the
energy of this first substance, that can hardly be called in question,
for we must bear in mind that a perpetuity of motion presuppnses
an eternal cause of that motion.

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

ity.

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

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

(1) This tendency is noticed by Cicero in the first book of the De Natur. The
student of Ecclesiastical Hislory is fully aware ¢f its rernicious operation on
Theology.

r2
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energies of the human mind; and a truth, moreover, so glorious
t%apt 'the Holy Scriptures of God teem with frequent avowals
ot 1tl
8. The final And this of itself teaches us the final cause of the
cause of God's Divine activity, and what it is that it proposes for itself
energy. by this its display of energy. It is love that draws
forth the one, and a yearning after what is lovely that leads to a
display of the latter. In us frail mortals, though the will, when not
perverted, strains after what is good as an object of desire, yet it may
or may not attain such, however it may love it ; and the same holds
good of the mind in its apperception of truth. In the case, how-
ever, of God, the will and its object are not separate, and therefore,
when we say that God pursues t[lle work of creation as an object that
is loved—xiwel 8¢ ds épaduerov—we mean, in other words, that the
essential quality of the Divine nature is love, or, as the Evangelist
St. John has it, ltIhat ¢ lgod is l?ve.” hat fancifal
ow this might a a somewhat fanciful inter-
34. The Justics pretation of whgt we q‘m in the text, but when what
going analysis follows is annexed, the analysis will not seem so unjusti-
fhown inwhat - fiable on the ground of its exaggeration ; for thereby will
’ we find Aristotle laying it down that God’s existence is
what must be most excellent and happy, and therefore, as such, his
aim must be the promotion of general felicity in all parts of Creation,
and the actuating principle in his Divine Eerfections must be love, and
25. Vindicated nothing else duf love. Perhaps, however, it will be the
by a passage  Safest course to give the reader Aristotle’s own words
from the literally translated. “ The mode of God’s existence,”
Metaphysics. 5505 Aristotle,! “ must be such a one as is most excellent,
and an analogy of which we have in our own short career. God
exists for ever in this condition of excellence, whereas, indeed, for us
this is impossible. His pleasure consists in the exercise of his essen-
tial energy, and hence wakefulness and perception are what with
God are most agreeable. Now essential perceptionis the ﬁerception
of that which is most excellent, and the mind perceives itself by parti-
cipation of its own ohject of perception; but indeed, it is a sort of
contact of both, that in the Divine Mind creates a regular identity
between these two,? so that with God both are the same. And in
possession of this prerogative, He subsists in the exercise of energy;
and contemplation of his own perfections is what to God must,g{e
most agreeable and best. And this condition of existence, after zo
excellent a mauner, is what is so astonishing to us when we examine
God’s Nature; and the more we do so, the more wonderful that
Nature appears to us. Arzd the mode of God's existence is essential
enerygy, :.'mtsh3 as such is a life that is nost excellent and everlasting, so

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

Now, in these words, which are to be found towards T
the close of book XI. chapter vii, may be said to be i, hir quota:
contained the most lucid statement of Aristotle’s and substance
notions of the Divine Nature of the Being and Attri- of Aristotle's
butes of God; and the bearing of this passage on the
question of his Theology is most important, and is briefly noticed
ﬁain in the remarks which follow after the actual analysis of the

etaphysics has been hrought to its close.

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

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

(1) This may be seen in those treatises which place tne modern discoveries in
Geology the side of Revelation. professedly with a friendly aim, but really im
order to the latter into disrepute.
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uninterrupted and eternal life, and exercising his functions through-
out infinite duration.
30. Chap. vi.  And from this Aristotle passes on, in chapter viii,
The unity or  to the sub{ect, as to whether we are to recognise the
g}'i‘,:;‘;;"sg{’_ unity or plurality of such primar‘y, substauces; and, in-
stance proved  determining for their plurality, he does not infringe
cxperiment-  upon the doctrine already established in the last chapter
- of the existence of one First Cause of all. For, although
in this'chapter be puts forward these many primary substances, yet
they are endued with motion—albeit, eternal ;! and this motion they
have received, in the first nstance, from that which, though the
source of all motion in the Universe, is itself, notwithstanding, un-
moved ; but this, with Aristotle, is God Himself. And here, too, we
see another example of Aristotle’s eclectic spirit in his reference to
the works of others, and his custom of extracting therefrom what-
ever may be real and serviceable to truth. As to the Ideal hypothesis,
however, or the Pythagorean system of numbers, he leaves them out
of the way; for, after all, they have no bearing on the present
subject ; but rather, in the theories of astronomers, does Aristotle
expect to discover tlie object of his pursuit.
31. Reference  He, accordingly, searches into the works of astro-
to the writings nomers; such as Eudoxus and Calippus, in order to
e o, ascertain the generally received notions of scientific
" men, as to the number of the orbital motions of the
. heavenly bodies ; and for this reason, because corresponding to these
several motions, there are so many substances belonging to the stars
—first, second. and so on, according to the arrangement adopted by
astronomers. For Aristotle’s idea was, that the nature of the stars
constituted a certain eternal substance; and, though bhe thus re-
cognises a number of eternal substances, yet he places one above
them all, from whence, as from a fountain, the others derive their
motion.
: This sketch, which is given us in this eighth
52 Valueof  chapter, of the systems of Eudoxus and Calippus is
interesting, so far as it illustrates the condition of
astronomical science about the time of Aristotle ; and what we have
here is likely to be an extract from the Stagyrite’s own work on
astronomy, in which he undertakes to amplify and improve the
labours of Fudoxus; and the loss of which must be regarded with
serious regret by all those interested in the learning of the ancients.
Having ascertained the number of the motions of the heavenly bodies,
and, therefore, of the bodies themselves, to amount to filty and five,
or, exclusive of those of the sun and moon, forty-seven, he somewhat
too dogmatically pronounces about the completeness of this enume.
ration, and concludes with an assertion of what he had already
proved in the De Ceelo; namely, the existence of one heaven—
(1) Revelation has taught us of the 1g tion of the 8w from the Father.
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els ovpavis. The connexion between this a:-sertion and Arie otle’s
theological system will be briefly considered in the remarks to be
found at the end of this Analysis; to which, therefore, the reader is
referred.

In thus investing the heaven and the stars with the g5 congrne
attribute of Divinity, Aristotle conceives himself called his assertions
upon to furnish some confirmation of his opinions on {om ancient
this point ; and he appeals to the authority of antiquity, )
and to tradition, to bear him out in supporting his theory. Perhaps,
after all, this was merely a piece of flattery to the popular supersti.
tion ; for Aristotle, more than any other of the Greek philosoplers,
viewed with contempt those long-cherished mythological notions
which had been bequeathed to his countrymen, from an age too dark
and remote for the lamp of history to shoot its rays into. The
passage, however, is a most remarkable one, in which
the Btagyrite seeks to disencumber his opinions of any 3. Repels the
noveltygtiat they might at first sight appear to assume; v od e
and runs somewhat as follows:—It has been tradi- passage quoted
tionally reported, as from the very earliest ages, and [ "hichthisis
has beén left to posterityin the form of a myth, both ~
that these celestial substances are gods, and that Divinity embraces
the entire system of Nature. There have been made, however, to
these, certain fabulous additions, for the purpose of winning the
belief of the multitude, and thus securing their obedience to the laws,
and their co-operation towards advancing the general welfare of the
state. These additions have beeu to the effect that these gods were
of the sume form as men, aud even that some of them were In appear-
ance similar to certain others amongst the rest of the animal creation.
The wise course, however, would be for the philosopher to disengage
from these traditions the false element and to embrace that whick is
true; and the truth lies in that portion of this ancient doctrine which
recognises the existence of these primary celestial substances, and
regards them as gods.”

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

The question discussed in of mind is 83 t0 g5 guestions
what the essence of mind consists in, whether we must relating to the
assume its essence as being manifested in the capacity mind; chap-ix
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of perceiving, or in the actual perception itself—rd voeiv or 7} »onous,
Now, it is mmportant to decide this question—for the settlement of
which the student is referred to chapter ix.; for the dignity of
mind Aristotle conceives depends very much upon correct views as to
its nature: the great danger to be avoided is the exaltation of the
:lﬂlects of perception above the great percipient faculty itself. Such
ill only tend to drag down mind from the eminence that it ought
always to occupy in our estimation.
37. The nature e next question is, as to the nature of the Good
of the 76 4yu- in its conmexion with the system of the Universe
Y6v; chap. X.  —g subject that is also discussed in chapters iv. and
v. book XIII. The inquiry which is mentioned in this tenth
chapter is, as to whether the nature of the entire of Creation consti-
tutes what is and excellent. How are we to account for the
existence of what is good P—how are we to give a solution of the
orderly system of the %':iverse? Is not the point in question best
illustrated by the case of an army, where the discipline and order
that prevail there, and give rise to its excellent condition, are the
result of the vigilance and strict command exercised by the general :
the general, certainly, does not preside over the army on account of the
subordination that 1s found there; but, vice versd. The application of
this to the matter in hand is obvious; and by it we see Aristotle
recognising what is good as a paramount principle in Creation.
And this, too, exposes the absurdities of any system
";se- Vzgg mmen that would ignore the existence of what is ; and it
deny the exist- 15 easy to see why it was that they were led to adopt
ence of good.  such an hypothesis. They were for generating all things
from contraries; and would thus assume the active
influence at work therein of a principle of what is bad (rod ¢avhot);
whereas had they thought as Aristotle did, and admitted the existence
of matter (¥An), they would have recognised ¢%a/ as the prime source
of evil. Tt was quite absurd for them to msist on such principles as
these, because it was in reality a denial of what was matter of fact,
of what was plainly in existence before their very eyes, and that was
the operation of a certain power, which aimed at the promotion of
what is good as such, and succeeded likewise in the attainment of
this very purpose.
39. Arstotlers  This, then, constitutes Aristotle’s solution of the
account of the origin of evil, and is put forward by its author as the
;‘v‘;‘;‘ﬁ“‘ °of  best refutation of such theories as those of Empedocles,
’ for example, and his school, in their recognition of the
principles of harmony and discord. The inconsistency of this system
—its atter insufficiency to account for the actual difficulty it proposes
to solve—has been already exposed by the Stagyrite in his Review of
the Greek Philosophy, anﬁ again in book IL. chapter iv. .
40. Funia- Against such systems as these, which would ascribe
mental error of the phenomenon of generation to contrariety, the funda.



BOOK XII.] ANALYSIS OF ARISTOTLE'S METAPHYSICS.  Ixxxi

mental difficulty still remains as to how we can discover ascribing gene-
any princ’isle of efficiency in the Universe. Contraries ration tocon- .
are mutually impassive, and whatever may be the results v

of the conflict of two of them, such, certainly, cannot be equivalent
with motion. Motion must be communicated from some irdependent
source. Grant the phenomenon of generation; but what is the cause
of generation? And such is the force of this difficulty, that it pre-
sengd itself to the minds of the ancient philosophers, as we have
already seen; and they were thus compelled, by actual reason, to
recognise some ﬁradaﬁon in their first principles, and the existence
of one as more dominant than the other. In gemeral, 4 Tpegenera
however, they fell into the absurdity of advancing the objection
existence of a something oont'm'x to what was primary; 88ainst this
and this inconsistency is avoided by Aristotle, who has yetem.

o

fust proved the separate sub: ) in First Cause, para
mount to every 0 er_or principle in the Umiverse. inj
then, are we to look for this, even in the systems of the Supra

naturalists: where, for example, will we discover the principle
causality in the Ideal hypothesis of Plato, or in the numbers
“Plfthngorasf Such is not to be found there; and this, too, amid
their needless multiplication of first principles. And, further.
Nature herself seeks to break loose from the bondage 49, Nature pro-
fixed upon her by such speculations; and things them- tests against a
selves cry out against the increase of their rulers: and "‘iﬁ‘i‘:::;o:,“;‘}'
thus we find, not merely in the system of human primary
vernment, but also in the wide kingr{oms of Creation, entities.

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

BOOK XII.

‘WE now enter upon an analysis of book XII., which,
however, does not Zgntain 8 ecyulat ions of equal interest 1‘,30?‘““1" of
and importance with what has gone before. The chief

int of interest, however, in it relates to a refutation of the Ideal
hypothesis—more elaborate and more enlarged than that found in
book I. The first chapter of this book opens with a statement that
the nature of the substance of those objects that fall under the
notice of our senses has been declared, but that the inquiry proposed
in the Metaphysics is, as to whether, beside these sensible objects,
there is in existence a certain Immovable and Eternal Substance or



lxxxii  ANALYSIS OF ARISTOTLE'S METAPHYSICS. [BOOK XIL

not. This point has been under investigation in the closing cha
ters of book XI., and the existence of such having been estag:
lished as a matter of fact, he now proceeds to examine into the
statements put forward by other speculators in relation to this
Immovable Substance.
2 Two Now there are two leading opinions, Aristotle con-
opinions re-  C€ives, as regards this Substance; for the existence of
specting two sorts of substances are put forward, namely, mathe-
immoveble  matical entities, such as numbers, and lines and ideas;
" and the difference is, that some identify both of these
together, whereas others constitute them as two distinct genera—
namely, ideas and mathematical numbers. The first point of in-
quiry will be respecting these mathematical entities; as to whether
they exist at all or not; and if they do, as to the mode of their
subsistence.  Next, the inquiry will extend itself to the subject
of ideas, and as to whether numbers constitute substances and first
principles. L. .
5. The Now the inquiry in regard of mathematical entities
posed tnquiry 18 88 to whether they subsist in objects that are cogni-
as regards sant by the senses, or are in a state of actval separation
mathematical  from sensibles; or, supl;])osiug that they are found in
neither way, quere, do they exist at all ; or if they do,
they must subsist after some different mode from either of these.
4. The non Now as to the non-inherence of mathematical entities
inherenceor in objects that fall under the notice of our semses,
mathematical Aristotle considers this to be proved from the non-
entities in divisibility of body and its non-separability from sen-
’ sibles. 1t would, moreover, presuppose separable sur-
faces, and so forth; and this multiplication of surfaces, &c., may
be regarded as an obstruction towards a settlement of the question.
The same reasoning may be applied to numbers as well as to
mathematical entities. But a practical refutation of this entire
theory may be found in astronomy, optics, and harmonics; at least,
in doubts that might be raised in connexion with these sciences;
for we might as well, in the case of these, speak of the existence of
other sensible objects, and ather powers of sensation, independent of
those about which these systems respectively are conversant. Aud
besides all this, even supposing this theory about the separate sub-
sistence of mathematical entities to be true, the very contrary te
what is usually supposed to take place will in reality happen ; for
it would be requisite that they should be prior to sensibles, when in
oint of fact &e are subsequent to them. And again, there is the
ifficulty as to the mode in which these mathematical magnitudes
would be one, and if they do not happen to be one, there will ensue
dissolution in the case of many of them. To be sure, in a certain
sense they may be prior; for instance, in definition; but it does not
follow that things prior in definilion should be also prior in substance.
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In chepter iii. we have an assertion made in the .
outset, of the existence of demonstrations and definitions psygomtne e
in the case of sensibie magnitudes, and tkis would seem separability of
to militate against the separability of mathematical fese mathe-
entities, Certainly this position cannot be established entities.
by those who regard these mathematical entities from .

e point of view from which they are usually beheld. And this
reasoning is again confirmed by a reference to harmonics and optics,
for they do not take cognisance of different objects from those that
fall within the province of our visual or vocal organs. It must, then,
be admitted, that if any separation takes place, it is one that is purely
mental, as is proved by a reference to the sciences of the geomeg'ician
am};hehm'ithmiatician. f this chapter Aristotl

the conclusion of this chapter Aristotle exposes
the error of supposing that the ll)nathematica.l scxignces ;ioTel:-:oﬁrxl;ﬂp'
are in no way conversant with what is good and with what egard of .
is fair, But an immediate refutation of this false view ™*"eatiet
in regard of mathematics may be found in this one fact, that it is with
the most important species of the fair—the r6 xaAév—namely, of
order and simmetry, or proportion and definition, that all these
sciences, in the most eminent degree, frame their demonstrations. So
that, from what is contained in both of these chapters, Aristotle is of
opinion that we have no reason for contending for the inherence of
mathematical entities in sensibles ; and if, moreover, they do not involve
a separable subsistence, it is plain that they do not exist at all, or if
they do, it must be after some such mode, and, therefore, perhaps
the plain truth is, they do not exist at all.
ter the demolition of these mathematical entities, ;

Aristotle next proceeds to attack the Ideal hypothesis of T, he2%, iv:
Plato, which y has been brought before our notice attack on the
in book I, yet not with the same completeness or finish ]desl theory of
as here, though, indeed, most of the arguments found in .
book XII. can be pointed out likewise in book I. We are not, how-
ever, to consider them as unworthy of attention because remarks of
a similar import have nlreaﬁy found their place in other parts of the
Metaphysics ; for, as Mr. Maurice observes, * Aristotle’s repetitions
of himself, or the reports of his different pupils, generally clear awa
many difficulties.” 1t is to be also remembered, as Aristotle hi
states, that in his criticism upon the Ideal theory, he in no wise
connects the nature of ideas and of numbers together, as was done
by certain speculators who wished to blend the systems of Plato and
Pythagoras together.

In the first place, then, as to the original of the
Tdeal theory, Aristotle considers it to have been a S Flatorism 8
mere reaction against the Heraclitics, for the purpose Heraclitism.
of securing the permanence of what those sceptics
thought to sweep away in their theory of flux, sensible objects



Ixxxiv  ANALYSIS OF ARISTOTLE'S METAPHYSICS. [BOOK XIL

are in a state of continual flux, says the follower of Heraclitus ; then
says the Platonist, if we are to have such a thing as scientific or even
rudential knowledge of anything at all, there must exist certain dif-
erent natures, endued with qualities of permar.ence, independent of
those that fall under the notice of our senses; fcr it is quite plain that
there cannot subsist a science of things that are ever m a condition
resembling the waters of a river, flowing onwards. So far for the
relation of the ﬁem of Htlalraclitus to tl:it of fllabo hor wh ,
ere was, however, another philosopher who might
Sfthe Sooratic. be said to have exercised a more galpable and immed:%le
gn the Laeatls influence upon the rise and growth of Idealism, and
tie philotoph¥. that philosopher was Socrates. The inquiries which
Socrates pursued in regard of the moral virtues gave an impulse to
Idealism, because, in consequence of those inquiries, he was led inte
investigations about universal definition; and this was the fore-
runner of a more complete examination into the very nature of things
—the 76 i éori—which he already had partially pierced into in his
ethical speculations. Strictly speaking, indeed, Aristotle considers
that Socrates was not the first philosopher who busied himself in this
department of knowledge, for that already Democritus had doue so,
though, to be sure, to a small extent; and the Pythagoreans, who
connected the formal or substantive principle of things with num-
bers; yet Socrates it was, undoubtedly, who, by bringing forward
lainly before men the v i dore, was the actuating cause in the
production of Idealism,
10. This Now, the Platonists thus borrowed their system from -
infiuence was Sl;o;rates; ant(li in order fi, conceal their oll:ligations in
e 80 this way, they imparted a separate subsistence to
:‘;‘::,:,ﬂ';i:ht: the universals gf the Socratics, v§hich Socrates himself
absurdities of  had omitted to do, and they additionally invested them
their system.  with the appellation of ideas; and yet really this was
a source of absurdity in their system, for they thereby were forced
to acknowledge the existence of ideas in the case of all universals.
11, Titustratt And this mode of procedure was just as if a man were
of this "o to complain of the intricacies of numeration in the case
of a small sum, but when that sum was increased to.
one many degrees higher, should boast of his ability to calculate the
entire consequent upon this disappearance of anterior difficulties!
These ideas or universals of the Slabonists, in point of fact, were
wore numerous than singulars—such as fall under the notice of the
senses ; and in endeavouring to give an account of certain pheno-
mena, and at the same time inveighing against the obstacles they
were obliged to encounter, they have regularly abandoned the real
subjects of inquiry, and passed on from these into regions of specu-
lation where the perplexities they came in contact with were far
:‘l)r:i complicated, but by themselves considered as more easy of
solution.
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Thus the Ideal hypothesis would seem to prove too
rauch,! for the ideas transcend the actual phenomena in ::ﬁ;,{,",‘:.‘
anaultitude ; so that, what are we to say of the surplus? too much,
Must there not in such a case be ideas where there can
be discovered nothing as corresponding with them in the nature of
things, in the sphere cf actuality? But there is not a
single mode advanced by the Idealists as one according
to which the ideas subsist that can afier all be shown
by them to be such in reality, and thus this hypothesis may be said

y to fail in its efforts to prop up its system. And more than
this; the very arguments which the Platonists would advauce in
defence of their theory will be found on inspection, in point of fact,
to he quite destructive of its pretensions to truth.

The utmost length to which we can go is to admit 5 100 e we
the existence of ideas or forms in the case of those may admit the
things that may be classified severally under systems of gstem of the
science as their objects; this confessedly is a method of © **°"*"
dealing with the question that harmonises with the rational principles
deducible from the sciences. But, in short, the prin- 14, The 1dealist
ciples the Idealists go upon quite overturn what they overtums his
themselves would desire the existence of, even in prefer- °™™ theory:
ence to that of the forms; and what they say in regard of the forms
as participants of things, is only an assertion of the same absurdities
under the disguise of a different phraseology.

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

ropose confen'in§ upon the interests of science in Eneral by this

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

(1) Ritter gives us an analysis of Aristotle’s refutation of the Ideal th: is
vol. I of his Histary of PhilosopLy, Morrisov's t-anslation, oo

and fails in all
points.
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16. Further But, after all, the Idealists put forth arguments to
{:53;1:;;“‘:?;: prove their theory, which are entirely insufficient for
aystem of that p ; nor, indeed, can any of the usual methods
Plato. advanced for the establishment of their hypothesis be
demonstrated as competent for such an end. And, moreover, any
one who chose to apply himself to the subject would be able to
collect together many impossibilities in reference to an opinion such
as that adhered to by the Platonists, and quite sufficient to overrule
its claims upon the acquiescence of the philosophic world. For
instance, to speak of ideas as the models or ﬁamdjgms of things is
uite absurd and silly. And again, how are the ideas substances of
things, if they at the same time are allowed by the Platonists to
subsist separately therefrom, as is admitted by Plato himself, in the
17. Aristotters  Dheedo.  But the grand objection against the Ideal
grand objection hy[iotheslg, and one which the advocates of it can never
sgainstthe  reply to, is that it entirely ignores the efficient prin-
e#l theOT:  ciple, for that we quite fail fo discern anything in it
like causality; and what renders the perception of this fandamental
fallagy in their system the more difficult is, that the Platonists them-
selves have brought forward their doctrine as the wisest solution
that has yet been offered of the theory of causation. This last para.
ph may be regarded as containing the sum aud substance of
Aristotle’s entire attack on the Idealism of Plato, and he now passes
on to the philosophy of Pythagoras, having completed kis survey of
that of Plato in chapter v.

The speculations which follow in chapter vi. are not
tecuolob- M4 quite so interesting and instructive as those which have
discussions ~ gone before; for the obscurity is sufficiently dense,
l'e'l”:“"s indeed, with which Aristotle discusses the question, as
numbers. to whether we are to consider numbers as separable
substances, and the pﬁmari causes of things. For example, we are
favoured with inquiries such as these,—as to there being a difference
in species bstween what is pri and consecutive in number, as
to the effect of this upon monads, In making them incommensurable
or incomparable one with another, as to the different modes of
numeration, and the error of confounding ideal and mathematical
number together, as well as denying the monadic nature of number
in general, which last dogma was peculiar to the Pythagoreans, and
formed a d.iﬁcultﬁ peculiar to their phi]os%;;hy.

chapter vii. we have a discussion of the question,

o teaap i 8s to whether monads are capable of comparison, or
of monads in commensuration, one with another; and it would be
relationtoeach peedless to set dowa the discussion, which may be
’ examined by a reference to the chapter itself in the
Metephysics; for it is not what admits of being put in any other
fm more simple, or intelligible, than that which it wears in that

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

In chapter ix. we have the same sort of investigations
still carried on; for instance, as to whether number is 2!. g‘.“lL ix.
compounded of unity and tﬁ)lurality. And this question fanher.
is connected with that of ﬁnitiﬁ: infinity of number, speculations
examined into in_chapter viii. Having brought these [°82rding
discussions to a close, Aristotle sums up his remarks on ’
these schools of phi]osop}:z at the close of chapter ix.; and they are
well worthy of study in the original. He adduces the discordancy
prevalent amongst the earliest advocates of these theories as the

lainest indication of their fallacy, and of the confusion which really
ﬂu‘ked at the bottom of their systems. There was a constant current
of vacillation ebbin%)and flowing throughout their entire philosophy :
what one school embraced the other discarded; and thus, in reality,
was truth sacrificed to the interests of party. Those ,, o
philosophers, for instance, of this Supranatural school, 2% oot
who itted the existence of mathematical number, Supravatural-
merely did so from a horror of the Ideal theory; and it accounted
thus unconsciously discarded the element of truth found
therein. On the other hand, those who were desirous of maintaining
the tenets of the Idealists as well as of the Pythagoreans, perceiving
no mode whereby they could account for the subsistence of mathe-
matical indcl;:en ent of formal number, have identified both together
as regards their formal principles; but, indeed, in point of fact, they
have entirely abolished mathematical number from their theories,
which, however peculiar to themselves, are of a wholly unmathe-
matical tendency. After all, Plato is the only philo- 2. Plato al
sopher who argues either correctly or consistently on gonsistent.
these subjects; and the inconsistencies and falseho
discoverable throughout the entire philosophy of the Pythagoreans
may be considered generally as a positive proof against its truth
The foundation of this school is improperly }l)a.id,—t eir assumptions
in the first instance are false; and, as Epicharmus lays down
correctly enough, “We can never fairly make good any assertions
where our arguments are drawn from principles not fairly esta~
blished.” This brings the Aristotelian review of the Pythagorie
philosophy to its conclusion. :

The end of this book is taken up with a sort of 24. Conclusion
summary of what has gone before, in reference to the of book XiL
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contains & Platonists and P reans. Aristotle remarks, as a
summary re-  sort of apology for his examination of these systems,
© powofthe  that the pro]l)lerly belonged to metaphysics, and, there-

Pythagoric  fore, he has thus at some le; been iduced to dwell
systems. upon them, to the exclusion of a consideration of mere
_objects of sense; for these fall outside the province of the meta-
%ysician, and within that of the physicist or natural philosopher.
-The great line, too, of demarcation to be drawn across the Supra-
natural philosophy, is one which subdivides it into two leading
sections ; one of which contends for the ideas as constituting what
is supra-sensual, and the other for the numbers as such. Anstotle,
accordingly, offers some few remarks in this and the next chapter,
as regargs the Idealistic l;fpothesis, and as the advocates of
number; that is, not formal number, which he has already examined,
but purely mathematical number, This discussion is reserved for the
last book of the Metaphysics.

BOOK XIIIL

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

In chapter iii. we have a sort of sketch of the s. chap. .
several systems prevalent amongst the advocates for nﬂx:ﬁ;c

numbers as the substance of things. Some, for in- ®
stance, identify ideas with numbers; some, again, identify numbers
with things; and, again, some identify matnematical natures with
number; and we also are presented with a brief review of these
x:tems, which takes up the entire of this chapter. In 4. cnap. iv. 2
pter iv., which contains a portion of what obviously regards the -
belongs to chapter iii., we have a most remarkable sub- 4refér
ject of inquiry touched upon; namely, how we are to account for
he existence of what plainly meets us on every side, viz. the Good—
the ro dyafdv. Various systems have been put forth on this vital
question ; but they may be reduced to two, namely, those on the one
hand who maintain the antecedence of the v dyafov as an efficient
principle; and on the other, those who would make it out to be
nothing else than a mere result in the way of natural and necessary
development. This, undoubtedly, is the statement to be found in the
fourth chapter of this book ; and the student will be reminded of the
identity of this controversy with that which has been perpetuated
from the age of Aristotle downwards to our own. Aris- 7. Adstotl
totle adduces the authority of the Magi, and of the 1, 0HoTe,
the Sophoi,! of antiquity to support the theory of theory about
the antecedence of the good, and of its being a e T restabins
mount principle of Creation. And in support of the to antiquity.
same, he appeals to the systems of the ancient poets,
who likewise agreed with the Magi, as is evidenced in their assigning
the sovereignty amongst their first principles, not to such negations
as Chaos or Night, but to Jupiter, whom they recognised as a source
of positive dommion. We have also in this chapter an examination
into the relation between the o dyafdv and the ¢ &v. And that the
former does not, nor cannot, constitute the latter is illustrated by an
appeal to the Ideal Theory.

n chapter v. we have a discussion as to the conse- ¢ .0 v o
gquences of & non-classification of the Good — the specting the vs
70 dyafor—amongst first principles,and it chiefly turns dvafovasa
on the fallacy of supposing the less perfect, to be antece- 1 Principie.
dent to what is more perfect. Also, Aristotle inquires as to the
mode after which numbers consist from first principles, whether by
mixture, or composition, or as a thing springs from seed. This leads
to a denial of the substantive character of numbers, and an asser-

8,
TR e e e s e
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tion of the vagueness prevalent as to the mode of their causality.
9. Chap.vi. And the pext chapter, which is the last, continues a
experimental  discussion of the same topic, and tests the validity of
B ol e the theories about numbers as causes, by examining
Pythagoric  some of the instances that have been brought forward
system of by the supporters of this system, aud exposing the ab-
numbers. surdity of the same. Chapters v. and vi. are well
worthy of attention; as they touch upon certain departments of
speculation of the most vital importance, and the interest in which
continues unabated to the present day.

10. Aimofthe  Having thus brought this Analysis to its termination,

foregoing the hope is expressed that it may prove of assistance io
Analysis.  gtudents desirous of becominghaoquainted with the
metaphysical system of Aristotle. The plan pursued has been

to endeavour to show the thread of connexion that runs through
the Metaphysics, to explain the doctrines from time to time laid
down there, and in general to discover as far as possible the drift and
tendency of the entire Treatise. And all this seems more attainable b
Bekker’s arrangement of the several books, which lias been followed,
than that which has been proposed by Dr Gillies, probably in imitation
of Petiti,! and censured by Taylor,? with every possible show of reason.
11. Transcend-  From the Analysis it may be seen that the aim of the
entalism of the Stagyrite is eminently transcendental, and the whole
Metaphysics. ork is based on the supposition of the existence
of a something that is capable of and actually involves a separable
subsistence, independent of and superior to those objects that
fall under the notice of our senses. And it is through the prin-
ciple of causation that we are enabled to ascend upwards to this
supra-sensual substance ; and, therefore, we may observe the con-
stant struggle of Aristotle, in his metaphysical system, to dissipate
the obscurity that hung around the principle of efficiency in the philo-
sophic world. This is guite apparent in his review of the Greek
philosophy, in his elucidation of the relation between matter and
form and between enelﬁy and capacitg. and in his mode of refuting
12. Does tnis e Ideal Hypothesis of Plato. Still, however, his asser-
amount to tion of the necessity of the existence of a certain supra-
an assertion sensual substance may fall very- far short of a demon-
existencey  Stration of God’s existence ; und the examination of this
point, of how far Aristotle had advanced in the develop-

ment of his theological system, may form not an unsuitable conclusion
to the foregoing interpretation of his Ontology.
1. Incon- Now, it has appeared from several portions of this
sistency of  Analysis,® that whenever he has ventured to do so, the
Aristotle in his mention of questions strictly theological is made by

(1) The proposed arrangement is given by Blakesley.

(2) In his I duction to his t lation of the Metaphysics.

(3) For instance, book I. chap. &, Book V. chap. ii., and elsewhere.
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Aristotle with the utmost coldness, and that nowhere i perrect
in the whole Treatise does he manifest that interest treatment of
for such subjects which we should expect to find Theology.
in a writer who really thought—as the Stagyrite did—that the pro-
vinces of Theology and Metaphysics intersected each other, nay,
occupied common ground. And this apathy for religious speculation
is, perhaps, the more inconsistent in Aristotle, because he not merely
in the very outset of the Treatise acknowledges that Theology is an
interchangeable term with Metaphysics, but that it is the former that
imparts such dignity tc the latter, and that sheds such Justre around
it as a science; so that the same complaint lies against the Meta-
physics as against the Ethics, namely, the absence of the religious
element from both.

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

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

The absence of the religious element, however cul-

pable in the Ethics, is in the Metaphysics an omission ;1 absence
the more flagrant, because, though Aristotle might Metaphysics
have answered such an objection in the case of %\is Broonistent.
Ethics by saying that the object there was merely the ’
enumeration of those practical duties that rest on man’s social and
individual nature, to the exclusion of anything in itself supra-mun-
dane, yet no such apology is open for him in the case of his Meta-
Khysics. Here he l]\ad the most ample opportunity for developing

is theological system ; he must have felt how he was called upon to
do so from the relations which he confessed as subsisting between
Metaphysics and Theology, to such an extent as that the latter in its
importance quite overshadows the former. We look in vain, how-
ever, for anything like an adequate treatment of this subject, and the
meagre outlines, therefore, which he has furnished us in this depart-
ment, are the only data that we have to go upon in the formation of
our opinions as to what Aristotle’s precise notions on the Nature of

were, viewed in relation to the character of His Divine govern-
ment over men as their supreme and moral Ruler.
(1) By the present Archbishop of Dublin.
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16. How far As to Aristotle’s notions about the Nature of God,-
Arstotle's  the foregoing Axalysis shows us what may be learneq
theology goes. oy, that head ; but his Theology seems to stop here, and
$here is no farther amplification of the fact of God’s existence into
the various relations in which that fact stands to man himself, and
into the various duties of love, and gratitude, and obedience, which
necessarily are 8 ted to a religious or even thinking mind on the
mention of it. d on aceount of Aristotle’s silence as regards the
moral government of God, and his Divine Providence over the world,
8 connezion with his First Cause, has he been stigmatized with the
brand of .Atheisri\. N | : ho S
n the controversies, however, concerning the -
1. Geneml e Tite’s Theology, this very circumstance has been gavg-
controversy  looked ; and admirers of the genius of Aristotle, from a
fg’t"l:.'. sinoism. knowledge of his works, have been unable to restrain
" their indignation at the accusations of Atheism,—from
l:ersons rhaps who have never studied his writings,~that have been
aurled from all quarters upon the head of this remarkable man.
The rancour shown on either side would obviously have been mode-
rated had both parties perceived the lurking ambiguity of the word
Atheism, and a strict definition of that term might perhaps be the
means of creating a perfect coincidence of opinion on the subject.
Now, bearing this in mind, let us try and see how the case stands,
As far as the Metaphysics are concerned, let us try to discover
whether there may not be one sense in which Aristotle is, and
another in which he is not, an atheist ; and whether the latter accep-
tation may not be the one espoused by the advocates, and the former
by the enemies, of the Stagyrite's philosophy.
15, Can Ale- Now, from the foregoing Analysis, as already stated,
totle's sconuat 18 plain Aristotle’s assertion of a supra-sensual sub-
of God free. stance; (he ?akes the existeno? i)lf thli,s substalx:ce
mthe  an argument for the necessity of there being such a
iy scienrc% as Metaphysics;) but by his distinﬁnishing
Physics from Metaphysics, and_designating the chief .
division of the latter as Theology, he obviously makes his description
of this substance to constitute Ass Theology, that is, his account of
God. The question, then, among theologians, is, or rather ought to
be, as to whether we are to accept such an account from Aristotle of
God’s Nature, and at the same time to consider this account as suffi-
Ci%nt to release the Stagyrite from the imputation of being an
atheist.
| From the very start, indeed, in the Metaphysics, we
Bl tlatotle's  can discover th;ytranscendeutal tendency of Aristotle’s
hilosophy ; we can observe how in his searching for
causes, in their utn.ost generalisation, he does so in subservience tc

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

Let us further, however, examine as to what de-
velopment this notion of God’s existence receives at 2o oocihe
Aristotle’s hands, and whether he builds thereupon First Cause
the reality of God's providence over us as our Creator J'ih & system
and moral Governor ; and we will discover that such a Providence? -
search will be made in vain, and that there is no trace-
able connexion between his notion of a First Cause, and our depen-
dence upon that First Cause, as his creatures, and the subjects of
his dominion. Now, all that can be found is merely a demonstra-
tion—gartly & priors, and partly & posteriori—of the existence of a
First Cause, together with a short delineation of the nature of that
cause, .and its mode of operation. The truth seems to be this, that
Aristotle, even as a theologian, did not really fee/ himself called
upon to go any further than he had done; and, accordingly, in the
non-formation of a system of moral and providential government upon
" the fact of God's existence, the Stagyrite displays no consciousness
of his being guilty of a sad omission. And the cause of g; The reason
all this arose from the peculiar constitution of his mind, of his not
which, impatient of being curbed by received opinions, d°ig so.
would have appeared following in the beaten track of other inquirers,
if ke had attempted anything further beyond the mere statement of
God’s existence as the logical conclusion from premises already
established. And this is exemplified in the fact, that Aristotle’s
treatment of Theologf was characterised by a violent swing from the
system of his master, Plato—a remark, indeed, that is aprlicable to his
euntire philosophy. Aristotle viewed Theology physically, in contra-
distinction to Pylato, who viewed Physics theologically; and there-
fore it is, that so broad a line may be drawn between the Academy
and the Peripatetics; between the warm aspirations of the one
a.fLer an ideal perfection, compared with the icy ratiocinations of the
others,

Thus we may, from this, understand how it has come ,
to pass, that Ayriatotle should bave been recognised as toi1e hes hocn
an atheist. Does not he, one of his defenders would say, 'ﬁ':id:“
acknowledge the existence of a first intelligent Cause ***
Does not he, moreover, array this First Cause in many of the
Divine attributes? How, then, can he be regarded as an atheist ?
Simply, the assailant would reply, because he omits to enla
upon the idea of God, and elucidate His relafion to us here in
ttl_w_ world, as the Lord of this earth, and the supreme Ruler of the

niverse.
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o, The sum comes to this, then, us has been already
I3 Aristotles  observed, that the wisest course far for the assailants
minable by a  and defenders of Aristotle to pursue on the question of
f;““‘ﬂ:; of  his Theology, would be to settle beferehand what t:::ﬁ
A theist. mean by the word Atheist; and thereby both parties wi
discover that in a certain sense Aristotle is, and in a cer-
tain sense that he is not, an atheist. If we mean by an atheist one
who denies the existence of a perfect intelligence subsisting of itseli,
and eternal therefore in its essence, and the cause of a‘?nﬁings else,
Aristotle can hardly be called an atheist in this sense. If, on the
other hand, we mean by an atheist one who ignores the reality of
God’s moral government, one who strips God of those attributes that
vital and practical religion rest upon, one who robs the fact of God’s
existence of its vivifyinghelement for us in producing holiness,—if, in
short, we mean by an atheist one who, thou%}irl;e may allow the bare
existence of a First Cause, yet invests that First Cause with none of
those Divine characteristics that adorn it as a proper object of wor-
ship, and one to be propitiated by prayer, in such an acceptation of
thle1 term most h£1bitably must Aristotle be acknowledged an
atheist.
24. This Now this may be considered a fair statement of the
question question of the Stag{lll']ite’s theology; but whatever
Viewed herein views one may be inclined to adopt, the study of the
Metaphysics. . Metaphysics is ind.isa::sable to the formation of a
sound judgment on this question. And it is in reference
to the Metaphysics chiefly that the controversy about his atheism has
been hand.leg in the foregoing, and hardly any account has been taken
of other parts of his works which might be noticed as confirmations
of what has been laid down above. dogmatism has been avoided,
the subject has been discussed without cringing under the preg:dices
of either party in the controversy, and no more is needful to be said
beyond addressing a few words of caution to all disputants on such
a question.
25. Certain All persons, then, who engage in such a controversy,
cautions set shou.ldpbe cautious of the injustice of affixing the stmyu
downastothe of Atheism to the memory of one living before the time
controversy of that God * became flesh and dwelt amongst us,” because,
this descrip-  forsooth, we cannot find him forming an equally ade-
on- uate idea of the Nature of God with ourselves, upon
whom has rolled such a flood of light as to the Divine perfection,
“by the t:f) earing of our Saviour Jesus Christ, who hath abolished
death, an Iixath Ero ht life and immortality to light through the
Gospel.” Again, we should remember that a Pagan’s belief m the
immortality of the soul is beside the question of his atheism, because
8 heathen might have maintained the truth of God’s existence
without a simultaneous assertion of the reality of a future state of
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rewards and punishments. Further, the doctrine of the efernity ot
the world,! with Aristotle at least, does not clash with a belief in the
existence of God; nay, however paradoxical such an cssertion may
appear, this dogma might be urged as one cf the arguments in
favour of the Theism of Aristotle. Again, we should not overlook
the utter incompatibility of a system of atheism witl: a system of
incorporealism ; and therefore, in all disputes of this kind, we should
be careful to settle beforehand how far the aneient writer whose
atheism is under examination may be proved to acknowledge the
reality of an incorporeal substance. And la.stlg, we should endeavour
perfectly to understand in what sense it is that the ancient authcr,
whose theological opinions we are trying to ascertain, employs the word
0eds,” whether as a term to designate one dominative princiﬁle in
the Universe, or as a mere generic name designed as an appellation
for whatsoever is supra-sensual or transcendental in its nature.

It may likewise be of service to the student to read
the Logics of Aristotle along with his Metaphysics: not 2., The Losics
but that they are two distinct sciences in themsclves. studied witn
This assertion, however, is not acquiesced in bﬁ all, for “‘; "‘i::"
it is controverted by Bacon and Ritter; though; on the T
other hand, its truth is affirmed by Kant, and Thompson, and Mansel,
and, above all, by Aristotle himseli, who takes the earliest opportunity,
in the Metaphysics, to apprise his readers how that the sugject that
he is there introducing to their notice, is one which has beea as well
neglected by other speculators as hitherto unexplored by himself.
Many of the terms recurring in the Metaphysies are explained in the
Contraries, the Topics, and the Treatise on Interpretation, e. g. odala,
Adyos, kivots, drogpaots, karddaots, and 80 for];%. Again, the subject
of Demonstration (8eixvuoes) is treated of in the first book of the
Posterior Analytics, as well as that of Media, and of First Principles
(dpxai). Andin book ii. of this same Treatise we have an examina-
tion into the nuture and grounds of scientific knowledge. Instances
of reference of this kind, however, have been pointed out, from time
to time, in sufficient abundarce, in the notes of the translation; and
the student is here merely reminded of the importance of prosecuting
this comparison for himself. The only available Translation of the
Logical Treatises is that by Mr. Owen, in Bohn’s Classical Library—
a translation that deserves to be mentioned for its accuracy and the
clearness with which the work is put before an English reader by
. means of the marginal notes.

All that remams now is to point out, extrinsic 0 57 comatera .
ﬁﬁ:tofile’§ wor’ik'?; some ooﬁlatefra.l Bbt:dies W‘ithd’the a:ll?lecu. &.m

etaphysics. ere may, therefore, mentioned, as 3tudy with
usefuf for such a puipose, Archbishop Whately’s Met*Ph7eic*
Logie, book ii. chap. v.; book iv. chaps. i. and ii.; together with the

(1) The student is referred to Dr. Clarke on ‘‘ The Being and Attr.butes of God,*
iu the proof of his third Proposition, » 31 London caition, »iva.
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Appendix of Ambiguous Terms, e. g. Capable, Possible, Impossible,
Np , Truth, Cause, and Exéﬁeng:’ Sir William Ha.]::ilton’a
Dissertations—1. on the Philosﬁls)sz of the Unconditioned—4. on
Logic—6. on Idealism; and his on the Study of Mathematics :
Dr. Hampden’s (Bishop of Herefonﬁ Lectures on Scholastic Philo-
sophg, Lectures i. and ii. : Kant’s Critique® of Pure Reason, Tran-
scendental Dialectic, book ii. chap. iii.; Transcendental Doctrine of
Method, chap. iii.: Cudworth’s Intellectual System, book i.: Dr.
Whewell’s Philosophy of the Inductive Sciences, book i.; book iii.
chaps. ii. iii. iv.; book vi. chap. v.; book ix. chap. vi; Mansel’s Prole-
gomena, chaps. v. and ix.; 'l}l)lom n’s Laws of Thought, iv.;
and Tennemann’s History of Philosophy, translated in Bohn’s Philo-
logical Library, a book that no student should be without.
8. Works As to works more immediately conversant with Aris.
more imme-  totle, I would suggest the article Aristotle in Smith’s
diately vearing Dictionary of Greek Biography, Blakesley’s Life of
' Aristotle, Thomas Stanley in his History of Philosophy,
art vi, Ritter'’s Philosoihy, vol. iii. chaps. i, ii. (Morrison’s
.’i‘rmslation), and Bulle, in the dissertations prefixed to his edition of
the “Organon.”® As to commentators, I have been chiefly indebted
to Thomas Aquinas and Augustinus Niphus, and most especially to a
selection from the ancient commentators, made by Brandis m his
4 Scholia in Aristotelem.” As to works antagonistic to
o antage . Aristotle, the student, if such be within his reach, ma
consult “ Patricii Discussiones Peripatetice, vols. iii. an
«v. Petri Gassendi Exercitationes Paradoxics Adversus Aristoteleos ;”
and also a curious little book of Peter Ramus, ¢ Aristotelicee Ani-
madversiones,” in which he attacks the Metaphysics by name; also
the Enchiridioll; Metaph s]ilcum * of Henricus More? o stadv of
owever, as & companion to the study o
ey, the Metaphysics must be mentioned Mr. Maurivers
Analysis of them in the “ Cyclopezdia Metropolitana,” an
analysis to which I must acknowledge myself deeply indebted ; and
I take this op; ori;u:.u'tgl of recommendi.ng it—though but a very
short treatlse—lt)o all students desirous of mastering the difticulties
and piercing into the spirit of the ontological system of Aristotle.

(1) Translated in * Bohn’s Philosophical Library.”

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

(3) Also the 15th beok of Eusebius’ Evang. Preepar.

END OF THE ANALYSIS.



THFR

-METAPHYSICS' OF ARISTOTLE.

BOOK L

CHAPTER I

* ALy, men by nature are actuated with the desire 1. Man's na-

of knowledge,? and an indication of this is the fural thirst for
love of the senses; for even, irrespective of a proof thereof.
their utility, are they loved for their own sakes;® and pre-

1 This term Clemens Alexandrinus (Strom. I.) considers as equivalent
with. supranatural; but others, as significant merely of the accidental
X:ﬁon of the present treatise after the Physics It is said to have been

used by Andronicus of Rhodes, who, out of the materials employed
in ¢ompiling the Physics, set down after them, and designated as “rd perd
rd Pvowd,” whatever he found unsuited for insertion there. Clemens,
however, is supported in his view by an anonymous Greek commentator,
whom Patricius has translated into Latin, and styles Philoponus; his
words are as follow,—Mera & pvowd émryéypanras 9) wpayuarela ov rxard
Thy L Tob mpdyuaros AN katd THY 7dEw Tis dvayvdoews SiarduBaves
ydp wepl Puvoikby dpxdr.

3 This, probably, is what Cicero means when he says, in the De
Officiis, 1. 4,—* In primisque hominis est propria veri inquisitio atque
investigatio.” The assertion, however, that all men desire know-
ledge, has been objected to, on the ground that in some this desire is
wholly absent ; but this absence merely amounts to a suppression of
the natural desire from various causes; e.g. want of leisure for intei-
lectual pursuits, constitutional laginess, voluptuous habits. This natural
craving for knowledge leads to a concentration of individual abilities
on particular studies, and thus to a subdivision of intellectual labour.
Aristotle omits to notice here the connexion between this desire and
our social capacities, whizh ensures the mutual communication between
mankind of their mental and scientific discoveries. Vide Stewart's
Outlinss of Moral Philosophy, part IL sect. iii.

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

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

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

9, 80. .

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

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

3 Much distinotive information flows in through the inlet of the
senee of sight. On the value of this sense, compared with the others,
vide Brown, in his remarks on the organ of vision, Philosophy of the
Hunan Mind, vol. IL



om 1) . SENSE, MEMORY, FORESIGHT. - 3

By nature then, indeed, are animals formed en- s, pisrent ae

dowed with sense ; but in some of them memory?! e of xnow:

is not innate from sense, and in others it is. brute creation,

And for this reason are these possessed of more fmany ool

foresight, as well as a greater aptitude for disci- development.
pline, than those which are wanting in this faculty of memory.
Those furnished with foresight, indeed, are yet without tne
capability of receiving inmstruction, whatever amongst them
are unable to understand the sounds they hear; as, for in-
stance, bees, and other similar tribes of animals; but those
are capable of receiving instruction as many as, in additior
to memory, are provided with this sense also.
- The rest, indeed, subsist then through impres- 5 comparison
sions? and the operations of memory, but share between men
experience in a slight degree ; whereas the human ****™**
race exists by means of art also and the powers of reasoning.
Now, experience accrues to men from memory; 4. The different

for repeated acts of memory about the same 3¢8TSps of bu-

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

almost similar to science and art.

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

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

B2
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5. The genms-  But scienee and art result unto men by means
tion of art and of experience; for experience, indeed, as Polus
experience.  gaith, and correctly so,! has produced art, but
inexperience, chance. But an art comes into being when,
out of many conceptions of experience, one universal opinion
is evolved with respect to similar cases. For, indeed, to
entertain the opinion that this particular remedy has been
of service to Callias, while labouring under this particular
disease, as well as to Socrates, and so individually to many,
this is an inference of experience; but that it has been con-
ducive to the health of all,—such as have been defined
according to one species,—while labouring under this disease,
as, for instance, to the phlegmatic, or the cholerie, or those
sick of a burning fever, this belongs ta the province of art.
6. Thecompa- A8 regards, indeed, practical purposes,?® there-
wiomorat - fore, experience seems in no wise to differ from
rience,integard Art; Day, even we see the experienced com-
of practice.  passing their objects more effectually than those
who possess a theory® without the experience. But a cause of
this is the following—that experience, indeed, is a knowledge
of singulars, whereas art, of universals ; but all things in the
doing, and all generations, are concerned about the singular:
for he whose profession it is to practise medicine, does not
restore man to health save by accident, but Callias, or Socrates,
or any of the rest so designated, to whom it happens to be
a man. If, therefore, any one without the experience is
furnished with the principle, and is acquainted with the
universal, but is ignorant of the singular that is involved
therein, he will frequently fall into error in the case of his
medical treatment ; for that which is capable of cure is rather
the singular. .

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

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

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

. * The word Adyos, which I have here trauslated “theory,” occurs fre-
quently throughout the Metaphysics, and in various senees ; such as the
“principle of a thing,” “a definition,” “a sentence,” &c.
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and understa.ndmg appertain to art rather than 7 tne super.
experience ; and we ruckon artists more wise than :;'g o artover
the experienced, inasmuch as wisdom is the con- rezard ofknow-
ccmitant of all philosophers rather in proportion 'e48*

to their knowledge.

But this is 8o because some, indeed, are aware ; myreeraig
of the cause, and some are not. For the expe- proof of this;
rienced, indeed, know that a thing is so, but they .,.’:;,}:;,":.,,
do not know wherefore it is 8s0; but others—I cause.
mean the scientific—are acquainted with the wherefore and
the cause. Therefore, also, we reckon the chief artificers in
each case to be entitled to more dignity, and to the repu-
tation of superior knowledge, and to be more wise than the
handicraftemen, because the former are acquainted with the
causes of the things that are being constructed ; whereas the
latter produce things, as certain inanimate things do, indeed ;
yet these perform their functions unconsciously,—as the fire
when it burns. Things indeed, therefore, that are inanimate,
by a certain constitution of nature, perform each of these
their fnnctlons, but the handicraftsmen through habit ; inas-
much as it is not -according as men are practical that they
are more wise, but according as they possess the reason of
a thing, and understand causes.

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

And further, we regard none of the senses to ., rdly, be-
be wisdom, although, at least, these are the cause sense, in
most decisive sources of knowledge about singu- gontradistine
lars ; but they make no affirmation of the where- says nothing o
fore in regard of anything,—as, for example, why the wherefore.
fire is hot, but only the fact that it is hot. .

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

} This is what Socrates means in the Alcibiades Primus, when he
says, #in Tiva eldes copdv Srioww ddurdrourTa wolncas UAAoy coddv dxep
wdrés; Blpont Ed. vol. V. p. 35.

? Aristotle here shows the paths through which men must travel
into this “wisdom,” or first philosopty; and for this pnrpose adduoes

i
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activeatis  the ordinary power of the senses, to be the ob-

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

10. That wis- But, at present, the reason of our producing this
dom isascience treatise is the fact, that all consider what is termed
g::‘ﬁ:?,‘;?“ " wisdom to be conversant about first causes and
stated 2 the  principles; so that—as has been said on a former

ject of the . . .

present trea-  occasion—the experienced seem to be more wise
tise. than those possessing any sense whatsoever, and
the artificer than the experienced, and the master-