ARISTOTLE AND THE SOCIAL SCIENGES

BY
JOSEPH WOELFEL




Rah Press
Copyright 2010

All Rights Reserved. No part of this publication may be reproduced or transmitted in any
form or by any means, electronic or mechanical, including photocopy, recording or any other
information storage and retrieval system, without prior written permission by the publisher.



_  "_ In this age, when science basks in the warmest glow of public
3};opinion it has enjoyed, its achievemsnta_héve left the layman pugzled
and confused about what it is that scientists do. The vast body of
~ literature in the philosophy of science is an indieationﬁ;that the
scientist himself often finds himself éggg;g;;é tha bewildermsnt of
" the public &s to what it is he's supposed to be doing with himselfs
if éven the physicist and the chemist--hard empiricists a&s they are
,conSideredrffipd themselves wary of their own footsteps, picture the
- canfusion of the lowly social scientist, who diverced himself from his
 philosophical heritage only to find that he was not ﬁc be admitted to
the ‘ranks of science withoul serious reservations. Even his frequent
rscen£ pilgramag@a back to mother philosophy can ceuse him conste;ngtiOn,
with no less t.han Aristotle apparantly suggesting the mantle of acié’ncé
may be warﬁ\withjéase only by the gecmster and mathematician, and
perhaps less comfortably by the physicist. In the Nichomachean Ethics,
for example, Ardistotle suggests that not all subject matiters admit of
equal clarity, that ethics and political science may hope only to
indicate truth "roughly and in oubline", and thet it is ufa@liahﬂ to

'réﬁuire scientific prooféérrom the rhetorician.®

liristotle, J094b 12-28



Does Aristotle really think sueh disciplines as sociology,
economics, pelitical science,etc. may not be ealled'aciencea? Perhaps
the clearest way to find out is to examine Aristotle's idea of science

 and sea‘g';?f it applies to whatever social scientists charecteristically

| -__,_d:.'OwA :

1) hrds
In the MW;Q& Aristatls sayss

1. Sclentific knowledge and its object differ from opinion
“and the object of opinlon in that seienbific knowledge is o
commensurgtely universal and proceeds by necessary connexions,
and that which is necessary cannot be otherwise.?

o h'biatat_le_ considers that these "eszsential abiribules..." are

such as belong to their subjects as sssential elementss.e
(or) such that, while they belong to certain subjects,
the gubjects to which they belong are contained in the
attz'ibute 13- own defining fomula 3

' I.ater ériatmtla equatas “easential attributas“ with the necessary
. premises of seientific demonstrations

. Demonstrative knowledge must rest on hecessary bssic
truthsy for the object of sclentific knowledge ‘cannot
-be obher than it is. Now attributes abtaching essentially
- to their subject attach necessarily to them: for essentilal
. gbtributes are eithesr elements in the essential nature
of their subjects, or contain their subjects a8’ elements
im their own essential nature. (The pairs of opposites
which the latter class includes are necessary bscause one
‘member or the other necessarily inheres.) It follows
~ from this that premisses of the demonsbrative syliogism
must be connexions essential in the sense expleined: for
all attributes must inhere essentially or else be :
aceidental, and aceidental attributes are not necessary
to the.ir subjeata«h

EAristotle, aab 30=34
3Ar§.stabla, 738,34-35
baristotls, b 5-10




Thus, science ie the demonstration that certain things ere as they
are becsuse Lhe nature of the thing is such that they cannot be other~
wise. The three interior angleé of & triangle, for exsmple, egusl 180°
| heéause, due to the nsture of the triangle, they must be. Or, &
~ billiard ball moves when struck by anethar because there is motion in
* the latter, and the nature of this motion is such that it is trens=~
mitted to the former by contact: motion, by its pabure, is a ceuse:.
of motiaﬁs Wﬁen one demonstrates the #écassany gonnections between
these things (e«z+, bthe nedessity of a three-sidediplana.figuré having
thres inberior angleéueqpﬁl Lo 180, ar.hhe neaeaaity.éx'mati@n causing
mﬂtion) he is doing sciences

The obgeat of Arishatlews,aeianceﬁmthaﬁ which sclence is aboutm-

- 38 gauses xn the ?-ztﬁfz;\ﬁg;%‘:rjg:. Aristotle argues thats
 We Suppose ‘ourselves to pesaeaa wngualified sedentific

knowledge of a thing, as opposed to kmowing it in the

socidental way in which the saphist Jnows, when we think that iu.

we know the csuse on which the fact depends, &s the cause of

that fact and of no other, andy further, thet the fact could

not be -other than it ises

It seems hera, h@Wevers that Ariatatla arhitrari;y reatricts the
use of the t&nm ﬂanience” o the deduativa raasaning from the uniVarsal
lﬁw to the partisular instance, and not to the disaoveny of the
ﬂuniversal lgw itself. (fzom g;ln_ﬁ@lqus;%ﬁd;i;a MSucly,, ‘then, iS our

dgctrine, and in addition we. maintain that baaidesScientiflc knowladge

there is its arigﬁnative saursa which enablﬁs us to recegniae the’ definitjons

5Ari$tahla, 71b 8-12
baristotle, 72b 2325




He is, of course, entitled to do this if he chooses, bub contemporary
éc:l;.entiats are more incliusive in their ﬁaﬁga N using ’scienc’a t.a refer
| alsa %3 the discovery of the miversal,, (ar the general, if one wishes _
- te believe that scientists are sctually conbtent to ra&t m.th probabilities)___ :
Since this is sey it is necessary Lo inva%igate Ar&atohle 5 mnaept-im _
of how universals are obtained; his toriginative source.!

| The first and most obvious suggestion for the eriginstive source
of scientific wniverssls would seem; of course, to be industion.
Aristotle, however, dess nob seem originally ito wanb to scceph thim
He says %ﬁvm- may nok pmaa‘éd a3 by indugilon o establish & wnidversal
on the gvidence of groups of partieulara which offer no exseption, bescguse
industion proves not what the essentlal nature of 2 thing is .but that _it‘
has or has net some ai;’sg;%ibuteq’%? Later on, however, he seems to reverse.
| his position 'dim&etrisxally:
get to knaw the primavy premisaas by induetians for the method by which

. R e ::.t is @lear that we must

gven ssnse-~impression lmplants the wniversal is ﬁﬁdmt.iveg‘ﬂss
It seems likely, however, (especially considering Aristotle, Posterior
Apalytiss, 100a 4«8%‘;9 that Aristotle in the first instance means to refer

Taristotle, 92a 37-40
Earigtotle, 100b 3w

7 nge out of sense-perceptlon comss to be what we call memory

~and out of frequently: repeated memories of Lhe same thing
develops experience; for 2 number of memories constitube &
single experience. From experience again--i.e. from the

universal now stabilized in its entirety within the soul,
the one beside the many which is a single identity within
them all—originate the skill of the craftsmen and the
knowledge of the men of sckence, skill in the sphere of
coming to be and science in the sphere of being.¥



-.5.-

only to imperfect induction (knowledge of the fact) snd in the second
to perfect induction (knowledge of the reasoned faét). As he suggests

garliers

cvsbhere are cases when an act of vision would terminate
our inquiry, not because in seeing we should be knowing, but
because we should have elicited the universal from seeing; if,
for example, we saw the pores in the glass and the light passing
through, the reason of the kindling would be clear to us because
we should at the seme Vime see it in_esch instence and intuit
that it must be so in all instances .10
It would seem, threfore, that Ariatotle considers science to be the
deductive demonstration of causes, using universal truths about the
nature of things apprehended by perfect induction {or intuition).
Even exeluding the inductive proceas from science (&8s Aristotle does)
it does not seem thal the social sciences are excluded from this
definition by their naturs. Even if we grant the vastness and com-

plexity of the subject matter, there seems no reason why perfect

inductions about the nature of social phenomena cannot be made, nor why
‘deductive demonstrations may not be based on those premissss.

One possible objacticn whioh has been raiaed 1 to preforming

-Ariatotaiean science on social phanomana rasts on the premiae that social
phenomena .are too variable for universal laws to be discovered in them.
The argument in brief is that 1) the seuse of soclal phenomena is
ultimately humen agency, and 2) human agents heve fres will, and hence
are indeterminate or varaable, and thus perfest knowledge through
causes in not poésible'sinﬂe a_ehangaable-cause can not be known

perfectly. ?hié argumsnt; however, does not seem ¢ogent.

Wpristotle, 88a 13=17
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The causes Aristotle seeks are gssential ceuses (i.e., they follow from
the nature of the phenomenon-~including the four types of cause-=,i.e.,
motion W causes motion, etes). In Aristotelean terms it is
not pasa;ible to speak of a substance having a "variasble nsture®; man msy
be free, but he is always man. ﬁhus while what & man does mey vary with
gircumstances, what he ;g_' is always men. It follows from the (Aristobelean)
nature of many for example, that he can gain information from only two
sources, for example--observation and testimonys It also follows that
actién ia Vcrontingenb on lmowledge. Thus it seems possible to determine
1) general laws of how information may be assimilated, end 2) how man,
héving received this information, will act as & consequence. As Acquinas
points out:
ftHence it is that, agcerding to the definitions of Aristotle,
Bregory of Kysssa and Bamaaeene, the voluntary is defined not
- _cmly as having & pringiy gibhin the agent, bub also as implying
zE Therefare, since men especially knowa the end of

'his mrk, and moves himself, in his acts eapeaially is volun-
tary to be found.®

and agains
#"In like rgaﬁner, neither is nat.ural neeessit_ya repugnant
40 the will: Indeed, just as the intellect of necessity
‘adheres to first principles so the will must of necessity
adhere to the last end, which is happiness...But natursl
necessity does not. take away the liberty of the will..."
What I am arguing here is thabt, while what man does may vary,; why

he dees it does nét.s
W‘Jrgfmmw”/wwdm 74/%
Bémfws«m« %J’M%Méa Wﬂ

| BCALpAh, |
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Georg Simmel, for example, ISrcmmemp¥e, has written in Sociclogy
ebout the numerical ralatiam inherent in groups. He points out that .
‘there are certain ‘char-aetweristic qualities which inhere in groups of
 gertain sizes: the thres-person group (triad), for example, presents
the --ﬁossibility of & coalition of two members yiz & vig the thérds a
situation nob possible in the two person growp (dyad). Glez.az’lyr' this
 is a.z*gwnaixt: from the nature of the ﬁhing, and since the resson this
is so is intuitively ghviﬂna » the induction is & perfect _ia_ne:, . Would
Aristotle deny this idémna&bmtian the appellation %scientifism?
7 Aristeﬁlé may have b#en wrong in many instances, and aﬁtims
his work may be considered to substitube one problem for another, but
logical inconsistency is not his weakness. Certainly the a‘éwe
demonstratien mests Aristotle's eriteria for science, and must therefore
be admitbed es sc-ientifim HME then can Aristotle maintain his dis~
tinction beween the spaculativa sciences (swah as Geametry and @
Arithematic) and prae‘aical sciences (sociolegy eb. als) which are only
sciences metaphoriaany te him?

It 9eems that the answer is one of definition. In .the'.w
dnglytics Avistotle says: | |

+s+it is the physiclan's business to know bhat circular
wunda beal more slowly, the geometer's bo know the reason
wh.y. . .




This may be a partial key to t.he pmbiema' _In the instance e;iﬁed, tr_ha
the physiciants knowledge that & c¢ircular wound he_ﬁls more guickly is not
selentific, There is no reason, however, why he could not 2lso find out Why, t
is éQ;_._ and t-h;,a fulfill the Aristotelian criteria for écience. When he
db‘e'a;" haﬁever s he no Jonger does medicine, #s Aristotle defines it, but

W Similerly, when Simmel discovers the sssentlal characteristies
of variws mumericslly constituted groups, he is no longer deing Sociolegy, bub .
Arithmatic » Thus the reason Aristotle can feel the way he does about the

_ ﬂ:l,aéaea.rﬂ_ sciences seems slmply to be a matter of arbitrary word usagee

-~ We ¢an think of Aristotle as somewhat of a "redustionist.¥ He seems to

fsel. that the sssential relationships among things can be reduced to
the lowest Jevel (l.e., most basic, or most highly abstrach) of prineiples,
and that these, for the most part, are mathematical and geometric relationships, -

- The example of the cireular wound is very clearly geometric, and e
Stmmel's work is equelly olearly tied bo srithmetie. The change might valldly
be brought that choosing these for example is too cbviously stacking the cards i

favar of our thesis« In most instances GLhe connectlons are nat 80 eaaily Boens

One current theory drewn from current aocielagiaal research will suffia :

as an example.
Gewga ‘Herbert Mead and those members of the school of thought

called syrbalic intersctionism generally ar‘gus t.hat. men pchs slways in weamnee  ':_
with h:x.s eonception of hiwaalf‘. This simply means- that man aannat act with regard.
to an eb;ach (hzman or non-human) wnless ha knows how he :I.s rela’md to that abja'
whether he loves it, fears i%, chooses it, rejects ii, atc. 'l‘he c@nﬁithma naee 58
for this lmnwledge are l.) & knewledge of what the object is, and 2.) a8 '
knbwledge of wh&t he is. This, Head would argus, is the nature of manj _
it 1s necessary end cannot be etherwise for action to pmaaed from thasa aamaa.

The reduction ei’ these laws to nonweeiologa.eal Hprimary premaea“ is not




e

obvious bﬁb can be seen. First, the notion that 4here ms t be some
eowrse of humen action at ell follows from the mathematicel axiom pothing can.g
from nothing. That the cowrse of action must be knowledge of the self and
Lub;}ech follows from the a:zciem the ceuse must be like its effect (which really

fallowa from the first axiom.) So even in this case, when we move from the fact

(mm acts accarding te his self conception nggggg,...} we depart from

aeeielogy and enter the realm of the basic axioms or primary premises which
"jm:"]ﬁ;tat-le gays all sciences shave. - .‘ ,

. Furbher exaning this theory we note bhat the gources of the self-

aoneeptwn may be (in general) twot elther self-discovery (by seeing
gnggg;l,; hmr ene is related to objeate) ar by the testimony of other 4~

Again this is claar.’ly (L) a sociological fact, which may be observed, aaé. |
"2) en axiematic reasonsd fact. It also mey be observed that a person may assimila’tar-f

éélf_-@ogaeptiaﬁ from others by observing that they (a) are related to abjests
in the seme way s they themselves, and (b) have self-conceptions aboub.
these abje::t.s; From the geometrical axiom Lwo thi

over by the ather in regard to that ab,jeat. Again, there is an example of

how it. ig the soclologists task to kuow that such identificabions take place,
and -t_':h__e.:g-eéiﬁétéra (for Lristotle) to know i;hy.

N :'_Iia:wéﬁld seaw there thet the problem of the social sciences is merely S
one of definitions ALl the basic axioms (or a1 lesst most) are defined outside

tshe ras.;!m af tmsa sciencea, snd although the social scientist makes use of s
them in e:q:lanatiens, when he dees 80, Aristotle claims they cease doing maial

_ seiemw »




Some notes., ' should say here - through proper causs.

p. 1. For A. science is an analogous word. The definition he works out in the
beginning of the Post. Anal. - certain knowledge through cause - is

the first meaning, science in its perfection. It is not the only Be is anxious
meaning, Since it is only in math that certain knowledge through to set up an
cause is consistently atiained, only this qualifies as science in ideal (first
this first meaning. The natural scientist may often gain certain meaning) of

knowledge, but rarely through cause. “ence, for &, natural science science.
is ¥&r less perfectly science.

For A, ethics and political science are of necessity practical
sciences. No properly ethical conclusion has beer reached until
the guestion has been answered ~ what to do here and now in order
that the action be good. Since circumstances of persons, place,
times, customs, can all influence the answer to this questions,
no ethicsl conclusions are necessary and immutable. I have an
article I did X&X on this.

pe 2 . In so far as an alogous word has several meanings, it signifies
several different ideas. Yence, Aristotle has several different
ideas of sclence, not just one. The first meaning is that mentioned
asbove. According to different, broader, meanings, ethics, poli
sc¢l, and other such practicel disciplines, can be called science,
and he often does speak of them as science.

I think it would be better to take the definition of science from
ch. 2 of the Postl. #nan. ({i.e., the one you give on your p. 3.)
12-14. It is there that A. justifies his definition, although
triefly.

The reason for A's restriction of science ( in its first meaning) to
knowledge gained demonsitratively is that, although induction can

perhaps often produce certain knowledge, it can't produce certain
knowledge through cause. In fact, if we know the cause, we can demonstrate
through that cause, and don't need {emumerative) induction.

The unviersal propositions of which demonstration is constituted
have to be known through some kind of induction (abstractive), as

- 4 himself indicates when he says they are first, immediate, and
indemonstrable. The reason for necessity, or immutability on the
part of the object known lies in the certain and habitual character
of science. In the measure that the object can change and becone
other than it is, what one holds to be true today can become false
tomorrow, not on accocunt of any defect in the mmhher of knowing,
but becanse of the changesbility on the part of the object.




pe 4. Induction has two meanings. There is emmerative (this humk of
copper is a conductor, this hunk of copper 1s a conductor, ete.
ve.. therefore all copper is a conductor) and abstractive.
Tt is by the latter that the first, immediate, and indemonstrable
principles of demonstration are obtained. These are self-evident
prope in which the predicate is the definition, or part of the
definition, of the subject. (811 triangles are three sided),
The process by which these are arrived at is a process of defining,
but it is abstractive in so far as all our definitions have to
he formed from some observation of singulars. Thus, in defining,
there is a process of going from the singular to the universal,
which is the common meaning of &nduction. In the example &
mentioned, we could never form a definition of e triangle if we did
not have some experience of extended things, but once the proposition
is formed, its truth is seen independently of any singalars;
i.e., the motive for the assent to the truth of the proposition
rests on the necessity seen in this, that to deny the predicate
is to deny the subject, no on any enumeration of singulars.

p. 5. lhatever strictures would be placed on the sociz) sclences, as HEKLARK
sciences, would follow from the nature of science as certain and
habitual. In the measure that soclal sciences investigate con-
tingent, shanging, social conditions (i.e., 19th century social
conditions, present social conditions in AmeFficah cities),
which I certainly hope they do, or else they can never brigg
aout any betterment of, or amelioration of, those conditions,
the subject is too changeable to permit of habitual, certain
knowledge. &, would say that so long as one remains on the
plane of what is natural to man slong social lines, certain
hebitual knowledge would be possible, but then one is actually
in natural science,

Science, according to A. is not so much deductive demonstration

of causes, but denonstration of truths thoough their causes.

E.g., if we kmew (which we don't) the proper cause why cigarette
smoking produces lung cancer, we could formilate the reasoning

as follows: Whatever contains x(the unknown proper cause)

produces lung cancer; cigeretie tobacco, or psper, or something
contains x, therefore clgareite smoking produces lung cancer.

+f this proper cause were known, we could then dispense with the
induction on the strength of which the proposition is actuzlly
held to be true, since it would have been proved through its cause.
Actually, this matter could never be the subjeet of science, in the
first meaning of the word, since the whole business is too con-
tingent. Cigarettes have been in existence for less than a hundred
years, and no one knows how long they will be in existence.



P. 7o

Himan reason is the cause (determined and sccidental) of particular,
actual, social situations. It is these that keep constantly
varying.

What man does does vary. Why he does if does not vary so long as you
stick to the most universal motive, He always acts for happiness.

Put when you come down to even a Xé slightly less universal plane,

the why also varies. T.e, some find happiness in a life of knowledge,
others in & 1ife of sensible pleasure, others in the accurulation

of wealth, X% others in the service of others. Different man do

act for different motives in so far as happiness for one is not
happiness for another.

Simmel's proposition is necessarily and absolutely true. It is

true from the difference in number Between a two-person group and

a three person group. Rt it seems to me that if the social sclences
were to stiek to propositions of this nature, they conld never do
any good. They have to get much more particular than that if they
are ever going to mske any contribations to the betterment of any
social situation in ang area at any time. Bat, as soon as you
descend to particulars - e.g., what are the possibilities of

a coalition of these persens, or these groups vis a vis this third,
you are in a situation that can change at any time in the future.

Yoreover, I do not think there is any demonstration here. It is
self~evident that a three-person group presents possibilitles that
& two-person gpauup does not present.

It seems to bejpomething 1ike ethics, If you say that unjust killing
is woong, this universally certain becanse self-evident. The word
unjust mekes such killing wrong. Bt yon are not saying much.

The moralist is not making much of a contribution until he starts

to work out just what killing is unjust and what isn't., Right

wway he begins to get into uncertain and variable matter. VWhen it
comes down to singulars, the question whether this killing is just

or unjust can be still more uncertain.

The point here, I think,is that the physiciah does not have to know
why ecircular wounds heal rore slowly (if this is true at all); all
he has to /know is what is necessary in order to treabt them success-
fully. 4 s point seems to be that the ultimate resson for this

.lies ih the nature of circle, as such, as distinguished, say, form

a narrow elipse, as such, since the edges of the latter are closer
together, as any geometircian knows, fence, the gsometrieclan, in
knowing what a cirele 1s, would know WHFCHMYSEKIKLY the nultimate

resson why circular wounds heal more slowly. This is all fouled up, (by me)

it the point is: if the reas-n why cirealar wounds heal more slowly
lies precisely in their ecireulsrity, then the geometriclan, in
knowing what a cirele is, would understand the why of thls phenomenon.
Sigilarly, the phychologist, in knowing that all men act for
happiness, knows the why EXZXXXK (ultimate) of all human endeavor.
B1t, just as the geometrician's knowledge will not help him heal
wounds, so also, the psychologist's will not help him bring any
remedies to existing social evils. It 1s too general and abstract.



p. 9.

It secems Mead leaves something out. ‘'Whether he loves it, rejeets it, Ioving,

fears it, or chooses it." %t seems he will not love or choose it, rather than
unless he seesit as relsted to himgelf as somhbw suitable, or con- rejecting,
venient, or, in one word, good., He will not fear it, or reject it  itself requires
unless he sees it as related to himself as in some way unsuitable, an explanation.

or inconveniens, in one word, bad. Action certsinly involves scme
knowledge of the object, and some knowledge of self, too. Bat the

enly relation of the object to self which will bring about action is

the relation of goodness, or evil, seen. In other words, the object
may be related to the self in any number of ways - e.g., 25 bigger

than, heavier than, far away from, different from, like to, ete., but

no one of these relations will bring about any action in rgarfid to

that object, anless they somehow enter into its goodness. (E.g.,

fact that Stuart is bigger than I might make him bad, so fer as fighting
him is concerned).

To get back to the physician and the geometiriean. 1t seems to me
that it is the biologist who knows the why (so far as it is knowable)
at all) of most of what the physician does. If we are looking for
adiscipline that stands in the same relation to the soclal sciences,
it seems to me it would be PHIEXEFEE. psychology, which is psrt of
natural science,

Une of definition - of science} or of social science? r both. I
have trouble understanding this page.
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