o Chapter II

The Order of Procedure in the Study of Nature

We now turn to Aristotle’s text,which we shall qubte
and them attempt to explain with the help of St.Thomas’s exposition.
[184al0] In all sciences of which there are principles,

or causes,or elements,it is acquaintance with these

that constitutes understanding and scientific knowledge.

For we do not think that we know a thing until we

are acquainted with its first causes and first principles,

and have got down to its elements. Plaiply therefore

in the science of nature our first task must be to

determine what relates to its principles.

The first statement seems to xmpimxaxxzwpskxtimm contain
either a repetition or a haphagard use of terms:yfor every’element’
falls under ‘cause’,and every cause is a ‘principle’. ¥et—StrFhomas-
points-out~that--these-diverse~terms. may.-welk-ba-nsed. .deliberately:

It seems that in using no more than the word kmximmipkmixhrixkmkim
"cause’ ,Aristotle would have expressed all there is to be said at
this point,for the princivles of a science are causes. Yet St. Thomas
shows that these diverse terms may well be used here,déliberately,
to 'signify various kinds of causes.

By'principle’we mean ’‘that from which something proceeds
in any fashion’; by 'cause’, ’that fxemxwkx upon.which xexEkRiryg some things
dependg as to their existence or coming into being;the word 'element’
ﬁeans ‘that from which a thing is primarly composed,and is in it¥,as
letters are the elements of words,but not the syllables. Hence,not all
principles are causes,mmxxakixzansmxxmismenkxx for the point,as the
beginning of a line,is a principle,but not a cause. Nor are all causes
elements; the shoemaker is a cause of the shoe,but not an element of it.

It should be noted,however,that among the various kinds of

causes,some have more the nature of principle than others do,inasmuch as




the word principle,according to its first meaning,refers

to the idea of ’'process’. Hence,in the present context, "principles’
EERXEXREAR may be used to mean agent and moving causes.

Of causes,on the other hand,some of them share more in the nature
of that upon which something'depends’aé to its existence or

its becoming than do other causes,however much the latter too must
be requisite. Such us the case of mx final cause,namely,’that for
the sake of which’sémething is done or made,like a house,which

is for the sake of habitation; formal cause too has a pre-eminence
as cause,like the structure of a house,while the same material
could be used for something else. |

But whatever Aristotle’s intention may be,it is plain
that we would not truly know what a house is unless we knew it
in the light of all its causes. Now,if the things of nature
have a determinate structure,if their constituent parts are
not mk indifferent mhaxamkwx as to what the things are,xfxkkmy and if these
come to be by some given process,and if in all this there is
samxkkragxkEmxxkhexgake a purpose,plainly,we must tryv to become
acquainted with all khemsmxzawsmsx their causes.

If the terms used by Aristotle have that meaning,he implies,
at the same téme,something which,among the speculative sciences,is
characteristic of the study of nature. For not all sciences demonstrate
by every kind of cause. In mathematics,the ’why’ is taken from ’what
the thing is’ that the demonstration is about, and never from final
or agent causes; and the same holds for mathematical physics as such.
Iletaphysics,on the other hand,never demonstrates from material cause,
since matter is never kkm a cause of bbing as such,though cause of a
certain kind of being.

‘Wihen the Philosopher says "down to its elements”,hé?gz:;s to

imply that ’'what a thing is made of’ is known last of all. This secems




contrary to the obvious fact that one may kmaw reqognize

the material that a thing is made of without knowing just

what the thing is; e.g.,Sonrates might be reduced to a

certain number of elements/mg the table of “endeljeffyamsx
khmsRyIRXkRXRFkExthaxakonzafxhydrogerx . But to know that

such and such elements go into the make-up of Socrates is

+o know them no more than materially. To know them in some
ultimate way would be to see why and how they serve as components
of a man. Seeing a brick and recognizing its =akmpxizxmekxihsx
shape 1is nol the same as knowing its use.

Perhaps we should note,in passing,thet if element is
defined as "the primary component immanent in a thing,and
indivisible in kind into other kinds",norinstancé of elgnent'
is known outsgde the arts; a letter is an element,andf%;g;k 8,
}9&5 inasmuch @t as it is not to be divided intéiggother kind
of building material. But so far as natural science is concerned,
the elements are not known; for what we call kkmxzkmmizat elements in chemi

stry are not such in the sense just defined. Bexxdesyikxxsxdcfiterik

Newton’s atoms(’indivibles’) would be such elements. However,in

the present stage of physics,nothing is clearly known to be Trdxxkadhks
indivisible in the sense which the flefinition of element requires.

The elements which Aristotle here has in mind are not khmmmxkxmakad

.xi the matter and the form which he considers later in fkisxhmmk

Book I of the Physics,but the earth,air,fire,and water that he turns

type of elements

to in later treatises,of which/he says that we can hardly identify their
purpose,eventhough we realize that they have one.

How acquaintance'with the principles,causes and mtmmkx elements
of this science constitutes "understanding and scientific knowing.”

The term 'undérstanding’ refers to ¥kz= definitions,St.Thomas points out,

and ‘scientific knowing’,to demonstrations. For not only demonstrations




are taken from causes,but so are the definitions themselves. In fact,
when a thing has many causes,the understanding of =& thése causes,
pEREkiinExxaxdenanxtxakier provides a complete defintion of the
thing,differing from demornstration omly by the position of the terms.
For,once we know what is the purpose of a house,what it is made of

and what its structure is,and that nature does not provide that kind

of shelter,we grasp the connection between these various causes,and

see that the purpose is the cause of all +the other causes. Such a
complete definition =mkxmasz embraces all that a demohstration provides,
viz. middle term (’to shelter against exposure,etcf’) and a conc¢lusion

('&%—mUSi e made of such or such material). Thus,ag%éfinﬁion of man,
much

tkakxwmﬁidxngmmnkﬁ/beﬁéompIEEngggﬂnaturag,woula kaxzxkz require/more

than the knowlddge which all the natural 501ence;comb1ned could prov1de
kind
in their present statﬁ* Seeing the/nrakuze of the methodg we must follow
@ i{iwm D Uin0aCnwpdecded -
in the investigation of nature,suchq is likely impossibre. We

would have to see exactly what kind of organisms 1sqreea&==d in the

subject of rationality,right down to the ultimate physical entities

required;to the kind of molecules,celld,and tissues,etc. that are essential

to that type of organism. Such knowledge is a limit toward which the

ensemble of natural sciences converge. The fact that we are far from
Sucha
having attained éhat limit,or that we shall never do more than approach
5 f
it,is no reason why we shouLd}%ﬂg%bflne ik as an ideal,if only to
A

remind us of the limitations of what we actually know.

But what are the principles from which the study of nature




ought to begin? When Aristotle said that ”in the science of nature

our fiizt task must be to determine xkm what relates to its principlés;£

he é&nnot using this term in the restricted sense that it has in the
context of”causes,ard or elements”. For it would mean that we must
consider first of all agent and moving princples. The first part of the
passage we have quoted refers to definitions and demonstrations.

The }éﬁtiﬁﬁgaises the question of procedufe in the science,to which
the gggﬁgégés contained in the text that follows: '4n“ﬁéﬁﬁ:

Yagn el !
it

[5Wa/[7 Now the ﬁatﬁfal way of doing this is to nmewmms étart f¥°m{;A,,*
£/ things which are more knowable and certain to us,and Seer=wscsessd

thence proceed towards those which are more certain“and more
knowable by nature; for it is not the same thing to be knowable
relatively to us,and to be knowable absolutely. Such, then,is
the method to be followed here: advancing from what is less o
certain by nature,though more certain to us,towards the things that
are more certain and more knowable by nature. Now the things

that are at first more obvious to us and certain are the more
confused; #amm proceeding from these,their elements and principles
become known later by way of_ analysis. We must therefore advance
from universals to individibles. BT TR




Thus to sense-perception it is the whole that
is more known,and the universal is a kind of whole. For the
universal comprehends many things as parts.
The comparison of names to the definition is
somewhat similar to this,for they signify a whole
indistinctly,like circle;whereas the defimition
divides it into its single parts.
Children likewise first call every man ’father’,
and every woman 'mother’; but later on they distinguish
each of them.
To grasp the bearing of this text we must realize
that Aristotle is concerned here,not with the order of demonstration
in the study of nature,but with the order to be observed in mmx.
applying ourselves to the various things or aspects of them,
that the science is concerned with. For instance,is animal the
first thing to be considered in this science,or is there something
about it more known to us and more certain than the fact khakxxk
of ® being’a body endowed with zmmsakimr® sensation’? Once we
have defined animal we realize that there is something about it
that we knew first and more plainly,viz.that it is a body. And of trees
gExxkarzsghorses and men,the most striking thing about them is
that they are moveable,and subject to becoming and decay. Trees
come to be,grow,and decay,and so do horses and men. Their coming
to be is preceded by some change in nature,and so is their destruction.
And all the bodies we observe appear to be moveable at least accordingw
to place. XmxfamkyFThat mobility pervades all mfxzm the things of
experience is more obvious than the fact that whatever is mobile
is a body. Whether a thing,to be moveable,must be a body is not
self-evident. We must note,too,that ’'body’ is not to be confused
with the body that is considered in geometry. We now have to do
wn &lr grditn, g’&m& .
with what is a body . We cannot assume that all moveable
reality is of a bodily nature. 'To be moveable’ therefore seems
to e the most general aspect of sensible reality7 wud.ﬂabéaaqj“

¢

M Can ﬂhﬂf #wa?vﬁvnnéxquﬂﬂg‘




c

vhrd

Aristbble,however,here raises the more general question

of what is first and more known to us. St.Thomas kxmakx explains ZZ(%MJ
doctrine béu&hqugf%ggg
this/pxakkem more Tully in an article of the Summa Theologiae

than he does kaxmx in his commentary. We shall first guote the

body of this article,§nd_ihen_add,amfﬁxihe@weﬁp;aaaééon~e§~bhe~@emmu;ﬂ
wrploved-witioh-neogive srit-dimranmerrcre-rept vtorsone-ob et ionte.

In our knowledge there are two things to be considered. F i r s 1,
that intellectudl kmmwkedgmxxxxxxxxx knowledge in some way kakex
xkxxexxfin originales from sensible knowledge:and,because sense
has things that are singular for its object,whereas the intellect
has universals for its object,it follows that our knowledge of the
former is prior to our knowledge of the latter. :

Secondly, we must consider that our intellect proceeds from
a state of potentiality to a state of actuality; now whatever thus
proceeds from potentiality to actuality comes first to an incomplete

7 act,which is midway between potentiality and actuality,before accompli-

shing the fulness -of act. The perfect act of the intellect is complete
science,by means of which things are distinctly and determinately
known; whereas the incomplete act is imperfect science,when kkmxmlymxk
things are known indistinctly,and as it were in a kind of confusion.
What is thus imperfectly known,is known partly in act and partly
xrxpukankey in potentiality,and hence the Philosopher says[thsics I,i],
that xx the things that are at first more obvious to us and certaln
are the more confused;afterwards we know them by distinguishing
principles and elements.

Now it is plain that to know something kkakxeEMpXIxEXfRamYXX
¥wtmgx in which many things are contained,without proper knowledge
of each thing contained in it,is to know that thing merfusediyximx
azkingxofzrorfnexen confusedly. In this way we can have knowledge
afznotzont gxof zthez unt srrEat rwhate b= ags animaty zxhtrhrcantBinE pRT Xs
fexox rmanzandzivrsedponkantialiyy kntzatsex ofzkhez tnkegrrixuhoks

ro¥zaniyrefzkhs zuntrrrsatzwbniabwhiekzisxpredixakedzafierohznixiks
REXEX

=

not only of the universal wholele.g. fanimal’ ],which contains parts
potentially[e.g. 'man’ and ’horse’ﬁ,but also of the integral whole
Ewrtrhxbkikexaxhounadzwhxr [like a house,which contains its parts
actually,viz.foundation,wakkxymkexd walls,and roof]; for each whole
can be known confusedly,without its parts being known distinctly.

But to know distinctly what is contained in the universal
whole is to have knowledge of something less common,as to know
animal indistinectly is to know it as animal; whereas to know animal
distinctly is to know animal as rational animal or irratiomnal,that is,
+o know a man or a lion. Thus our intellect knows animal before it
knows man. And the same reason holds in comparing whatever is more
universal with what is less universal. ~

Voreover,as sense,like the intellect,proceeds from potentiality
to act,the same order of knowledge appears in the senses. For by sense
wzxiudgE we discern the more common before the less common,in reference
both to place and time; in reference to place,when a thing is seen
afar off we perceive that it is a a body before we recognize it as
an animal; and that it 1s an animal we see before we redgnize it as




@

Lo 2]
Aristotle’s comparison of name and definition xrxxezpemixmf
xmnﬁuxxdxknaw&mdgmx&nﬂxdixkixﬁt as a sign in support of his position,

has confused commentators to the present day.(l) The difficulty

(1)Cf.W.D. Ross,Aristotle’s Physics, Commentary,
184a24-bl2.

arises when one fails to distinguish between the potential whole or

universal and the integral whole. Both are first known confusedly,'

in which respect‘they are comparable,as St.Thomas explains in his

commentary:

+««An integral whole and the universal agree in this,that both
are confused and indistinct. For just as he who apprehends the
genus ,does not apprehend the species distinctly but in potency
only,so he who apprehends house,does not yet distinguish its
parts. Whence,since by reason of confusion the whole is prior
xnown kaxux as to us,the same reason holds good for both wholes.
But to be composed 1s not common to both wholes,whence it is
plain that helAristotle] designedly said confused and not

composite.
4““““{ét.Thomas then turns to the case of name and definition:
Whankixkskakizdczaysx //(§¢&wh7:&Q

«..[Aristbdle #ﬁﬁa]letmaaﬁanothe a&gnwai = intelligble
integral whole. For that which is #mfimxmzxd défined is to those
things which define it after the manner of an integral whole,
in so far as the defining elements are in act in the defined.
But nevertheless he who apprehends the name,as,e.g.man or cirdle,
does not immediately distinguish the defining princivles. Whence
the name is a certain whole and indistinct,but the definitionx
divides into singulars,i.e.,distinctly liys down the principles
of the defined.

But this seems to be contrarv to what he said above. For
the defining elements are seen to be more universal,which he
said were more known to us. Furthermore,if the defined be better
known to us than the defining elements,the defined would not
be made known to us through the definition,for nothing is made
known to us except through that which is more known to us.

But it should be stated that the defining elements are more
known to us than the defined; whereas the defined is prior known
to us than the knowledge that such are its defining elements,
just as animal and rational are prior known to us than man;

but man Is prior known to us in a confused way than thaf animal
and rational are its defining elements.




a man,and that i 1is a man we see before we are aware that &t é?
Socrates or Plato. And the same is trme as regards time,for a

child can distinguish man from not man before he distiguishes this

man from that,and therefore children at first call all men fathers,

and later on distinguish each one from the others[Physics I,il.

The reason of this is clear: because he who xnows a thing
indistinctly is in a state of potentiality as regards the
distinguishing vprinciple; as he who knows the genus is in a state
of potentiality as regards the difference. Thus it is plain that
indistinct knowledge is midway between potentiality and act.

Wexmuztxkiereinrexerexndexxkakdxkhak

That is why we say that knowkdge of singular things is
orior,as regards us,to sk rdgrxafxckhrxunixaxsakx the knowledge of
universals,in the way in which sensible knowledge is prior to
intellectual knowledge. But in both sense and intellect the knowledge
of the more common precedes the knowledge of the less common. (1)

(1)Ia Pars,85,3,c.
more express

It may be worth xmcalling/attention to the Kazkxkhamixa
can

wR¥¥zYxax two ways in which a universal mayx/be krewmxxEixskyx

rorfusEdtyyd rerwhenxhpraex sz konwnz ReXedy 8z Az fonzteggEdxaniRaXy

gzknautedgzrwhizhz doraxreyraXzit 8704 SEXRRE XD R 2 KT AKX GX COWX
known. First,confusedly,like when we know animal without distinguishing

its kinds. Thus we know something generic,but we do not know it

L raanr e s SRRTEA S R,
-

qgé genericikSecondlyvggggzience shows that there are different
kinds of animals,## our mind comparew one with the other,thus
forming a relation of universality,of a ‘one to 4~many1 This is
distinct knowledge of a universal qua universal. The universal
thus abstracted by a comparison made by the mind x=xkrzmwrxiaxk

on the basis of further experience is known last.

?We must note,too,that the confused knowledge of animal
does not mean confusion with regard to animal as such,but with

regard to the parts that divide it,like man,elephant,etc.

g Now,when we compare what we know of man as an animal,with
“/ ] what we know of him as a distinct kind of animal,we see that

y + ' - ] ,w t
mand has more actuality inasmuch as he is a man that inasmuch
(&gd_to know man as man implies that he is known as animal.
| SRS 0 ) PR EIRK] ] ) ] ] ) 3
as he is“an animal yYThis points to the distinction which Aristotle
makes between the knowability of things as regards us,and the

knowahility which they have in themselves. The comparison is




explained by St.Thomas in his commentary: ¢
e R DA 357 oMk 807 Mgz deix mwez hesrex

It is to be noted thatkkhexRki¥wzmphmxdzkakesxihexsansxrhing

to say that a thing is known by nature is the same as to say

that it is known absolutely.Those things are absolutely better known, x¥
which are of themselves better known. But those things are of themselve
better known which have more of being,since each thing is knowable

in so far as it is being. But those things are more being,which

are more in act: whence such are most knowable by nature. But

the converse occurs with us,in that we proceed in understanding

from potency to act; and the beginning of our knowledge is from
sensible things,which are material,and intelligible in potency.

Whence those things are sooner known to us than are the separated
substances,which are more known according to nature,as is plain

in Metaphysics- II.(1) He [Aristotle] therefore does not say

‘more known by nature’ as though nature knew them; but because

they are more known of themselves and according to their own

natuwe. He B0 says more knowable and certain ,because in science
there is sought not just any knowledge,but cerfitude of knowledge .X23 (

- (1)Lect.1,n.7.

Thus, the least we can know of a thing is that it kasxkaimgyx is a
being, khexrammenxkuxattxindiskinokxy which is most common to all
things indistincly. And this is also whakxwmxkmewxfxxskx the respect
in which the intellect knows a thing first.(Z)A e perfection of

(20 This "first known’ should not be
confused with the subject of mataphysics,
as we shall have occasion to show in kkz a
rExkxzkapkm later chapter.
k¥nowledge lies in the opposite direction
kamwirdgaxdens zRokzktazinxthexdirrgkzmn/of this kind of universality.
Wor will any amount of mental operation on the confused universals
bring about zmy knowledge of the pmkmmkxaX parts which they contain
votentially. ¥mkxzwekxwenkdrxkexkhexzasexmrghkxbexkkexzazsxifxwhak

& RIS X R A B T NS R eI R E IS IS I AT Rat ax it ts e £

for, 'to be contained potentially’ does not refer to the potentiality
of our knowledge'alone,as if man and horse were actmally contained

in the original universal ’animal’ but that we do not as yet know
this. If such were the case,that which is more known to us in nature
would also be more knowable in itself. We mig§§?%gen e led to believe|
either that kkwmxmxaughkkzkexbxzzone some method night be foundx

allowing us to elaborate more distinct knowledge without further

recourse to experience;or,if experience is required, it would be




/0

' no more than a
interpreted as/maxm means of making us aware of what we already

knew in some hidden way. Thus Plato suggested a method of diwision,
and Hegel one of negation. Both admit that the method is in fact
a posteriori as regards us,but—that—iﬂ reflectéyﬁhe true process
of reality or of "absolute thought” in reverse.

Flato’s assumption was that the being which things have
in our mind is the same as the one whidh they have in themselves. -
Such an assumption could be arrived at in the following way.
If,on the one hand,it is true to say that a horse is an animal,
and that the horse is not every kind of animal; and if,on the
other hand, truth consists in the conformity of the mind with what

k® exist in reality
is,then,to found this truth,there ought to/an animal which is né
moxre {han animal,ye{ ofrwhich all therkindsrbf animal are rm ﬁéré
- the genus

thar contractions,or Ximiked participations. Thus,amxmam/m=xs animal
wou§gfi§c§ higher kind of reality than any one of its kind; knowiedge
of the various kinds of animals would lead.us to a knowledge of
‘the’animal that xzxmmxm is more actual and real than each and all
of its kinds.

We hold,on the contrary,that the relation of universality
is something produced by the nind azdxmxixksxirnzihEzmindxeriy
in comparing one thing to the other,and though based on things,exists
only in the mind. Besides,as was already pointed out,we distinguish
being, existence,or 'to be’,in the sense of truth,like when we say
that the circle exists,whereas the round square does not; and in the
sense of what is like Socrates,or this horse,a being which is had
only by singular existents. Hence,when we say that a horse is an animal;

we do not intend that the horse of kkz animal we then speak of is

there like this horse,or this horse which is this animal; no more

than when we say that a second intention is a relation of reason.
The only difference is that a horse can be in reality,and so can ¥

k= xx




an animal,provided it is either a horse,ér a cow,or some other //
thing that is not just animal.
xewerexyxexsrakkxserrinxBeakxkkgkrakxapgxexfxonxt ez
£eR690Rz RERBYhts £orthzinx anppaxix of zXiRE0ssz Roaitd ooy bherexds
femexPrenndz toxhksxyiewsRexwerahod Xz 2Rz WORDX ARy eat igak ingxihe
RAREXex2R2NAXYRY 5B X2 LANS RZX ZX%X ZXZX BXZ KZX2 XZXZ XZX ZXZ XZX ZXZ X% XX
The main thing to be kept in mind at this juncture is
hat the original zerfusedxkrewkx confusion of our knowledge can
be dispelled only by constant recourse to experienqe,leading us
towards knowledge of things in their "Hxxkirrkimr specific distinction<
and to theorizing about how they ceme to be that way. We shall ‘
see that in that direction there lies still a different kind of
universality,viz.that of universal cause,wkizkxkk= knowledge of

wnich is the terminus ad quem of science. It is a universal which

- is the opposite of the one that is first and more known to us.
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© , Kussell,for instance,understands_timssew=xs

%//' the name substance,in Aristotle,to mean
something that lies underneath some other thing

like the floor under the table. Here is how

he pubssbps 'ﬁ,wa)?m A’tiﬂ--z-u-c% ry L Subleed

“’Substance’,in fact,is merel¥ a convenient

sessacsaasse.0f what we know.”(2 (2)A History of Western

PhiIosogEi,cEapE.XXII
PpP.

01-202. !

hear a gseries of sounds.” ~0ra NrusseLs isuuves

r.Snith{hig\colopy -
ound ings :
+he individual o

Mr.Smith to his colour pattern,to the series

of sounds he produces,arsdxmkhmxxkkit and so

on pxide provided they are not like substance.

The man is reduced to a bundle of per se sensible

objects. And this is intended as a manifestation

of what it really is to be & Mr.Smith. Bmkximx
prrnknsmahimoanmmmnmonemhaipnmenhianhng

BRSO R I

The difficulty here is that in bundling sheer |
colour patterns and series of sounds he has

given them the status of what he Iwkermend set out

+o avoid-—sgubstancex«gx . The result is even

greater obscurity. & The assumption i=mxkthkak was that
i{f the incidentally sensible cannot be sensed

per se,it is not really anything at s o®aisn
all,and the same could then be said of the

mind inaasmuch as it knows such an object.—

A further criterion of the reality of sub-

stance,to him,is that if it is something in

itself and not in another,we ought to be able

+o isolate it;but when we set aside the colour x,iif
pattern and the series of sours,etc.,we are "

left with nothing. Now why [primary substance is to be real,it
XXX TN + K3 B3 "
be

PO e xrexxragxxhorid ought to
available without anything inhering in it,
and be known by us while not sensing,is a
further assumption unwarranted by the definition$
¥axagxmexaxthzkoxdxRussakzwhan xhazsayxxie
Whakxisxkkaxe Where was it suggested that
we now Mr.Smith apart from our sensation
midrxmexssx of him? To call Mr.Smith “A mere
imaginary hook...”does not prove very help-fall,
except that it implies that what
is not sensed per se is no more than the stuff
that dreams are made on. Nor does it answer
the question why we should find an imaginary ) .
hook so convenient.-- Lord Russell had also aosnnsdlﬁﬂﬂﬁ““¥z
that if substance is to be what Aristotle said /
it wasgbxkl{in the akmexgmokesd definitionk quoted abng}E




~%

: Here is an attempt to visualize what
#is meant by the name ’substance’as used by
#f Aristbdle, taxkexmx first in terms of what
: is per se sensible,second in terms of

&’ something else that is equally obscure.
' The meaning he has in mind cannot be verified,

¥ while at the same time he cannot mxzpa fail

+  to xmfmx designate expressly what the name
really means. What can we know about Mr.Smith?
In his reply Lord Russell carries Mr.Smith
with him. "When we look at him,we see a pattern
of colours;when we listen E3’Him talking,we
hear a geries of sounds.” Lord Fussell reduces

r.Snithfhid\colouy pattern;to—the—series—of
ouhrd ings -
the indivigual\man to

Mr.Smith to his colour pattern,to the series
of sounds he produces,amdxmkhmxxkkxr and so
on pxide provided they are not like substance.
The man is reduced to a bundle of per se sensible
objects. And this is intended as a manifestation
of what it really is to be & Mr.Smith. Rmkximx
hm he fmematimoanmmmnmonenhahpnmenhhoning

The difficulty here is that in bundling sheer
colour patterns and series of sounds he has
given them the status of what he imkemims set out
to avoidr-substanceng « The result is even .
greater obscurity. & The assumption imxkkak was that
if the incidentally sensible cannot be sensed
per se,it is not really anything at aidypccmix
all,and the same could then be said of the
“mind inassmuch as it knows such an object.—
A further criterion of the reality of sub-
stance,to him,is that if it is something in
itself and not in another,we ought to be able
to isolate it;but when we set aside the colour  _(if
pattern and the series of so etc.,we are ___ 7
left with nothing. Now why/primary substance is to be real,it
- RS W, o1 4 DO DL - <. LN X NSH X ought to
be available without anything inhering in it,
and be known by us while not sensing,is a
further assumption unwarranted by the definition$
¥axamxasxuxtkzkordxBussakzxhenxhazzaysxiis
Whakxxsxkhexe Where was it suggested that
we know Mr.Smith apart from our sensation
mfciimexwx of him? To call Mr.Smith “A mere
imaginary hook...”does not prove very help-full,
mAykmxtdaxx except that it implies that what
is not sensed per se is no more than the stuff
that dreams are made on. Nor does it answer
the question why we should find an imaginary . .
hook so convenient.-= Lord Russell had also asanned.ﬁﬂd4“wf[
that if substance is to be what Aristotle said 4
it wasgbmx(in the akwxexmmmked definitionk quoted aboyg}E
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iihe substance of Socrates ought to be \ &\W""
really more”solid” [than the things that Bﬁsfvﬂggﬁim\

happen to him. If that is what the definition
implied, substance would be less than an
imaginary hook still having reference to

some kind of real hook that one s hat can hang from.
prekxxhakxfyoxx Little wonder kiaw that if it

sukxkareze is to be real,the substance of

My,Smith smgkixkm with regard to the bundle e

of occurrences that is he,ought-to-be-——""™ Q%?f
far more sowwe kimk than the elephant the N
earth would need to rest upon.
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//// becaunse we do not know it apart
from per se sensible objects,but/knew

+he—aubieet as related to them in

a per se way.

we do allas, L sulyect —1utadeve, viom a

The trouble with substance is 1oL
that we at once try to visualize thal lvitedi
enl 1ncidentally sensible in terms of what
& is per se sensible:it seems that it
would have a xmxx clearer and more cer
status if we could be made to percei e & -
in the way we see colours and shape (:4/
if we could identify it with mxkhxxmm /
hardness or solldlty,resistlng
touch,like the "famlllar Aol
Arthur Eddingtén’s ”two tables *{K’a so we are
wE lead to believe that the whole notion
of substance breaks down when the ”substantial” fol
table of familiar experience turns{fo be = - SeerE
"mostly emptiness.Sparsely scattered in that
emptiness are numerous electric charges
rushing about with great speed;but their
combined bulk amounts to less than a
billionth of the bulk of the table itself.”(l)  (1)The nature of the
And the same must holdxfor Socrates.He physical world,psXiil.
is nearly all empty space-="space pervaded,
it is true,by fields of force but these are &
asszgned to the category of 1nfluences R
not of ‘things’. Even in the minute part
which is not empty we must not transfer the
old notion of substance.In dissecting matter
into electric charges we have travelled far
from that picture of it which gave rise
to the conception of substance,and the meaning
of that conception--if it ever "had any=-~has
been lost by the way.X2) (2)ibid.

What then remains of Socrates,whom we
had chosen as an instance of substance? Lord ,
Russell,though unwittingly,makes #¥ plain 2,
precisely where he attempts to show that
Aristotle’s “’Substance’,in fact,is merely a con-
venient way of collecting events into bundles.
What can we know mfxMx about Mr.Smith? When we
look at him,we see a pattern of colours;when we
listen to him talking,we hear a series of sounds.
We believe That,like us,he has thoughts and feelings.
But what is Mr.Smith apa_f from all these occurences?
A mere imaginary hook, from which the occurences
are supposed to hang. They have in fact no need
of a hook, anymore than the earth needs an elephant -

to rest upon\vg’d’d—___,ﬂ—~--~m»—~—
(3) A History of Western
: PEIIngpﬁy.pp- 201-202-
(ﬁ Lord Russell does not probe the question
why we should find an imaginary hook so convenient,
not to say Iimm=xamA inescapable: he states expressly
that we see him,Mr.Smith,when we see thqt pattern
of colours,and we listen to him talking when we /<
4 heaiﬁfhat series of sounds,and so on. And of




§ course if by ’knowable’ we mean knowable
absolutely by the zmxm senses,it is not
oply Mr.Smith as a subject in  itself and not
in another who ”“denotes something completely unknowable”,as
Lord Russell adds,but the talking too becomes quite
unknowable if to understand the talk is not the same
as hearing the series of sounds that convey what
Mr.Smith is talking about.

Moreover,Lord Russell’s understanding
of substance as ‘that whlch“in itself and not
in another’ is such that he "could easily unmask
the term by simply pointing out that after all
axnzxxnnnxbxzinxaxhnuxaxﬁgnzkxnzxxinxththnii U
RImammhsminnbhananbrmmenisnahmwAsmbnn -
fgihie a man can be in a house,in the ®niverse,
and even in the belley of whale,like an oymster
in the stomach,where man and oyster,presumed to
be substances,are m¥maxky not only in ktkex= themselves
but also clearlyjln something else. Andxwxmhixom

pexkExxhawxkhatxrhixz antxnnzﬂ
L rd’ l view if is ilffa
ol uld be
cgij e jwhen +l¥ing we ‘kn 1s\ :
in s

ense

I+ was always known that a man,xx though in

a sense one,is also a composite,like of head,

arms, legs, llver ete,but this hardly lead to the
dlscovery that ‘Mr.Smith’”is a colleftive name

for a number of occurences,” while we continue
to believe that his head his arms,etc. are neverthelesss
intrinsic parts of him in a way we would not confuse
with that in which the many sticks axmxihexkund :
belong to their bundle. On Lord Russell’s view it

is difficultto see how a name can be anything but collective,
when everythlng we know is always somechow mmXimwmitws
many,at least in attributes. Besides,he nowhere explains
why we nmay 1gnore the very many ways in which the terms / A
"one’ and ’‘many’ are erxxerk¥y used. To his mind,even g
the mmx® the name ’‘point’ would be collective,since x%k

to him it would mean ’"the class of points’ ,whlle he
might agree that ’‘this particular point’ has no name,

if he concurs that there is no particular nmame for the
individuals of mathematics.

Having described Mr.Smith in terms of what
beléngs to him as things of himself,like arms, head,
electrical charges,all his emptlness we still have not got
rid of him,at least not verbally. Yet we can surely sa
that we have undone Mr.Smith,as well as ourselves including
what we need to grasp the series of sounds as talking,on the
assumption that nothing is,or is knowable in any way,except
what can be expressed in terms of what is sensible absolutely.
Al]l the rest can be declared no more than like the stuff
that dreams are made on--—omitting the things such stuff
might still refer to. In short,if w=xagxme with Lord Russell
thak we agree that khxxmnxxznaxsxznzmhxzh the many ways in

which the terms one and ‘many’ are used axmxmfxmm is of no
account, Mr.Smith is actually a collection
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course if by ‘knowable’ we mean per

se knowable to the senses, Mr.Smith &/ a fuljss 9;90/3% a1l neT*n 24040
-asvseek- ¥X "denotes _something completely K
unknowable” () krdxhiiex¥e ; rx
fzziazhexhnaxsaixedzhzxzpznb&amzhx ne
dexinring-ibxx@nitbhkzazzokinckixexnans o
foxzazkundiaxef -exenksyorexhardiyzxemax
knnxmxnxgutxxxxd It was always known that a man
MrySmik® is somehow a composite pamicaomy

mxxmmhim of head arms,legs,liver,etc.,
but o < thls hardly lead to

the dlscovery that hxmmmmnb:hzxz ’Mr Smith’ xx "is a
collective QREX name for a number of
occurences,;”—wasn we continue to believe

that this head these arms etc.,are nevertheless

his ownyx—ine—ii-any-hame—cenou:ne Soms
& ety o—REMe- AREXEX KR EXR L ' U

ot o ——

e

g et e <R

ou d s:Lgn;Lfﬁ A rroth
ej ‘poim wopld signl y F
ect:Lpn of/poiy '}tls ,witile no /this
rticular pdint’s ha RAXEY proper name.
Y ifzxtaénsx

ZHIMSE 3
. For to such a pq:.z woul?ifd ;
m’té "the only dlfference

must lie in just that essence of individualit:

M » which always eludes words and baffles
descrn.ptlon but which,for that very reason,

is irrelevant to science.” Introduction

to Mathematical Bhilosophy,p.0ol.

Having described Mr.Smith in terms of what belongs to him as kh=
pfxwhakxxxxefxhinm like arms, head, @s of himself

electrical charges,all his empt:.ness

we still have not got rid of himes WM%%,T”"‘“I &W
Rmixifxkixxransxixzazrokl zokivexon Labove all tellect
kuxdx&uxxﬁxmphnmckhxt Yet it i§ true .

,as well aSAﬂ§ ourselveexlncludlng N
n-woe—asasund that nothing is,or is knowable in any way,
except what can be expressed in terms of what is per se
sensible. It is precisely our imagination adds
to substance as beingysubstawee that al ow1 one to make
suc%ysport of the term. /
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+rd Russell apparently uses the word a
smbstance azsmxdingxkm in the sense of

like the f¥m foundation k= beneath the house, . ’/Aﬁ“i“frféﬂ“&i
/or the man under the tree--,which provides T Y ﬁwymhuiej‘ﬁﬁ

o

him with something sturdy like an_elephant . T tvispeeneea,
supporting the earthﬁFFf{ is prex precisely the &
"old notion of substance” tﬁgﬁlﬂp mustﬁgiss001ateifrom
4 what substance x=x \ o
_Iwﬂls as dﬂinz defined here above.We see no reference in sza&kdb¢“d“h
}}\ to the peculiar kind of ==m¥xk¥® solidity that
Lord Russell assumeSjaﬁ—ought to have,nor xhakxikxix to something
beneath some other thing# like the floor ¥yimg under the table;
nelther does it exclude from Rmexakws Mr.Smith almost innumerable parts of
pRXkExmExEx L axs i bfiemamimontdnnm

zxxtixxﬁxiinxnnt widely dlfferent orders;it does not
specify that he should be made up of electrical
charges nor how far they should be apart,nor mkak at what speed they ought
: DR X SHD mxkex Not that these things are to travel
1rrelevant to the klnd of =m substance My .Smith is:
it only shows that we can know/subatance without
knowing it to that point,just as we can know a horse well
enough to designate one without knowing exactly what

e shall never get that far. It is remarkable how/well :
e can know so little,ssYhow little it takes to i}mun!xntnnnx disturb |

in what we know best. %3p&p /
/

t is remarkable how d;??xgult it is to xmXaizm
ealize just what it is that we know besteso S00
s we want to be examt about it;how little it takes
to disturb about what xx we actually know better

\

it is to be a horse. To know that it is a four-legged animal
I do not even have toydistinguish it as a horse,
e able to

and this process could be carried back until I
would confldently say that it is at least not nothing,.
while even*“#f¥sd would not be answering all the doubts
we might contrive about xisxsessn that. It is remarkable
how difficult it is to redlize just what it is
that we know best so soon as we want to be exact
about it and how little it takes to be disturbed Ma@w«%
concernlng what we actually know better. Embmkanex

- RXEAKR X Rk »v'~=f"xmnzkanmxbnktnzanztmmeﬁtxtnix
szixxxxknznzhaxznx What is better known we immediately
burden with irrelevancies,and when evidence forces us to remove
them,we believe that the better known has been carried
of{in their wake. That is literally what happens to
al anlmals and plants: when it is learned that cats
and mice are made up of electrical charges just like xnnnxmztx 11fe1ess
gases and stones,some wonddr just how alive cats and mice are;
and it is all the more perplexing when it is actually true
that kkexm they are a certain arrangement of particles or

rangement of. Ahuﬁ}fgn’c(
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