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The Principle of Contradiction

“hen we endeavor to prove anything, there are certain things by
means of which we arrive at our conclusion., Given certain things,
we say, 1t follows that such and such. 1In any demonstrution, thag
is, there are certain pronositions which we c¢nll rremisses from
wnicn we deduce © conclusion. Thus: All men are mortal; Sccrates .
is a man; therefore, socrates is uortal. Now obviously, the pre-
nissas of this argument are not celf-evident; they too are suscep-
tible of proot, and of someone demurs, we are forced to arrive at
3 demonstration of the premisses h, means of other things which
will be granted by our opponent. Now thie striking thing about

all this, 1s that we cannot nroceed intinitcly backrards in the
rroof of our vpremisses, for it we had to, no concelusion would be
anytaing more than an hypothesis: if such and such is granted, then
sucn and such follows. The thousht 1s, that there must be certain
first indemonstrable princirles which are self-evident and do not
hove to be nrovern.

Moreover, if a man sets out to acquire the scientific
k¥nowledge that comes throuch demnonstration, he must not
only have a better knowledge_ of the hasic trubths and a
firm¥conviction of them than of the connexion which is
being demonstrated: more than tihis, nothing must be more
certain or better known to him than these basic trths

in thels charncter os contradicting the fundnmental pre-
misses which lead to thic onmosed and erroneous conclusion.
For indeed the conviction of pure gciernice must be unshak-
able. (Aristotle, Posterior Analyvtics, Bk. I, cap. 2)

‘rivtotle goss on to mote (cap. 3) LLubl thers are two crroncous

~ views of science ( which of courscis had by demonstration). The
~first is that there is no way of knoving exccnt by demonstration,
and therefore an Infinite regress is necessary in rreof, for ve
must always nrove our premisses by prior premisses. Secondly,it
1y be sranted that there must be first indemonstratle rrenisses,
but taat these rest on mere supposition. (This is the view of
Rertrand Russell).

Aristotle's position is this: our kunowledge of the tirst premisses
‘is independent of demonstration. We have certain knowledge of-
thene nremisses or nrincinles - indeed our certninty of them is

far grenrter than of proved conclusions - but this knowledge is not
had by demonstration. We attain knowledge of these first principles
by induction. Sense experience is basic ror huwnan knowledge, and
having perception of material things, and retaining thewm in memory

a certnin experience is acquired. It is from such sense exnerience
that we arrive at universal knowledge, and at knowledge of the first
indemonstrable principles. (Ct. Ibid., BK. II, cap. 19)

‘Why must the metaphysician consider the first indemonstrable
princinles? From our brief consideration, it arpears that such
orincirles will be presupposed in all our knowledge; and not merely
in metaphysics. One ans er will suf'fice {or the nonce, That know-
ledge will be most certain which is of the most certsain prihatples,
Rut metaphysics is the moast certain science, and must therefore
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~oncides the nost cerunin prineinles, Morcoover, becnuse nonoe
o B cpeciel sclences can consider these princinles - such
A f1r1ev neot bheing nrorer to thiesce sclcurcg, hut cownon to
11 - 5 celence wiilch 1o the most common °r* wniversnl must

S
CTEn Ol

c'i' (-r

mnd derbnd these nrincirles,
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“iat prineidle 1o the first of 0ll® Obviously it must be one
s het cwhich no once cag be decelved, which 1s not proved by some-
thin~ prior and is not a mere supposition, i.e, not necessary.

suc.e ¢ wrinciple @s this: 10 IS IEPG3SIELE 1Jﬁﬂ A THING BE AND NOT
L STV D m SAM TIVE AMD IT OMHE CAMD RESPECT., Someone can state
verbally the contrary of tiis principle, but hie cannot think 1ts
~untrery. Note, that contrary opinions do not express contraries
hut PtﬁtrdﬁLCLOTl@ nroperly spgaking. FRxamples of contrary
orinicns 1xXZEXEX %X'xsgnxw wo”ldwle' Socrate is white; Socrates is
rlack, but: Socrates 1is white; bObrateu is nog-white., Thus if
comaone thinks that contradictories can be true at the same time,

he wonld ‘think that they can be at the same time. Put no one can

re 20 deceived. Therefore, the first critericn is saved in this
moienle, And beeausce all demonstrations are reduced to tnls
rvineinle andit is most neeessary and certain, this is the principle
v g lookine tor,

Tyl hmve we not said beforehsnd that being is the fivst thing -
kxnown by the intellect? Would not being, then, be the first
nrinciple? Yes and no. %e must remember that thereare two op-
erations of the intellect, one which is called the understanding

of indivisibles, and another by which it composes and divides., In
both operations there is something which is first. In the first
operation the first thing which the intellect conceives is being,
nor can anything be conceived bJ this operation that is not being.
And since this princinle ( It i1s impossible that something he and
not be the same thing) depends on tie understanding of being, just
as the principle that the whole 1s greater than thepart depends

on it, it is the first principle in the second operatvion of the o
intellect, and without it nothing else can be understood.

e have already noted that this first vprinciple cann't be demon-
strated properly speaking. HWowever, there is a certain way in
which it can be demonstrated, i.e. by what is called an elenchus,
This is by a reduction to absurdity. But this can only be put
to use if he who denies the principle says something, that is,
attempts to signify something by a word. Note that this klnd of
demonstration is not to demonstrate the princivle absolutely
sneaking; to do this, it would be necessary to beg the gquestion,
for any statement would presuppose this principle. An elenchus
can only be called into play when the adversary admits something
which isactually less certain than the principle he is denying.
Thus to begin from his admission could not produce a demonstra-
tion of the princinle, for in demonstration we g@o from the more
tc the less certain.

The indirect proof of the principle would proceed in this manner,
e must accept Yor a vprinciple that a word signities something,
hoth to the one saying it insofar as he understands himself to

be speaking, and to the one listening. If thi~ s not conceded,
there is nothine mors o be done; the man 1s crazy. I1f he admits

B O S 2 I NPT OF TR MUl DA I PR . R . < h .
phar g rd el -nifiee somebhine, Liie rrinceisclo 1o hwud feemowliod
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in oipniticd by Lbc word will be dlotinet from 108 conbpidic-
tion. Thus Lo soy busat thoe nanc 1"1111~: cuch tnd sueh 111 be
Lrue, and tie contradictory whicn denics 10 111 be false, Then

wo bave obh lesst lad it admitted that not ovesy otfrirnmction ond
» obion are sirullansously utruc.  Bub ean we hove fomore oaeral
N AR

. S ociopirion one thing . Phus, lel ug suy Lhnt the word "man"
this unity which is o two-tooted sniuoel, T sconmoone
te word eipgrifles many things, olther 1t will signify

oy 3wnPini ke numbheor of thinrs., I8 10 ngﬂiijU n finite

. ot Rlioos, f“;:e.i: "o ~rohlep, Yo can asidipern differcnt

necer Lo bhe Aifferent things., Povever, it it signifies on in-

cile cf things, thoie could be no definitions nor dis-
coarse. YTy ? Rouaes signity concepts.,  Tr nothing is understood,
~ontine is oisrificsd, PuL if one thing i=g not understood, unothing

uhﬁarstcoﬂ, for understending imnlics knoring: scomething as dis-

“Snok frop; otcer bthlngs.,
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s;wav%lv ;g' werd "mea'" Joszs not sionity noo to be & oman The
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ta
the word must he onc in Aderinition, and not iusk

ol 0
5n .abg_,t. Tf the lubber were tiue then musician and tall
0 "

v oran owoul A ql@ﬂtjy Liig crime Lhine, bloeause 1L ore in Lhe sAane
i ioeth . Mhon 1y would o follow tacy Ll things cre one, Tor if

. L
uJ] vere snld of man aud were one vibh Lhe delinition or men, and
tnll is also said of treey then man on

d btree would be one.




