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Aristotle’s Metaphysics as Mysticism
Dr. John A.]. Dudley®

Abstract

In this paper I shall argue that there are bwo reasens for
thinking that the current widespread anderstanding of
Aristotie’s metaphysical thought is in need of revision, [In
partone, | shall attemipt to show that Avistotie’s metaphysics
belongs to a mystical tradition in ancient philosophy Loth
in regard to its principles and its wethod; and in park bwa,
I shall make use of Aristotle’s own principles in arder lo
allempl lo demvwstily his metaphysics,

Part ]

In the history of western philosophy we are familiar with Lthe
statement thal'l'hales was the first philosopher. His famous statement
that everything is water, that everything comes from water and will
relurn ko waler, makes him a phi]nmphﬂr because his stabement 15
said to comstitute a rational explanation of the universe. It may be
doubted, however, thal the mylhological explanalions of the universe
in the time before Thales were irrational. They were formulated by
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human beings arnd so werea priovt rational, Mythological explanations
have an internal logic of their own, But these explanations involve
a degree of imagrination, such as the actions of gods and paddesses
that we do not find in Thales, We cannot say Lhal Thales did not use
his iimagination, far from it Having scen that water evaporales andd
becomes air (as he thought), and having seen that water freezes and
becomes hard, Thales used his imagination to conclude that carth
could come from ice. There is no empirical evidence that earth can
come from ice, and the postulate of Thales clearly involves use of
imagination. The difference between Thales and the mythological
frame of mind widespread at his ime is nol that Thales was rational,
but that he used a lesser degree of imagination in his explanations.
This lesser degree of imagination is rellected inhis use of an empirical
clement, namely waler, in his cosmological explanation, Thus the
widespread notion that Thales was rational in contrast with his
mythological predecessors is nafve and incorrect.

It hardly needs repelition thal imagination is by no means eliminated
in seientific thought. Science is nol a fixed body of thought, but ane
that is constantly in need of revision, and hypothesis is an essential
parlof the method required and involves imagination. The important
point iy that the degrec of imagination used in philosophy is to be
situated between the depree of imagination used in mythological
thouphl and that used in science. A well-known example will suffice
to confirm this poinl. According o Aristotle the arder in the universe
is as perlecl as possible, an a priovt judgement he inherited from
Plato and originally from Pythagoras, Therefore, he concluded Lhal
the heavenly bodies must move in circles, since circular movement
is closer to the elernal and perfect than rectilinear movement. And
therefore the heavenly bodies must be composed of a fifth element,
namely ether thal naturally moves in a perfect circle. The reasoning
of Aristotle clearly involves imagination, but less than that found in
mythology and more than that required by science.

The tradition founded by Thales (¢.625 - €546 BC) was conlinued
by Anaximenes (¢.585 - 525 BC), who held that the universe is
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essentially air, that cverything comes {rom air and will returmn to adr.
Afrisinvisible and s0 more divine than water, and one can arguce jusl
as well that everything comes from ait. The tradition is continued
by Heraclitus {¢.540 - ¢ 473 BC), who argues that the universe comes
from fire and will return to fire, It appeared to him thal fire is not onby
the source of all that exists and essential far life, but is more divine
than air due to ils unpredictability and unification of opposites. [ is
doubtful whether any philosopher argued thal earth is an arehe or
source of all that exists. Bul Empedocles (2493 - ¢.432 BC) argued
Lthal the universe can best be explained by his famous four elements, a
theory that dominated western physical Lhought until the seventeenth
century. This lradition was continued by Anaxagoras (€300 - 428
BC), who held that there are cqual parts of everything in everything,
a theory betler known as that of homoeomerio, The final member of
the tradition is Democritus (o460 - 370 BC), who held that all of
reality is composed of atoms. This whole tradition is criticised by
Aristolle, who held that it is one-sided, because it explains reality
in terms only of the material cause.® Aristolle objected strongly to
the notion that reality can ba explained merely in terms of matter or
whal things are made of.

In ancient Greek philosophy there is, however, a second tradition.
But this tradition is not recognised as such by Aristotle, [ listorians of
philosophy have alsoe failed to recognise this second tradition and its
implications. The tradilion heging with Anaximander {¢.610 - ¢.540
BCY, the immediate successor of Thales, Anaximander explained
the universe by means of Lhe indeterminate or infinite (fo apeiron).
‘I'here has been much discussion as to the meaning of Anaximander’s
indeterninate, ad this discussion has obscured his importance as the
founder of a second philosophical tradition in explaining the universe.
The evidence available leaves it uncerlain whal exactly he meant by

* Fhis 1, 1, 199 b 34.35.
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the indelerminate.” Bul il is quite clear that his indeterminate was
1ol a sensible and empirically langible element such as waler, air,
fire or malerial atoms.

The sceond member of this Lradition is Pythagoras, who held that
d]l of reality is nuraber. Pythaporas, like Descarles i a later age,

Vil ammglv influenced by the power of mathematics and believed
ﬂml numbers are points and that all of reality is composed of points,
Thus he did not merely belicve thal leahtv can be explained in
malthematical terms, but that things really are numbers. C learly we
arc dealing here with a powerful use of imagination, one pdrdll&’]?d
by the fh\_{}l(]g}’ of Proclus or in modern times by Leibniz with his
theory of monads. When this type of theory is claboraled into a system
whereby the head is munber one, the hearlt number two and certain
numbers are even abstraclions, such as holiness (number 3), justice
(number 4, marriage (number 3), the opporlune moment (number
7), and perfection (number 10),* we must speak, 1 belicve, of a kind
of mysticism, in the sense of the intuitive that goes bevond reason.
It is a theory inspired by the mystical Orphic religion and widely
belicved Lo have its origing in India.

The tradition is continued by Parmenides, who held Lhat everything
“is", that realily is Being. 'This theory led Parmenddes to hold that
change and movement arc impossible, a theory that he admitled
wits remole from empirical reality. Parmenides” explanation of the
universe is thus remote from the liest tradition Lhal explained reality
by means ol empirically verifiable clements,

When we come to Plato, we find Lthat he explains all of reality by
means of lwo theories. He accepts that all of material reality is
derived from the four clements of ECmpedocles. But this theory is

Aristole, Progs, T v, 203 1 3215 wries that i s onlimited, ungenerated and
tndestructible (hus imnateral), Foverns all things, and is divine, Thus it scoms W
fureshadew the deity of Xenophanes v, 570 - o 470 BCY and laler of Anaxagoras,
G further Reale, A Hlistory of Ancien! Phidosoping, T, 39-11,

Alewander, o Mot 38, 10 5q.
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of entirely secondary importance when it comes (o [he explanation
of ultimate reality” For Plato Lhe malerial universe is composed of
changeable things, and it may be noted that he has no word lor a
changeable thing. | lowever, Plate holds g priorr that science must
he possible. Chanpeable things can only be understood in leems of
unchanging realitics, since knowledge or science is by definition
unchanging. Hence Plato concludes that there must be a second
unchanging and hence immaterial world of [deas that really exists.
The world is ordered Lo an extranrdmary degree of perfection, which
only a cosmic artisan or demiurge could have broughl about. The
uriverse was originally in a slate of chaos before the intervention af
Ltha demiurge, who used the real world of Ideas Lo reduce the chaos
to order, Thus ultimate realily consists for Plato of immaterial and
unchanging Ideas and in the second place of chaos that has been
reduced to order in which ever-changing things arc discernible as
imilaltions of the eternal Ideas. With this analysis of ultimate reality
Plato belongs clearly 1o the second tradition, what woe may call the
myslical lradition, that of Anaximandar, Pythagoras, and Parmenides
wha explain all of reality in terms of abstraclions

Aristotle is usually classified as a realist philosopher in comparison
with his master Plato. The most obvious reason why is referred to
as a realist is thal he did nol accept Plato’s idealism or explanation
of all of reality in terms of Idvas. Tor Aristotle the world around
us is real. |However, an examination of his metaphysics might lead
us to question his realism. According lo A rislotle’s metaphysics
ultimate realily consisls of substances (onsiaed). Aristotle is the (irsl
philosopher to have a word for what we call a “thing”, namely

0 For Plako physics ur the study of nalure s nol a science at all, since there cannot b
a penitine scienee of changing things, and hence the analysis of physical reality inte
font elements 5 nol sirictly scienlilic.

O Frede, Aristotle’s Account,, 2037 a review of the earliee history of philosophy
showes sk a number of mportant phitosophers thonght that some of the principles
we have to appeal tom order to aceount for the physical world are nol themselves
preceplible or material”
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this word “substance”. Fven his Gad, lhe Unmoved Mover, is a
substance,” Scicnce for Aristotle depends on Lthe existence of real
substances. Fverything that exists in the universe isa substance. The
substances in the world together make up the world, and hence the
world itself is not a substance, a view that would later be adopted
by Kant, although (or different reasons,

For Aristotle metaphysics, according lo his well-known definition,
15 the study of being as being, meaning the study of the existence
of everything that exisls from the lowest substances to the highest,
naxmlv God * [Lis also the study of the first and supreme causes and
principles of subslances.? In his physical theory Aristotle explains
all material substances on carth by means of the four elemoents of
Empedocles. These four “primary” or ‘simple’ bodies are whal actually
exist. But going beyvond physics, in his metaphysical theory, Aristotle
studies (among other topics) the question raised by the leaching
of Parmenides as to how change is possible.” The question is how
substances are real, how they arc what Lhey are and al the same time
can change. To answer this question AristoUe holds that the “primary’
or ‘simple’ bodics presupposc prime matter and opposites as their
elements.”* Aristotle holds thal all substances are composilions of
form and matter, with the single exception of his God, who is pure
form.*? Form is Aristotle’s distillation of Plato’s Forms or [deas and
tells us what a real, existing subslance is. Aristotle holds that forms
or essences, as realised in substances, are realt? However, the same
form is usually found in many existing substances and is therefore
an abstraction whoen perceived by the human intellact,

Met, (X100, wil, 072 a 31,

Y Mel (VL1 1026 2 27-32; (KB, vil, 1064 b 614,
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CL s, T, witi-ix,

b Gemoef Corr UL 1 329 & 2435, CE [oachim, Aristolle, O Coming-to-be and Passiig-
goay. . RS, 193, T9B-2 For o cotparison of physics and metaphysics and their
u|114 (.1.‘11 cf, 1ty boode Avistuble’s Corcept of Chesree. . Chapler [V (a){xd),

Prioe to the De Ass, Aristotle also appears b have held that soul is a reality
tdependently of matter and s “pure foen®

B Mel (V) i, 1029 2 97,
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Matter, the olher component part of substances found on earth, is
Aristotle’s distillation of Plato’s chaos. Plato’s chaos, when ordered
by the Demiurge, did nol give exislence inils own right to the things
m the world, 1:lut made th{—‘m shadowy images of the real [deas whose
exislence they imitated. Aristotle’s matter made his perceptible
substances possess existence in their own righl* However, his
matter was also a principle of potentiality and made it possible for
his substances Lo change sither accidentally or subslantially. The lwo
causes of change are, then, the effident and final causes.

Strikingly Arislotle’s form could not exist without matter except
in the case of the Unmoved Maver, and his maller could nol exisl
without form.” Thus Aristotle claimed that perceptible substances
are real, but composed of principles (archai) thal cannol exist in their
own right. ' This is a most extraordinary theory and yet never seems
tn have evoked Lhe kind of indignation thal one might expect, If we
surprose for @ moment that h‘;dm gen and oxygen did nolexisteach in
their awn right, then ome w ould not expeet to find any scientist who
would accept that hydrogen and oxygen in combinalion could form
real water, Llow could one have a cuke composed of “principles” that
could nol oxist separalely? We must surely conclude thal that which
canmnot exist on its own does not exist. Abstractions cannot be the
cause of what is real, Thus the form in the mind of the builder does

nat become real in the house he builds, although the house resem bles
this form. The components of what is real must themselves be real,

S Im Adel (WAL, ovil, 041 b 28 This statement is 1o be understood as meaning thal in
a connpeeite pereeptilde substance furm is the primary component that makes the
substance a substance - of, Med, (W11, ii, 1029 2 3-7; xvil, 1041 b 74,

Arislote colls maticr o sabstanee in Adef, (V1) T 10420 32-34, but only in the sense
of a reality that i a comnpenent part of an existing individual {principle that makes
teal and al the same time principle of polentiality). I Med, (W10), 430, T029 o 2005
lw grorints cub Pt matiee cannol be a sobstance, since it lacks separabilily and

- imdividuality.

Aristolle’s Form and matter ave not at all like a black hole, which is discov r‘ru.*-:l Lz
analysis of data ﬂ.JLhﬁLlpl‘ il is mmmw; Lifele Tl ddberemee i thal a black hole
ll."'|J|.|'. exishs, J
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and to hold the contrary surely goes beyond reason and 15 a kind of
mystical insight, stimilar to that of Pythapgoras and Plalo, 7

Tewould appear, then, that Aristotle belongs to the second tradition of
cxplanation inancien| philosophy, the mystical tradition, the tradition
of Anaximander, Pyvthagoras, Parmenides, and Clato. He is sharply
critical of the tradition of explanation by means of the material cause,
the tradition that runs from Thales (o Democrilus.

lowever, it is nol just the explanation of reality in Aristotle’s
melaphysics Lhat is beyvond reason, since the method he claimed for
this science also appears to have a mystical aspect, Aristotle is lhe
founder of the theory thal there are three theorelical sciences, namely
metaphysics, physics and malhematics. Metaphysics is called “first
philosophy” and also ‘theology” by Aristotle. He defines mela physics,
s we have seen, as thw study of being as being, by which he means
the study of lhe exislence of everylhing thal exists, For Aristotle,
hawever, there is a hivrarchy of beings or substances in the universe.
The Least valuable beings are those that are nol alive, such as stones.
Among living beings the least valuable are plants, followed by animals
argl then homan beings, [lowever, human beings are not Lhe most
valuable beings in the universe, Aristolle considered the heavenly
bodies, the moun, the sun, the plancts and Lhe stars to be superior
ta hunan beings, since he belicved they are eternal and alse alive
and intelligent and not subject Lo passions like human beings. For
Arisiotle the maost impaortant being is the Unmowved Mowver, his Gad,
who is a rause of moverment, but docs not move himsell. Aristotle’s
Cod is immaterial, cternal, alive, supremely good and intelligent.'
iy activity consists in conterplating hamsel(, sinee he is hirmself the
Supreme Being and could not be interested in anylhing except the
best objecl uf thought, Since God is the Supreme Being, the study of
Cod is the mos! important part of first philosophy or theology.,

Must mediacval thinkees also aveepled that Avistotle’s formeaud matler conse the

realily, atthough nol e existence of material beings.

F‘ur the attributes of Aristolls’s God ol my hm:k Mae conlaplazions Gi A pistotele, I
fonrahee by mpbafizicg @l VTt Mecoa e, Milan, 1999,
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Fhe melhod of this theolopy and likewise of mathemaltics, accorcli ng
to Aristotle, is deduclion from first principles which are reached by
induction. This method vields certain unchangeable knowledge. We
may bha very surprised lo hear Aristotle ':_Ll‘:-blt‘-.- metaphysics together
W 1tl1 Ll'hif:hi_mdt'lts, since mathematics is Lhe science about which
there is probably Lhe greatest degree of agreementamong specialists,
whurcas metaphysics must be among Lhe arcas about which there is
the feast agreemoent. Most people would not think that we can reach
maetaphysical ruth by means of deduction, and most people also
would not think that woe possess certain and unchangeable knowledge
in the field of melaphysics. Undortunately Aristotle provides us
wilh very little information about the method he recommendled in
metaphysics. Bul lhe method he uses in his vwn metaphysical books
is certainly not deductive. It 18 more dialectical in nalure™

The queslion arises as 1o how Aristotle could hold that the method
of metaphysics 15 deductive in nature. [Uis [olally unhistorical to
imagine Lhal Aristotle’s idea of method in the area of metaphysics
is a deductive system like Lhat of Spinoza.”™ But if not, we must ask
purselves what possible type of deductive model with Lhe certainty
of mathematicy Aristotle could have had in mind. It would appear
thal there is only one possible answer, and that is that Aristotle
envisaged somelhing resembling the mystical second metaphysics

o CFE Part An L i 839 b 710 oo mathematical enctfiod . Onthe meetined of soience of,
FtoW (=0T, T390 25-3 AP L Pl b 9-721h4

Oy the meanang of dialectic [or Aristotle of. my ar LLEJ{! “Diadectic, Languaps and
Reality in Aristathe™,

Tl [egedinm Joachin defended the view that the method inall of the theanetical
suiences iy identical, namely purely demonsteative, as i|1 mallwanativs. O Joachim,
Arislotio, (e {'u““'u{ to Beditroduction, BEullmanm, © ﬂat’rlﬁfl"m. und Metiode, . s
alsir vomvineed of the Cartesian view that theoretical science Jmphce mrathematical
method. Dieing, Arshile’s rethed . 21721 allempls to show o what esbent
Aristoble ased g prion veasoning and frizd to make the facts fit this reasoning in his
Physical works - but this allempl shows merely a fandmey and nol oalhenatical
method.
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of Flato which was bascd on the Pythagorean mathematical model
and referred not to the method used in discovering truth, bul Lo
the internal relationship of truths when they had already been
discovered. It may cerlainly bu objected that the evidence for such
a hypothesis is deficient, but in the same way the evidence for the
malhemalical secord metaphysics of Plato was also seeret, and this
sccrecy was part of the nalure of the mysticism it involved.

Part 11

In the second part of this paper I would like to discuss briefly the
possibility of a demystification of Aristotle’s metaphysics,

One of the most important questions in philosophy may be said
lo be the question "What is there'? Thomas Aquinus answers: The
world is made up of beings. Plato answers: The world is made up of
shadowy imitations of and participations in [deas. Itis widely thought
that Aristotle believed that the world is made up of substances, In
sectom ) of Part 1T [ aim lo show that Aristotle did nol allribute
the term “substance’ without distinction 1o all of those things later
called ‘beings’ by Aquinas. Rather, Aristotle believed inan analog}*
of substance. My thesis is Lhal this analogy, if it had been noticed or
understoed in Aristotle’s ime or even in laler cenluries would have
had a major influence on modern and contemporary philosophy.

{a) Aristotle’s analogy of substance

It is lo be observed that in a number of passapes Arislotle states
that substance pertains in the [lirst place to Oving beings. Thus in
Melapfysics Z, in his discussion of modes of peneration, Aristotle
wrIites:

Matural generation 15 the generation of things whose generation
is by nature. That from which they are generated is whal we call
matter. That by which they are generated is something which
exists naturally, and that which they become is a man or a plant
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ar something else of this kind, which we call substance m the
highes| degree ™

Thus lor Arislotle a substance is in the {irst place a natural substance,
and then in particular a living natural substance, such as a man,
a plant or an animal ™ In the [ollowing chapter of the Metaphsics
Aristotle again states that living beings are most of all subslances ™
In accordance with this view, he also gives animals as an example
of his doctrine that for every substance Lhal is generaled there must
be another substance which pre-exists it in deurlllt"-.- Thus it appuars
that living beings for Aristotle are substances in the primary sense.

Apraint, in his wecount of nature in Physies IL 1, Aristotle divides up
the maving universe inlo that which is by nature and that which is
due to other causes® As examples of natural substances, he then
gives “animals and Lheir parts and planis and simple bodies, such
as carth, fire, air and water.”® All natural beings are said to differ
from non-natural beings by having within themselves a principle of
movement (implying change) and absence of movement (implyving
staving unchanged).” For Aristolle, therelore, Lhe essential division
of the moving universe is that between substances which have within
themselves a principle of change and slaying unchanged, e, an
internal source of purpose and those things upon which purpose is
conlerred [rom wilhout.

The source of purpose conferred on substances from without is
man, Thus lhe essenlial division of the moving universe is thal
between natural objects and artefacts, Whatever is not an artefact
is & nalural object. Arislotle classified living substances (namely

S et VI, wid 1032 8 1519,
=L Reale, Aristelele, L Metafisice.. Vel I 591 ad Toe: “Arist. pensa, in gonere, a et
guegli erseri, clue snne orgarisou viventi”

= Met (WID, widd, 1034 a4, On the qut'atian of which things are substances for Avistotle
ol my book Arslotle’s Concept of Chaiee, Chapter LX (T} {a), Waletlow, Nalere,
Chunge ond Awessy, ., 525, O rjlﬁulf Ak W 2n =14,

I s 01192 Db B
o Phys TE 5, 192 9-171,
T fys HL0, 192 b 13414, OO also Aet. (W), v, 10153 a 13-15.
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anirals and plants) and inanimale natural beings (e.g. the four
terrestrial elements) together. Both groups are natural beings, as
both are said to have within themselves a principle of change and
staving unchanged.

Thus itwould appear that non-living things, such as those composed
of the four elements are also substances for Aristolie. However,
they are not substances in the primary scnse. They are substances
(although nol as adequately as living, beings) because they have
an internal principle of change {that makes them seek thejr proper
place), which is due to the presence in them of soul-principle,® a
reality that has not proviously been recognised in Aristotle, This
scul-principle or soul in general is doubtless Aristolle’s distillation
of Plato’s world-soul. Thus non-living natural substances also have
aprinciple of permanency, but this is greatly deficient in comparison
willl that of living beings, which retain their identity even lhough
every patlicle of their bodies changes regularly.

Art imitates Nature,™ ¢.g, a human being who develops a weapon
or a muedidne is imitating what nature does without intellecl. Thus
the products of art ure substances by imilation. They are not living
beings, but bear a resemblance to living beings, since they have no
internal principle of change and staying unchanged, but have a lorm
angl a purpose given to them by man, not by nature.

Thus for Arislotie only living beings are subslances in the full and
primary scnse. Inanimale beings are substances by analogy, and
artelacis even more temotely, o the extent that their purpose is
conferred on them by man and their unily and permanence, relative
tu the duration of human life, mukes them significant Lo man., It may
be said, therefore, that Aristolle believed inan analogy of substance
of this Kind ™ Hawever, his standpoint is to a large extent implicit.

o Ch Dw Gen Ap. 10 xi, 762 0 18-21,

o Progs 1101, 194 a 20-23; 11, vidl, 199 2 13-17; Pretrep, B 13 Thining,

One may contrast Descartes” analogy of substance, in which Goud is the prinnam
wiadvyufimg, given that subslance is defined as an existent thing thal requires
nothing bul itsell Lo exist.
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The fact that he did not explicitate his position, amd his attempt to
classify bolh Bving and non-living nalural buings topether (Lo contrast
them with art) doublless facilitated Descartes’ lask of classifying both
under extengion, '

Far Aristotle it does nut appear that there are any other substances
than the hierarchy of {a} living beings, (b) non-living natural
substances, and (¢} the products of art, Aristotle does notcall a leld,
ariver, a lake, an ocean, a mountain, or the world itself a substance,
since they are not a determined something,® Thus what really exists
in the first place for Aristotle are living beings. To be (for them) is Lo
be alive. The very meaning of existence is life

The conseguence of this position is thal the only real form for Arislotle
should be soul. Aristolle had the great meril of rejecting Plato's
Forms and accepting such forms as reality only as they are lound in
concrete individuals, Le always held, like Plato, that the soul is an
immaterial reality. Unlil later in life, however, he did not identity
the soul with the form of living beings. He reached this position only
i1 De An. and did not take the next logical step, which would have
been (o hold that the only real form is the suul. In accordance with
his analogy of substance, all other forms are so only by analogy. The
same conclusion arises {rom Aristotle’s underslanding of teleology,
as will now be seen.

{b) Teleology

In a famous passage in T An. 11, Iv Aristotle speaks of the aim of all
living beings:

# Pon Plato the workd itself is the groatest and most beauliful living bedig, Towever,
Aristolle rejocted Plate’s workl-sonl and therelore rejociod the waorld as a substance,
- sinve @ substance is essenlially a liviog being - Hence for Avistete the world is
just the concept of the collection of all the things in the world. This is the view that
world later be adopted by Kand Gor sehom the world s a manscendental idea of
pure reason.

BCE D Aie T dw, 115 b 1314 The prosdindly of this position 1o tat of Heidegger is,

of cowrse, siriking.
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Far it is the most natural funclion in all living beings . to
reproduce another individual similar to themselves - animal
producing animal and plant plant -, in order that thoy may, so
far as they can, shave in the eternal and the divine. For it is that
which all things steive foy, and hat is the aim of (he activity of all
natural beings. . Since, then, individual livings beings are incapable
of participating continuously in the elernal and divine, because
nolhing perishable can retain its individual unity and idenlity,
they partake in the cternal and divine cacli in the only way it can,
some more, some less, Thal is Lo say, each survives, not itself, bul
m & similar individual, which is one in species, not identically
o with 16%

[n this passage Aristolle writes that the aim of the activily of all living
beings is to share in the eternal and divine. Because the individual
cannol survive, it seeks to survive by reproducing itsell, When
Aristotle says Lhal all Hving beings seck “the eternal and the divine”,
itis 1o be understood Lthal this is a dialectical way of saying Lhat they
seek the eternity of Aristatle’s God, the Unmoved Mover ™

For Aristotle every living being - thus every substance in the prinary
senwse — notonly struggles to exisl/ survive, but seeks its perfection aor
the lull development of its form and to retain this condition Tor as long
as possible ™ The acom seeks Lo grow into a fully-grown oak-tree. This
is ils highest pood. The ultimate good of he universe is Lhe Unmaoved
Mover * When living beings steive for their full development, they are
striving for the gondness of the Unmoved Mover, But because they
carnot remain na condition af full development, they reproduce, in
order to reach the elernity of the Unmoved Mover in the species,

B e An Toav, 415 2 26 - 415 b Hkewise D Ger, AL B4, P31 024 - 7320 1.

On dialectical method tn Anstotle ol my book Dis e Conrieriplazions in Aristotele 12
17.

o P, I0 4, 193 B11-T8; i, 199 2 27-33.

W Cf Aet (XTI, x 1075 & 11-15.
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ILis to be noted, however, that intellecl is not required (or these
purpases, Aristotle holds that il is absurd to think that intellect or
deliberation is a prerequisite of telealogy ¥ Witness the bird that builds
anesl, the spider that weaves a web and the plant that produces leaves
o protect its fruit. All of these aclivities are manifestly teleological,
because they, cearly parallel to human leleclogical activities, oocur
without the aid of intellect or deliberation. Teleology is accardingly
an inlrinsic part or aspect of nature ™ 56l more important is the fact
that the leleology innature is primary, and the leleology cxperienced
angl recogmised by human beings when they consciously aim at goals
is a secondary exemplification of the primary teleclogy in naiure.
As Aristotle wriles in Plys. I1, viii; “lo general, art either initates
the works of nature or completes that which natare is unable o
bring to completion. If, then, works of art |i.c. projects involving
deliberale teleology] ave for something, clearly so too are the works
of nuture 4

For Aristotle, primary leleclogy, as found innature, s a characleristic
uf that which is alive and is due o a principle in all living beings. This
principle is soul, not intellect. In other words, teleology is caused by
soul, which neither needs to calculate tu achieve ils goals, nor even
requires the body which it inhabits Lo possess any nervous syslem,

oo Phys 3, win, 199 b 26-28 L Charles, Teleofogion! Cavaaiion. .

W Phys, 1L widl, 199 a 2000, Cf, Shields, Apsicti 80-1; L when Aristotle seeky
to luslrale the keleology of nalure in terns of a doctor docloring bimself, it is
because he takes it for pranted that human actions are lor the sake of something,. .
MNow, the eliminativist, who ansterely rojects ofl appeal to eleclopical cousation,
needs o deoy that such appeals have any role to play in Lhe explanation of the
activity we observe, That moch does seem exlreme, and needs some sorl ol
prowerful argument, il it is fo be taken seriousty, an arpument showing that aay
appeal ta goal-dirvckedness 15 incoherenl, of that all purpoesive explanation i as
such somuhosw outmoded ot jn-:‘rnn;rrc:henﬂhle.”

W OF, Charles, eleadegivnd Crassafion. 1170 A4 this point one reaches bedrock in

Aristotle’s defence of teleolopical d\]ﬁdﬁun; itmust bea penuine form of causation,

bocase if 18 were not, the world would contain no natures and ne natural

processes.”

F Phys 01, i, 199 a 1518 i, 194w 21-2%; Protwep. B 13 DHiring,
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as in the case of plants, Thought, which is leleological in a secondary
and dependent way, provides human beings with privileged access
to the kind of thing nature (meaning natural beings) is daing for a
purpose withoul the use of reason,™

The existenee of soul Tollows {rom the difforence in behaviour
hetween Lhat which is alive and thal which is not alive.® Teleolagy
is explicable only in terms of a principle called soul, which makes
all living beings strive to slay alive. The aim of life is life itsell, i.e.
survival in the best possible condition. Bul the reason why living
beings strive [0 slay alive is because they are sleiving o attain the
elernity and perfection of the Unmowved Mover.

Thus Aristotle held that it is inadequate to allempl Lo explain living
beings by means of lhe material cause only (as do conlemporary
mechanicism and dialectical materialism), Telealogy implies the
existence of soul and soul implics teleology (and hence il is eminently
reasonable that evolulionary biologists, who do notacre plsoul, also
do nol accept teleology as a reality).

Accordin gl}f, Lhere i3 a second reason why Aristotle, to be consequent,
should have hald not only that living beings are the best exam ples
of suhstances, but that they are the only real subslances.® We come
now to the realist consequences of my thesis.

For adelence of Aristotle’s view on natural ends of. Jehnson, Aristoth i Telology,

207, 290-1,

B I Arislotle’s pud gement the struggle to survive and develop o the Tollest possible
degree - thus teleological orientation - cannot be explained in material {eons.
The inbuill avoidanee of diath, the capacity of seli-defence and of self-healing,
as well as the fact {as apposed to the process) of reproduction {not found in any
non-living being), ie. the combination of the claracteristics of everything alive
requires mode than matter B eseplain it. In contemporary terms, the cxteaardinarily
comples chemical composition found in all living, beings is not life, but that which
vnderping life. Cne might say thal the extreme complesity of living beinps, afl
parts of which colluborate in a subtle way, shows the existonce of an iminaterial
coordinating principle.

U0 Rnss, Apistetle,, 172 “Tut it s righl thal Aristotle, in rojecting the Platonic

doctrine of transcendent forin, shiould fay stress on the sgually immalerial naluee

of e imoanent form inowhich be himself belisves.”

Bl
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{c) Realist form and matter

According to the view [ have proposed, all of perceptible reality
should be divided into three: substances (andmate nature), artefacts,
and inanimate nature.

In the case of substances (animate nature), the form (soul) imposes
recognition of its biological nature and aim of life on the human mind,
whereas in the case of artefacts the source of the lorm and ils goal
is Lhe huwnan mind, which imposes on reality forms and goals that
have no exislence of their own, 'I'hase [orms are conlingent.

It the case of inanimate nature, the mind is presented with ordered
maller, such as elements, aloms and subatomic particles. But
this ordered matter has no inbuilt form or purpase™ In order o
understand it and to think about it, the human mind imposces form
and purpase on i, since the human mind is unable to think of
anything real except as having a form and serving a purpose. Thus
inslead of saying that matter cannot exist by itsclf {(without formy),
as Aristotle held, we should say that matter cannol be knawn as it
is in itsell. Thus ordered matter indtself is a nournenon, In a similar
way the human mind imposes form and purpase on nalure in the
case of a mountain, occan, feld or hedge. Thus the human mind
substantilies inanimate nature,

It fullows that the only true form is soul, which, since it is real, does
not depend on matter for ils existence. Matter, likewisc, 1s a reality
that does not depend on soul for its existence. [t exisls and is orderead,
but is unformed until itis substantified, Lo, teceives form and purpose
from Lhe human minc, Based on this realist standpoint, [ come now
to some conclustons.

it Adistinclion must be made between leleology and the ceder in Lhe univeess that is
a prercquisite of lile and the possibility of lnoan thinking,
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Conclusion

Aristotle implicitly expresses in his works a view that may be called
the “analogy of substance”. The only true substances arc living
beings because they alone have a real lorm, namely soul. The lerm
substance in the proper sense should be used anly {or living beings
and not for artelacls, From this standpoint it follows Ingically that
form is nol a univocal term and should be understood to mean the
soul in living beings, although it can be used for non-living things
by way of analogy.

In reply to the fundamental philosophical question: “whal is there?”
(in the universe) we may reply, therefore, that what there is is
soul, unformed matler, and living beings, which are a remarkable
combinalion of both {not forgetling that these realities do not appear
ultimately self-axplanatory and point Lo Lhe existence of God), Matter
does nol existin the Heidegperian sense, it does nol ex-ist. Tobe is to
be sormething. Bul everything thatis not alive is not a thing except by
analogy, except by the thinpness ar reification givenitby the human
intellect. We may say that Plato rightly ermphasized the semi-unreality
of matter in ils own right *Can something be a subslance without real
form? Clearly not, as there would be no subject of existence, But the
only real form, as implied by many passages of Aristotle, is soul.

It is clear that many mediacval thinkers implicitly understood the
dilemma if one understands Arislotle to have held that all existing
thingsare substances. Many of them attempled to solve the problem,

LLmight be ebjecled that such a realist adaptation of Aristotle’s metaphysics would
no longer be a metaphysios ab all, and this is partly correct, since Twould bold that
metaphysics in the traditfonal sense is o kind of mysticism or inleflectual exercise
lhat comes close to reality and tune argund reality, but Giled o dvaw the corroct
rralist conclusion from Arstotle’s analvses. But the foundalion of Aristoble’s
metaph‘vﬁirﬂ namely the exislenee of immatenal subslances, remaing, Cf Frade,
Arstolle’s Acconnt.. 572 "Oby insly the existence of noon-perceptible, immaterial
substances, which are principles af the sensible world, is crucial 1o the enterprise
of melaplysics or primary philosoply, as Avistotle conceives ki the Maliphsics.
They are the special domain of primany philosophy.”
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but provided less satisfactory solutions. The best-known solution
is that of Aquinas, who proposed an analogy of being, rather thun
of substance. The widely held theory of the multiplicity of forms
in creatures was another attempt to solve the problem. By far the
simplest and most satisfactory solution is that proposed implicitly
by Aristotle.

At the startof the rnodern perind Descarles eliminated the Aristotelian
concepts of form and of teleology in the world surrounding man and
in so doing became one of Lhe falhers of modern materialism and
mechanicism. It would have been much more difficult for him to do
50, il the concept of “lorm’ had already been accepted as referring
properly only to “soul’, and if it had been accepted that this form is
found only in living beings,

The importance of this standpoint is that not everything that the
human mind recopnises is a substance. Only thal which has real
form, namely soul, is a substance. If a distincton is not made between
real abjective lorm and the analogy of form imposed hy the human
intellect, then everything in the universe is a substance or thing to
anequal degree. Form Lhen ceases Lo be anylhing special and we can
ipnore it and fall into materialism. This is precisely the widespread
siluation we wilness in the conlemporary world.

It may be obscrved also that Kant was led to develop his theory of
the noumenal world because, as a follower of Lhe Carlesian view Lhal
everything we perceive is extension without distinetion, he could not
grasp thal there must be a real foundation of substance, namely soul,
Without soul as its foundation, where substance becomes a mere
calegory of the understanding, reality can no longer be known as it
is im itself and becomes noumenal.

My thesis, therefare, is thal Aristotle’s melaphysics of form and
matter reprosents a kind of mysticism, since his form and matter
cannol exisl on Lheir own and thereflore cannot conslitule real
substances in combination. Only when form is limited to soul, as
Aristotle in many passages implies that it should be, and only when
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matter is understood as an unformed reality thatexists independently
ol form, can we speak of a realist philosophy.
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