The following lecture treats Aristotle’s philosophy in the Physics and Metaphysics according to an internal logic which may be outlined as follows: 

· Wisdom is etiology

· Etiology is ontology

· Ontology is ousiology

· Ousiology is theology

Also note the following Greek terms:  “on he on” is Greek for being as being (”on he physis” is Greek or being as physis () the accents for the Greek can be given in class, I do not have the font ability here.)

Wisdom is a kind of Science [epistemé] which is in turn a kind of Knowledge [gnosis], and it is a science of wisdom that Aristotle seeks.  One who practices an art [the artist] knows the cause or reason why for something.  This can be contrasted to someone who only has empirical knowledge or mere experience that something is the case.  For example, I may know that the wind, as a matter of fact, comes from the West in the afternoon because I have experienced it for many years, but I may not know why this is the case.  The wise person knows the cause or reason why.  So when we know or understand we have knowledge of causes.

When the wise person knows or scientizes he is scientizing about difficult things, he scientizes about cause accurately, he scientizes about knowledge for its own sake, and about knowledge that is superior – it is not ancillary to any other knowledge.  This means that the wise person must scientize about everything, but not as “individuals.”  What adequately fits this description of the kind of things about which the wise man scientizes is knowledge that is universal and necessary.  

That which is universal and necessary is most difficult because it is farthest from the senses.  What is closest to the senses is what we know through mere experience, but the wise person knows of causes.  Furthermore, it is the most accurate about cause because it has the fewest principles.  Ultimately, it is the grounding principle.  This kind of knowledge is sought for its own sake and is not secondary to any other, hence it is superior to all other knowledge.

Cause must be understood in terms of the new being as it is seen from the newness of this being as an accomplished fact.  This is a teleological understanding of cause.  It is as if we look backward from the end of the thing as a being-come-to-be-in-its-newness instead of forward to its intended end or even less accurately, forward to its accomplished position in space or effected result.  Our current understanding of cause is only one kind of cause for Aristotle (efficient cause.)  We think of cause as an effect of force, for example, when one domino causes a series of dominos to fall.  We think of cause in terms of the thing that effected the particular change upon which we are concentrating.

If we think in Aristotelian terms, we want to understand what must be admitted as responsible or answerable for the new being.  This gives four ways to understand cause. 

1. The substratum that was changed into the newness or the “from what” is the Material cause.

2. The new shape or form is the Formal cause.

3. The origin of the change, the “maker,” is the Efficient cause.

4. The end, “telos,” or purpose; that for the sake of which or the “what-it-was-to-be” is the Final cause.

With this short introduction we have indicated how wisdom can be understood as etiology or as cause.

Parmenides say that “To-Be” is the only way for thinking, and this is operative for Aristotle.  Parmenidean “Absolute Being” is unrestricted, for there is nothing outside of it that could limit it in any sense.  We must now understand this in terms of cause.  Hence, the cause of this Parmenidean absolute cannot ever be outside of it.  The only way to think this in terms of cause is that Absolute Being is itself its own cause.  It is clear here that our concept of efficient cause is inadequate to this understanding.  Efficient cause is the cause of a being, for example, that moves from here to there by being pushed by someone.  Absolute Being in a Parmenidean sense, is not mobile in this way for all the reasons Parmenides explicated in his Poem.  It must have its own cause within itself some how, that is, it is self-caused.  This thought teleologically is to have its end in itself already and completely.  Hence we have arrived at the second line of our internal logic: Etiology is Ontology.

Now there are four senses of “To-Be” for Aristotle: Accidental, True, Actual, and Categorical.  We are seeking the sense that can account for essential change in the being.  The accidental sense has to do with what can change in a being, yet not affect the essence of the being.  For example, if I am pale, I have changed from normal color, but I am the same person, hence this kind of change is accidental and is unnecessary for my essence.  This kind of change is unnecessary to the essence of a being and lacks the necessity and definiteness implied by “To-Be” in any absolute sense.  Such accidental change is therefore more akin to “Not-is” than to “To-Be.”

The True sense of “To-Be” is the correct way of viewing whatever is offering itself to be viewed (as in the phenomenon discussed earlier the semester offers itself to be seen.)  For Aristotle, this sense is in the mind, not it the being itself and is therefore not rightly a concern of metaphysics but a concern of logic.  Hence it is not a fundamental sense of “To-Be” either.

The actual sense of “To-Be” Aristotle says is spread throughout all the categories.  Aristotle’s categories include the following: Substance, Quantity, Quality, Relation, Place, Date, Posture, Possession, Action, and Passivity.  Of these categories, Aristotle says that substance is the most fundamental.  Substance is the Latin translation of the Greek term “ousia.”  So we must now familiarize ourselves with the Greek term.  We will refer to ousia instead of substance from now on.

“He Ousia” is the feminine participle of “to-be” in Greek and indicates the following ideas:

· That which is one’s own property or “the goods.”

· A state or condition of that which is solidly present or stands alone.

· The condition of one’s “ownness” and ultimately one’s own “to-be.”

· Furthermore, it is “that of which all else is predicated, but which itself is predicated of nothing.”

The Greeks thought that vision was the most precious sense.  Their thought models are therefore sight oriented.  Therefore what is seen as solidly present is the shape or determined form, hence Aristotle could name “ousia” as the fundamental sense of “to-be.”  This leads us to the third line of our internal logic: Ontology is Ousiology.  We must now investigate Ousia.  

Remember that for Aristotle “to-be” means to be a being.  This is to be understood in light of the foregoing discussion of ousia as that which is solidly present.  We must retain this view in our investigation of ousia.

Now according to Aristotle there are four senses of ousia:  Essence, Universal, Genus, and Substratum.  He focuses on substratum which in turn has three senses:  matter [hylé], form [morphé], and a combination or compound of these two.

Matter is that which we must admit to account for change or motion.  It is interesting to remind ourselves here that motion and change have been banished from the Absolute already by Parmenides.  It cannot move from here to there or change internally in such a way that would cause it to be limited by anything other than itself.

In nature (concrete ousia, beings) matter is what accounts for substantial change or essential change, not accidental change.  A being is a combination of matter and form, for example, the marble of the statue and the form it takes of David.)  

Primary matter is distinguished from secondary matter.  It is primary matter that accounts for this substantial change, but it is only knowable, that is, it is only seen as it is within “physis” or nature in beings: combined with form.  The compound of matter and form is called secondary ousia – that is physis and the kind of matter here would be secondary.  Physis is beings be-ing or “being as physis” or in the Greek transliteration “on he physis.” 

Primary matter is what accounts for the substantial change, that is, the generation and corruption of the very ousia.  All matter arises from the primary matter.  If ousia or form is that which is determined (on the mode of vision, for example, the distinct being) then primary matter is that which is purely indeterminable.  If ousia is the determined individual, then you cannot know primary matter in itself, but only as a dimension or co-constituent of the determined ousia.  Hence primary matter is not defined by any of the categories that define “To-be.”  But if this is so, then it must be that which Parmenides referred to as non-being, but that is unthinkable.  Hence it makes sense that we cannot know primary matter in itself, but only as a relative not-ness that is a co-constituent of beings.

If this is so, then the combination of form and matter is not fundamental either, because if form is combined with matter, then ousia as it appears in physis is also somewhat undetermined.  This ousia that we see in physis is therefore secondary ousia.  The only sense of substratum that is left for Being is that of Form.  So form must be the fundamental expression of ousia.

Now form is that which is aimed at in the process of becoming.  It is the essence of the what-it-was-to-be, but this is the end, “telos” of final cause.  Here form is identified with its end or “telos.”  Form is the essence as “telos,” and each ousia is defined by this “telos,” but as a being it is not identical with its “telos” yet.  Somehow it is its end, but not yet.  It is not yet coincident with its goal.  The only instance of ousia that is coincident with its end is primary ousia, and this is Being-as-Being: “on he on.”  This is form without matter, and this is the final cause.

In sum, to seek that in virtue of which matter is some definite being is to seek the form.  To seek the form is to seek the essence.  The primary ousia is pure form without matter, and to know this is possible only through immediate contact.  You cannot inquire into it.  Not to know is simply not to be in contact.

How can we understand this in terms of activity, potency, and motion?   Motion is the activity of the potential with something remaining.  Pure potential is comparable to pure matter and pure activity is like pure form.  Activity that is combined with potential is like form combined with matter.  Activity is motion towards an end; ultimately toward pure activity without potency.

“Energia” in Greek is the activity of the potential, and therefore motion as the way toward pure activity or actuality or “entelechia.”  Potency combined with activity is actuality or entelechia, but not yet.  As such, it is the kind of motion that pertains to beings. 

Entelechia is “being-as-being” or Absolute Being that has its end with itself at once already.  This is first ousia and takes the character of the Parmenidean Absolute: permanent, immobile, definite, etc.  It is the pure essence, final cause and the “telos” at once.  All these name the divine.  Hence Ousiology is Theology.

The divine is therefore seen as the unmoved mover, but not as simply in terms of efficient cause, for this makes no sense since it is related to the kind of cause associated with determinate being or beings (being as physis.)  The eternal and unmoved mover is the final cause and end of all.  It moves by being loved and desired as the ultimate end, final cause, and good, for the good is that which is desired.

The divine is Being Absolutely thinking itself.  Remember Parmenides here who said there is nothing else for thinking than To-be.  Another way to say this is that the end is absolute presence to itself: a thinking on thinking or contemplation.  Entelechia is pure actuality that has its end in itself, that is to say, self-determined. If we think being in teleological terms as Aristotle does, we can say that Absolute Being is the future of being and beings are unto this future as Absolute Being.  It is the identification of being and the future or end / telos as entelechia that is the divine for Aristotle.

