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CHAPIER V
HOW TO TRACE ThE ELKMSNIG sEDICATED A5 GONSTITUTING
THE DEFANABLE UIDDITY (Chapter 12)

After determining the relamtion of the gued guid est
to demonstration, it is Arlstotle's intention in the tenth
and eleventh chapters to detsrmine likewise the relation of
the proptexr gudd to demonstration. He dess this in ghewing_
how each of ths faur'gémera of caumas can be knownproporiiona-
tely as preopter guid in a demnnatraiion @nd how this v@rias

in diffexsnt things, The relation of ene'gf these causséa,

the fozmal cause winich ig most pﬁaparly called gued qpid @;ﬁ&

£838, has alrsady been determin@d at length in the two pre-

vious chapters. »
T shallApass en immediataly to ths next rxablem, :aLH

whicn iz of more intefeat to ug, tne queation of how the

quag guid est (chaptex twalve) and the Zxenter guid (eh&ptera

thirteen and faurtssa) are to ba 1nvsatiyatad, A study of

tha fornay @f thasa two Eill %o vaxy much te @ux pu;p@sa

sincs it iz nathing etﬁaa thaﬁ a disgasaian of the &ﬁthea

to ‘be ad@ytéd”in$€*ééiﬁg"%hﬁwélémaata predicated as canatio

tuting the dﬁfanitien, for the dafin;ﬁian ﬁignxfiss th

ggad guid, aaga Suech a discussion follows necessarily at
thig point. In the sighth chapter, where Aristotle detsrmined

93
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the relation of the guod quid est to demonstration, it wes

shown that certaln gquidditiass and definitions cen strictly
spraking be eliecited from a demonstration and must also be -
known 1n this wWaY . Suc; A n2 thod sssures us that we have
the definition through a proper causa, but it ia‘not A
universal method nor does it develop a methodleal procssgs
of sesrching for the defining elements whioh are predicated

aggssentially of anything.?a The pressnt chapter considers two

guch msthods of which we shall glive only the broad outline s,

Genaral Condltions

Aristotle first notes several genseral conditions for the

quidditative predicates whioch will constitute the dsfinition,

. They must {irst ba'pre&iea%eﬂ Q;ngs and universally of their.

sudb jeet, Sevondly, the predicadss which are ohossn should be

widexr in extent then the spsciss o be definsd but ghould not

\ge‘bey@nd its genus, 8Sush stiriduites sre tb be aélaé%sa up

to the polnd whers they ars severally widsr than the subjecd

~ but cellectively ccextensive with 1t

An objection might be ralsed to thé ssoond condltion from
several texts in the Metephysies which would inéieata that the
ultimate differences sre squal in numbey Lo the épeaiés, that
an ultimate difference does not @xéseﬁ the spacias,.and #hat

a dsfinition can be formed of omd genus and one differancs;
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sincs the differencs obrresyonds to the form 1t would seem
that just as each tning’has a form proper to 146, so 1t should
also have a proper diffsrenca.’ ® '

The o@position in the Vvexts may be resolved on the fole-
lowing btaslis. If the diffsrence whleh woﬁld manifest the
substantial form wera known $0 us, such a d4ifference would
not be wider in extent than the specles, But since essential

forms are not per e nota to us, we must take accidents as

- 8igns of the form, Thess agoldents, mreovsr; should be wore

common then the speciss and not propsy goaidsnts, for the lat~
ter are to be demonstrated from the definision of the speoies.
We must usge these mors universal acaidents &8 wigng of ths

gubstential form, _Frbm them wo gen déeberming ﬁh@ substantial

pradicates of the definition from which we .zﬁiay “ohen dem@ﬁstfa@a

the proper passions. If ths substantial forms ers not parg r g8

nokta to u.a, ;ﬂa follows that likewlse tzha proper &coeldsnis, *@hish

are eanvezmihla “with them azzd which must be demorstrated from
thma, gonrnot be per se nota to us. This we damAct know them
as smh before th@ ﬁaﬁni%i@n of the speaies in ax*ﬁar to dgsi«
gnate the e@sencs through them. ST T
The principle that subatantial Porms are in themselves
unls:novm to us and thab $hey must be deslgnated from their

‘sesidents 18 repeated many times in the warks of St. Thomas.

A G Rz il

T AT 30 B e S 8,

13
b
i
I3




PN AR 307 2 1

28
The humen Intelleot can have no dirsot intuition of an esssnce
a8 such, The intellect of a sepurate substance, on the obher

hand, can grasp an esssnce in itself, JIn accordance with our

way of knowing we must stert from the objsots of sgense Enowledge,

the sxterior accidents, in order that the intellect may coms
to know its propsyr object, the quiddity of things. Ffrom these

accidents we come 0 know the natures and we name them 2C00OT-

dingly as we know them,50 We likewlise use saclidental diffe-
rences as more known o us for sssentlisl éiffarenoea'in order

tto manifest the form. The acoidental differences are nok

the substantial form, but, es is explained in the Metaphysics,
there 18 a propertion bebween them and the gubstance which
is their cause,°b They enber 4 definition only as signs of

the gubstantial fovm and ere in this way called quiddltative =

prsdicates. Alvery striking sxample of this is the fact ¢hatb

the  intellestual soul knows itself as well as the intellsot
aﬁly-ﬁﬁgqﬁ4hmiﬁs;§ats which are purely scoidental pradicaﬁag.sa

The perineiple ia vévy oleerly steted in the eommentary -

of 5t. Thomas 6n this partiedlad seotion ‘of the Posterior

gnalgﬁ;éaaaa Beyend this text we have an excellent stetement
~of it in his gommentary on the Dg Anim .-e

S1 enim recte definirentur et pessent cognossl prin-
cipla essentialia, definitio non indigeret accldsntibus,
Sed quia principla esssntlalia rerum sund nobls Ignots,
jideo oportet quod ubemur differentils accidentalibus in
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degignations essentlaliwmt bipes enim non es8t essentlale,
sad ponitur in designatione ssgentialis. 34 per sas,
goilicet ver differentias asceidentales, devenlmus in coge
nitionem egsentialium. 73t i1deo diffioile est, quia opor-
tet nos prius cognossers quod quid o8t animss, ad cognosoen-
dum facilius ecoidentia animes: ., . « T converso etiam
noclidentla, sl presaceiplentur, maltum aangzrunt ad Cognocs-
candum quod quid erat ssse, ut dlotum est,.

The First Method: The'Via Divieiva’

Aristotls nbw gongidsrs how we are %o lavestigate thess
parts. He givaé us ﬁwo ways: the £irs%, the way most sppro-
priate %0 the invésﬁigatien.ef the gefiniﬁien, by the division
of the genuss the seoond, another way through the gonsideration
of like things snd differences. This investigatlon pertains

50 the intellsetuel operation of simple apprehension ascording

ﬁé its objaad whibh is the quiddiﬁy.» In it the intelleot ??G@A

casds from a ﬂsnzuaed notion of the thing to be definsd or the

‘néminal definition to a distinaed concept or real éefinitiang,

e e et e

We shall aﬁumsrats firat of all the ateps of the first pro-
¢co8s ag glven by B Themas amﬂ gajstan in their ecommentaries.
Xfwaayenavwishaawﬁa’ﬁefims\aamathing,;gﬁmﬁﬁga%a first

divide the- agtum of the Soience undey whieh it falls

- into its pr&méry parts which are the infimes specles. He

should then &téem@t 0 define thsse Qpesiaﬁg by this 1s meant

a congsideration of the desariptive eonditions of the specles,

" wﬂﬁmﬂ,
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From a knowledge of these conditions he ocen oome to know the
firet or suprame genus undeyr which this spsoles falls., In

order, to elloit the spesolfic differenc? he must then consi-

dar the proper passions of the quiddity whiech is to be de=-

% finasd., Thsse must be oonsidered in thsmael#es and in their

) o T O

PRI T

causes. This is done by returning to the first genus and then

through a congideration of the properties of the successive

subalternate speciss determining in whiah_subsltername spscies
the gpegcies infima to bo defined falls. By’diviﬁing the firat
genus In this way we deseend ultimately to the difference whieh
is propsr to the essence $0 be defined,

In such a process tly proper passions muisi be consldersad

ginge. they heve the form aa their cause and menifest the va=

:

o e T s RO s Rt M

rious specific differenges, From tl® descriptions of the moi

universal genara by thelr propertiss it is essy to determine
: : e

under which genera the speeles falls, for these properties are

. ' Q' ;"_{‘_Lj,j-‘ .

pradieated of {he spaeles only inasmuch &8 it {alls under

tkeAgaﬁ%Q; these predigates inhere per 6 ohiy-ln She genus,

The inferior speecien are composed of the ratlonss of more.

s T o I e N s

universal onesy the latier are principles of the définivion
of the former, Therafprs it is necessary to gonsider the

proper passions in opder to determine these more universal

)
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Both Averroes and St, Albert intexpreted Aristotle's
description of this method in a slightly different way. Thay
coneluded first of allAthmt.ﬁhis moethod was ordersd to the
gaarch for the e%anc@ of a subalisrnate speciss alonse;
St, Thomes, interpreting the text in gquestion more broadly
as eonesrning any universal whole or deflinseble whole, refaerred

it to elther subalternats spscles or gpscles gpeolalissimae,58

For Averrces, morsover, the process was far more slmple, Iin-

volving fewer steps in view of hie notion that genera are

eomposed and that species are slmple,

We must nots agsin that this process is useful ad ¢olli-

gendum guod quid gst, non ad demonstrandumn igsgm¢87 The gon=
. at
clusions concerning the process of dlvislon arrived/in chspier

five of this book musté bs kept in mind in eveluating the pressnt
methed, Although the yia divisiya does not give us a syllo-

gistic proof of the qulddity, 1t can aessure us that we have
inoluded all the elements of the definition of the qulddity.
In ordsr that the present method give us thls assurance the

various conditions desoribsd below must be obsarved. Only

Py

thyrough them can we be certaln that no essantlal differsnces
have been omitted in the desocsnt from the firat genus,
In order %o svold any defeotsé in the definition we muse

obsarve first of all the proper ordsring of the parts. If a
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dafinition ie composed of gwnus and differsnca, it will ba
importent whioh part is genus and whioh ia differsnce. Among
the terms of a definition the “osterior must always ba the
agt and perfactionAof the prior. A definition demands =a
gartain mode of unity beyond the unity of an enunciation
whienh is not vgxied by a conversion of tefms.sa It ra@ulras
a unlty of the terms according to the ordsr of nature, which

will meke then an ﬁnum'ggr>se.- The yis dlviclva demands that

thaﬁ which is divided be placad first, the dividing elements
in propsr ordsr sfter it; and not ths converas.

ﬁe’ﬁust avoid, likswlae, bmitting enything which is re-
quired for the essential nature., All the differences of Bue

perior genera partaln to the quiddity ef'any.iﬁfariér'ﬂeﬁus;

Por the latter is. constituted by the differences dividin; the

auparior,genus. Po be certain of an integral definition, w

muist omit no sssentdal diffsrence in the process of division,

e,

!A difference is yasseﬂ over if we divide a highsr gsnus by
a ﬁiffﬂranea whisa ﬂivides &n inferiar ganus, 30 thaﬁ the

éwi@i&n eiaes ao% embraca a..l that :13 wntaimd uﬁﬂ@.;. 'bha

superior genus.

In establishing a definition by &ivisi@n thrae thing&

mst be ebsafvadx
(1) That only cesentisl predicates be admitted, This

will insure that thare“will ba nothing superfluous in the
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“definition, The rgle may be obssrved through the use of thé
mathod proper to argumants about accident, as well as eboutb
gonus as developed in the seocond and fourth books of thie

Toplcs. From the dialagtieal loel treatsd theré, we ¢an

ergue (a) that the predicetes inhers in the subjees, (de pro-~

blemate de inegse uf ascoidens), and (b) that they are predi-

cabed in 80 quod cuid, (de problemats gensrig).

{2) That the elements be erranged ln ih@ right order,
This will follow if we always place first the term whioh is
more ocommon and prier te¢thé %érﬁwﬁieh is irmadigtely conss-
qﬁent. If men is ﬁwo»feoted, he 1s animal, but not vice versa,

(3) That a1l things whieh pertaln to the esseénce be in-

oluded, No diffioculty will arise on this polbt if ve always

assume the imme&iaﬁa difféxencea which eontain universally

the thing dividéd.i Tha ultimate difféf@nee will then eamplste
" the ratio of the aefinitum. The seebnd and third §oints Insure
uhat nothlng essantial is laaking in the definitian. Thay glve
us yha genus and ultimaue diffarenéa no farth@r diviaible by
o assantial div;sicn. If the aivisimn is to b@ mﬁﬁa by
immediaus differenoas, they nus$ ba such in twe @&ys Tirzst

of 8ll in %the gense of baing lmmedlate cpgo&ites batween which

no mean 1s found;‘and gecondly as following immadiauely upon
the genuu which ia divided so thet no other differsntiae in-

tarvene, If the differentlise are 1mmaéiabe in both of tnase
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ways, it follows nsoesserily that the gsnus is exhausteu by

the Givisiony thus it will not be neocsssary Vo assume or beg

thhis polint in such a division.89

e

If a genus has more than twe speciss, suck a bimexbsred

‘C:j o

division must be judged to bs insuificlent simply end for-

mally. DBut it could in some cases be called sufficisnt if

the division 18 through differences waleh are truly contrary

extremes, since in having the exiremes we have. also in a c¢sre

tain way ths mrans. The gpe¢ies madlae are constltuted {rom

the aontrariés'as iz explained in the EEtﬂ?hVﬁiU&ago

A gﬁnus shauld, moreovar, be aiviqed by its per se dif-

G

%} ferences, not by those which are differsnces only pex_acgidens,
The per se differentiss are those to which ¢he genus 1s in po-
tency im virtus of the intrinsiec ratlo which cansﬁitutas it.
For exemple, 1f we divide 'animal endowed with fest' the dif-

feréﬁti&s must be of enimal gus endowed with fegt--oloved-
foctad end ﬂotwclevau, A division, on the other hand, lInto .
white and blaakﬁwauld be g division enly by .an aaﬁidantal |
dxffﬁrence,g; This msthed of éivision is used by Aristotle
to arrive, for sxample, abt the genug of virtue and at the
first definition of the soul,’® Bt. Thomas likewise calls

93

it the vig convenientissima to arrive at a definition.

The aifficulties, nonetheless, which eccompany the use of
such a method undsr many circoumstences were not ignored by
Arlstotle, es 1s evident from chapters two and thres of the

first book Qn the Paris of Animals.
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The Seoond Method:!Per Similia et Dissimilia’

‘ :ij-—'.‘

-
;}j - After trsalting the mode of lavestigation through divisglon,

the modum maxime gongruum, Aristotle teaches us another method,

5[} a way gquosd nosg, aé-will be aiplaihed. It is & method whioch
ascaﬁds from inferiors %o the supefior, the quiddity which
ig sought. In looking for the dafinition of any quiddity we
aﬁoulq first consider all those things similar to it, and

J

J

i[} : then waat is the gams 4in ell of them: e.g., ggss rationale.
in all men, Then we shouid eonsider that which is the same

[} in other things which are in the sems genus as the Tirst group
but are of another species: e.g., the aﬁility to neigh in

U , A

horses, compared to ratlenallty inimap. Aftsr this we must

?E}  seerch for a common raglo of the two groups. If & common

ratioc is found it will be tha définitian; if it is not found,

3L} l then the ratig of aach group must ba distinct, &nd that whcsa

definition ts ﬂought will nat ba oﬁa in ess@nee but many, a8

gin the axample abave it @annet in sueh a sasa ba repreaenﬁed

—
—

'g by ana deflnition. .

Aristotle alqo shows fzem %he terminus of this mefhod

3

snd its order of prcceaaing tha$ it ig & proper mode of in-

vestigating the definition. Every definition must be of the

ubiversal snd not the particular; if we consider the terminus

RNt
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of this mods we see that it fulfills this requivement in ap-

riving at somsthing comon or universal., The very grderx of

progesding in this mode, from defining slngulars to univer-

gal s, has two edvanteges %o rscoﬁmand ity  (a) It ls easler

to define the.singular, i.e., the ls 89 cormon, than the unle

versal whioh is more common., Thers is more denger of equivo-

cation as we define ths more universal. (p) By rirst defining

singulars we elso start from that which is mors oerbtein and

more kno@n to uge In definition as in demonstration we must

presuppoqa some knovwledgs &8s ev;d@nt gnd manifest.

&everal questions arige in referancs to she latter msthod.

The first of thess 1s whather it is in faoct easier to define

the sﬁngular than the universal, If this is the osss, then

we mugt procsed from the singuler to the more universal, which

appears o be contrary to what Aristotle says in the Physics

24 :
ond St. Thomas in his commsniary on the ketaghgsiqs, St. Tho-

mas there states that the wors univaraa‘ ig more knawn to us

and sasler sooun am.s£mymi¢§@;aygréhaasisnemc$wémxstatle,

more over, orders tha whole affﬁﬁﬁaralaphilﬁgeghy'aﬁftha pEine
- universal 4o the lass

siple that we must procesd from the muve
universal as from that whieh is more known B0 us.

Po answér this objeobion wo must distinguish a twolold

order of intellsatual knowledge: gocundum ge end guoed no 84
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There corresponds to tiis a dcuble order of proceeding: (a)

asccording tc the order of nature enéd of doctrine secundum ga,
starting from the more universal; (b) according to the order
of cur investigation, starting'with the less universal bew-
ceuse it is essier to arrive at the unity of that which is
lese universal., The formr procaeds from that whioh 18 more
diffiocult, the latter from that which is sasier for us. The
two modes of investlgating essentisl naturs corrsspond to thils
twofold mannar of proceading.

. Puobus enlm modos venandl quod quid sgt dooult! primus
quorum geoundum ordinem neturss procedit a supsrioribus die-
videns, et ninll usque ad atoma prasbtermittens. Saoundum
autem a nobis inelplt, et a posterioribus in prlora pro-
cedit vx minus communibus magls communia quaerens; unde glt

%2 il%g dostrinal i processul megis serviat, hio Investlza~
¥Co» A ; _ . .

Thus it is true that the more uni%eraal i gasler Tor us
to know segording to the‘aimple apprehanaion.gg,tafms, but

not ageording %o a complate §uiééitaﬁive knowledge, The

context of the passsge from St. Thamas~ﬁpan whichfﬁhé abjaqtion

was based supports this very vesponse. Therefors, in first

_ i;wastigatizig any gubJe st we stert with the less universel end

&tﬁempt to define it as well as.to.arrive at its propertles;.
in the order of doctrine we procesd, as Ariatotia says'in
the Ih sias,'from that waleh is more universal to the less
universal, This order, howsvsr, procesds from what 1s mors

difficult for us, a point whieh ls fully confirmed by the

Gifficulty of the books of the Fhysics in natural philosophye
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Another diffieulty arises in thls respect: how can
we define the less univéreal without flrst having defined the

more universal, for the less universal contains the more

universal actu et intellestu? Cajetan leads us to the solu=
tion'by,po;nting out that we must not.ounderstand more univer-
sal and less universal sé that the latter lncludes the former;
rather take the infserior ﬁémber formally according to its

proper determination as distinoet from the more universsl.

Take the inferior member according to 1lts differential con-
'cegg by- which itfia formally distiﬁef fram'the more univefsal,
the genus, The inferior member cen be taken formelly in two

wayss

Uno modo secundum totum id quod formaliter est, et slo
includl & superius formaliter, quonism quod quid est superio- -
ris est guod quid est inferioris, llcet non convertibiliter,
.« « o 8t sic modo non accipitur inferius formeliter. Allo
modo secundwm id quod formaliter constituitur, et distin~
guitur etiem a superieri, et sic non includit supesrius,

‘quoniam sie accipitur ssoundum differentialem concephbum,
quia expers est generis formaliter ut in quarto Ioplcorum
dieitur,‘et‘nga”mog% logquimur hic ds minus eomumunis ubt X
textu convineibtur.

e,

W

o7

Tt is elear théé‘%béxinfefiaﬁ mgmber_must be teken formally
in the se cond sense, according to that whieh formallj consti-
tutes 1t and distinguishes it fééi ipé guparior. Cajetan notes

that the process of the second method terminates.in the proper

difference as is evident in the example of tmagnenimity' as

developed by Aristotle.gv‘
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[ If wa refer to St. Thomas's procemium to the D8 Anima,
we notice that he atiributes to Aristotle the view that the L

f via venandl gued culd o8t i3 a yia c&mpositi?a.ge” He 18«
(ﬁ marks also‘that’Plato consldared 1t a x;g_d;xisiva; Hippo=
A crates, a via dsmonstrativa. Averroes and St. Alberts make
( the saws essertion, But ln ﬁhis chaptér whers the matter is

exprssaly treated, Aristotle Bppe 8T8 4 @asﬁribe the'prinsia

pal method of tracing the glements of the quiddity es & method

of division, whils mekinz no mention of a 'ocompositive WEY . *

(
{, what, then, isrtha_zggﬁgcmgaﬁitiva to which the eommeniators

[é'  .refer? ' |

i;  Averroes. singl%ﬁ out the first method @s the composl- -
Q}é | tive way) but*ﬁ?ar?@aa ‘had sucaseded in noting nobt 4wo, bud

fk " four aistinet mthods in this ohapter of Aristotla, each of

- which eanc}uﬁeﬁ in a different terminus, sc Hhad ona ocould

ot B T T SV RSSO U R

LR

jf T not very well be singled cub as opposad to the others in *h@

manner of & ¥ia sompesl slva. Some sommentatora proposed the

letter mathod as ammgasiﬁiva, dinod it sterts Prom a multl-

TR

A R SRR

tude whish 1% ;fgaaéda o Jeln iﬁ,aﬂ.aaﬁsnéing pfbessn, Bug

this method is only a method guoed nos, not ‘aimpligliter;
question of ssarchlng for she sesence 18 one of 8 pProosgpus ' .

gﬂi&ﬁgligigéx U
Cajetan comcludes that the yia gompopitive can only o

be the first method. Aristotle, he explalns, has alroady

congidersd Higysaraﬁss’s épinian in neither wholly sapproving
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nor wholly rejeoting the value of the demonstrative proaadure 9?
in establishing a definition. Plato's view was dlscussed :
when Aristotle determined that the method of division’was i
ugaless for arriving syllogistically at a definition. Aris- i

totle now concludes in this éhapter that the propar proocadurs

is one of dlvision, though not in a way which will permit us
to heave the definition es the conclusion of a syllogiem, Ca-
Jetan explains how the firet method wnibh wa.called a vis

divisiva, oan bs considered gompositive; -

Concludit tepdem in hoe capitulo quod congrua ad ve-
nendum quod guid sat, processus est divisivusg, non syl=-
Ltogizando, gquis hoe reprehendimus, ssd golligendo inci-
piendo a supremo geners cum cesteris sonditionibus dic=-
tis, additis regulils ex problematibus topiclis; et haseo
est via compositiva., Ilcet enim divisiva dieatur quoniam
a divislone inelpit st dividendo incadaet, efflcaciam Gamen

. ex.compositions sortitur, et non ex vi divisionis. . . .
divisiones ublles sunt ad solligendum gued quld est, nom

ad denmonstrandun, g

Tn:¢ method 15 compositive, then, as gathering the
voarious quidditetive predlcates, Thus Aristotle's apinieh
iz not altogather foralgn to the others, He uses sach of
them in s csrtaln way; bath.divigisn and syllsgisms vased

on the appropriate toples serve t+he method he dessspibes,

but in a menner differing from that conceived by his prede-

GeB 808,
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PART II1

THE DEFINITION IN THE MSTAPHYSICS
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, CHAPTIR I
THE IKPORTANCE OF DIFINITION IN THE METAPHYSICS

The notion of definition plays an important pert as well

in Aristotle's Metaphysics. It enters the sixth book as ths
principle of the spacification of speculative solences. Spe-
oulative sclences differ speoifically ascording as thelr mode
of defining 1s diffarent.l The seventh and eighth books Gon-
tain a further elaboration of the -notion nf definition for
in them Apistotle uses the definition %o study substance.
In the study of cpposition In the %Sﬁtﬁ.baak th@riﬁtantions
of genus, difference, and gpescies are likewise considered.

Our prindpel concern will be with some of the more fundemsn-

al points developed in the seventh and eighth books which

contaln the most extensive trestment of definition. We zhall
conslder some of these pain%s in briefly axplaﬂnimg why and
how %he Gﬁliﬁltiﬁﬂ enters the subjeot of the two books, It
will not be ue ceasary foxr this purp ose to follow tha steps

af the argument in both books bayond their generxal cutline.

These two books of the Fataghysgcs ars. davatea faru

mally to the study of senslble subpbonce, Why, then, is a
lengthy considarstion of definition involved in such a study?
The angwar will be fouﬁd<in the method thoh Aristotle pro-
poses to follow in the study of substance, In the opening

shapters of ths seventh book Aristotle dstermines that the

110
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solence of metaphysiocs must treat prinoipally bf substance.

After establishing the ssveral meanings of substance and

ths fact that we must start our study of substance with sen-

i
—

gible substance ag the most known to us, he determines to

study senslible substance logice in the seventh bOOk.‘ To ar- 1

( o

gue loglce, as Aristotle speaks of it here, is %o proceed f

]

{
e

%by dlelectical arguments in which a logical intention snters
'formally so as %o specify the argument., Thus it 1is necessa-

rily an argurent ax gommunibus and nob.ex propriis, since the
’second'iﬁ%antiqns of logle cen be used a&s the basis of diSpu-

bation in any sclence. Sﬁch argumwnts do nct\proeead entire-

- 'j'";-*L;Jw:«,zq“

ly from terms propsy to a given seoclence, vTha'A?gumﬁnts always
remain formally logieal dapendent on the seience of logia.
fSuoh a loglcal method of inquiry is most properly used in mete-
physics becasuse of a certain affinity of the two soienses in |

the community of their subjlect metter. Fach of the sclences

has in a aertain way the same subject. Just as all natural

things fall under mauaphysics in 80 fapr as tbey are bain 80

all natursl belngs. esn be_ the subjeoh of. 1ovieal intentions

inasmuch as all natural bainge can be considered vargason. In

this way the subject of logle can bs sald t0 be cqextensive

-4..'. . ~..;|,_-,- R B e ik

with that of metaphysics.z

In order o study sensible substances, Aristotle will

ST s
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1 . first investigate their qﬁod quid erat esse, since the
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quod quid eret esse is substance in the first of the four sen-

ﬂ ge8 given In the third ‘oha‘ptar, i.e., substance as eassence,

P quiddity or nature, It is n&-thing othey thean the answsr to _
. J the queation guld est. He wlll investigate the guiddity
ﬂ ex modo pregdicandl, a method which properly pertalns to the

‘ loglolen. Sincs the modes of pradication follow the modes of » _:

H }
S X

being, from the modes of predliostion e may 4 iscover the modes

of being. Applying this to the auiddity we 3ee that the quid-

[ dity is 1imited to those things which can be predicated per se

tof thes subjest in the first mode of parseitas. In this mode

of pradiceation the subject does not entar into the definitlen

of the predicste, Such predicates aré enlj the definition and

RV eV o SR SR SRS AT i

ite parts; tis definition is ke gpatio which signilies the quid-

R D R R TR T

1dity of snything.
This releaetion of dsfinition to cguiddi'ty will lp Arige-

I totle in aetserminmg first of 41 what t hings have a quiddity.
) Thus he ean esk whether b he things in question have a defini- ] %«
L o tion since the éei‘iniﬁien 18 nothing but the gg&_};ﬁg_ gignifyms | gég
F : thelir qudmty, he will inqulre Whether tl‘%y have sn o gsencs E
.L or enything thet cen be given in emawer to the question guid g
L 28%.° Since a definition is a ratlo which hag paris, he must E
( \ determine later what these parts ere and how they sre mlated ;i
to the perts of the thing defined, ¥hloh parts of the thing ifg
E definsd are also parta of the definitlon end whioch are nqi;?“-’: i
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He must likewise determine how the parts of the definltion
combine to signify cne thing snd not sevaral.s The faot that
Flato's Idsas cemot be defined will be of help in moving
that tlsy are not the gulddity and esgence of t}';:ings,s_

~ This dialeoctical investigation of substanoe in the
smve,nth book throuzh the study of d-af:lnition and the parts
of definition which ars predicated pr ss c;f substance yialds
a2 common argument for what pprbains to substar;os. But, as
St. Thomas explains in the seventeenth lesson of hls commen-
tary on thab book, it has not yet besn manifested exectly whet

that substence is whlsh 1s the quiddiityﬂ It 8till remalns

for Aristotle to determine what gegundum rem is the substence

which 18 the quol guidc

a :ru _erat essae. As an introductory siep

in determining *&hial point, s first establishe$ by another

&iale.ctieﬂ argbment in the laest chapter of the seventh book

‘that substance is ?as ‘8 ggiﬁcigla and a eéﬁsa. The argument

whioh he introduces at that polnt is that substance is a8

;xrimsipla and sausa‘ gipoe it is that about which we ean no

furthey esk the QB &ﬂ.;;i;;:n prophay auid.- substtaﬂee 48 itsel?

the .primipl'e end cause to which other questions ere reduced.
 Thus after studying tha nature of substance dimlea-
tieauy through gggwgﬂaaticn he will pms%d 0 shu&y it nro-‘
perly as a cause and pr’tmtpla in this and that natural
existing thing. As mtaphysioian his in‘carest is to aeﬁevmine
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the causes of bs Lng of the pax'tiou}jar existent ting. Subg-
' (CTPTAF ’

tance, then, 1s the formel caugs of this being's be ing what

it 1s. The guod ouid erat esge is the propher quid why tLis

flesh end these bones feil undsr this na ture, whether that of

men or that of amimel, For the mtaphysician gegundum eonsi =

dergiionen realem, only matter and form are prineiplss of

the gued quid erat esse; for tis logicien anything wWiich can

be prediocsted in guod guid esp cen pertein tc the quiddl ty ==

even Lhs afficient and final causes which are only éxtrinsio
causes, but which can be predicated as illuminating a thing's
e8Bence., i Tne metaphysiclan looks for asgent and final csuss
properly 85 causes of this thing'e belng. Therefore he mst
sserch ultimately for the first ceuses which ere cause of
belng in all tb,ing—;é' |

| ixlstotle pr coeeds, ten, in the elghth book to ma-

nifest the proper primciples of sensible substance. This will

ve done by srgulng from whet has been debermined logige in the

sevanth book and thus applying thoss oonslderations $0 the

‘res netureles existonteg, as Bt. Thomas explains in the fole

lowing passage.

‘Postquan determinevit Philosophus in septimo de subs-
tantia modo logieco, considevando scilicet definitionem et
partes definitionis, et alis hujusmod i quee secundum I 8-
tionem considerantur; in hoe libyo ootavo intendit de
senslbilibus substentiis determinare per propria prifcipis,
applicendo ea quae superius Inquisita suni loglice, ad ’
substentias illas. o « o own multa dicta sint in septimo
logica vonsiderabicne circa substant lam, oportetd syllogi~
zare ex his quee dicta sunt, ub spplicentur quas seoundunm
considerationem logicam dista sunt, ad res neturales ex-

istentes,®
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» o o inaiplt Philosophus tractars de Bubstantiis %
_ sensibilibus 1nquirendo principia eayum,? | : {4
31 Es then shows that mat ter and form ere the prir;ciples of sen-‘-. ;
] sible substance and determinas likewise how they are united to ?
g cons titute a who_la. The development of these points .involvas r
] a further consideration of the definition. o m
1] | | Our -ooﬁsideration of doefinitlon in thess two books wiil 4
3 be limited to only a few ¢f the more lmportant points. The
interpretation oflzsavex‘al of ¢hese will be much i‘acilitatad
J— ' by the explanations found in the Ds ¥nis et Tssentia of

St. Thomas together wl th the eomemary of Ga%eﬁaa on that

work, ‘The first of these will be the question of whet cen

properly have a dsfinition., This will bs followed by a dis-
" sussion of the relstion of the parts of tls definition to the

FERT TG S
TG
i G

-
B

perts of the thing @afinsd, md thils by the question of the

T35

unity of ths parte of the dafirit&cn.
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CHAPTE: II
WHEITLER ASCILINTS Cf BE DEJFINZD

The Problem

One of tre flrst applioations of the me'tli\orl of predi-
sation in the ‘atu.dy of sababtsnces 1g found in ths fourth @ d
fifth cn=pters of the seventh book., The definition has been
defined by Aristobtle as an cr.atio which elgnifics what a

thing 15,29 It answers the gquastion guid slt and not ths

questlions an sit or gusle sit. IT, thc%reafﬂre,- the definition
is that wilch sigrzifiﬁ the gquiddity, we can arvgue that if

a thing oan have something nredicated of 1t by way of & dsefi~
nition, it bes a qulddaity or substance. It ia clesar thal there
is some kind of de-f"init ion for sensible substences which ere | '
compoged of form end of matter as a subjsot race,i%in.g tha
substantial form. Since sach of tie other oalegories slso has
8 subjeot, the question arises whether the _aozﬁposite of sub~
Bot amd of ac-cidehﬁa;l-forﬁi in e&oh cf ’shem ciws not li}iawisé
have a quiédlw whioh ean ba aigxifmd by a ﬁai’initien. There

sesms to be a ger taia éefinah}.a unity in aaeh Cass,.

Ihe First Solutlion

Aristotle cffers us ong soluiblon starting from the prine-

oiple that only that whleh is a hoo aliguid is properly de=-

116
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finsble since to bs a2 gquid must meen to be ggmgphing.ll- Only

gubstanceg, however, ere a hoc aliguid. Therefore, they

alone are defineble; they eleona have a quiddity, a guod quid

erat assa. An acoldent by itsalf pradicatad of a subjeoct

i not a hoo aliquld. The mooident "white” of itsalfl is on-

ly e guale, not a hog sliquid. If accidents guch as "white"
are to be definsd, they must be defined in reletion to their

proper subject., This will give ue a quasi ratio of ths com-

posite subdect-acoident, which will bv a hoo aliquid in’ another

ways Thus vhite ﬁ&ll have to be dsfined as white man, in reu

‘lation %o man as its,propar subject (1f it bs trus that‘man

is its proper subject).

Aristetle then rulss out a mere retio notificans ncmsn

a8 insuffiocient to @anstiaute a éafinition, gven a éefinitian

of aeoi&ents. The trus Qafinition magt signify aligquid per so

dlotum and thst xn the first moda of per se pr@dication. Sugh

predicetes are firat in the line of predicaticn. nefin;tian
is a special name given to that wiich is.msstvparfe@t in\tha:

“order of cen?ertibls tazms, namﬁly, the ond which signifies -
the quod guid est.;z Hs soncludeg thad aeacréing to this first

solution only that has a ouod quid erab esge which is truly .

a specles since only a spscies is properly dafined through
genus and differsntiae. The genus wust be pradicatsd par
esssgﬁggg of the sﬁeoiea. In the case, how&ver, of a proper
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passion or accident signified as such (e.g., album) the proper {w

_

]

gsubject whilch 1s used es genus cannot be predicated in such

a way,; the esoence of the subject 1s not the essence of the

S

accident.,

The composlte of subject and accldent 1s olsarly one-

f ly an ynwa per acsldens and cannot, tharefors, have a quiddi-

[

ty whioh is definable, The very nature of the composite

EXPLIGVE :

ageounts for this. I$ oconsists of thlngs from saveral di-

S L T
R T i

verse categories, l.8., substancs and acolident, and hsnce ; L8

implies several dilverse genera. Dlverse genera in turn can-

Cijf.t;q i

not eonstitute oms quiddity and definition. A dsfinition must -H%
: . ‘ - o
{[] [ be glven within one categary;ls : _ : ! ?
| | | é?;
i{ .
: The Sscond Solutlon %%
e iristotle offers anobher solution in the same chapter: 1
1 ' ; ' %@
_iE definition is yxjma?ily and glmplisiter of substances, per %%
1 - o - o ' ik
i posterius and gscundum guid of aceidents. The solution flows ?%
;LJ from the several ways in which we oan speak of guod quid gt _g%
1N and therefore alep of definition since the definition signifies é;
. . 1
: , e L . i
1 the guod ouid ssh. GQuod guid est ls sald primarily of subs- g:g
,_ﬁ tence which alene 1s propsrly a hoe aliquid. In another way , . §§
- ‘ : s
: 1% can also slgnify each of the other categorles slnee for sach :
- of them we can find an answsr to the question guid est, the | ;
‘inquiry of the definer. The guid est of the other categories, “
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however, does not slgnify a guld absclute, as in the case of

substence, but rather a guld gualitetis, ete. Quality, for

exemple, doss not have & guid simpliciber but only gscundum

guid. ws find ths reason for this in the followlng passagé

from the commentary of St. Thomes.

Iropter hoe enim quod omnia slla prasdlcamenta habent
rationenm sntis a substantia, ldeo modus entlitatls subs-
tentlaes, sciliocet esse quid, participatur secundun quam-
dam simitlitudinem proportionis inomnibus allis praedi-
gamentls; ut ¢icamus, qued siocub snimel =st quid hominis,
ita oolor albedinis, et numerus dualltatls; et ita dicl-
mus qualltatem habers quid non simfplioclter, sed hujus.
Sicut eliqui dleunt loglee de non ente logquentes, non sns
sst, non qulis non ens sit simplieciter, sed quia non ans
ast ner epns., Bt similitex quaiétas non habet quid sin-
pliciter, sed quid guslitetis. '

Jusﬁ ag being is found primarily in substancs and analogloally
by pgrtioipaticn in the other ea%agories; so likewiss the guod
guid est and the definiti?ﬁ vhich signifies 1t, They can only
be sald snslogicelly of substance and ascldent, l.e., pag prius

6t posterius and par raspechium ad unum, for thay-are'aaid of

acoident only in refersnce to substance, As acoident hes in-
complete being in raléti@n to substance, g0 its definition is
al go ineamy&g%e.l§~_j' .‘ |

Since bsing cen in & sortain way be sald of privatiéﬁa
snd negations, they slso osn be sald to be in some way defi- |
nable, but in a most imperfect and Incompleste way which expleins
rather thé neme than the essence since they have no sssenea.ls

In the way in which things have belng, so they are definable.

it




320
Ha egdduces as proof of this second solution the notion
bost a definition 18 one, and that oy a unity per se, not me~
rely a unity of continuity or of a collection. Just &g unity
is sald analogically of substance and of the composite of
gubjeot and scoldent, so will definition be sald analogically

of bOtrhtll?

The definition of eccldents necessarlly inocludes things
of diverse categories since an acoi&snt must bs defined in re-
lation to its proper subject. Sush a definition is not one

ar ss, &s explalining one quiddity, bdbut one per addlitionsn

slnce it includes something outside the propsr genus of ths

acoident-~the subjeot. In view of the sscond solution, the

~oonolusion of thes first golution--that sccidents do not have

a definition--must be undsrstood Do gr;gg and simpliclter,

The Definition‘per Additionem’

The fifth ohapter of the seventh book brings us a
more complete axplanation of the msnner .of defining aeeidents
by a &afinition“ggg addibviovem, When we gay that en accldend
must be definad yer additlonem, we mean that the definition of
the asccldent sust inelude somathing outside the very essence

of the agoldent, The subjeet which must be included is ocutside
the gsnus of the acolidental form but 1s necessary for the come
plete deflinition of the amcocident. ‘The aptitude to inhsre In

& subject is of the very assesnce of every ageldent--res, oul
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debotur asse in alio, This esssntial dersndsnce on a subjest

Cmust likewisa ba expressed ln the definitlon of particular ac-

cidente. Thls dependenca of accidsnts on thair subject togs-

’4.‘ 3 \}

;j”a

thar wits the lmperfection of thelr baing is best exprassed

| by defining tham turough their subjset. Fach ecoidsnt has a
ir: propa® subject of which it is predicated seounéum.se and

_LL, through which it should be defined,*® The sublsct, if not one
j(‘ by a un;ﬁ? of nature or of bqing, nust be one &t least by'a.
1= L ( 19 |

unity of ceapacity to moslive the‘acaidental form.

Whethar the accldent 1s signiflied in consretc or in

ebstracto, its dsfinition will slways formally signify ths
accldsntal fosm or quiddity itsslf, The concrste &nd the
abstract torm here sisnify one and the sam thingj only the

mode of sisnification varies., It is the form andvasssnee of

,ﬁyths agsidant whioh is primerily signified and which 1s dlrectly

o e B T R AR
oy S

A ta0)

Gt bR e

.:“ defined, since all gaiddi%&ﬁiva predicates of the accident

are inacludsd only 1h thet form., The subjeet snters only as

S - . _
L ]

that whish susteins o6r supperts the deflnition.

AT AN AT e

 An sgatdent, as wes noted, ls definsd in virtue of

i b bod
1[1 its essaence, the acoldentel form. It 1s placed in the ganus gf
-' i
: . . ' : L
;[: fof 1ts form; concrste or absiraot pertains only %o +ha mode '&
i ’af signifying., The mode of being is the same in both cases-- §§
%[: r _

' esee 1n allc. The umods of signifying, however, is determined
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by the mode of underatanding of whilch 1t is nothing but a =ign,
If the acoldental form is understood as gccidens, as inhering
in anothar, it is conceived by ths mind together with its
Bubjact and is signified in‘agﬁorgﬁg»«"white.* Hare the form
is still that which is primerily signified, but 1t is signified
ag denominating a subject; If, on the other hand, the acciden-
tal forw is undsrstood b? itselfl, aprrt from its subjlsot, in
the manner' of substancs whiech ﬁroperly exlsts of'itsslf, then

it is signified in sgbstrascis-~"whitenegs,®

Only acoidents signified in sbstrasoto are properliy
placad in the categories and properly have genus and differen-

ce, According to 1%3 mode of signifying, "whiteness™ sgignifies

purely the quality and thus falls'undar the categery c¢f quali- .

ty. “Write,® on the other hand, significs as & composite,

namely, the composite of accldent and subject which 18 one

‘and being only per agsidens and cannot, thervefores, fall un-~

jder the categories. “hs mode @f signifyiﬁg is as a.ﬂaaesaary

Hleondlition for placing a thing in a &@nus or speaias, a eond1~

ti@n whieh m;st ba considered by the 1egician.
As the absbrast aseident 1s pr cperly in the aatego«
ries, so it is the sbstract accldent which is most properly

defined. An acoident signified in congreto is not defined

essentially except by resson of its formel element. As a

composite of subject and accident it is an gns per sccidens
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and can have only.a definitio gq;gmgggggég.zo If, howevar,
it is conaideréd ag gubordinated to one oconcept whioch signi;
fles primerily the form and signifiss the subject ohly do-
nominatively, 1% sdmits of real definition. ‘

Genug and Differsnce in Acoldents

Since en acoldent is not by 1ts essence compossd of
matter and form we ocannob gay that in deflning -it: the gaﬁus
is.takan from an intrinsic metter aﬂd the difference from the T
form es in the cass of a composad substancs, But the genus
muist always be taken from thet aaaordihg to whioh & thing is

deterwinsble, Thus the first genus of an aceldent (in abstracto)

will be taken from that asccording %o which it is primarily de-

tanninable, namely, its proper mode of baing as a estegory,

which is detemmined by the diverse relatlons of asceldsnt to

substance--as measura, dlspositloa, ste. The differsntize
are taken fraa‘the‘di?afﬁi%y of tha proper ﬁrinéiplea fram
whioh the aceldents are csused, Thus in defining ascldents

signifisd ;giabstgéﬁta'the pfbyer suﬁjeei is &se& #8 the spe-

difio difference, The subjsot is placed in theii definition
in obliguo, as that from which they draw thaif'épééific aif-

forance, ©.2., simitas est ourvitas nssi. FProper passions

differ acoording as the principles of the subjeot from which
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< they ere caused differ, Quantity, for example, differs according i

—3

as the ratio mensurse 1s found diversely in succsaslve and in

permanent things. Moreover, scoidsnts take their speoifie

, -
e

difference from thaslr proper principle not only when they ara.

cauged immedlately by a substance but also when one accident S

has another asoldent as i1ts proper principle, In the latter

case the differentias derive from.the:&ivarsity of aseldental

cauges., The inmediate principles of the first proper passion

would differ from the sscond in this way.

I+ is importent o note that the subject is not itself =
the difference but is put in place of the difference. 4n ac-

saprenimenaeni

cident has its own propsy differonce 83 well as 1ts own genus,
[ but they eennot be agmpletaly'@xplaiﬁeé wlthout ths subject, |

Because the proper principles of accldents are frequsntly

hidden to us, we sometimes take the differsntise from thelr

effects 8s more known t@ us. The example of this given by

—

'St. Thomas is the use of gongregativum end &isgregetivum visus

m———y
J

as the differentiae of color, These are effects caused by

C

the abundancs ﬁr laek of lighs, the yﬁegé? p?inciples.

- The acclident signified in gonoreto is dsflned, as was

noted above, only with vespeet to the aacidental form, not

with respeat to the ccmposite ss sush., But in this ease the

subject is placed in regto in the definition é&nd: takes the place
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¢ of genua, not becauss of any differsnce in the nature of the

acoident but solely because of a difference in the mnoda of

PR

signifying, The concrste accident ls signified In the menner
of a composlte-~here the composite of subjeot and aceldent. |
Therefore, 1t must be defined in the mennsy of a composgsd

thing in which the genus ls taken from the matier and the

difference from the form, The subject hers 1s as matter or
potensy and thus takes the place of genus, e.g., Slmum esh

nesus curvug. John of St. Thomes explalns that the subject

doas not enter the definlition gecundum gs at absolute.

o » » Lale conepretum, sl per se definitur, erit ra=-
tions solius formse, et tunc sublectum secundum se et
sbsolute nominmtrat definitionen, sed ut formatum ipsa
forma sccidentis seeundum gradum generfcum talls formae
ad ipsammet seoundum gradum specificum. ¥t sio cum dlol-
gur: "Album est corpus disgregetlvum", non intelligltur

- gorpus absoluts, sed ub coloratum, et sio expllicat ra-
tionenm generis; ponidtur autem ly iorpus ut sustentans,
non ut intrans qui&ditatem,aibi.z .

The subjeet teken as determined by ths aseaidental form under
8 more OOmmON retlo of the sams accidental form is as mabter
to.tha.subjscﬁ deﬁsﬁm}nedfby ths pafﬁiéulér form in questlon.,
The subjest 13 not here %aken &s a Joglcal ganus,_whiehAwould
make of 1t and the meoldental f&igﬁ%'unity Do sé, e unity

which would bs definable as such. It is teken rather in the

[oS——
A e e

of asceidents is dlscusssd at greater length by St, Thomas Ia -

L{bis commentary on the £fifth book of the Msiaphyslos where

manner of a physical ganus. The nature of thislganus subjestun

A
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he opposes it to loglodl or predlicable genus,?® The axaot

relation of physicael genus to this genus subjeotum is in
{tsell a difficult problem and one which goes bayond the scope

of the present work. - |

If wo attempt to define the substantlal form by itsslf '

(where this form is ths form of a glven matter) we must define

it per sdditamsptum in a way similar to that of defining an
aooident. Just as an acoldent hes perfect being only in 1ts

subjeot, s0 the substantial form of a compesadvgubSténee has

ita—baing;aﬂly in its proper matter. Accldental and sabsﬁannr-

tial form regsemble cach other in that neither has a complate

’

per terms but only per additamentup

egsance by itself; each 1s ordered 4o something else as re~
ceptiva of it. In the same way neither substantisl nor acel-
dsntal form is cspable of compleste definition in its own pro-

« In the cass of the

substantial fénn; itz propey mabtter must be added. This is
clsarly outside the genus of the form sinee the genus of form
is act, whereas the genus of mstter iz potency. It is lmpor-

tant t0 note that when thé substantial somposite as such la

defined the matter whish enters the definitlon is not ex

additions as‘somathing outside the egsence of the composite,

The mode of dafining

per additementum, however, re-

mains proper to the definition of accidents. Bsosuse of the

e R T

imperfection of their essence, accié@ntﬁ.require the eddition
I .
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ofvggggthing outgide thelir 2ssence ln order %o be defined, Thils
reascn obviodsly does not hold for the substantial form. A
substantial form is definad in this way only in so far as it
particlpates in the nature of socident--ggse in ello. Another
argument for the same oconclusion is found in the fsact thet what
is propexly ﬁ@finad ig whatever is found dirsetly in the line
of one of the categories and also as eomplete in its own spe-
cies, In order to define an accident as it is found ocomplete
in its species end in the direct line of 1ts category, wa mus£
defiﬁa it by the addition of somathing cutside 1ts essence,
‘In the easevof the composed substance it 1s the @ompiete 8pPG

olas which 18 most propsrly definad;'in such a dafinitiop,'as

w remarked above, the matter is part.of the essence. Henos

e s

\ﬁha mode of defining per edditamentum is most proper to agol-

denits 025
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CHAPTER III
THE RRLATION OF THR PARTS OF THE DEFINITION TO - i

TEE PARTS OF THE THING DEFINED |

The Signification of Genus, Specgles, and Dgggaraﬁéa ;5]

as Nomes of the First Intention

In the tenth end elaventh chapters of the seventh book if@

Aristotle discusses the relation of the parts of the definition

%0 tha'pafts'af the thing defined, The qusstion axises whathe
vtha parts of the definition are also parts of the thing dafinsd. |
In order to arrive at a olearer idea of ihe &1ffiaﬁlty¢we | H
should begin by noting that every defiﬁiticn is a ratio and

as such must have several words or parts, since a ratio is a

R
o hyig >

~eertelin oratio caggaaitg and not a gimple ﬁame. One ngms may 3
"bs claarer than aﬁcther,'but only a ratio which hes parts'san fh

manifest the prinaiglas constituting the assanbe of a thing

N
=

as a definition mmst do. But do the pafts of the ratio cor-
r@ﬁp@ﬁd %0 the par%s of the thing in the game way &8 the ratio i
as a whols ﬁapﬁeseuts the Ehing? On the one hand one &auld |
“argue that as the ﬁafini*iea is ﬁsa same as tha shing, so ite ;%
. parts should ba the same as the pafts of the thing, But on i

" the ethar hand, each part of the definition can be praaiaatsd :;

of that whieh 1s de?insd««rasional can be predicated of man-- g

éwhereas no 1nﬁegrai part can ba predicated in this way of the

T Ao T e By o 3.
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In angwering this question wevahall limit the dis-
cussion to the perfeoct kind of definition, that of substanase,
and to a definition given through thse genus and psr &6 diffe-
renbieas. Such a definition always signifies ons sagsence or
qﬁidﬁiﬁy. This sasence includes all the essential principles
of the thing. In it end through 1% @ thing has being. It 1is

e

i 3 A

that by which a substancs i known. By it a thing is consti-
ey

tuted in ite proper genus and spscles. The definition signi-

fies what a thing ls es constitubed in its genus and speoles;

it signifies guld egt res. The guiddity is nothing but the

gszence as answaring the question, guid est res? The guod guid

grat esss likewise designates that by which sum@thing is a

quid=--hoo paxr gued aliguod habel 88589 qulid. ?ha s@senge can

be salled form in the sense of signifying the pexfeetion of
gach thing, oT called nature in so fayr as it designates all

_ that i@ intelllgible In th@ thing., In 4the labier ssnss nature

should be understood as common $0 éubaﬁantial and acsiﬂeatal

S

o Y s [ e Y s

o

& essences both generle and spaaif&e.aé

Briefly, ths word sssance aignifies the LTomm alsne-”

in simple substances gnd the compeaita of maﬁt@r end form in

the composed gub gt Bnoeo . Ma%t@r is a part of the essendge of

aach individual of the gpacies and thus matter univergaliter
It the

ageapta must be a pard of the essence of the spsoles,
to be definsd, it would have to ba

1nd ivlduel composite were
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defined with individual metter, materia signata, since this is

pert of the individuel sssence, Tha gpeoific eagance or the .

nerie egsenca of ocomposed things will contain only materia

28

non signata, Sommon matber, whioh alone enters the specific

@HS6N08 . From the speciflic essence are axcluded both partlou-

lar matter--this flesh end these bonss~-and thoss parts whioh

are aecidentel to the undsrstanding of the speclisa,

If the generio, speciflic, and individual egsences are

considersd absolutely in @gemselves,'épart from eny relabtlon

Lo fifst anﬁ second intentlons, they do not differ gxoept ac-

gording to greater or lesser ﬁ@terminaiion, 1.8., a8 the non-

signate and the signate, although there is a different mode of

designetion iﬁ_agéh.@aaa. The Gesignation of the individual

with respeed to the spssiss ls through natter determined by

dimensions; but the dagignatlon of ths speacles wlth regpsct

to the genus is through tIs differsnce which constitutes the
species~-a differsnce which is derived from the form of the
thinge. Frmm this it follows that. eonaidereﬂ in themselves,
aﬁd humanity ere ths same uinae the nature

They differ only as terms ﬁf

m&n, for azambla,

siani?ied by each is %ha Sﬁﬂ@a

the firat inﬁantion.gﬁ @hia brief statement of these painta

guffices for oul purpa&a.
If we conslidsr now the genarie and 8
animel snd ratlonel, nemes which

pecific pemss of

the first intention, @«8ey

ORI RN P e
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constitute the definition, and man,whioh designates the speclss
defined, we arrive at the proper terms of our problen., The
species, man, is properly composed of the genus, animal, and
the differanaa, rational, which oonstitute the dafinition re-
présencing the spacies, How are thess paris ralased tb aach
obher and to the parts of the thing--mabter and form?

If we compars first of el generlc and gpscific names
we see that the generic name includes in its signifloation all
thet is in the spescies., Whatever 1s In the speoles lis in the
genus ?ut s8g undebtermined, - The generie nature mugt contain
the wﬁale being of the speocies since it can be predicated
in rsgto of the specles, whereas no perd signified as part can
be predicabed in regto of the whole, The way in which %he |

goneric name must signify will be evident from ths exaﬂylevuf

Mody™ which can signify--as it 18 in the catagory of substancse=

elther a generliec whole, or a maberlial éna integrel part of enl-
mal. 5%, Thomas notes this vefy praaisaiy'in the following

pasaage?l

oum enim ratio sorporis in hoo counslatat quod sl
talis naturaze, ut in eo possint designeri tres dimensiones}
sl nomine corporis significetur res hujusmodd, ut in ea
scilicet possint signeri tres dimensiones sub hac condl-
tlons, ub superveniet alla perfectlo quae compleaat lpsam
in ratione nobiliori, sicut est animaj sio ast corpus
pers animalisg, et sie non prasdlocatur de enimali. Si
vero nomine corporis gignificetur res habens talem nafu-
ran ex guacumque forma ipsam psrficiente, ub possint in
sa designari tres dimensliones; tunc corpus sst gsnus, gt
significat totum: quis quascumqus forma symetur spscla-
1is, non exrit extra hoo psr quod ratlio gorporis conditlio-
nabatur; sed temen indistincte, eo cuod non detsrmimstur,
utrum ex tall vel %all forma dictam rationem habeat .20
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If, then, we compare genus, specles, difference, and

)

dofinition to see again how they agree and dlffer as names of
' the first intention, it will be evidant thet thay all agree
in this that each of them signifies the whole of that whioch

g
ig found in the speoles, Just as each of ﬁhem ¢an bs predl-

sated of tho speecies, so sagh must Include in some way the
whole of that found in the aspeociss, They ﬁiffar,'b@waver,
aocording to thet which they faﬂmal%zﬂﬁggmgigaav That which

ie formally signified by the genus is a material perfectlon;

f the. difzerence formally slagnifissg a forhal gerfﬁetisn; the

specias formally signifias both of the prmcaéing parfeotions
but without distinguishing them; wheraas the definition, vhile

éignifying the same azgregtte of perfectlons, distiﬁguishes

tgiﬂggggg&g»ﬂAnimal,“ for examyle, formelly signifies sensli-

T

psxfacﬁien 15 formal., "Men® and "rational enimel" both slani-

|-

the 1a$ﬁar expr&gsas both perts ssparately, the fommer does
not. The species ané definition both gignify formally the

seme thing, the distiaetien {8 only in the menmer of signle

—
L J

fying-=the ﬂefinitinn gignifiss the whole in the distinctien

° N\lef ;ts parts, the species does not. ‘
1f, therefore; we consider these berms acsording to .

what they sighify'bath formally as well as materially, they

T f%”j‘ C 1

(('W

tive paturs which is material with rsapect to the intall@@tu&l
parfsation fcrmally signifiad by "ratiﬁnal.“ Hence the latter

fy the aggregats of gansitive nature and intsllectual natuye; :

prsr sl mpoe b

ey
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?oan all be sald to aegree in their signifiocation; if we consi~
& der only that which is formally signified, they ¢learly dif-
% for and do not signify ths geme thing. Teking fhe perts of
- the definition we see that the generie name, e.g., animal
formelly and determlnately expresses the material psrfection
i of men--sensitive perfection. The genus 1s, thersfors, said

to be teaken from the matter. The name of the differencs, ra-

PRvee

; tional, formally and determinately expressss th@ formal pér«
' fection of men end is thus sald to be taken from the form.

, Just &8 %herp@rfgction formally signifi;d,by the dif-
ference 1s not inciuﬁed in the formal significastion of the |
genus but is included only inéeteiminately, 50 the genarie
pgffsction is not imeluéeé'in the differeétial perfzetion,

Tﬁe generic perfection enters only indeterminately into the
neme of the-@iffsranca, even thongh it is necessary for the ;
undsrstending of the differsnes. The nams of the difference,
eeg., rational, dces not ﬂaterminately explalin the genus. All4
that rational anl&iﬁﬁ is "that Whiﬁh has ;at¢onality," whathar
iu be horse or msn. Nﬁr oan the genus be preéieauad of th@
aiffe?anee properly sccording to any of the four modes of

pey S8 prediaaﬁiou, unle 88 parhaps as the subject is predi—
cated of the passion, The difference likewisa does not fall

in the definitlen of tha.geﬁus.ge '

T




