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INTRODUCTION TO METAPHYSICS
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WO approaches to the text of Aristotle’s Metaphysics
are used by many scholars today. The first is by way
-~ of historical and philological analysis. This method
tends to dismember the text and reduce it to disordered frag-
ments which are supposed to represent the different stages of
Aristotle’s thought, or of his school, or the vagaries of his
ancient editors. Thus far no substantial agreement is to be
found among the authors who have pursued this method. Is
it not because the exegesis of a text must first of all be one
which enters into the author’s thought? Aristotle wrote as a
philosopher, not as a philologist, and if we do not read him in
his own light we are sure to “ discover ” contradictions where
they do not exist. :

The second method is to read Aristotle philosophically but
still with historical preoccupations. The effort here is to show
his position as a unique stage in human thought, different
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from that of any other thinker. His must be seen as a * pure
postion ” opposed to other positions. Thus the problem be-
comes one of recovering the “ genuine Aristotle ” in contrast
to his disciples or his commentators. This method leads in-
evitably to a minimizing interpretation, because it excludes
from the account much that is implicit in the text, and turns
differences of emphasis into differences in doctrine.

But if our concern with Aristotle is mainly philosophical, the
historical approach can be regarded as merely ancillary, and
then a third method is appropriate. This is to regard Aristotle
as a teacher from whom we can learn something of the truth.
When we approach him in this way we seek to grasp his mean-
ing according to his own mind, with all its implications about
the truth of things. We are not concerned about how he came
to know what he is teaching, nor to compare him with other
teachers, but to follow his lead and to see things which he
points out and helps us to see. It is this third approach which
I shall use in this article, trying to see what care the Philosopher
takes to introduce the beginner to first philosophy.

& & &* # & &

A careful study of Aristotle’s metaphysics may raise in our
minds more questions than the text itself seems to answer.
Nevertheless, there is one point which stands out with parti-
cular clarity, and this is the caution with which we are intro-
duced to the science of the first principles and causes of being
as such. Aristotle does not lead us immediately into a sea of
difficult questions where our minds must inevitably and hope-
lessly founder. He does not assume that we already know
what the task is which we are trying to accomplish, or whether
it is worth the effort, or whether other attempts have been
made, or to what extent others have succeeded or failed, or
whether it is genuinely possible, or how we should proceed
with this final consideration of philosophic truth. Rather, he
meets us on our own ground, and beginning with what we
already know he leads us boldly on to an understanding of the
ambitious inquiry which we are undertaking.



INTRODUCTION TO METAPHYSICS 123

The introduction to a science is designed to render the begin-
ner docile and eager to perfect his knowledge by his own effort
together with the help of the teacher.! It is not expected that
the ordinary student will be able to make progress in his studies
unaided, particularly not in difficult matters. The reasonable
way to learn is by cooperating with a teacher who already
knows the scope and order of the discipline, who can distinguish
between the known and the unknown, and who can point out
the right path and maintain it with right reason. In order to
begin a long and difficult course of study, the student must
first of all be convinced that an understanding of the subject
is useful for something or is even desirable for its own sake.
Then the natural curiosity of the mind must be awakened by
the challenge of earnest questions or by the clash of opinions
about the subject of inquiry. Finally, the student must be con-
fronted with real difficulties which enable him to appreciate
his ignorance and to see clearly that he needs the help of his
teacher in order to make direct and sure progress in learning.
In a word, the beginner must believe that with the help of
his teacher he can achieve knowledge which he sincerely desires
to possess. Without the desire to know, he will do nothing.
Without the conviction that the knowing, even though difficult,
is really worth-while he will not desire to know. He will not
hope to learn nor begin to study unless he believes that the
learning, however difficult, is desirable and genuinely possible
with the help of the teacher. The introduction to a science is
aimed at arousing in the mind of the beginner these dispositions
favorable to learning.

Now we shall try to follow our teacher as he introduces us
to the science which we call metaphysics but which he called
first philosophy, or simply wisdom. Aristotle begins with the
challenging statement that each man naturally desires to know,
in the sense of perfect knowing.? What this manner of knowing
is and the general ways of achieving it, he has already analyzed

1 St. Thomas, de Anima, lect. 1, n. 2.
® Met. A, 980 a23.
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in his logical works, with which the student presumably has at
least some acquaintance. Furthermore, he has analyzed natural
things in general and human nature in particular throughout
the physical, psychological and moral works, and with these
also the student is supposed to be more or less familiar. Thus
the opening statement is not merely an appeal to ordinary
experience, but a challenge to recall the disciplines already
learned, and an invitation to whet the appetite for something
more and better.

Natural desire to know causes

Indeed, we love even sensory knowledge, and particularly
seeing, not only because this knowledge is useful for the business
of life but also because it is delightful and desirable for its
own sake. Animals, too, have sensory knowledge, and in vary-
ing degrees. All of them have the sense of touch, and some, but
not all, have memory. These are capable of a certain prudence
and have an aptitude for learning, but only those which have
hearing can be taught. Thus the animals other than man live
by sensory discrimination and memory, and manifest little of
related experience.

Over and above memory and experience, man lives by art
and reasoning. Human experience arises from memories, and
seems similar to art and science because it yields a certain
skill. Yet experience is limited to the singiulars which have
been perceived and remembered, whereas art includes knowl-
edge of the cause. For the purpose of acting, experience and art
may not seem to differ, although the man with experience does
better in practice than the man who has the art without
experience. This is because experience, like action, is concerned
with singulars, while art is knowledge of universals which may
not include the knowledge of singulars.

Neverthéless, we think that knowledge of the cause and the
ability to solve difficulties pertains rather to art than to experi-
ence, and we suppose that artists are wiser than men of mere
experience, This seems to indicate that wisdom depends more
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upon knowledge of the cause than upon anything else. Those
with experience do indeed know that something is so; yet they
do not know why. But the wise know the cause and why it is
so. Thus we think that the master-workers know more perfectly
and are wiser and more honorable than the manual workers,
not because of what they can do, but because they know the
causes of the things which are made, whereas the others do
not understand what they do, but act through mere custom.
Furthermore, the sign of perfect knowing is the ability to teach,
and this belongs rather to art than to experience. Nor do we
regard any sensory knowledge whatever as wisdom. Even
though the senses give us the best knowledge of singulars, still
they tell us only that something is so, not why.

During the course of time men of genius have developed
various arts not only for the production of useful things but
also for pleasure. These men are admired and honored for their
more excellent knowledge, and they are for this reason con-
sidered wise, rather than for the utility of their inventions.
Later on, after many of these arts had been perfected to serve
the needs and pleasures of life, the theoretical sciences were
developed by men who had leisure for thought, and these men
especially were reputed to be wise. Thus we see that what men
have called wisdom is in all cases an excellence in knowing or
acting, and particularly a knowledge of causes. For the man
of experience is wiser than the man without experience and with
mere sensory perception; the artist is wiser than the manual-
worker; the architect is wiser than the mechanic; and in the
theoretical or speculative sciences there is more of the nature
of wisdom than in the active ones. Hence we conclude that
wisdom itself, which is what we are pursuing, is the knowledge
of certain causes and principles.

The reach of wisdom

If we consider the characteristics of the man who is called
wise, we shall be able to determine what sort of causes and
principles these are which must be known in order to possess
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wisdom itself.* In the first place, a man who is wise knows all
things, as far as is fitting—mnot everything in detail. He knows
not just the things of ordinary perception, but things which are
great and wonderful and difficult to learn. His knowledge is not
doubtful but certain; he knows the causes of things; his knowl-
edge is not merely useful but desirable on its own account; he
is able to teach, and to persuade and rule others.

Now, the man who knows the most universal science which
treats of the first causes of things and their principles has in
an eminent degree the characteristics of the wise man. He
especially is one who knows all things, because he knows all
particulars in their universal causes. These causes are very
great and difficult to know, because they are far removed from
the nature of sensory things. The most universal science is most
certain, because it is developed from fewer and simpler prin-
ciples, just as arithmetic is more certain than geometry. This
science gives us knowledge of the first causes of things, and is
above all others desirable for its own sake because it attains to
that which is most knowable, namely, the first principles and
causes by which other things are and are known. It is most
instructive because it is knowledge of the first causes, and
authoritative because it extends even to the final cause, which
is the supreme good and end of all. This science, therefore,
which is wisdom itself, is knowledge of the first causes of things.

The dignity of wisdom

The science of first causes is theoretical knowledge, that
is, knowledge for its own sake, not for the sake of production
or action.* This characteristic of wisdom itself is clear from
its very origin. The quest for knowledge of the truth is and
was born of wonder. When those men of genius saw something
which impressed them as unusual and great, and which they
did not understand, they began to wonder about it and to
inquire into its whys and wherefores. At first they wondered

* Ibid., 982 a5.
¢ Ibid., 982 bl1.
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about the more ordinary difficulties, but later they raised
questions about greater matters, such as the appearance of the
heavens and the origin of the world. They acknowledged that
they were ignorant of these great things which they desired to
know, and so they philosophized in order to escape ignorance.
Even the lover of myths is in a sense a philosopher, that is,
lover of wisdom, because the myth is composed of wonders.
Thus it is clear that they were pursuing science in order to know
the truth about things, not for mere utility. Indeed this kind of
knowledge was first sought by men who already possessed
almost all that is required for human life and comfort, and so
it was sought for the truth itself, not for any other advantage.

Furthermore, this science is entirely liberal or free. Just as a
man is free who acts for himself and as master of self, not the
servant of others, so wisdom alone among all the parts of phi-
losophy exists for its own sake and is the only free science,
because it is the most universal science and treats of the first
causes of all things.

Yet we must confess that this science is not a human posses-
sion. Knowledge so broad and free is not something which a
man can master. Man can neither possess it perfectly nor can
he use it when he pleases, because human nature itself is not
perfectly free, but in many ways a servant of its needs and
infirmities.

Nevertheless, this knowledge is most honorable and most
desirable, because it extends to the first cause of all things,
namely, to God, and is a sharing in the knowledge which
belongs especially to God.

If we should be so fortunate as to attain this science of first
causes, we must end in something which is the opposite of our
starting point. We begin our search with wonder that things
are as they are, but we must end in the contrary and better
state, because we shall possess the truth and cease to wonder—
though not entirely so, because we cannot perfectly possess the
truth which we seek.
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Other attempts to philosophize

In our study of physical science we learned that natural
things have principles, causes and elements by which they are
made and constituted. There we acknowledged four kinds of
causes, namely, material causes together with formal, efficient
and final causes. Now we shall consider what others who
philosophized before us have had to say about the principles
and causes of things, in order that we might either find some
other kind of cause or be convinced that our account was suf-
ficient.® A brief history of early Greek philosophy is possible,
and is of permanent value because the problems and doctrines
which were current then are typical of the main philosophical
positions which have been taken down to the present.

The early philosophers agreed in assuming or admitting
that there is some distinction between appearance and reality.
They thought that the true reality of things lies beyond or
within the passing show of mere appearance. However, they did
not agree in determining what this genuine reality is, or how
to account for the changing world. Some thought that the real
stuff of the world is a fluid substance which abides under
different shapes and forms, for instance, water or air. Others
denied that there is anything stable, and asserted that the
only reality is an ever-changing fire which is perpetually dying
and flaring up again. Still others thought that things are not
so simple, and that more causes are required in order to give a
complete account of them. The world is so complex that we
must admit many different kinds of things, and there must be
a mover or cause of motion among them, and an intellect to put
them in order. However, others thought that it is sufficient to
admit countless atoms or tiny particles, all of the same kind,
all falling in a void and by mere chance forming various com-
binations. Again, others thought that the numbers or mathe-
mathical things are the genuine reality, and still others thought
that this reality consists of species which exist apart from

© Ibid., 983 b.
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sensory things and which are somehow imitated or participated
by sensory things.

Thus all the early philosophers admitted a material principle
from which things are made and constituted. Some admitted
also an efficient cause as the source of motion. Some admitted
a formal or specifying cause which existed either in sensory
things themselves or separated and apart from sensory things.
No one, however, clearly admitted a final cause as a distinct
kind of cause which moves and activates things by being
loved or desired. Nor does it seem that anyone sufficiently
explained the complex processes of this world by the causes
which he admitted. About all these things many difficulties
remain, and much more needs to be determined.

The possibility of attaining wisdom

At this stage of the inquiry the beginner knows that the
way to philosophy is long and arduous, and he may even have
doubts whether anything worth-while can be attained. He
needs to be reassured that the search for truth is not hopeless,
however difficult it may be.

In fact, from one point of view the attainment of truth is
easy.® Each one of us can declare some truths about things,
and what every one can do is not difficult. Even though the
contributions of each individual may be slight, still from the
investigations and discoveries of many a great store of truths
can be collected. In this way, by patient and cooperative effort
and sometimes by brilliant discoveries, the various arts and
sciences have been wonderfully developed. Furthermore, each
one of us naturally and easily knows the very first principles of
all reasoning from which the arts and sciences proceed and
which are the seeds of wisdom.

From another point of view the determination of truth is
difficult for us. We cannot know everything at once, and it
is hard to know both the whole and the part. Things are very
complex, and we must first take the trouble to resolve the
whole by patient analysis into its parts. Then we must investi-

¢ Met. a, 993 a30.
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gate the simple parts in themselves. Finally to complete our
task we must compose or synthesize the parts in relation to
each other and to the whole. This work of investigating the
truth is long and difficult not only because our intellects are
feeble but also because many things are not well proportioned
to our minds. Some things are so small or so imperfect that
they are almost unintelligible, whereas others are so great
and so perfect that they exceed our comprehension.

However, we can help one another in this quest for truth,
and what is impossible for the individual is possible by co-
operation with others. Those who succeed in the investigation
of some truth can help others directly by sharing the truth
which they have found. Even those who have not been able to
determine the truth can help others indirectly, because through
frank expression of opinion and reasonable discussion the truth
more clearly appears. Indeed, we are indebted to the wise and
the unwise, and we should give thanks to all who have aided
us in the attainment of so great a good as knowledge of the
truth.

The task of investigating truth is divided among the various
arts and sciences, but not equally.” The arts, for instance,
include knowledge of the causes of those things which we can
make, yet this knowledge is not just for its own sake but for
the work of production. The theoretical sciences are concerned
with things which we cannot make, and so it is in these sciences
that we seek knowledge for the sake of truth. We possess the
truth about something when we know it as it is. But things
are as their causes make them to be, and so in order to know
the truth about them we must know their causes. Some things
are variable and corruptible, and so the truth about them is
likewise variable. However, there are also incorruptible things,
and the truth about these is invariable. With greater reason,
then, their causes are invariable and can be known with un-
changeable truth. Thus as something is in regard to its being,
so is it also in regard to truth. Now, in this science which is

" Ibid., 993 b19.
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wisdom we seek the first causes of being. Therefore, the investi-
gation of truth pertains chiefly to this science.

Reply to a difficulty

But are the causes infinite in number or kind? If so, there
are no first causes, and the search for them is bound to fail.

In reply to this difficulty we can admit that there are many
causes of different kinds: efficient causes which are the dynamic
principles of motion; material causes from which things are
made and composed; final causes which are the goals of desire,
for the sake of which something is done; formal causes by which
things are of determinate kind or species. However, it is not
obvious that the causes are infinite, and careful consideration
will show that in each kind and series of causes there is both
a first and a last. Therefore, ordered causes are not infinite in
number or kind.®

In regard to motion and its efficient causes, it is manifest
that there is something which is here and now moved, for
instance, a stick or a stone, and this is moved by something
else which is the mover. This mover is the proximate efficient
cause in the ascending order, and is a mover moved by some-
thing else. Now, regardless of how many causes of this type
there may be in the series, each is a mover moved, and is an
intermediate cause. Each depends for its activity on another,
not merely on another mover moved like itself, but on another
which is a mover unmoved. This is the first principle of
motion, the first efficient cause. Without the mover unmoved
there could not be a mover moved, nor could there be any
motion whatever. The series of movers and moved is ter-
minated in a first unmoved and a last moved, and so is not
infinite.

Among material causes there are different ways in which
something is made from something else. In certain cases the
changes are reversible, and in others they are not reversible.
Where there is a natural order of succession within the same

¢ Ibid., 994 a.
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subject, with a determinate beginning, middle, and ending, as
in the birth and maturing of an organism, the change is not
reversible. Nor is it infinite, because it is terminated with
something which is first made from something else and some-
thing which becomes last. In cases where there is no deter-
minate order of succession, for instance, among elements and
compounds, the changes are reversible. However, they fluctuate
between extremes which are terminated, and so these material
causes are not infinite. Likewise, when something is simply
generated or corrupted, the change occurs between definite
terms: the natural body in act becomes something potential,
and this body in potency becomes actual. Therefore, material
cases are not infinite in any given series.

In the order of final causes, there is something which is first
done for the sake of something else, as a man walks in order
to aid digestion. This is desired for something else, namely,
health, and health is desired for happiness. In this order of
causes there is something which is desired for its own sake and
which is the only sufficient reason why each of the others is
desired, without which nothing would be desired. Therefore,
the order of final causes 1s terminated, not infinite.

In regard to the formal cause by which a thing is of deter-
minate kind or species, this is signified by our definition of
the thing. In defining we mention the genus and difference,
and these terms are sufficient to express the essence of the
thing. The definition is not improved upon if we multiply the
terms, nor would things be knowable if the terms were infinite.
However, we think that we do know when we have determined
the causes, and this we could not do if the causes were infinite.
Therefore, granting that we do know some things, the causes
are not infinite in number, and it is genuinely possible for us
to determine the first causes of things.

The need for proper method

But what method shall we follow in this strange venture?
The fact is that there are different habits of thought and
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language, and men seek and receive truth in different ways.’
Our usual manner of thinking, whether natural or acquired, has
great power over our judgment of details, because it is the
customary that is intelligible, and that which is not customary
‘seems somewhat unintelligible. Thus some persons prefer the
mathematical way of thinking and speaking, and do not care to
receive in any other way, whereas others refuse the abstract
and intelligible and require a sensory example. Others mistrust
their own judgment, and desire always to have the word of an
authority. Some demand a most exact reason in every instance,
whereas others are impatient of exact reasoning and regard it
as quibbling.

Hence the student must be instructed before hand concerning
the method of each discipline. He should not try to learn at
once both the science and the method of the science, because
it is very difficult to do both at once, and not easy to get even
one of them. For this reason he should learn logic before any
of the other sciences, and become familiar with the general
way of proceeding in all sciences.* The method proper to each
science should be considered near the beginning of each disci-
pline. The exact procedure of mathematics should not be
demanded in all sciences, but only in those which treat of things
without regard to sensory matter. Hence the method of natural
science is not that of mathematics, because natural things are
subject to change and variation, and so cannot be known
with mathematical accuracy. In natural science we must first
determine what nature is, and then we can see what the proper
subject of the science is, and what causes and principles must
be investigated in the science.

Now we shall consider how we must proceed to develop this
science of the first causes and universal truth of things. First
of all we must set forth our questions and doubts before we
try to determine the truth.** These doubts arise from two
sources, namely, from what other philosophers have said about

° Ibid., 994 b31.
1% St. Thomas, 11 Metaphys., lect. 5, no. 335.
 Met. B, 995 a23
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the principles and causes of things, and from what they have
overlooked and failed to consider.

Those who desire to investigate the truth should begin by
doubting well, and should consider carefully the difficulties
which occur, because the investigation of truth which follows is
simply the solving of doubts or questions previously raised. A
doubt in the mind is like a fetter of the body. Anyone who
desires to untie his bonds must first examine them carefully to
see how they are tied. In like manner, anyone who wishes to
solve a doubt in his mind must examine all the difficulties and
their causes. Indeed, one who wishes to inquire into truth
without first considering the difficulties is like a man who does
not know where he must go, and consequently does not know
whether he should stop or go on. In like manner he who does
not have a previous doubt which he wishes to solve cannot
know whether or not he attains the truth which he seeks,
because he does not know the goal of his inquiry, which is
manifest to one who first knows his own question. Furthermore,
the student is able to judge better the validity of the doctrine
proposed if he knows from the start the reasons for the different
views.

For these reasons Aristotle usually begins his instructions
by proposing the doubts concerning the matter in hand. In
this way the art of the teacher imitates nature, for just as
nature stimulates us to learn by exciting wonder at great and
unaccustomed things, so the teacher arouses and guides our
desire to learn by the doubts and questions which he proposes.

But in his other works Aristotle asks only a few questions
at a time, and then proceeds directly to solve them; here,
however, he proposes all the questions at once, and later works
out answers to them iIn an appropriate order. There are,
perhaps, two reasons for this procedure.** First, because in this
science we undertake a universal consideration of truth, and so
we do not face merely a few particular questions, but must
inquire universally about the causes of all being and all knowl-

12 St. Thomas, II Metaphys., lect. 1, nn. 343, 844.
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edge. In the second place, the questions which are here pro-
posed are the chief ones on which philosophers have differed.
In his inquiry into truth Aristotle does not follow the same
method which was used by other philosophers. He begins with
sensory things, which are more manifest to us, and from these
proceeds to immaterial things; whereas other philosophers at-
tempted to apply intelligible and abstract notions to sensory
things. Hence Aristotle preferred to list all the problems at
once, and to solve them later on in their proper order.

The problems which pertain to a science are of two kinds,
namely, problems of method and problems pertaining to the
things which we desire to learn in the science.** In conformity
with the general rules of procedure given above, Aristotle lists
first the problems which pertain to method in this science, then
the problems concerning things which we desire to learn in
the science.

The general facts concerning scientific method and their
proper reasons are set forth in the organon or works on logic,
where the general requirements for scientific knowledge are
analyzed, and we are shown how in general we must proceed in
order to attain such knowledge. We think that we have
achieved scientific knowledge of somthing, in the sense of
genuine understanding, when we know the principles, causes or
elements of things. Scientific knowledge is there defined as
knowledge of the cause of something, knowing that it is the
cause of this and not of something else, and that it cannot be
otherwise.** Knowledge of this kind is had by demonstration,
that is, by reasoning from principles which are true, first and
immediate, prior and better known than the conclusion, and
causes of the conclusion.

This kind of knowing is developed from three elements,
which at each step must be previously known, namely, the
principles, the subject which we investigate, and the attributes
which can be demonstrated of the subject.** The principles are

18 Ibid., lect. 2, n. 346.
4 Anal. Post. I, 71 b9.
15 Ibid., 76 blg.
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of two classes, namely, general ones which hold for all subjects
of investigation, and special ones which hold for particular
subjects. Each subject for scientific investigation is in general
a supreme genus of things, and includes all its parts or species."®
In order to demonstrate the attributes of a subject, we must
know that the principles which we employ are necessary truths,
and we must know not only that the subject exists but also
what it 1s, or what are its necessary causes, whether as a whole
or in part. The attributes which can be demonstrated of a
subject are the properties which belong to it by reason of its
essential causes. This knowledge of the necessary principles and
causes of a subject known as the necessary reasons for its
attributes is the end of goal or scientific investigation.

The method of a science is proportioned to the end intended
in the science. In a theoretical science, such as this one is, the
end intended is knowledge of the truth concerning the principles
and causes of the subject. The subject of a theoretical science
is something which is not made by man, but which has its own
principles and causes which can be known by us and through
which we can demonstrate the attributes of the subject, both
as a whole and in part. Therefore, the problems of method
are concerned with the determining of the subject as a whole
and in its parts, and with the principles which hold for the
subject, and the causes which can be used as middle terms in
demonstrating the attributes of the subject. Thus there are
two sets of problems concerning method, namely, problems
concerning that which determines the unity of the science as a
whole, that is, concerning the causes or middle terms used for
demonstrating, and concerning the subject itself with the prin-
ciples which hold for it, and problems concerning that which
determines the parts or divisions of the science, which corre-
spond to the parts of the subject.

The end or goal of scientific investigation is knowledge
of the principles and causes of the things which comprise the
subject. Concerning these there is another set of problems,”

¢ Ibid., 86 a37. 17 Ibid., 89 b21.
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and we inquire first whether they are, then how they are, in
order that we might determine what they are, and so demon-
strate their attributes and the attributes of the subject. Finally,
in view of the truth which we have determined, we can judge
of the difficulties which remain.

Aristotle’s list of problems

The problems of metaphysics which Aristotle lists are con-
cerned with the method and the content of the science. He
begins with problems concerning method, and inquires first
about that which concerns the unity of the science, then about
that which concerns the parts of the science.’®* Next he lists
problems concerning the goal of our inquiry, asking about the
first principles and causes: whether they are and how they are
in truth, and in the opinion of others.

The problems concerning method are:
first, those concerning the unity of the science as a whole:

1. whether the investigation of the first causes belongs to one or
to more sciences,

2. whether such a science should survey only the first principles
of substance, or also the first principles of all demon-
strations,

3. whether one science deals with all substances, or more than
one,

4. whether all of these sciences are alike or are some of them
forms of wisdom, others something else;

second, those concerning the parts of the science:

5. whether sensible substances alone exist, or others also besides
them,

6. whether these others are of one kind, or are there several
classes of them,

7. whether our investigation is concerned only with substances
or also with their essential attributes,

*® Met. B, 995 b5.
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8.

9.
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whether we inquire into the general terms such as same and
other, prior and posterior, etec.,

whether we must inquire not only what each of these is but
also what are its attributes.

The problems concerning the goal of our inquiry are:

first, those concerned with the facts:

10.

11.
12.

13.
14.

15.

whether the principles and elements of things are the genera
or the parts existing in each thing,

whether they are the remote or the proximate genera,

whether there is besides the matter anything that is a
cause in itself or not;

whether this can exist apart from matter,
whether it is one or more in number,
whether there is anything apart from the conecrete thing;

second, those concerned with their manner of existing:

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.
22.

whether the principles are limited in number and in kind,
both the formal ones and the material ones,

whether the principles of perishable and imperishable things
are the same or different,

whether all the principles are imperishable, or those of perish-
able things are perishable,

whether unity and being are the substance of things or are
they attributes of something else—the hardest and most
perplexing of problems,

whether the principles are universals or like individual things,

whether they exist potentially or actually,

whether they are potential or actual in any other sense than
in reference to movement;

third, those concerned with the principles proposed by others:

23.

24.

whether numbers and lines and figures and points are a kind
of substance or not,

whether they are separate from sensible things or present in
them.

This list of problems can be arranged in outline as follows:
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causes 1
relating to the unity of the sciencz:
subject 2-4
of method
AN substances 5-6
N ./
Y. relating to the parts of the science:
attributes 7-9
Problems
universals 10-11
N
\ whether they are:
7/

separate 12-15
of the principles

AN

one or many 16-20
N\
AN how they are:

AN
AN potency or act 21-22

\\ as substances 23
mathematical things:

as separate 24

The problems concerning method relate to the efficient and
formal causes of the science and to its subject matter. The
unity of the science is determined in the order of efficient
causality by the principles of demonstration, which include
knowledge of the causes of the subject as proper middle
terms, and in the order of formal causality by the proper
subject of investigation. The parts of the science are deter-
mined by the parts of the subject, that is, the subject matter.
The problems concerning the principles of things relate to the
final cause of the science: the end or purpose of our inquiry.

How the problems are solved

In regard to all of these problems Aristotle admits that it is
hard not only to determine the truth but even to make clear
what the difficulties are.® These two things he attempts to do
in the pages which follow. First he considers each problem
dialectically, and manifests the difficulties which confront us in
one way or another. Then he develops the science of first
principles, this wisdom which we are seeking, according to the
canons of correct method and the requirements of the subject,
and he answers the difficulties in due course.

® Ibid., 996 al5.
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In order to develop a science, we must first determine the
subject of scientific inquiry, that is, something which is know-
able in a scientific way. A subject is knowable in a scientific
way if we can determine its necessary principles, causes or
elements, and can understand that these are the necessary
reasons for the attributes, whether of the principles themselves,
or of the subject, or of its parts.

Hence the first problems which must be solved are those
which are concerned with the subject of the science and the
subject matter; then the principles of demonstration and the
causes of the subject must be determined; finally, the attributes
of the principles themselves, and of the subject itself, and of its
parts, must be demonstrated, and any difficulty which remains
must be answered in view of the truth which has been deter-
mined.

Therefore, in developing the science which we are seeking,
Aristotle first determines the subject of inquiry and the subject
matter.”® Since we are now seeking the first principles and
causes of things in general, not in particular, then there must
be something of which they are the first principles and causes,
that is, some effect which is proportioned to the first principles
and causes. This is not a particular kind of being, but being
in general, or being as being, which has first principles and
causes, yet is not itself the first cause or principle. Being as
being includes not only the primary instance, namely, sub-
stance, but also the proper attributes of substance, and any-
thing which is called a being and said to be in respect to
substance as its primary subject. In this science we are
seeking the first principles and causes of substances in
general, whether sensory ones or mot sensory, and of their
proper attributes, and so this science is distinct from other
sciences which treat of particular kinds and species of sub-
stances. For this reason it belongs to wisdom, not to any other
science, to treat of the axioms or basic principles of all our
knowledge. These principles of proof are related to everything

2 Met. G, 1003 al7.
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that is, and so to being as being. Consequently, Aristotle pro-
ceeds to explain and defend these principles of understanding,
not by means of direct proofs, but by means of nominal defi-
nitions and indirect arguments.**

In the next place, Aristotle defines the terms which are
employed in this science to signify not only the principles,
causes and elements, but also the subject, its parts and its
attributes.?® There is special reason to consider the meanings
of words in this science, because it is the most universal science
and its terms are used in many different senses which must be
carefully distinguished and set in order if we wish to avoid
confusion.

After solving these preliminary problems, Aristotle begins to
investigate the subject of the science. First he shows that the
subject of this science is distinct from the subjects of the other
sclences, whether theoretical or practical.?® Here he admits
that if there is no substance other than those which are formed
by nature, then natural science will be the first science in
dignity; but if there is an immovable substance, the science of
this must be prior, and must be first philosophy. This is the
science which treats of being as being, and of the attributes
which belong to it as being. Then he distinguishes being as
being, together with all that is proper to it, from accidental
being and from being in the sense of being true, that is, logical
truth. These he dismisses, and then proceeds to treat of
being as being with the aim of determining its causes and
attributes.

First he considers the essence of sensory substance and its
definition in terms of genus and specific difference.** Next he
considers the intrinsic principles of sensory substance, namely,
matter and form; 2° then potency and act; * and then demon-
strates attributes of substance.?

After this Aristotle reviews from natural science the things

21 Ibid., 1005 al8. 25 Met. H, 1042 a24.
22 Met. D, 1012 b34. 28 Met. Q, 1045 b35.
2 Met. E, 1025 b. 8" Met. I, 1052 al5.

2t Met. Z, 1028 al0.
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which enable us to rise in thought from sensory things to the
immobile.?® Then he investigates the first extrinsic causes of
being, namely, the immobile efficient and final causes. These
he seems to identify in the necessary principle which is at
once the unmoved mover, the necessary being and the necessary
good.” On such a principle, he says, depend the heavens and
the world of nature.** Here on the summit of thought Aristotle
pauses to gaze in admiration and to deduce some of the attri-
butes of the first principle. Then he argues that there are other
immaterial substances with admirable attributes, and proceeds
to manifest the order of being as such to its own inner harmony
and to the first principle. Finally, he treats of mathematical
things, which other philosophers have held to be the first
principles. These he admits are substances, but they do not
exist apart from sensory things.

Wriam H. Kang, O.P.

Albertus Magnus Lyceum for
Natural Science,

Dominican House of Studies,
River Forest, Illinots

*® Met. K, 1065 bs.
2° Met. L, 1072 b10.
8 Ibid., 1072 b14.



TOWARD A THOMISTIC THEORY OF
SENSATION

SO

7 HEN we investigate sense-intuition and interrogate
its implications to the end of determining the extent

v of its contribution to our knowledge, we are not
1solat1ng ourselves in a “ fine point ” of philosophical inquiry.
Such an investigation is as basic as it is subtle. Profound stir-
rings in the areas of philosophy of nature and metaphysics
witness to this fact.

It is true that genuine physical theory, beyond certain
epistemological involvements, no longer has philosophical pre-
tensions. It is no less true that this acceptance of more modest
boundaries does not begin to remedy positively the evil effects
sustained by philosophy of nature in its unfortunate combat
with the empirical sciences.* There can be little doubt that a
crucial ground demanding rehabilitation is occupied by sense-
intuition.

Long in the service of an exclusively quantitative and
material analysis of objects, its role has been rigidly circum-
scribed. For the most part it has been reduced to registering
pointer readings. Constantly checked against mechanical de-
vices and increasingly supplanted by them, its testimony is
neither expected nor desired to contribute positively to science
at this level. With the recognition of the radical insufficiency
of such knowledge, with the growing conviction that we have
here only the corpse of reality, there is an implied demand for
the restoration of a full, unimpeded natural activity to sense
experience.’

Similarly, when some of our contemporary thinkers under-
took the revindication of metaphysics, they found themselves

* J. Maritain, Philosophy of Nature (New York, 1951).
2V. Smith, Philosophical Physics (New York, 1950).
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forced to begin by repudiating the Kantian equation of a
priort and metaphysical knowledge. In thus opposing a “ tran-
scendental science ” wherein ideas are altogether independent
of a sensory origin and exercise a constitutive function which
is in no way based upon the implications of perception, they
have been led to re-examine the crucial part played by this
initial moment of the knowledge act in a properly metaphysical
approach and procedure.®

If, then, it is plain that a thorough reconsideration of sen-
sation from every possible point of view is in order, it should
be equally obvious that such a study is vast in scope and in
need of data from many sciences. The present study does not
pretend to be exhaustive. It considers sensation only under the
aspect of its objectivity,* and this objectivity, in turn, only as
it is presented in a selection of texts from Aquinas and his
classical commentators.

However limited the area of this article may appear at first
glance, there is reason to believe that within it is to be found
that which is most basic to an adequate theory of sensation.
When we affirm objectivity, we implicitly affirm those epistemo-
logical and speculative values so conspicuous by their absence
in theories of knowledge whose point of departure is a rejection
of objectivity. Moreover, we find that the reasoning of St.
Thomas here, as in so many other instances, is a deep and
fruitful mine, the exploration of which should lead us toward a
true and comprehensive view of sensation in its relationship to
the total meaning of human knowing.

2J. Owens, “A Note on the Approach to Metaphysics,” New Scholasticism,
XXVIIT (4), 454-476.

¢It must be noted that terms central to this discussion have suffered significant
alterations in meaning. Thus, objectivity, intuition, and experience are today
frequently regarded as having no reference to actual existents. Similarly, sensation
is sometimes used to indicate purely internal affections rather than awarenesses of
the external senses. If we are not to be hopelessly entangled in unresolvable
difficulties of communication, we must insist at the outset that these terms be given
their original and primary signification. Cf. L. Noel, Le Réalisme Immédiat,
(Louvain, 1938), p. 205; F. Grégoire, “ Notes sur les termes intuition’ et ‘ expéri-
ence,” ” Revue Philosophique de Louvain XLIV (1946), 401-415; F. H. Heinemaun,
“The Analysis of Experience,” Philosophical Review, L (1941), 569; A. Hammond,
“QOn Sensation,” sbid., L (1944), 260-285.























































































































































































































































































