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- The Prooemium to the Physics of Aristotle

——

FOREWORD
%

In order that man may proceed correctly in a science, it is necessary
that he understand the mode of procedure proper to that science.
However, since it is difficult to attend to two things at the same
time, man should be instructed in the mode of a science before he
proceeds in the investigation of the science itself. Besides the mode
proper to the individual sciences there is the mode common to all
sciences. Man should be instructed in both of them before he enters

: on the particular sciences. It is logic which teaches the common

mode. Each science should treat its proper mode in the beginning.

Dicit ergo primo, quod quia diversi secundum diversos modos veritatem
inquirunt ; ideo oportet quod homo instruatur per quem modum in singulis
scientiis sint recipienda ea quae dicuntur. Et quia non est facile quod homo
simul duo capiat, sed dum ad duo attendit, neutrum capere potest ; absur-
dum est, quod homo simul quaerat scientiam et modum qui convenit scien-
tiae. Et propter hoc debet prius addiscere logicam quam alias scientias,
quia logica tradit communem modum procedendi in omnibus aliis scientiis.
Modus autem proprius singularum scientiarum, in scientiis singulis circa

o

y\‘y‘ - It shall be the purpose of this afle to make certain considerations

principium tradi debet.!

on F G n ke .\\ _\“ ﬁ\a\b\nr:so e proper mode of natural science which will add some knowledge
1

-

to the modern discussion on the meaning of the philosophy of nature.

One of the most fundamental problems with which scholastic
philosophy has been confronted due to the rise of experimental science,
is the problem of what we shall call the ¢ starting point of the philosophy
of nature.” Modern scientific knowledge has succeeded admirably
in helping man control and effectively use nature. This knowledge
-from its beginning is rather detailed and is expressed in precise math-
ematical formulas. The philosophy of nature, however, which eannot
boast of this tremendous success in the. practical order has been
traditionally founded on a general and what we shall call here without
defining for the moment, a confused knowledge. It defines in terms
of general principles rather than mathematical formulas and proffers
as evidence common experience rather than closed experiment.

The. twentieth, century man raised in the climate of opinion of
detail and mathematization will have one of two reactions to this
philosophy of nature. Either he will respect it and gently raise it

1. 8. Trontas, In IT Metaphysicorum, lect.5 (edit. Marietti), n.335.
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to the /HMSm of metaphysics and thus be rid of i i i
. ; 1t or he will accept it
as a mmsmwmm..x natural science but demand that it wait on the mb%mumm
of modern sclence before it dare enunciate its theories. In this second
case, the philosophy of nature will adopt as its * starting point ’ not a
mwwmwﬁ and owacmmm Wboé_mmma but the detailed and precise knowledge
odern science. It will then be free t i e
philosophical reflection. %0 10 proceed to its own proper
The order followed by Aristotle and St Th i i
. ¢ A . - 1homas in their stud
of nature is quite different. For them, the ¢ starting point ’ is M
general and oou?mm@ knowledge which by a process of concretion
approaches the particular and the distinet. The purpose of this
paper shall be to explain their position.
It was mentioned ﬁ.rﬁ.. it would be the pburpose of this article

ways in which men accept truth. There are som ;
: ( Dt ¢ . ; € men who by custom
WEW accept nothing which is not proved with mathematical .mwmwocamouﬁ
thers always demand sensible examples. Still others will be con-
vinced only by the authority of great poets.

moH. Q.Hrm mmoow a&.ow_mogamm produce on a hearer depends on his habits ;
e ! wgmb gﬁum Hmnmdmmm.ﬁd are accustomed to, and that which is
cue rom this seems not in keeping but somewhat unintelligible and
.oMm%z. because of its unwontedness. For it ig the customary that is
MM % pr.w%. The force of wm@: isshown by the laws, in which the legendary
ngﬁo HHWW elements prevail over our knowledge about them owing to
Ew?.aBi.cm: some people do :oﬁ. rm&m.u to a speaker unless he speaks
e Ew Y, oﬁuanw unless he gives instances, while others expect him
o #&%om %Hm witness. And some want to have everything done acecura-
wo:owq f € others are annoyed by accuracy, either because they cannot
- € connexion of Eocmrﬂ or because they regard it as pettifoggery.
I accuracy has something of this character 80 that as in trade so i
argument some people think it mean.! , o

——

>Em§~u”ﬂ Mwmwawwrwmﬁm_ﬂﬁgﬁ%_ I H.. orn@.@ 994b 31-995a 11. In this article we shall cite
New pou Coﬁ.v e >~“.m wmr translation edited by Ricmarp M cKEeon, Random House,
on which G . times we shall add the Latin translation of WirLiaa or MoERBEKE

- 1 HOMAS based his commentary. We shall do this when we think it necessary

for ::me.mng&um cither S . ;
Latin. T. THOMAS or ARISTOTLE, Sr. THoMAS will always be cited in

|
;
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In the second part of the chapter, Aristotle shows that the mode
which is proper to the consideration of the truth, depends on the
subject of inquiry. Before one studies a science one must be acquaint-
ed with the mode proper to the science. Fach science differs. We
are not to expect mathematical accuracy in all sciences. The subject
of the philosophy of nature is immersed in matter and consequently
certitude is often lacking. Thus it is, that before we study each
science, we must study its mode. It is difficult enough to understand
the mode and the science but the two studies should not go together.
Thus it is, that before we study the science of nature, we must determine
the meaning of nature and the causes by which this science demon-
strates.

Hence one must be already trained to know how to take each sort of
argument, since it is absurd to seek at the same time knowledge and the way
of attaining knowledge ; and it is not easy to get even one of the two.

The minute accuracy of mathematics is not to be demanded in all
cases, but only in the case of things which have no matter. Hence its
method is not that of natural science ; for presumably the whole of nature
has matter. Hence we must first inquire what nature is : for thus we shall
also see what natural science treats of and whether it belongs to one science
or to more to investigate the causes and the principles of things.!

In his commentary on this passage, St. Thomas points out two
things which are not explicitly mentioned in the text. First of all,
he mentions that before we study a science we must not only have
studied the mode proper to the science but also the mode common to.
all science, namely logic.? Secondly, he points out that it is in the
Second Book of Physics that Aristotle determines the mode proper to
Natural Science. . -

Et, quia in scientia naturali non convenit iste certissimus rationis
modus, ideo in scientia naturali ad cognoscendum modum convenientem
illi scientiae, primo perserutandum est quid sit natura : sic enim manifestum
erit de quibus sit scientia naturalis. Et iterum considerandum est, * si
unius scientiae ”, scilicet naturalis, sit omnes causas et principia considerare,
aut sit diversarum scientiarum. Sic. enim poterit scire quis modus de-
monstrandi conveniat naturali. Et hune modum ipse observat in secundo
Physicorum, ut patet diligenter intuenti.3 -

From what has been said, it seems evident that the word ¢ mode ’
as used in the context of Chapter Three of Book Two of the M. etaphysics
refers to the certitude and type of argument which one will use in
each science. In this sense, it would seem that the mode proper to

1. AristorLE, Metaphysics, HH.~ chap. 3, 995 a 11 — 995 a 20.

2. 8. Tuomas, In II Metaph., lect.5, n.335. In this article in citing S. TroMAS’S
commentary on the Metaphysics, we shall always use the Marietti edition.

3. Sr. Tuomas, In IT Metaph., lect.5, n.335.
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umﬁcﬁ.& science mmm sufficiently indicated in the Second Book of the
Nu@.ﬁp.w. .H_powm.a, however, a more common sense of the word
maoo&Sm to which the mode of natural science is also indicated in
wrw Hﬂb.mﬁ Book of the Physics. In this more general sense the word

mode ’ would apply not only to the certitude and type of argument
but also to the order of procedure. Before studying nature it is not
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or starting point,

.Hﬂ isin the Prooemium or first chapter of the Physic i
outlines the oz.mmw to be followed in gﬂ science of bmwﬂwww.ﬁw%wr,wﬂwwwﬂm
appear more distinctly in the Succeeding treatises but it is in this first
Prooemium that the general foundations are laid., It will be by means
of a rather detailed commentary on this Prooemsiym, that we shall
mﬂﬁnﬁ.ﬁ@m to determine the starting point of natural science.*

As in many of the other Aristotelian prooemia, this introduction
3 gw .wg,ﬁ% 1s extremely brief and succinet. The very brevity and
smplieity of expression indicates a latent perfection of thought which
may well be expanded by commentary. Thys St. Thomas comments
on this and each of the other prooemia in great detail. It may be
asked why Aristotle expresses himself so briefly at this point. Perhaps,

1. The study of nature should be preceded by a study of the
human knowledge, logic ; by a study of the order of procedure and finall
Proper mode as proposed in Book Two of the Physics. Here w
second. For pertinent studies of the first and third cf., MeLvin G
of b%:exm?nssn in Natural Philosophy, , River Forest, 1955 Pp
Govery, $.3., “ The Division of Lo :  phil
n.2 and Vol, X1I, 1956, n.1.

2. “ Respondeo dicendum, quod ordo in ratione sua includit tria, seili

.. ¢ t rationem
prionis et posterius . . . . . ce
cula 2 Sr. TrOMAS, In T mmimisﬁza: dist. XX, Q. I, 2.3, quaestiun-

common mode of
y by 2 study of the
e are interested in the
LUTZ, C.P., The Manner
ophy, rest, 1-65. and THodas Mc-
gie ™ in Laval théologique et philosophique, Vol. XT, 1955,

3. “The words ‘prior’ and ¢ ior ’ i
) ) posterior ’ are applied (1) to some things (on the
Mmmpwawono: nrw_% thereis a first, i.e. a beginning, in each class) because they are umm:m_. some
eginning . . , ARisToTLE, M etaphysics, V, chap.11, 1018 b 8.
4. In this article we shall use the expression

. . s ‘ philosophy of natyre ’ ‘
science ’ Enmwnwmumawzw as does St. TroMAsS, P PRy of nature” and e
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The purpose of the Prooemium is to manifest the order of procedure
in natural science.. This is done in two steps. First of all, Aristotle
shows that we must begin with a consideration of principles. Secondly,
he shows that we must begin the study of nature with an investigation
of the more universal principles. We shall study each step in detail.

We present here in parallel columns the Latin translation by
William of Moerbeke of the Prooemsum to the Physics and the English

translation of Hardie and Gaye.

Quoniam quidem intelligere et
scire contingit circa omnes scientias,
quarum sunt principia aut causae
aut elementa, ex horum cognitione
(tunc enim cognoscere arbitramur
unumquodque, cum causas primas
et prima principia cognoseimus, et
usque ad elementa), manifestum
quidem quod quae sunt circa, prinei-
pia scientiae quae de natura est,
prius determinare tentandum.

Innata autem est ex notioribus
nobis via et certioribus, in certiora
naturae et notiora. Non enim ea-
dem nobis nota et simpliciter. Unde~
quidem necesse secundum modum
hune procedere ex incertioribus na-
turae, nobis autem certioribus, in
certiora naturae et notiora. Sunt
autem primum nobis manifesta et
certa confusa magis : posterius au-

. tem ex his fiunt nota elementa et

principia dividentibus haee. Unde
ex universalibus ad singularia opor-
tet procedere.

Totum enim secundum sensum
notius est : universale autem to-
tum quoddam est. Multa enim
comprehendit ut partes universale.

When the objects of an inquiry in
any department have principles,
conditions, or elements it is through
acquaintance with these that know-
ledge, that is to say scientific know-
ledge, is attained. For we do not
think that we know a thing until we
are acquainted with its primary
conditions or first principles, and
have carried our analysis as far
as its simplest elements. Plainly
therefore in the science of N ature,
as in other branches of study, our
first task will be to try to determine
what relates to its principles.

The natural way of doing this
is to start from the things which
are more knowable and obvious to
us and proceed towards those which
are clearer and more knowable by
nature ; for the same things are not
‘knowable relatively to us’ and
‘ knowable ’ without qualification.
So in the present inquiry we must
follow this method and advance from
what ig more obscure by nature, but
_clearer to us, towards what is more
clear and knowable by nature. Now
what to us is plain and obvious at
first is rather confused masses, the
elements and principles of which
become known by later analysis.
Thus we must advance from general-
ities to particulars.

For it is a whole which is best
known to sense-perception, and a
generality, is a kind of whole,
comprehending many things within



Sustinent autem idem hoc quo-
dammodo et nomina ad rationem.
Totum enim quoddam et indis-
tincte significant, ut puta circulus.
Definitio autem ipsius dividit in
singularia.

Et pueri primum appellant omnes
‘viros patres et feminas matres :
posterius autem determinant horum
unumquodque.
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it, like parts. Much the same
happens in the relation of the name
to the formula. A name, e.g.
‘round’ means vaguely a sort of
whole ; its definition thus analyses
this into its particular senses.

Similarly a child begins by calling
all men ‘father’ and all women
‘ mother,” but later on distinguishes
each of them.!

1. THE FIRST PART OF THE “ PROOEMIUM ”’ To ThEy © PHYSICS

In the m.w.ma paragraph of the Procemium, Aristotle shows that
we must begin the study of nature with a consideration of the prin-

ciples.2

Quoniam quidem intelligere et
scire contingit cirea omnes scientias,
quarum sunt principia aut causae
aut elementa, ex horum cognitione
(tunc enim cognoscere arbitramur
unumquodque, cum causas primas
et prima principia cognoscimus, et
usque ad elementa), manifestum
quidem quod quae sunt cirea princi-
pia scientiae quae de natura est,
prius determinare tentandum,

When the objects of an inquiry, in
any department, have principles,
conditions, or elements, it is through
acquaintance with these that know-
ledge, thatis to say scientific know-
ledge, is attained. For we do not
think that we know a thing until
we are acquainted with its primary
conditions or first principles, and
have carried our analysis as far as
its simplest elements. Plainly,
therefore, in the science of N. ature,
as in other branches of study, our
first task will be to try to determine
what relates to its principles.

m.? H.wogmm wm.mcoom the argument of this first sentence to a
syllogism in which is contained everything given in Aristotle except

the proof of the major.

This syllogism is very clear and, I think, the

best instrument we can use in our study of the text.

) In omnibus scientiis quarum sunt principia aut causae aut'elementa,
intellectus et scientia procedit ex cognitione principiorum, causarum et

elementorum.

Sed m&mbmp quae est de natura, habet principia, elementa et causas.
Ergo in ea oportet Incipere a determinatione principiorum .3

1. n&m Basic Works of Aristotle (edited by R. McKron) Random House, New York
1941, Physics (translated by R.P. Harpik and R. K. GAYE), p.218. ’

2. Physics, I, chap.1, 184 a 9-15.

3. St. TromMas, In I Physicorum, lect.1, n.15.
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A) The Major Premiss

The major premiss reads as follows.

In every science which has principles, causes or elements, understanding
and science proceed from a knowledge of these principles, causes and
elements.

This statement is actually a restatement of the definition of science
which Aristotle treated in the First Book of the Posterior Analyiics.
What Aristotle is saying here is simply this. Science depends on know-
ledge of causes. The proof which he gives is the same proof as that
given in the Posterior Analytics, common opinion. At this stige in the
orderly progression of knowledge, we are not yet ready for a strict
definition of science. We are no more ready now than we were in the
logical tracts. Thus just as when he gave the definition of science in
the Posterior Analytics he started with the words scire opinamur,t
here, too, he begins with the words tunc enim cognoscere arbitramur.2

1. “ Beire autem opinamur unumquodque simpliciter, sed non sophistico modo, quod
est secundum accidens, cum causam arbitramur...” Posterior Analytics, I, chap.2,
71 b 8-12. The English translation reads : “ We suppose ourselves to possess unqualified
scientific knowledge . . .”

2. In both the Posterior Analytics and the Physics when he treats the meaning of the
word ‘ science, ArisToTLE begins with the imposition given the word by the common run
of men. AsS87. THOMAS points out, he is following here a principle laid down in the Topies.
* Significatio autem nominis accipienda est ab €o, quod intendunt communiter loquentes
per illud nomen significare : unde et in II Topicorum dicitur quod nominibus utendum est,
ut pluribus utuntur.” In I Posteriorum, lect. 4, n. 33. The reference is to Topics, II,
chap.2, where ArisToTLE tells us that words are to be used as the multitude uses them,
although the significance of things behind the words is to be sought from the learned.
Thus we should call ‘healthy ’ that which gives health. This is common usage. But
when we wish to find out what is actually health-giving, we should consult the learned.
* Praeterea, definire oportet qualia vocanda. sint, ut multi vocant, qualia non. Hoc autem
utile est. .. Veluti quod iis nominibus res sunt appellandae, quibus multi utuntur ; cum
quaeritur quales res sint, ejusmodi vel non ejusmodi, non est amplius sequenda multitudo.
Exempli gratia salubre vocandum est, quod valet ad sanitatem efficiendam, ut multi vocant;
an autem quod propositum est, ad sanitatem efficiendam valeat necne, non est amplius
dicendum ut multi dicunt, sed ut medicus.” It would seem that this reasoning could be
applied to the use of the word ¢ science ’ today. The tendency is to restrict it to the so-called
mathematical and experimental sciences. Philosophy is looked on as something different
from science. But the reason why common: usage attributes it to mathematical sciences,
seems to be that most people today think that mathematical sciences give causes and ultimate
explanations. Actunally as scientists themselves admit, it is highly hypothetical and
dialectic. Scientists * construct ’ hypotheses. They do not find causes. Common usage
would still like to find causes and reasons. The common usage of the word ¢ science ’ is
not to be sought in scholarly treatises but on billboards and television sets. * Science ”
proves that Colgates prevents tooth-decay. People buy Colgates not because of hypo-
thetical constructions but because it (cause) can prevent tooth-decay (effect). According
to common usage, science still means knowledge of causes.
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HEm, a.pm very first sentence, of natural science takes up the
moﬂz.ww which has been so carefully taught in the logical treatises
This is the first sentence in the development of the modus @3@3.2.%
of bpﬁ:..& science and is really the final word of the modus communis
of all science. We have science when we know causes. .

Ewrocm# the general meaning of this major premiss is clear
nevertheless it will be well here to examine the words which Aristotle
uses to express this common mode of science. We can expect that
these Sﬁ.z.mm will have a special significance for natural science. We
shall briefly consider the words ° entelligere’ and “scire’ and then
proceed to the words ¢ causa,” ¢ elementa ’ and ¢ principia.’

LAVAL H.ME@OH.OQHDG.H ET PHILOSOPHIQUE

1. Understanding and Science

_Aristotle begins by saying that both understandin i
begin from a Iknowledge of principles, causes and &Mﬁﬂﬂﬂ%&%ﬁm
memw ,.aowmm are 76 elbévar and 76 érioracbar. The Latin translation
of ASEm.B of Moerbeke reads inlelligere et scire. The English tran-
mwmﬁow of .mmw&m and Gaye treats the phrase as hendiadys m&m object
of an %b@ﬁ%& and thus loses precision.

ccording to St. Thomas the sntelligere rtef iti

and the scire to demonstrations.t In 35% Sow%mwwomw MMMMWMMMM
and demonstrations are based on a knowledge of opz.mmm. That this is
true .& demonstrations, is obvious from the very definition of demon-
stration as Emm down in the Posterior Analytics. ‘ Assuming then
that my thesis as to the nature of scientific knowledge is correct, the
premisses of demonstrated knowledge must be true primary. ’ im-
mediate, better known than and prior to the oobormmmg ﬂEmr is
mcwﬁw.m« related to them as effect to cause.”” In what sense, however, do
mmmEﬁ.obm m.m@mza on a knowledge of causes ? Obviously ME% momumwow
which is strictly a definition will be according to one or more causes

wﬁ that is not the question here. Here the question comes down am
this : How momﬂm a definition depend on knowledge of a cause or how
does one definition depend on another? Definition can depend on
cause or on another definition in so far as a definition differs from
a demonstration only positione. For an explanation of ‘this, St

H,rouuwm.mm ﬁmem us Mo his ooMu.meﬁmH% on the Posterior Analytics.s T

elumiions of one and the same thing can vary a i

cause on which the definition is based. Hm&cm we M@%ommwﬂﬂw ﬁuowwM
from its final cause as * a shelter which protects us from the elements.’
We may define it from its material cause as ‘shelter made of Uum&ﬁ..

1. “ Quod autem dicit entelligere, refertur ad definiti
3 efinit ; icit sei;
demonstrationem.” I In Phys., lect.1, n.9. iones i auod wero diclt seire, ad

2. Posterior Analytics, I, chap.2, 71 b 19-22.
3. InI Posteriorum, lect.16, n.139.

(
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stone or wood.” Now, there is an order among the causes. The
material cause depends on the formal cause in so far as the material
must be such as demanded by the form. The formal cause in turn
depends on the efficient cause in so far as omne agens agit sibi simile.
Finally the efficient cause depends on the final cause for no agent acts
without an end. Omne agens agit propter finem. Thus the final
cause is the first cause on which all others depend. Definition from
the final cause is the cause of all other definitions. Oporiet ergo quod
definitio, quae sumitur a fine, sit ratto et causa probativa aliarum de-
finitionum, quae sumuntur ex alits causts.t

Thus, for example, the definition of a house from its final cause
may be the principle of a demonstration in which the coneclusion is the
definition of a house from its material cause. The demonstration
would read something like this :

All constructions which are to protect us from the elements should
be made of wood, cement or stone.
But a house is to protect us from the elements.
Therefore a house should be made from wood, cement or stone.

Here we have one definition demonstrated by another. We may,
however, join the two definitions into one. A house is a construction
whose purpose it is to protect us from the elements and whose matter is
cement, wood or stone. This last definition contains everything that
was in the demonstration. Sucha definition differs from demonstration
only positione. It contains all of the elements of demonstration but
they are not ordered according to mode and figure.

Thus when Aristotle says that ntelligere and scire both depend
on knowledge of causes he is referring to demonstrations and to those
definitions which may be demonstrated by other definitions or which
differ from demonstration only positione.

2) Principles, Causes and Elements

We are thought to know a thing scientifically when we know its
first, principles, its first causes and when we have carried our analysis
to its elements. What does Aristotle mean here by the words * prin-
ciples,’ ¢ causes ’ and ¢ elements.’

In the Posterior Analytics the very definition of science is given
in terms of ¢ cause ’ and the premisses of demonstration are described
as ‘ principles.” The word ¢ element’ does not formally enter into
the discussion at that point. Nor, in the Posterior Analytics, does
Aristotle go into a study of the meaning of the words ¢ principle’
and ‘ cause.’” He leaves such a study to the Fifth Book of the Meta-
physics where he is distinguishing the common meanings of names.

1. In I Posteriorum, lect.16, n.139.
(2)
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What meaning then should be attributed to them in the Posterior
.mz&@s% ? Once again we have to fall back on the principle laid down
in .g.m Topics.* We must accept the usage common to all men.
HuHEoMu.Hm and cause then, meant the same thing to Aristotle as they
meant in common usage and as th i i
meant In cor fod ey meant in Greek Philosophy up

H.b the Fifth Book of the Metaphysics, Aristotle considers the
meanings of the common words which are used in the study of first
.@w;ommwr%. These words have many impositions and it is these
E%owpﬁoum which he enumerates. First philosophy, however, as any
science, mac&mm..e,gmcgmoﬁ its causes and its passions and oobmm,ncmzaw
will use words signifying all three. Thus Aristotle begins by studying
the words which signify causes. These are three : ¢ principle,’ ¢ cause ’
mba. ‘ o._mBmE._m They are treated in the order of decreasing generality.
‘ Principle ’ is a term more extensive than ‘ cause’ while ° cause ’ is
more extensive than ¢ element.’ 2

The first word which Aristotle studies in the Fifth Book of the
M etaphysics is the word ‘ principle.” Since the word is analogous not
univocal, he does not start with a common definition of it but rather
first enumerates the various impositions and then tries to abstract
something which is common to all of them.

LAVAL HmmOEOQHDd.E ET PHILOSOPHIQUE

¢ Beginning ’ means

1. that part of a thing from which one would start first, e.g. a line or
a road has a beginning in either of the contrary directions.

.m. that from which each thing would best be originated e.g. even in
learning we must sometimes begin not from the first point and the beginning
of the subject, but from the point from which we should learn most mmmm%o

3. that from which, as an immanent part, a thing first comes to be aw
as the keel of a ship and the foundation of a house, while in animals moarm
mcw%omo the heart, others the brain, others some other part, to be of this
nature.

4. that maos which, not as an immanent part, a thing first comes to be
and from ﬁ&.:& the movement or the change naturally first begins, as a owwm
comes from its mother and its father, and a fight from abusive language.

5. that at whose will that which is moved is moved and that which
o_umummw changes, e.g. the magistracies in cities, and oligarchies and mon-
E,or:.wm and tyrannies are called archai and so are the arts and of these
especially the architectonic arts. ’

_ 6. that from which a thing can first be known — this is also called the
beginning of the thing, e.g. the hypotheses are the beginnings of demonstra-

Somm. _ Causes are spoken of in an equal number of senses for all causes are
beginnings.

1. Lec. cit.

(13 . - .
o 2. .Huzwnma.n autem hoc ordine, quia hoc nomen Principium communius est quam
) m.Cm.w : aliquid enim est principium, quod non est causa ; sicut principium motus dicitur
erminus a quo. Etiterum causa estin plus quam elementum, Sola enim causa intrinsees,
potest dici elementum.” Sr. Tuouas, In V Metaph., lect.1, n.750.

© e e e e e e
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It is common, then, to all beginnings to be the first point from which
a thing either is or comes to be or is known. Hence the nature of a thing
is a beginning, and so is the element of a thing, and thought and will, and
essence and the final cause — for the good and the beautiful are the begin-
ning both of the knowledge and of the movement of many things.!

According to the first imposition of the word, it signifies that part
of a magnitude from which local motion takes its beginning. It
implies some sort of order and process and these ideas are found in
all of the other impositions. All causes can be called principles, but
not all principles are causes. And even when they are one and the
same thing the ratio of principle differs from that of cause. Principle
implies order while cause implies influx of being,.2

The treatment of the word ‘cause’ (alria) in the Melaphysics
is a bit different than is that of ‘ principle.” Aristotle does not give
the different impositions of the word but gives its species. The
etymology of the word is rather obscure and nothing definite can be
said about it.* Perhaps the simplest explanation of the word is that
it answers the question ‘ why.’

Now, the causes being four, it is the business of the physicist to know
about them all, and if he refers his problem back to all of them, he will

- assign the ‘ why ’ in the way proper to the science. . .

The question ‘ why ’, then, is answered by reference to the matter, to
the form, and to the primary moving cause.®

As was mentioned above, the word ¢ cause ’ always implies influx of
being and consequently it carries the notion that one being depends
on another. o

The word ‘ element ’ signifies something less common _than either
‘principle ’ or ¢ cause.” It is confined to the realm of material cau-
sality. Auristotle defines it as : ¢ the primary component immanent
in a thing, and indivisible in kind into other kinds.” ¢ .

This definition includes four things : First of all it is something
from which something is composed (ex quo), consequently an element is

1. Metaphysics, V, chap.1,1012 b 34-1013 a 24.

2. “ Principium ordinem quemdam importat ; hoc vero nomen Causs, importat
influxum quemdam ad esse causati.” St. THOMAS, #bid., 751.

3. See J. M. Lr Bronp, Logique et Méthode chez Aristote, Librairie Philosophique J.
Vrin, Paris, (1939), p.93, note 3. :

4. ““ Connaftre la cause, pense ARISTOTE, c’est connaitre le ¢ pourquoi’, le &lort,
Mais les questions et les pourquoi peuvent étre d’ordre trés différent.” Le BLoND, ibid..
p.94. . .

5. Physics, 11, chap.7, 198 a 22-24 ; 33-34.

6. Meiaphysics, V, chap.3, 1014a27-28. The Latin translation reads: ¢ Elementum
vero dicitur ex quo aliquid componitur primo inexistente indivisibili specie in aliam spe-
ciem.”
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in the line of material causality. Secondly it is that from which a
thing is first (primo) composed. Thus we would not call brass the
element of a statue for the brass itself is composed of something
already existing. Thirdly the element is immanent in the thing
(tnexistente). Consequently privation and contraries cannot be
considered as elements. Thus even though a musical man becomes so
from having been an unmusical man nevertheless we do not call the
unmusical man an element. Fourthly an element is already consti-
tuted in a species but it cannot be further reduced (indsvisibils specie
wn aliam speciem). Thus prime matter is not an element,

Examples of true elements are the following. The letters of the
alphabet are elements of words, the first demonstrations of geometry
or any science are the elements of the science. Those bodies into which
are resolved composite bodies in the natural world are elements.
Thus for Aristotle the elements would be earth, air, fire and water.,

Thus the word ¢ principle ’ can signify any source of origin
whether it be a cause or not ; the word ¢ cause ’ can signify any of the
four causes and the word ° element ’ signifies the ultimate material
cause which is already constituted in a species. Now what do these
words signify in the context of the Prooemium of the Physics ?

In the Prooemium, Aristotle is speaking about QmBoumﬁwﬁou and
definition, consequently all three of these words should signify some
type of causality even though the word * principle ’ strictly speaking
is more general than the word ¢ cause.” Obviously, too, each of the
words is used to designate different kinds of causality. Actually

mind as to the causality signified by each word. There are many and
varied interpretations. It may be noted that St. Albert differs here
from St. Thomas. Here we will but explain the interpretation
offered as probable by St. Thomas and which has its own reason-
ableness.!

The word ‘ principle ’ seems to stand for the efficient cause in
so far as from its very first imposition, it indicates a process. ‘Cause’
means dependance in fieri or in esse, consequently it seems to signify
the formal and final causes while ¢ element ’ in its usual sense indicates
the material cause.

Thus we are thou ght to know a thing scientifically when we know
its efficient, formal, final and material causes, that is, when we know
its principles, causes and elements.

However, as St. Thomas points out, Aristotle does not say that
we know a thing when we know its principles, causes and elements.?
Rather he says that we know a thing when we know either its principles
or its causes or its elements. He uses not the copulative ‘and ’ but

1. Tor other interpretations see L Browb, op. ¢it., p.285, note.
2. me.. ThoMas, In I Phys., lect.1, n.12,
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isj ive ‘or.” This he does to indicate that not all sciences
MMMHMMMMMM by all four causes. Mathematics demonstrates only W%
formal cause ; metaphysics principally by formal and final but mm 1}
by efficient ; natural science, however, demonstrates from all four
nmcmmmm. Albert adds some helpful ooumamnp.moum on this passage.
Mathematics by definition abstracts from motion. Where @mwm is no
motion, there is neither efficient nor final cause for an efficient cause
is that which moves the moved (movet motum) d.qg.ﬂm a final cause
is obtained by motion. Consequently, mathematics which p_o.mﬂ.modm
from motion treats neither efficient nor mb.m_ cause. .g.w?mBmﬂam also
abstracts from matter for matter is the subject of motion. OObmmncm.u?
ly, the demonstrations of mathematics are confined to formal omcmmram.
On mathematies, then, St. Thomas and m.w. Albert agree. St. Albert,
however, considers metaphysics a bit differently from St. ,Hrmmbmmv
at least as regards the interpretation OM the present ﬁmﬁ.. .maw..
physics considers all of the causes _o&.. not in so mm.w as they are intrinsie
components of the thing. It considers them in so mpm. as ?m%. are
reducible to being. Thus it is only natural science which considers

uidem sunt quae faciunt esse physicorum, quae @E%E in u::.w
wmmﬁww%wwmoobpmgﬁb SmmmB adeo plene colliguntur mmoiw in scientia u.ﬁmcg_:
quoniam in mathematicis eo quod mwnm. Bog. considerantur, nihil de-
monstratur per efficientem et finem : quia mmmﬁmbm.ggme motum, et per
motum attingit et acquirit finem : et ideo quae sine motu sunt, consi-
derationem efficientis et finis habere non vommﬁnﬁ. mHBWE“Q. etiam ma-
thematicus non curat materiam, eo quod mvmﬁmga.mv illa, propter hoc
quod ipsa est subjectum motus : formam autem accipit solam mmosa:ﬂ
quod ab ipsa diffinitio accipitur, quae quod AEQ erat esse mmoﬁu%_uﬂ quo
subjicitur passioni quam probat inesse substantiae moambpr. gm. ap %mﬂocm
autem licet consideret omnes causas, non tamen considerat eas in eo quo

- causantes sunt : quia materiam et forman non considerat secundum quod

ingrediuntur in rem quam ooBHuosou@o constituunt, sed potius mmnn.nm.:s
quod reducuntur in rationem mc_um@gamm quae mm_.“ verum ens et uﬁuo_ﬂss
aliorum quae metaphysicus attendit. Et ideo solius vvﬁ.:..so est w:.oom ere
ex principiis et causis et elementis secundum quod sunt hujusmodi.

Thus, in the text of the Prooemium, when Aristotle says .ﬁp&..
knowledge, scientific knowledge, mmwm.bmm on knowledge .o% Eﬁ._ma
principles or causes or elements, he is accurate. The A.&m_csoga
is used with a purpose, for it is not necessary that every science m.aBl
onstrate by all four causes. Otherwise, Bpgmamﬁo.m would not be
a science. As a matter of fact, it is only natural science which de-
monstrates from all four causes as such.

1. Sv. ALBErT, Liber Physicorum, I, Tract.l, caput V, U.:..
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. In this first sentence, then, of the Prooemium,
restating in different words the definition of science.

from principles, eauses or elements, that is,
one of the four causes.

St. Albert here raises an objection the discussion of which throws
much light upon the meaning of this passage and on the interpretation
of the words ‘ principle,’ ¢ cause ’ and * element.’

According to the interpretation given, the principles of our
knowledge of nature are the principles, causes and elements. These
were interpreted as meaning the four causes of mobile being. These
are principles of being. It may be objected, however, that when we
speak about the principles of science, we should not speak so much
about. principles of being but rather about principles of knowledge.
Thus while agent, end, form and matter are principles of being,
dignities, suppositions and positions are principles of cognition. Now
the question arises, by what right do we say that the four causes are
the prineiples of science ? Would it not be more accurate to say that
the principles of science are the dignities, suppositions and positions ?
Could one then interpret the words ¢ principles,” ¢ causes ’ and * ele-
ments ’ as referring to dignities, suppositions or positions ?

St. Albert offers two possible solutions to this and chooses the first.

According to the first knowledge of natural things depends on
their principles of being. We know them through their causes. Thus
in the science of nature the principles of being are identified with the
principles of knowledge. There is, however, a difference. The same
principles, the causes of things, are pringiples of knowledge in so far as
they exist as universals in the mind. They are principles and causes
of being in so far as they exist as singular and determined in individual
natural agents. It should be noted here that St. Albert does not

Oppose natural science to the other sciences from this point of view,
but he intimates that there is a &mmambom.

. Si autem aliquis dicat quod ista principia referuntur ad esse : sed
principia ex quibus procedit scientia, sunt principia cognitionis : etideo non
habet locum hoe quod diximus. Scire debet, quod in physicis res non
cognoscitur nisi ex principiis ex quibus est. Et ideo talia in physicis sunt
principia cognitionis et esse : sed differenter, quoniam universaliter accepta
prout sunt in ratione physicorum, sunt principia cognitionis : determinata
autem in natura secundum esse agentia vel patientia, sunt principia esse.!

Aristotle is merely
Science proceeds
it proceeds from at least

There is a second solution to this difficulty but this second solution
rests on a completely different interpretation of the words * prin-
ciples ’, ‘ causes’ and ° elements,” an interpretation which I have

mo:bambsOo?mwmﬁvron and which St. Albert presents without any
reference whatsoever.

1. St. ALBERT, Liber Phystcorum, 1, Tract.], caput V, p.11,
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Granted that science should proceed from w&u&v_mw omﬁ oowwémwu
then wﬂpa « principles,” ¢ causes’ mb@ ¢ .owBoumnmw .Emgm Zﬁwﬂ MH © % in-
i ition and are not principles of being. I
ev_.mm M %WMMM.MH of principles of cognition. .Hw.mwo are those sgmwr %HM
e er ter into a syllogism, such as the Emﬁﬁmm. There %ﬁ% thers
uﬂwowumo enter into a syllogism, some of which are MMHMM%HW Hv%mo#&mm
of i tration procee :
i ot. Sometimes demonstra pro :
Mﬂmﬁow.wwmme and true, these are a%m ¢ ﬂﬂﬁﬁ.ﬁ%ﬁwmﬁmmﬁw nﬂ”
inci i Tin
from principles S_Enr.m%mu on first p ind v
@HMomme&Eom M» further syllogism, these are the ° Q.Emow zmww%um
Mv H.w are principles which depend on the others but which are liimate
meo far as no other principles depend on them. These
‘ B . .
&mﬁhm%mmwo?aob is rejected vM mw. Ewm.a mh%ﬂ.%%ﬁbﬂ mwmﬂw ur“w_me
text. Nevertheless it does throw Lig b :
WWMWm%% wmmw\m that the four causes are principles of being and o

cognition.

3) First Causes

As we have mentioned above, the proof of ahm. BEMH%B@MMMMVM

is the common opinion of men : “ For we do not think Mp MOMM@ kmow 2

thing until we are acquainted with its primary ooH.Ham dons or first

™ T il b omﬁw@m ocmwmwm%wmm_maowmm Mm%.m%ﬁm H& ?m&@@&ﬁ@&
J? Tt will be noted here tha 1 1

Mﬂﬂ% first (prima) principles and ﬁ_um& the mumqmmm mMmummpr m%%mwww
omemmdm (usque ad). What is the significance o es

. Once again, St. Albert is very helpful.

i is, i i hich the subject genus
i ience, that is, in a science of w e S
is obH% mmmdwwﬁmuﬁ_aw@mm mowmwmm on knowledge of WHEnMvHomm meMMMM
, ithi \ hus for example natura
within that genus. ,Hw.Em
MMMmMWMH%M Mmcw knowledge of all physical opﬁMmm and MMM mwm Mﬁ MMMMMM
i f first cause, here me ]
e o ient cause for the first efficient
. It does not extend to all efficien ;
MMMMM is something beyond the mg.ww” oﬂm physics MMM W@wwmeMmM H%MMMM
ics. Nor does it extend to a final cause w
ww Mﬂowuomdm& being and which consequently goes Um%obﬁw armmmmwcmmc mm
physics. Matter and form too, in so far as they are Hmrcomv o sub-
stance .g.m not part of the science of nature, but rather belong
B i hi rocedit nisi
i t quod scientia naturalis ex his non p
mcEvm%M mmmmﬁwmmﬂ MW_UW_.#B coBBczmmﬁ..mm mw ?..Ee?omcwuamw nmmwwwmww
i . Et ideo omne principium physicum e e
wﬂ%%mwwowom%@# et colligit : sed tamen non omnem causam efficientem, nee

1. St. AuBERT, Liber Physicorum, I, Tract.1, caput V, p.12.
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omnem finem. Si enim acciperet omnem causam efficientem, oporteret
quod extenderet se ad aliquid non physicum : quoniam causa prima est
efficiens per essentiam suam, et de illa non intendit physica, sed philosophis,
prima. Eodem autem modo est de fine ultimo, qui est finis universitatis,
et est in prima causa, sicut in duce exercitus. Similiter autem forma
reducta in principium substantiae secundum quod hujusmodi, et similiter
materia, non sunt de intentione scientiae naturalis, nec ex talibus aliquid
probatur in scientia naturali. Sed potius de efficiente qui movet per formam
quae disponit ipsum ad movendum, et non per essentiam, sicut ignis qui
movet per dispositionem calidi quod est in ipso, et similiter de fine qui
includitur et acquiritur ber motum talis efficientis, et de materia et forma
secundum quod materia subjicitur motui et mutationi, et forma est finis ge-

nerationis, intenduntur haec a physico : etsic nosinista scientia procedemus
ex istis.!

LAVAL HM@OHOQHD.QH ET PHILOSOPHIQUE

Consequently, the word * first ’ refers to the first cause in the line
of mobile being. The first cause which is the unmoved mover is
outside the genus of mobile being and consequently is not g principle
of cognition in natural science, When the Unmoved Mover is treated
in the Physics in the Eight Book, it is treated not as part of the subject
of natural philosophy but as its term -

Dicendum quod de primo motore non agitur in scientia naturali tanquam
de subjecto vel de parte subjecti, sed tanquam de termino ad quem scientia
naturalis perducit. Terminus autem nou est de natura rei cujus est

i aliguam habitudinem ad rem illam, sicut terminus
lineae non est linea, sed habet ad eam aliquam habitudinem. TIta etiam et
primus motor est alterius naturae a rebus naturalibus, habet tamen ad eals]
aliquam habitudinem, in quantum influit eig motum, et sic cadit in conside-

ratione[m] naturalis, scilicet non secundum ipsum, sed in quantum est
motor.2

It is to be further noted that the phrasing of the proof of this
major takes a slight twist when it turns to the ‘elements’: «, . . Tune
enim cognoscere arbitramur unumquodque, cum causas primas et
prima, principia cognoscimus et usque ad elementa,”’ At first reading,

of the final, efficient and formal causes to a knowledge of the elements
and that once these are known the science is complete. This, however,
is not true. True science does not end with a knowledge of the
elements but begins with them. The elements are principles of
science as are the principles and causes. What the text means is that
among the principles of a science, that is, among the four causes, it is
the material cause, the elements which are known last.s

1. Sr. ALBERT, Liber Physicorum, 1, Tract.1, caput V, p.12.
2. Sr. TroMas, Expositio in Boethium de Trinitate, q.V,a.2,ad 3.

3. “ Dicit autem usque ad elementa, quia id qu

od est ultimum in cognitione est
materia. N

am materia est propter formam ; forma sutem est ab agente propter finem,
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is i is the last of all the causes.
reason for this is that matter is  ca
It mmHaWM end or final cause which determines the ﬁwdEmMme m:wwm owwa@
ich determines the matter. The purpose of a ut,
%ﬂw%ﬁmﬁ have teeth  But if the teeth are to be capable of cutting

they must be made of iron.

B) The Minor Premiss

The syllogism which we are considering reads as follows :

: - - oy m
In all sciences which have principles, causes or o_wawuﬂdmu mwﬂwﬂwowa
and demonstrations proceed from a knowledge of principles, ¢

clemepte incl wwa elements.
t the science of nature has principles, causes y :
WMmumm.ouw the science of nature should begin with a consideration of the

principles, causes and elements.

The major premiss of this mwzom.me as we have seen Wm wwoMM%
by a sign, namely the common oUwEoﬁ on the meaning of scie mm
The Bwuom premiss is neither stated explicitly UM .?.Hmﬁosw nor Prov o
by him. It is 8. Thomas who states m... explicitly but he gives Ma
proof. Now what does this minor Emﬂmmpupombw «Mﬁﬂowww m.m%wm
impl. i i ture. ere is a sei ,
simply that there is a science of na i s a selence of nature,
it necessarily has principles. But ﬁumw.m is a sc : 1
therefore #%&omm have @Hmbowwﬂom. M_Ema minor then is mnwuﬁbm the
ibility and existence of a science of nature. . )
ﬁOmm%M aww Prooemium, Aristotle does not state explicitly that N mo_mm.wm.u
of nature is possible nor does he prove it. .mm presupposes it. =
supposing the minor as St. Thomas states it, WaHHm wwﬁmwmo@um&bm
ibili i i fectly justified in
ty of a science of nature. .mm is per
w%mmmmwwwwwum he is proceeding prooemialiter. He presupposes ?Md MWMMM
is a science of nature and then proceeds to prove it in the H.mmm oiozmw
Physics by determining the principles, causes and elements o mb bile
being as much as is possible. As we mentioned WUMAMH mwwnw_wb H.WWMM :
um it 1 t of faith of the .
Prooemium it is necessary to demand an ac s
i i i here. He is, however,
Actually, that is what Aristotle is _doing is, over,
i i jecti t the very possibility o
quite conscious of the ov._moﬁobm.pmgnm | Pl e
science of nature. The first objection would come f1 donia
i is thi tion which he meets in the
f nature and of motion. It is ﬁzm. objec
m,\rwwa cnm Book One. Stricly speaking, we mvczﬁ mﬁumoeﬁ _Mro w%.%wm
of the Phystcs to start with Book Two SE%M Wo ngmmww m.om mmm j ot
- o \
iddle term of natural science. But before he can ¢
MNWA..BHWQWM sure that he has defended the very possibility of true
change and mobility.

ferreos
nisi ipsa sit finis : ut puta dicimus quod propter secare maﬂwwwmdma dentes, et
oportet eos esse ut sint apti ad secandum.” In I Phys.,lect.1, n.14,
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Canon Mansion in his discussion of the First Book of the Physics
points out very clearly the position of the discussion of the principle
of mobile being in the Physics. For historical reasons, that is, because
of the varying interpretations of the very fact of motion, Aristotle
had to determine the principles of mobile being before even determin-
ing the principles of the science of mobile being. Further, if there is
no possibility of absolute change such as is defended in the First Book
of the Physics, there is no possibility of a true science of nature. If all
motion is to be reduced to accidental motions as had been done by

Aristotle’s predecessors, then there is no possibility of a science between

metaphysicsand a mechanical explanation of movement in the universe.

There is a second objection which may be raised against the
possibility of a science of nature. This comes not from the notion of
nature but rather from the notion of science. Nature is contingent
while science is of the necessary. How then can there be g science of
nature ?

Aristotle had answered this question in the Posterior Analytics
when he discussed the possibility of demonstration concerning cor-
ruptible beings. Consequently the question does not arise for him
in the Physics.

In Chapter Eight of the First Book of the Posterior Analytics,
Aristotle shows that there can be no demonstration about corruptible
things. The reason for this is that if the propositions of a syllogism
must be universal, so too must the conclusion. The universality of
the propositions of demonstration had been discussed when he treated
the principle dici de omng. However, although simpliciter loguendo

there is no demonstration about corruptible things, it is possible
secundum accidens. v

It is clear also that if the premisses from which the syllogism proceeds
are commensurately wuniversa

1, the conclusion of such demonstration —
demonstration, Le., in the unqualified sense — must also be eternal. There-
fore no attribute can be demonstrated nor known by strictly scientific

knowledge to inhere in perishable things. The proof can only be acci-
dental . . .2 :

St. Thomas in his commentary explains the meaning of the dis-
tinction per se and per accidens. It is true that science is only of the
incorruptible and eternal. Consequently it seems that there is no
science of sensible beings for they are corruptible. It was by this

1. A, Manstox, Introduction la Physique aristotélicienne,
I'Institut supérieur de philosophie, 2nd ed, (1954), pp.53,54,79.

2. Posterior Analytics, 1, chap.8, 75 b 21-25.
“ Manifestum est autem et sj si

Decesse est et conclusionem esse perpetuam hujusmodi

mwﬁ&omnoaosodm#pmoim.7. on est ergo demonstratio corruptibilium nec sctentia sim-
pliciter, sed sic, sicut est secundum accidens.”

Louvain, Editions de
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i ine of ideas. For Aristotle,
ing that Plato was forced to his moosﬁ.a o )
memw%m corruptible.beings may be the msgoﬁw of a science not Ws. mm
woﬁ er MSS.%SM. By per se he means aoﬁcwa.zm beings in so w.m. a4
z”ﬂm ﬁm&mw as individuals and thus are corruptible. W%. per Mgs msw.
mm Mpmmum corruptible beings in so far as @m% mww considered unde
ir universal aspects. Of these there is science. )
gmn%mawwgow HmoBmmm then, as stated w% St. Hw_onm is Emmc@@mmwm
by Aristotle in the Prooemium. There is a science o.m bﬁmﬁcﬁmma&eﬁ
i i ings is proven in the
ibility of a science of corruptible beings is prove : .

WMMMW&%E& the possibility of absolute change is proven in the First
Book of the Physics.

C) The Conclusion

The conclusion of the syllogism as stated by St. Thomas reads :

Therefore, in the science of nature, we must begin with a consideration
of principles.

The science of nature must Uommh. with m.oobmamww“aob OWMWM
principles. As St. Albert points out, if ?oum Hmrummp mﬂo%mmm @M ¢
i . inciples and causes. these princi
e T binD _ is not scientific and demon-
causes are not known, then the @woammﬁmw is n : nor

i i i 1. Argument will not be

but rather dialectical ow.&oao.zam :
mvw.ww%mu causes but on common intentions %Mm oﬁocuuwgwmwmm.wm AMWM
ini i ason for
result will be but opinion or presumption. ere ] i
principles, causes are essential while argument from intentions and
i es are but extrinsic. . ] .

eﬂozmwmmmo_om well to quote this passage here in full for it manifests
briefly and clearly the Aristotelian position on the relation between
science and dialectic.

Quoniam quidem igitur de principiis oo%o.am Bog_._m.mm.H.BomMm.wﬁm
est habendus, oportet nos tentare Qoﬁngbma.m prima wEMSU.S wEm % s
scientia, Natura enim omnis scientiae talis est, quo .MHX M_ A
: i i i acci :
incipi lementa, intelligere et scire non ; 52 i
gl i ict im intellectus in scientiis
iti i cta sunt. Cum enim in S ;
ex cognitione istorum quae di sunt. A cofus In scientis
it nisi i i ipiorum ex quibus sei T ,
non sit nisi habitus et acceptio prine : bu unt e
autem sit accipere conclusionem quae sequitur ex illis principiis, oporte

1. “ Sciendum'est autem quod quia demonstratio non est SE.GE.GEEP m.m%w”uwﬂm
SEoE.B neque definitio, Plato coactus fuit ponere ideas. Cum enim ista MMMMF o sint
aoi__va,uwmm videbatur quod eorum non posset esse neque mﬁonmﬁnmﬂﬂoﬂ%ﬂ AP

1 i i i i emonstral
i inioni occurrit Aristoteles superius m.-nwmum qu emonstratio S Tuf
MM_”HQHMM—MQ accidens. Ktsi enim ista sensibilia corruptibilia sint in Uﬂwsn%M”w MM
universali tamen quamdam sempiternitatem wwkua.. O_E.H ergo aoaowmnga MMQO ur do
istis sensibilibus in universali, non autem in particulari, sequitur a:oﬂw @amao%mok.»m n s
corruptibilium, nisi per accidens ; sempiternorum asutem est per se. T, ,
Posteriorum, lect.16, nn.140-141.
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quod omnis scientis, quae vere scientia est, initiu
principiis primis usque ad principia proxima,

I processus sui habeat 3
Dico autem quod omnis

ola, est vere scientis : quia
est demonstrativa et effectus soliug demonstrati Si autem

lonis est scire.
ipsa non habeat verum nomen scientiae, tunc ipsa erit scientia topica,

dialecticae vel rhetoricae, et effectus ejus non erit scientia, sed opinio, ve]
suspicio sive praesumptio : et ideo non hahet principia et causas et elements,
ex quibus procedit, sed habebit considerationes topicas qu
intentionibus communibus quae nulli conveni i

in pluribus, sicut dialectica : aut sumit eas ex circumstantibus negotium
vel personam, sicut faeit rector. Nullum autem istorum est, alicujus rei
principium vel causa vel elementum : quia omnia principia et causae et
elementa sunt essentialia et propria rei : qualia non sunt €a quae in logicis
vel rhetoricis assumuntyr, Quod autem in omnj scientia cujus vere est scire,
oporteat esse processum a, Primis in genere suo principiis usque ad elementa,
patet quia (sicut dictum est in Posterioribus Analyticis) tune opinamur
oS cognoscere unumquodque quod scimus vere, quando cognoseimus

prima. in genere principia ejus, et causas ejus, et elementa ejus ex quibus
componitur, et non aliter.!

This passage which St. Albert puts at the very beginning of his
Physics, has for its burpose to indicate the necessity of principles
and causes for scientific knowledge. Actually it is a summary of
Some very important points already discussed in logic but which are
very important for the brocess of the science of nature, Science
proceeds from principles, causes and elements. If these are unattain-
able, then science is not, possible.  All that can be attained is opinion,
suspicion or presumption. These are effected not by science but by
dialectic or rhetoric. Instead of causes and principles the arguments

will proceed from “loci,” from common intentions or from circums-
stances. ,

that is, it proceeds from mobile being in general down to the species
of mobile being and then down to the subspecies. Now, knowledge of
the principles and causes of mobile being in general is not too difficult
to come by. Common éxperience suffices. But once we have passed
these very genera] conclusions, it is very difficult to determine the
principles, eauses and elements. For the most part it is impossible.
OOSmmaswbE% at that point, we no longer have science but on the
principles of Aristotle, St. Thomas and St. Albert who puts it all
rather briefly here, we should pass to something that is akin to dialectie.
We pass into the realm of the probable. However, I do not know of
any passages where Aristotle, St. Thomas or St, Albert discuss the
problem in these terms, They do speak in the Topics of the research

—_—

1. 87. ALBERT, Liber Physicorum, I, Tract. A, caput V, p.10,
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f principles but I do not think they are teaching the exact thing as we
0

are here.

dded to this passage
ders what St. Albert would wwﬁ.w a 0

mSmWWm oMMM&ocm of the power of mathematics as an instrument of
w

knowledge. .
been a fruitful instrument.

more effective.

He speaks of the  loce

.’ But these have actually not
Mathematical physics has been much

D) The First Section as Prooemium

This first section of the Procemium o.mé,wo:m@N proceeds ﬁéems.wﬂ”
liter in the sense in which we have described this word mcMé.S he
ideas are highly concentrated and there is an appeal made

faith of the student in the words of the master.

Aristotle from this

1 ds which are very pregnant
t sentence of the Physics uses wor . [
“MMW m%ﬂmbmdm ; science and understanding (with all they imply of

demonstration and definition), principle, cause and element.

From

is 1 i into a science of nature
i first sentence he is introducing us in )
MWMEM“% to the general trend of Qum%mw wgwmowwwwmwmo% W%E.mm‘w
i i litus. ere is a ture.
exemplified in Plato &E@.H..Hﬁ.mo otion Tt o e
N is subject to definition and demonstration. ; !
Wﬂﬂ%mmwm &%Bmua in itself and our study of nature begins with these.

11 b2 [ ”

Innata autem est ex uoaoa.vcm
nobis via et certioribus, in certiora
naturae et notiora. Non enim ea-
dem nobis nota et simpliciter. Unde
quidem necesse secundum modum

- hune procedere ex incertioribus na-

turae, nobis autem certioribus, in
certiora naturae et notiora.

~ Sunt autem primum nobis mani-
festa et certa confusa magis : poste-
rius autem ex his fiunt nota elementa
et principia dividentibus rwmo.. Unde
ex universalibus ad singularia opor-
tet procedere.

Totum enim secundum sensum
notius est : universale autem totum

The natural way of momcm.ﬁzm is
to start from the things .i:ar are
more knowable and obvious ao.aw
‘and proceed towards those which
are-clearer and more WboimEm by
nature ; for the same ?Emm are
not ‘ knowable relatively g.zm wum
‘ knowable ’ without qualification.
So in the present inquiry we must
follow this method and advance from
what is more obscure by E:ia? but
clearer to us, towards what is more
clear and more knowable by nature.

Now what is plain and obvious
at first is rather oobmcm&. masses,
the elements and principles of
which become known to us later by
analysis. Thus we must advance
from generalities to particulars ;

Foritisa whole thatis best Wdo@b
to sense-perception, and a generality
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quoddam est. Multa enim compre-
hendit ut partes universale,

Sustinent autem idem hoc quo-
dammodo et noming ad rationem.
Totum enim quoddam et indistincte
significant, ut puta circulus. Definj-
tio autem ipsius dividit in singularia,

Et pueri primum appellant omnesg
viros patres et feminas matres :
posterius autem determinant horum
unumquodque.
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is a kind of whole, comprehending
many things within it, like parts,

Much the same happens in the
relation of the name to the formula,
Aname,e.g. ¢ round,” means vaguely
a sort of whole : its definition ana-
lyses this into its particular senseg,

Similarly a child begins by calling
all men ‘father’ and all women
‘ mother,’ but Iater on distinguishes
each of them.!

In the first part of the Prooemium, Aristotle has shown that the

science of hature, as any science, must be,
its principles, causes and elements.
sense of the word is the result of demonstration.

however, is based on principles, causes and elements.
before we can proceed in a science we must know the pr

and elements.

gin with a consideration of
Science according to the strict
UmEodewmﬁob.
Consequently,
inciples, causes

Now, in the second part of the Prooemium, Aristotle gives the
answer to a question which is fundamental to the whole study of

Granted that we must begin with principles, with what

rinciples do we begin? Do we begin with
elements of a particular species or do we rath.
causes and elements of nature in general ?

the principles, causes and
er begin with the principles

Aristotle’s answer to this question is clear both from what he

says here in the Prooemium and from the
followed in his natura] works. We begin with

actual order which he
general principles and

broceed to a study of the particular kinds of mohile being. In the
Proocemium, Aristotle manifests this order of ‘Procedure in the philo-

sophy of nature in two steps. First of all, he
which he presents according to the proper
Secondly, he further explains it by presentin

or signs.

In analyzing this section of the text of Ari

proves it in a syllogism
mode of a Prooemium.
g three extrinsic proofs

stotle, we shall once

again employ as most apt instrument of manifestation, the commen-
tary of St. Thomas and especially the syllogism which he proposes.

A) The Syllogism proposed by St. Thomas

wn.,HroBmmSm:nmm?omemﬁ part of this secondjhalf of the
Prooemium to a syllogism which reads as follows : :

Innata est nobis via ut procedamus incipien
magis nota in ea quae sunt magis nota naturae,

1. Physics, 1, chap.1,184417-184 b 14.

do ab iis quae sunt nobis

Yot
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Sed ea quae sunt nobis magis nota sunt o.on?m@, qualia mcbm universalia.
Ergo oportet nos ab universalibus ad singularia procedere.

j i i iss of this
1l study the major premiss and the minor premiss ¢
maicoMMMMww oaoa%mbm shall then proceed to the objections which St.

Thomas proposes.

1. The Major Premiss

Tt is natural for us to proceed 5 W.uoiommn from ﬁwﬁu Sﬁﬂw H.m
more known to us towards ﬁwﬂ which is uwozw known by nature.
What does Aristotle mean by this statement ?

The Greek text reads as follows :

I 3 1 1
Tépuke 8¢ &k Taw yrwpruwrépwy Huiv 4 68bs kar capeaTépwy ént T4
’ 7
TagéaTePa T PUTEL KAL YPWPLUWOTEPA.

There are five words in this text which demand brief but close
mmmu%bm\wwwwwteﬂmvef which in Latin is translated by %5 Soﬁ_ﬁo&%w
i : into English not by the word ¢ more known
is perhaps best translated into o e ord  more known

xplanati

but ‘ more knowable.” However, frequen Ly n of th
. i i late it by ‘ more known. e
doctrine here explained we shall trans L e

ati to the context. The wor

roper translation seems to vary m.ooow&um ) )

mmmm here is the comparative of Yvwpipos A.Esm& means easily wzou%m
According to one of its first impositions, it signifies a famous per

is well known, easily known. ) .
who mm ﬁwsmqqmbem is translated into Latin by the word certior, .mbm
i ish by the word  more certain.’ o
e %bwwme. uwu the context, Aristotle speaks of that which H.MWEMMm
knowable and more certain to us. .HWM us refers to man wi e

pabilities and limitations of his knowledge. h . |
omwmwﬁs%qm. In the context, Aristotle opposes ¢ to us’ O:“.:\v Ewm
by u.maﬁm " (pboer). At times this word is vamdwﬁp%mmﬁmaA mwwwwmv.
i i lates it by the dative (na
Ing to nature’ The Latin trans N ive (nalurac)
which means ¢ to nature.’ In the next mmawga@ ristotl titutes
‘simply ’ (awA@s) for the word ‘nature. e oppo: )
MMMMMMWD mwwmﬂuaéwmow is more knowable to us mb@ that iﬁowmum.
more knowable ‘by nature,” to nature,’ ¢ poooumEm to ﬁmwwwm
or simpliciter. Hardie and Gaye translate the (47\@s) by the phrase
‘ without qualification.’ o
samwcmmﬁw“am. Aristotle tells us that it is innate to us to Eomma.a
from the more knowable to us to the more known by pature. This is

" a process dictated by our very nature.

1. St. Taomas, In I Phys., lect.1, n.15.



The major as presented here seems quite si i
umm.m of no explanation. Nevertheless, mm isa m*WWWMHWQOWQMWwM Mc
which have been established by Aristotle in other treatises H.Howwb .
shall B&mm an analysis of these elements as they are mmﬁ.m_ummw&ﬂo
oaumw. mmnﬁoﬁm .OM the Aristotelian corpus. It should be woﬁmm h o
again that this is a Prooemium and in a Prooemium, Aristotle Qmﬁmﬁ&MM
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on the natural faith of the students can bring together elements which

Bp.mwwm @mwwwwm be proven in later treatises.
ow the question to be answered here is this : Wh.
: at do
when we say that the natural mode of procedure for us is from %Mﬂ%ﬂ
Wboé%zw ﬁw us to the more knowable in itself ? : °
1rst of all, what is more knowable to us ? In
) . ? the S -
,ﬁma when he noum&mwm“ the origin of our knowledge Smm: Q‘HﬂWMWm
Mw MMN us WMMW Mo M?.w M,Mmﬁ Book of the Metaphysics mm& to the last
er o1 vhe Losterior Analytics. ““ Sed contra est d Phit
probat, I Metaph. et in fine Post ineipi Jond s
. quod principium nostrae cognitioni
est a sensu.”! In both of these i ite similar to
. . passages which are quite simil
Mwmrcﬂmwgﬁ ﬁumnommvmxﬂﬁum the origin of our mbﬁo:moﬁwsm_ wawcﬂw@wm
versals. oth of them the considerations are rath
, r -
M%quwmmﬂm% be ﬁ%momwﬁomw& antecedently to a detailed Wboﬂmammuww
clence. In the last chapter of the Posterior A4 )
. - - . 3 - 3 N “
%.Hmdoﬁm is explaining the origin of the indemonstrable @Ebawﬁmgwm
dm m%:omHmE. He shows how knowledge of them comes not from
other premisses but rather from sense knowledge. All animals
possess sense knowledge. Some have the power of retaining sense
Impressions even when the object sensed is no longer present. This
power we call memory. Man, however, over and above the power of
memory has experience by which he can collate these memories. It

is from this experience that he abstracts the uni : .
begins both art and science. ¢ universal with which he

So out of sense-percepti )

ption comes to be what we call memory
mwumwmmmaﬂ_% w%mmnmm memories of the same thing develops omw%%w:mw o
a number of memories constitute a single experience. T ‘ ience
again — i.c. from the universal now stabili e di W irety within the sou
e Lo irom the unis now 1zed 1n 1ts entirety within the soul,

e : y which is a single identity within th
) ommw_ﬁmaw the skill of the craftsman and the knowledge of the man %ﬁcwwolma
skill in the sphere of coming to be and science in the sphere of being.? ’

As 8t. Thomas points out,3 j i
] ,* Just as experience depends on mem
so does science depend on experience. Our scientifi¢ wuos_oamwm

1. St. Troxas, Ia Pars, q.84, a.6, sed contra.

2. Posterior Analytics, 11, chap. 19, 100 a 4-8.

8. “Hoc est ergo quod dicit, i ,

; a » quod sicut ex memoria fit experimemtum, j i
m.wvngogo. B:,.. mBmﬁ: ulterius ex universali quiescente in anima L oam ex
Ew.m:nP m.% ex 5_._. universali per experimentum accepto, est in anima id
artis et scientine.” St. Tnomas, In 1] Posteriorum, lect.20, n.592,

- ex hoc igitur expe-
qued est principium

Lo
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has its origin in the senses. That which is first known to us and most
known to us is, consequently, the sensible world around us. This is
the principle of all our knowledge. It is not, however, merely a
transient principle but remains throughout.

Dicendum quod phantasma est principium nostrae cognitionis, ut ex
quo incipit intellectus operatio, non sicut transiens sed sicut permanens, ut
quoddam fundamentum intellectualis operationis, sicut principia demon-
strationis oportet manere in omni processu scientiae, cum phantasmata
comparentur ad intellectum ut objecta, in quibus inspicit omne quod
inspicit vel secundum perfectam repraesentationem vel per negationem.!

The phantasm is the starting point and abiding principle of all
of our knowledge. Consequently it is sensible substance which is most
known tous. Any object which does not act on our senses, of which we
have no phantasm, is least knowable to-us. Thus it is that the
separated substances are the least known to us. We do not know
them by infused forms nor by forms abstracted from phantasms.?
We know them only by their effects. We argue from effects to cause
(via .causalitats). Arrived at the cause, we pursue our investigation
by denying in spiritual substances the limitations of matter (via
negationis). Finally we affirm whatever excellence we see in the
material world but that only in an eminent way (via eminentiae).
We do not, however, arrive at a knowledge of the essence. We know
more about what they are not than about what they are. The least
knowable to us is separated substance.

If that which is more knowable to us, is sensible substance, what
is it which is more knowable in itself ? That which is more knowable
in itself is that which is least knowable to us, namely, the separated
substances. ‘Things are more knowable in so far as they are in act.?
The separated substances freed from all limitations of matter are more
act than are sensible substances, and consequently are more knowable
in themselves. God who is pure act is most knowable.

We have here the two poles of human knowledge. There is that
which is more knowable to us, namely, sensible substance and that

1. St. Tuomas, De Trinitate, .V1, 2.2, ad 5.

2. “ Immediate quidem intellectus noster ferri non potest secundum statum viae in
essentiam Dei et in alias essentias separatas, quia immediate extenditur ad phantasmata, ad
quae comparatur sicut visus ad colorem, ut dicitur “n IIT de Anima.)’ St. THOMAS,
De Trindtate, q.VI, 8.3, ¢. -On the question of our knowledge of God and the separated
substances and on the ways of causality, negation and eminence see : In I Posteriorum,
lect.30, n.254 ; lect.41, n.363 : Summa Contra Gentiles, 1, ce.14, 30 ; De Trinitale, q.I, 2.2 ;
De Potentia, q.7,.8.5, ad 2. .

3. * Sicigitur concludit Philosophus manifestum esse, quod quando aliqua reducuntur
de potentia in actum, tunc invenitur earum veritas. Et hujus causa est, quia intellectus
actus est. [t ideo ea quae intelliguntur, oportet esse actu. Propter quod, ex actu co-
gnoscitur potentia.” St. TuoMas, In IX Melaph., lect.10, n.1894. See also Metaphysics,
IX, chap.9, 1051 a 23-35. - - : oo

(3)
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which is less knowable to us but more knowable in itself, th
substances. Z ow what is the order of learning mm.%y of m&wwwwwwwwm
mguc.mm...w ) Obviously we begin with that which is more knowable to us
EH. &mo%?.wm w.mmwbm with that which is more knowable to the &momwwm.
It is in beginning from the knowledge of the disciple, that one pro i
resses toward knowledge of that which is unknown., 8

Cum enim omnis disciplina fiat i i
¢ per ea quae sunt magis nota addiscenti
quem oportet aliqua praecognoscere ad hoc ut addiscat, oportet, &momvmbwmm
nostram procedere per ea quae sunt magis nota quo ad nos, quae sunt saepe

minus nota secundum naturam, ad ea i
1 U , quae sunt notiora secundu
nobis autem minus nota.! ™ naturam,

) It is for this reason that in the Seventh Book of t ]
Aristotle begins his discussion of substance with mgWﬂW\ ammwwmmwww
and then wnonowmm to a discussion of the separated substances. .

mﬂ.aam.ﬂ things should be noted about this major premiss as we
have &moﬁmmmnm it thus far. First of all, Aristotle in expressing it
confines Eu.bmm: to generalities. He merely states that we proceed
.mwoB what is more knowable to us towards what is more knowable in
Ha.mm:. He further states that the two are not identified. He does not,
.Emmcmm the reasons for this which we, following St. Thomas have
E&o.m&m? namely the origin of our knowledge in the senses Ev& the
HmHmuﬁou Um?wmmw intelligibility and actuality. Secondly in his expla-
umSon of Aristotle, St. Thomas points out that what is more knowable
ﬁo.c.m 1s the sensible world and that what is more knowable in itself is
spiritual reality. However, he does not point out that within the realm
of the sensible world, our knowledge proceeds from that which is more
potential and consequently less knowable in itself toward that which is
more actual and consequently more knowable in itself. Actually this
pomt comes up in the minor bremiss where we learn that the process
is m.o%w @nm more universal to the particular. ,
) rdly, it will be well to point out here the di
is between St. Thomas'’s explanation of the term ¢ Wb%ﬁﬂﬂﬂbmw mmww.m
and that of St. Albert. For St Thomas, when we say that somethin
1s more knowable to nature, we do not mean that nature knows vcm
rather that the thing in itself has g high degree of intelligibility. St
Albert, gﬂm&mﬁ interprets the phrase differently. For him ﬁ&mﬂ 8@.
say that a ﬁvﬁ.m is more knowable to nature, we look on wmacwm as
knowing the thing and making it. Thus for St. Albert nature would
know first of all the elements from which it made the whole universe
mmesrmn as the builder who would first know the bricks, then gm
walls of a house.? Qur knowledge, however, of the universe Mm just the
1. St. Trowmas, In VIT Metaph., lect.2, n.1301.

2. “Sed not quod cum natura i

sta quae producit res ex suis caysi
usis,
causas, oportet quod causze essentialite e r P

T res componentes sint notiores apud naturam quam

W
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contrary. We do not know the elements but rather the whole. Our
knowledge of the universe is not that of the artist who composes but
of the speculative scientist who resolves. It is to be noted, that St.
Thomas who must have known the text of St. Albert explicitly denies
this interpretation. ‘“Non ergo dicit nota naturae, quia natura
cognoscat ea ; sed quia sunt nota secundum se et secundum propriam
naturam.” ?

2. wES Minor Premiss
The minor premiss as proposed by St. Thomas reads as follows :

Sed ea quae sunt nobis magis nota sunt confusa, qualia sunt uni-
versalia.?

In this minor premiss, Aristotle tells us precisely what it is that
is more knowable to us. That which is more knowable to us, is some-
thing confused. Further, this confused something is a universal.
Consequently, our knowledge begins with something which is confused
and universal. At first glance, there seems to be an opposition between
what Aristotle says here and what St. Thomas said in his explanation

_of the major premiss. St. Thomas, as we have seen, explains the

major premiss in terms of sensible substance and spiritual substance.
We proceed from sensible substance to spiritual. Tt should be noted,
too, that this interpretation of St. Thomas is not arbitrary, for he
is giving Aristotle’s ordinary teaching on the more known to us and
the more known to nature. However, when Aristotle comes to this
middle term, he seems to reverse his field. He does not speak of a
process from sensible to spiritual substance but rather of a process from
‘ confused masses, the elements and principles of which become known
to us by later analysis.’ . .

To reconcile what Aristotle says here and what St. Thomas says
in his explanation of the major premiss, we must go to the interior of
that which is more knowable to us, namely sensible substance and study
what aspect of sensible substance is more knowable to us. In this
minor premiss Aristotle is carrying the analysis a further step. He is
looking at the interior of the * more known to us.” In the world of
sensible substance that which is more known is a confused whole and

Tes composita : quia aliter non uteretur natura elementalibus prineipiis pro instrumentis
Suae compositionis : et sic optime notum apud naturam est elementum ex quo operatur, et
post hoe optime notum est compositum quod componit ... Ex his manifestum est quod
natura novit animalia per animam et corpus organicum physicum... Hic ergo est
Processus notitiae naturae quae componit res, et ex principiis accipit notitiam earum, ita
semper quod illa sint ei notissima quibus proxime utitur in opere compositionis.” Sr.
ArBERT, Liber Physicorum, I, Tract.], caput VI, pp.13-14.

1. St. Taomas, In I Phys., lect.1, n.18.

2. Sv. Tuomas, In I Phys., lect.1, n.15.
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from it we ‘?.oom.ma to its principles and elements,
of our knowledge can be described in three steps rather than in the

Now what to us is plain and obvious at first is rather confused masses,
the elements and principles of which become known to us by later analysis.
Thus we must advance from generalities to particulars.?

We shall try to answer this question by explaining what Aristotle
means by confused knowledge and universals. These two notions go
hand in hand and it is impossible to speak of one without speaking of
the other. Nevertheless at the risk of confusing more than clarifyi
we shall study them separately.

a) Confused knowledge.” Aristotle deseribes the knowledge with
which we begin as ° confused.” The Greek word 18 ovykexvuéva,.
This is the past participle of ovy xéw. This original Greek word
carries very well the meaning which we wish to explain here. It means
‘poured or mixed together. Things are poured together and we do not
see them distinetly. Their distinction is not grasped but they are
seen ‘together in confusion. _

St. Thomas explains the origin and nature of this confused know-
ledge in the Summa Theologica when he treats the question : Utrum
magis universalia sint priora in nostra cognitione intellectuals 2 3 Hig
argumentation proceeds as follows. The human intellect before it has
acquired knowledge is like an empty blackboard.  Itisa passive potency
and must proceed from potency to act. Whatever proceeds from
potency to act must first come to an incomplete act which is half way
between potency and perfect act. Now, the perfect act to which the

human intellect can come is perfect science in which t

hings are known
distinctly and determinately. “ We think that we know a thing

1. As was mentioned sbove, the motor immobilis is
philosophy of nature. It is studied in the philosophy
motion of the subject or as its principle. SeeSr. THOM

2. Physics, 1, chap.1, 184 2 2225,

3. Ia Pars, q.85, a.3.

not part of the subject of the
of nature either as the term of the
s, De Trinitate, q.V, 2.2.ad 3.

4. “ Have we not already disposed of the difficulty about interaction involving a
common element, when we said that mind is in a sense potentially whatever is thinkable,
though actually it is nothing until it has thought? What it thinks must be i it just as
characters may be said to be on 5 writing-tablet on which as yet nothing actually stands
written : this is exactly what happens with mind.” AristorLE, De Antma, 111, chap.4,
429h20-4302 2. Secalso St. Trowmas, Ia Pars Q.79, 2.2, c. ,
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i ”  The imperfect act of the
ientifically when we know its causes . . . nperfe Of the
mowmwwomaopmﬁwﬂm this distinetion. Things are Wwoﬁw .S&.msﬂﬁ%wﬂwnwu o
=M . confusion. However, when we know something in which oany
thin are contained without knowing the things Emﬁb.o %m » have
%:Wmm mm knowledge.! Confused knowledge, aumwmmow@ implies ] oW
W%mwmom some sort of a whole. The whole may be m&%ﬂdﬂ MMM&FW
i i ts are known in potency. :
w&ﬁwmﬁ MMM %Mo%wmp%% Wm@oﬁga%. Or the whole may be an E&mmg_
ﬂﬁo in which we do not see the parts distinctly. ¢ aimal’ our
" When we know only the whole as, for: mﬂmbpﬁmv MMHWHES our
is indisti fused. When, however,

knowledge is indistinet m..um confuse B ey |
¢ rational ’ and ¢ irrational ’ our knowledg ) ]
vmgmmwm Hﬂwawbpm then shows that Wnoaﬁmmmm of the omacmmwamgmwwwe
ledge o.m the more universal. This point, woso%oﬁ. oes n interest
€ m the moment. What we are interested in is &.Wo mes; um o

Mw&wwmm knowledge. As is obvious from the discussion, an u

standing of the word ¢ corfused ’ implies an understanding of what we
< ? . )

Ewmaw%wmmﬁwow\.i&%ﬁ Boethius gives us four meanings mﬁ wwm.sm.%p

¢whole.” These are explained by St. Albert and are taken up

quently by St. Thomas.

.. . u
Quod enim dicimus totum, Bﬁawﬁﬁeﬁ mﬁﬂ;ﬂopﬂ%ﬂﬁ#ﬂ”ﬂ% namgque
i t, ut corpus vel linea, vel aliqui .
et %%om%wwﬂﬁmﬂﬂ%wmga, quod continuum non est, ut A..AWEB gregem,

vel totum exercitum. . .
v aﬂ%%%@mmﬂwm totum, quod universale est, ut hominem vel equum

i i eb
Hi enim sunt toti suarum partium, id est hominum vel equorum, unde

i hominem dicimus. o
E&WMMMMHW Mwm%pwzwﬂwﬁ. quod ex.quibusdam virtutibus constat, ut

.. ST i - partes
animae alia est potentia sapiendi, alia sentiendi, alia vegetandi; p
sunt, sed non species.?

i d ¢ whole.

rt explains well these four ‘meanings of the wor .
wwmdmw.m,ww_ww he demm that the s.oa is. E.é cEAog_ wﬁ MMMmmM%M.
In its first sense it means something that is owudEﬁmr.  era * con-
tinuous’ i§ taken in a very large sense : mﬁﬁgcmvsaw L Is continuous
or put together by nature or by art. It may be a body, ) ]

1. ¢ Manifestum est autem msom cognoscere wbﬂ:%%ﬂow—%u MWM”. MMMMWMMMMWM M_NMAMNM
e.pom.wmwmmaﬁw Emﬁam notitia ﬂuEwWWMwmsM.MM.MM .n.E .
&EEM mwwmwwnmﬂw““”w_“ww M”m:cmo.— an.SEE =E<9.mp~m. in e“o Mﬂ%ﬂoﬂﬂ%ﬁﬂﬂﬁ m.“

i i i : utrumque enim totum potes! da)
MMMM”MWMwMMw“ MMM Mﬁwﬁ»ﬂ”mﬂ MWMMW%m:oombomﬂ\muEﬂ“. o %MW&: o h?ﬂ:? Soathi
ivisione in S. ALBERTI MAGN: & :
de U@WSNWM%MWWMHWW cwzoemww Mwwwv. Tract. IV, Os.uc,a I, Textus Boethii.

4. Ibid.
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The ¢ whole ’ here means anything put together integrally. This is the
integral whole (fotum inte

grale) to which responds an integral part
(pars integralis).:

In the second sense, a ¢ whole ’ is any collection which is united
under any form.2 Thus a flock is whole under one shepherd, a
people is a whole under one government. This whole is called an
“ ordered whole ’ (fotum ordinabile).

In a third sense, a universal is a whole. Thus ‘man ’ or ¢ horse ’
may be considered wholes, the parts of which are a particular man or
& particular horse. This is the whole which St. Thomas refers to as

the ‘universal whole.” The parts which correspond to it are called
subjective parts.s

Finally in the enumeration of Boethius,
whole (totum Ppotestativum,).
ferent potencies and powers.
rational potencies, sensitive p
this whole, there corresponds

This is basically the doctr
gica where he divides the part
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there is the potestative
This is a whole which is made up of dif-
Thus the human soul is endowed with
otencies and vegetative botencies. To
the potestative part (pars Dpolestativa).4
ine of St. Thomas in the Swmma Theolo-
s of the virtue of prudence :
Dicendum quod triplex est pars : scilicet integralis, ut paries, tectum
et fundamentum sunt partes domus

wmsg.moa?.?mmocﬁvomoimoﬂpwﬁ partes
animalis ; et potentialis, sicut nutritivum et sensitivum sunt partes ani-
Bmm.m

Of the four kinds of wholes mentioned by Boethius and of the
three mentioned by St. Thomas, only two are of interest to us when we
consider the question of human knowledge.s The ordered whole and
the potestative whole are of no concern to us here. In the Summa
Theologica, when he discusses the confused knowledge with which we

begin, St. Thomas speaks only of the integral whole and the universal
whole.

1. “Id enim, quod totum dicimus, multipliciter significamus,
est analogiae et non omnino univocae communitatis.
nuitate totum est, ut continuitas largo nomine sumatu
compaginatis unum aliquid integrum constituunt, sive
sive per collam aliquam colligata...” Ibid

2. “ Dicimus etiam totum, quod non est continuum aliquo modorum, et quod nonnisi
formea collectionis ad unum unitur.”  Jbid. “ Secundo autem respondet pars, ut ita dicam,
ad unum aliquo modo Ow&bmvm:m.:;&.

3. “ Dicimus etiam totum id, quod est universale, sicut dicimus totum hom
equum ... Tertio autem respondet pars subiectiva vel subiicibilis.”  Ibid.

4. " Dicitur quoque totum, quod quasi medium est duorum, quod scilicet est totum

Totestativam, quod ex virtutibus et potestatibus quibusdam constat . . . Quarto autem
respondet pars potestativa.”  JIbid.

5. Ila Ilae, q.48, a.1, c.

6. We prescind here from the dis
found in the De Trinilate, q.V, 2.3, corp.

et haec multiplicitas
Dicitur enim totum, quod conti-
r pro omnibus his, quae partibus
sint continua, sive per contactum

inem vel

cussion of the partes speciei and paries maleriae as
and in In I De Coelo et Mundo, Prooemium, n.2.
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i t, it first knows a
tellect proceeds from potency to act, )

f .?w% MMW%@ which can be either a universal whole or an §ﬁﬁ&
owﬂu Ncm Thus the human mind first knows animal, @m un 2.9@& @qe.o om
Mmm M.me by a process of induction and :MMM.SW Maz m.?mwb s.w wWo_M Mo@

i imal. It knows, too, ma
knowledge of the species of animal ] ; thich is &
does it know the integral parts
whole, but at first only confusedly e o ol
. At the end of the first book of the Physics, :
“wwma\wuodqm the whole which is form but does not yet know the kinds
o mowﬂpmmm as discussion of confused knowledge has led us to a &mwsmwmap
of whole and part, so too, discussion of whole and part naturally
leads us to a discussion of universals.

b) Universals. Now what to us is plain and owvumosm ab W.mw mmbuwwwm
. inei f which become know:
es, the elements and prineiples o be C .
MW&MMM% mﬂwwwmmm. Thus we must advance from generalities to particulars.

For Aristotle, the process from no&cwmmm B@mﬂmma ﬁm MWMMQMM mHM

ities to particulars. at does 2
also a process from generalities : . af does he mean

“ generalities’? The Greek term in qu
WMMMVW% %Mw@yoc is an adverb which means “in genera mw “on %Wo
whole ” It is opposed both to 7a xaf’ ékaora mum. to awg t%mv.. ], bm
mEmmmH_p translation which we have cited m,coMm “m:z.wm mmﬁmuwm mupa m%m n
i . niversal

hich is correct. Since, however, ﬁx.w word ‘u > tak

Mu M &M&pﬁo& meaning, L universal ’ Bmﬁn be p.v.mﬁ..ma memwmﬁou.rm:
The word ‘universal’ has various impositions. Here we s

“prescind completely from the non-philosophic ones. There is the

i i icati ; ; dicando), the universal in
rsal in predication (universale in praedic ) :
WMMMMMQSH Am«iemﬁmp? in significando), gm cEmemmwww HM%MMMMMMWMHWM
X ; the universal ca
(universale in representando) and 1 P e arivotle speaks
do). It is the first and last of these of w : § .
MMMWAMMJN The others have been disengaged from Em aom.owwamﬁww
the scholastics. We shall first speak of the aﬁéwm& in pre o», o0
of which Aristotle speaks and then of the other impositions o
ScaH.b the Seventh Chapter of the Peri H %3.«38.5” Emmeoﬂ.w &mowmwmw
the division of enunciations moooawwmvdo their mﬁ%hmwwmmouomﬁm dmqu m» o
ition is a name. Names, owever, si . L
Mwmmmww.mmmmmmm of things. Division of mcgoo&.m Ewm.o.m bm.B%m %ﬁﬂoob
sequently be based on division of things.? This division is twofold.

3 ’
me things s i individual. By the term ‘ universal
things are universal, others individua ! !
I Bmmm eMma ﬂ%&n is of such w, nature as to be predicated of many subjects,

1. Physics, I, chap.1, 184 a 22-25. . ) o
2. ¢ anmn.,?sa autem divisionem enunciationum aamamﬁ.b_e.:u maoﬁaﬁ.ﬂ MMMMHWHE.
war.mnn.m Subjectum autem enunciationis est nomem vel aliquid loco uoﬂ:mBEEmo -
ZQHHSD w._.ho.mE est vox significativa ad placitum simplicis intellectus, quod est s H
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by ‘individual > that which is not thus predicated. Thus ‘man’ is
‘ universal,” ¢ Callias "an individual.!

a

St. Thomas notes three things about this division. First of all,
Aristotle is not to be interpreted here as attributing existence outside
the mind to universals. He is speaking of things in"the context of
names and consequently he is speaking of them as they are in the
intellect. Et ideo oportet quod divisio ista rerum accrpratur secundum
quod res cadunt in intellectu.? Secondly, Aristotle does not define 3
universal as that which ig predicated of many subjects but rather as
that which is capable of being predicated of many subjects. Quod
natum est praedicari de pluribus. If all men were dead save one, the
word ‘ man ’ would still be a universal.? Thirdly, it does not suffice for
the notion of ‘universal’ that the name be predicable of many. The
name and the thing must be predicable of many. Thus the fact that
many men may be called Socrates does not make the name * Socrates ’
a universal. E¢ ideo intelligendum est quod universale dicitur quando,
non solum nomen potest de pluribus praedicars, sed 1d, quod significatur
per nomen, est natum in pluribus inveniri.+

This universal is that which the scholastics call the universal
in predication or in being (universale in praedicando vel in essendo).s
It is something which is apt to be found in many things and predicated
of them. Thus ‘ animal ’ is found in all animals and may be predicated
of any animal. :

It is of the universal in predication that Aristotle speaks in the
last chapter of the Posterior Analytics where he shows the role of sense
kmowledge and induction in the formation of first principles.

This universale in praedicando is obtained not by the senses but
by the intellect which abstracts from the singular conditions of the
senses. The abstraction by which we obtain this undversale in praedi-
cando is called total abstraction. It is not our purpose here to make
a thorough analysis of the Thomistic teaching on abstraction, neverthe-
less there are certain notions which must be clear if we are to under-
stand the Prooemium of Aristotle.

St. Thomas speaks about abstraction of whole from part and of
form from matter in two classic texts.

et ideo subjectum enunciationis dist
dam sunt universalia, quaedam su
lect.10, nn.118-119,

1. Peri Hermeneias, ¢.7, 17 a 37-40.
. 81. Tromas, ibid., n.121.
. Ibid., n.122.

. Sv. THoMas, In I Peri Hermeneias, lect.10, n.124.

. JOHN oF Sr. Troumas,
Reiser) p. 313b.

inguit per divisionem rerum, et dicit quod rerum quae-
nt singularia.” Sr. Tuomas, In I Peri H, ermenetas,

BN

[+

Cursus Philosophicus, I, Logica, II Pars, q.lII, a.l (edit.

SR b
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In the Summa Theologica we read :

; 1 intellectum. Una quidem
icendum quod duplex fit w,a.mawmoﬁo per inte ! \
:uHMMB quod Madaum.&m abstrahitur a @maens_ma.r ub .wEB& ab WE.E%M
wmomp secundum quod forma abstrahitur a materia w sicut forma -circu
abstrahitur per intellectum ab omni materia sensibili.

In this abstraction a whole is abstracted MSB a part. .Hw@ mqroHo
is a potential whole, that is, one which contains the parts in W@ mﬂmﬁ
Animal contains both man and brute but ouw% in ﬁowmwbmﬁvm mO %_Mwmm “m

ts from whic

abstracts from both of them. The par fe }
jecti ffe, buffalo are the subjects

abstracted are subjective parts. Man, giraffe, e subject
i i i i i i te. In proceeding in this
in which animal is realized in the concrete. this
i i tual (man) to tha
, the intellect goes from that S.Emw is ac ) b
ww_uwwﬂmwumwﬁmuﬁﬁ (animal). The earth is inhabited not by indeter

i imals but by giraffes, donkeys mb@ men. )
EB@MM M‘WMBWQ ﬂis&wwﬁ gmumw is another kind of abstraction of whole
from part. Here we read :

‘ i i ie loquendo, nisi con-
e cum abstractio non possit esse, proprie lend .
mcuaﬁ,mwmuu secundum rem, secundum duos modos oouwcﬁoEMEJWMmMM“MWM,
ili i forma et materia, dup -
cilicet quo pars et totum uniuntur vel [ t est
Mgoao n cu% qua forma abstrahitur a materia, alia qua totum abstrahitur a
i m. - . -
partibu Sed digitus, pes et manus et aliae w.Eﬂ.ymBo& partes sunt UM@M&MM
Fﬁmc.mwwﬁb hominis, unde ex eis ratio essentialis WMB_E.m uwwumm%mwp Hwomo
i is 1 igi i i t pedes sive ,
sine his intelligi potest. Sive ..wEB.wpUmu_ \ L
WMM%EHH conjunctum ex anima rationali et oOuﬂoww Brﬁoﬁmxﬁmwﬁ“mwmm
i ixtione, quam requirit talis mogpmw erit homo. I >
Mm%%mﬂuawsﬂom dum,mﬁmmm. quae non ponuntur in mmmESonN aoﬁ.ﬂmm MM»M HMMWHM
i nes partes sig )
e converso, et hoc modo se habent ad _.uoBEmE om y L !
haec m.an et hoe corpus et hic unguis et .wpoo os et w_EcmBo%.Sn H,HMM HMMM_W
partes sunt quidem partes essentiae Socratis et Hu_.maez.mm non autem omime
in quantum homo, et ideo potest homo abstrahi %oﬁ._ E\nm:oogB a
i i i i iculari.
artibus. It talis abstractio est zbwqmnmprm a par o
’ Etita sunt duae abstractiones Ea%mﬁ._cm : una quae Homuo%mww H%Mbh
formae et materiae vel accidentis et subjecti, et rw%o%mn m%mmamwmmm omac 2
ibili i totius ,
materia sensibili ; alia quae ummwobmm.& unioni . b 6 hui
i i i st abstractio totius, in
respondet abstractio universalis a vm‘wn_oam? quae e ; :
az% consideratur absolute natura aliqua secundum suam Ewcbwﬁﬂ mwwﬂwm
tialem ab omnibus partibus, quae non sunt partes speciei sed sunt p
aceidentales.?

7 i i f whole from part.

Here, we have another kind of abstraction o e fr
The wmwm from which the whole is abstracted are not mﬁEmoSwM Wmaam
but what St. Thomas calls partes materiae. They are parts which are

1. Ia Pars .40, 2.3, c.
2. QV,a3.
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extrinsic to the nature of the things. They are opposed to partes
specier which are essential for the composition of the nature. Thig
abstraction gives an actual whole, namely a nature, Ultimately it
gives a definition. Now this type of abstraction is necessary for all
sciences, in so far as ajll true science begins with definitions, with
natures.!

There are, then, two types of abstraction of universal from partie-
ular, of whole from part, one of which is explained in the Summg
Theologica and the other in the De Trinstate. In the discussion of the
Prooemium to the Physics, we are more particularly concerned with

LAVAL H_EMOHOQHD.GM ET PHILOSOPHIQUE

universals.

It should be noted, however, that from another point of view the
abstraction of whole from part about which we speak here, is also of the
type that we have explained in the D¢ Trindtate. In g way it is a
totum actuale. Animal, although it is a fotum potentiale in comparison
with man (and thus confused in comparison with man which is distinct),
nevertheless is an actual whole itself which may be defined and may
be the middle term in demonstration. Thus, too, in the philosophy of
nature, although ‘ motion ’ is potential with respect to the species of
motion, nevertheless in itself it is definable and capable of being the
middle term in the demonstrations of the Physics. Since, however,
In the Prooemium, Aristotle is obviously speaking about the order of
procedure, animal, motion, ete., would be considered as potential wholes.

Besides the universale in praedicando, there are other ¢ universals ’
which are further impositions of the word. The universale in praeds

cando is proper to the human intellect, in so far as it is only the human

inductive study constructs its knowledge of the object. First of all,
it abstracts the fact that an object is mobile, then that it is living, then
that it senses, finally that it has intellectual powers. At each step
it investigates the nature which experience reveals to it. Tt proceeds
from a study of motion in general to a study of the kinds of. motion.
Thus the process is from the potential whole towards the actual
existing whole. It may also be characterized as proceeding from
potency to act, from confusion to distinetion.

The angelic intellect, however, does not proceed according to
this laborious process. The species which are the medium of angelic
cognition are not abstracted from things but infused.

—_—_—

1. “ .. Et haec competit etiam physicae et est com

munis omnibus scientiis, quia in
omni scientia praetermittityr quod per accidens est, et acci

pitur quod per se est.” Ibid.
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i i liter
Substantiae vero superiores, idest angeli, sunt a corporibus tota

a i igibili i H ideo suam
bsolutae immaterialiter et in esse ubﬁommmw_uﬁr subsistentes ; et 1
]

nm:*:v:mu: HHHﬁwwww-mw. i i ﬁ@::..—mwﬁuwwma Qazvng« Q:O a

Hv@n. 1 i VHM@B OOﬂWO@ﬂHﬁbﬁgH Mvwm- 1n ! 1 .

U Omem rerum OOW&&WEB POGQ@OE”G MwBH; cum Hbﬁmzmﬁﬁﬂ.pr Hu.m.&.:w.w.
eo mmu

i thei i lity is not that of
ies are universals but their universa.
Hwﬂ“wﬂ%?&?mﬂg. It is not a universality mvmaamo%%w ?MH
MWWMM but a universality which as it were wammm%wm MWMmMm h mM are
Im i forms in the mind of -an artis be
m_BOmdo%wawﬁw it be. They are called the universale &H Q.Mwa omb MWM.
MMMMMSNQ in representando. The more perfect the angel the
. o, .
cuw<wmwwawwodﬂummWMM¢m~mm~ in predication and .mb wmﬁwomo.bﬁﬁowmwmmwa
is muomraw imposition of the word. . mwoooawpwmmmﬁwa MWM% ﬁﬁ%mﬁ@m&
i be called universal in so fa: . ay be. j
Mobhwm%n%m“u“ﬂ%ogoo&m. This is called the universal in signification
. S 70).3 . ”
Qz@m_wuww sﬁwsmwﬁwwwmmwwoﬁ which is further from a.Wm first HBHUMM;SW
than mwm H.umma the word ‘universal’ may ._om applied to ow.bw.m@wa A
mwwm which w.mm many effects is called a zu:\mwmww cause .Awgs%%& e
5 | esi llud cujus vertu 0
. John of St. Thomas mmmmﬁm itase i ures
,M.MMMMM%MW extendit, sive sit efficiens sive m alio szmﬂm WMMQMWH OWEWMow
the universal of which Aristotle speaks in the Secon ow er of Dook
One of the Metaphysics where he explains the nature
studied by the wise man.

) - » - m

Since we are seeking this knowledge, we must E@E«.%. o%odmma mﬁm ar
the causes and the principles, the knowledge of éw:ew is N Hmm mdorw << - dom
Such and so many are the notions, Mvobmwﬁwﬂoﬂﬁwmﬂw 4%“@ o e ot
. . of these characteristics that ¢ ] gs must
MMMUMWNMHNWW WH%% has in the highest %%ummQcEMMEMWMM“M&mwmmmmwmma

i all the instances that fall under the . .
WWMMM HMWN NMMMM universal, are on the whole the hardest for men to know,
?

for they are farthest from the senses.®

i sitions of the word
hilosopher, then, ﬁvwz.w are four impo S yox
.ciw,%.mww,o ﬁﬂwﬁwﬂm &uwﬁ which is most properly ‘universal’ the

. Ia Pars, q.55, a.2. c. ) ) S

w ¢ Sic mmwnn“n quanto angelus fuerit superior, tanto vmﬂaﬂp—_wﬁmo&m MMMmM%mEpm ver
mWSnoB. intelligibilium apprehendere poterit. Et ideo mw.www ot nh:.m: i
universaliores, quasi ad plura se extendentes suwaﬁ.wonso - - e sigaifost

3. ‘“ Universale in significando est mmmE.:c wrnc.oP qu 4 MM“M e oant
sive p&.EE.P =um<m~.mw-=nm_. applicari potest ; sicut nomina mmﬂwa e oo ao.
rem in communi et ad plura applicari possunt, ut homo, an .
lec. cit.

4. Ibid.

5. Melaphysics, I, chap.2, 982 a 5-7.

6. Ibid., 982 a 20-25.
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universal in predication. There is the universal in signifiying. There
is the universal in representation which is less known to us than either
of the first two. Finally there is the universal cause.

In his minor premiss following the text of Aristotle, St. Thomas
identifies the confusa with the untversalia. The universal of which
he speaks here is the universal in predication. Obviously he is not
speaking merely of the universal in signification. Nor could there be
any question here of the universal in representation which is proper
to angelic cognition. Finally he is not speaking of universal causes.
Our knowledge does not begin with that which is most in act. Rather
our knowledge begins in potency and tends toward act. It begins
with the universal in predication which is a confused whole. .

It should be noted here that although the term ¢ confused masses ’
in itself may refer to an integral whole or to a universal whole, in the
context it refers but to the universal whole. Aristotle himself equates
the two and St. Thomas in his explanation here of confused and
universal speaks only of the universal whole, the universal in predieation.

LAVAL Hﬂ@OﬁOQHOd‘H ET PHILOSOPHIQUE

3. The Conclusion

According to the major premiss of the syllogism which St. Thomas
presents, the natural process of our knowledge is from that which is
more known to us toward that which is more known in itself. Accord-
ing to the minor premiss, that which is more known to us is a confused
whole, the universal in predication. The conclusion from these
bremisses is that we proceed from confused wholes and universals to
particulars. Ergo oportet nos ab unwersalibus ad singularia procedere.

In the text of Aristotle, this conclusion is stated in two ways.
First of all Aristotle tells us that we proceed: from confused masses to
the elements and principles which divide them. Posterius aulem ex
his fiunt nota elementa et principia dividentibus haec. Secondly he tells
us that this is a process from the general to the particular. Unde ex
universalibus ad singularia oportet procedere.

The process by which we proceed from confused masses to the
principles and elements which distinguish these masses is the same as
that by which we proceed from universals to particulars. Confused
knowledge is as we have seen knowledge of a whole. Distinet know-
ledge would be knowledge of the parts of that whole. Thus knowledge
of a potential whole such as * animal ’ would be made distinet by
knowledge of ‘rational ’ or ¢ irrational” Starting from a knowledge
of the principles and elements of animal, we proceed to a knowledge of
the principles and elements of rational animal or irrational animal.

We are capable of making certain demonstrations on the level of

confused knowledge. We may make certain demonstrations about

animal. However, the natural bent of our mind earries us on toward
demonstrations on the level of the distincts species of animal, rational
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and irrational. In the case of .mE.B&m %W?F&Emm and elements
‘hich divide it are ‘ rational ’ and ¢ irrational. )
sEonMMgw these confused masses may also be o.obm&mwmm m,m
iversals me the prineciples which divide them as particular M@Mg
czw% the universals. Thus Aristotle tells us that we ?.oSo. A _.“9.5‘
:w?oum&m to particulars. The Greek text reads as follows .r o Mm
z-n kafdhov émt 1o kal' ExaoTa Oel ﬁbo&em«r. It should not be t oug ¢
Mmpa the xad’ ékagra refers to singular F&.ﬁﬁsmﬂm. There is no mSﬂ.ﬂo
& individuals. All science demands a certain amount of universality.
The reference rather is to particular m@oﬂ_mm dﬁ.ﬁgb MWM %.pr% MMWMME%.
he reason for this process from the univers
is ﬁr% Mﬂoﬂwm@mm of the universal remains potential. It holds Maww.mm
between pure potency and SEBmH..M moﬂw Hmboﬂwmmww ﬁmwmmum e 18
hen it is in act. Knowledge then m
mm%“ﬁbsgb?mmm and universal but must an.mmm. ﬁo.ﬁmum w%m @SH.MM
distinet mb& particular. St.Thomas explains this well in his Prooems

to the Meteorologica. :

.. . s sed
Sicut in rebus naturalibus nihil est vm&%ogﬂp .m.suw%mn o:w. MﬂmﬂMﬂWﬁ@o
implici m est, quando est in ultim ;
solum tunc simpliciter perfectu n est, . > act ; quands
io mi t inter puram potentiam et p bum,
vero medio modo se habens ?wﬁ £ purum actim,
tune est quidem secundum quid perfectum, wonvﬁm%Mc mmwﬁw%www mﬁmﬂm ot
i ienti idi ientia autem quae habetur
circa scientiam acecidit. Scien be ¢ um 1
ienti um actum, s
i i completa secundum ultim
universali, non est scientia ) Jliimum actum, sed ost
i in uram potentiam et ultim .
medio modo se habens inter puram pote ot e a6t
iquis sci iquid i i li, seit quidem aliquid eorum
aliquis sciens aliquid in universali, i ¢ L ¢ ; unt
in Wuo@im. ratione ejus : alia vero sciens in cE<mn_mpr bouzm%mwb mmwww ed
i i i i secu
i cognoscit hominem solum I
solum in potentia. Puta, qui cit he n solv e O s
i it si definitionis hominis in actu,
animal, solum scit sic partem defini 0] m , Sailiost genus
jus :"di i nstitutivas speciei nondum u, S
ejus : differentias autem const Y I el A e
i de manifestum est quod comp tiae
potentia tantum. Un Y o ootioa
iri i i unibus, sed procedatur usq
requirit quod non sistatur in communibus, s >da L s
meimzw enim non cadunt sub consideratione artis ; non enim eorum
intellectus, sed sensus.!

i i ism which proves
i ompleted his explanation of the mu&om_mup w )

that %ﬂawwmommm ow our knowledge is from the ¢E<9.m%~ to NWN vwﬂwﬁﬁw
i whic

and before taking up the study of the three signs by b Lot

i s an obvious objec

further explains what he means, St. Thomas raise . ¢

i i ly refutes the interpretation
tion to the doctrine as taught and secondly "

i tator. Both of these

iven to this whole passage Vuw the OoH.EE.E - : €
wp&bﬂm are most important and will be studied in detail now.

4. OS.moS.mﬁ to the Syllogism

According to what Aristotle has taught here in the wﬂoomd&:\@
that which is more known to us is the universal while the singular is

1. In I Meleorologicorum, lect.1, n.1.
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more known mo;oQ.&um to nature. This, however, seems to contradict
the teaching of the Posterior Analytics according to which sensible
singulars are more known to us while universals are more known
according to nature. St. Thomas discusses this question both here
and in his commentary on the passage in the Posterior Analytics.

In the second chapter of Book One of the Posterior Analytics,
Aristotle discusses demonstration and science. In explaining the
relationship between the propositions of a demonstration and the con-
clusion, he states that the propositions are the causes of the conclusion
and are consequently more knowable than the conclusion. As we
have seen, however, a thing may be more knowable in two ways ;
either more knowable to us or more knowable according to nature.
That which is more knowable to us is that which is closer to the senses,
That which is more knowable in itself is further removed from the
senses. As Aristotle points out, however, that which is furthest
removed from the senses and consequently the less knowable to us is

the universal while that which is closest to the senses and more know-
able to us is the singular. ,

Now  prior’ and * better known ’ are ambiguous terms, for there is a
difference between what is prior and better known in the order of being and
what is prior and better known to man. T mean that objects nearer to
sense are prior aud better known to man ; objects without qualification
prior and better known are those further from sense. Now the most
universal causes are furthest from sense and particular causes are nearest
‘to sense, and they are thus exactly opposed to one another.!

At first glance this seems to contradict the doctrine proposed in
the Prooemium to the Physics. :

The difficulty, however, is resolved by considering the context
in which each of the horns of the dilemma is posed. In the Posterior
Analytics, Aristotle is speaking about the entire realm of human
knowledge comprising as it does both sense knowledge and intellectual.
According to this consideration, that which is first known to us is the
sensible singular. That which is most knowable in itself is the object
of intellectual knowledge, namely the intelligible in act which is a
universal in so far as it has been abstracted from the individuating
conditions of sensible matter.

In the Physics, however, Aristotle is speaking not of the order
of human knowledge in its entirety but rather of the order within the
realm of intellectual krnowledge where we proceed from
universal to the less universal. Here the universal in question is
directly the universal in predication, the wunsversale in praedicando.
In the Physics, the relation is between the more universal and the less
universal, for the word ° singular ’ here means not the sensible indi-

.the more

1. Posterior Analytics, 1, chap.2, 71 b 33-72 a2 8.
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indivi i hich are more known in
i t rather the individual species w] >
%wwmﬂaw”m than are the genus which contain them om&\ in w0¢wﬁo&.
Animal contains man in potency. The species constituted in act is
Emb.mﬁ Thomas explains this a little mﬁﬁﬁw _.u% a sign @wmﬂﬂ. W.omb
mmumammmou. In all generation, that i&ow. M in woﬁmbm"% %b ﬁwﬁm.n MW
i t posterior in nature to that Q.Fo. is in act. T
MHMMM%MP Wcﬂmﬁwu, knowledge of the genus is, as it WMmHP ﬁﬂ%“&ﬂﬂﬂ
< of the species. When the species is known,
WMMMMMQMM the aEumwmm known. Thus in the generation of human
knowledge the more common is known before the less common.

. . . . "
In omni enim generatione, quod est in @oambsw est %Ec.ﬂ MMMMMMM Me
i in actu est pri
uod autem est completum in : atura
D e oo iti . i t quasi potentialis, in
i Cognitio autem generis est g A , I
D tion 1 cogaiis iei, in tu sciuntur omnia essentialia
i eciel, in ‘qua actu sciun L
comparatione ad cognitionem speciei, | alia
rei vdzmm in generatione scientiae nostrae prius est cognoscere mag
. : A
commune quam minus commune.

This st Tii iori dge of
his same difficulty about the priority of our Wmoio;.
cuw<.%mw~w arisesin the First Book om. the Metaphysics S.Wmum Mw:mammw
shows that it is the function of Wisdom to study ¢E<mwmww.omcowbm
The difficulty is the same, but the answer of St. ‘.EHoBm.m at this M o
more clearly indicates the role of the universal in omcmmﬁob %Hw 1 the
universal in predication than do the commentaries of the Po.
Analytics or the Physics. : ] .

M& this point in the Metaphysics, E.mmﬁoﬂa is showing ﬂume 35&0“
embraces the study of the first and universal causes. .H m%«%ﬁﬂ%ﬂ
has been from the common opinion om men on the meaning o : Is ~ .
Wisdom among other qualities has w&__mw namely, that it mmmﬁﬂ % Ewwdw
knowledge of the most difficult things. The most difficu eEW.oB
know however are the more universal for .arm% are more remote rom
the senses. Consequently it is the function of dﬁmmoun to aoumpd Mo
universal causes. “ And these things, the most universal, »M.m on o
whole hardest for man to know ; for they are farthest from the
o i indicates the apparent

In his commentary on this text, St. Thomas ._E&om es the mw e
contradiction with the Prooemium of a,ro Wgﬁam.. .mﬁww on.v% ra e M
videtur esse quod habetur primo Physicorum. Ibi enim dici cnn mwup d
magis universalia sunt nobis primo nota. Illa autem quae sunt p

is facilia.”
boﬁmw._.mmw MMM“MH given here by St. Thomas is very &mwﬁ and momcwpﬂm_m
summarizes the relationship between the universal in causation an

1. In I Posteriorum Analyticorum, lect.4, n.16.
2. Metaphysics, I, chap. 2, 982 a 32-24.
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the universal in predication. We shall first quote the text in full, then
give our own paraphrase.
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Sed dicendum, quod magis universalis secundum sim
hensionem sunt primo nota, nam primo in intellectu cadit en,
dicit, et prius in intellectu cadit animal quam homo.
naturae quod de potentia in actum procedit prius est a;
ita in generatione scientiae prius in intellectu coneipitur animal quam homo.
Sed quantum ad investigationem naturalium proprie

tatum: et causarum,
prius sunt nota minus communia, ; €0 quod per causas particulares, quae
sunt unius generis vel speciei,

pervenimus in causas universales. Ea
autem quae sunt universalia in causando, sunt posterius notg, quo ad nos,
licet sint prius nota secundum naturam, quamvis universalia per praedi-
cationem sint aliquo modo prius quo ad nos nota quam minus universalia,
licet non prius nota quam singularia : nam cognitio sensus qui est cognos-
citivus singularium, in nobis praecedit cognitionem intellectivam quae est
universalium.!

plicem " appre-
s, ut Avicenng
Sicut enim in esge
nimal quam homo,

According to our simple apprehensions, it is the more universal
which is first known. Thus we first know being, then animal and final-
ly man. For just as in natural generation first an anima] is generated
and then man for which it was in potency, so in the generation of know-
ledge, first we know animal and then man. However, in our inves-
tigation of the properties and causes of natural beings what we know
first is the less common in so far as by a st

udy of causes proper to
particular genera or species we arrive at knowledge of universal

causes. Those things, however, which are universal causes are known
last by us, although they are first known according to nature. On the
other hand the universals by predication (uns !

tionem) are in a way more known by us than the less universal although
they are not known before the singulars because sense knowledge
precedes intellectual. Sense knowledge, however, is of the singular ;
intellectual is of the universal.

This text shows admirably the relation between our knowledge of
the singular and that of the universal, the relation between the universal
cause (universale in causando) and the universal in predication
(universale in praedicando), and finally the relation between particular
causes and universal causes.

That which we know first is the sensible singular. That which
we know last is the universal cause (universale in causando) which
transcends the senses but which is most knowable in itself. The
object of Wisdom is the universal cause. Within the realm of
intellectual knowledge, the first which we know is the most general,
that is the universal in predication (universale in praedicando).
Proceeding by way of greater concretion, we proceed from the universal
(animal) to the singular (man). However, the quest for knowledge

1. St. Tuonas, In I Metaph., lect.2, n.46.
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ot finished. For once we know the singulars, umBme MWM
e s, 2 e D eton-of the more potontial (foturm
i this time not in the directio e P (totum
pmwawwww but in the direction of the more moﬁ& which is the universa
Wmmw and N hich is known by us only through its effects.

5. Averroes

begins with universals,
i roven that our Wboiwmmm sels,
?.WMMMHH%OAW@% to clarify this doctrine by Bmmmﬁ of MMMMN Mwmﬂum
St. Thomas comments on each of these signs. WN.Q@,& e éwOHw

. i lains and refutes the interpretation c
mm”m%ﬁ«%wﬁm%@ proposed by Averroes. Hro. nwmﬁwmwww%o %MM@%MM

i ion of his own interp
by St. Thomas in mxwﬂmwmgou of his .
Wwﬂoiwwﬁ for an ﬁummam?bm%m owwvmuvwﬂwwwww% %Mm %M&Mwm .. Thomas,
As we have seen, according to the r DO oun o thing,

i t of the Prooemsum is concerned with p ne
«EW%SMM% WM the philosophy of nature we begin by mmﬁ@@%ﬂwammo wﬁﬂo
Mwowm Mb?mwm& principles. This was proven in @rm w%commw mw.. SEom
vavBm“._oa of this syllogism mmwa that %oﬁﬂmd MMWWM mmampuwwo iah which
i . to us and proceeds towar : e ki k
Wﬁmwmgmﬂwm major was found in @.w@ text of Aristotle beginning with

. ¢ tem est ex nolioribus. .

the %mehw_ﬁw nom. ﬂ&m syllogism showed awm..d mogmuuwh MMWmd.Hmo W%MM
known to us is the confused and ﬁ_@ more ﬂ.EEM.mE. e mmﬂww i
found in the text of Aristotle beginning ﬂa.w the wor : a.w 4 auten

smum nobis. Thus for St. Thomas there is a unity o ﬁosm . gm
Nmmdoﬁm is showing the order in which we mbOEM&@m‘H MMHHMW o the
subjects to be treated in the philosophy of nature. .

i do in determinando. ) ) i
this W.mem%mw interprets Aristotle Q&mambﬁ%..ﬁ PSSWMWN aOHuJHMm
Aristotle in this text is talking m&wﬁ. #:.wo. @&owoﬂw ,aonmmw. oy
section beginning Innata autem, he is describing not o& rder in whic!
wedetermine thesubjectsof the UW&Omov.W% of cgﬁwm or osﬁﬁ& H.Hmnm
but rather the order of demonstration, ordo demons F.;Omw e
Aristotle is showing that in the demonstrations of the p &w  of
nature we proceed from that which is more E.Hos.b Mo wm‘ uwwﬂmoum e
effects and that consequently arm %Boﬂmnm.mﬁmcwmwvw mom % p

i for the most part demonstratio > .
M.WMHM&MH.: U%ogodmaamaou of the ‘m.mmmobmm fact will for the mos
ible. )
pert WN@WNWM&@ that for the most part, the %Boumewwﬂmﬂowmm %Wm
philosophy of nature are from effects wE.w oobmmpcmuﬁmvdo Jemonstra-
tions of the reasoned fact (demonstratio propier quid). .

1. Sv. Tuomas, In I Phys., lect.1, n.22.
@
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points this out very well both in his commentary on the Posterior
Analytics 1 and in the De Trinitate.

But at this point in the text,
Aristotle is interested in the order of determination of subjects (ordo in
determinando). : .

According to the interpretation of Averroes, the words Sunt
aulem primum take up a second idea. Here Aristotle is showing that
what is more known to us is the composite and that what is least known
is the simple. Thus according to this interpretation, the word confusa
means composite. That which is more known to us is the confused
(composite). .

Finally for Averroes, there is a third section which begins with
the words Unde ex universalibys. Here, as a sort of corollary Aristotle
adds that the order of procedure is from the more universal to the less,

As St. Thomas points out, this interpretation of Averroes is not
acceptable. First of all, it compromises the unity of the passage.
For St. Thomas, the unity is found in the fact that Aristotle is speaking

of the order of determination (ordo in determinando). Averroes

compromises that unity by having Aristotle speak of two orders, the

order of demonstration and the order of determination. The second
is added as sort of a corollary. If we accept the interpretation of St.
Thomas, the unity of the bassage is quite clear.

Secondly, St. Thomas points out against Averroes that there is
no question here of the order of demonstration. Aristotle spends long
sections in Book Two discussing the demonstrations of the philosophy
of nature. Here he is concerned with the order of procedure.

Finally St. Thomas disagrees with Averroes interpretation of the
word ¢ ouykexvuéva.’ Averroes interprets it to mean ¢ composite ’

rather than ‘ confused.” The word ¢ confusa’ is taken up in the next
sentence by the word ‘universal’ The universal, however, is not
composed of species, nor do we argue from universal to species. The
universal is a confused whole containing the species indistinctly. We

do not argue from universals to species but we proceed from universals
to species.

B) The Three Signs

Aristotle concludes the Prooemium by proposing three extrinsic
proofs of the fact that our kno

wledge begins with the confused. The

/

1. “Item, quandoque id quod est notius quoad nos non est notius simpliciter, sicut
accidit in naturalibus, in quibus essentiae et virtutes rerum, propter hoc quod in materia
sunt, sunt occultae, sed innotescunt nobis ber ea, quae exterius de ipsis apparent. ‘Unde in
talibus fiunt demonstrationes ut plurimum per effectus, qui sunt notiores quoad nas et non
simpliciter.”  In I Posteriorum Analyticorum, lect.4, 1n.43 bis.

2. “ Demonstratio quae est

per signum vel effectum, maxime usitatur in ‘scientia
raturali.,”

St. THOMAS, De Trinitate q.VI, a.1.
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first of these arguments is based on a comparison with a sensible

whole. . -
Tor it is a whole that is best known to .mmuww.wmn.oomﬂwP and a universa

isa EM& of whole comprehending many things within it.

i

The mamﬁ.mwmb is taken from our mﬂmﬂm M@oﬁwwm%.mo%wmmb MMMMW mw
the senses, is a whole. What is > 2
mnme_ Wcmﬁw wm Eﬁmzmagmp. What the intellect knows Ewm_ﬁswwmﬂoﬂ —
. w*m%.mmﬂ however, is a sort of ﬁr&m“ Ooumm@cmm&%“ mu 8 nMﬁmm iho
ﬁw‘(zmoa wum\c knows is the more universal. It is dor e oted that
N.mﬁoaa here gives no example ﬁm what he H%MMMW Mw\od %owm hole which
i he senses. Perhaps, a goo , take
%%MM MWHWMMHH %NM mw.wa see the whole Wozmm and only later examine m
T .
i indows, door, ete.
a%m%%ﬁ%ho%%%ﬂbga% on &nm passage, St. Thomas woﬁmmwwwmwwnw
hole about which we are speaking when we .m@mpw of mmwmmoﬁob dee
i an integral whole. This, however, gives rise to an o Wmﬁpm wwﬁwmamw
MM the intellectual order, the whole under mumocm.muob Hmw no he Integral
whole but rather the potential whole, the cddawwm. mﬁm%goimmqm
Therefore, since the parallel between sense and intellectu g

b
does not hold, it would seem that we cannot argue from the fact tha

the first known to the senses is an wbmmmu& whole to the mpg.?w& the
first known to the intellect is a ﬁﬁﬁmﬂ‘.&w ﬂw&m.. G ot that thets s
St. Thomas answers this oEmow.Sb by pointing ¢ 1b that thoto 18
ough similarity between a potential whole wbm an in mad. whole 0
ar mm one to the other at least on the point in question. g
com H.o.wp th to the integral whole and to the @oﬁmﬁ.&_ Sv&m.g. mdwb
ooBEowb%pmm@ Aswholes, they both contain their parts not @wgwmo_ W
NMMMM amgmmw.mgocbﬁ of confusion. .chm.. a genus, @owmmﬁmwsw oMq ole m
does not contain its species &mabma% _uan. in ooﬁmﬂmﬂmw S0 mm mEHm%
e B o ™ e Just s n tho senses wo bogin with
- i H.u.' gm .- - .
WMMMMMH %wmmwwwﬂwgm:mog& knowledge we begin with a potential
SWOHMw Thomas makes one last 838% oOboandm.&Em mﬁaﬂwﬁ mew
358%. refers back to the interpretation of ,Pﬁz.omm pmwuw B.Smmb%
which the word confusa meant composita. m,o.a this mumw to have any
value, it is necessary that there be woBmﬁEm in noBHMw et o
. mmum#wm whole and the universal. What is ooBBouuoa both of thers,
polaidiucdomi vo@ oou»wmwm% WMMMWWMQ?W%M@W MH.mooEwOm#m but the
MMHWWWM%M Hmﬂﬁw ﬁmﬁmwmumwzo whole is composed of the integral Eﬁﬁv

- . ft H m
1. Physics, I, chap.l, 184 2 25-27. The Latin translation reads mmmo_“oaw H.ES.H.‘M uﬂ”B
enim mmachm\ma .wms.mca u.ozcm est : universale autem totum quoddam est.
comprehendit ut partes universale.”
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as the house is composed of walls, roof and floor. A genus, however,
isnot composed of species. Thus in this whole passage, what Aristotle
is.discussing is the confused (confusa) not the composite (composita).

~ The second extrinsic proof or sign is taken from the realm of
definition. Just as we first know a name which is sort of a whole
and then know the definition which is, as it were, the parts, so our
knowledge begins with wholes and proceeds to parts. ‘“ Much the
same happens in the relation of the name to the formula. A name,
e.g. ‘round ’ means vaguely a sort of whole ; its definition analyses
this into its particular senses.” 1 That which is to be defined is as it
were, an integral whole. The defining elements are its parts. Wbat
we know first is this whole, as for example, first we know this name
‘man.’ There is a certain confusion here. Later we know the
defining parts and thus we go as from a whole to parts, as from a
universal to singulars. Thus Aristotle adds the sentence. Definitio
aulem ipsius dividit in singuloria. Tn all of this section, we must
remember the precise point which Aristotle is trying to manifest,
namely that we proceed from whole to part, from universal to particular,
from confused to distinct.

This second sign is an argument from the relation between a name
and the elements which define it. There are, however, two objections
to this argument. First of all, it would seem that the defining elements
(defindentia) since they are more universal than that which is defined
(defindtum) should be first known to us. Secondly that ‘which is
defined (definitum) should be notified by the defining elements
(definientia). Consequently, the defining elements should ‘be more
known to us. For we notify a thing not by that which is more
obscure but by that which is more known.

In answer to this objection, St. Thomas points out that although
in themselves the defining elements are first known to us, nevertheless
the object to be defined is known before we know that it is defined by
such and such elements. We know animal and rational before we
know man. But we know man at least confusedly before we know
that animal and rational are its defining elements.

The third sign used by Aristotle is more easily understood. It is

based on the way infants know their parents and distinguish them from
other men and women,

Similarly a child begins by calling all men * father’ and all women
‘ mother,’ but later on distinguishes each of them.?

1. Physics, I, chap.1, 184 b 10-11.
tinent autem idem hoc quodammeodo et
et indistincte significant, ut puta circulus,

The Latin translation reads as follows ¢ “Sus-
nomina ad rationem. Totum enim quoddam
Definitio autem ipsius dividit in singularia.”

2. Physics, I, chap.1,184 b 12-14. The Latin translation reads :
appellant omnes viros patres et feminas matres :
unumquodque.”

It pueri primum
posterius autem determinant horum

[
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: i i fusion and consequently
ild first knows men in a certain conf ; sequent
8%»”%&%3 ‘father.” Later on, however, wﬁ cmmpﬁm ﬁmdmmwwﬂwﬁﬂw
i i o too -
men. One is father and another is not.  to .
Wmmw mﬂm proceed from a confused Wbcﬁomm.m 8.» distinct wuoim@mwm
kwm St. Thomas points out, this third sign is memaaob M memwv_a
i . i he first sign was based on
universal. It will be wmopzmmw that t . d on 2 sonsible
i i based on a sensible potenti ¢
integral whole. This one is oo 8 pRagtgiibee
ing to the first sign, that which is known 0
me%%ﬂ«mﬁoﬂo for example ” a house. Itis o%p% HMMWH%MMM dﬂmp MMWMWMM
) ’ . . m
i 1 parts, walls, roof, etc. According to this third sign,
WWMM“%?@. is auouvoﬁmw&& whole, m.ow example, this animal and then
know its subjective parts, this man. .
Eﬂmw.wqmomd Thomas points out, this priority is moooamﬂp.wm“mm HWM MMMMMM
. i ding to time. u jec
and can be according to place or accor ) s a3 20 obloct
i the senses will first perceive it i
approaches from a distance, S v Doy e
i that it is an animal,
a body, then that it moves, then s 2 b then B
it 1 . This is according to the
a man and finally that it is Socrates. ordil noe
ing i i The same thing is true according
for the same thing is true of animals. ] : ng
i i d identifies all men wi
time. First of all a child W.boém man and ident:
wmpeﬂw * but as time goes on, it begins to distinguish one man from
muowwm.m with these three signs that Aristotle oonoEMWm wﬂmﬂm@ﬂﬁ%
) is di r the orde
to the Physics. It is difficult to me a, reason fo O O e doce
th iven. The first and the third seem more m.
ﬁwmwmwwwv%m. The third seems the most ngm;omnamm wwwmowum MWWM
i s the
wonder why Aristotle adds the three. Perhap > oot
ine i i y signs as possible.
the doctrine is so important, that he uses as many 208 85 Do
her, he states in the text that ﬁuﬁz&s& process is
chmmmMNoﬂob. By immediately giving three &mmmmuuo mNpBﬁ_Mmm Mmom
common experience, he shows that it is natural. HA”. is upesmmHWma s
o know by the sense the whole before the part. It is natura
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“have at least a confused idea of the meaning of a word before we can

give a strict definition of it. And it is natural that children first

know all men confusedly and later on distinguish their fathers »H.oum \

other men.

lations of the Prooemium
To the two parallel columns of ‘trans o0
" with which we began our commentary, it would have been quite simple

i i ion of the text of Aristotle,
t d a third which though not a ﬁ.@ﬁmwmﬂou 0
wM%%mMm\mQ well his thought. This third m.oEE% .Soam W@MMmUMMme.
i ic
itation from a recent article of uwmwg.pu.a ussell in whic
Mwwmwwbwwm%ovbmn traces his philosophic Qa<mwow3a5.. mwuom .mnM.mem
days and outlines his philosophic pre-occupations and ‘ prejudices.
He writes as follows : :

is bri initial prejudices, which perhaps w.ﬂmm
This brings me to the last of my initial 8, |
been the Bo% important in all my thinking. This is connected with
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method. My method invariably is to start from somet;
puzzling, something which seems indubitable but whic
with any precision. I go through a process which is lik
something with the naked eye and then examining it th
I find that by fixity of attention division and distinctions appear where none
at first was visible, just as through a mieroscope you can see the bacilli in
impure water which without the microscope are not discernible, There are
many who decry analysis, but it has seemed to me evident, as in the case
of the impure water, that analysis gives new knowledge without destroying
any of the previously existing knowledge. This applies not only to the
structure of physical things, but quite as much to concepts. ‘‘ Knowledge,”
for example, as commonly used is a very imprecise term covering a number
of different things and a number of stages from certainty to slight prob-
ability.

It seems to me that
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hing vague but
h I cannot express
e that of first seeing
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like that of watching an object approaching through a thick fog : at first
it is only a vague darkness, but as it approaches articulations appear and
one discovers that it is a man or a woman, or a horse or a cow or what not.
It seems to me that those who object to analysis would wish us to be content
with the initial dark blur. Belief in the above process is my strongest and

most unshakable prejudice as regards the methods of philosophical investi-
gation.?

The similarity between this passage and the Prooemsum of the
Physics is evident. However, although it is evident, it should not
surprise us. For as Aristotle says, this method of proceeding from
the confused to the distinet is ¢ natural ’ to us. Perhaps, it is precisely
because it is ‘ natural ’ to us, that for Russell it is the most Important
and unshakable of philosophie prejudices. .

It should be noted that Russell not only tells us that the process
is from the vague to the distinet but that the certainty with which one
begins is not destroyed by subsequent discovery. This is a very
Important point which we shall discuss more at length in another
article. .

The general notions with which Aristotle begins his study of

nature are certain. ILater discoveries do not destroy them. The

truth of what is proposed in the Physics, is in no way compromised by
errors which may arise in the steps in concretion nor by the new truths
which may be found in these steps. The certainty of general know-

ledge in no way depends on what further investigation reveals. This,
Ithink,is a very important principle to be remembered when one is
discussing the relationship between the traditional philosophy of
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pature and modern science, and it is a principle to which I think Russe
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CONCLUSION

In the Prooemium to the Physics, Aristotle tells us that it is

AL : d
natal for us to proceed from that which is more known to us tpwar

ich i in itself. He then points out that that
o ww Wwwbwﬂw MMJWM Mou?mm@ whole, a c&ﬁ.ﬁmwﬁ\%& Mgﬁ we
this to that which is distinct, the ﬁi@ﬂ&.. o Wbemww
of conclusion 6o this article we m.w@.h make some remarks n

rocess itself buton the fact that it is @&\E.&. \ . the general
’ If it is 5&5&%3 the human Bﬁm to procéed .Woﬂm he ganera.
and confused, any departure from .ﬁﬁm M.an&cmmw wi | Do umnafura -
Further, this cubpgwmfﬂmog@cnm will comeat a time w s e
Dot AS Asistotlo poir ﬁ,ﬁw wm._ MMHMMM 7 e WM%WME@MWM%& a small error
wmzmmw UW%MMMMWMm%MMMﬁ& te ;\vozmmu% ﬁBMM mM ﬁwm WHHOMMWM %MM%

i “Si initial"deviation from the tru ltiplie
WHMMM M drowwwn%mwww%mmwﬂ“ THe reason for this is gmmm .Wm MMﬁMMW M.M
great rather in power thad in extents; hence that which w

iz end.”’ . Thomas in his com-
the start turns out mmm\mﬁa at the end,”’ * St. Tho
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tjdn involves a resolution into first principles, there is always the temp
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1. Signum, as well as exemplum, is & type of argument. . Mromnwmm.mwum iweon
these mma %:&_. momﬁooa?o values, is a rather subtle one. We shall hav
to these subject elsewhere.
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