o s s [ s S o

T e B

s I s Y s R e

NERE
~ Lov 91
| B -
| 30.5
Ul

) 749
B 34
A STUDY OF LEFINITION

A Dissertétian
Submitted tQ the Feoulty of Philosophy
. of Laval University
in Partial*?ulfillmsnt of the Requirements
for tha Degree of
Doctor of Philosophy

by

william Benmgeertner, Fhe Lo

Juébec
July, 1949

rg
7




31 (3

o (1 (O 3 3

3

Lo

5o

4,

PROPOSITIONES

'

¢

Artes quae actiones. et paséiones humanas imitantur dependent

quentum ad veritatem.ipsius artificii a synderesi et scientia morali.

lioralis philosophia'in_tres,partéq‘dividitur: “monastica,

.. LR

oeconomica, et politicas

Genus sumitur a materiae

In forma superiori continentur eminenter formaliter gradus

inferiores vitae.

4

Definitio est terminus primae operationis intellectus
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PART I

(E® ART OF DEFINING




| : . CHAPTER I
o THE NATURE OF THE ART OF DEFINING

The Neoassity of ean Art of Definlng

In the imtroduction to his treatise on th@'pfadieebles,
St, Albert dlvides the subjest of logle according to the In-
tention or the snd of loglo as an instrument of knowledge.

Divisio autem loglose, et quas sunt partss ipsius, ub
dicunt Avlsenna et Alfarabius, aceiplenda sunt ex laten-
wwﬁg,ggﬁnaﬂiggius. Sicut vero jam ents dictum est, loglca in-
fandit docsre prindipla per quas psr id quod notun ast,
devenire pobest in ocogaltionem lgnoti. Est auten incom=
 plexum, 4o quo queeritur quld sit: aub gomplaxum, de quo
quaeritur an verum vel felsum ait, ' :

St. Albert here considers logle as a modus sglendd oommon to

o 3 o 3 3 o

" all the sclences and as having a proper objeect gpeoifying 1t
as a selsnce, As an instrument of knowlsdge, 1t looks to that
whioh 1s bo be menifested as to its end. fhe division of its

gubjsct wiilﬁﬁﬁafafwre follow on the'divarsiéy in th&'uﬁknagn

gbjlject 1o be ﬁaﬁifestéd;; This ébjeet a8 eaﬂsidﬁfed aub ﬁieiiena

will be'eitﬁgﬁ“gémathing‘ééggléz,or iﬁ@é@@i&zfg

or i

"'1f the object is some thing “inconplex 1t will give rise

I . I

%0 the gquestlon guld est, "gnat iz 1%, The edequate answey
> 66 bl guection will Yo ‘a definitlon signifying ths quidaity

or gaséﬁéé'éffﬁhﬁvunkﬁéﬁﬁ obiect. Thdéwéﬁé:ﬁértmbf:idgiﬁnw1fi

tesch us thée principles by which we méy come to know bhe de-

finition end quiddity of pnybhing.

( 2 3

Una quidem {pars) ut doceantur principla psr quaes scia-
tupr diffinitio el et quidditas: ita gquod par prinecipla
illa doceatur gquas sit vera rei diffinitio, et quas non,
ot quae videatur esse et non sited -

2
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‘glive us

~;> sy11egism is an ins%

1 phikosaphy.

a gcgta?ieri d&ﬁﬁﬁﬂv?ﬁiiﬁn, 1t ia tha

k]

If the object is somsthing somplex, ws wish b0 know

whe ther it is trus or falge. This cen be knawﬁ (aoiri) only

by argumentatlon; thus enotheT pdrb af Ta&ic will teaah us the

prinéiples for’prcving en enunciation trus or false. It will

the ruTes for establishing the proof in gyllogistic

farm aceording ﬁo the propsrt figure and mode ag well as for

datermining its propnr natter, and for datsobing argumenis

‘whieh are saah only in appearunee. Thevafors, Jjust as the

rument in asquiring knowlodgs - of s@nathing

camplax, go 1ls the dafinition in acguiring Kﬂmwleéga of in~

complex beings. It is from this that St. Albert and Cajeten

infer the need of an art of definitlion.

The importance of this are will be eyen more evidend

which definitlion has . in any brench of

ffam the p;vcsal role
As Sto Thomas points oub in his gompentary on &h@

Posterior Ang Tgﬁies, definiticons ars aasuxa& a3 the middle
torm in demonstration.t In propter gquid demonstration tho

middle nerm,is %ha real ﬁefia&tian of the subjeot; ia(%g
%giﬁai{é%fiﬂitien of thab

v-.?

~ whosse @zis@@nea ia ﬁe ‘b provad, lik@wiﬁe in the Mﬁt@gggsies

ln ordsr %O argue abainqt thﬁ&@ who pfoposa a m@an bad waen

contradieteries, wo musd sbart from defiﬁiuiens ef the trua,

5 Tn the seventh book he will use

the false, OF othey words.
The first Aiffi-

the logle of definition to study substénoe.
culty in the De Anime in knowing the substence of the soul
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involves a diffieulty guantum 8d modum definiendl ipsem, 1.6.,

in what way do we proceed to the definitlon, by demonstration,
division or composition, ané from what 4o we baks the prin-
clples of the soul,® Boethius notss that any ergument or

discussion must begin from & dafinition of the polnt in

qu@stion.V
' we Burn now to the practical scolences, it would seem
that the art of defining is relatively less negessary for

them than for the pursly speculative sclences, The ert of

_ defining would . thus be lass ﬁPQuSS&fy for the study of sthiocs

in vliew of the coutin&eacy of its matter. In suPpert of this
wo find that in the 3Ithios desoriptive definitlons and lncom—
plata &ivxsians crd&narily suffzea fer the end of mhe seleﬁ@e
whiah is a yracsical Ong, uinee therﬂ ls not a propevly
uslenuific fmzmal abstraetion, it is not negessary to spand

a lﬁng tima saarching for striot sclentilfie definitions agd

divisionss ';1.'

s

of zah a E?ga%iﬁs Aue?g ?ha

| sgiealgﬁarks of AF idt@tlé T
&rlabotl& says iu sevesal places ﬁhaﬁ the lack af ‘such

ian arh was the cause of evyyor among the gncients, He rem&rks

also that uacratas was the fivst o raisa the problenm of uni-

!

versal definition. Soorates startea 40 look for definitions .

n the study of ethical mamaf's.
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_would have written & %

5
It was natural that Socrates should be seeking the
eggence, for he was goeking to sylloglze, and *what a

-~;>vthing 1g? is the starting point of sylloglems; « o o

wo thinge mey be fairly aseribed to Soorates-~induction
both of whioh are soncernad

and universal definition,
(0 90 ) Anesd

with the starting point of solence.

Plato socepted the potion of definition from Soerabes; bub

finding nothing in eorruptible naburs that appeared Ho be ca-
pable of definition, he propossd the exlstence of separate

Ideag 238 the objséﬁ of definitien.
¥any such stabtements lead us to think that Aristotle
reatiss on definition, but we do nov

know wiether he actually did write one, W have the word of

hvicenna and Alfaersbius that no sush work oame down to the
Araba.

of the extent works of Aristoble.
ion that the ars diffinlendl is found ia

vogally ths suggest
the Toples or the Motsphysics.
| radidisse Aristotelem

Quod autem quidem diount hane .%
in sexto Topigorum, frivolum esbi ibi enim partem 4irffi-
siendi non. tradldit, sed doeot berminsre problema illnd
quo guasritur qui
81il atocunt hedo partiners
nang tradidlisse in sepilmo :
ged hoe absurdum esb, Aristotelas enim 3

diffinientia tam substantlam quam gocidens, et quas siY
aiffinitio physlics, a¥ qualitey diffinitio salt unum a8t
non multa, et talia bujusmodl. /Sed qualiter diffiniendo

ur guid est res per

A troamtise on the ers of defining ls nob found in any
St, Albers rejects unequis

d insit ut aiffinitio. Adhuo auben quidan
a4 webaphyslcam, eb Ayistotelam

et ootave primss philogophissi

fb~_d¢eﬁ$;qu&8~§;§t

respondetuy ad guaastionsm qua guesrlt ud :
1a hoo ad loglcam

essentiem et quidditaten, non dooets/ qu
pertinet, et non ad primam philosophlan. Patet igltuw,
guod haec pars nondum ad nos pervenlt,

The treatmant-in the Posgtericr Analy

e

sp@eifiaall

e N

tics 18 of the astinition

y in r@lationnﬁo demonsbtration: c¢en the quiddisy

[
|
I
!
{
[
,,,,,,,,,,,,, [
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‘Just as the syeaiss, and not the indlvidual,

nition that ébjeet is perfég@lkuh;,

6
whioh is asignifled by the;définition be demonstrated; 1s the

dafinitlion the msen in demonstratlon and 1f so, how do W

attain the knowledgs of 1t%
To determine exactly the position of a treatlse on the

-art of defining emong the other logiesl works, we must first

astablish that the dsefinltion is properly the tarminua of
simple apprehensien, the first operation of ﬁhe mind, 'Simpla
apprehension should ba eonsidercd a8 crdained to definition

as to its most evolved and psxfsect pggggat. Cto ThoLas 3peaks

of the first operation of the mind =8 the gprmabgo guidditatls.

He glvea ug a strlkiﬂg argumantd to ghow thseb uhe knowledge of

the speceles is tha ﬁerfeeticn of this~ﬁpara%iang ”ﬁs parfagtian

- of intslligible being must be ﬁropcrtionata ta that of natura,

is *hat ulﬁimats
which nature intends, since 1% is the specles that pertalns
to the perfestlon of nature; so in intslligible being it 15

the kunowledge of th@ apeaiea, not of the'imﬂlvxv Qf
lO Pl

yart&fns tg intalligih3a p@xfeata@n. : ‘ “
The cbject, th@n, of tha f&rgt epavatian af sha. miné 1&

the essence or gquiddity of materlal things, and in the dafiw

Thus we look to

it as the perfsction of ths first operation, We kpow snything
more perfectly according as we know more parfectly the diffe~’

rencas waieh set it off from other things. To davermine the
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proper being of anytging, wa first place it in a genus whleh
astablishess 1i8 qui&dity in.eommon. To this are added diffe-
ronces which wlll best distinguish it froontheé things according
aswthey menifest more perfectly thé essentliel principles them-
selves of the objeat to be defined,*! Suoh a definition is

vaiouély‘not arrived st by eny immediate intu;ﬁion but only

a8 thg~péfmiﬁus of the first-epafgﬁiogj ;t_prasupposes-an

ﬁordériﬁg of the objects in c&tegoriés with their subdiviglons
{gso.that the opjact mnay be'aéequégalj def;ﬁad and the whole es-
Eéance ranifested. IFrom this ws oan argus that the art of de-
Tinition will be the termin&s‘of the first operation, preceded

by the obher tgeatisgs‘whioh goncern themselves with ths or-

- dering of the objeeﬁs as presupposed to the actual definition.
We have the order of these troatlgee in & éaneiee pasg-

sage taken from St, Alberit

- Ineomplexum autem sciri non potest nlsd diffinitions.
* %% complexum soirl non pobvest nisl sylloglsmo ot demong-

PR AR

_tratione..  Slent ad diffibitionem habandsm necegserium
“fult prasmitbere 4iffinibilium ot aiffinientivm inventionsn
et accapbionsmy.. gd quod neesssarium fulg penerg ea 89w
cundun quopim ratlonem prasdiéabilia rédutuntiur ad ordlinem,
et seeundo.fult necessarium pomsrs qualliey ipsa pruedlice-

bilia ordinata sunt, ot tertlo qualiter ex divislone col~
ligltur cujuslibet incomplexi diffinitio,d® -

. r.s.;.\m.;.t, r.L-\‘-’:‘— h . . .
s » « Tabio non colligit nisl quse anteposuil, neo
componit nisl queae ante ordinavit secundum comparabilium
. rationem, Fropher quod ratio qua fit erdinatio primum in
 Porphyrio tredita est. Ordinatio autem prout est in or- .
dinatis, traditur in sclentia librl Praedliceamentorum, et
in seientia sex principlorum, et in scientia divisionum,t

e
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From these passages we ges that the prediocables in the Iaagoga
. - of Porphyry must rirgt be studied. A thorough consideration
of them is neeessary/for the categorles as well as for the
arts of diwisimﬁ, definition, and dambnstratien. They are the
r&tio according ta which the objects are ordersd, a ratlo taken

¢z ipge forma opdinabiliume-ex universall et ngtieulari.l4

The Gategorles, which order the. objeots themselves, sre likewlsme
presupposed to &n art of defining., They are a great help in
determining the definition of-ahything, 'If we know the pro-
perﬁiés of a thing, wa can then eaglly find the first genus
without an endless searah,

After studylng the ordsr of objects in the above two
,traa$i8$$, we come next %o the art of divislon~-2% guosd maéum

educandl unum de gllo, inventa est selentis divisionum,l® I .

- would glve us the yules for adequata essential divielon of
.a superior into its immediate inferiors. These thraa parts

gppsar to be_a.giﬁﬁ of beginning of the art of defining. They

Bl all necessary for the defimer and £ind their application
im his apts “Le %ra%$m@u$ of . a@fia*tian preparly apaa&ing,

, hﬁgevar, would aasm te fallaw on tham.rathar thaﬁ bezag im«
cluﬁed in ¢ hem, Exaetly what $uah a traamise should incl&&a
18 again move difficult to determine. S

2 We cannot egree with Cajetan in including the study of

-,

the prgdicableS'withing the s%%ﬁ@ﬁof such a btrastise. The

\%::‘ o
N Bttt e e et poiem s
LR e .

R,

s

.
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songideration of genus and diffeyence in the gIs diffiniendd
would only be a partleulsy application of the more gensral

ltreatment in the Isagoge which must preceds the Categories.

The mere guld nominis of the predicsbles is not sufficient for
the study of the categories.® Joun of St. Thomes elso indi-

cates that mince the definition is not & gimple term it must

be excluded simpiiciter from the notion of a predicahla.lV

The Gefinition iz em Q&Q&iﬁ; it is sn ensemble of signs. I%
;} cannot, hows?er,'prapezly be redﬁceé %0 the saoond predicable,

spacleg, Hor is the definition as such included in the cate-
gorie& for then a thing would be in bﬁs categories twice: by

reason of its speociss which 18 placed per se in the category,

_aad then by vousoh of iis 6afinitiﬁn,lg S ; . ; _g

The following are tvo statements of what In general should

ba inoluded in' a trestise on definition:

( . . . loglous docens gquesrsre scientiam incomplexi, .
Haoeat instrumentum quo asciplatur notitia 1llius secundum
aiffinitionsm, et sa ques ad diffinitionen fadiunt, et ques -
l{laifrinitionem circumstant, eb qgag.ﬁiffinitienam perficiunt,
let ea.quaa’&iﬁfiﬁiﬁiﬁa@mbﬁuﬁantsl A A

Eﬁsat*éuﬁémiilliug-afﬁis-éé%érmiaéﬁéﬁ@uiﬁ”%iﬁ“éiffini&
tip et ex quibus consitat, sh quallbus, et Qe pesslonibus
@ jus, et partibus ﬁubiectivia;‘giaut”ﬂa derbhstratlone
tractatur in libro Posteriorum.=0 | |

1¢ we considsx some of the older btreatises on definition

we find}that they liﬁit thamseivearto'cartain agpeets of de~
finition. Bosthius in his Liber de piffinitione considers the

definition of definition, the various kinds of definition, and
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'.When we understend genus and éiffarenca in the stT

10

c@rﬁain rulss for good definiﬁion together with errors to be.

avoided.zl_ Avicenna introduces a collectlon of definitions

with a brief study of definition as such. We find Laers clearly

sbated most of the scholastic distinctlons regarding definition=-~
the real definition as opposed to the desoeription, lncomplete
definition, definition by causes, errors %o be aVQidadazg

94, Albert troats much the ssms questlons in a chaptar on @8-

et resem s A R AT AR YA AR R+ S ¢ (8 e

finlﬁion,?§ The ocn%¢darat¢ons appear to be ‘1imited to de-~

finition ; ropar¢g as @ second intention, and as term of tha

firﬂt @p@raﬁion of the mind, Tha pther parss of the Lirst

’gion ars btreated 3ep:ara@aly ag prasuppcs@d to this a:::*t.

Another problem is to astermine whether a treatise on

Gafinition should fall anaer m&terial lggic or under formal
ogls, or mhether part would fall under ona and part unﬁar the

other. ﬁould it bs poﬁsible tc apply har 8 the distinetion whigh

we use in de%ermining the ssme in gne aase af azg&msntatian,

gnovher fOTm.Of &Qdus sexemdi? %ny canaiﬁera@;ons of the vsry

TP

ferm.af %ha argumsn@»»ahi@h as suah ia a%ﬁhsr gooﬁ ar bada~

. e

weulé ba part cf formal lggia, %h@;&ﬁa thoée agnaerniﬁg its

truth ox felaliy would p@raain bo mﬁﬁarlal legia. Gan wa haﬁe

'a formeal logio of definition in whiah_we would givs a general

deflﬂition of é@finitioa or general rules for good definition?

iet s3nsE6

| wa ars already in material loglc. bonaidaraticns of that Which
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gan be defined end of the different kinds of delfinltion appear

to be basad on the objeective concept and would therafore be

material logle. The far greater part, therefore, of the ireat-

"ment of definition seems %o fall under meterial logle.

’\\

¥We shall look briefly at a few of the points which appear

to be centalined properly in en art of defining--the definition

of definition, rules for good definition, and the several kinds
of definition, We shall not, howsver, limit our study to these

questions but shall conbinus beyond them to consider some of

the texts bearing on €efinition in the Poghgrior Analytics and

. 4he Metaphysies. This will help to throw light on the nature

of definltion not only &8 a tarm of the second intention but
also in the ordsr of first lntentlons, Our purposs will be
to conslder first of all in the latter part of this first

8 eajcn some of the gqnwral legiaal aﬁgects ef é@finiulan. On

88

[ R

this will follow a em&aiﬁaraﬁion of dsfinition In relation to

damonsﬁ aticn in the ?om»e%%%r énalﬂsiaa. The commentaries of

P~ .J".

3ta Th@was, Sts Albert, ﬁaga%ag and Joha of St. Thomas will
be our principsl guide, The utgﬂy will eonclufe with a third.

seobion de?otea to the darinati@n in ths Motap gaica««primai»
pelly the problems arising in the savsnth anﬁveighth bouks.
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GHAPTER II
THE NATURE OF DEYFINITION

" The Definition of Definition
Before actuolly defining the definition, it would be

well to note that the definition 18 ﬂegignatea vy several

names in the works of Aristoble. He refers boih ﬁo.&efinition

end to syllogism as zabtlo.

illum tam syllcéismus quan
primo modo dicta est

' om virtus discurrit
per quod yonit

. dieitur enim apud
eo quod ratlo

L] 9
diffinitio, ratlo,
virtus cadendi supra ocoultums heo aub
in cognitionen cceunltl supra aliud notums

in notitiem 1gnotl,®™™

Rabtlio cen also mesan merely the signifleatlon of any nesme, and

this in those things which have & definition will’pe the de-
Thus Aristotle will sey theb the rablo

siagnified by the name 18 the definitlon,  .{ |
It is also ecalled ternipus as the seym and perféeﬁian _
offkgawlaﬂga, or as thab @hiah”éelimitg_sgaﬁsﬁsanea, explalining

the Whﬁlﬁ'ﬁﬁﬁuﬁﬁa,neiihﬁr.mﬁr&_ﬁﬁr
nguished in the

%@_mﬁwzwﬁwwﬁ%$%®§@&W%$%?

following wey by Boborb LIBOOLAY. or s s nfcn L7 @
- _Yooatur atiam,pcemagya;;aﬁiea@mgug@ guld est:, 80 gued,
"axplicatb de quovis quid iysum'giﬁt\“biffini%ia“aut {8m) "
formalis aigitur ostendeys quod quid erab asgs; o0 guod forma
sst vere espentla ipsius rel ot datb sage propris. Materia
autem dab propg%a potentia emsendis siocub supra plenius

expressum esbe

When we define the definltion we mus
Most authors agrea that

t define 1t 28 &

gsacond intention, & logical relebion.

12
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the definition is en gratio end that it signifies what a thing

-

]

via. Aristotls states 1t thus In thse Topics: Est autem definitio

oratio, cuan sign;fieaﬁ quid ras,ait.aV BoethinsAgives ue

)

/anqﬁhQ: definition sudbstantially the same! Qrgtio quae 14 quod
gefinit explicat quid‘siﬁ,aa It answers the questibn quid sit,
not the questions gp silt, or guale.$i§; The objections o ﬁhis
definition reise several problems whish it will be intarﬁ&aing

} to notve,
| Somz euthors object to the use of © oratlo as the genus in

 the definition given above. An eratiG, they 887, is not faLnd
. without a verb, end 1s not, therefore, found outside the second

operation of the mind, The definitlion, on the other hend, falls

unﬁer the f£irst. epsratiena This fell@ws from the faok thah a

aefinibign aan be used. es preaieaue in a eatewarieal prap@sitian,

O 1 O O ) o o

a funetion praper to a term, St. Thomas likewise insists that

é&fiﬁition pcrﬁalas o ths First operation of the ﬂiﬂﬁ, while

(.

asﬁigning the araﬁio in the striat éanﬁa ‘4o the seacnﬁ ap@ra~
"*hs pargs af nﬁe ée~ -

§
g tiah;gg %@ do n@t fina in the- union o

-

f;ﬁitian ths aawye. t%@n *aqpiwaa. oF, ‘?saesna ap&rati@n of

et L

I

the mind, Even the uss, ef savaral 3§$@i@§ ko form one aonaegt

~does nob nae@ssarily imply the foxmal cmmparison or gaparation
30

3

whiuh constitute eom@oaitisn and division in the strict sense.

The objectian, howevar, ¢aases if we recall that tne

(2

term oratio may be taken in a senss eommon to both the oratia

PO

perfecta end the oratlo imperfooba. The latter of these
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colnoides materially with the ocomplex term. Definition, conasi-
dared aa'a certaln gheols, can be c¢alled an pratio although only

an imperfect one, There is no more than an inchoatio compogi-

tionis. W find a further reason for dafining definition as

en oratlio in tha fact shat dafinition is one kind of modus

goiendi; end in defining modus molendl we must use pratio es

the mabter from whieh it is formed. That the modus sglendl be
a perfect orabtlo or an imperfect one, or in the manner of @

complex term or en gratle, is purely maberial in relation to

'.‘...,,_.

that which is formal in ite-to be an artefactun loglcum manieﬁi
{

festing somsthing unknown, ’
\ Ya
Dicitur temen communiter ‘oratio' qula oum modus selendl
inveniatur tum in oratlons perfedia quam imperfaota, a8t
~quando invenitur in eoratione imperfssta, materiallter so-
lum sit¢ terminus’ a&mﬁlex&s, ut unico voeabulo definiystur,
dieitur °888 'arauio '

Hence the &arinitian by orabio. Jehn of St, Thomas coneludes hils
expl4ﬁatien of ﬁhfs neint with a briaf sugmary.

: ﬂafin*tur tamen per oratianﬁm, quas pertinet ad ssoundam
//laper&§iaaam Antellaotus, tum quia In vi orationis etianm

tenerl potest, si acclplatur per modum totlus, tum quialmﬂus'

gdtendl ast et mpdud dalendl sbsmuniter-per orationem dg-"
\\\ finitur, lloet quande est orablo img@rfeeta, so,neiﬁat
mauafialits; gum permine Gompléxn, < , z 2
By thls and athar argamenaa ‘wé “approsch én sngwér to the
diffiaulty created. by defining éﬁfﬁniﬂian, which pertains o

phe Lirst aparazi@n of “the mind, by oratlo whioch pertains

\ I ~ ,
\strictly speaking to the seoond operation, 8t, Thomas elsarly
B p .

assigﬁs definition to the first pperation because its objscd )
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M " is somsthing gimple and noﬁ something composite--the quiddity
Vol " of a thing, Oratio enters its definition only as the oratio
(ﬂ lmpayrfecta,

| Although definition ia deflined as an oratio, it cannot

be defined =8 en orstio enuntisbiva. This ig eontrary to the

{” | opinion of those who maintain that we cannot have a definition
cutside a propositien, It 18 al@ér, however, that 1t 1s in no
way nscessary bthat a verb be ineluded in a d@finition or that

a definition be an orabio anuntiativa. To inelude a verh,

U
1
[} i; sither the parts of the definition would have to be Joined by
{] | the verb--which is clearly falase gince the perts are related
88 genus énd difference, not ag Snbjbﬁt and verb, or the parﬁs
[j would ha a to be applied to the subjeot defined. This applia

gatvion %o the subj@ct, howaver, presgupposes the aefinitien

alruaﬁy ccnstituﬁ&a a dsfinition which of iltself adequately

, axp1ains the objeet ﬁefi;ed. The applicaﬁioa perﬁsins to the

-\

actual exarelsa af pr@dieation mitb refaranee %a ths objaet

defined, &né doas nat oonstituta tha ﬁsfin%ﬁian as suéh. ?he

[e

definitian aan be Jall@d a ae;iniaign ;g aa' aven Qutslée &
propositlion, It has an &cuual iptrﬁn31s erder to the thing
defined, although it 18 not pr@aicawed in set of it., Johm of
5%, Thomas glves us ﬁhe rag8cn very ﬁuaainatly:

s+ o Gefinitio otian exﬁra propaslticnem actu respleit
definitum, non sub ratlonse subiectl vel praedicati, sed sub
prascisa ratione definiti. Ut enim actu raspleiat sub ra-
tione definiti, non raquiritur, nisi qued respielt illiud
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ut objectum et materiem definitionls, siocut nomen reg-
ploiet suum signatum, etlamsi sotu non significet 1llud,
Aliud est enim reprassentari sctu, aliud resplcere actu
gignatum t amquanm cbjeotum slgnl, 3

In his éommaﬁtary on the Eeriharﬁenaiae, St. Thomas says

éxplieitly that the definition is not an oratlo enuntlietiva un-

lass a verb ig added 0 it.54 In the ocommentary on the Posterior

Analytics he notes that in a dafinition nothing is prediocated .
of anything elsa,gﬁ_ On the other hand he'makas frequent re- .
ferences to the definition as yirpuslly a proposition because
onee the gefinition is known, 1t .is apparent that it 1s %o bse
prodicated éf 1ts subjeet.ﬁé .The same point is indicated by
the ?ath which state that in definiti&n thare.is no composi

tion and no judgment such as is found in kﬁoﬁ;eége of the true

and the falss,o'

We should polnt cut in this oconnection that a definition

can be called true or false only psr agceidensg., Cf itselfl &

. definition is good or bed. Truth and felsity are found par

‘g8 in the composition of the intellect, per scoldons in the

cperation py~$§;§hﬁittggaws_§;quiddi§g;§g so far as a cerbain

composition of the intellegt intervensg,. A definition may be

fffalse in,igélwayé! ‘in one way,aé@c?&iég’as‘the intelléct ate
ggtfibutes the ﬁefini%ien'of‘one thing'ﬁo something else, &8
égif it abttrivutes the éafinitian of a girels to a triangls;
;in another way, if it joins together parts in a definition whigh

[
|
%;eannot thus be associated, so that it becomes a definition of

)
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nothing. Such a definition is not only false in respect to a

given thing, but also in itself, e.g., animal insensibils, or

animal cuadrupes volstile, when nu animal of that kind exists.

A definition is trus or false, then, only by reagocn of an

order to affirmation and negation. The parts of a definition
should be so Jolned that they may be praaieaﬁed both togsther
and peperately of the objaot defined, The Gefinition parti~.
cipates 1n the truth or félsity of this predication as implyling

an ordsr and relation to it.aa"

Approachin# the question from another paint cf'viﬁw, W

mney say that the intelleot is not deceived per se loguendo

in regard to its proper objJect which is the rni&dity af 8 thlng.

The 1ntell&&t gan, however be decelved ax, &GGIQ&QB ;n ;egard
’ ’ B

to the quicdity of gomposed ﬁhi%&ma This deeeptimn will ocﬁur

‘not on the part of an orgar, gince the intellecu is not a power
]
Eusing an organ; bubt on the pert of the eam@asiticn wkioh intar—

1

! venes in'&efinitﬁsn, as noted above . Suah a aaeeption can'

j—

‘céour ealy in regard to GON@O&&Q aasnncas, nst in regarﬁ to

sivipls sgsenass, as mt.. ﬁamas ax@lains"

, Bt ho'd quiﬁam aacid*t in wﬁmpﬂﬁitiﬁ, qumf&m dafinitio
ex diversis sumitur, quorum unum &8t meberdale ad aliunde. -
Sed intellligsndo gquidditates aimpllices non est falsites,
quia vel ‘totalibter non abting unturé et nihil lnﬁalllgimus
e ais) vel cognoscunbur ub gunt «¥

The quiddity of the sepaf&te substance implies no cempsaition

ex pluribus aebout which the intellect cpuld'form a falge eom=-.
{ .

pogition or division,

eI
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k age relabted g3 potendy . gnd. aat, :

.S o) The definition should not eontaln

i8

The Regquirements for Good Definition
All admit that a definition ocean be called good or bad.

This is common to every medue saienﬁi and eongists in the ma-

nifesting of that which is unknown by an adsquate anﬂ fitting

iexplanation. If the sxplanation is a £itbing ome, it 1s

designated goods if not, it is designated bad, Cerbain gsne-

ral rules ave given by the laber soholagtic suthors for good .
definition which would apply in ¢ommon £0 all dafinitions!

a) A definition should be made through gepus and 4if-

fepance, taking thess terms in a broad sense, ‘They will bs

?Guﬁ& ngﬁgr&y in the essential ¢ a@finiuian. In nominal defi-

nitions we will have agmatggggﬁggmﬁqn as_genud, and samsthlng

TR TA T

distinggive of the pertiguler in place of the specific diffe~

then, every géod definition in ez?laning

Penoa, Ln general,

s pature should do so by somsthing common %O it and to others,

In this way it will embrace the whole naturs. The. parts of

the ‘definition.must follow in a definite ordexy so thet they .

b) Another yule lg thad. %&s aefiai%iaﬁ shauld amgnify

e
more clearly than that which is definsd slnea 1t menifests 1%,
Therafore, the defined should not enter into tho definitlon.

he defimition must aleo be composed of paris which ere prior

and more known then that whieh i3 daTined,

the thing definsd;j otherwiss it will no% express the nature

more nor less then

e

LI
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defined. PFrom these rulss we can 5638 why the delinition Is

r‘—‘*“:
o e AN S e A AT AT
e e AR T AR SN AR A et

called Sprminug, as slgnifying the whole thing and terminating

it. St. Thomss sbates tlhe reason ln eeémanting on the Peri-

—
—

4
"*rsa:'.:‘:v.n 5

[}i | Tldso dicitur terminus, quia inoludit totaliter rem; @
o ita seilicet, quod nihll rsi est exira gafinitionam, oul !
N mher e e et el conventes |
U ' - ¢ I
% The rules conaazﬁing errors to be avolded in %@fiﬁiﬁg will sim- .
[}é ply wern ageinst sny dsparture from therreguiramants for good
E}éi i _ﬁafiﬂitieg. i
7 ’ ~ Beyond the general rules for gégd ééfiﬁiticn, we find
algo the rules for perfect definition, Such definltion must
menifest the pneture so that the prﬁperiasciéégtazmay be ds-
monstrated through it of the subject, Tarough it we should be .
able to resolve all‘abjestiéns end Lo see ths reason fcr thé
 8TTOrs whieh cthers have nade %t Suah\aléb-ére the rulee which
we find givan'fox the essential ééf;nitian, fg? veguirepents '
for dafinition as found in the ﬁgrgé’qﬁj§§yﬁghﬁﬁga and Sto_é}*
‘pert aye ordinarily glvem ln temms of the fﬁﬁenﬁial or substen- §g
tial definition. Jn Yhe seme way the llmits of def initden :
" (of¢ the following paragraph) ere given by them for the defi-
‘nition guid rei,: that which is.definiﬁf&ﬁ g&gg;laitar. The
_j question still stends whather wa osn make ﬁhs distinction in . @
,: a treatise on the art of defining of a material and a formal [
logic of definition whareby ﬁe can zive, for example, & ?




20
of genereai rules for deflining., If such a distinction can bs
made, the qussticn of dsfinition as an analogical term (chapter

! e threse) will eriss only in the materiesl logic of definition.

a8 - . e Limits of Dafinition

We may msntion here geversl general conditlons required

[ é - in ordsr that something be cepable of aefiniﬁian,A In the first

DY TR U B LRI AT e e TR I I T N RS AT TROW AT TR PNV e YT T P D T TR T STV STT S 1 r o

{]é | ///—place it must be ons per se, cna esgsnce that 1s to be defined.
All equivocation and confusion of plurality must bs removed. |
- That which is defined must also be a uniyerssl. Only the quid=. L

dity or nature is defined, not the mingular, &t, Thomas ex-

plains that definitions, since they are the principles or | f g

conelusions of demomstrations, must, like demonstration, be

only ofsempiternal things, not of corruptible cnes, Definition
. s s
can be of corruptible things only ger gooldens inasmuch es

P remttten L6l B s Sl d

in universall ﬁhesa gorruptibles pa&ticular things have & ocer-
talin ssé@itarnity.- Anpther 6Gaﬂit;pn_gf sﬁriab dafinition is\L,

”f/?#§P the ?hing,é@fiﬂad be a spge;as_ﬁonﬁgin$§:§gd§r 8 ganus,

iffé.gaéué isviéi§%aé,tit is éefing@_go%ﬁagfég§§guﬁﬁt 88 a

spoales, gclihat the ultimate aenera ¢sancd be defined, Diffe-~

rentiae ars as such ultimatg‘sﬁﬂ glmple, having no superior

%praéicates in a direot line by whleh ghay gan be defined. A

1}

{ .
idifferonce as such enters only indireetly into the lins of
| :
q

jaaﬁegories.*g




QHAPPER IIX _
THE DIFFERIRT KINDS OF DEPINITION

Definition 'guid rei'end Definition buid nominis’

Tha notion of definition esppeery to be en analogleal no-

tion with the ésfini%ien{é uld vel las th 'e;\pzaimary malo@ All

other kinds of :f_ief’iﬁiti@n would ‘p‘a:rtic‘ipate in the notion less
perfectly; and in the %ué.y of any aééure they would be ordersd
ultimately to.thg' iaer-i‘ea‘s ,re;alizaticﬁ of the notion in the de-
finition guid rel, "é&’@‘fir‘xd thia iﬁ.eafaﬂégﬁsd by Boethius

in limiting the *sfu{a éefiﬁiﬁiﬁsﬁ to trhalsgb.staﬁtial éefiniticm. ’

Uocebinus nullem sagse diffinitlonam cerbam, integram,

approbandam nisli oem quam diount phileosophl gubgtantislem
s o s o Ergo hasc substentislis diffinitio & M, Tullio sic
explisatur. Cporitere nos poslio gonevs e jus rel ds qua
guaeritur, subjungere specles, ut alla quaes vicina esse
possint disoretls comaunioribus geparemus, et tendin ine-
terponamug differentlag, quamdiu ad proprium a;juz de
gquo quasritur olgnata ojus cEpressiond venlamus, 3 fhib v

He 4istinguishes very @aﬁa‘i‘v&&ythet&@ﬁﬁa&t&a& daefinition from

the dafinitions whioh are ussd mers properly by ths rhetor

then by the -9&1.&.6;5&:?};@?.' This 13 followsd By 4 -list of fourtsen

EiﬁéSIgf‘éﬁfiﬂi%iﬁﬁ~ﬁhiﬁh'éﬁﬁfaﬁﬂuéﬁi§ﬁ£§§fn§%1aﬁ§é§,'ﬁa%fé*if

 Gubstential sxplinabions ey Ineluds definlticn by pRefer-

sies, deseription, definition by snslogy, by & differende, “ato.

' Avicenna designates the esgential definition by a special word

“hedd® which he eppliss in an improper senso to other kinds of
definition &% tle |
@hen St., Albert glves the five princlples or rules for

good dsfinition togather with the correspondlng defests, he

21
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l states them expllieitly for substantlal definition. They ave

—
o J

far mores @pecifio then the general rules which we gave in the
preceding section., The defects are glven in tarms of a de-
parture {yom striet substential dsfinition. Definitliens, he

notss, which ars m&da by steablng the material end formel causs,

T (N g A W
et L — s
.

e or tke efficlent ocause oannot be oalled proper definitions

unless they ocan ba reduced to definitions by genus end essen-

| tlel dirfferences, -Otherwise they are only guslsgoumgue nobi-

fioationsg. Thuz a definition by the mebte mmst taks the

maber not apary from the form bub as it 1s in £irat potensy

to beling!

|  Ssoundum quod in ipsa est jmm forma essentialls in-
i , choata, o4 in qua potestate formall gunt inchottas ecmeti«»
f ~ tuentes et dividentes differentl ap ;%9 R -

<} If we sey that men. is composed of body and a ratlenal soul, we |

mst take body as gorpus & gnimatum 5@:’13115:119 from Wh&ﬁ‘é poten=~

oy the rational pmmip).e 5.8 pmﬁuaﬂa. 121 this way we @an z*e-

ﬁuaa it to a &efizaiﬁ i@n by g@nus ard é‘xii’f&mm@; eazpf,w azzmatum

ssnsibil.e is ani.mal,‘ end aniﬁxa%:, % ma raﬁifmali ig rational,

L ‘**hea ‘sans primi'ple.ﬂgxa?:is for éafiaitian;by-ﬁfﬁﬁ‘%m causa. .

Sugh g cauvge musd %39 i:aksn zwt'. simply as af;ﬁ‘iai@n% rut as a
uai%eal agont in @hzs following wayt A',

 Tune enim agens non suwaltur ub ai‘..x icians isantum, s—:ed
ut agens secundum formam e univeoce, Univoce aubtenm sgens,
dat fazrtmam seoundum quod ds potentia formsll exlt ad
aewm.
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Tnis'paaition eppears nors reasonable then thet of John of
St. Thomas who in his Summulas lists wlthout any distinetion
such definltions by csuses aigply a8 #pocies of the definitlion
quid ¥ rei 47 g, Alvert conoludes by pointing ocub that eny |
other explenation made by scoidsnts san only ba aallad a8 408«
ar%pt ion of the nsture, not a ﬂafiniﬁi@n, This desgription
should be mede by proper accidents, snd not by cémmmn acgldsn ta.

when Avistotle end St. Themasldefiﬁa definition it is
ordinerily the defimitio auid rel to whioh they heve refersnce.
Dafinition sizpliciber anﬁ most properly for them sppears o '
mean the egsaa%ial dafinition.. They distingulsh it @armfully

from the ratio gxponens sipnificstionem alioulus nominig.*8

We heve here enothar indleation that ﬁei‘iﬁi_%ﬁ.en is snalogiecal

end that 1t ayplieé gﬁg;grius'ﬁo the essential definition,

The definition of an énalaglaal term will apply pexfectly
‘only to that in whieh 1% 1s founézggr prius., Thus the gafini=

@&Qn of %afiai;iaa mu&t be given. primaﬁﬁly of that Which is
definition por Eﬁiaﬂmmﬁha definitien gnidA”ei.z D@iinﬁtien
doos not appear 4o be univocal %o ﬁaféaiﬁiam g 4 rel and qgi{

pominls as the definltlon given by Jahn of St, Thomas Seems

4o imply--gratio naturen rel eut termind significatlonem

exponeng. The £irst definitieon should be that of the primary
aﬁalegua.ég | | ‘ )
The definition guid rel is oppesed to nominel definitloen,
the definitic cuid nominis. The distinction betwssn the two
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has mrhapa mosh elearly been expressed LY _Cag}etam. The %Swo

kinds of definition are opposed as the quiddity of wd,

==

im opposed to the quiddity of the thing, Cajetan gives us
uhs B

this explanation in his commentary on the Posterior Anslvties:

Nominis suten cum ad allould slt et essspntlaliter ale-
terius signum tum prescognosoitur quidditvaes, quendo ejus
b%%nificaoio innocbeselt, Rel sutem quiddives, non nisi
per esssntialia omniae pateflt. Unde et proprium interro-
gebivum quid nominleg est quid sign*fiagg rroprium vero
mterrogativum quid “rel, est quld sst.

To know the gum nominis s o know what 1s signifisd by

ths woprd. Such a km’&l@ég& oen be acquirsd by iarep@r or GO~

mon sccidents of the thing signified, by gommunls, by axtransa,

by 1051353 intentions, by slgns, or 8180 by emantial' principles.

To know ths auid ral is %0 know the quiéﬁity af that '&f‘“ich is

aignified«-mat it is. The quazst.ion qui& a t c:axz ba anmwerad

zmly by pméieatlng ad@quat‘*ly what pe:r:bains in the first mods

of per = preﬁiaatian o tis naﬁum %igﬁi‘ie&, This must be

.da;finitian ca,n oe rmen ai‘ mm-&samvs a8 %ﬂal.l sss ca:i‘ be :mgs

'simm a',Ll that is immlveﬁ is the ﬁignificatian cf thu waz'&.

& a%gntial ﬁefiniti@n, ané 5.1.21@@. only beings ham an ©8ssnce,

«isi‘in% ticm 5;5” g i ‘ean be gﬁ.ven mnly g:f bsa .mgm wmin&l

Ya aaune’s formally know ’chc quid rai mf a thing unlegs we

Pirst know that it is. |We oan gi:m sush a Gefinition only of

raal ba ingsef No nature has the ratio entls unless it be a.l%vays,

or frequently ér rarely, imperfactly é:x: z;eri‘aaﬁly, or for som .

times Thus if we d'o not know that = thing 1s, wo nay give a

{
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| | , |
definition of Lt by proper esssenvisl principles which will S l
coincide materiaelly with the definition guld yel, but will

be formally only & nominal definition,

A def initlon gquid ra;vaan be glven enly of gntia incom~
plexa and must explain tke thing from first potenoy to ultimate
act. Iven complsx heings may have a nominal definitlon, but

‘this appliss %o them not as complex bubt in 6o far as they can

' ba brought undey s_om form of iﬁ;éampleakity; Provlded that goms
neme oen be .givah 50 & complex whole, a8 for é;z:ample. Ilied
to the hlstory of Troy, sny grabio explaining that name would - '
be a def initien. / |

We find the assentlal differsnos beme‘eﬂ ‘i;hétwo kinds

of defimition in this thet the gold nos mmin*?s is the relatlo

nominls ad sig_ﬂamm, whersas the guld rai is the gsgentia mi

ralatas g seu si:mifa sa‘z,as. All ﬁefiniw ons wbitsh ara not es~

a@ntml dafiniﬁi@ﬁa are. enly :wzzwxal é@fmitiems, Beﬂcrin%i%

ﬁfafinitieﬁa ara ons kiml of naminal aef”mii;mn and not a.

&

apeaiw ef dei‘znitiaa g}liﬁwfai as 3’:;21& of 5%, Thomas wgulé _ ,
heve it,5l, “‘hg maminal amfini?ien is motmiix;ﬁzaa 0 ﬁaf%nitims
whicfah appr-saoh an ebymology of a word, Oa;}etm'a ezxplanation
is in ecomplete harmony with the principal texhs on thls subject
in Avistotle and St. Thomas,®®
Anothsy agpe ¢t of a@fmiﬁion 88 an analogﬁus notion is

found in the way aefinitian is applled por prius et posterius i
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to the definition of substanse ard of acolident. The complets

l dof inltion of an acoident could likewlse be called a definition
{1 . guid reil, but only pexr Qastegiugjin the seme way as$ es8peNCS /

is said par prius of substance and par pogferiug of scoldent,

|
i
as 18 explainad in the Mataghgsics,ﬁs ‘ i
|

SO The Listinetion of he Real, the Logloal, end

1 - " the Qomplete Definition

| In ﬁisﬁiﬁguishiﬂg the real definition from the dlalsc-
tical or logical definition we may follow tha prineiple enun-

ciated'by St, Thomas in hils coimentery on the D ggggaz

85 quis ergo assigret Gefinitlonem, per quam non deve-

platur in cognitionem aceldentium rel definitge, 1lla de~
finitio non est realls, sed remcta ¢t dilalectica, Sed illa
@efinitio per quam devenitur dn cognitlonem aggidentium, o8t
realis, et ex propriis, st essentialibus rel, ' :

&
kot
3

fo determine sxactly whaet is a ggg; definition in eaech
of the sciences, wé must esk oursslves what it is that\anaﬁars
the quaStian,gaﬂg;sit withﬁrafaéanéa'%q»tﬁé ?arﬁiaular ganas
subjestun. The Philosophus, who 18 interested in the eéis%a%sa"
of thinks, will aishor wibh the ‘qusd §uil sst Wilen for mim.

peans thé intrinsic chuses of a being, matter god form, The
Loglous, accepting the term, cause, in its common sense, can
‘@efins also by the extrinslio causea, l.9., the snd and the

agent cause. The quod quid egh for him axtan&s'teAall four

gausaes,.
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wa must note also that in the definition of a substance
or subject, & real definition will not ne qessaarily be & come
vlete definition, although & complets deflnitlion will slweys
bs a real one. . A complete definitlon is one which embraces

all the cgauges of a thing. There oan be only one complate do-

einition of eny glven thing,®d

In natural philosephy the zzaﬁur-al oy real definition
ghould be gii'an by iaatmr énd form, A definition which is
given by matbter bus which lanores the form is naturel but im-
perfactly so, Only the paturalis conslders senmsible mabier
as having nature for its primciple., The artist considers nab-
ter but with art ss his principle. A definition by the form
alons withoub a limitatian +0 such mattsr would ‘gs a logical

or aia‘!ea'tieal definition, The dislestician procesds gX oo¥~

> mzmibtas' snd form, in thet whieh it is c:f’ iteslf, is common,

Ws do not here moan the pf@}}@r form, for a dﬁfmiti@n by 1t

wio

would necesgarily invelve a relation to suﬁc_h a mattaraas In

1ike menner dsfinition by effieclent c:::z* final gauges glone, in

mdiaating the proper mebter and £ orm, .mﬂll be only logiocal

definlit ions,
A esmple e defﬂ attion in naturael philosophy will be cone

which inokdas all four esuses, In sush a definition the whole

process of generation of the ghing &9 naburel would ba ina..u&«ad.
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J] - In defining the speoies‘&lanﬁ of the natural substance, we

% would have to include only coszmon sanglble matter, The gene-
N ; rative process would not have to enter this definition, since
1 ; tohe &efinitive.charaaﬁér end foym of each be;ﬂg precedes

the material.m5? The place of physioal gehus in pnatural &a»

& o finition will be discussed 4in $he third ssotion of ¢his gtudy.
‘ In mathemeties & real definition will be ascording %o

s the formal ceuse, but it must includs 1ikewise intelligibls

| matter. 98 A real @efinition in metaphysios must bs by the
%- form. It may, howsver, imclude almo the efficlent and final

[w cause .

In determining ths nabure of real definision for accl~ . .
11 . dents we must beke into oonsideration the Tact that essence, " -

togather with definition which gignifies it, are primerily

N /)
= .’:/said of substances and only gecundum quid of scoidents. De-

i
_g%finitien, therefors, will be found in a 4ifferent wey in

_subﬁtanca and in accident, and net univocally In both. %o ;

cannod have a trus d&finition af an agoeldent inharing in a

subaes? without ineluding the propsr ﬁuogaat in its éaxiuztioa.
“Acsidents have baing only &8 inhering ln a ﬂubjact their

quiddity depan&a on $heir proper subjecht., A formal éafinjtian
by the essential principles alene is only a loglcal definition,
ag St. Albert states.5® The definition of thunder as gonus

comaunis or sonug in nubibus is not limited to thundsr; not
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every sound in tha olouds is thundsr, An accident has its
spocles not per ggggggg4but as constlituted In matter or its
subject., In ordsr to designate the genus end difference ado=-
quately, we nmust go beyond the intrinsio ﬁrindiple of the ese
senge of the sccident and add to the dsfinition iis proper
éubjact a8 proper cause and principle. The real definition
will be the complets definltion. In compering the two Einds
of dafinition of an apoidantvtc'&emnnatration, we should note
that the definitien’by the quiddity alone‘ia as the conslusion "
of a demonstration. I% is'damonstraﬁeﬂ but does not itssld

demonstrate anything. Ths éafiﬁition inaluéing both the

quiddity end the proper subjlect, the guld and the propter guid,

aifférsAfrom a damansﬁraﬁian'anlyvin~the,pasiéion of the borms, o0
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PART II
7HE DEFINITION IN THE SECOND BOOK OF
. THE POSTERIOR ANALYTICS
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CHAPTER I
THE FOUR QUESTIONS PRRTAINING TO SULENCE (Chepters 1 and 2)

The Ordering of all Questions %o the %ggéﬁ;gg
of the Middle Term

The definition w1l be considersd in this ssotion pre-
sisely in relation to demonsitration. After Gstermining the
nature of the demonstrative sylmgism in %:she firat book of

the Pogherior Analytigs, Aristotle devobes the second book

to a study of the primciples of the demonstratlon, namely, the

widdle %erm end the indemonstrable firsh privciples. He in-

' wnﬁs to dstermins exaoily what thess :prinaipms are and how

we come 4o know ¢hom, Exzeeph for the last ohapber, the whols
book 48 giv@n bo the study of t;hsa T ormer priaaiple ho medns
Since the maen In ths asmongtration propher guld must be & de=
i‘initi@n, we can 569 whiy qusstiozas &bou@ the &ai"mitmn should
o@@t&py go mach of Aristotls's bime s,n t‘nia asoond b@e}u |
In aensiﬁering the d@fi&iman in mlaﬁ;i@a to %mws«
gration tHo quagmma W1l lmmediately come to mind; what
picelsely is ths wole of definitlen s m’iﬁaz,ple in a demonge
sration? Gan Fy &&fmitien {tsalf be Abmonstrated, and if not,
\ how do we a.f?iva’” ab one? A mere sdequabte olutien can be given

to these problems 1f we approach thém with Aristotle through

the four possibls 'questions' about an object of knowledgs,

whioh ks enumerates in the first chapler.
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In his treatlse on tho Posterior Analytics, St, Albert

refera to thié pard of logio’aa communicating the abllisy to
demonatrate, an abllity which consists in the art of findling
the demonstrabive msan.

» o o Oportet tradere demonstrandi facultatem in quo~
libét damégatrabili,-guag‘(i.ﬁuam) ars consistit in in-
ventione medil demonstrativi.

This mean i8 employed in orxder %o have selentific kuowledgs

of soms conclusion, Thus Aristotle will procssd to raducs

all things gbout which we entertain doubts, all things which

| aro tyuly knowable (yere seiblles) through demonstration or

: An demonstraticn, to0 a knowladge of tha.maan. The gensra of
things knowable in the aba?e'way mus%laarrasgané, then, to the
&oﬁbﬁs or quastions whish oan be sntertained about them. ®9.
do not form thess questions, as 8%, Thomes points out,; abouit
irmmedlata, which, slthough thay ave true, have no mean. Thess
doubte, all of whish relate in some way to a knowledge of the.

mean, osn be yeduted %0 thess fearlqaaaﬁigaggkhgai%,

‘guld; sl esb, and guid ost. IS will ba nessesary o £ae how .

thess questions are ordered to the cuestiow of the mean end bo

consider ceriamin aifficultiss which avise from them apropos
~of the definition. |
The questions guig egh snd gl st both seek the same

thing--18 there such a gsusy or moan? Cem suoh a eausé, whieh

would be ths middle term in a demonstration, be Pfound? The

diia s ki
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former queation, guia ogt,asks it in a complex way, (i.8., o8
a complex question). Is there a cause to be found why bthis.
thinb is "such," @.g., vy men is white? The labter question,
81 ss8t, presents the lnquiry a8 a gimple quesbion, Is there
a meen or cause Lo bs found why this 18, e@.g., why msn is?
- The guestlion Qgggﬁar guld follows lusmedlately on tﬁe
question guls est and is, liks it,'é'eamglex‘qaastion. When

wa ask'gggpter quid, we are gﬁekiﬁg the mean itself and for-

mally a8 miééle term in a demonstreblon--the yeagon why ﬁhisvv :

thing 18 sugh, why man is white, The quostion guid est fol-
lows immediately on tle question gi est. It ls similarly

a gimple question. ﬁhén we kuaw that a thing ls; we eagk what
1t 12, 8.8., what man g, %hen we aﬁk uid aét, ws‘ara 5%aking

thet whieh is de fac%e a mean, bub we ars not saaking it fop-

nally es a mean invﬁamanstratiangg

Ali-ara qusstimﬁs in some wey ordersd to a knowledge of

the mean, ﬁha mlddle term The questiana 8l _est snd qu a,sst

3

inqnire_% etha eh}a ﬁaag exiaﬁs ar e ba fguﬂa. The other

two inquire- a%gf:m§§$ 3a§aﬁa-c£:t&$.§a§$a or mean 1tsslf. If
I ask, "why does the moon undersge éﬁfébiipgé;“ {propter quld)
my engwer will be the sams in sublesto as if I should inquire,

"ghat 1s en eclipse,” (guid est).

I will seek 1%, hewéver, undey a different formallty in easch

éase: in ths labter question, as the essence signified by

€




i the definition; in the former, formally'as the cause, the

?r middle term in a demonstration.
ki ,
] The questions guie esh and propter gquid refer only to

4‘ ' the passions of e subject, The question gi est {an eét)

[ inquires primarily sbout & subject. It inguires about a

“J proper passion, not formelly as i% 1s the pagsio of a subjest,

but es it 1s a certain thing im itsslf,

(. o o » quasstio an est, qumsrit de sublesto et pasgiona
P non ub passio est, ssd ub reg quaedam in se est, quoniam

5 ) dubitare contingit de rebus 11lis, guee passiones suni,

| *  an sint, et possunt res illme acelpi ut substentia aliarum
Ly passionum, et conseguenter de els tunc gupponetur an ssb,
il ut patet de trlangulo de quo quaestio an es%t, formatur: -
(" ot bamen passio est ut dixit Arlstoteles In principlo

s , primi,s |
Before taking up the partioular dirficultles it will be

wall bo determine the sense in whieh the enswar® to the four’
questions ars vere gsoibiles. A tazxt from St. Albert'azplainé“

$his briafly!

quaseumgque enim vers sclmus, , . » sund soita vel
 per demonsbrationem, ubt complexa, vsl par 8a quas gunt
- in demonstratione, sioub per medium quod est dlffinitlos
‘siecub 'q&ia*aﬁt; goitur ex soheluslons demonstratlonist”’
gelentia autem ‘propter quid?, sgliur per mediun do-
monstrationls potissimes secundus gudd astu-medlab inter
. oxbremas sclentia sutem 'quid’® nabetur per diffinitionsnm
' pon in quandum mediast, ssd-in gquenbdum 85y gdiffinitlon '
et sclentia 'si est,' relinqultur 8% 1lla,*

The Dafinition and the cuasilon ‘quid ost’

saveral. difficulties will have to bs resolved to cla-
Pify the rvelatlon of the quéstian guid est to the definition.
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a) Does the questlon guid est inguire about somsthing
complax or somsthing incomplex? If the answar %o this quastion
is somethlng knowable (seibila),.it should be steted in en
enunc iation, which alone has formal truth, But the enunclation
is somsthing aamplax, wharess ths &efiniti@nu«whioh properly
answars this question--is something incomplex.' |

This epparent oontradiobion finds its regolution in the
notion of the way in whioh truth of felsity can be appllsd to
the asfiniﬁian.v,iﬁ 13 svident that each question must seek

that w icn is the proportionats response to 14+ To the

queaﬁian mid est, what is 1%, we must pespond with the de~
finision of the mubjeoct in quastiﬁﬁ. This definition is. R

gsomething insomplex and fajetan glves us the reason for thisis

Quesstio guld guaamit formaliter de Jngomplexo, S
quoniam gusersre de complezo luxta pecundum a0iacens
pertinet ad quaestionsm an 985, ot luxta terilum adia-
cens ad qaa@&gien@m quia aat, a2t proy%@r uuiﬂgﬁ

Tha ﬁ“fiﬂiui&n, éhsrafare, is samsthing incamalsx and r@fﬁrs

strietly to the ques@i&n qﬂ estg_ Th@ aeAiniﬁion, moraavaw,

e -.»’(

is tha gatic ef tha truth gf ths eamglaxam acught by tbﬁ

_ qusst,ion an_o g '1’31@ aamglam Whi@h is uh& angwer %0 the

lattar questxan is stated as an enunciatian and it alons for-

mally has trgth. Bascauss the definition is the zabio of this

‘ 8
b) Bafore the whole definition ¢an bs had in answer

to the guestion guid est, one must first investigete the

T S S




, 38 '
esgence by singls quildditetlive predleatea., Bubt to all appsaran-
ses the latter should be answeras to the question guia est
rather than the question guid sat., Since they 1ﬁquire about
the composition of two things, the subjleat an.d_,‘ this or that
quicxaita%ivé pradiéa% they necssgarily involve & complex
question (gula o8%). \

Ths followlng prinaiple rust be mecepted ss fundamental

in resolving this doubt: -any question whiah lnqulres in a o0me -

plex manner {comp léz;e, 1.8,y mocording to ’tb;é bartivm adlacens)

shout the gquod auid est or essence, pertains 10 the gusstion

quia est. Quldditative predicates considered absolutsly as-

eoréing to their existence in their gubleot pertain gimpliociter

to the questlion guia sgt; to inguire, howsver, asbout the mede -
of this existence .(&;%xig‘;t@ati&) ‘by which they sre parts of A
a definition, pertains primerily to the owastion guia ast, '
because the Latbter guestion alone immamgatss the @sgonce as
& whole, But because of the form Q‘f t}.m eﬁunéi&tiﬁn involved

in izzmstigatmg thom, qu:s.d&itativa pra:iim.taa, eonsidarad as
parts, also perhaln by & aaaszx&ary intentlon fo the que sl on

guln sst, The form of this enuneiation is the form of the

tertium adiacans. They mrmin, bowever, fundamsntally ordem&

L to the question guid aaﬁy_ﬁ

The above sonolusion {that a question ingquiring
complexe sbout & quiddity pertains to the question g%;gmggg)
is also indlceted by the fact that tha four dialeoticsl gquestions
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or problems enumerated in chaptor four of the first book of
the Toples, one of which is the qusstion de dofinitions, ars
all included under th@ prasent question, gula egt. Hers,
héwsvar, in the Pogterior Analvities the definition is sought

~ formally ag something inéomplex. iny_tha whole egsence 1li~

self, the Guad guld eat, pertains as gsucsh o the quesation

auld sst., Yor tls dialea%ioian, on the othar hand, any

TG

'queﬁtion about quidditabiva<yrediaaﬁas (gonus, aifferensce,

Qﬁéa!) gan be r@ég@gﬁitg_tﬁé question gquid est, the quesilon
§£M§g£%§;§gggg,‘9T&6i531y bseause it_@nﬁs'ﬂet mabter to ﬁim‘
whe $her ths.queétion is solved through a @ammeﬁﬁcr & proper
raaacn48~ | ‘

e) It shculd ba evident thay these qaagtieﬂs are nod.

as ﬁuch erderad to the pra cggn;tg of the aemenstvation. The ~«”

Q&@ of thess faur quagtions to datafmine the praseognita is

TRum Pxus ¥

very migleading,” That the question guid agh, es bers usal

ﬁﬁ@?-ﬁ°§,@ﬂ@%u@@.#h?;&?l&%&ﬁiﬁwﬁﬁ$i@§§@§ﬂ»fs'th@ pre-apxisent
knowledge of the predieate, snd phat the guestlon gula est ...

does not. jnelude the truth of any immediate princlples is

elearly indicated by Cajetan In his'ggalysig of thesge guastiaga.lg

I R

=




]  CHAPTER II |
\ . THE MIDDLE THRM IN RELATION TO DEMONSTRATION:
N = PROCEDIT DISPUTATIVE (Chaptsrs 3 to 7)

| The Problsm

Q . | After 3héwing that all the guestions are in soms way '
r' a question of the middls ternm, Aristotls considers how we

: come to know this middle term., He disousses the quastion

lﬁ a@cérding to the two formelities of the mean, 1.e., the guod
‘ quid est and the propter aquid. OF these %woi'the.farmar will

bs moTE. o our purposs, sinde it nsceasarily lnvolves a mtu-

dy of tha ﬁafiv;u¢0n. sn oratio slgnifylng the guod guid agt,
Aristotle haed determined in the firsp book of tha

Posterioxr Analgtiea that from the real éafiﬂiﬁ;gn of tho- sub»A

jeet is deduced its first Prope Paﬁaiﬁn, anﬁ thay from the

definition of the first property lis deduced the aegond , 840,

In a_ggstariafi ﬁeﬁﬁné%raﬁimu ag woll, the mlddle term must = %

o thé nominel definiion of that whose existence is to be
pravaé. If, a8 ia %?i&ﬁnt, the %h@la aamﬁﬁsﬁratien sk é@g@aﬂ

_@a tbé middle té a, ﬁignif%@a by the definltion, hﬁw ean PER

authentlelsy of ﬁna defiﬁition be guawam%&aﬁ? Gan woe have %he
SaMme aerﬁizné@ in pegard to a definition as we have In de-
monstration; or, in othay words, can a definition be known
through demonstration, &nd if it cannot be known in this way

how must it be arrived as?
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| Looked at from enother point of view the problem will
ragolve into the questlon of a method of.prmeeeding Prom &
nominal definitioq, proguprosad in eny investigation, to an
’exact real definition by the proximate genus and speaific

differsnge, It 18 a question of how %o arrive at & dlstinot .

(fcaaespt of & given sssencs when we have only the oonfused GOn=

geit with which to start. L
In accord, then, with the purpose of the second book--

to egtablish the‘pringipias of asmonﬁﬁration»éAristotla will

limit himseiz %0 B8 eenaldaratLQB {a) ef the dsxinitian and its -

significatum, the &pod quid est, in thair imm@ﬁaate ralation

-to ﬁemsnstr&tﬁon (eh&oters thres to nina) 8ﬂﬁ (b) of the
’gsneral rules for detarmin&n the 81@&33@5 of a &afinitian
wibhin the gadre of the predi@ablna and the aat@weri@s

(chapte; tW@lva). ”Le eazfespoﬂdane@ of the parts af the

. d@finitian o0 the pafts ef the tﬁing defiped will ba ﬁlarifiedix

& aniy in ﬁhaae backs af tha gﬂnanhzsleg whare th@ definitien

ia usea to»&etarmina dia;eﬁtiaally bh@ aa%ura of substance an&,
Qf its partggv The gugg@iqg.gf wga%ﬁzﬁégg¢g§§ig:éefinable %ﬁd“;;
- rf tha uni§x<af‘§hé,ﬂqfinitien wlll ba olarlified in the same

peetion. The use of tle logle of definition in those books

\ |
‘remeins an exosllent example of diasklsabloa ubens, proceeding

‘formally from the habitus of legiec.
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i, 5 ' In ohepters thres to seven of this book Aristotle ine

'il' - quires Q&gggggﬂixg:whather the definition can in any wey be

1 arrived at by demonstration, He does thls by 0ppnéing de- ﬁ
q ' menstration and d@finitiah, and by reasoning from common &r- .3

“hapﬁars elght and nine will be devoted o deter-

‘}]. v;“;éy" gumen b3,

A mining what is true in these afgum@ntse

IR whe ther the Seme Thing Can be Kaa@n by Dafinition

and by Demanﬁz 4t an '

-In chepter thres the quastion is raised whother the

seme thing can be known both by demonstration end vy defini-

tions The &ifficulties ars conqidaraﬁ on tha part af the
1l

@bj@ct o which demonstration and éeflnluicn can agply

That what is known by definition ls not also ﬁ@mﬁﬂﬁ%?&bl&lis B

firat arrived at hy thedfellowing sgries of a;gngants:

‘ &amcnsﬁrab 8. can, ba defined,--

The initial Braaf supposes uhat evafy definztwan manifeﬂta B
the - pgense,  Whajeyer is. mraéiﬂated Qf tho, epSened j{ yradi«

gated affimatiyely end universslly; bub nob, all demonsirations

conclude affirmaﬁiV&ly and ﬁnivarﬁal;y; therefore not all de-
finaeble things are &emonstr&ble. ‘

For the 6ases whers demonstrations do gonolude affir-
maﬁivaly and universally, we can ersgue thaet for ons thing, A\ :

as one, bthers seems to be only one galentie, one mods of
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knowing, be it demonstration or definition. Cajetan e#plaina
thaet the argument rests on the knowledge which the knowable
object demends or g@narates‘ggwgg.lg In a definltion teken

L by itself, we know only the principle of demonstration; knowe
N / .

- ledge, however, of the principle dozs not imply knowledge of

all deduaibla gonclusions., |

_1 : : AAnother argument stems from & point established In ths
asvenﬁh.baok oL the matapthieswathat deanition ia prinaipally /

of substancss, and that it is ef accidents only &g signified fi
4§3¥A in the mananey of substense, Demonsiration on the centrary is :
_____ - only of things signifisd in the memmsr of an agoeidsnt, l.2,,
n : _ as inhering in a sublect. | |

2) @oﬁ avevah_ﬁg definable aan ba éemﬁns%razed.»*ﬁhe

argumbnt that fer any one thing th@ra 15 cnly eﬂa msda af

knowing, is agaln epplled. Furtuermgre, cha definition as

first principle of demonstration, m&st.be*inﬁamonstrahle;

thars oannot be gn iﬂfiaite xagrassgag_;g &Q@§$§§§§$ieﬂv

3) Baf%pi@i@ﬁ,andn&smﬂﬁ$$ré§i@n,araﬁmgzaally exXelusive -

. ‘Eaf;nitioa vevesls esgential nebure,. but denonpiration assume

- this. Anothey grgusent 1s thab svery dempngiratlon proves a

predlcste of a subject either a8 abtaching or as not attaching i
#\VL to 16 in definitlion thera is no predlostion of ome part of |

anothar part, There een be no ssgsential Ff@diﬁﬁtlﬂn betwean

genus end difference since they are femmally'éi?far@nt.
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‘ Demonstration and definition also differ in that they
'} LY Y. answer respeotively the Hwo questlons guls ost and guld est,
A naither of whiech 18 a part of the other, IT the definadble

1 is not demonstrable, 1t f@l;awa c¢learly that definition and

( demonstration cannot be ildentical, nor csn one be contained

within the other. I /

;f ' Mhether ﬁh@fgugd.quid est' Can be Syllogmized or Demonstrated

ff - In chapberys four to seven Arlstotle dlsousses ssven

possible ways of arriving at tha‘ggéﬁ“guid agh, bthe essential

[“' nature signified by the definitien, .fh@ question will be

whe ther the guod guld est osn be syllozized or demonstrated

o through eny of them, Of these pssﬁib;ézﬁpﬁfbgﬁhggﬁika first

_{” will démanﬁ"a-ﬁare extended frestment because of its ilmporteancs

in "Getermining the ruth” in the géggﬁg‘ﬁhaptar;'

(1) B Tﬁ“ggwggggngﬁf,%iéﬁjﬁ thraaggvaoavergible terms, ~=

AY fif@% s*ght %aisvm@thaﬂ &ay %@9&&? te ba ncﬁhing moTe than
: ristotle in tho

,iasti@a aissuﬁsaa_sy A

1mmaaiately'pféérding ahap%ax {@ﬁﬁﬁha_,tha $ﬁm§ thing sen be

known by éafiniticn anﬂ by aemanaﬁratian) 7o acsount for

a wﬁpﬁtitié a

r«r.‘-,-.m.w,.,._ﬂ,,,.,,,_.__,,_.._:,..4.. ”,_<

this venewal of fhé queszian in @h&pta@ Pouy aftér the eon~
glusions of chapter thrse, wilch we noted In the above pa;agraphs,
8%, Thouas glves the fol&cwing bri@f ezplanationx

i.w
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Fult sutem necesgaria haeo dlsputatio post praemissam,
quia in definitions atbenditur non solum ut 1llud quod '
significatur, sit gquod quld est, =ed eftlem ut tall modo
tradatur qul competat ad menifestandum quod quid ©8%;
ita seilicet quod sit ex prlioribus et notioribus, st flia
huiusmodl habsat quae in definitione sunt observanda. 4

To distinguish the definable and the demonstrable 1%

is not sufficient merely to show that it 1s the guod guid egb
which falls under definition, We must go furthes to consider
the particular requimements for the proper menifestation of
the gquod guld egb. |

In aistinguishing the fourth chapter from the third,

Gaj&tan_effe?s'an sxplanation which goes beyond that of
5S¢, Thomas while not dlsagresing with 1%, The above-aitéd
paragraph points rather %o such en interpretationm.

De quod guid eat ilgistur, qued per diffinlticnenm
constat significari, duplex est gquasstlo ab Avistobele
mota secundum ®ius duplicem sccepbionem &b guasstio
quidem prima in gspitulo prasesdentl tractata, de ipso
sbsolute sumpito gusesivit an pesset abtingl demons
stratione, ut ex distis ibi epprobantis paitet, Prassens
autem de ipso relato ad 1d euius est Ilnguirlt an possid
demonstrations seirl ipsum esse hulus quod quld, 1d

') est, san-appliliedtio diffinitionfs, ut sle, ad diffinitum,
possit per demongtrationsm stirl, eto, Notantex autem
dieiﬁﬁrﬁﬂéﬁﬁaia*'ﬁéﬁﬁiém'yréﬁsaﬁéégnaééﬁié*ﬁﬁﬁ*ésﬁ'@ﬁ "
14 quod slgnificatur per diffinitionsm possl$ processu

. demonabrabive donalual tqlod inkif reil slgiliflestes por’ -

pomen diffiniel, puta an possit demcnsirard quod homo

51t ‘animal Bipes, ut éx textu colllgitur et ab omnibus -

gexpesitoribus.unaminiter disitur, sod an 1d, qaod signi-
fiocatur per dirffinitlonsm pogalt prosessu demonstrativo
goneludd quod insit,. ut quod Yuld ot BEW paT MOTUL Guo
quiad quid eat inast ipsl rel significatse nomine diffi-
niti, unde quasstlio ista eat formallter de ggg%@%§g§;s~
tentias, an possit demopnstrari ¢t non de lpsa 18xi8~
tentia almplioiter. . o0 T ’

N el e b 7
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Whereas the third ohspter conslders the gquod quid sstb

absolute in referance %o définitioa and demonstration, the

fourth will ask whethey ths simificatum of the definition
sen bo demonsirabed as such of thad of which it is the essan-

tiel naturse; can the guod guld egt be domonstrated prealissly

as'gugﬁ, 1.0., as predicated ;n,ggod quid erst essa? The

parsiculsr method of demonsirating the guod guid est which

 oooupies this chapter is that of accepbing <onvertible terms

in the sylloglem, The gued guid est whioh 1s concluded in

such a sylleglem must be (8) proper to thils subjlast, since
avaryﬁﬁing must heave 1t¢8 proper éssanae' it sust also be (b)
predicated in quld, essentlally, giras nob avgry%ning that
1s propsr beleongs to the emsence. From this 1t follows that

. the guod quld egt must be (o) senvertible with that of whish

1t ia such. _
A 5?11&gisngbich would properly d&aaaaﬁrate the guod
ouid ogb 5 mugt be such as %o have all 1ts terms aenvernibla

! with eaah 6bhsr. © This can-be deduced Lron the Last tna% the

quod guld esh is ggg@%rz%a the. pubjesh. - Moreover, since the
epssnce must be predicatsd im quid, the major term mush be

predicated in eo guod quid est of the middle term and the -

middle term in like manner of the minor tarm. If these eonﬁié

tions ere not fulfilled, i% does not necsssarily follow that

the gggé quid ezt will be concluded.

e e

s—v.;vi—"da.}—-w;iik. i sore
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If, however, all those eondjtions are fulfilled, the
d@monﬁtraticn will still fall beceuss thore mill neoeesarlly
be a petitio principii. If that which is predicated in both

propositions 1s predicated not only jin eo guod quid as the

| genus is predicated of the specles, but ig elso the guod guid

erat egge slgnified by the definitlon, it follows that the
gafinition has slready beon assumed in the middla term.
The quesbtion immedistely arises whebher the sylloglsm

which is hers rejected becsuse of the patitio principii is

the one in which one definitlion is demonsireted through another
“definition of the same aubjéét; it Aris%atla-does not here
rafar Lo tﬂ&b procsas, the guﬂstien gtill ‘remaing, whab pro~A

eeas does he exolude because of the ga%i*ie;;

In resolving this doubt it will ba _necessary ts ;cint
put first of all that if the ﬁsmﬂnatraﬁiva procass desceribed

by Ariéﬁa%le did not invelve 3 §sﬁi$io prineipil, it wonld

formally demonstrate the qued guid agh of lis %ubjaat.

It e l1£awise alaar Hhat this pfﬁ@%&ﬁ gssumes. two ée» _

finitions as the mejor and middle te1ms. . ?h is follows from

the convertibility of definifion aﬁdﬂggggggggamggg a8 hers

~used, an interpretatlon conflymed by ?@g_gxamy&e in the texb

of the Platonic definitions of the soul. -.

Befowa procesading to the enswer, the sovaral ways in

which a beﬁitgg'pr;ggigii might possibly vecur in a syllogism -

of tle guod quid ast must be investigated.

i

ot e~ ORI Y70 S A
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1) Is the patitio principii merely on the paft of the
nature of the thing considered gegundum ge, although not if
considered guoad nog? Thus we could say that of the thing
congidersd in itself there is only one definitiens sgo that in
L a syllogism involving several definitions of the sams objenﬁg

thers umﬁld be a discourse ab sodem ad idem. Bub tha’ggtiﬁio_

}5 would not necegsarily follow if we considered ths thing eo-

{hi sording to the concepts whioch we form of it, in whlch case

we aauld have &ome goncepts more known th&n othars.ls

zﬁﬂ . 2) Or is there a patitlo prin@ipii not according %o
e Uthe pf@pcsitions themgelves but only aeacraing to that which
) ( '

15 prinoipally and formally ‘sought in the syllogism. 1In bhls

way we would grant thed the majopr 1s the guod quid est of e

middle tarm end the middle the quod quld est of the minor,
;&ﬁ_ ruling out any4éaf%et in the proposisiona themsslves, The

pabltio would then lie, not in the assuming of the guod gquid
ggt which is c@ualuded, bubt in the fast that one qusa quiﬂ &5t

has alrsady baen gsmured @8 miﬁéle torm in a ¢&Se wheéTe wWe -

srve seeking fodemdnstrate d guod quid e8h of vhat of wiieh -

1% 1s gimpliclter, aud not this or thet guod quid emkt?. t oo
3) A third way in whieh the potlitio san be understood

i3 as stemming from the faot that there oemnot be a guod auid -

ast of a guod guid est, Just asg thers cannot be a definition

of a definition; otherwise th@ra would be an infini%s regfeasimn
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in Gefinitiops. If, then, a syllogism were so arrangsd that
the major'wdul& be the guod culd est of the middle term, and
the mlddle term of‘tbe’minor; there would be a guod guld o8t

of a guod guid ¢st. This would leave only a yerbal differsnce

bstween the two, They would ba the same not bnly,aa&undum rem

but also formally.

Buﬁ the gquestion raméiﬁa; 15 ths prace$a4Which Aristo-
tle here disclalms the one'whi@h demonstrates one definition’
through another definition of the seme subjeoct? It appears'j
that thls 18 not the é@monstxation in qu@stion.,,The latter
process, as St. Thomas exprossly beaches in lesson geven,
doas not suffiei@ntly,ﬁemoﬁstra%e that what 18 concluded 1s

the guod guid §$ﬁ.éf the subjeot, although this is sylloglzed

Jogloe, as will be explained in that section. The ?r@santfﬁfo”

‘cess, as formulated by Aristotls, would demonstrate the

quod guid est if it were not for the paﬁgﬁio prineipil necss-

sarily involved, The process which Aristotle motuslly rejeets

iﬁ*ﬁhgﬁ%hi%ﬁ“%%éféxﬁiaiha& sbove where‘ﬁhéfmhjar>iS'aatuaL}y

the ‘quod quid €% of tie mean, #nd the medn ‘of ¥he minor, In

gueh a”syllegiéﬁgﬁhéfé'%ouid'§e>@hféé‘%é%ﬁgﬁéﬁl#ﬁgéeﬁﬂéam yogenm,

?@§i§3951riﬁﬁigng ?hﬁs~%s‘the intsrpretation
B

snd therefore a

favored by St., Thomas, St. Albert, and Cajetan,
B ]

If anyons should insist that Aristotle speaks here of
that process by which one definition is demonstrated through

another, he might use the first or second of the above exple-
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J_ nations to account for the pastitic principii, but he would §
5 have to amecount likewlse for other aspests of the question |
A ﬁhich pressnt a formidabla diffioulty, If this demonstration |

concluding ths guod ouild est is not to be rejseted because

5 | it involves a petitioc prineipii, and if the objestion to it

rust stem from gous othﬁr'faason, why doss Arlsiotle never
: mention this other reason? Whenever Aristotla_rajects in

{ this book the. demongitration of the quod ouid est, it is

bagause of the pesitio prineipii. Moreover, how can the dif=-
fi@alty'présenﬁeﬁ by the third explenation be overoome?

'Lj - {2) By a prosess of dlvision.«- The second possible

method of dsmonstrating the guod ouid esb ;s‘by ﬁ@#'&f di-

vision beglnning from the supreme genus and deseending to the

R T R

i ultimete difference, This method likewise fails to be de-
mongtrative because of a pefitio principii., Aristotle re-

jeets it first af'gll for a gommon rgason drewn from the

Erior Anelybiss, thet nothing oan be syllogistisslly proved
by way of divigion sinos ths sonajusien will met follow me-,
oegaarily from ghg_grgmissesgls ¥oy this is necsssarily
true ls suceinctly axplain@d by Sylvester Maurusi |

s o « Vol enlw divisio sst per mepbra soniradistoria,
ut oum animal dividitur in retlonals et irryatlonale; vol
non est per membra contradlietoria, ut cum enimel dividitur
in rationale, himnibvile, ruglbile, ete.j ol divieio fit
per membra contradioctoria, petitur principium; si non fi¢
per membra contradietoria, nisi pstatur prineipium, con-
¢lusioc non sequitur necessario ex prasmissis; ergo, eitC.=-
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Probatur prima pars minorls; dum ernin arguimus: 'homo
i vel est rationalls vel lrratlonalis; non eat irrationa-
l ,1 lis; ergo egt rationalis';--sl irretionals contradlctorie
] i opponltur rationalig idem 88t 'non esse irratlionale!
f ac *sgese ratlonale,? cum duass negeticnes affirment, atgue
idem git suferre unam partem ocontradictionls, et ponerxe
i aliam partem contradioticnis; ergo si argumentemur pser
¢ ¢ divislonenm ex membris contradictorils, pstimus princi-
N : { pium et probumus unem pertem contradictionis per nege-
ﬂj 4 tionem alterlus, quod est probars idem per ldem.=~ Pro=-
o | batur jam ssounds pars minorls; si enim argumentamur ex.
{‘ . © divislone per mémbra non conbtradlctoria, éx tall divi-
' sions non eonstal membra enumerata esss eomniay sed si
‘mepbra enumerata gon sunt omnia, non sequitur ex necese
gitate consluslio.” o

The petitio prineipll whioh necsssarily enters any

[{; ' such proof is evident from the sbove bext, If the division
is meds by contradictory wembers, the only thing that could
- strietly be syllogized is %emsthing supearior to that which wo

intended to prove. Weo would have to concluds éisjuﬁeﬁiﬁaly‘

of the inferior member both differsroes by which we dlvide
tha»augeriaf.wholae For azample, animals sre either rat195517U
or irrationsl} man is an animal; thersfore, man ls elther ra-

tional or irrvaticnal. If we should wish to conolude one oF

_ths‘ﬁﬁhsr member, we would beg the guostlon, ' On the other
| hand iF wo Ao not divide by contradlotory membéts, we cannob
\ prove that the dlvision axhatisbs the genus, md we must,

In compering dlvision with induation 1t becomes evi
dent that in each we ﬁﬂ&t assune thaﬁ all the members eontained
under moms common factor heve been aeeepﬁed._ Otherwise in-

duetion sould not eoueluds the univergal {rom singulars, nor

e e




