1tself if we negate it by stepping on :H:. Each class has its own
natural way of negation, and it iz only experience that can teach
us what this negation is. (129)

. Not only in nature but alsoc in society the
nature of the thing negated must be taken into coﬁlideration. There
must not be utter destruction that in no way provides the possibility
of new growth., And just as in neture experience shm us how this
'negation is to teke place, so in aociety, the negation must teke place
elong the lines of the matural movement of socisty, Experience and

. observation will determins the way in which negation is to take place.

The most impoi-tant implication of the second
law of Dialectics of Nature is that the principle of fecundity in
matter is negation (or that which it comes down to, privation).

Negation offers an explanetion for the development of nature and
society, so that the existence of an Intelligence transcendent to
matter is in no way required. Thig is a.nothér step towards the complete

rationalization of the Marxigtg!' positive materialism,
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III Law of Marxist Dialectics

Transformation of quantity into quality.

The third and final lew of matter is the law
of transformation of quantity into quality. With this the dialectical
explanation is complete, for this provides for the emergence of new
forms in the universe. According to the first law matter, which
oxists éternally, is a composite of contradictory elemsnts. Contra-
diction is necesserily productive of motion, and thus matter is, by
its very nature, autodynsmic. The second law accounts for the
quantitative development of reality, for in the world of reality
everything tends towards its own negation in such a way that there
will necessarily result a quantitative inorease in that which is
negated. Finally, the third law of transformation sccounts for the

emergence of all new realitiea in the world.

According to this law matter develops
quantitatively up to & certain point (called a nodal point in Hegelian
terminology) where a sudden break takes place, and a new form
qualitatively different from the old comes into being. Contrary to
the "inetaphysical" outlook, dialectiocs does not regard the process
of development as a simple process of growth, where quantitative
changes do not lead to qualitative changes, but as a development which
passes from insignificant and imperceptible quantitative changes to
open, fundamental changes, to qualitative changes., The qualitative




changes take the form of a "leap" from one state to another.

Marxists miﬁt on the di;‘ferance between
gradual evolution and revolution. hrxint dialectics does not
neglect gradual change ~-« this is accounted for in the second law =e-
but dialectic muat be able to explain the ;.riaing of new realities.
Without the sudden "leap® it would be Aecum-y to assume that nothing
new can arise, since 'everybhing already exists in an imperceptibly
minute form, capable of !':‘ subsequent growth., The prinoip;l.o “of the
old philosophy and of mechenistic materialism was : natura non facit

saltus. Their emphasis on thia law is just another bit of evidence

of their sterile way of thinking, This was a prinoiple which they
had worked out in their "armchair philosophy" «ee they did not

observe reality, for if they had, they would have seen examples of

sudden breaks all: around them,

Nature is the teat of dialectics, and it must be said
for modern natural science that it has furnished extremely
- rich and daily inoreasing mtorial,{n for this test, and
has thus proved that in the last enalysis nature's process
is dialectical and not metaphysical, that it does not move
in an eternally uniform and conatantly repeated circle, but
passes through a real history. Here prime mention should
be made of Darwin, who dealt a severs blow to the metaphys-
ical conception of nature by proving that the orgenic world
of today, plants and animals, and consequently man too, 1is
all a product of a process of development that has been in
progress for millions of years. (130)

But to quiet eny suspicion that Engels taught

a gradual developmn'b of various new spscies in nature, in his oriticism

e eedniloze
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of Dlhring, who had opposed the thesis that the transition from the
insentient world to the semtient world, from inorganic metter to

organic life is a new leap, Engels says @

4  Thisjprecisely the Hegelian nodal line of measure relations,
in which, at certain definite nodal points, the pursly
quantitative increase or decrease gives rise to a qualitat-
ive leap; for exsmple, in the case of water which is heated
or cooled, where boiling-point and freesing-point are nodes
et which ~~- under normal pressure --- the leap to a new
aggregate state takes place, and where consequently quantity
is transformed into quality. (151)

Here, as elsewhere, most of the examples of
the Marxists are taken from the writings of Hegel. It was he who
formuilated the expression "nodal point", to determine the point beyond
which a thing cannot vary while remaining the sams thing., It was
Hegel who first insisted on the difference betwesen dialectical

progression and simple evolution. (132)

The most important example of the law of
transformation of quantity into quality is the coming into existence
of conscious matter --- man., Ths existence of mind is simply due to
& leap which occured in orgenic matter after it had evolved to a
high degree of organization.

The physical realm existed before the psychical, for the
latter is the highest product of the most highly develop-
ed forms of organic matter. (133)

And fram the first snimals were developed, esaentially

by further differentiation, the numerous classes, orders,
femilies, genera and species of animals; and finelly
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mammals, the fofm' in which the nervous system attains

its fullest development; and among these again finally

that mammal in which nature attains consciousness of

itself === man. (134)

The philosophy of Hegél is 'verita.bly an

"algebra of revolution", but Hegel did not apply his philosophy to
the burning questions of the day. Hegel was a congervative in his
political views --- as Marx says, he "set an sureola on the “:existing
state of affaira™, He becames the philosopher of the bourgeoisie
Gernman go;ernment because he was an optimist at the expense of ons
of the laws of dialectios wﬁich he himself had formulated. He over-
looked the intrinsic defects of that government, defeots which he
sl;ould have kmown would bring about the negation, the destruction,
of that political system. The social revolution was coming end a
new state would succeed the old one which would pass away through

revolution,

At a certain stage of their developmsnt, the material
forces of production in society come in conflict with

the existing relations of production, or === what is but

a legal expression for the same thing e-- with the property
relations within which they have been at work before.

From forms of development of the forces of production

these relations turn into their fetters. Then begins the
epoch of social revolution. With the change of the
sconomic foundation the entire immense superstricture is £
‘more or less rapidly transformed.... In broad outlines we
can designate the Agiatic, the ancient, the feudal, and

the modern bourgeois modes of production as ‘to many epochs /-
in the progress of the ecomomic formation of society, (The )
The bourgeois relations of production are the last antage
onistic form of the social process of production === ant-
agonistic not in the gense of individual antagonism, but
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of one arising from the sooial conditions of life of the
individuals; at the same time the productive forces
developing in the womb of bourgeois society create the
material oonditions for the solution of thet antagomiam.
This social formation constitutes, therefore, the closing
chapter of the prehistoric stage of human sooiety. (135)
With the last of .the three laws of dialectics
we have the complete rationalization of the Marxist philosophy of
revolution. As we said in the Freface, we do not think that this
philosophical rationalization is foremost in the minds of Marxists.
Primarily they are men of action === they want social revolution «--
and theory is but an instrument that will help them reach their
purpose. They are not interested in the dialectical laws of nature
because these laws zive them a better knowledge of mature. The
purpose of modern philosophy is "ot so much to know nature, but to
ohange it". The dialectical laws of nature will help them change

nature, by showing the naturalness and necessity of such a change.

The same laws of motion govern society.
This the abstract philosophers failed to see, and this, though he
recognized the dialectical character of society in general, Hegel
failed to realize in the practical order. Here, just as in the
realm of nature, it was neceasary to do away with the artificial,
fabricated interconnections of soclety, in order to discover the
real ones : a task which ultimatedly amounts to a frank admission L

of the inexorable laws of change that bind all matter, whether in itas



lowsst state or in its hipghest condition of consciousness.

In one point, hmvor. the hiltory of the
development of society proves to be easontially dirforant from that
of nature., In nnture === in so0 far as we ignore man's reactions
upon nature =-- there are only blind unconscious agencies acting upon
one anothex;. There is no such thing as purpose in nature,. for this
would presuppose an Intelligence apart from matter directing mattor
towards particular ends --- or we would have to admit a .co_nsoioua-
ness in nature, a thing which is impossible, Hothing of all tha.f
happens, whether in the innumerable apparent accidents observable
upon the surface of things, or in the ultimate results which confirm
_ the regularity underlying accidents, is attained as o oconsciously
desired aim, In the history of society, however, the conflicting
elements are endowed with consciocusneas, for men act with deliberation,
acting and working for definite goals. It is this element which sets |

men off from the rest of nature, (136)

With men we enter history. The mors that
human beings ere removed from the conditions of unconscious nature,
.the less do mcoﬁtrﬁlled forces and unforeseen agents determine what
man end nature are to be, end the more does the historical result
correspond to the aim leid down by man in advance. Thrpugh the
development of science and the means of production man gredually

attains this mastery over the blind forces of nature. The forces of
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naturé mugt be pressed into service for the good of mankind, This

is what 18 meant by "men changing nature”, And anyome who studies

the Cammmnistic movement in Soviet Russis will see that thoir emphasis
on technical development hu the purpose of making the "liberated" man
the absolute ruler of +he universe. With this in mind, hs will also
be better able to understand the Soviet's sensitiveness in the face

of oriticism of their economic system and technical progréss —
good @1) oxample of this was their violent rebuttal of William L.
White's article in Readers Digest of December 1944 and January 1945,

"Report on the Russians™,

The fres will of man changes the course of
history, but this must not be understood to mean that men's wills act
independently of the circumstances in which they are placed, or
independly of the wills of other men. ' The course of history as well
as that‘:f nature is governed by internal laws, the lsws of dialectics.

But this distinction between nature operating blindly

snd men operating consciously, important as it iz for
historical investigaticn, particulerly of single epochs
and events, cemnot alter the fact that the course of
history is governed by inner general laws. For here, also,
on the whole, in spite of the consciously desired aims of
8ll individuals, accident apparently reigns on the surface.
That which is willed happens but rarely; in the majority
of instances the numerous desired ends oross and conflict
with one enother, or these ends themselves are fram the
outset incapable of realisation or the means of attaining
them are insufficient, The conflict of immmerable indive
idual wills and individual actions in the domsin of history
produces a state of affairs extirely analogous to that in
the realm of unconseious nature. The ends of the actions

O




are intended, but the results which actually follow from these
sctions are not intended; or when they do seem to corres-
pond to the end intended, they ultimately have consequencees
quite other than those intended. Higtorical evwents thus
appear on the whole to ba likewise governed by chsnce. But
where on the surface accidents hold sway, there actually

it is always governed by immer, hidden laws and it is only

a matter of discovering these laws,

Men male their own history, whatever its outcome may be,
in that each person follows his own consciously desired end,
and it is precisely the resultant of thase meny wills
operating in different direotions and of their manifold
effects upon the cuter world that constitutes history.
Thusflt is also a question of what the many individuals
desire, The will is determined by passion or deliberation.
But the levers which imnediately determine passion or _
deliberation are of vory different kinds. Partly they may
be external objeots, partly ideal motives, ambition,
"enthusiasm for truth and Justice”, personal hatred or even
purely individual whims of all kinds, But, on the other
hand, we have seem that the many individual wills sctive in
higtory for the most part produce results quite other than
those they intended e=~ often quite the opposite; their
motives therefore in relation to the totel result are like-
{ wise of only secondlary significance. On the other hand,
the further questidn arises : what driving forces in turn
stand behind these motives ? What are the historical csuses
which transform themselves into these motives in the brains
of the actors t (137) _

ERD OF PART i
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PART III : Aristotelian Dootrine of Opposition :

The four kinds of oppoaition :

In the presentation of the Marxist dialectic
the words "opposites”, "contradictories", "contraries" ware used inter-
changeably. This was especially true in the consideration of the
first lew of dialectic : the unity of opposites. The examples of this
law were of many kinds : the unity of life and death in living beings}
the unity of negative and positive electricity; the identification of
motion with rest, and of the oircle with polygon; the unity of opposite
soxes. All of these examples were to illustrate the one law of

opposition.

<. Hol here do any of the Marxists define what
they mean by opposition, nor do they define the various kinds of
opposition. It is most important to know if all these examples of

opposition have the same characteristics. It is Important to know
if all kinds of opposition cause conflict in beings.

In his treatment of opposition Aristotle says

that we can speak of four kinds :

With regard to opposites one must say that they are us=-

ually opposed in several manmers. Indeed, ome thing is

seld to be opposed to another in four ways: as relatives,

or as contraries, or as privation and habit, or as affirme-
stion and negation. (138) Q



Then Aristotle goes on to give an example of each 1
An instance of the use @G—tis—mAJ of the word ‘opposite!
with reference to correlatives is afforded by the
expressions 'double’' and 'half'; with reference to contraries
by fbad' and 'good'. Opposites in the sense of 'privation!'
and ‘habitus' are blindness and sight; in the sense of
affirmation and negation, the propositions, 'he sits'
‘he does not sit'. (139)

Aristotle starts with the opposition of
relation, then considers in turn the opposition of contrariety, of
privation, and contradiction. Sometimes it seems that Aristotle's
order of presentation as well as his divisions are arbitrary.. We
should like to see Just one instance, however, where either his order
or divisions are shown to be merely arbitrary, particularly in his
philosophical works that treat of the commnis. In our consideration
we shall try to show that the order of presentation is logical, and

that the division into four kinds of opposition is essential.

On first glo.r;co it seema that the four kinds
of opposition can be reduced to two : to opposition of correlatives,
and to opposition of negation. For the first of the fou: appears to
be distinct(frmn the others in that no incompatibility is éreaent
between the terms of the opposition but merely correlation; but in
all the other three there is an incompatibility between the terms,
and, therefore, they all sesm to come under the opposition of
contradicotion. In order to show that these last three csnnot all be

grouped aimply under one species of opposition, that is, under
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contradiction, it will be necessary to show that there are essential

differences among the kinds of incompatibility.

There .is one order of oconsidsration of
opposition which proceeds according to the degree of exolusion of
one term of opposition by the other === that is the order Aristotle
has given above. But another order is possible, the order of oppos-
ition according to the real existence of the terms. If we oconsider
the opposition from the point of view of being, then the order must
be reversed, since it is evident that sontradiction denies real being
more absolutely than any of the other ~-- it removes the opposite
term completely. But neither privation nor contrariety deny theii‘
opposite term absolutely; and instead of denying its opposite term,
the relative term demsnds its existsnce. (140). Because a treatment
of opposition should proceed acoording to that which is most formsl,
Aristotle develops his doctrine according to progression toward
absolute incompatibility of terms, since what is most formal in the
term ‘opposition' is the notion of exolusion. (141) The "being" of

opposites is in inverse proportion to the degree of opposition.

I. The Opposition of Relation :

The opposition of relation is manifested in
Aristotle in two pleces in the Categories. The first of these logical

definitions is :



- Those things are said to be relative which are according
to their very being said of other things, or which are
said in reference to something else in some other way. (142)

And later on he says :

All those things ere opposed as relatives which are,
according to their very being, said of opposite things,
or which are said in reference to opposite things in
some other way. (143) : '

We oa.n.look et the terms of relativfg.. oppos=
ition from a double point of view : a) as 'carma that mutually
complement each other; b) as te@ that mutually exclude each other
in some degree. In the first respect we consider the terms as the
elements which make up that whiéh is called relationship, as in the
cese of father and son. These two terms constitute the material
elements of the relationship (we consider the foundation as the formal
constitutive elemsnt), so that without both of them the relationship
could not exist. Here we do not look upon the terms as excluding

éach other ~~= as the term father necessarily excludes the term son ===

but rather as parts of a union that is described as 5. ;ela.tionship.

If we consider the terms from the point of
view of mutual excluaion,” as father‘ eiéludas son, then we consider
relationship as participating to some degree in contradiction. For
even though the two terms exist simultaneously, they do exclude each
-other by definition. Therefore, they canﬁot be identified to the
extent that one term is synonomous with the other, Real coexistence
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is not destroyed --- it is necessary in a relation that is real wee
but formal or essential identification is l.buoluteiy impossible,.
Thﬁs it partioipates, though in the lowest degree, of contradiction.

Rolation differs from the other linds of
opposition because in all the other three the one term negates the
other so that co-existence is denied. But in relation only essential
identification is denied === not co-existencs. (144) We osmot speak
of "son" unless there is a "father". We ocannot say one quantity is
the double of another, without admitting that the other quantity is
half of the double; we cannot speak of a capacity without at the same
time acknowledging that for which there is a capacity.

A Aristotle, however, says that the co-existence
ia not necessary in certain cases, and gives as one example, the
relation between kmower aud object known. He says that it is not
neceasary that the object come into existence simltansously with
the kmowing power, just as the disappearance of the knowing power
does not destroy the real existence of the object.

Correlatives are thought to come into existence sim-

ultaneously, This is for the most part trus, as in

the case of the double and the half, The existence of

the half necessitates the existence of that of which

it is half. Similarly the existenge of —thet of o master
necessitates the existence of a slave, and that of a

slave implies that of a master; these are merely instances

of a general rule. Moreover, they cancel ons another;

for it there is no double it follows that there is ne

half, and vice versa; this rule slso applies to all such ’




‘correlatives, The object of knowledge would appear to
exist before knowledge itself, for it is usually the case
that we acquire Imowledge of objects already existing; it
would be difficult if not impossible to find e branch of
lnowledge the beginning of the existence of which was
contemporaneous with that of its object, Again, while
the object of knowledge, if it ceases to exist, cancels
_ &t the same time the Imowledge which was its correlative,
the converse of this is not true. (145) '
In the example of knowledge, however, there
is not a perfect relationship set up between the terms : the relatione
ship is not mutual. And this accounts for the fact that?simultaneity
is not required. In the knower fhare is a real relationship towards
the object, since the knowledge is caused by the object. But on the
part of the object, the real existing thing, there is no real relation-
. ship towards a knowing power. There is but an extrinsic denomination
of relationship on the part of the real being., We hesitate to call
this being “object™, for in its Qntitativa existence, the being is
not an object. It is formally object only when related to a knmowing
power, Wherever there is a real relationship set up in both terms,
there must be simultaneous existence. Strictly speaking, therefore,
We can say that even in the ocase of knowledge there must be simule
taneous existence, since a being receives the attribution "object"
only because it 1s known : as long as there is knowledge, there must
be an "object™. (Considered in its entitative being, however, the
thing known does not have to exist simultaneously with the knowing

power. (146)

In all opposition except relation, one of the
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terms is a non-ens or participates in mon~ens. The one term negates
the other, so that one term is opposed to the other as perfectien to
mpérfeotion. Contradiotion and privation are negation of forms in
themselves, while contrariety, which necessarily i:urtioipa'.tu in
privetion, ia the negation of a similtanecus existence of the form
in the same subject. This is fundamentally the resson why according
to Catholic dootrine, the only possible oppositicn in Gosl ia the
opposition of relation : because neither of the terms of relation
denote imperfection. (147) There is no imperfection that results

from the negation by the opposite term. (148)

As wes already indiocated in the difficulty
ebout the coexistence of the relative terms, there are several kinds
of relation. The relation between knower and .object wes, from one
point of view, & real relation, but only logical i.e. an exfirinsic
denomination ==~ fram the side of the object known. This shows that
wo must distinguish at least two kinds of relation : real relation,
and logidul relation. There is in addition to these a relation call-
ed transcendental, Among these three kinds of relation there is but
& unity of analogy. Let us now see what is the primary division of
relation, for the term "real relation" as well as the terms "logical”

and "transcendental"” appears to be generis.

The first division of relation is into proper

and improper. (149) The proper relatives are those whose whole being



consists in relationship =e- they do not belong primarily to any
other category of being, These are defined by Aristotle : "Thoge
things are relatives whose very being it is to stand in reference to
something else in some way." Because their very being or essence is
constituted by relationship, they conati:tuto & special ca‘i:egory. (150)
This category is distinguished both. from substance, which hag self
existence, and from the other acoldents which has existence in subs-
tance. Relation, eccording to its strict or proper definition, is
apart from all of these, since its essence consista neither in being
in itself as substance is, nor in another, but solely in relatione
ship toward. It consists solely in the bond between distinct terms.

The relatives improperly so called are those
which, ihila having the correlsation of terms, doem not exist primarily
as relation, but as one of the nine. other categories ee- either as
substance (or principles of mbnta.nce); or es one of the. categorﬁes
that inhere in substance, These are called tra.nscondental‘relations,
because they trenscend the limitations of one category : in so.far
a8 they are relatives they pertsks in the characteristics of the
category relation, but they belong essentially and pr:!.nia.ril\y ‘to one of
the other ‘oategoriés,'/'or 'fo several or to all., Thus potency and act
constitute a relation that belongs to all the categories; matter and
forn éonstitute & relation, belonging primarily to corporeal substance,
and secondarily to the other natural accidents; the relationship of

creature to God is present im all the oategoriéa === but in each
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instance it is not the relationship which is that which is primary,

~
but it is in each case the substance, or quantity, or quality, etc..

Traxiacendonm relations are included in the
essence of something bolonging to one of the absolute categories,
but the relationship is secondary to the entitative character of the

essence. But relation in the strict sense (secundum esse as contraste

ed with the above, secundum dici) is one whose essence consists in

the relation of terms, end ome which is not essentially bound up with
something absolute, but ﬁ'.xes ifaelf upon two absolutes in such a way
as to impart a relationship that did not formerly exist there. Thus,
it is impossible to abstract the notion or relation from the trans- <
cendental, but the relation secundum esse can always end must always
be distinguished from the beings thet make up its terms. It is
impossible, for example, to abstract from the relationship when we
consider the principles of substantial baing, matter and form. But
the notion of paternity or of filiation is distinot from the notion

of rational animal which is at each term of the relationship of

father fo son and vice versas.

The second division of relation ia into real
and logical. Transcendental relation is, of course, a real relation,
for it exists independently of any consideration of the mind., But
the relation secundum esse is divided into real and logical relation,

The real relation in this case is ocalled predicamental, because it
constitutes one of the ten predicaments that specify real being.




Praedicamental relation is distinguished
from logical by the following characteristics : the subject (first
term of relative opposition) is a real entity; the terminus (secong
term of relative opposition) 1s also real entity and distinct from
the firat term; the foundation of the relation mugt f:e teal, The
relatives must be of the same order, 4ny relation that laoks any of
those conditions 1s to that extent a logical reletion. Thug, the
relation in cognition is not praedicamental, because the one term
of the opposition is merely logical, i.e., on the part of the object
lmowm, since the object is not affected in any way by beizlg known.
Likewige the rela‘bioﬁship between God and creatures is not preedice
amantal; because no reel relationship is set up in God by the fact of
creation, though there is real relation of causality looking from

creatures to Gud,

Both praedicamentel relation as well as logic-

al has genera with diverse species under them.

The predicamental relation is divided into
three species according to the three kinds of foundations upon which
the relation is based. The relation can have as its foundation either
quantity, or quality, or measure, or action and passion. And this

foundation is the cause of the relation,

The logical relation, also, 1s divided into

specles according to the foundation. 4nd thus we have & certain group
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of logical relations which are called second intentions; and we

have others in which the reason arbitrarily unites two concepta,

In the three genera of relation, namely,

transcendental, predicamental, and logical there is one thing in
common, the correlation. The term corrslation, however, is enaloghs

and, 80, is said in different ways of the three kinds of relation.

The statement that all relatives have correl-
atives 1s acceptable as such and is not confliecting with the
statement that correlation is a property of the reln.tivu’.#wfw‘p L
All relatives have correlatives, that is, the relatives
proper have determined correlatives snd the relatives
improper have undetermined correlatives. This distinotion
is not a manufacture of our own, it is found literally in
the Metaphysics. There Aristotle himself distinguishes
between determined and undetermined relations, between the
relation of the double to the one and the relation of the
many to the one,.. (151)

This kind of opposition cennot give rise to
the intrinsic conflict of which the Marxists speak, If there is

conflict, it must come from some other kind of oppoaitian.

The Opposition of Cantrarie‘l‘fz t

The second kind of opposition may be menifest-

ed by Aristotle's various attributions of the term "contrary"

The term 'contrary' is applied 1) to those attributes

differing in genus which cannot belong at the seme time

to the same subject, 2) to the most different of the

things in the sams genus, 3) to the most different of

the attributes in the same recipient subject, 4) to the
most different of the things that fall under the same

faculty, 5) to the things whose difference is greatest




either absolutely or in genus or in species. (152)

These specifications seem to contradict each other in some respects,
for example, when he says in the first instance that the contraries
are in different genersa, and in the second that they belong to the
same genus. We shall try to see wWwhat characteristics are peculiar

to contrariety, so that we can give a proper definition of it,

The definition is made more ocomplete further

on in 'bhs\l(etaghy_gics, where Aristotle says :

Since things which differ may differ from one another more
or less, there is also a greatest difference, and this I
call contrariety. That contrariety is the greatest differ-
énce is made clear by induction. For things which differ
in genus have no way to one another, but are too far distant

And the other comnonly accepted definitions of ‘contraries

are also necessarily true, For not only is 1) the camplete
difference the greatest difference (for we csn get no
difference beyond it of things differing either in genus or :
in species; for it has been shown that there is no "difference'
between anything and the things outside its genus, and among
the things which differ in species the complete difference is
the greatest); but also, 2) the things in the same genus
which differ most are comtrary (for the complete difference
is the greatest difference between species of the same genus);
and 3) the things in the same receptive material which differ
most are contrary (for the matter is the same for contraries);
and 4) of the things which fall under the same faculty the
most different are contrary (for one science deals with one
clagss of things, and in these the complete difference is the
greatest). (153)

This gives us a more camplete description of

contrariety, for it tells us that contraries are 1) the extrems differ-
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ences, 2) of a common genus, 3) referring to a common subject,
With this as a foundation, and with the additional difference Aristotle
gives in his distinotion between contraries end privatives, we can

proceed to give a complete definition of the opposition of contrariety,

The contraries are extrems differences. It
is possible for things to differ frem one anther more or less, but
they are called contraries only when the maximum distence separates
them, If there were no maximum cii-ti;noe or fixed limit beyond which
they could not go, then it would be possible for the two terms to
differ ad infinitum eee this, however, would take avey any real
distinction—hetween the two, for we could not atrictly speak of two.

' How the maximum difference consists in a
specific difference, for all within the one species is simply one,
For example, we camnot speak of a diversity within any substantial
species, for no man is more man than another. Likewise we cannot
speak of a diversity within an acoldental species, for if a color is
white (and not merely a mixture) we canmot say there is any diversity
in the white itself. If thers is di‘vorli‘bjr within something of one
Species, it is because it is not merely one species, but is the comb-
ination of the two extremes, for example, when we say one thing is more
white than another. This is due to the combination of the two extremes
which are specifically distinct, Thus, the contraries, which are the
extreme differences, are the specific differences of a common genus.

There must be a common genus, otherwise we
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could not make any comparison between the limits., Comparison always
needs a common genus, just as all measurement needs a common unit of
measurement. ' And unless there is & common gonus, the extremes can be
called contraries only in the improper sense. (154) The oontraries
. are of two kinds, univoosl and equivocal (or proper and improper).
The univocal contraries are those which are specifically dii‘fefent in
a proximate gsnus, as are black and white; or those which are in
diverse genera, Sut have s common remote g@a, for example, virtue
and vice are distinct goenera, yet they have a common gon’us‘, which is
the first species of quality. If there is no common genus ihtewr,
they are contraries in the improper sense. Thus the transcendentals
\/do not have a common genus, 'sinoe they are co-extensive with being,
which is above all genera; Good and evil therefore cannot be contrar-
ies in the proper sense, since good is one of the transcendentals, -
ihile evil is its negatiom. -I
Morecver, it is necessary that pniz;a of contraries should
in all cases either belong to the same genus or belong to
contrary geners or be themselves genera. White and black
belong to the same genus, colour; justice and injustice,
to contrary genera, virtue and vice; while good and evil

do not belong to genera, but are themselves actual geners,
with terms under them. (155)

] ‘ _
Contraries mist not only be in the same genus

3

! but must also have reference to the gams subject, otherwise there

. cannot be opposition, except by definition w== there would not be
mitual exclusion which ig had between oontraries. To this can be

réduced the statement of Aristotle, that the word 'contrary! is
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applied "to the most different of the things thet fall under the

same faculty”, (156) The contraries have the same subject matter,
and it is for that reason that there csn be movement from the one to
the other, and the one is engendered from the other. Things which
differ the most under ome faculty, as art or science, are contraries
=== contraries are always studied under the one science. Disease

and health must have a common subject, the human body; black and white
have a common subject, and real quantity; justice and injustice
require as their subject the humen soul, (167) Thus, we find a
second common characteristic of the contraries, they have in addition

to a common logical subject (genus) a common physical subject,

From the fact that contraries have a common
genus as well as a common physical subject we can conclude that
contraries are both positive terms, that is, that both terms can have

real entitative existence. One of the terms is not merely a negation
of the other. Since they have a common genus, it means that they have
& common entitative determination : thus black is not merely the
negation of white, but is a co.lor in the common genus. Disease is
not merely the negation of health, but is a positive condition, a real
qualitative form, of an animal body; vice is not merely the negation

of virtue, but it is a positive habitus in the soul.

According to Aristotle, there are two kinds

of proper contraries : one kind has a medium between its opposite

O

s
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term, while the other kind does not have a medium. If ome or other
of the contraries which are naturally present to a subject must be
presén‘b in the subject, those comtraries are without a medium. There
cannot be an intermediate condition. Thus, disease and health are
naturally present in the body of an animal, and it is necessary that
sither the one or the other should be present in the body of an
enimal. 0Odd and even, likewise, are predicated of number, and it is
necessary that the one or the other should be present in numbers.

The reason for this ebsence of medium is the necessity of the inherence

of one or the other forms, otherwise it would be possible to have an

intermediate form. But certain forms seem not to permit of intermediate

predication.

On the other hand, among those contraries
whose predication is not necessarily demanded by the subject, there
is always en intermediary. It is not necessary that a body be black
or white, even though the body is the subject for comtraries under
the genus color. It is possible for a body to be red, or green, each
of which is an intermediary color. We do not always have a proper
name for each of the intermediaries --- that is indeed, impossible,
because the medium is divisible ad infinitum --- but for some of the

intermediaries we choose arbitrary names, to indicate degrees of

difference.

In those contraries which do not admit of a




medium, we must have either the one form or the other. The
combination of the two forms is impossible. Thus sickness and health
absolutely exclude each other, according to Aristotle. Thig point

is still obscure for us, because it seems that even here we do have
en intermediary condition possible. If we can speak of a person's
siclness becoming worse it meens that there is some kind of medium

in which there is a measure of heelth and 8ickness. Ca;ling a person
'sick' seems to be an arbitrary predication,‘for it is not possible
to indicate the precise moment when a healthy man is said to become

a sick man --- it is rather a gradual process. Just as ‘there is no
precise moment when we can 3ay & person has tuberculosis,lfor every-
one has a certain number of these germs in his system at all times,
we camnot say that the one contrary is present absolutely alome, to
the absolute exclusion of the other. A medium always seems necessary
wherever there are contraries. If either health or siclmess eabsolutely
mist be present in an animal, then it is practically impossible for
anyone to say that he is healthy, for there is always some degree of
better health possible than that which is actually possessed. All
this would seem to indicate that there is an lntermediate state

between all contraries, wherever it is question of a real being.

In mathematics, however, where we deal only
with formal causes, one or other of the contraries must be present

absolutely --= to the total exclusion of the other. The reason for
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this is that medium, intermediary is said only of real existing

bodies, Mathematical entities are not real. One form absolutely
excludes the other, There is no real becoming of one thing from the
other in mathematies. Even though mathematicians speek of the
generation of one mathematical form from another, real generation

is absolutely out of the queation, for real movement is out of the
question. Only in mathematical contraries, it seems to us, do we

exclude the intermediaries between contraries.

Intermediaries are in the same genus as the
things{%hinga'between which they stand, for we reach intermediaries
in our passagé from one of the contraries to the other. The inter-
mediaries are composed of the extreme terms of contrary opposition.
They share in each of the contraries to a greater or lesser degree,

depending how far they are from the one extreme and how near to the

other. (158)

Contraries are always qualitative forms, or
forms of action and passion, or forms of position. Aristotle calls
all of these contraries, if they verify the above-named conditions
for contrary opposition. Outside of these cabegories there are no
contrary forms in the proper sense., And in the examples of each of
these, Aristotle admits a variation of degree, thereby indicating
that all contraries have a& medium., Hs is not certain, however, about

certain qualities.




4 One quality may be the contrary of another; thus justice
L ‘ is the contrary of injustice, whiteness of blackness, and
S0 0N ..s Qualities admit of variation of degree. White-
ness is prediceted of one thing in a greater or lesw degree
than of another, This is also the case with reference to
justice. Moreover, one and the same thing may exhibit a
quality in a greater degree than it did before : if a thing
is white, it may become whiter.

' ' Though this 1is generally the case, there are exceptions. For
if we should say that justice admitted of varietion of degree,
difficulties might ensue, and this is true with regard to
all those qualities which are dispositions. There are soms,
indeed, who dispute the possibility of variation here. They

- maintain that justice and health cannot very well admit of
variation of degree themselves, but that people vary in the
degree ir which they possess these qualities, and that this
is the case with grammatical learning and all those qualities
which are classed as dispositiona, However that may be, it
is an incontrovertible fact that the things which in virtue
of these qualities are said to be what they are vary in the
degree in which they possesas them; for one man is said to be
better versed in grammer, or more healthy of Just, tha.n [
another, and so on. (159)

The other two categories that admit of contrar-

ies are action and passion, and position.

Action and affection both admit of contraries and also of
variation of degree. Heating is the contrary of cooling,
being heated of being cooled, being glad of being vexed.
Thus they admit of contraries. They also admit of variation
of degree : for it is possible to heat in a greater or leas
degree; also to be heated in a greater or less degres. Thus
action and affection also admit of variation of degree. So
much, then, is stated with regard to thse catsgories.

We spoke morecver, of the category of position
when we were dealing with that of reletion, and stated that
such terms derived their names from those of corresponding
ettitudes. (189

Substantial forms are not contraries. Even
though Aristotle calls the principles of substance contraries in one

part of the first book of the Physics, later in the book he identifies
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them as form and privetion., Privetion end form are not distinguishe
ed as contraries, for one of the terms is negative --- both terms
migt be positive in the contraries, since both are in the same genus
end in the same physical subject. Likewise, in substantial generation
or passing away it is impossible %o have & medium in the strict sonse,

for substantial forms are "sicut mumeri". They change from the one -

to the other without movement cr progression in the form. Substantial .

Torm gives first being to a thing, or esse simpliciter, so “hat we

cannot speak of a common genus for diverse substantial forms, even

though they have a common physical subject.

Nor is destruction movement; for the contrary of movemsnt
is movement or rest, but the contrary of destruction is
generation., Since every movement is a change, and the
kinds of change are the three named above, and of these
those in the way of gemeration and destruction are not
movements, and these are the changes from a thing to its
contradictory, it follows that only chenge from posiive to
positive is movement....There is no movement in respect of
gubstance (because there is nothing contrary to sul(:atm)zce).
161

Finally, Aristotle excludes quentities from

the opposition of conlrariety. QJuantitative oppositions are relative:
they do not exclude each other, but rather are explained ome through

the other, which is cheracteristic of relative opposition.

Agein whether we define them as quantitetive or not, they
have no contraries; for how can there be a contrary of an
attribute which is not to be apprehended in or by itself,
but only by reference to somsthing external. Again, if
‘greet' and 'small' are contraries, it comes about that
the same subject can simit contrary qualities at ome and
the seme time, end that things will themselves be contrary




to themselves. For it happens at times that the seme thing
is both small and great. For the same thing may be small
in comparison with one thing, and greet in comparison with
another, so that the same thing comes to be both small and
great at one and the same time, and is of such a nature as
to admit contrary qualities at one and the same moment. Yet
it was agreed, when substance was being discussed, that
nothing admits contrary qualities at one and the same moment.
For though substance is capable of admitting contrary gqual-
ities, yet no one is at the same time both sick and healthy,
nothing is. at the same time both white and black. Nor is
there enything which is qualified in contrary weys at one and
- the same time. (162)

Contraries exclude simultaneous existence in
the same subject. Every opposition has terms one of which excludes
the other in some way. We saw that relatives exclude each other from
their definition, though co-~existence in the same subject is by no
means excluded. The next degree of opposition, that of contrariety,
both excludes one term from the other by definition (for contraries
are specifically distinct), but it also prevents the two terms from
having simultaneous existence in the same subject. Experience is

suffioient to show this :for black excludes white from the same subject;

heat 'excludes cold; virtue excludes vice.

.Contraries exclude each other‘because they . f
are founded on a higher degree of opposition, namely, privation. ‘{} 5»';
And the privation in the subject is due ultimetely to the natural
limitation of theiggﬁjébt; The subject has a natural capacity for
all contrary forms of one genus, but it is limited in actual condition

of possession to one of them. Thus, we consider the exclusion of the
' ' contrary
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form as the effect that follows upon the reception of the other

form, rather than es a privetion which existed prior to the reception

of the contrary.

Now only positive and negative absolutely
) exclude each other. All opposition is based ultimately on contradict-
ion, because there we have absolute opposition betwsen being and non-
¢ being. Wherever the opposition is between positive end negative, as
in the last two kinds of opposition (privation and contradiction),
the forms absolutely exclude each other. 4nd in these the exclusion
is not merely an effect following upon the reception of a different
form, but prior to the reception there must be in the subject an |

absolute negation of one form. (163)

Contraries, however, are not opposed as
positive and negative, for both terms of contrariety are positive.
Therefore, they exclude each other by reason of the subject. The
subject is incapable of possessing both for's simultaneously, for it

has a real capacity for only one form.

In speaking of contraries we must always

remember that the contraries are the extreme differences of a common

genus, and not any difference whatsoever within the genus. It is only
the extremes of the genus which completely exclude each other. Wherever

there is a medium between the contrary terms, then it is possible for




contraries to exist simultaneously to a limited degree in the same

subject. It is our opinion that all contraries in the strict sense
have' these intermediates. Whenever there is a progressién from onse
contrary term to the other, there is a mixture of the contraries,

and so similtaneous existence in their lesser degrees. As long as

we are in the condition of intermediaries we are in movement ( the

generation of the new contrary form is still in fieri), and thre is
not yet the actual pbssassion of one contrary in its perfect form.
Hence there is no complete opposition, unless we speak of the term

in its condition of actual, perfect existence. (164)

The denomination of the quality in its state
of fieri is according to the predominant quality. It is evident that
this is more or less arbitrary, Thus, we call a thing white, if it
is more white than black; or we call something hot, if it seems more
hot than cold. (Exa.mples are not always clear, for it is difficult
at times to say whether we are treating of real contraries, or rather
of opposition of priva.tion).— Privation, which absolutely excludes
its opposed form, does not allow an intermediary state. | Change but
not movement is possible where privation is involved; only absolute

denomination is possible.

The contraries, therefore, include the opposition

of privation and contradiction non primo et per se, sed consecutive et

- secundario. The exclusion of one form results from the pressnce of the

cantrary. (165)




- 170 =

Therefore, when the Marxists speak of the
identification of contrary qualities, they can mean only a simultaneous
existence of contraries in their lesser degrees, when the contraries
are in a state of becoming., It is absolutely impossible to have
identification of contraries in their perfect astate of actuality.

And when there is a certain identification of contraries in the state
of movement because of the common subject (and not because of real

identification of the forms), there is no conflict in this movement.

It is natural that in a progression from one contrary to another there
be a union of the two contraries in their lesser degrees, for there is
an intermediary state which must be passed. In the opposition of
contrariety as in the opposition of relation there is neither conflict,
nor identification of opposites. There is a union of contraries in
the state of motion ~-~ this is the closest approach we have in the
first two kinds of opposition to the fundamental law of Hegelian and

Marxist dialectics. (166)




Opposition of Privation 1

The third kind of opposition is thet of

2‘ rivation. More correctly, it is the opposition between the possession

of a certain form and the privation of that form. The two terms of
opposition cannot, therefore, both be positive, since the one term

is essentially the negation of the other.

Now there are various ways of speaking of the opposition
between the possession and the negation of the form in a subject.
Aristotle first gives the various meanings of fhe word ‘'privation',

and then determines the special sense in which he understands it.

We speak of ‘privation! 1) if something has not one of
the attributes which & thing might naturally have, even
if this thing itself would not naturally have it; e. g,
a plant is said to be (deprived' of eyes =--; 2) If, though
either the thing itself or its genus would naturally have
an attribute, it has it not; e.g., a blind man and a mole
are in different senses 'deprived' of sight; the latter in
contrast with its genus, the former in contrast with his
own normal nature, =-- 3) If, thought it would naturally
have it, and when it would naturally have it, it has it not;
for blindness is a privation, but one is not blind at any
and every age, but only if one has not sight at the age at
which one would naturally have it., Similarly a thing is
called blind if it hes not sight in the medium in which,

- and in respect of the organ in respect of which, and with
reference to the object with reference to which, and in
the circumstances in which, it would naturally have it, ===

4) The violent taking eway of anything is called privation.
_ (167)

Privation in the most proper sense is the

third of these. It is the absence of a form in a subject that has a
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natural capacity for that form at the time and under the circums-

tances that ere determined by nature.
We say that that which 1s capable of some particular
faculty or possession has suffered privation when the
faculty or possession in question is in no wey present
in that in which, and at the time at which, it should
naturally be present. We do not call that toothless
which has not teeth, or that blind which has not sight,
but rather that which has not teeth or sight at the time
when by nature it should. For there are some creatures
which from birth are without sight, or without teeth, but
these are not called toothless or blind., (168)

The terms in the opposition of privation both
refer to the same real subject, even though one of the terms is itself
not a reality, but is rather a negation. But this reference to the
seme subject depends on the mature of the privation. One kind of
privation has immediate reference to the subject of the form, as
darkness has immediate reference to the atmosphere. And in this there
can be a mutual change from light to darkmess, and from darkness to
light. But there is a second kind of privation, wherein there is not
an immediate reference to the subject, but rather to the form immediately
and to the subject secondarily. Thus, blindness has reference immediately
to the form 'sight'; death imnediately refers to life, and both second-
arily to the subject in which those forms exist. Between the terms of

this kind of opposition there is no mutual change. (169)

In our consideration of contraries we said

that they are founded immsdiately upon a privation. The distinction




just made determines what kind of privation contraries are founded

upon. Contraries with a medium can mutuelly change one into the other,
thereflore they a.ra. Pounded upon the privation that looks immediately
to the subject in which the form inheres. The opposition which ia
founded immediately upon the negation of a form, as blindness and
death are opposed to sight and life, does not permit a mutual change.
Therefore, contraries which are generated one from the other cannqt

be founded immediately on this kind of privation.

Privation in the most strict sense is.that in
which the order from the one term to the other is not reversible. And
for that reason Aristotle added the word 'order' in speaking of the
opposgition of privation. The terms of opposition both have reference
to the same real subject, but there is a certain order between the
terms. Thus it is impossible for death to take place unless there has

previously been life -~~~ the change is only in one direction.

Wherever the terms of opposition are related
immediately towards a commén subject, there cen be mutual chenge from
one to the other. And this is the kind of priia‘bion apr.oken of in the
first book of the Physics of Aristotle, where privation is callod one
of the principles of becoming. Frivation here means simply the negation
of a form in a subject that is capable of possessiné that form at the
time and under the circumstances in which it now is. Wherever there

is a coming to be of one form in the subject this kind of privation
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must precede, and for that reason privation is called a principle

of movement or becoming,

The oppoeition of privaetion differs from

that of relation as well as that of contrariety.

It differs from relation because the terms of
relation mutually perfect each other; because they are both positive;
because they are necessarily present in the same subject simultaneously,
But the terms of privative opposition negate each other entirely;
only one is a positive term; consequently they cannot exist simul-
taneously in the same subject, because one of them is by definition
the absence of the positive form, In reality, we cannot speak of
the real existence of the privative at all, since only real forms
exist in reality === the privative is but the negation of a form for

which the subject has a capacity here and now., (170)

Privative opposition differs from opposition
of contrariety, both where there is a medium and where there is not.
The terms of contrary opposition are both positive : they indicate
a positive determination of the real subject; they are at least in
the same remote genus, Byt privatives are not both positive, as we
have just seen. Consequently, it is impossible that they both be in
the same genus, for a genus has under it only positive determinations.
All the differences that Aristotle points out between the privatives

and the contraries are based on this fundamental difference =~~~ that




both terms of contrariety ere positive, while one term of privation

is negative. (171)

Privation is a kind of contradiction. It is,

‘within certain limits, the opposition between being and non-being,

since the possession of the form can be called being, while its absence
is non-being. But it is contradiction within certain limits, for it

is restricted to a particular subject and to a particular form.

But privation is a kind of contradiction; for what suffers

privation, either in general or in some det-
erminate way, is either that which is quite incapable of
having some attribute or that which, being of such a nature
as to have it, has it not; here we have a variety of meanings,
which have been distinguished elsewhere. Privetion, there-
fore, is a contradiction or incapacity which is determinate
or teken along with the receptive material. (172)

Privation is not a contradiction absolutely,
since a contradiction by definition does not require a certain capacity
or aptitude for the form that is negated, nor does it even demand the
existence of & real subject. Contradiction can be applied to any kind
of being whatsoever. But privation requires a definite subject, in
which there is a definite capacity for the form that is absent. The
opposition of contradiction is absolute and universally extensive,

but the opposition of privation is limited to a certain subject and to

a determined form. (173)

~ Privaetion has this twofold aspect : on the one

hand, it is a negation, and within the limits of the subject it has the
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same force as the opposition of contradiction, since it is founded
immediately on the opposition of being and nom~heing. On the other

hand,‘ from the aspect of the subject, privetion delineates something

positive --= & positive capacity or aptitude in the subject for a

form which is absent. In speaking of privation as something positive,
however, there must be no confusion of privation and the capacity.
The privation of the form is not the capacity or potency of the
subject for the form. The potency is scmething positive, while the
privation is negative. The potency is one term of the opposition

of relation, having a transcendental relationship to the form which
will actualize it. The potency is a per se principle of real being,

but privetion 1s not.

From this analysis of the opposition of
privation, we cannot found any ground for the Marxist laws of dialectics.
The fundamental law, that of unity of opposites, cannot arise from
the opposition of privation. It is absolutely impossible for the
terms of opposition to be present simultaneously, since by very
definition the one is the negation of the other. Conflict can come
only when two positive forces existing simultaneously act upon each
other., The terms of privative opposition are neither both positive

nor simultaneously presant in the same subject.

Qgposition of Coxntradiction :

The last of the four kinds of opposition is
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that of contradiction. Arlstotle immediately sets it off from the

other three kinds.

Statements opposed as affirmation and negation belong
menifestly to a class which is distinct, for in this
case only, it is neceasary for the one opposite to be
true and the other false. (174)

The terms of contradictory opposition differs from the former kinds
s in that one of the opposites is necessarily true, and the other

necessarily false.

Neither in the caase of contraries, nor in the case of
correlatives, nor in the case of 'possession' and
'privation’ is it necessary for ome to be true and the
other false. Health and disease are contraries : neither
of them is true or false. ‘'Double' and 'half' are opposed
to each other as correlatives : neither of them is true
or false, The case is the same, of course, with regard
to 'positives' and 'privatives' such as 'sight! and
'blindness'. In short, where there is no sort of com-

{ bination of words, truth and falsity have no place,.and
all the opposites we have mentioned so far consist of

g simple words. (175)

The opposition of contradiction, therefore,
takes place within the judgement. This is indicated by the etymology

of the word : contra and dicere. One statement is opposed to another

statement. The other kinds of. opposition, as Aristotle states, have
terms that are simple words, and so there is not yet an act of

Judgement.

Even when the terms of the other kinds of

opposition enter into propositions and judgements, however, they do not

;?<“~)
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thereby become opposition of contradiction. In order to have

contradiction there must be affirmastion and nesation of the same

thing.

At the same time, when the words which enter into

opposed statements are contraries, these, more than

any other set of opposites, would seem to claim this
characteristic. ‘Socrates is ill' is the contrary of
'Socrates is well', but not even of such composite express=~
ions is it true to say thaet one of the pair must always
be true and the other false. For if Socrates exists, one
will be true and the other false, but if he does not
exiat, both will be false; for neither 'Socrates is ill',
nor, 'Socrates is well' ias true, if Socrates does not
exist at all.

In the case of 'possession' and 'privation', if ths subject
does not exist at all, neither proposition is true, but
even if the subject exists, it is not always the fact that
one is true and the other falge. For 'Socrates has sight!
is the opposite of 'Socrates is blind' in the sense of the
word 'opposite' which applies to possession and privation.
Now if Socrates exists, it is not necessary that one should
be true and the other false, for when he is not yet able to
acquire the power of vision, both are false, as also if
Socrates is altogether non-existent. (176)

ithere the opposition, however, consists in an

absolute negation of what has been affirmed by the judgement, then

one part of the opposition must be true and the other part false. And

this holds true whether the subject really exists or not.

But in the case of affirmetion and negation, whether the
subject exists or not, ome is always false and the other
true. For menifestly, of Socrates exists, one of the

two propositions, 'Socrates is ill!, 'Socrates is not ill',
is true, and the other false. This is likewise the case

if he does not exist; for if he does not exist, to say that
he is ill is false, to say thet he is not ill is true.

Thus it is in the case of those opposites, only, which are
opposite in the sense in which the term is used with




- 179 -

reference to affirmation and negation, that the rule
holds good, that ons of the pair must be true and the other

false. (177)
We ruat distinguish between the affirmation
and negation and that which is affirmed or denied ~=-= that is, we

) . must distingulsh between the statement and its content. The affirmation

and negation are acts of the judgement, but that which is predicated
‘ is objective and independent of the act of the mind., That which is

predicated is the abaolute distinction between being and non~being.

And it is in this opposition between being and non-being that contrad-

’ iction is founded. (178)

‘ There cammot be, of course, a real extra-
mental existence of non~being, since this would itself involve a
contradiction. Only real forms have objective existence. But non-
being is the negation of being which has real existence apart from the
mind., Just as the existence is independent of the mind, so the non-
sxistence or non-being (if the object does not really exist) does

not depend upon the intellect.,

In order to have opposition, however, we must
have some kind of gimultaneity between the terms of opposition. There
must be some kind of union or comparison of terms. Here the mind
enters in to give a logical existence to the negation which is non~

being. The mind considers non~being after the manner of real being,
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though objectively non~being 1s the same as pure nothing. Thus

a certain slmultenelty is given to the terms and the mind is better
able to conceive of opposition between them. In the case of privation,
we saw that it, too, is a non-being in reference to the form that is
absent from the subject. DPut there we had a common subject, so that

we could use that as the basis of comparison or basis of opposition.

In the opposition between being and non-being we do not have the
comuon subject, since the one is the absolute, unlimited negation of
the other. They have nothing in common. In order to grasp this
opposition more clearly, the opposition is formulated in what is
called the principle of contradiction «--~ the terms are affirmation
end negation, acts of the judgement, where the mind sees clearly

the incompatibility of being and non-being.

Since ths negative term cannot have real

v existence, the Marxigts camnot speak of contradictories existing
simultaneously in the one being. The absolute negation of non-being
is purely a logical entity. It does not have even the foundation in
reality that other logicel beings such as species, genera, etc.
(second intentions) have, for these latter do have & positive determ=
ination that is found objectively in nature, though they camnot exist
in naturé as species or genera. And unless there is simultaneous
existence in nature of two positive entities there cannot be conflict.
In this final kind of opposition, comtrediction, the Marxlsts do not

have the basgis for their fundamental law of dialectics.
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A Dialectic ia possible only where there is
some kind of movement. In examining the four kinds of opposition
we saw that real movement is had in only one of them, namely, in the
contradictories v&zich have & medium. Only there is verified the

definition of movement : actus entis in potentia in quantum in potentia.

In all the four kinds of opposition this ia the only place where there
is a semblance of conflict. Relatives are not in confliot, since they
are mutually complémentary. Privatives and contradictories hé.ve only
one term that is positive. A purely negative term cannot exercise
efficient causality. In the condition of becoming contraries exist
simultaneously in the same subject, but within the limits defined in
the part on contradictory opposition. We cannot say that one contrary

contains the other. Rather, the common subject contains both contraries,

when these latter are in an imperfect condition, the condition of

potentiality and becoming.

Outside of the movement of contraries, a
vlogical dialectic is possible. This is the movement considered in
the Topics or_ Arigtotle, as well as in the progfessions of higher
mathematics. The essential condition of each of these Dialsctics is
that the movement is logical and not real. It is a construction of
the mind. Just as there is no real generation of truth in Aristotle's
dialectic, so there is no real generation of a new mathematical form
in the.mathematical progression. An attempt to consider either of

these as real movements would result in contradiction.




- 182 =~

Hegelian Dialectic can speak of the conflict
of contradictory elements because it abstracts from real being,
Negation is given a kind of positive character, but with this defect,
that Hegelians forget/gchia attribution is purely logical. Marxists
severly criticise Hegelian philosophy because, they say, "it abstracts
from the real world". In their use of Hegelian laws they are, however,
in exactly the same position, for the confliot they consider to be
present in the very essence of natural beings cannot be there. To
what extent we can admit conflict in nature will be comsidered in the

final part of the dissertation.

The philosophy of conflict based on the first
law of Hegelian Dialectic is without a valid foundation in reason. It
cannot explain movement or becoming, because there is no such thing
es intrinsic opposition in the essence of a natural being. The law
of unity of opposites is formulated by Hegel without reference to
reality. It gives a principle for the evolving of the whole of
Hegelian philosophy, and as such it is a remarkable device. But the
law is no more real than the system built upon it. It cannot account
for reel becoming. In the following and final part of the thesis we
shall study becoming from the Aristotelien point of view, axid in so
doing we shall be able to see more clearly the false principle upon
which the Yarxist dialectics of nature is founded, namely, the

confusion of the various kinds of opposition.
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Aristotelian solution of the problem of becoming

Certain of the ancient Greek philosophers
tried to solve the problem of becoming by positing the real existence
of non-being : different oombinations of being and non-being, they
sald, accounted for multiplicity and diversity and change. Coming
'to be is ‘the ﬁew combination of being and non-being. Both principles

are equally real,

Marxist philosophers of nature, using Hegelian
dialectics as their principle of movement, explain becoming fﬁrough
the simulteneous existence in all natural beings of contradictory
principles. The instability caused by this conflict in the very
essence drives the being on to a new state (called the synthesis),
but even there no stability can be reached, since matter by its very
nature is self-contradictory. Thus, an eternal motion of matter.
Matter is made up of conflicting elements which may be called positive
and negative, or being and noﬁ-being. The negating element is just as

real as the positive element which is negated.

The ancients and the Marxists both see the
necessity of "contrar&" prineciples of being, étherwise variation and
change would be impossible., These two basic principles explain all
becoming : the non-being opposes being (it is Jjust as real as being)

and out of this condition of instability arises a new being.
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Though typ contrsdictory character of all
natural beings is seen even in a static view of nature, that is, when
we view neture as it was before and as it is after the change, the
intrinsie conflict is brought out more clearly when we teke a dynamic
view of nature --- when we see the new being in the very proceas of
becoming. Motion, the Marxists say, is the condition of everything

in nature, because matter (the ultimete,constitutive of everything)

- is essentially dialectical.

With the notions of being and non-being
possessed by the ancient Greeks up to the time of Aristotle, a solution
was impossible. If there were nothing but being absolutely, and non-
being absolutely, then the dilemma of Parmenides could not be solved.
To the geniua of Aristotle belongs credit for an analysis of being
end non-being that is the key to the whole of the philosophy of nature.
Being and nonebeing are not the most fundemental philosophical
principles : being itself undergoes an intrinsic division into
priaciples of being which are not absolutes but relatives. And it is

through relative being that becoming is ultimately explained.

Real being is divided into two principles of
being, one of which is an actualizing principle and the other is
potential. These principles of being are themselves real, though they
cermot have separate existence as natural principles. Because they
are relatives, there is mutual dependence one on the othersboth as to

essence and to existence:=-- the actual principle defines the passive




principle, and the passive principle limits the eactual; while at

the same time each is dependent on the other for real existence.

The ancient Greek philosophers of nature did

" not admit anything more then accidental change in nature. For example,

the division and separation of confused being, according to the
opinion of Anaxagoras; the combinations of being and non-being
(plenum end iaid) of Democritus; (179) none of these account for the
coming to be of something new ezbept in an accidental form. The

combination alone is new ': the elements that enter into the composition

already existed in nature. (180)

Aristotle says that there is bécoming in
nature not only in the accidental order but also in the very substance
of beingas, 4And in this sense Aristotle teaches a more universal
mobilism than that of the earlier Greek physicists. Among the various
kinds of changes in nature, the most fundamental is substantial change,
which is a coming to be or a passing away of the substantial nature

itself,

In our analysis of the kinds of opposition
wo gaw that movement in the strict sense is present only where there
is contrary opposition. In the opposition of privatives we can spesak

of change, but not motion ~=~= which is defined as actus entis in

potentia in quantum in potentias. In both substantial change and in

.~

movement, however, we have a third opposition, that of relationm,
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for change of any kind cen be explained only through the principles
of being, namely act and potency, which are principles of relative
opposition. Tramslated into the language of the phllosophy of nature
this means that no change in nature cen be explained without reference

to the correlative principles of natural beings, matter and form.

Aristotle teaches that in order that there
be chenge in nature, it is neceasary that there be contrary principles.
- And he shows how all the ancient philosophers held this same basic

truth, "constrained as it were by the truth itself",

+eoBverything that comes to be or passes away comes
from, or passes into, its contrary or an intermediate
state. But the intermediates are derived from the
contraries ~-=- colours, for instance, from black and white
Everything, therefore, that comes to be by a natural
proceas is either a contrary or a product of contraries.
Up to this point we have practically had most of the
other writers on the subject with us, as I have already
. said : for all of them identify the elements, and what
they call their principles, with the contraries, giving
no reason indeed for the theory, but constrained as it
wore by the truth itself. (181)

In every change there is the loss of one
thing and the acquisition of another.. This we cell the loss of one
form and the ocoming to be of another. Therefore between these forms
there is an opposition, since the coming "bo be of one is the privation

of the other. In the first book of the Ph;n_sics Aristotle calls this

opposition contrariety.

This cannot be the opposition of contrariety




-aven Plato baught that substance has no contrary, comnsequently

and the privation of the form : and this takes care of both substantial
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as we saw it in the four kinds of opposition, but rather it is
contrariety in the broad semse. (182) In the first book of the
thgicé Aristotle speaks of contraries as & generic kind of opposition
that includes both privation and contrariety in the strict sense. Now
used in referemce to the principles of natural beings "contraries"
have to mean privatives, for in the science of nature we treat
primarily of substance and only secondarily of accidents. We saw

that contraries in the strict sense are always accidental character-
istics, In subatances we cannot speak of the form being mnré or

less present --- it is present simply or if is not, for‘substantial

forms are totalities like whole numbers.

This meking -the principles of nature consist
in contraries in the strict sense 1s the explanation why the ancients
taught oniy accidental change in nature. They had not yet become
explicitly aware of such things as substantial being =-- they spoke

instead of heat and cold, of hatred and love, or hard and soft. And

substance could not be generated nor cease to be., (183)
The contrary principles of nature are form
and accidental natural beings. In every change there is a passage

from the absence of a form to the possession of a forms Underlying

these two privative terms of opposition 13 a common subject which is




gaid to pass from the condition of privation to the condition of
poessession. Hence, we have a third principle, namely, subject which
Aristotle identifies Wi‘til matter. The form and the privation of the
form only are called contraries (in the broad sense), for between
matter and form there is not opposition of privation but of relation;
and privation is disvinguished from matter only by a distinction of

reason, as we shall see later.

In a natural change three principles are
involved -: the absence of a form (the point from which the change
starts); the form which is to be possessed (the point at which the
change terminates); and the subject of matter that underlies the
change., Aristotle shows the necessity of this third principle of
becoming through analogy with art, where it is alwmys necessary to

have some material, some subject that perdures. This, of course,

would show the need of a gubject in accidental change. No strict proof

can be glven that a subject is neceded in substantial change, but by
an analysis of the definition of substantial changs and through the

analogy of art, the mind can ses the necessity of such a substratum.

Now in all cases other than substance it is plain

that there must be some subject, namely, that which
becomes. For we know that when a thing comes to be of
such & quality or in such a relation, time, or place, a
subject is alweys presupposed, since substance alone is
not predicated of another subject, but everything else

of substance, But that substances too, and anything else
thet can be said 'to be'! without qualification, come to
be from some substratum, will appear on examination. For
we find in every case something that underlies from which
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proceeds that which comes to be; for instance,
enimals and plants from seed. (184)

When speaking of the' principles of natural
beings as contraries, we can do so only in reference to their coming
to be and not to their entitafiva condition. For only the principles
of natural becoming (fieri) are contraries, while the principlea of

being (in facto esse) are relatives. The contrary principles of

becoming are privation and possession of a form , but the principles
of being are matter and form. There is a sense, then, in which we
can speak of two principles of natural beings, and a sense in which

we can speak of three.

There is a sense, therefore, in which we must declare

the principles to be two, and a sense in which they are
three; a sense in which the contreries are the principles
-=- and a sense in which they are not, since it is
impossible for the contraries to be acted on by each other.
But this difficulty also is solved by the fact that the
substratum is different from the contraries, for it is
itself not a contrary. (185)

The passage just quoted does not explicitly

say that there are only two principlea of natural beings in facto esse,

"and that they are relatives. But implicitly this is contained, for

Aristotle says that matter is not a contrary, and after the change
has taken place the privation no longer is, but only the form.
Hence, in facto esse, there are only two principles, which are not

contraries, but rélatives, since they are mutuslly complementary. (186)
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The Nature of the Material Principle :

The encient physicists who did admit becoming
were forced to admit the reality of non~being. But the non-being they
had in mind was that which is identical with privation, nemely the
contrary or opposite of being., Thus, they could explain becoming only
through a contradiction, that is, by identifying being pure and simple

with non~being or negatilon.

Aristotle maintained that Parmenides was
correct in insisting that being cannot come from being considered
absolutely, just as it cannot come from absolute non-being. But
through an intrinsic division of the notion of being he showed that
there is a being and a non~being which is relative, and it is this

that gives rise to new being or becoming.

Matter is not non-being in the absolute sense,
nor is it being ebsolutely. Matter is the subject which is potentially
being; it cen enter into union with an actual principle to form
aebsolute being. 4s potentiality it is neither negatlion of being
absolutely, nor it is yet being in the full semse. It is the subject
into which a new form can come to constitute a new complete being.

We ourselves are in agreement with them in holding
that nothing can be said without qualification to come
from what is not. But nevertheless we maintain that a

thing may come to be from what is not --- that is, in a
qualified sense. For a thing comes to be from the




O

speak of a subject which is common to these opposite terms. 4nd it
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privetion, which in its own nature is not-being =--= this

not surviving as a constituent of the result.... In the

same way we maintain that nothing comes to be from being,

and that being does not come to be except in a qualified

sense...Note further that we do not subvert the prine

ciple that everything either is or is not. This then

is one way of solving the difficulty. Another consists

in pointing out that the seme things can be explained

in terms of potentiality and actuality. (187)
_ This is the error that is common to all
philosophies which try to explain becoming through conflict, they are
ignorant of the nature of matter. In some wey or other they identify
matter with privation, or, in other words. they identify the opposition
of relation with that of privaetion. They cannot conceive of non~being

except in an absolute sense,

The ancients as well as the Marxists recognized
change in nature, and they said that change had to be explained through
contrary prineiples, but they did not go far enough and show that
there is a third principle of becoming, matter, which is not a contrary,

They admit two principles : form and its negation, but they did not

is precisely this common subject which is neither being nor non-being

absolutely, the key to the probiem of becoming.

All becoming is a change in a subject from
the absence of a certain form to the possession of that form. And

this is verified both in accidental and in substantial becoming, The
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terminus a quo of becoming is a privation (the absence of a form)

in a subject, and the terminus ad quem 1is the form possessed by

the ‘subject. Wherever contrary forms in the strict sense are involved
there is a gradual change from the one term to the other, for there

is & medium through which ths underlying subject must pass =-- and

this is called motion in the proper sense of the word., In substant-
ial changes, however, there is no gradual movement, for substantial
forms have no contraries, as Aristotle declared, since they are the
primary forms of any real being in nature =-- there cannot be any
medium prior to the possession of & substantial form, since the

substential form is necessary for the very existence of the being,

The subject of the change does not come to
be in an unqualified sense, for it already has existence prior to
the reception of the new form. Yet, because in its state of actuality
it does not yet have the new form, it can be said to become that being
which is characterized by the form it will receive. Hence, matter is
a positive principle that perdures throughout the change, and in the

new being that results it is one of the co-principles === the other

being the form towards which the matter has a natural affinity.

§ In our examination of the kinds of opposition
we saw that the Marxists conceived of privation as a positive form

with real existence in nature. dJust as did the ancients, they, too,




- 193 =

had to postulate the real existence of negation (the real existence
of absolute non-being) in order to give some kind of explanation of
becoming. But this is done at the cost of identifying ebsolute being

with absolute non-being --- a contradiction in terms.

We have to distinguish the absolute non-being
of privation from the relative non-being of matter. One of them is
& negative principle, and the other is positive., One of them is a
term of privative opposition, negating the opposed term ; the other

is a term of relative opposition, contributing to the natural union

between itsslf end form.

Now we must distinguish matter and privation, and hold
thet one of these, namely the matter, is non=-being only
in virtue of an attribute which it has, while the
privation in its own nature is not-being; and that the
matter is'nearly, in a sense is, substance, while the
privation in no sense is. They, on the other hand (the
Platonists) identify their Great and Small alike with
not-being, and that whether they are taken together as
one or separately, Their triad is therefore of quite
& different kind from ours. For they got so far as to -
see that there must be some underlying nature, but they
meke it one ~-- for even if one philosopher makes a dyad
of it, which he calls the Great and Small, the effect is
the same, for he overlooked the other nature (the privat-
ion). For the one which persists is a joint cause, with the
form, of what comes to be === a mother, asit were. But
the negative part of the contrariety may often seem, if you
concentrate your attention on it, as an evil agent, not to
exist at all.,
)

For admitting with them that there is something divine,
good, and desirable, we hold that there are two other

- principles, the one contrary to it, the other such as of
its own nature to desire and yearn for it., But the
consequence of their view is that the contrary desires
its own extinction. Yet the form cannot desire itself,
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for it is not defective; nor can the contrary desire it,

for contraries are mutually destructive. The truth is

that what desires the form is matter, as the female

desires the male and the ugly the beautiful === only the

ugly or the femals not per se but per accidens. (188)

This remarkable summary contains the refutation

of the Marxist doctrine of dialectical materialism. It points out,
first of all, that privation is not a positive term, but is a pure

negation. Consequently the Marxist doctrine of conflict in nature is

without foundation, since conflict can take place only between positive

terms. The second paragraph refutes the Marxist principle that
privation is the source of fecundity in the natural world. Privation
cannot be the motive power thaet pushes nature on to new development,
for privation is by definition the absence of form. It is matter
which has a natural appetite for form, since form is actuality end
privation is the abaence of actuality. Privation cannot be that which

desires form.

The Marxists say that matter, which they call
the sole reality in nature, is self-contradictory. Matter, whether
found in its highest or lowest forms, is in intrinsic conflict beceause
it contains within itself the negation of the form which it possesses.
The negation, they say, is the principle which drives the being or to
seek a new form. Thus they identify privation with appetite or mﬂ:;gz)'.

But privation nust be distinguished from matter




both by reeson of definition and by reason of finality.

By reason of definition it 1is distinct from
matter, since privation 1s a negative principle of becoming --- it
is the absence of the form «-= while matter is a positive subject
that has the privation. Matter is one of thg per se principles that
enters into thé very constitution of the real being while privation

is an extrinsic principls, a principle only of becoming.

Secondly, metter must be distinguished from
privation by reason of finality, as Aristotle pointed out in the
second parairaph quotéd above., The form is a good, & participation
in the divine. Privation is the contrary of form, since it is its
negation. Matter, on the other hand, is a naturel capacity for form.
It is impossible that privetion desire form, since form is the
destruction of privetion, yet it is natural thet metter do so, since

form is the realization of & natural capacity in the matter.

Thus, we have a refutation of all those who
in some way or other identify matter and privation : a refutation of
the early Greek physicists and Plato who identified them according to

definition === calling matter simply non-being; and a refutation of

the Marxists who identifled privation with appetite, making privation

the source of progress and development.

Prime matter aas such is without form, and to
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that extent can be called non~being; but privation is nothing more

- than the absence of a form in a subject capable of having the form,

and therefore it is sbsolutely non-being. Matier enters into the
very constitution of real beings; it really exists, though it does
not simply exist as a thing, Privation does not enter into the

‘ constitution of real beings, but is a principle of becoming.

The Marxista ildentified matter and privation
when they made privation the sole principle of becoming. We call
privation one of the principles of becoming because privation is
absence of form, and absence or indigence is the first principle of

appetite. But this does not constitute privation a tendency towarcs

| new forms. Privation is a negative principle of becoming and not a

positive ons.

Privation camnot desire form, first of all
because it is a negation, and secondly, this would entail a desire for
self-destruction. Matter, however, seeks form as a good, as a

participation of the divine goodnsss, consequently between matter and

form there is not conflict but mutual perfection.

The Marxist philosophy of conflict is, conseq-
uently, based upon a logical errorjy it is based upon the confusion of

the opposition of relation with the opposition of privation. Indeed,

s Ao vn -

there is a confusion of ths other kinds of opposition also, as we

saw in the analysis of opposition, bubt it is upon this error principally
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that the dialectical process is founded : they identify matter
and privation. TFollowed out logically the Marxist error leads to
the 'over’bhrow of exiating government, of the existing economic
system, for the negation of these is but the driving omwards to a

higher and better form of government and economica.

Privation is e per se principle in respect
to the coming to be (fieri), but an extrinsic prineiple in relation
to the entitative condition of the being. Frivation does not enter
into the entitative comstitution of natural being, for every being is
made up of two positive and relative principles, matter and form. 4
negation caunnot contribute positively to being === though Marxists
as well as Hegelians consider negation to be a positive determination
of being, CFrivation is a per se prinmciple in reference to becoming.
Cause here is not taken as that out of which something is made, that
is, as one of the intrinsic causes of being (matter and form); nor is
it .ta.ken as the extrinsic causes of real being (efficient and final
causes), but when we speak of principle in this case we consider it
from the point of view of order; all becoming is from the absence
of form to the possession of form. Thus, privation is a per se
principle of becoming, without being one of the four M ce;usas of

natural being. (190)

The function of privetion is brought ocut in

the example employed by Aristotle when he distinguished matter from
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privation. (191) EFe says that a doctor with black heir becomes

gray haired, first of all by reason of his hair, end not by reason
of his medical science. Thus hair is the subject which is in potency
to receive a new form. And it is because his heir is black that it
cen become gray. The presence of the color.black means that there is
a privation of the color gray : there cammot be any becoming if the
form is already possessed. Thus, privation is a negative principle
of becoming. This example of Aristotle brings out the function of
these two principles of natural change, and shows how the one differs

from the other, even though both of them are called non-being.

Marxists, however, consider privation as one
of the constitﬁtive elenents of netural being, for they speak of the
intrinsic conflict which results from the union of contradictories.
#nd conflict could not take place unless considered the negation as
something positive in the essence of material reality. The logical
confusion upon which they built their philosophy is once again

apparent.

What the Marxists atiempt to explain through
privation, the development of higher forms in nature, Aristotle sets
doﬁn as the function of final cause in nature, It is particularly
in the II book of the Physics that he treats of finality. If the
dialectical laws were valid there would be no need of invoking this

extrinsio cause, for matter would move inexorsbly through higher and




- 199 =

higher forms. What form matter would take after man Marxist

! philosophers do not say. The nature of msn himself will go through

a pfocess of development --- man will make his own nature =-- and

it is conceivable that this will go on as long as man exists. But
Engels spoke of a time when the conscious state of matter will dis-
appear to return with the necessity of the law of negation of negation

after some great period of timse.

Matter moves in an eternal cycle completing its traject=-
ory in a period so vast that in comparison with which our
earthly year is as nothing; in a cycle in which the period
of highest development, namely the period of orgenic life
with its crowning achievement self-consciousness, is a
space just as comparatively minute in the history of life
and of self-consciousness; in a cycle in which every
particular form of the existence of matter --- is equally
in transition; in a cycle in which nothing is eternal,
except eternally changing, etermally moving matter and

the laws of its movement and change. But however pitiless-
ly this cycle may be accomplished in time and space, however
many countless suns and earths may arise and fall, however
long it may be necessary to wait until in some solar system,
on some planet appear conditions suitable for organic life,
! hewever many countless beings may fall and rise before, out
of their midst, develop animals with a thinking brain that
find an environment that permits them to live, be it even
only for a short period, we are nevertheless, assured that
matter in all its changes remains eternally one and the
seme, that not one of its attributes may perish, and that
the same iron necessity which compels the destruction of
the highest earthly bloom of matter, the thinking spirit,

) also necessitates its rebirth at some other place, at some
z . . other time. (192)

Aristotle brings in what Marxists deny, an
extrinsic principle, directing matter to form as to its good. The

word finality when applied to nature has a twofold meening., There is

e o s b S
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one kind of finality in which the natural beings determine their

own actions --=- this is the case of man in reference to those actions
which are called personal or individual. But for man considered as
part of the natural order as well as for those beings below man that
have not the intelligence to direot their actions to ends they them-
selves choose, thers is an external finality, an external direction
of nature by the Author of neture. Thus there is no need of positing
intelligence in every part of nature in order to save the principle
of finality. (193) There must be an intellect directing the movement,
it is true, but this intellect can be either extrinsic or intrinsic to
the being. It is evident that in the philosophy of Marxism there
should be no place for an intellect extrinsic to the world, directing
the universe as a whole as well as those natural beings that have no
intelligence. For Marxism is essentially an atheistic philosophy :

it declares matter the sole reality, and positively denies the
existence of spirit as distinct from matter. The criticism of
classical materialism is sufficient to make this clear ~-- there must

be no dependence on a cause or on an Intelligence outside the world,

In the philosophy of Aristotle nature is
essentially changeable -== the very formal object of the science of
nature is mobility. Metter has an appetite for all natural forms,

and this appetite is insatiable because of the limitations of matter :
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it can possess only certain, definite forms at one time. To all
other natural forms there is privation. Privation or indigence, we
saw, is the first principle of appetite.for a being that is without
the good that is natural to it has a natural tendency towafds thét
good.l This usage of the word appetite does not involve necessarily
cognition, for it means merely a natural ordering towards those forms
which it is capable of receiving, Thus appetite is identical with the

nature of matter. (194)

Matter seeks new forms not because it is weary
of those possessed, but because of the transcendental relation it has
to all natural forms. And even though it is informed by the highest
of natural forms, the humen form, it still has a capacity and appetite
for others. The perfection of matter consists not in the possession

of the most perfect form in nature but in its capacity to receive all

natural forms. Matter of itself does not have any greater determination

towards one than towards the other, but only in so far as it is in more
proximate or more remote potency to receive & form. And this potency
is determined not by the nature of matter as such but by the degree

of disposition that matter has in a given nature. (195)

The matter is not in immediate potency to
receive any kind of mtural form, but it must go through a series of
preparatory forms. (196) “hus, in the philosophy of Aristotle there

is place, in principle, for evolution. Matter is in potency to all

. v .




natural forms, but matter alone, although real, is not a being

having its own existence in nature. The matter must be prepared to
receive the higher forms, and once it is sufficiently preparcd we

sey that this‘particular being in nature has a privation of a certain
form === and from that point oﬁ a change to a new form can take place,
if all the other causes (extrinsic : efficient end final), as well |

23 the proper intrinsic conditlons are present.

Each naturasl species, it is true, tends

toward self-conservation, and to that extent nature has an appetite

for stability. This stability, however, is for the good of the
individual species. This is the individual nature that Aristotle
considers in the second book of the Physics, an intrinsic prineiple
of activity that has a regularity and stabillty and a certain necess-
ity. This stability, however, is by reason of the form rather than
the matter. As Aristotle says, "The form indeed is 'nature' rather

than the matter."

The prineciple of mobility, of instability, of
chance is matter as deprived of form. In nature, consequently, we
have a double principle : one principle of steadiness which comes from
the form and from the matter in so far as they are natures; and a
secon¢ principle of contingency which comes from the matter as deprived
of form. The science of nature must take into account the first, in

so far as form and matter are both the constitutive principles of

N
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natural beings and natures,

The Aristotelien view of nature, as to

fundamental principles, is a complete one. Based upon ob]servation,

it accounts for both the change and the uniformity that common sense
attests is ﬁresen{: in nature. Aristotelian philosophy calls for a
science of nature and says that the foundations of the science (the
necessity coming from the form) is objective. At the same time, it
admits the limitations of its science because of the contingency that
may follow from matter as deprived of form, and because of the instab-
ility following upon ever other forms. And the Aristotelian philosophy
of nature gives this comclete, hermonious view without violating the
basic laws of logic, while the explanation of the Marxists is based

upon such an error,

There can be but one conclusion from the

analysis of Morxist philosophy : judged purely ﬁ‘om its principles

it is a static philosophy. With all the external expression they
give to the philosophy of movement, the philosophy of becoming, they
cannot explain real change in naturé, because they do not understand
the principles of movement in nature. They do not know what privation
is; ’chéy do not know what matter is. Their observation of nature is
generally correct, for neture is mobile, since it has an intrinsic
principle of mobility., Yet their intellects do not measure up to the

observation of their sensss.
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Marxist philosophy a static philosophy !
This is, indeed, a hard saying --- for men who went to find a rational
explanation of their social philosophy of conflict on their philosophy
of nature. The rational grounds foz" the c;verthrow of existing social
conditions : the capitalistic system of economics, and the governments
bullt upon this system, cannot be found in a philosophy where change
is impossible. |




