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their universal form but in so far as they apply to the objects 
of the science; and of the laws of contradiction and excluded 
middle he observes that they are not normally included 
among the premises of demonstration; we reason not from 
them but in acco~.120 

The staniftg-points of science inctude ( 2) "theses" peculiar 
to the several sciences. These are subdivided into (a) "hypo
theses," i.e. the premises referred to above, which say "that 
so-and-so is or is not," and (b) "definitions," which say what 
so-and-so is. Science assumes the definitions of all its terms, 
but assumes the existence only of its primary objects ( e.g. 
arithmetic that of the unit, geometry that of spatial magni
tude), and proves the existence of the rest. Thus there are 
three objects of science-the genus which is assumed to 
exist, the common axioms presupposed by proof, and the 
attributes proved of the genus by means of the axioms; in 
other words, that about which we prove, that on the basis 
of which we prove, and that which we prove.121 

The three types of proposition presupposed by science are 
to be distinguished from a type which Aristotle does not al
low it to presuppose, viz. •postu1ates," which are assump
tions contrary to the opinion of the learner ( i.e. not uni
versally admitted), or propositions which should be proved 
instead of being assumed. They are to be distinguished also 
from assumptions which serve to bring the truth of the con
clusion home to the student but whose truth is not required 
by the proof; e.g. the geometer's assumption that the line he 
draws is a foot long or that it is straight,122 

This account of the presuppositions of science provokes a 
comparison with the presuppositions stated by Euclid. In 
describing science as passing from the less familiar but more 
intelligible to the more familiar but less intelligible, Aristotle 
clearly has in mind a science which is no longer in its fint 
stage, that of enquiry, but has been so far developed as to 
be capable of being stated in continuous expository form. 
And the only model of such a science which he had before 
him was that afforded by mathematics, and particularly by 
geometry. Euclid was only a generation later than Aristotle, 
and there were already in Aristotle's time Elemenu of 
GeometTy which Euclid simply augmented and recast. It is 
noteworthy that almost all the examples of presuppositions 
and proofs in the fint book of the Po8terlor Analytic, are 
taken from mathematics.123 The word "axiom" is expressly 
said to be borrowed from mathematics.™ Aristotle's Axioms 
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sary causation may be traced back to a certain point but can
not be traced farther. This point is a cause which has no 
cause. There are conditions already existing which make it 
certain that every man will die, but whether he will die by 
disease or by violence is not yet determined, and will only be 
determined when such an uncaused cause-an act of choice
has come into being. 

In another passage80 Aristotle asserts that some events are 
clearly not necessary; we can say of them only -they are about 
to be," not "they will be." Are there, then, he aslcs, any events 
which are absolutely necessary? The only events of which 
absolute necessity can be predicated are those which form 
part of a recurrent series-either of a literally circular series 
lilce the orbits of the heavenly bodies, or of a metaphorically 
cyclical series such as the succession of the seasons, or the 
series cloud-rain-cloud-rain . . . , or man-seed-cllild 
-boy-man . . . This evidently leaves much detail in the 
history of the world (even apart from free will) the prey of 
contingency. Yet it is doubtful whether that is Aristotle's real 
thought. 

MOVEMENT 

Nature being a princi.E_le of movement, Aristotle turns81 to -
consiclerwnat movement is. From this be will proceed to con
sider certain notions implied in movement. Movement is con
tinUOtU, and the continuous is often defined as that which is 
divisible to in-finity. P'lace, Ume, void are also thought to be 
implied in movement. 

The Eleatics had denied the existence of movement ( or 
change} altogether. Tlie lialf-way Eleaticism of the mecha
nists (Empedocles, Anaxagoras, the Atomists) had denied the 
existence of change of quality; there was according to them 
only "mixing and divorce." 82 On the other hand the Megaric 
School had abolished the continuity of movement by divid
ing it into indivisible unitary movements.83 We may compare 
with this Plato's suggestion that movement talces place dis
continuously "in the instant." 84 Aristotle maintains both the 
reality and the continuity of movement. It is according to him 
not a sudden replacement of one state by another but the 
passage between them. 

Motion is "the actualisation of that which is potentially, as 
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such." I.e. if there is something which is actually x and 
potentially y, motion is the making actual of its y-ness. The 
motion called building, for instance, is the bringing over of 
the bricb and mortar which are buildable-into-a-house, into 
the state of being a house. Before building began, the build
able was not yet being actualised; when building is over, the 
buildable is no longer being actualised. Only when building 
is going on is the buildable as such being actualised, and 
building is just its actualisation. And motion in eneral js__j:he 
actualisin~ the tential. Thus it is part o e nature of 
movement tliat the potential has not yet completely lost its 
potentiality and become actual; that is the difference between 
movement and activity.85 In each moment of activity, poten
tiality is completely cancelled and transformed into actuality; 
in movement the transformation is not complete till the move
ment is over. In other words movement differs from activity 
as the incomplete from the complete; or, more loosely, move
ment is incomplete activity and activity is completed move
ment. Movement cannot be classed Bimpliciter either as po
tentiality or as activity. It is an actualisation, but one which 
implies its own incompleteness and the continued presence of 
potentiality. 

The elements involved in change are-that which produces 
movement, that which is moved, the time in which it is 
moved, that from which and that into which it is moved ( the 
latter two including not only the two places involved in loco
motion but the two substantial characters involved in genera
tion-destruction, the two sizes involved in growth and diminu
tion, the two qualities involved in alteration).ee Change is 
always between contraries or between one contrary and an 
intermediate (which then stands for the other contrary), or 
between contradictories. Leaving out of account incidental 
change ( change attaching to a because of a's concomitance 
with b, the real subject of change) and change attaching to a 
because b, the real subject of change, is part of a we find that 
movement proper must be: 

(I) from a positive term to a positive term ( its contrary), 
(2) from a positive term to its contradictory, 
(S) from a negative term to its contradictory, or 
(4) from a negative term to a negative term. 

But ( 4) is not change since it is not between opposites. Case 
(S) is generation, case (2) destruction. Case (3) is change, 
but not movement, because only that which is, and that which 
is in place, can be moved. Case (2) is change, but not move-
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something within the head. A transparent medium must there
fore extend right up to the inner organ, and hence the crystal
line lens has to be composed of a transparent substance, 
water. And (2) transparency is now treated as being present 
in greater or less degree in all bodies whatsoever, and colour 
is described as the boundary of the transparent In bodiu (i.e. 
in so far as the transparent is imprisoned in bodies mainly 
opaque), while light is the actuality of the transparent in its 
unbounded condfflon, i.e. as it exists in transparent media 
such as air and water. 

"SENsus COMMUNIS .. 

Aristotle's account of the special senses, though it contains 
much acute reasoning, is largely vitiated by being bound up 
with an untenable physics and physiology. We must turn to 
his account of unspecialised perception, sensus communis. 
The phrase is rare in Aristotle, u but conveniently sums up a 
whole mass of doctrine, provided it be interpreted not as be
ing another sense over and above the five and apprehending a 
more varied group of objects, but as the common nature in
herent in all the five. We must think of sense as a single 
faculty which discharges certain functions in virtue of its 
generic nature but for certain purposes specifies itself into the 
five senses and creates for itself organs adapted to their 
special functions. 

The functions in which the perceptive faculty operates in 
this unspecialised way are the following:-(1) The percep
tion of the .. common sensibles.• 41 All of these are, Aristotle 
maintains, perceived by means of movement, i.e. a mental 
movement which he regards (rather obscurely) as propor
tioned to the object. The common sensibles are incidental to 
the special sensibles" just as much as are the objects which 
are technicalry called the •incidentals," but he distinguishes 
between the two on the ground that whereas the coincidence, 
say, of white with sweet or with the son of Diares is a merely 
occasional one, every object-at least of sight and touch
has size, shape, duration, either rest or movement, either 
unity or number. We perceive the common sensibles by sight 
not qua sight, but in virtue of the general perceptive faculty 
which besides its specialised functions of sight, hearing, etc., 
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moved mover of the universe, 18 and in the second place the 
intelligences which, moved by God. move the planetary 
spheres.19 And thirdly he indicates that the human reason (or 
the "active" element in it) is, on the death of the individual. 
capable of existing apart from any body.20 

THE FIRST PRINCIPLES OF DEMONSTRATION 

Having stated that metaphysics will study the first princi
ples of demonstration, Aristotle proceeds21 to establish the 
two main principles that underlie all demonstration, the •com
mon first principles" of the .f osterlor Analytic.,-~ law of 
contradiction and that of excluded middle. the former is first 
expressed in the form "the same attribute cannot .bd.a_n_g_ aiid 
not belong to the same • tluuame time and in the same 
respect.' 'Ibis is, it will be observed, stated quite objectively 
as a law of being. But from it follows a psychological law; 
to think that the same attribute does and does not belong to 
the same thing at the same time in the same respect would be 
:o ~eseH ?~i=~?alifie~ at the same time in the same 
res and 1S ther llupos:nble:22 

• totle rightly makes no attempt to prove the law. To de
mand a proof of it is, he says, to betray one's want of training 
in logic. To demand a proof of eoerythmg is to demand a 
regress which must be infinite; and a demand which from the 
nature of the case cannot be satisfied should not be made. 
AndJf samething..must be .known without.pr~ is there 
fitter to be so known than the law. .of_cootradiction, a law 
w~ we have seen, it is impossible to doubt in thought, 

lliough we miu..den.YJ!. ~ids! What we may do by way of 
commending the law is ( 1) to refute those who deny it by 
showing that in denying it they are assuming its truth, and 
( 2) to show the insufficiency of the reasons which lead to its 
denial.23 

( 1) Our opponent must be prepared to say something; if 
he refuses to do this, we cannot be expected to convince him. 
any more than we could be expected to convince a vegetable. 
We need not demand that he shall make a statement; we 
need only ask him to utter a single word, e.g. ..man... If he 
says this he evidently means something by it. and some one 
thing. He is already implying that "being man" is something 
definite and is not also "not being man," and therefore that 
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the first mover is not specified, but since the first mover is 
the single ruler of the universe, 128 that on which "the heaven 
and the whole of nature depend," 129 we must suppose that 
it moves the intelligences as the object of their desire and 
love. The detail of the system is left somewhat obscure, but 
we must probably think of each heavenly sphere as a unity 
of soul and body desiring and loving its corresponding 
"intelligence." 

How does love or desire produce the physical movements 
that have to be explained? The theory is that each of these 
spheres desires a life as like as possible to that of its moving 
principle. The life of its moving principle is a continuous 
unchanging spiritual life. The spheres cannot reproduce this, 
but they do the next best by performing the only perfectly 
continuous physical movement, viz. movement in a circle.tao 
Rectilinear movement was ruled out for Aristotle by the fact 
that if it is to be continuous it requires infinite space, in which 
he disbelieved. Ill 

We may now tum to Aristotle's account of the prime mover 
itself. Physical activity being excluded by its immaterial 
nature, he ascribes to it only mental activity, and only that 
kind of mental activity which owes nothing to the body, viz. 
knowledge; and only that kind of knowledge which involves 
no process, no transition from premises to conclusion, but is 
direct and intuitive. The prime mover is not only form and 
actuality, but life and mind, and the term God, which has 
not so far appeared, begins to be applied to it 112 

Now knowledge, when not dependent, as in man, on sense 
and imagination, must be of that which is best; and that 
which is best is God. The object of his knowledge is there
fore Himself ... Now mind knows itself by participation in the 
known; it becomes known by touching and knowing, so that 
the same thing is mind and object of mind." 111 I.e.. in 
intuition mind is as it were in direct contact with its object; 
it is not then knowing one thing by means of another as 
middle term. Just as in sensation the sensible form is carried 
over into the mind, leaving the matter behind, m so in 
knowledge the intelligible form is carried over. And the 

~ 
character of mind is to have no character of its own but to 
be characterised entirely by what at the moment it knows; 
if it had a character of its own, that would interfere with 
the perfect reproduction of the object in the knowing mind, 
as a mirror with a colour of its own reproduces less perfectly 
the colour of the mirrored object.110 Thus in knowledge mind 
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i and its object have an identical character, and to know an 
'ti/ if.bject is to know one's mind as it is in knowing the object. 
/ This explanation of self-consciousness is intended primarily 

to explain the self-consciousness which accompanies knowl-
edge of an object. It is in and by knowing something else 
that mind becomes object of mind. We must not suppose that 
what it knows primarily itself, or what is offered as an 
explanation of its becoming its own object turns into a 
petitio principU. But what ~totle asqjhes. to God i8 
knowledge which has 9JJly_ iqdf Io,: .lb object. An attempt 
1iiis been maae "To render Aristotle's conception of the divine 
knowledge more tolerable by exhibiting it as being, conversely 
to ordinary knowledge, knowledge of itself directly and of 
the world indirectly. Nee tamen aequilur, says St Thomas, 
quod omnla alia a ae ei aunt ignota; nam lntelljgendo se 
intellijit omnla alia.118 Many others of tlie schoolmen express 

tlie'same view, and Brentano supports it by reference to a 
passagetlT in which Aristotle says that the knowledge of 
correlatives is the same. All things other than God owe their 
being entirely to God, so that God's self-knowledge must be 
at the same time a knowledge of all other things. This is a 
possible and a fruitful line of thought, but it is not that which 
Aristotle adopts. or him, that God should know Himself, 
awl that He should know other things, are alternatives, tas 
and in affirming the first almm:atrve he implicitlydenies the 
second. Indeed he denies explicitly much that the second 
would involvQ...,he denies to God .1,)1 klulwledge. of. .ew. and 
all transition from one o ject of thought ta. .aw@er .!2 The 
resulf of the wish to exclude from the divine life any relation 
to evil and any "shadow of turning" is the impossible and 
barren ideal of a knowledge with no object but itself. 

The conception of God presented in A is certainly an 
unsatisfactory one. God, as conceived by Aristotle, has a 
knowledge which is not knowledge of the universe, and an 
influence on the universe which does not fl.ow from His 
knowledge; an inBuence which can hardly be called an 
activity since it is the sort of influence that one person may 
unconsciously have on another, or that even a statue or a 
picture may have on its admirer. Little wonder that com
mentators have found it hard to believe that this is really 
Aristotle's view, and have tried to read some thing different 
into what he says. Even Alexander tried to find in his master 
some recognition of divine providence, and most ancient 
scholars agreed with him in this. Even Averroes, while deny-
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jective contingency which is not a mere euphemism for our 
ignorance of the future. He had no clear conception of a 

~iversal law of ~n,' 4 (2) He takes up a decided stand 
-against the Socratic view that no one is willingly bad, that 
action follows necessarily on our state of belief. 411 On the 
whole we must say that he shared the plain man's belief in 
free will but that he did not examine the problem very 
thoroughly, and did not express himself with perfect con
sistency. 

THE MORAL VIRTUES 

Aristotle now proceeds to illustrate and test his theory of 
virtue, and in particular the doctrine of the mean, by a de
tailed examination of the virtues. They are said to be con
cerned with feelings and actions. Their scope is defined some
times by reference to a type of feeling, sometimes by refer
ence to a type of action, but this is only a matter of con
venience; a virtue is a tendency to control a certain class of 
feeling and to act rightly in a certain kind of situation. The 
list of virtues•8 may be summarised as we have shown them 
on the following page. Thus we have ( 1) three virtues con
sisting in the right attitude towards the primitive feelings of 
fear, pleasure, anger,•7 (2) four virtues concerned with two 
of the main pursuits of man in society-the pursuit of wealth 
and that of honour, (3) three virtues of social intercourse, 
( 4) two qualities which are not virtues since they are not dis
positions of the will. These last are intermediate states and 
are praised, but they are mean states of feeling, not attitudes 
of will towards feeling. They are ingeniously treated in the 
Eudemian Ethics48 as the instinctive qualities out of which 
temperance and justice respectively are develo~. The ac
count of the opposites of righteous indignation in the Nk:om
achean Ethics49 is seriously confused and in Book IV. this 
"mean of feeling" does not appear at all. 

This part of the Ethia presents a lively and often amusing 
account of the qualities admired or disliked by cultivated 
Greeks of Aristotle's time. The method adopted is the very 
reverse of that followed by Plato. Plato (in the Republic) 
takes the four cardinal virtues recognised in his day-wisdom, 
courage, self-control, justice,~d interprets them so widely 
that each is in danger of overlapping the others, and two of 
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