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sould division arrive st ome part from tre removal of all

other partg. Although Aristotle seems to yafer Iin his text

only to the dlsjunctive division fcund in the twenty~eighth

chepter of the first book of fhe Frior Analytics, St. Thowas

rightly interprets the prosent comperison in terms of divi-

gion teken formelly as such, & division based on true 4if-

., omne sgnime) est eub squabioun aub gregsibile.

£37r8R08g, 8+8
The disjunchtive division, made by members opposed as con~

ipadiotories, divides things logloally Tsther than acoording

_Any reasoning based on 33 wouwld -
ne 4i-

to the netures thomselves, .

4pke its foyes from the disjungbion rather than {rom

The &ivision whieh is mowe properly in question in

the study of the éamgﬁstrativa art_is that made by trug 4if-

The members of Buoh a division may be opposed only

ialon.

ferences.

aslaontrari@s. The division will nqb.be<bim@mbarad.simxl;¢iﬁer

but will be. such ab lesst reductively; there will be two

extrame dif ferenses and several mean differences which eenm

be redused to.the extremes, as is explalned. in, the lietaphy-

slos.Br. gajstan ﬁa@aa‘gha;ganias;@f;ﬁﬁ;;iﬁgﬁaﬁ in inters,
preting division forpelly: in this questloen,

186, 05 8 4ivi-

sion through the enumeration of subjeotlve pArts.

1ieat Aristotales in textu aon o¥presss nominers
yideatur alium procsesur guan primun, quoniam iste tangum
nebatur in primo priorum gd guse g8 zemittit,,§$’formaliter
ayllogisticus est, 8% bibulus guasstionls formaliter dese~
puit, accepbatum temen a multlis antiquorum expositorun e8tb,
ut et vis prooessus divisivi tangatur eb reprobeturs Re-
tucet suden discursus divisivus, maxize in tertio procsssy,

e = = == o Rl e
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. _two azxguments propex to the guod

 that no essential predieata hzd been omit%ed and that the
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guonliam ille solus formaliter divigivus est, 6t ex di-
visions robur trahit. Casteros autem magls disunctivos
quan divisleonis dixerim, gquoniam licet divisienis membra
partractent, tamen vel pey disiunctionem adunant, ut
£it in primet vel ex disunciicnis vi necesasitatem cone
gsequentiase habsnt, ut fit in sacundo, propter guod ge-
cundum swum divigum S. Thomes ingsnium diviasionls voca-
bulum formalitsr intuitus, tertium app@euig procsasum
in quo ipsa divisio at aing via gperatuxa

To whichevey proegess of div&gian w8 appeal in oxder to 48-
ieindd will necessaxrily

mongtraie a &@fiﬁit&@n,'& batitio prir

intezxvens.

{

After appsaling to this common rospon, Aristotle uses

t %o prove the spams

LESRENAN TN S B

nd_auld &

thesig. (&) Bven if we igrantthat the procass of divieion eould
prove that the elements which materislly constitute the defi-

nitien wers gxedicatad of the auhgaat, it could nat PTOVE

that they were ﬁm%ﬁiﬁ&tad assentislly and “bhat thay ae@malLy

manifeated the esa@nce. {b) Nor eould au@h a psea@as pgava

pz@éi@&t@s did aot cxesaé the 833ence,

But gould met a divisisﬂ sﬁaxtiag with ﬁaa %&yram@ -

g@ana and- pr@eaading @mly &y aﬁﬁ@ﬂﬁial gz@diaatag &daqg&t@ly
'damgastx ate a QLid&l y? Alth@ﬁgh guch a grseaas mighﬁ mania

feat a quiddity, it cauld mavem do 80 ayll@giaziﬁally and nao

cessarily from given ygem@aeﬂ. A demonstration would have to

nanifest why {égogter ould) rational snimal is an adequate

| definition of man .

{3) From the definition of cuiddity ss such.--In

- chapter six Aristotle rvejeets two more possible ways of de-

1 U T VU R
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mongtrating the quiddity. In gensral the esgence cannot be

damonstrated from that whish s reauired for the 8858008 .
First of all it cennet he demonstrated by taking the very

definition of quiddity end of definition as middle tara,
e.ge; to be convertible with the subjeot end constituted by

genus and difference. 7This is sgain to beg the question sin-~
e the quiddity is slresdy assumed = middle term. The ¥atig
Q@ﬁ&g&&é@n@g ean b6 no moye than g ruls to guide us in de- -

fining, as a rule'QfNQXt iz used by the artist. In like-m&né'

,,;ax,tha definition of syllogism does not enter e given sylle~

giem, but it can be uged to show that this given process is

& syllogism.

{4) Zrom

demonstrate a given éuiddiﬁy w6 cannot use the definition of

ity eontrary, for this naeegﬁax&ly involvas aasuming what we

5wiah £0 prove. ;t 1s tEue that the essences and definitions -
af csntzaxias &?a @Qﬂﬁ&ﬂfyp bat aas eaﬁnat va u@@ﬁ to éezgas~"tt

txate th@ other @ince both axe of the ﬁ&m@ g@ﬁ@g and nelther -

(S

is mare &n@%ﬂ than %hebf%h%z. e

ﬁ&m im demsqst%aai@na non solum mon ‘aebat assami iéam,“

gad neque debet assumi .aliuvd sjusdem rationis, et non
maglas notum, quam concivaio probanda, 8t quod sit tals,
ut pesset Lpsum sequs bens prﬁgari pex caxalugi@mam, as
conclusio probetim pey iyﬁﬁmn

An arpwment against the demonstrative valus of the

latter two methods as wéillaa of the process of division is

arYeseSecondly, 5

ST
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that none af them gan demmnaﬁrate that all ahe px@dieates at

- which they arrive are one and constitute one natura,

(8) éd@%&%&%«w In the first part

. of chapter mﬁV&B Arisﬁa@la rajecta a process of inﬂuction

fryom slngulars as damenatraaive f a quiéﬁity, By induetion
it can mﬁ#sly bs sn@wn that asince & predicate aaas or doen _-
not apply t0 aimgul&ra, it @ill ox wiil not be px@dicatsd af
the univergal. Xn&uctian cannot damansﬁrata that these grs-'

dlestes aaastlguta tha quidéitya

3

. :  nH;;§mgﬁ$gMWg§ ~~The rest of this -
ehaptar is ﬁa?ated to erguing pex ratisnss comrunag
aued guid est ia:ngt éem@ﬁﬁtgab;s. . After na%zﬁg that whgavaxé;

f@xmally knews the guiddity ef gomething must first know

- that the thing axégts, he pxa&aads wiﬁh tha firat aexries

- of axguments to @ﬂ@% that the gﬁiﬁ&‘tg gannot bLe dém@ﬁstzataé

in the samo d@&aﬁ&%ﬁ&%@ﬁd showing the gg&@wwgﬁ px the. é@hmﬁﬁ 24
Ardatotle een@l;das tﬁ&g iizaf of all from the fast that: Jaat

a8 aaf;nitisa.ia @a@;gsx £8 snd menifegis enly &B@ $hi ng,

80 aemcuatxétiaa whi@h uges definition s the moan, must alse,

thereforo, show galyﬁpma piogle thingi the conclusien must

a;waya b pxopa:tionaﬁe to tas mgan. But in any cersatuxe

axi@tanee and quiddity are negegsarily different snd distinet;

hence one and the game demonstyation cannot show both Ehat

a_thing 1a and ghat iis ng&gmo




»suah a thing g@ g;? ﬁgfinvgieaa &9 n@t aa&ry a guaran@sa
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Hoxeover, all that ls subject to demonstration is
hoe).

Wnat is demonstrated is en enuncistion signifying existence

the fact that something is (

ok noneexistences But since existence (gpga) does not song-
titute the qui@@i%y of anything falling undser a genus, the
quiddity of no ex aaﬁuyﬁ can be demopsizated of jt. If sayons
could é@mgﬂs%f&b% %h& gvidﬁity along, ke would be in tha _"
position of *gawimg -1 thimgh rature without knowing wnather

the thing existsy but this, &8 w8 noted &beva, is émpaasiblee
gt Albsrt explaing that the object of the érgﬁnsx ig simply

to wanifest m paturesenbt to Syllogize that this definition
is of this er that ﬁubje&ta Hip object iz simply guid ail

Aziata%1a than appaaYa Yo definitions in common use

ta smgyarz ﬁhe @aﬁ%&nﬁign ﬁhﬁ%'a dé.initian deas ﬂat of it&elf-

prgve th&t a th ng eyiata; w8 oan &lﬁ&yﬂ &sk; %h; ahguld

Hhtd & - s

ﬁhaﬁvtha bhéag %eiia&& Mgggwg ax iafseﬁggfﬁ
gestg mers thaa éﬁs pas&ibl@ way-;f;uédezgaaﬁéing @h@ fi&ét
gtatement z it as vs*if;ea of the def;nition manifesting only
the gmug, %hazaaa a definition menifssting the g;ggﬁggmgg;g
ag well, could ba a mean to conclude syllegisticslly that a

thing exiasta} it can be verified also of thaAdefinitien waich

»Q‘ Gajataa aagwlfts




’ 1]
menifsgts only the guid wex modum ouid nomindsg, not the

, quid_sub ratione quid xei.® The statement that the de-
]ﬁ‘ finition guavantees neither the existence no¥ the posaibi-

O
i

Lity of the thing defined must be interpreted in this ways

e o o Bulla diffinitio dleit esse, aut posse ggse
formaliter, at hoc intendebat Aristoteless, licat allqua
dicat posue egse fundamsntaliter, ubt oblestlio probat
e s » s gormo modo est de diffinitionibus dicentibus
quod quid valde remote, 8% 1des non 8s% mirum gi nsc
formaliter; nee fuﬁdaﬁsntalitax dicunt (ssse) vel pasae
asse gufficientey 27 .

D

"

1 s is clear from this text as wall as from the quo-

tatiﬁnffzgm Bt -Albert in the previous par&gsapha no- defie

nitign formally signifies gxigteonca or possibility. lorsover,

D

the rsmots definitiona in question at this point would not

N .

do so oven fusdememiallys = . . ot e

——)

BiG. 8, | @3,};‘9}““3;01' ié £ns quid,. A

-

'dity aamsnszsable ar évewahla by éamangtrating the gg&gmmgﬁ

oF tkga M@g&ga ?.ma z‘ﬁxm@r ;zassimimy gi;m‘mg.‘n {.jas

8k aith@utrsﬁowing tha ggmgéﬁgg Axiststla sngwa the imw
possibility of the latier ease (through the g%ggmg“@;gmgg E
by pointing out the embarrgssing ¢onsequenses of admitiing -
its possibility. To admit that the ggggmgg@gmggg'ean be -
known by showing the guld nominig would ©8 to xéduca all
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definition to a mere yatie Jjnisrpretetiva nominig. It would
mean yvemoving what is fost rropey to gﬁfinit;mpAaﬁ guch, the
??~ - pignifying of a,gg;ggéggs In such an event both substances

e L

and non~beings would be properly definable. Any group of

{A words to which a name could be given would properly be

(%f definitions. ‘

LE; £ﬁetherAiﬁdicatign that definition is not limited to
,{Ek, nominal definition is that no science demamatraﬁsa the signi-

fication of woxdsg, bu¥ prdswass thls gince words signify
ad placitums ia the sams way Iin defining, the signification

of the word must be presupposed and ths natuzxe of the thing

signified must be shown.

8t. Thomas swamarizes the conclusions of this initial
comparison of dafinition and demenstration in the fellewing

- payagraphi

Epilogat quae disputative prasndssa sunts BY dieit
guod ex praemissis videtur sequil quod definitie €% ayl-
logismus non sunt idsm, neque de &sQdemj 8% guod dsfinie
31& ﬂi%iltgame§§§zet;i%§%a ﬁai egt de a@damﬁde quo eag'

emonatratio,. Bt similiter vidaluy esse ostensum quod ..., |

" s, NON 88t possibile @agmsg@@xe§§z§%2§g§gmgg§, nequa pax Ao, 1Y |
~ domonstraiiensnm; quia definitieo solum esbendits guid,

et demonstratio cstendit gida @sks BSed ad cognitionem

gﬁ@ﬁg%uég gt Fagquiritur cognitle guls gat, ut dictum

eats

This pasgege as it stands geemg to leave us at an im-

passe. It appesrs that the guod quid ast can be known neither

by definition nor by demonstration. ?o_&@texm&n@ in exaetly

whet particuler sense emeh of the sbove conslusions must be
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understood if they are to have any truth, Aristotle will

reconaslidey the whole quesgiion of'hbﬁ the gued onid ant

the definition are known. Only this tise he will do seo,

‘not digputative, but yeritstesm determinande, resolving the

question in its proper terms,




CHAFTER 11X
THE HIDDLE TERM IN RELATION T0 DEHONSTRATION:

R EA AT e A

In resxamining in @h&pter gight and nine the nature
of dafinitian and the relatien of definition to demonstzation
in mqaifeaiiﬁé‘th@ gued ouid eat, Aristotle will coneidéw
first of all the Quwgmwgmgmggd and then Lhe aafzmaticn which
slgnifiss it (cha@%@r ﬁin@). The ssveral ways in which de-
finition may be1man&fegtad £rom demonstzation have besn the:
soeagion of many and;vax;@diigzazgza%agggaa7by,§ha,ao§msngae
tors. Their imberrelsbion offers many prebléms, The outline
which we shall give will follow closely that of St Thomas;
we sh&li algo u#es geveral othey geholastbie esgﬁsﬁ%ataﬁa whggg
they are of haly3ih'illaaiﬁating the text or bréﬁging=¢a%”ﬁﬁ§i
problems, " | |

Aristet&gvgivas.gsxﬁwa wéys of manifesting the gueod

",'-ﬁtaa second gmhm |

30

unius as T ef~@bﬁ~;§zs~feeém$ aa&m&a&&éexa~ys&@3ed %0 4o

kind of a piiézi broof of the inhersénce of thess egsential. '~

predicates, not of an a_pestspioxd proof,

63




1
Ihe Xethod. of logical Fxoof

The first, then, is a method by whiah one guod quid aot !
can b8 proved Lfrom anether ggggmgg;gmggﬁ of tne-same subject
and this by a ;ogical syllmgish and not s demongtratlive one.

| In proof aftﬁhia ne firet pointe out that the ﬁuiddityqis

a cause of o ihing's being; whaen we kuow tne quiddity, we

know & cauaé; Sometimga this gausgp . fagendd is the gawe a8
the egsence, iaee, the material and formal causes which cong~ -
titute thevasaengeg the gauss. essendd may alsoe be somsthing

extringis to the essence, namsly, the afficient and final %

caus®y, whieh ara in a c¢ertain way causes of the form and
mattex aineé the agent agts for an end snd unites form to
matﬁar. anm:sééé sfizéa«extriaaia cauvgen @s'@aﬂ thus gﬁyé;;
& dsmanatfaﬁieég“;ust 8§ one ceusd cen be sanifeated from a i
prior cause, 80 ens ggggwgg;gwggg cen be panifested from a
prio¥ gugg gu;d agg wa @&a @Egﬁﬁ f&a@ & ﬁm@aﬁﬁﬁf? ag@nt
cause ex by hyygthatieal ﬂ@@ﬂ@ﬁity fxem.ﬁﬂa aﬂa. If we %agn ‘

,,:," . {

the gg%gg si zh@ anﬂ a& ﬁi&ﬁls.@axm we sﬁn afgue 0 the mesng g

necas &azy %9 at%aia it; fxom he fazm éf %na agent we ¢an

know the affact, fxom the formel cause wo can knsw the mterial.
To give a very commen ahamyla of thisy the gued wuid eat

of & house may bs taken ace@rdiﬁg tg its final ocsuse (a sheltex

a@ainat rain and wind, etc.) or its matorlal cause (atones

cand wood,; 8%C.), and the latter may be shown through the formsz.
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This is the method which Aristotle uses in the second chapter -

of the first book of the Fgstexior Anmlvitics when he investie
gatas the gquod quid st of demodstration. From a definition

taken from the snd, (syllozismmur

#girs) he arguss to a definition from the matter, (nscesss

est ot demonstrativan geientia 6x veris 8ase. et primim, etc.).
Sueh a proof must always be given in the first figurs sincé :
the conclusion in which & definition is predicated of its
subjset must al:ays La an*vaxsal and afxir&ﬂtlwe, That thg‘

method of ayriving at the guod auid est ig fitting follows

from the fact that we conelude one qg}@mmgx from ansther gmgg
8gt s middle term.

. 8%t, Thomas sccounts for the ﬁ@gaaﬁiliiy of having HOFE
than one guig e 6§§ or definition of ome thing in the follsﬁing‘*

pasa&gas'

Ad octavum dicendum qued sl definitio de re aligua
daretur quas complate comprehenderxet gmnis prinelplis
xai, non ésset uniuvs réi nisi wna definitios Sed gquia
in definitionibus quibusdam ponuntur quaddsn principia

ging alllg “ideo dontingit vesiari definitiones de una
: 3 efinitic sygo fidei data ab Apostélo

Gomprenendit srnia pinolola ‘Tidei ax guibus habitus
esuausvggLat“&afgnixi, semliaat fia@m, ab;%gﬁﬁﬁ et aa»;;”*
Lo T 7 _ . T

s o o SCiendum egt quod cmntirgit dafinitianes A=
vargas dari eiusdem rail, sumplen ex diversls csusiag.
Causas sutem ad invicem ordinem habsnid nam 6x una
sumitur ratio slteriug, Ex forms enlm sumituwr ratio
meterias: talem enim oportet ¢uss msieriam, gualem
forma requirit. Bfficisns emtom est ratio formae:
quia enim agens agit sibi simile, oporiet quod sscun=
dum modum agentis eit etiam modus formase, guas ex
agtione congeguitur. ¥x fins sutem sumitur ratio
efficisntis: nam pmne ageng asgit propter finem.
Opeoxtet erge quediprobativa aligrum definitionum,

quae supuntur oX aliis causis.®
(defml’clo, quée sumitur a f:.ne, sit ratio et causa)




Each definition, then, represents ons pringiple, one

o

caugej sach ls algo the ratipe from which we can reason to the

n | cauge which is posterior to it. The end, however, is the
1 SAUSE..OEUEIN} @éméémwmgwiéa;}Lgmgghgmaa@x&gawwﬁmiggwéngzw |

méA&RAMQﬂﬁwiP@«£WQmﬁﬁ%@&%ﬁk&ﬂﬂd&h&wwﬁﬁwﬁwgéﬁﬁmﬂﬁgﬁEﬁ&&ﬁﬁﬁ

eagga4 The and,_tha;ﬁfa:a;_camnat.ﬂ@.damgﬁst:atad from any. priorx

caus@. The relation of gcause to definition ia very gugoinetly |
indicated by ?t,ﬂﬁlbext in the following prassagel | | |
e e 111ud idem quod dieitur eauss secundum id qued
dat ease alteri, diffinitio est aguadsm secundum gquod sst
 prineipium. cagniziania 1psiua.55 , ,
| The mathod of legical proof of one definition from

anofhér éafiﬁitien of the same subject applies likewlse to the

deducing of the dsfipition giving the guld of @ proper passign,
These definitions, -

from the definition giving the preptex guid
which will be conaidered at length in tho naxt section, can be.

reduced %o thesa aacording‘ﬁe ths four gepsra of c8UEEs.

_ + e o Bia, &gdas, scilicet syllogimandi qued quid es$
per qued quid ¥ty nunquam sat demonstrativus ipsius guod’ :
quid eetl quoniam hoo nen it sl distinguantur gued quigd.
est pecundum_ ¥poemi nes ai éiatiﬁ%aaﬁtur gaamnéum.ﬁivexsa ‘
génera e&uﬂh_am G302y geu modeyum diffinisndi quéd in idem
- reditd puia duod uda ‘d3f2init 16 dioat quid, et alia prepter
guids Talls. &nxmadx?agaitaa ad . éa?gxai$aﬁ@m gmigarym res,,
duciturs: quoniiam una, seilicet diceng quza sumitur seeaaﬁum
causam formmlem, &% aliera secundun affactivam, vel, atc.35

The abeve t%@t from cagatan is ﬁufficientlg cleax en i
the pointe uﬁ@h & proof might be srranged in the following

maﬁmar in erderxr to bying oaﬁ its ghaxactez a8 & loglocal ayllcgigm.

RIS beng ook
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- predication, he éan desiguste gnod auid est

82
The 1ntérvantion of the é&xtn ig the loas of lighﬁ on the moon}
An eolipss fellows on the intervention of the earthj '
Therefors an eclipaa is the loss of light on the moon.
The ordinary arranggmsnt of a ayllégigm.af the guod quid esh,
as indicated in chapter thres, will be. one in which the defi-
nitlon ias pxedigatedtdiractly of,tha‘subjeet or minox taxm‘;n‘
ihe conclugion. In the above example the éﬁfinition of the
proper passion is.graaiéatsé dizsetly of the passion in the

conclusion. The same definitlion will entexr the ¢onclusion

of éha gegcmgﬁggg;g;gggéggégg in whiéh'tha prope¥ paaslion ié‘

demonstrated of its subject, but the definition will not be

concluded as qira@tly predioated of the propex passion.
It might be objected that each thing has en essenes

proper to it, composed of matter and form which corstituts its

JESSSEEEAESY

quiddity; and that any ceuses extrinsic to this essence cannot

properly be called the guod quid egt. The answer to this dife

fieulty will be found in & t8xt from the comentary of St;_?hew

mas on the Eeiaphvaigas V

Aliquando autem quasritur causgd IPsius foxmae in mae
texia quae est efficens vel finlgj vt cum quaszlmus ;..
propter quid haée, meilleel lapides ot laterss, munt
dosuat e » » Gues guidenm couss gquaegite, est quod qudd . .4
sxat esse, logice loduends, - Loglcud snim considerat medum
pragdicandi, et non existeptlem xei, Unde quidquld regs .
pondetur ad quid est, dicit poriiners ad qued guid egt}
faive illud sitv intrinsecum, wb maberlia et formay sive git
sxtrinsecun, 'ut asgens vel finis. Sed philosophus qui sxige
tentiam quasrit xerum, finem vel agenbem, dum s;gt SXbLin-. .
'seca, non comprehendit sub qued quid srat esme.dl -

Since the logician studies things from the point of view of .

snything that
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can be predicated in_auid, i.ae, any of the four causes &s
manifestive of the quiddity.

If it is objected that a definition according te the
form alone is only a logical definition ard therefore of no
avail in demonstration, we can angwer that it is of no avail
in demonstrating the proper passions bub that fxom.it we oan

denmonstrate the'matexial aafinitien.&a

Huch of the discussion sbout this methed cantersg upon
the following bﬁiﬁf texts |
"4 » s @8t sligua cavsa. Bt haec aut eadem aut elia

est. Et gsi utiqug_salia est, aut demonstrabllis aut inde-
mensarabilia g8t

- Exaectly wh;eh cause or CEL 89S ars tﬁ% Lousa. gadem which is

demongtrable aﬂd the_gagga,gégg which deﬁaﬂatraﬁas? In hisA

tigg B qt; Albert enwmzates ga-

treatiss on the l_ﬂj;_
veral pesslhla in%ergzetati&na of the above taxi. If ia'

his epinlon unét When Axistetla 5pe&ks ef a kaase ths Bans
as tna egsanaa and of anothax causa g&g&g &han the @s?anae,

ha meana by the farm@r 8 cauga exgresaing tha Gssﬁntial yrinw ,

. ~
i ‘vn v ' -2 4 B )-I

ciples (g@; |
an accidental é&u 58 whieh mmy er may aet ba a maﬁlum °aaabla
of d6monstxati;é the 2888NCH. stextbela&a, ha does not re-
Ject the pessfbility of an iﬂterpretatian b&sad on the guid eai
tgﬁan according teo ihe four genera of causea, the explanation

given by St. Thomas and Cajetan. Among the othsr'pasaible,

;im egs zgmggxgggﬁgggggg) and by %he lat*@x




/
(

&4
interpretations which he givea is one which wouwld limit the

cpusa 8adem and ths gauge slis to the definition giving ths
guld of a proper passlon, and the dafinition giving its

\ propter guids the latter would % the gauge slim since 1%

S

must includs the proper ﬁubgaoto4o

Anothar obsours point regarding this method is the rea-
son why it caq_oﬁiy logically syllogize the qued guid 8at,
but gannat é&mpnstrat@ its By lsgic&l syllogiam im avidSn-~ 'i

tly hﬁ&nn a dj&xﬂﬂtlc l or bouical preaz. Tha following is

tha remson given hy St Thamgs for 1ta danl@ctiaal nwtdza.‘

Boc temen est nmodus probaﬁdi guod guid sest damonaﬁxa«
tive, sed legice syllegizendi; guis non sufficienter pex
hoc probatur quod id quod goneciunditur sit qued quid esi
111libs rei dé qua coneluditur, s6d solum guid insit ei.®d

P

Sugh & ayllogisu esnnot demonatrate its conslusion Fformally
as auod_guid est of the  subjsat, although 1t dogs offer a
dialactieal aFgument in favexr of thia.

©In explaining 1&9"&1@1&9%1@31 charactey; goveral

S

e 4 I I P ¥eem 3 Ly .m0 e

doubts ﬁacux‘ﬁ‘.“lﬁﬁwz T A SR
{a)‘?ira% af all the que&tiwn arisas whether this proof
i m éi&lsdtwala It aggams to be a aamsﬂs‘z;mmcn simei
in the major pxamia@ a pmoper eff@cf ia pradiaated of its. .
DPropex coavar%ible cause, aud ian the m;nor premise a defi-ii;f

nition is pradlcated of anotharx daf;ﬂitian.

o

(v) Tne sacond doubt coneerns the vexy reason for ita
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| being dialectical, since in the text Axiptotle says that the’

reason for its not being demonstrative has been given pre-

" wiouasly. The only reference which has any appearanca of pro-

bability fs one to tle third chapter of uhls book in which
he rejects the possibility of demonstratmon of one guod oguid
egt through snother guod guid est because of a petitiec prine

cipiie But the present sxrgument does aot appear to beg that
" which is prove&.' The quog”gggg ggt which is praedicated in

the eonclhslan 15 not the s&m@ ag the gupnd aul Q§§'assumed"'

&8 m;dd&a tex&, tLey ars distinct according to the diverse

~ genera of cauﬁas. ‘Moreover; a gaﬁéuégﬂéggugﬁﬂééy should it

'gccus hexa, would ba ppposed to a dialectical as wall as to

& éameﬁstrative praaf.

(o) he axuiaaatlcn.givan by %t. &ﬂaﬂas likewise zais
the question why tbe qmgﬁwgg;g st is not suffaei@ntly proved;
In. ehayuﬁx th:%a ;t was shown that if uh@ msjar Ls ths ggmg

Qﬂéﬁwmgﬁ of tha guadla tarm, and the ﬁdddla tazm th@ auod

d. g af tha mina;, the majar must he the ggmgwgg$g gg

DA
it e S o T

ef the minor._: o o - »

" In_snswex bo_the firet doubt (a) it s clear that -
Axigtotle did . not méan to affivm that thls yrocess ia'iﬂ no
way éemoaatrativa, yather that it ig not demonstxative of the
ggggmgﬂmgmwgg faxm&lly &8 ﬁﬂ@hs It does demongtrate tnat the‘,

praedicais ;s vecssaarily in the aubgegt, ‘but net tnat it is
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since in a eertain way we do arrive at‘a quld 8zt Althaugh “{gg¢ ’//

" beoi fer a demongtration of the gued 1 guid s8sh; we find a more

In oxdexr to demounstrate the ggggmgggguggg, the major térmpmﬂst

68
in the subject foﬁm&ll& 28 its guod .guld sst. It offers
only a dialactical argusent that the predicats is the quiddity
of the subject. Thus it is demonetbrative and logical in dif-

farent respacta.

The_sscond doubt (b) is more difficult to answsr. When
Aristotle says, hie guidem izitur modus quod non git demong-
tratio dictum est priug, the *hic modug' may be understood

ag referring to the pregent method in two-wayga (1f ﬁo ths

préesent method in ggg,;g, 1+8¢, t0 & &iaaaursa proving a

aumd,qg;d sat taken from one ganuﬂ of cause thxsugh'a gggg'

apid est taken from anothey genus of cause; or (2) to the
meﬁhod only in géﬁar s 1.8., %o any discourse in which a

. - i

qued_quid st is proved by a gupd_guid emt.

ka%thzus augparta “bhis azgumsﬂt it does not ‘ggem Lo be the v"wﬁgw
ond inbtended at -tiuls ‘polnt by Aristotle. If we stop to gon~

sider the vonditions enumerated in thoe third chapter of this*

prouper reason that the present process cennot be demonstrative.




. genexs), we san ghow that such a disecourse considered in g8=-
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be the guod guid eat of the middle term, and the middla of

the mﬁno:; but in the preaent prucess, wnlls tne major is
iha ouod quid egt of the minocr, it is not the guod quid egg
of the middle. The discouraza ls not demonstrative because
thege requirements are not fulfilled, not bacauase of a -
petibio principii. 1t remains, nond thelsss, a proebabls
argﬁmﬁnt for aoacluﬁing.tha gued ouid. eghe

If we understand the text in the gecend penss (in

nere is not a demonstration of the gujid eat by appealing

immediately to tie third @xplapation of the gg&;i;g involved

in the demonsbtration of the qgiddity aa_prepesed by Aristotle

in the fouxth oh&gtar.éﬁ A gued ouid est cannot be demanstféted
throwgh a guod guid 6st because, a3 was explained above, there
would be three terms only gecundum ¥ocem. The present method,

in waich a psrdiowlar quiddity is coneludsd from another, is
not demonstrative because it is not the gracéss’deaﬂfibed' | o
in chaptax tﬁ:@as and ﬁv&n if it waxs that prac&as, it wauld
gEi1l not Ve &&monatr@tiva bacauge of en znavitable ggggﬁga
g,zggggg s Yo mattsr how the gulddities arse dlsﬁinguiahad,
ﬁhathex gecundum vogem, or accoﬁdimg 0 tha diffsrent genaxa
af causes, or aogording to the ﬁoﬁes éf daefining (definitise

r guid), one guiddity cennet demonse

dicens quid ve
trate the other. The explanatiocn given in this paragraph
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does not differ much from that of the preceding pavagraph,

but is rather an extension or complation of it.

C

Cajatan's answer to the objeetion that a petitio

L

which invel idated a demonstration must'hava the same effect

on e dialectieal proof ig brief.

2

s+ o ¢ licet petitio =it vitium eppositum utrigue
syllogismo, 6t tgpico, seilicet et demonstrativo: non.
tamen omnis petitio in demonstrativis est petitio in
topieciss quoniam unus intsr lecos topicos est, 2 no-
minis interpretations procadere, quod sl demonstrans
faceret peteret: et similiter sl demonsirans quaerat
B | A guod quid ést, 6t assumat guecd quid esil petit. Dialec-.
75 “ticus aubem non, gquia tot subtilitatibus non vacat
R secundum primam expogitionem modo adductam, atc.

! What constitutos a petitic ﬁripe;g;; for the demonstrator
! may gtill be a valid locus for the dialsciician.

-

1 3 o 3 I i

2

¥he objectien to the sxplanstion given by St. Thomas

(¢) has bean adequately answared in the preceding peragraphs.

Lriefly, taa'presant-disééursa doss aet'$uffiaiently prove

;.4 Guid est of its subdaatg it does aot fermally conclude
the madsx term &g gwggmggﬁgwwﬁﬁ ef tuﬁ ainers- It fails to -

do this b@smuaa An the present precess the major ls net. uha,”Q

l.gak of bhe a;ﬁd?e ‘$erm, as would be required far

such & demenst r§ﬁ$?$~ It is imposaible o presgrve a con-

‘nection of the terms wheraby easch is the quiddity of ihe

) 3

- fellowing; and stili 4o presar#s a gufficient distinctlion

of terms for a da&aﬁstxatiaﬁa' In ths discourse about which

3

we are speaking the major s not the quiddity of the middle-

e O—
[ - J

.
3
S
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3? term becguse the msjor premise ig not in the firsb mode of
fﬁ ' perseitas but in the fourth mﬂdeé in ﬁhia pramisae a>cohvar~
af tible effact is predicated of its proper cuuse. .Unless this |
[ WOre S0y thavprocaés would not bs a prioxrl and conﬁertible,
_ nor cowid both major mnd middle terms be definitions of £h6
L‘ | \, minor. The two defiaitioné, in 59 far as thay arée distinct,
{7 ' \ars related aé ééuge and convertible affect, ard in a cextain

{iway as subject and passion;

quodammodo ut subiestum et passio, quoniam eéx ante-. - -
riori emanat natuxalitgr posterior et per illem fiy neced-~
-" garius et cognescibur.™ L

;VThia ma thod, ag 8t. Thomms §EYS, altncugh it demonsirates that

the major is in the minor, docs not demonstrate that the major

e

antaers thse

aat of the minor.

R P

The feoregoing pages are no more than an attempt to
. | disouss some of thé points which énter eny considaration of

the logical syiiégisﬁ,of 5 definitiona There still remain

& great many wﬁfgﬁjﬁavé'mat,beeﬁ taken up. 'The ‘exact nature
of the dialectical Iocus which snters sush a logical syllogiem
‘hoiid e mord ayecifically aotsruined. s At, permaps, a
figéas'Eéeiébyﬁ§5“§5§é§fffam tﬁdélﬁﬁﬁgﬁﬁ‘iﬁ ﬁfﬁgéf“to the
cause to that which is proper t¢ the effect? The quesﬁiwn

of what kind of demonstration, frém‘ﬁhé 6£E§r'point‘of view,
snters thsAsyllagism has not been expréssly treated., Is it

a demcn&txaticﬂ‘eggunggg g8 or merely guesd nos? On the one

hand the faet that ws can have & caﬁse outaide thae essence
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\ as middle term seems to qualify some of them as demongsirations
LI gecundum sej on the other hand the aonclusion meems to be

f per se nota slnge the pxeéieate in of the xatin of the subject.
i» | Cajatan discusses this point byiefly and seems to placse such ;
?7 | _ d@mmnatr&tiona'ééméﬁhafa‘bétwaen the two axtromes. o

_ Sapiunt enim paturam demensirationis secundum 8@, pPro
tquanto ¢auss aligus est, guars altera causa quae primum
git, insit ultimes et illa cansa non eést de quidditate
gublecti proprie, se ¢uod extransa eésts saplunt autenm
inaturam demenstrationis quopd nos, pro quanto conclugio
et propoaitie pax me nota secundum sej causa enim intrin-
s8ca, a qua sumitur gued quid est, quod it prasdicatum
conclusionis, dtiam in oblique est 46 xatione sublectis
inon solum énim pex se pota ezt ista propositle, homo eal
 substantia cor poree ahimata, ¢he., sed etlam illa, homo
88% 8% corpore et anima, eteg.%®

Another pertinsut queatlion concerns the quiddities whieh
are subjast to a logleal sylloglan. it ig cleasr bha%_lscaggwa. .

subject composed of matter and form, the material definitlen

can be deduced from the formalj but whet gquiddities can be
'manifes%ed from a ¢auge éther than the essenca? A propar

trinaees.

passion can be manifsshed from itg subjeect, & gausa
The nature of brute snimal in gengyal epuld he deduced from .

a}éﬂf@ﬂiti&ﬂf%@ﬂ?§ﬁ§ﬁg,to g@g,§g§3£@3§§h%aiﬂrgﬂx;gxaéga of,

creatures in goneral conld be sylleghsed ia this way mince ,
they are ocrdered %o men,; as ls indigated iﬁ.thaztwanﬁy»ninth
chaptex of the sagomd book of the Coptrs Gentilegs This,
howeveyr weould net be pessible with similar definitions of

man. A definitign a@eerdiag to his snd would suppoge the

forme. Beatitude in the line of yational activity essumss
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| | the rational forme Anything which is what it 1s proptsx f
[ s8ipgum, or which has s dignites prophex ge could not bs ma-

1 nifested inlthié‘way from a gausa sxtrinnacs.

3} ’ The relstion of ‘auod gggg,agg’gg demonsbration.-~Aftey
”i. axplaining the mods of ay;&bg&sﬁi@ preof, Aristotle takes up B
the mathcd of dsmonstrabive proofe-how the gupd guid spt can

be elicited from @ demonstrations Arigtotle will hexe cone

aidex anew the original guestiong, 1.9, whether the quiddity
is dempﬁstrabla and what things are demonstyable. Aftery

examining this procegs, it will %Eiﬁa%ﬁibl@ to compare it

with the previous method snd to give & more preciae explanation

s e Lo
)

of why Aristetle deemed it necegsary to comsider the whole

question ever again. . _

g we . keep in mipd -that the presant invesiigatian cons-.
. thpough .
éemgnstxaﬁ%aug-i* ﬁtllrha'@?Lﬁ@ﬁtwwﬁywﬁx$a$3§%§@@m§t'xixst

gL with -that of the «

cerns the pessibility of knowlng the gued onld aat

compare fhe k%@%l@é&ﬁ oL, sh

nronbexr oguid @@}@hﬁéﬁsﬁhg madium in denonstzation andvtha
/ reason for the goncluglon. A serias of dia%in@tacna will ;
sexve to clarify their intezrelation. He axp&axns fizet that !
just ss we san know that a thing ia such {guis 2at) without
first knowing why it is asuch (proptox guld), so we can know
that a thing exists {(an est) without first kﬁewiag whaﬁ‘it is
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(quid est)e But the opposite is never posaidlej we cannot
know the propter guid or the gujd est without bsfors or at
legat st the same time knowing respeetively the guis est or
the an ast. To seek a quiddity without knowing that it
axiats is to sesk nothing. |

He thaa'@xplains that there arxe tvwo ways in which
we can know that a thing existe without knowing its gquiddity
esmpl@%elyawaithar through a gggwgwgggmgg predicate of it,

9y through gomsthing whioh is essabtial %0 it and by wnich

the egsence is known in pexbt. Horeover, whan we Know that

something exzists {ap_gsi) only through an atcident, all that

wé really know is that the ggeident is. Buch knowledge would

not dispose us 1o investigate the guiddity sinsé %o would

ot sérietly speaking know the zn ok of the quiddity whieh 7
wa would be invemtigating. if, hewaver, we kaow tha axistaaae:
of the gu;ﬁéiuy tﬂxaugﬁ a&ge ﬁsaaﬁtial gax% @f iha# qaiddzty, .

it will be mman eﬁﬁiax tq atbain an a@aqu&@a én¢w1adgs af the &

P NERE P2

sema%bat laagthy digsuaaign af ghe ralaﬁian @f tha-kﬂswaaégé

of a thingb ax&ataﬁea aﬁd af ita quidﬁiﬁy sexvea ta asta~-
bligh the %hﬁsla that in the way in whach Wwo know &Qﬁ& a
thing is, 8o we alse know g@@m it is; gig ;& gmgﬁdg gmgg Q
cognoseendum_gui
dum quid egt.*®
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°{ . : - Cajstan glves an axgellent explanation of what Arigto-

e tle understands by the expression, to know that a thing 1s

?l ' only secundum acaidens. gSegundum accldens must here be taken

51 : in the sense of geeundum aliud wherein the eliuvd must Inoclude
ﬁ‘ _ not only extransous acoidents, but also proper passions, and

ij : even common substantial pr@di@aﬁes.§7 What Arlatotls ﬁeans
13 a knowledge purely aceording %o an accident. He does not
maan $o deny that sn acelident, if‘it is a proper affaaﬁ, will
be preoportioned to 1ts cause and @an:in thig way lead us by
discourse to a knowledge éf‘@ha existence of its subjaci

' through.éemething of its essence, The proesss whioh he himself
desoribes of a?riﬁimg ab a knowledge of en solipse from the
fgilurs of the maan»§0_a&asa a shedow 18 an example of this,

The aacident.e&n.giag.laad us to a knowledge of'agms aa%@r;ygggf‘

subject in a very gonerel way, as desoribed sgaln by Oajetan:

Alio moBo dlsourvendo ab illo acoldesnte, ita qued per
modun suffusionis cognoseatur aliquld subesse, sed quid
- val guale sit 111ud ignotum ralinguabur, slout ex oognisicns
primi motorls cognoso mus. aliquam substantlem lmmaterialam
. et intellectualem, ebe.;-esse, sed guod quld esb illlus
¢ognogssye non Vaiemna, quonism propria essentialla FTeda-
nent ignoba, et sic cognosgsye qula gsb, non agl cognoseers
quia est, nlsl secuniun @gsldens %t grgutive, arguimus sl-
quidem ex hoo 111ud 6888, » o » ¥ | |

. Having explalued these preliminaries, Aristobls applies
them in éxplaining thé ?reaant me@heﬁ;of demanstrgtive proof.
¥hen we kunow through some essenti&l.part>that a thing exists,

we can sometimes alleit an aﬁequ&ta knowledgﬁ of its quiddity
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from a demonstration, Ws uss such a method in elleiting the
~ .
definition of a propsr passion from the propter quid demons-

. tration of the passion of it g proper subjlect. A good oxanple
of this is the demonsbtration of the eclipsa. 1%’9 Gomongtraue
the eolipss or privation of light (major term), of the moon
{minoryterm), by the direot opposition of the earth between

the moon and the sun .[midala. $arsm). The answsr o -ﬁhra. qu@aiﬁian,
"Why does the moon fail?” will be nothing other than the ratio

of the aalspsa. o ssek the propter quid of this eonclusien

is LO‘b}liB@ other than o seek the &gjéws% of the eolipse.
i The zatio of the passion (the solipse) ig assumed as middle
term, 1.8,, 88 the propter guid in a ﬁeﬁmsﬁ%aﬁion of this
| pagsion éf‘its imz@éé.&ta anfl proper s&b;}@ét; "fraé padiun which

shows bthe gragtar gu of the goneclusion is the ratlo defiﬂinwa

of the .ma;}cr term, The men in such a cass must bs a maﬁium ‘

Fth

eisbiwm, a prepey cau e :fcr the iamrem;a of the .paﬁs;m in
ite wb;j%i;. Ix" t.his mean is found, then through it v can

know (a) “ghat the passivn fmmx&es 1n° tha 3\;1»39% {laula at),

(b) why it inh@rﬁa ('r@'ruél, anﬁ alsa what its @ni&ﬁi%y '

)@0

ia (g“gd eqt
if, hm!eever, we know the aelipvs@ t;hrou@h gons other

‘meen than ite proper pauge, en extrinsio ome such a8 the ina~
' bility of the moon to produse a shadow et the tims of the full

meon, then ws know only that the solipse ls (quia est); the
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question atlill remelns, why it.;s, and likewise what it is.
1g 1% beceuss of the opposition of the earth, the turning of
the mbon, or soms other causa? ‘Tha middle term for which we
shall thus be saarching is egeln the gg&ig of the major ex-
treme. In this manlifestation of the qulddity by & demonstra-
tion through the propér seuge the complete definition of the

passlon can bs known; frow the major term, the privatibn of

light, with the addition of the middle, boodamuse of the inter-

th, we have the complete definltion of the

eclipse. It auozher m@dium.As recui«ad ta prove tua medium

ugad in'suah a aaan tr&tion it wiil have to be X rexiquia ra-

bionibug, a phrase which St, Thomas integprets os the dsfiniw
tlons of the minocy t@?m,'wh;ah is the subjeot, snd of obher.
exbringic causes. ln'ihb'pfaseat,aiéﬁgiéfsééh'a gsfinition
would be una‘whiéh would show the natural movement of the moon:

, Quia enim luna es% gorpus natum sle meverl, 1deo PECEB-

88 est_guod sbiicia;ur»sarte tempors %@r“a intsy solem e %

ipsan.? - o foet

_.A move detvalled ﬁigeﬁssi@n er tha definition as suoh. ..

in relatlon to demonsbration will fell-to Bhe next ohapter: .-
%ine@‘thavyxﬁs&xﬁ\@nakaaﬂsiﬁﬁxa_@mre properly the manifestatiom
of the gulddity whioh is signified by the definition. The pre~
sent method, hen, is one hy wbicn tis gmod auid et is Known

by éaing agoapted as t1e propber quid in a demonstration.

| The guod guid est is not demonstrated properly as such bub

i MR

A e
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is manifested throuzh a demoustration in as much ag the medium

of the propter quid demonstration is the guod ouid est.5?

After showing how the guod guid egh of somethings can

be manifested in demonstration, Aristotle concludes this
£ ' .
1 ‘chapter by showlng that this is not possible in all things.

i
&{The distinetion whereby ho shows which guiddities can be ma-
i

nifasted in this way is contsined in the following passages

Bst sutem quorumdem quidem quesdem aliera causa, quo-
rumdan eutem non est., (Definltiones quidem secundum spe=-
ciem factas nullum habent msdlum quo demonstrentur; sed
dafinitiones secundum maeterlam faodse possunt hebere me-
(lldium,) Quere menifestum es% quoniam eorum quas sunt quid

llest, alia quidem sine medlo et prinelpia sunt, quae qula
¢§f$unt at ques guid sunt supponsre oportet, eut alio medo
H

§

{
H

i lmanifesta facers; qued vere arithmetious faclt, et namque
Eigquia s &t unitas supponit, et qula esty sed hebentlium
Wimﬂdium, 8t gquorum eat quaedem altera causa substantles eb

L )

|ipsius esse, est por demonstravionsm {sicug, dletum est)
‘ostendare non quod quid est demongbtrante 8,o9 7

The sschions enclésaﬁ in pér@ﬁthesas 1o nbt found iﬁ'ths

Greak aditﬁaﬁé-&f Aristotle. They are move ?rebably ingdsy~ -
pretations wiloh were added to bls Labin bext. The inherent
‘diffioul tles of the téﬁﬁ téééthér with the ihﬁéﬁﬁretatidn whlch

ih somd way entéred the Labin text have given rise to several

R

ategoront explenations of tha” above pasgazs;

8t. Albert interproted the peragraph in escordance -wlth
the inserted passage whose euthenticity he accepted. The prine

gegundum 8Dg

eipal diffioulty was bo identify the definitlion alen

and the definition gooundum meterjism. The definitions end
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quiddities gliven aocoriing to the specles, il.e., the form,

heve no medium or cguse Lhrough whick they can be demonstrated.

' Those given sccording to the matier can heve @ medium through

wh;ch they are cemonstrated, TFor the formsr beth thé guia eét

~and the guid sst must be supposed and cannot be manifssted

through demonstration. In the cags of the latter, where thera

is sn gltera csusa which 1s causs of the ggge and of the

substance or ¢efinition, the definition can be menifosted

through demonstration. St. Albert qualifies this manifesting

~in the following mannari

v . » o hobentium msdium st demonstratlo:r non Lamen esd
per demonstrationes demonsirantes quod quid est sacundum
quod quld est,. sed demonsirat simpligsm.inh&arantiam,rei,
et quod diffinitio sit in diffinito., % .

‘¥hat is properly aamﬁésﬁﬁaﬁad is net th guéﬂ'a&iﬂ a8t

ecsmmanOamat e

a8 gueh but enly the inheyrenge af $he $hing., The dafinlsion

is only elicited from the demonstretion, He th@ﬁ brlefly

identiTisa the éefiﬁitiﬁasfaaaérﬂiﬁg to the syﬁeiss and the
ﬁaﬁtgrmasighgga;hy ﬁbﬁ~f&rﬁal gause whish is tha“apaai@s of
the mabtber, and -by:the material sause of the thing.

Ve e -GLfFinisio data pecundum gpsclenm est diffinisio -
data seoundum formem qued ¢4t speoies matsyise, et est gausa
ajus, quod pateria est talls vel tallst: 8% ideo quodemmodd
est causa materias et demonsbrationis. #a autem quaese data
est secundum maberism, proprie est ille guee concernlt
mateg%am in qua est causa ipsius quod giffinitur materia~
liss - : - ' '

. St Albert then devetes a whole chapter to the dubltatio

Antiguorum as to.which definition is gecundum gpaciem and which

e s SRAR
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gooundun mabt=sriam, XHe arrives &t a sblutionvfirst of all in

terms of the demonstratio potissima in which a passion is de~
monstrated of its subjeet through the definition of the passio
giving the guld end proplar qg&&«ﬁﬁ The definition gesundum
spaciem would battha definition af-ﬁh@ subjeet;

« o » 8% dloitur seaeundum f ormam dals, 60 quod dabur.
d@ re in fsrma gpooifica oonesituba quan ad formem determi-

nat o7
Both the quiz egt end ﬁha quid eat of the subject must be
prssuppésaé,vand ita definition neither demonairates nor)ia
it demonstrated; ,  ﬁ,'L,V | |

¢ Prima argo formallis aif;initio sub jeetl ast sieut ds-
mnnstratienie‘prineipium, neg¢ dsmongirans nes demonstrata,58

The ﬁafinition sﬁcand;uwmatariam.@muld ba the definitlen
of the passion, guis est rel culus sgh ssse in wateris anbgeata
guas egt csusa et prinsipium dpsiu PP ugnis derinition may
glve only the gaid of the F&s§ion, a logiesl dafinition which

is s eonclusion in a demonstration; or it may give ths guld
and propier quid,.envering the demonstration as gatio of the

major torn end ag-gausy in the minor propositions:

‘fuen” exbending the notlon P Aehowstration to include

‘not only the demonstratio pobigsima bub any demonstration, he '

gshows how we dan also @peak of a dafinition sscundum . gpeociom

snd a definition seean&am.ma%eriém-with respact to the Hwofold

definition of a subject, L.e., the formel and the material

definition; the formsl definition of the subject can be used

T A T T 2 Y ey a, N A W e Y T
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to demonstrate the material definitlon, but not the proper
passions. . St. Albort summarizes these different kinds of

definition in a coneluding paregrapht

Est ergo alffinitio, ut principium dewonatratlionen
non ingrediens: et diffinitio ut conclusio, gquas ast
naterialis subjeetl diffinltlo, et formalis pagsionis
dicens quid: et est diffinitio ut medium demonstrationis,

et haeo duplex, formalis saillcet subjfeotl, eb alla pese-
glonis quae dicit e+ quid e% propver quid, il;g enin in
se ooncernit pessionis esssntiale prinelplum.®

8t, Thomas devotes the first pard of lesson elght to

" determining which quiddities can be menifested in a demonstra-

tlon end which must be a@ééyﬁéd’és {mmediate prineiples or
manifastéd in sos other‘way than ﬁy demongdration suéh as
throughlan‘effect or by somethling similar. ln:doing ihis he
conslders three explanations of Arlstotle's statement thab
some things 4o not have oy sltera caupa.5l The first expla-
netion would limit such things to whatever Ag&g}lmiﬁér 8t
abgsoluts hes no sausge of 1ts Eeing.: Only God would have no

guga in this senge, Suchk an explenatlon, howaver,

1s ruled out §y«§h§.vary'fa$$ shat Aristotle here apseks
of a pl@gali;yggi things and‘nét of just one.

© Another interpretation would ba according to the foup
genera of ceuses, each of which ls in a aar@aiﬁ way the cause
of the following cause, as was explained sbove in the case
of the'logiagl syllogism of the essence. The definition by

the end, the gsuss causarum, would be ultimate in such en

order and lndemonstrable by a prior sause, Nor could we
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arrive at another definition frnmvths dafinition by the mat-

tar, To accomodate this interpretation to the text concerning

the definitions secundum specienm et seoundum materiam, a text
which St, Thomag rscogniged as not auvbhentio, some authors

say that the guperior osuse 18 always formal in respect o

~the inferior.

A fhird way of in@arpreting the paasag@ ‘'is one in ac¢-

gord with the example Prom arithmetle ziven by Aristotle.

‘The things which have no other cause sre those which have no

fpricr cauge in the genug subljootum of a partioular selence.

For such a subject both the gula end the guld est must be

auppesaa.ﬁg

In hisg eommﬂntar;_cauazan in%@rpreté this passage in

a manner similep to ths third inharp retation given by St. Thc~

mag, He appcaes the qui@éizieg of the sub jact anﬁ of ths

propar pa@sians. Only the 1atter can ‘be manifested in a

d@m@nsuﬁa%ieﬂ or alicitaa fr@m @me, The exposition giveﬁ

by Sylvesﬁer maLrus inﬁi@aﬁ@s a avmilar inﬁarpretatiaa.éﬁ
Gajesan raisaa a quws%ian m%iﬂh thfaws m&eh lignt @ﬁwf

this paragraph. &hy ean th@ Emgmm$m£§ est ef a passion and

not that of a subjeet be known éhrough dem@n&ﬁr&tion? It

both can be used B8 maéium,ﬁgth should be knowsble through

demonstradion. There are ssvaral passages whers St. Thomas

indicatss that the quiddity of the subjeat san bs ussed es
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| niddle term; therefors it should be knowebls through demonstra-
| | tion. Sven granting that only the pasaion and 1ts guod gquid
ggg,haye an gltere causa, how ocan we eonclude from this theb

[j 'cnly the guod quld egl of a passieh san be menifested in de-

r '
[ nonstration. We say that this guiddity is manifesited not as

sonclusion but by being tsken a8 proplsry qﬁia., but the

quod quid est of a subjsot can algo be talken as propiter quid.

"TT Nevertheless, ascording to Arlstotls only the guod guid sgt
which has a medium can bs manifest&d through dsmonstratlion.
_To sngwer this gquastion it will be n@cesaary to atsrt

immpdiately with the firgt distinction mede by Aristotia,

guorumdam,qaiéeﬁ_gggﬁa&m‘alﬁ@gg,éagsaf-guaramdam aubten non 68k,

This is a distinction not of the guod guid esgt but directly of
the things themselves. The gslfera csusa 1s a cause other than

the substance of the thing. Some things have a oauss other

. then their gssence, others do not. The gsse of sous thinga

is cansad vy & gause au%siﬁe %u@ir own asaanae; @thar things _
‘have a8 cause ﬂnly thair'ﬁﬁn e@&&nee‘ -

”ha w@@bﬂﬁ ﬂietiﬁa%ien ?ﬁ?@?é p?apaxiy %a ﬁhe g- g id
qggw«semﬁ quiééitias heve a meﬁium, WheTSEs othmra do nots.
This~distinationn follows nacessarily on the Tirss, for if
a thing's gsse is,caussd'by a oauss outside its essence, the

asssnce nust likewise bs caused. Conmaguently, sinca the

gause éf the gésa and of the esgence is the game, the

, .
S T, -
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guod guld est must have a medlium,

The subject, then, will laock a gsuga exbransa elither

slmpliciter or In that perticular sclence, that ls, a cause

other than its essence per quam demonstrari possit ipsum

ease.@“ Any a priorl sclence supposes the 8882 and the

quod guid esy of its subjJect. Thersfore, both the guod guid

ggt of the subject and its ggsg lack a msﬁium; /

A passlon, however, must have a gauga exiranea and such

a one as will enter its oomplets definitlon., This definition

is neQassarilyﬁggg,ﬁéﬁgﬁﬁmantum.»,ln”this,way,tha essanoe of

the passion has a causs other then the essenos and the gyod
'guid ept hes a medium. This 18 apgarent,frém the example of

the aolipse given above.

Cajaten's explanaslon of the respective relations of e

subjecs and passion to dsmonstration will help o bring out

the sbovs polnts mors olsarly.

ey » aliter se nabeat ad demansératiénam sublsctum,
at aliter passle: sublectum enlm non est 1d quod demong-
tratur, ssd f8 quo demonstratur, passlo vero est 1d quod

 demonsirafur, 6% congsguentar oum osuga pagsionis et slus

quidditatis §i% eaden, 81 vere dobeah demensirarl passio,
oportet ipsius passionis essentiame seu quidditetis propriam
cousam pro medium agsumere, et slo oum pey propriam ¢ausam
rel cognitlo sufficientar habsabur, lpsa quidditas pasglo-
nis ex sell processu slucesclit, et non solum ipsa quiddivas,
sed et tota diffinitio eiusdem ex tali dewonsiratione in-
noteseit, quoniam csusa illa ocum sit propria, est illud
additum qued diffinitionem passionis complet. Bx vi exrgo
demonstrationis propter quid habetur quod siug essontia
causatur a medlo, quod diffinivionem eius complat, etoj
horum eutem nihil subiecto convenit.®
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The causs of the passion 18 the middle term in demonstreting
the passion of {ts subject; this oause_must likewise anter
the definition ofhtha pagsios This 1s not trus, howsver, of
the subject. In smswering moreldirectly the original question,

it alould be pointed out that the gued quid est of the passlon

is ¥xnown and is menlfesgted through de onatratign, properly

ex vi demonstrationis; 1t is known not’ simply from baing

used as a modium but in the manner expiainqd above., The

quod quid est of the subjsot is not known in this way ex ex vi

damsnstiatienia but is prasupnosed to the demonstration.
In this s@acna medhod of arr1V¢ng at tua quiﬁai»y 7

Aristotle manifests the ralation‘af the guod quid est to ds-

manstratien. To do this he takes tbe prinsipal aamgnstra*ioa,

ths dumeastrasio_haﬁiﬂaima in which the passion 1s ﬁemenstraﬁsd

of its subject, and shows how certaln quiéﬁiﬁAéﬁ are manifested
through it and.muat be known in this Yoy way. These are

the quiaﬁitias whaea balng is aausad by a causs cutaide their
essence--the meﬁi&ﬂﬁﬁa in the eaursa of explaining this
saeand matbod &riﬁtotla arri?as &b thﬁ answer to the questions

presasnted in ohepter seven, In %nis seetieu heo @etaxm&nas
pfopa?ly spaaLing the relation of the guod auid agt to 6@»"“

- monstration; in the following chapter he will determine the

relation of tle definition es such to demonstration and the

nagure of definitlon a2 manifesting the guod quid est. This

will aom@late the response to the guzstions.

4
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The solution to the diffioulties is found already in
the prelimlnary distinctions whish introduce the explanation

of the sscond method of arriving at the guod quid est, that

is, the way of demonstrative proof. The original difficulty

about the quod guid est centersd on the apparent impossibili-

ty of knowing both guid st end guia est by the seme de-
monstrations These dlstinetions show thet both can be known
through the same demonstraiion but in different ways; the
guls esh ls known as conclusion, the guid est 88 medium,

One - d&istinotion shows that the quod quid o8t can be manifested -

in this way only when the pgogter guld is a proper medium;
otherwisge the . quiddity'will be known only inecmpletely. Another
gomparsa tha guié egt and gula es* with refarsnes o0 the DOSa -
sibility of kn@wing one prior to tbe auhar. Since these
distinctlions do notgo against the arguments advanced in chay»"
taxr éavan, kristotle dces nob have te.raaol?e them, The

snswers glven hers grant, f@r eaample, that a dam&nstr&%ian

eanalaéea proparly aaly th@ guia asg 86"

i iy R
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Having determined in the eighth chepter the relation of the
quod guid est to demonstration, Arlstotle proceeds in the ninth

shapter to determine fermaily‘tha ralation of the dafinition

ag such to demonstration, He first ssts off the definitio
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guid rel from the definitio quid nominis., He agsumes inme -

diately that a definition taken hers in its strict sense,

is a ratio whicﬁ gignifiss the cuod quid eat, If we resﬁriot

tha m@aning of the term in this way, then only a ratio which
aignifias a qulddlty through somsthing properly of th@ quid-
dilty can be called & dafinition. If there were no other way
of signifying a thing than by'auéh a definition, waléoﬁld
not know ghat a thing 1a without knowing gggg,it la. W do

find, howsver, another ratlo of the thing besldes the defl-
aition. It corresponds to what is ¢alled the definitio quid

pominis: Such a pagio would give only the signification of
{\fhe neme, or it might be-a ratio of the thing 3%self but dif-
l foring from the strict definition in that it signifies not
iéna guiddit&_itsglf b#t rather an scoldent of i, To look
for the complete guod guid est or definition we must £1rst know

that the thing ls through a nominal definition end preferably

through a ﬁefiniiimn by some pardt of 1ts sssence, As was
explained abo#a;wﬁnly thé la%ﬁéf.kiﬂd'af &%fini%ian gives
strioet. agsurﬁnsa af a thing's sgisa@aoa,;,;;rv ‘
Another faa%a4 which distinguishas the ?a*ia signlfy;ng
ﬁ the guld est from that signifying_%ha guid gcminla is the way
igpﬁpieh they exe one. The latter is one only by a conjunstlon

arsmrnaney
s et ST

of terms, whereas bthe former 18 one in as much as it slgnifiass

RS——

‘an essence formally es ons. This paiﬂt will bs explained st

t

T T S R T

" greatsr lengbth in comneotlon with the seventh book of the Metaphygisg.!
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‘There isg another kind of definltlon whioh is defined as

a ratio manifestans propter quid. This kind of definition

expresses the cause formally es osuse. An axample would be,

fonitruum esb prepter hog guod 1Pn15 extin uitur in nubae.

St, Thomes calls 1%, quasi demonatratio qusedam lpsius quod

quid esty it differs frmm a demonstratton only by the order

of terms and propositions, He also compares it to a continucus.

deponstration:

¢ v e sign;fiaatur per modum demonstrationis coatlnuas,
14 ast non distincbae per diversas propesiuiag%5° acclpluntur
tamen continue omnes fermini demonsbrationis.’ o 7

The definition which merely signifiss the guod guld est
without demonstrating it could be stated in this way: sonus
Il igais exbingtl in nubibus. It signifies the same raslo as

[ the former but in snother manner, in the spseifiec mennay of

a dafinition, If, however, we stats 1t slnply dn this way:

gonltruum est sonus in nubi bus,vao'mén%icn made of the
f@x?inat;o ig ’ wa ahall have a aefinltion sig ifvinﬂ the
quid st 1naamg;e%gLy and only a3 the, aanclusicn of a de«
v‘mﬁﬂ&%f&ﬁiQﬁg .To signify the gggwwguid est perfeaﬁiy, 1% must
be completed by 1ts preper gause, Sﬁ,jélﬁert:rafars to 1%

R haovay,

as a loglcel definition of the passien.ﬁg It 1s what 18 de-

A e v

’mcnstrata& but doas ot itsslf éamamsﬁraﬁe.
h-%____

In summary wa may say that fhsra are three kinds gf

definition in ralaﬁien to demonstraﬁion: the first kind is
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the indemonstrabla ratio of the quiddity of those things which

heve no gausa extranea. These ere definitions of thingse which

: N
are what they arc propter seipsas, for example, the definitlon

* of men, animal rationale, the principle from whioh are de-

monstrated his proper passions., Another kind iIs 1like the

syllogiasm which Gemonstrates the guod guld est, and differs

from it only gasu, that is, acocording tb'tha diverse accap-

‘tance of the torws. - This kind includes both the definition

BERAGIIRY Ay

propter quid, and the complete definition of the guod quid est

when 1t is not an jnmedistum. These ara dofinitions of thoss
things which are what thay'are'grmutgz;eauggg and whioh
sxpraess this cause. A third kind only sigai@igg'tha gquod guldA

est and 1s as the conolusion of a demongtration; it signifiss

the_guiddity only 1neampiets}y.

It is wuith noting that in this ehapter the comparison
betwean definition and demonstrabion 1s egain mede in terms
of the demonstratio otissima, &9 the exauples glven by Aris-
totle as well as the gummaries with wﬁiqh\ha ﬁa?minaxes‘ﬁhis -

ohepter indicate. It ssems, howsver, thaet we can understand

goms of the statements ragarding a éefinitiqn ag differing

from a demonstration only by the position of the terms, 1n

a brosder sense, somewhat parallel to the brosder interpre-

tation which might bs given to the passage at the end of

§ chapté?Jgigﬁ%mz§§“g§5:é§).69 In this way a definition whieh
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" lwould include a virtual progegsus from a superior cause to !

| an inferior ons could be called a demongtratio pogiticne

{

i| aiffersns. Buch an interpretation weuld embrace the numsrous - S
[ . . N
references Yo this thesis together with the ‘examples found

in other works of St. Thamﬂa.7o Many of these examplss do

;gnot fall undsy the Gomonstretio potissima. Such an interpre-

;| tation will inoluds those cases whers another dafinition of

fithe subject is dirsctly concluded and predicated of the

1)
gasubjeot in the concluslon.

-




rl | - | o CHAPPER IV

THE MIDDIE TERK~-DEFINITION OF THE SUBJECT CR OF THE PASSION

An intereating question arises at this point. ~Is the

' i
~t middle term in a demongtyation the dafinition of ths subject, ’f
fﬁ .the pasalon, or both? The demonatration in question ls the

demonstretic potissimas, 9., the demonstretion which is firat
ia any socisnce, sither abgsolutely firat, or first with refs-

ransé to a given subjéet of that scienca, Sueh a demonstrsiion ' 3

is fizrst acecording to the nature of tna thing iteself; it is ¥

|
B e e

faxat in thse prder of m@&@ﬂﬁ;ﬁianwwtﬁe foundation of all auccseo
; dlng damanatratzans, and ultimnete in inéraédér of r@salution i
. for the demons trationa @f.p@a%afier pagsions will be regolved
inte it ThaAgﬁghlam soncexns principally ths demonstration
which is sbeolutely first for us, the ope in which a pésaienf

is proved of its immediate subject. Whexs the second passion
E;?nd not the first is proved of ils subjsst, i% is rsadily

j granted that the cause and therefore the mean 1a.tha fizxst
pa@ﬁieéa But ia yxﬁviug the firsd Qaaai@n, 48 ths ﬁafimiﬁinn

of the pagaiem auifigiam to esnat;mta the maan, oy is tha

ﬁefiaitian ef %ha amb;eat ir?alv@é, &nd EYe 803 how aaaa it

'ant@r? In diaeuaaing this question we shall follow gubstane
tially.sagetaﬂ{s ﬁx@aﬁmﬁnﬁ of the pxablem‘zn the texts to which
rafarence will ba mada. '

Some men such ag Giles of Rome defand an impossible ) .

position, mainteining that the definitien of the subjeot in
39
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no way anters the mesn Iin such a demonmtration, and that at

the most 1t is anmexed to the mean. The subjsot, however,

as propex cause of the passion cannot be ruled out of the

mean. His conclusien, ascerding te whioh it should be pos- :

sible to demonatysate the psssions of the subjectivs parta }
of a science dir@ct;y f?cm the passions of the principal ‘ i
gubje@t, lay Thomism open to an agé old attack, ths acou-~ | |
sation that it is all & series of deductions with no regaxd

for experience. It ia evident from the oxder of the itreatismes
of Aristotle, on tho othex hand, that in demonatrating we
mug ¥ préeeed from the sgsence of each éubgaetive paYt in a

distinct ¢hapter. Eaah tract begins &n@w evan ffom the

e P AT T o -

question, zn_gg 3 wltﬂ respest to the patticular auhg@@t it g
treats. | ' :
To deteyming St., Thomas's position we my appeal %o

soma af the fallawiﬁg taxts in tha FPpastayiorx Analytiés.' In ,

’; in damanatraﬁian, he writeaz

diacussing tﬁe

' ' s e m@éium ont éafingtie m@iexis extremitatis. %i
inda ast ngd amnﬁs a&iegtiaa fimnt per dafinitimnam.

'Thaxs axs &th@r zaxta Hﬁé@h sy@aiiie&l&§ iééi&dé %ha ésfi«

=«,:.-»

nltien of thﬂ %abgagt;

s » o @K dafin&tiane gubiactl ot p&&sicnis gumatuz - (i
medivm demongtrationis.’ T

. o o Opprtet concluderse pagsionem de sublecto peér
definitionem passionis, et ulterius definitionsm pasge g2
gienig soncludere de publegto per definitionam subjecti. 3A, ,
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%e gan interpret these two texts in two ways according as we

consider the definition of the pmssion to be a definition

- diseng guid tenbum or a definition Q;ggng'gg;gmeg pronpter quide.

One way would bYe for the firat pansion to v demonstrated
through the dafinitian of the passion digens auid tantum;
this definition would be demonstrated, thereupon, by the deQ
finitien of the gubjectu in this pree@sé the szan would be
maltiplied.

Another way, favored by Cajetsn as more in harmony

with Axiﬁtotle and &t Themas 1s ths fellawinge

, Allus sensus 88t quod p&asio pogterior demongtretur

per suam diffinitionem dicentem quid et propier quid:

ac pexr hoc demonstyrstur per priorem pessionem quas in

gius diffinitione cadit ut ocausa, sicut sclipsis demonstra-
tur per interpositlonsm terrag: cum autem deventunm fuszit |
ad primsm pagsionenm, illa desmogstretury psy diffinitionam 7+
subiegtl et pagsionls simuls @x eis enim integratur dife-
finitlo dicens quid ¢t propter quid primae passionis,
queniam, ut infra probabltur, quod quid est subisoti eat
proprium proptex quid fes§5atu primad passionis} ate—awibem
demgng-drende-prinam-pausies -sagstonds; =ic suitem de-
mongtrando primem pasy “gemg princlpalem léocum tenet quod
quid est gublesgtl, quoniam ipsius vatione medivm 1llud
cmnt%get prap@ex quid 4 eﬂt al%era ea&sa pasaiehis,

1

In ardex tna$ thﬁ maen @f ths @”mgwﬁ?%;_uhp;4;;u_::ﬁ¢

include the hropkar «ﬁ,;:ef th@ gassi@n, At mnat incluﬁe &he

definition of tha aubjsct tsg@ther with tha gg;g af the paasion.
It will bring tegethar the yzo}er canges af tha rasaicn a3

- reguired for this d%monstza?ienmwﬁhe fﬁrmal, material, and

afficient causesi

R
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» o o Torpalem quidem rationsm diffinitionis dicentis
~guid, materialem autem et efficientem rationem quag guid
est subjecti, a quo in seipso emanat passioc, atc.
This iz in full agreement with the position of 5te Albexrt. o
‘The definition of the subject can, however, by itself
be accapted as the éaaﬁ since the.aubjaet ia the proper Gause
and a sufficient mean to demonstrate the propex passion., SJuch |
a proof would be qualif ied as potisgine sinca it is first
glmpliciter iﬁ the order of composition sand ultimets in the
oxdar of regolutlon. The former method of preof, arguing :

from the formal and ocausal definition of the pagasion, can.be

called potisaima from another point of view since it assembles

all the genera of causes from whiah %h@ regsion depends.

8t. Albert distinguishes iha two proofs in the following
paragraphi ' ’
« o o omnin pabsic completa 6t ut essentia completa
accepta, demeunstrabtur 48 aliquo slbl proprio subjectos
et hoo sempey demomntrabur per diffinitiencm propriam,
a8 conosznit subjectum, ot diclt quid et propisr quid.
Quandeo autem egt passlo non per 89, sed in subjecto accepta
ut ons incompletums hseo (quia jinter subjectum ut orta 77
48 dipso acei@&ﬁux)"ﬁar*ﬁiffinitiaaam-gabjaeti damonatratur .«
If‘the~ﬁ@séian’iér%akéﬂ’ﬁgfﬁ'éa&plétﬁ saance it is demonstrated
through its defiritidu Wiving the tiid snd uypopter auids if -
taken &8 an incomplete being, it is demonstrated through the
dafinition of tha‘sdbgaata In the same chapter we alaso find
a prasiaa"explana%i@n of why the definition of tha,péssian mugt

b8 the mean.




