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"ARISTOTELIAN NOTIOL. OF PRIME ‘MALTER
Since the dawn of philosophical thought, one€ of the most

perpleiing guestions whiech philosophers have almost universally

00331dered is the problem of .deciding of what the "stuff" of the

universe around us consists. The earllest phllOSOphlcal systems

» of course attributed the origin of tiue world to whatever deities

they happen to believe in. But even these, for the most part,

have aléo some more Or less developed system of cosmology with

an explanation for the things we see around ﬁs, These early
systems more commonly held a dualistic explanation for this phe-

i

nomena, usually body and spirit (1). This problem was always

subjugated to the réiigion of the particular group and flowed

from this religion until the time of Thales,; who decided that the

original element of the universe Was water (2). After his time

every philosopher of any conseouence had to comment on this

gquestion and the theorles mhlch they expounded were no longer as

- intimately linkzed with their religion. The various thecories or

speculations as to what this orlvlnal element of the universe was,

- after the time of mhales and until the time of Arlstotle seem to

be as numerous as the emlnent philosophers of the same period (3).

The must prominent among the systems of this period were those of
the gtomists, who held that the universe consisted of an infinite
number of indivisible bodies called atoms, or uncutables, which

&iffered in shape, order, position and magnitude to account for

the dlffercnces in physical thln?s' the ﬂynamlth, who taught that

the world was composed of unextended "force points,"” the Pythago-.

reaﬁs, who taught a rather mystic system of numbers for fheir cgs~ '
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mology: and Empedocles, who taught that the world consisted of four
basic components: fire, air, earth, and water (4). Plato haé three

worlds. The one in which we live he called the world of "Phenom=

ena" and had s rather negative idea regsrding the coniposition of its

“"stuff" which he called 7o 47¢/{5). This was evidently due to the

fact that he thought this world was only a shadow.

Aristotle was a disciple of Plato and corrected this idea. It
is his notion which has been accepted by St. Thomas and the scho-
lastics, and part of which this paper chooses to treat. It has

come to be known by the term "hylomorphism."

“Hylomorphism is the theory which explains the constituent
of 'natural bodies' by means of the dwalistic composition
of matter and form." (6) : '

This paper has no intention of dealing with the:latter pfinciple,‘
but only the queation/of matter, and that from the Aristotelian
viewpoint,
"The substance of bodies is entitatively diffused in space.-:
This cdiffusion in space, or extension, is a static, pas-
sive, entitative principle which is its foundation source.

And eince that is 'materiasl' which occupies space, this
rrinciple is the materisl principle; we call it matter." (7)

This matter may be distinguished further into two classes: prime

matter and secondary matter. Prime matter is

- "indeterminate, homogenious in all bodies, and the per-
manent subject of all profound changes- effected in matter.™ (8)

Bittle gefines it as

"an incomplete corporeal substance, undetermined but de=-
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terminable, capable of receiving any kind of substantial
form." (9) T

- As Gredt says,

"lateria prima est pura potentia." (10)

i

That means that it poscsesses.neither quantity, quality, nor speci-

fic essence. Secondary matter Gredt defines
?
{

3 . .
. . ., I
"Corpus seu substantia corporea completa, in alicua determi-
nata specie rerum constituta." (11)

In other words, secondary matter is what we are accustomed to meet

in ordinary life. It i's just everyday "stuff.” We could never per-

ceive prime matter as such, fpr‘by the definitions we see that it is

completely indeterminate and therefore not ordinarily comprehensi-
. A - .. .

ble by the senses. However, it is possible to come to it by dedue-
tion and that is what Aristotle did. It is the purpose of this pa-
per to show how Aristotle did this and to show how some of the other

deductions can follow from this. Secondary matter does not come in

for consideration. Aristotle First pfoceeded to show that all‘the

Greek philosoﬁhers before his time had been on the wrong track and

"then he himself sta}teé from scratche. -

GETEIHG LOWHE 20 4 PRINCIPLE

Some Possibilities---

. "The possibilities in guestion must be either (a) one or (b)
‘more than one. , N

"If (a) one, it must either (i) be motionless, as Parmen-
ides and Melissus assert, or (ii) in motion as the physi-
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cists hold, some. declaring air to be the flrst principle,
others nater. :

"Tf (b) more than one, then either (i) a finite or (ii) an
infinite plurality. If (i) finite (bul more than one), then
either two or three or four or some other number. If (ii)
infinite, then either as Democritus believed, one in kind,
but alfferlng in shape or form; or alfferent in kind and
even contrary..." (12)

Aristotle here enumerates the possibilities, and now proceeds to

eliminete., He goes on to show that this guestion is really out-
side the realm of the physicist, and this elimin=tes all the
poesibilities. .

"Wow to investigute whether being is one and motionless, is
not to contribute to the science of nature ... but is ... like

arguing against any other position maintained for the sake

of argument ... or like refuting a merely contentious argu-
ment ..., accept one ridiculous proposition and the rest fol-
lows .., We physicists, on the other hand must take for granted
that the things that exsist by nature are, eitber all or some
of them, in motion." (13}

Aristotle thus sets aside.the notiﬁn‘that "being is one and mo-
tionless” (14) and begins with the supposition fhat being is in
motion. It was necessary for nim to do this to be consistent with
his system of epistemology for there he builds on the pre@ise that
the senses are reliable -- a premise which he adequately proves
there., +That applies to their realm of activity only. Aristotle

goes on to say that.
/

"4t the same timé the holders~éf the theory of which we are
gpesking do incidentally raise physical ouestions ... it will
be perhaps well to spend a few words on them," (15)

NUMBER OF BEING

How is being one? -- Aristotle begins by asking hlmself
cuestlons.
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"In what way may it be asserted’ tnat all things are one?

... Do they mean that all things ‘are' substance or gualities-
or quantities? And further, are all things oune substance --
one man, one horse, or one soul; or cuelity, and, that one
and the same -- white or hot or something of that sort?" (le})

The philosopher says that it is impossible to hold any of these
doctrines and proceeds to prove his point. His proof is simple

and follows along the same line as that of Plato for the angler.
Aristotle uses this method cuite extehsively also. Aristotle
rather uses more of the conditional or stri&tly hypothetical syl-
logism, thus eliminating one premise at a times. in this case it
has to Dbe eithef one of thésé'tpinés (substance, quantity, or quél-
ity), or a1l of them. 1f it is one of them, they must be. able to
exist independently. That they can none of them eiist separately
or independently, the philosopher p:oved in his previous work, the
"Organon.® (17) ﬁe therefore concludes that they must all exist
together, and being must be both sﬁbstance, and quantity, and quai-
ity. " He then shows thet they are not one .in this sense at all but

one in principle.

“Primo manifestat quomodo ponebant unum materiale principium.”

(13) 1In other wordsaristotle shows that all things are one in the

‘sense that they are one underlying material principle. It is the

substratum, or what we are now accustomed to call 'Materia Prima.*

CONTRARIES

The Philosopher than gbes on to examine some of the other

theories, proceeding in the same way. He states that

"many physicists make the underlying body one ... -- then
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generate everything else from this, and obtain multiplicity
by rarification. Now' these are contraries which may be gene-
ralized into 'excess and defect,' (Compare Plato's 'Great
and Small' -- except that he mskes these his matter, and the
one his form, while others treat the one which underlies as
matter and the contraries as differentiase, i.e. form)" (19)

ihe Philosopher here wishes to demonstrate how the substyatum is

one while the variations of this substratum aré accounted for by a
co~principle, ﬁhich, for many other thinkers has assumed the nature
of contraries. ‘Thé notion here attributed to flato of reversing the
order'of fhe principles and making the sUbstratum the active princi-
ple or form, was comparatively recently revived by E. I. Watkin;

who gives it a certain plausibility which'qauses one to stop and
take noﬁiée, for it is not too impossible that it should be the 'ma-
teria prima' which is activatiné, while thé "forma substantialis® re-
mains passive, (20) ﬁhexe the idea of contraried comes into vlay
also and more familiarly, is in placing the. substratum of Aristotle,
or the materia prima, on one side of the scéle as the passive prin-

s

ciple; and the substantial form on the other side as the active prin-

1

.¢ciple. St'. Thomas does‘thié (referring back to "primo" (21)

"Congiderandum est autem circs primum, quod Philosophus
in praecedentibus more disputantium visus est Opponere ad
utramque partem oppositam.” (22)

COMPLETE SEPARATION IMPOSSIBIE
Aristotle agrees with Anaxagoras that complete separstion of |
the two principles, or contraries, will never take place, but says
that Anaxagoras does not fully comprehend the significance of that

statement. To try to have one of these principles without the other

is like trying to have guantity without gquality. The contraries are
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both really priﬁoiples but both are incomplete in themselves. They
 are co-principles and one neede the other. ‘Neithe: can exist by
itself "in re.” This means that the sﬁbstratum can never exist By
itself for it would have no nbteslby winich it could be recognized,

since notes belong to ifts co-principle.
PRINCIPLLES

Must be basic:

"First principles must not be derived from one another nor

from anything else, while everything must be derived from

them, But these conditions are fulfilled by primary con-

traries." (23) - ‘
This follows logically'tna% first principles cannot be derived
from one another. To szy that they could would be 'a "petitio prin-
cipii,”™ or, in other words, "idem per idem prcbatuf." That every-
thing else must be derived from them is evident if they are to re-
main first principles. Following the lead of Aristotle, we get the
definition of a first prinéiple,

"Principium est id, a quo aliquid'habitur quocurique modo." (24)
"Aristotle goes on to say that these conditions are fulfilled by pri-

mary contraries

"which are not derived from anything else because they are-
primary, nor from each other beczuse they are contraries.” (25)

Must be more than one -- Therefore, Aristotle formally drzws

the conclusion that since the feqdisites for these first principles
can only be fvlfilled by contraries, the principles must be moré.
than one in number. The.necessaryAfequisitgs for'contraries can only
be fulfilled by two. However, he continues,

"it is plausible to suppose tnem to be more than two. For it
is difficult to see how either density should be of such a
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nature as to act in any way on rarity or rarity on density." (26)
St. Thomas has this to say on the point:
"Wem primo probavit, quod principia sunt contraria et nunc
induxit rationes ad probandum guod contraria non sufficiunt
ad hoc guod ex eis generentur. Et, guia rationes disputa-
tivae verum concludunt tantum secundum aliquid, sed non se-
cundum totum; ex utrisque rationibus veritatem concludit; et
dicit, quod si aliquis putet veram priorem rationem, quae pro-
babat principia esse contraria, et bona immediate positam, quae
. probabat contraria principia non posse sufficere; ad salvandum
utramgue est necesse dicere, quod quoddam tertium subsit con-
trariis, sicut dixerunt ponentes totum universum esse ngturam,
materiam, sicut aquam aut ignem sut aserem, sut medium horum, ut
vaporem aut sliquid huiusmodi et mezis videtur de medio. Hoc
enim tertio accipitur ut subjectum contrariis, etguomodo ut
distinctum ab eis. Unde illud quod minus habet contrarietate,
convenientius ponitur tertium principium prseter contraria."” (27)
The idea conveyed is that something must bring the co-principles to-
gether or separate them as the case may be; otherwise the result
wonld be static for they would be frazen in their primary state and
would be incapable of change. That brings in the idea of "privation"
and "substantial change." These are outside the scope of this paper

and it is not necessary to treat them here. (28)

SUBSTRATUN

Aristotle thence proceeds to determiné the nature of the pas-
sive principle. He is still in the same trend of thought.

»“Only'substances are said to come to be in the unguali-
fied sense.” (29)

By that he means that accidehts, though they may come to be, are
able to come to be on1§ in so far és they come to hTe part«of
another substance., They cannot exist indepehﬁently. They muét
always be ﬁart of another. By the uncualified éense, of course,

he means that they come to be‘én independent being.  Aristotle fur-
ther proves this‘by the fact that substance alone cannot be predi-

cated of another subject, but, on the contrary, everything elsc is
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predicated of substance. All the accidents may be predicated of
substance but substance can never bhe preﬁicatéd of any accident.
The division into substance and accidents 1s dichotomous. There~.

fore, the statement is valid.

The Philosopher asks the guestion:

"How can substances be derived from what are not substan-
ces? Or how can non-substance be prior to substance?” (30)

This, as he goes on to point out, would be metaphysically impos=-
sible for it would make non-substance prior to substance and that

would be a denial of the principle of proportionate cause which

- goes: back to the principle of countradiction. The coneiusian can

only be that one substance comes to be from ancther substance.
This is brought sbout by substantisl chahge. . (31) In general things

wnieh come to be, comé to be in different ways, as Aristotle puts
it,

"(1) by change of shape, as.a statue; (2) by addition, as
things that grow; (3) by taking away, as Hermes from the
stone: (4) by putting together, as a house; (5) by altera-
tion,; as thinge which turn in respect of their materisl
substance."(32)

"It 1s plain that these are all cases of coming to be from
e substratum.”

"Mhus, clearly, from what has been said, whatever comes

to Le is always complex. There is on the one hané, (=) some~
thing which comes into existence, and again (b) something
which becomes that." (33)

That may not seem very clear at the first glance but Nys must have

veen refer:ing to this passage when he gays:

"For a being to change, an essential psrt of it must per-

sist throughout the change and be found unchanged in the final
result. Were this not the case, change would resolve itself
into the annihilation of one substance and the substitution

of another by way of creation.® (34) oo

The thing to which they refer as remaining the same is the pas-
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sive principle or prime matter éccording to the scholastics. The

part which changes. is the determining prinéiple of the physical

body or the substantial form. The prime matter is the substratum

i

from which.&ristotle éays things come to-be. When Ee sﬁye thaé
"whatever comés to be is complex" (35), he is referring to the
ﬁﬁofold'composition-of the new tody ffom mgtter and form. How=-
ever, if wé read further, we see that Aristotle goes fhrough-a'long
process of mental gymhastics to bring ott\his point.-,éﬁmply, he gr-

rives at hylomorphism thus: After he observes a series of substan-

i

tial changes, he notes that there is always'"something woich comes
into existence, and agein, something which becomes that." . (36) He
also notes that bbth of these are complex, They are made up of

something which changes and sOméthing which rémains the same. The
' "somethingiwhich cémes into existence” (37) is the new substanbiél

form, while the "something which becomes that" is thé 0ld body

which is made up of matter and form, but which WaS'depriveﬁ of its

0ld form in the process of substantial chénge.

xJéuc‘i&;tt:tZL‘vg_s‘ also says that,

"Things can be explained in terms of potentialitQ‘and

actuality.” (38) .
.The'Philosépher he&e refers’to.fhe fact that the substratum is the
potenfial principle, for it ié,capablé of becoming mahy things,“
or any‘bne of mesny things, while the form is the activé'principle‘
or actuality for if is that which a@tualizes or determines.and
makes a thiﬁg‘to be what it.is. .Bﬁ passive ﬁrinciple is meant one

" which, although it has possibilities in itself, it is not capable,

in itself, of reélizing these possibilities bﬁt needs help from

i
5



incomplete in itself.

-11-
another.to realize them. mherefore it is in 1tself an incomplete
principle, Prime matter is such an incomplete pr1n01nle.‘ The
active prihciple is also 1ncomplete in 1tself'forl1t, though it is.
what actualizes, it must have somethihg'to actualize or something

on which to act. It needs the prime matter on which to act.

f

The question is next brought up:

"If the substratum is one numerlcally, it must have also only
a single notentiality." (39) .

Aristotle here refers to a mistake commonly made by the earlier

prhilosophers, especially Parmenides. Thése two are really éiffer-
ent things. A thing is'one numerically vhen - its essenée is one.

It is one being and ohly one being. 1t is that being and only that~
being. That éoes not mean that it has been a single potentiality
for that would be a denial of éubstantial chanee. To say that é
thing had' a single pbtegcy wonld mesn that it would be what it was
and never be able to.chanese or become anything clse -- e.g. hydro-
gen would be hydrogen and notning else fof it would never be able

to combine with oxygen and become watér, /ths,'as we know is not

true. The error is plainly one of equivocation.:

Aristotle then goeé on to show that matter needs form. Thié is
clear from‘whét We'haVe‘already said -about the'active and passive
principles. ‘Just.as the activé-principle nee@s gsomething to actuate,
also the passive priheiplé neéds something to gctuate it. The pas~
sive principle is the matter and the active principle is-the form.

Therefore, matter needs form. They are co-principles, and each is’

?
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But does metter persist tnroush cnanoe? Arlstotle says.

“The matter comes to Lé and ceases to be in one sense,
while in another, it does not. As that which yontalnsAthe
privation, it ceases to be in its own nature, for what
ceases to be.-- the privation -- is: contalnea within it.
But as. potenﬁiallty it ‘does not ceazse to be in its own na~
ture, but is necessarily. outside the syhere of becoming
and ceasing to be." (40)

[y

That might be cleaﬁer in a paraphrase., ZLooking at maﬁter from

‘one viewpoint, it ceases to be in the process .of subétantial change,

for it is’ éeprlved o? the form which it is natural for it to have,

- But

if it is viewed merely as potentiality, it is cqmpletely inde-~

terminate @omégeneous and permanent and therefore outside the realm

of-

the

“the

change in sé. In this paper we are considering it according to
latter view as that is the way it is generslly considered by

schoolmen. Aristotle iater shows it by an analogy. He séys

that

"eoolf you planteﬁ a bed and the rottlnp wood acaulred the

'power of sending up a shoot it would not be a bed that would

come up, but wood -- which shows that the arrangement...is

merely an incidental attritute whereas the real nature is the
dther, which, further presists continuously through the pro-

cess of making." §4;)

That latter statement brings up another cuestion. . Is thevgs;

" sential nature the matter or the form? Referring to.the above state-

ment, the Philosopher says,

"This then is one account of 'nature', namely that- it is the
imnediaste material substratum of trings which have in thnemselves
8 pr1nc1ple of: motlcn or change.

"Another account is that 'nature' is the shape or form which
is specified in the definition of the tnlng.

"For the word 'nature' is applied to what is accord ing to
nature and the natural in the same Way as 'art' is applled to
what is artistic or a work of art." (42) ‘
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In this second instance where Aristotle refers to nature as the

form of a thing he noés through what amounts.to‘this process. |

Flrst he takes the aeflnltlon of nature Whlcn he has prev1ously

.worked out and which is- pretty much the same as the moaern scho~

lastic definition -- natura est pr1n01p1um'1ntr1n31cum radicals

operandi. . Then he applies -it to the thing from different angles.

The import of that last sentence is that, though the nature of s
thing might be said to li€ in the matter as is shown above (43)

it is only by an equlvoeal use of the term nature._ Then he turns .

'to form Wlth the eonclus1on that

i

"Phe form indeed is’ nature rather than the matter; iér g
thing is more properly said to be what it is when it has at-
tained to fulfillment than when it exists pcﬁentially.“ (44}

Phllosophers before the time of Arlstotle seem to.-have been -

.oﬂlefly concerned with matter, as he hlmself says.

"If we look at the ancients, phy51cs mould seen, to be con-
.cerned with matter... :

"But it moulu be the part of physics also to Xnow nature in
both senses. (45) ' o S

From here on Aristotle is cblefly concerned mlth nature in tne sec=-

ond sensef—- form. By thdt facet he establlshes phy51cs, or the

study of nﬁture, on & rnew footing for that constitutes the bulk of’
his studies on nature. \He goesrfo‘greét length on the subjeqt
but that is out of place here. It is left for us to swamarize and
put it into cut and dried scholastic from. John of St. Thomes,
haS'synthesized it thus:
"Ad quingue conditiones pcssﬁnt revocari omnes- conditiones .
materiae, scilicet Potentla, Appetitus, Ingenerabilitas, Uni-

tas, leferentla unius materise ab alidg. DNam unio, quae vidi=-
tur esse conditio materiae, non est propria 1p81us,_sed com-

{
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munis etiam formase, nec tam pertinet sd ipsam materiam, guam
ad eius applicationem zd componendam totum." (46)

Now let us look at each of the five individually.

Potentia Materiae ~-- Gredt solves any difficulty about the po-
tentiality -of prime matter very simply. Qe says,
"Hateris prima eét pura potentia.” (4%)
He goes bn‘to define pura potentia lest there he any doubt és, ,

"pura potentia absolute, itea ut caret quocomgue actu substan-
tiali sive formali sive entitativo.” (43)

John of St. Thomas, states itxmorekciearly that prime matter is

"Pura potentia, non solum per exlcusionem actus formalis, sed
etiam actus entitative. Ex guo sequitur, guod potentia materi-
de sit pure passive, et nullo modo activa: Tum guia caret om-
ni actu primo, gui est forma, et conseguenter omni activitate,
activitas enim est actus primus, 1d est, virtus ad agendum;

tum c¢uia caret actu secundo ex se, gul est exsistentis, sine

gua tamovam sine conditione nulla virtus activa operatur active,

seu effective...potentia materiase est ad esse, non_ad operari
sive illud esse quod receplt sit tantum esse formale, sive si
etiam esse entitativum...alicua ex istis accidentibus diman-~
arent a materia, ad huc non supponitur in ea sligus activitas.
et vis effectiva, qulia dimanatio non est actio proprie loquendo,
et formaliter, sed solum identice guatenus actio guae producit
“immediate substantiam, mediate attingit passiones...connexio
ipsa passionis productae cum substantia.” (49)

appetitus materiae -- Appetitus est:

"Inclinatio rei et ordo ad aliquam rem, sibl convenientem." (50)
Appetite.oén be conéidere& in two ways: 1innate appetite and elici~-
ted appetite. Innate appetité is an aypetite fising from the fery
nature of a thing wiﬁhout the medium of cognition, e.2. a besm or a
pole naturally tends to. have a center of valance Which might be
called the center of pondurability. KElicited appetite follows cog=-
nition, ¢.2. a man desireg Tood. This’desire arises from our

~

knovwing this food and the Lenefits to be derived frowm our eating it.

-

or the harm which will rcsult if we do not eat. Since matter does
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not have cognition, we are here considering the first type or
innate appetite.

"Appetitus materise est appetitus innatus, cui non
distinguitur ab eius entitate. Constat hoc ex Philosopho
primo Physicorum, text. XVIII, quem ibi declaret D. Thomas .
contra Avicennam, lectione XV, 'Nihil, inc¢uit, est aliud
materiam appetere formam, ideo inest ei semper appetitus
formae, non propter fastidium formse quam habet, nec prop=-

'+ ter hoc guod quaerat contraria esse sinmul, sed gquia est
in potentia ad alias formas, dum unum habet actu.' Videri
etiam potest prima pars, guaest. LIX, articulo secundo ubi
inguit: ‘'Quod inclinatio quae est per aliguid superaddi-
tuin essentiae, sed per materiam quae appetit esese, antiquamn
haveat, et per formam, cguae tenet rem in esse, postguanm
fuerat." (51)

Further as to the extent of this appetite of matter, in general

I3

two things may be said. Pirst, as far as corruptible forms go,

the appetite of prime matter extends to all of themn éimpliciter,

but not in the same way. There are certain forms which a thing has
not had and does not have but can only have, and it is around these

that the appetite centers for it has a capacity and a potentislity

to come to them, or attaiﬁ them, through privation. In the second

place,
"e..materia appetit ommes formas sub unice ratione formali,

et haec ratio in materia sublunsri est, id in oguo conveniunt
omnes formee corruptibiles, scilicet esse substantiale, cor=-

ruptibile, et generabile," (52)

3

In generabilitas et Incorruptibilitas maeterise -- This can be
consideréd negatively and positively. Negatively, it lacks the
prinqiples of generation. It does not have a sﬁbject from which
it can becoke. If we exclude "creatio ex nihilo" and annihilation,
we may saj that generafion is “"transitus de ésse ad non esse,"

while "corruptio est transitus de esse ad non esse.” For a thing to
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be it must have both matter and form for it must be ablevto have
motion in some way tQ be a physical tking. 2rime matter 1s some-
thing physical at least in nature or essence, but, since'it is pure
potentiality, it does not have any parts;and cannot therefore in se
undergo motion. 'Since mgtiop presupposes parts, it rests actually
in the whole being -- a éomposife of both matter and form, though
primarily in form. It is therefore that Gredt says that,

"Motus, quo amittitur forms substantialis, dicitus corruptio;
motus, quo acquiritur forma substantialis, dicitur generatio." (53)

Positively viewing it, it is readily apparent that prine matter has
to be incorruptible and incapable of being generated, for if it were

we would have annihilation and creation instead of substantial change.

"Unitas et differentis materiae.” This, as can be readily seen,

B

quickly boils down to the question of individuation and wheére it
ultimately lies, This is one of the knottiest cuestions in all of phil
osophy. Briefly it is this which the Thomists, building on this‘
Aristotelian foundation, say that the vrinciple of in@ividuation is
"materia éigﬁata quantitate,” (54) matter in some way sealed by
'quantity a.full discussion of this would reguire a single paper much
longer‘thén tkis one. Gredt giveé the Thomistic doctrine simply
thus: |

"Thesis XXII: Principium‘individuationis substantiarum corpor-

eum est materia signata cuantitate, i.e. materia conotans guan-
titatem interminateme.. .

"(per exclusionem) Principiom individuationis substantiarunm
corporeum est aliguid substantiale, guod non supponit substan-
tiam individuam, sed eam individuam constituit, et guidem ita,
est multiplicetur in eadem specie, seu it: ut constituatur alia
et alia, cguin varietur species. Atcuil sola msteria sisnata
quantitzte est aliquid substantiale, cuod non supponit substan-
tiam individvam, sed eam individuim constituit, et quidem ita,
est multiplicetur in eadem speccie. Erzo." (55)
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Corollaries: =,

I. Is prime matter good?
"Good has rightly been declared to be that at which all things
aim.". (56) , ‘

‘good at which prime matter aims is actual being or secondary

5
\

matter, It laoks.this and therefore has imperfection. This dif=.

ficulty is simply bvercomg thus:

"Quod vero materis dicitur esse bona, respondetur guod non
dicitur bona formaliter, et in actu, sed secundum capacitaten
et ordinem ad bonum. Unde dicit D. Thomas I part. Qu. V,
artic ad 3: 'GQuod materia participat aliquid de bono scili-
cet ipsum ordinem vel aptitudinem ad bonum, et ideo non con=-

. venit sibi, guod sit appetibile, sed gquod appetat:' et sic

intelligitur in ITI contrs gentiles citato, quod materia .est
bona ratione bonitatis actualis in se.” (57)
II. Prime matter canndt exist by itself.

.

"materia prima est realiter distincta’ab exsistentia nedue

"~ dicit ordinem ad sctum entitativum, ad exsistentiam, nisi- medi=~

ante forma, ac proinde absolute repugnat materiam sine forma
exsistere, Immo etiam forma ac proinde tota essentia phy31ca
est resliter distincta ab exsistentia. Non enim potest esse
exsistentia identificeta cum formd materiali, ouia haec est in-
capax exsistendi, neque cum forms lmmaterlall quia etiam forma
immaterialls, sicut omnis forma informans, essentialiter incom-
pleta est, exsistentia autem semper est completa.™ (58)

v

As I have emphasized all the way through, primé matter is an

incomplete principle in itself and this paper3d0e3>no£ attempt to

~

*

‘treat the co;ﬁrinciﬁle -- gubstantial form. For that reason, the
paper may seem'inqompleté. 'HoWevef, it has goné as fé: as it in-

- tended to go. It has been an'aftempt to show how Aristotle arrived
at prime matter and givés'a brief view of what the scholastics have

done with what Aristotle gave them as a start.

! ., FINIS
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Footnotes

1.

14,
15.

16..

17.
138.

19.

. 20.

21,
22,

23

24. .

25'%
26.

27,
28,

The Egyptians had the khat (body) and the Xhu (spirit) - (as well
as the ka or shadow) as is shown by their Book of the Dead; the
Chinese had Toa, the eternal, changeless belng, and ki, the pri-
mordal breath; traces of Quch systems are plainly evident all
through Gene81s and especially where God made man from slime
(matter), and breathed a soul (spirit) into him. 4 form of this
sort of phllOSOphy comes out in the Greeks Anazagoras -who was born
sbout 500 E.C. For him it was mind and matter. Por full details
of his system see Turner, History of Philosophy, pp. 7 sqq. and
Glenn, History of Pnilosophy, pp. 7 sag. (Herder, St. Louis, 1934)
Turner op. cit., pe. 34; Glenn, Op. cit., p. 36: John Burnet,

Early :reek Philosophy, pe 92; John Burnet Greek EhllOSOphy, Thales
to Plato, p. 27« ’ '
Jobn Burnet, (Early Greek PhwlosoPhy). .
John Burnet, Early Greek Pnllosophg, Turner, op. cit.; p. 3? SGQ.
Glenn op. 01t. . 38 saq.

Phillips, R.P. ﬁodern Thomistic PhllOQopby, Vol. 1, p. 37.
Bittle, Ce Ne, O, *. M. Cap., Prom aAether to Cosmos, p. 265.
Bittle, ivid., p. 285 . '
Nys, Cosmology, Vol. II, P. 3 :

Bittle, op. cit., p. 313 . .

Gredt, Joss, Elementa Ph 110Q0phia<&ristotilico-Thomisticae,

Vol. I, Thegis I, Para. 2538, p. 218"

© Ibid., p. 21U, para. 253
.Aristotle, ouoted from HMcKeon, R.,(Basgic Works of Aristotle),

Physics, Bk. I, Ch. I, 184 D lo.
Ibid, 185. :

Loc. cit.

Ibld 185 a 17

\

- Tbid, 185 a 20

Ibld 1 -- 183 b; (ppe. 1 -- 212)

. 5%. Thomas Aoulnas, In Physgicam, leer I, 1X (Vlves vol. 22 p 279)

Aristotle, op. cit. 187 a 12,

Eo Ie Watkim,_PEEIOSOphy of Form, Sheed and Ward, H. Y., p.9.
Referg to St. Thomas, Loc. Cit. (Primo manifestat, etc.)

St. Tromas, loc. cit. '

Aristdtle, o cit. 186 a 28,

S. T. I. 33T Erictotle, Metaphysics.5, 1 - 1013 a 17.

Arlstotle Physics;, 188 a 29

Aristotle, iwvid, d, 189 a 22

St. Thomas TIn . Physwcam o ‘

Privation ig GeTined: — “"Privatio est absentia formae naturalis
generardae, in subjecto apto eam recipere.” Pererii, B., S. J.,

De Communibus Omnium Rerum Naturslium Principiis et Affectionibus,
p. 205, This of course refers to substantial changes. The form of
the object unaer001nm the change, loses its form preparﬂtory to
gaining a new one. It is temporarlly ¢eprived of its form. For
furthpr details on substantial changes sece: Gredt, op cit. Vol. I,
parsz. 374 scqg.; Aristotle, le Generatione et Corruptioae 314-388:
Nys, op. cit. Vol. II, p 17 sca. '
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29. Aristotle, Physics, 190 a 34

" 30. Ivid. 189 a 33 '

31. Substantial change is a process whereby a thing loses one
substantial form and gains another. '

32. Aristotle, Physics, 190 b 6

33. Ibide 190 b 10. -

34. Nys, op.rcit., p 11

35. . Ipid
'36. Ibid .
37. Tpia

36. Aristotle, Physicg, 191 b 28
39. Ibid., 192 a 1
40. Tbig., 192 a 25
41. Ibld., 193 a 12
42, Ibid., 193 a 2%
43. Refers to the -~uvotation for footnote 41 -
44, Ipid., 193 b 7
45, Ibid., 194 a 18
46, Joannis a £. Thoma, Cursus Philosophicus Thomisticus, Tom. II, p 65
47, Gredt, Vol. I Loc. cit. V :
48, Ivigd ,
49, Joaznnis a S. Thoms, op. cit. p 65
50. &t. Thomas, De Verltatc 25, 1: Viveg, Vol. 14
51, Joannis s S. Thoma, Op. cit clt. p 67
52, Ibid., p 69
53. Great, op. eit., Vol. I, p 1lbé6, paru 209 ‘
54, ©This torm seems 1o fo;low from and have its foundation in
In Boeth de Trin., ¢+ 4, a. 2, a@ 4 where St. Thomas says:
"llla guae differunt numero in genere substantiae, non solum
differunt asccidentibus, sed etiam forma et materia. Sed si .

g guaeretur, quare haec Jorna differt ab illa, non erit in *
alia ratione, nisi quia est in aliz materia siznata. Nec
invenitur alia ratlo quare baec materia sit diviea ab illa,
nisi propter quamtitatsm. Et. ideo materia subjecta dimensioni
intelligitur esse prineipium huius diversitatis.”

55. Gredt, op. cit. Vol. I, p 295, para 386 N
The ouotatlon in footnote 55 eomtglns ample proof for tkls.,
56, Arlstotle Ethica Nicomachea, 1094 a 2
57. Johannes a 3. Thoma, op. cit. p 59
58, Gredt, op. cit. Vol. I para 260, p 220
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