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" Jean,Loglca.Il @& Poquedyartils O T SlgersC e Brabant,dc
nFundamentum conclusionis.." - e e

La-thtse (voird sielle est'pgrtagée PR _ — e
par.SdaréZ)?qui_nieune~l!un1versélité o R
soit représentée dans la species;en tant | \ e
que celle~ci émane de l’intellect agent, : L SR
et avant tout acte de connaissance de l’intellect possible: |
cette thése est.une these avérroiste.Du moins on la rencontre
expréssément dans Siger de Brabant (De aeternikate Mundi,in.
Mandonnet,p.76 sv-et p.41,1.23). . ' ‘

I1 s’agit en somme de savoir d’oh vient 1’unité (unitas
praecisionis). de 1’universel.Deux hypothéses,en dehors de
la vraie: .. -

a) ou bien 1l’unitas praecisionis se trouve a parte rei:
platonisme,scctisme. . ' '

b) ou bien l’unitas praecisionis est le fait de l’acte
de connaiscance posé par l’intellect possible.

Pour éviter la thése platonicienne,Siger tombe dans la
seconde.Mais il suit de celle-ci que l’intellect,dans llacte-
méme de connaissance,fait une unité qui n’était point donnée
dans 1’objet tel qu’il est représenté par la species émanant
de 1l’intellect agent.Cela n’est pas loin de Kant.C? en est
méme tout prés.Pour Kant,ce qui est donné a 1l’entendement,
est de soi,multiplicité puresextension et dispersion dans _
1’espace et dans le temps.BEt 1’entendement,en appliquant les
catégories sur ce divers,en fait une nnité objective. :

L?aveeroiste veut .tellement s?éloigner de Platon,aie
PEERLABGABAVEEERRERERBASEL 11 Vveul tellement que toute
réalité soit singulilre,gue celle-ci doit exclure de soi
tout ce qui caractérise l’universel coume tel.Tout ce qui
appartient & l’universel comme tel est donc,conclut-il,
le fait de l’acte de connaissance.ll applique . ici de travers
le grand principe:l’intelligence En acte et 1l’intelligible
en acte ne font qu’un.Donc,puisque 1’universel ne se rencontre
que dans 1’intelligence,c’est du fait méme de l’acte de
connaiscance que l’universel est ce qu’il est.Il n’est
sucunement universel avant d’étre unp &éavec 1’intelligence.Il
n’y a rien de 1’universel avant l’acte de connais:ance.

Et par 1a 1l’on s’éloigne beaucoup plus de Platon,semble-t-il.
ais l’averroisme aboutit alors au nominalisme.La réalité

esttellement singulidre que 1l’on ne peut plus discerner

en elle,une patura secundum ge,qui n’est,ggcundunm se,

nec una nec plures.lLa nature des choses exige gecundum se

d’3tre multipliée en singuliers.Voir Siger:"Utrum haec sit

vera:'homo est animal',nullo homine existente?"(Mandonnet,

op.cit.p.49 sv),ou il éderit ceci:"si igitur,ablatis individuis, _

aufferantur ea sine -quibus non potest esse natura humana, '

aufferetur et ipsa natura humana". Otez les indivia s,

vous stez la nature.Donc,natura secundum se non potesi esse

nisi plures. A _ -

Dgstinguons:si l’on\ﬁte les individus,on”dte la nature
quant & son existence péélle,concedojquant auxpridicals
qui la congtituent secundum se,nego.Car,la natura secundumse
sumpta n’exige pas d’exister réellement,

% 11 g’ensuit de la dootrine averroiste,que la connaissance
en faisant un unité de ce qui de soi est multiple,n’est pas
objective.Il y a orposition entre 1’intelligence et l’&tre;

%t
ey

poraoe
G e




le moi et le non-moi,comme ils diront plus tard.Idéalisme.
Les concepts-en:.tant: qu'universels ne représentent pas les
natures des:choses,parce -que. l’on.reaette\ce ‘moyén. terme
entre la nature singuliére et la nature: universelle,qul est
la pature secundum sSe.nec una nec. plures. Et: pdﬁr ne pas
géparer. les formes et.les essences du” réel,on en’ sét
1’intelligence. - : 3 + Tans F "

Pour mieux. echapper é Platon,qui pensait que l’essence
peut subsister sans. les individus,parce que ceux-8i-~
n’appartiennent pas & la.constitution. de.l)essence,les.
averroistes diront:le gontraire: l’essence ne'peut subsister
sans les individus,donc les.individus: sont. exigés pe :
1’essence (Siger,in: Mandonnet,op,eitnp 50,1, ) JMals,
ils. partent ensemble d’un,méme- .principe, commun{mm,gb

Tout ce:qui:est exigé par la sub81stence et

1l’existence de 1l’essence est contenu dans l’essence.

Sous cette majeure :c
T GhTu oo Cmndg 170 g aritd f
. . . i ..f.';“ ag ‘Ir\‘.
- le platonicien Lmadil v oa o add gt ;ste
. - ,'-_~ (’A: 1—’7(‘11, :'- ;; ,.-."' f "»’ ,)_,}‘ t‘-a r—
Or aucun indlvidu«n!est
"inscrlt dans l’esaence

de la- “xaturs Q“HQQLm ae

,dbar.-la; ‘subsistence et

’._
R R
Cis e

Donc aucun 1n<1 v1dr n’est g arizlincticn enitre bat

exigé par la subsistence Doncyles individis somt .
et par l'eﬂ.stence~de l'essencel,n insonitsidanqvl’egggpgg.-

S 1 CITa. SecnnNm. satomn 1

: Les. conséquences ‘sont bonnes estrea dan dan Cle“a“ﬁ
syllogime platonicien;en Barbara dans celui des'f““ :
averroites. - Les mineures gont vraies.. - Les. conclusions .
sont fausses. - Donc,il faut nier la majeure,

~ Pour nier la majeure,il faut distinguer la natura
gsecundum ge- et le status naturae.lLa.natura secundum se
n’exige que les prédicats’ consititifs. de.cette, nature,
Or gucun des prédicats. .appartenant. A un: quelconque ‘8tatus
naturae n’est constitutif:de cette.nature. RursuSyla T
subsictence. et.l’existence de.la: nature en.. concernenx le
- status.Doncytout, ce qui est: exlgé -pour ‘la guBsistence“et
pour 1l’exi stence. d'une nature n’egt pas contenu“dans
l’escence. LT e .

;u”_~1«x~»=q—q

.mk) ’»3‘

Siger....qpla illa (scll.res slgnificata~parmterm1num
’communem&) médum’ secundum: quem signiflcatur abstracte
“ab indl viduantibus principiis:non habet.in; esaendo,sed b
solum apust:intellectum."’ (:.in Mandonnet,ep.cit.p.éZ,l.lQ)f
' Vreiymais insuffisant:la "natura intellecta ol T
31gnificata" n’existe pas sous l’état d’abstraction, ::;
‘a-parte rei.Mais,autre chose .est. qu’ elle. n’exigte, que V'ﬂap+
comme singuliére et autra -chose ‘qu’elle existe et soit . =
sktnguliére secundum ‘ge ‘et par: 17 exigence:des: seuls: <o la
prédicats qui la constituent &&-secundum’ sei0r,gegcundum se,
la nature n’exigg et ne revendique ni l’état de singularité
ni 1’état d’abstraction et''d’universalité.Il. nl’y a-pas:
de debitum.Pas plus que la nature pure n’exige la justice
originelle.Les jansénistes transposeront,en cette matiére,
la mgeure ‘commune aux platoniciens:et ‘d@ux - averroistes.
Et c’est Voltaire qui aura-redison- dontre Pascalsiiuz,
"A ne raisonner qu’en philosophe,j’ose direiqu?iliy>a bien
de l’orguell et de la témérlté é prétendre Que par notre

N ~J.Lt/\.-3.!."‘3uu ,.)“"

sy g
el

:; el T r'-"”w:..\'r\r\-'--:A
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iaqOr,les £n§3v1dLa gont exigés

wgppr l’exlstence de l’essence..
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nature,nous devons étre mieux que nous ne sommes. " &
(Remarques' sur .les . Pensées:de M Pascaly28)e @ va,ma. s .o
"Il est sir par-:laifol et.par Hetre révélation,que nous
somies -tombés;mais rien ri*est moins manifeste-par:lar ..
raison:car.je:voudrais:bien savoircsi.Dieu:ne ‘pouvait. sans
déroger & sa justice:créer l’homme:tel.qulil-est SRS
aujourd’hui?. .. Quiivous a'ditique .Dieu:vous. en.devait
davantage? (ibid.29)s & DO pmcl s SONGL TR Po.arersiios

. ..I1 est.vral: que Votaire-exagére:un.peu.lLa ;position:ma
de st.Thomas -est plus fine et.plus. sage:le:.péché:originel.
ne peut pas:8tre:démontré:par:la raison:naturelle.Mais: .n

les malheurs:de llhumanité:et: gon:état actuelypermetient, .

fentul

de conclure-avec une:certaine probabilité a dakeal RBRHDEDRA
& une certaine ‘catastrophestiinns -

g meny ~y .

.. =8*¥11in’y-a.plus.demoyen terme de: la Mipnatura secundum se" ¢
entre la nature:dans:l’état:de: singularitéet la-naturerumaeninic
dans:1?état .d’abstractionyil y:a comtradiction,entresz i S
la natura-a parteszrei-et larnatura a:parte -mentis,fuit
¥ais:pour les -averroistesyla-nature,de goi,exige lacuol
multiplication-dans-les:singuliers,de. méme .que;pour: Platon
elle exige,de. sol,y12 état d?abstractioniils: ‘coéyi,enggp: S,
dans: la.méme: ignorance’de la~distinction:entre .paturesiw;..
et état.- Tt T T SerAinTai. & )
--..8i*lainature secundum:se-exige 12état. d’individi ation,
16 fait d’abstraire:contredit:-la-natura secundum seson voit
mal le réle de.l’intellectiagent:dans-la-philosophie
averrolstes el annis separis opEre en lal.’

s -t

g %Y i o L e e B

-

Amiﬁm~ L) : W-_-ﬁ ced U I
. "Sed-qualiter tunc.debeat intelligi: quod.scientia :
est qualitas de.prima.specie qualitatis,in:.prédicamentis,
vigiles. et studeas.atque: legas.ut,ex hoc. dubio: tibi: {rori-
remsnente exciteris.ad studendum. et legendum,cum vivere -
ine: i gepuliural il -

W

?;gg 1itperis mors sit et vilis. bominig
Siger,in.landonnet,op. cil.ps 1155118 . o Jzus ieran
=70 commentear:avec l"Epistola;de Intellectul. dlAverroes
(fragment. dans Renan,Averrods. et l’averroisme,p.465-673,-

La fin de la matiére premidre,dit.-le:Commentator,est - )

de -se -coggoi'ndre: par l’homme-et en-lui ,& l’intelligence .
séparée. est le complément et le couronnement du monde et
de 1’homme,complément logé par le créateur dans la puissance

de la matiére premieére. ,
En ‘quoi: 11’ faut noter deux.chosesi que .la .fin. .de .l’homme
est-le complément. de, lu&—mé,me et du_ monde %gecéuronnement
‘on y. atieint;par.l’etude,ypar.- a science eBeeg, ™ " T
~ .7 . Le premier, point n’est }pa."sji.tQ_ta@;;;ment,;;,e_;l:p_lg;;éu de la
- doctrine -scotiste. AesAIINLARDARARE. SUr” Le WotLL de; heidils
. 1’Incarnatiome i -, Tue ol et A e S
- . Les deuxgensgnble;appériiénHEQtfégla;déggpgtiOn“déf
1 hUMENLEME. - it b St SRR e TR
" Noter .encore qu’Averroés et une sorte ¢’mxggence
dans la matidre premiére & ?11",ég§r.dl,,si‘e.;fc,é"f;‘gmi:ggq;mmgénﬂ,
de. cette.conjonction avec J,?g'int;ellect""‘s'ép‘a‘.ré:"'D'e" meme,
que les essences matérielles exigent ‘secundum se les

indivicus.Debitum, - R , o L
Et que c’est 1’gpération meme de 1’intellect séparé’™
qui est ainsi-la:fin -de 1l’honme,puigque cette Q%cg,jﬁggcg;on‘*

.
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n’est pas une.informati Jame i :
fﬁit.tgev.l’ opération: aefi?igﬁﬁigﬁcﬁgﬁggfﬁ&? %a +e
phan SmeS.Si j&,.pense’clest que l)intell- D 188

, o R o e 243 igence: séparée. .
i
"en-tant -qu’elle .ess une o : PP Je 1a pensée
: . pérétiop.iion moi,comm j
‘pe ’ . , mol,comme.sujet .. . .

g 3332@32 ;gﬁ&;?gg.ﬁ?gﬁ la pznsée pensante,acte; é'g%rétiéﬁ'"w‘“;""
--gujet pensantyc’ est le c’ggﬁoq‘ﬁﬁg’?}% igug:me . l%ﬁmeiconme'

. : : ' - . ° S ’ :nOU.e”

Qe e emele po e perticipatic dans. 1a participgiion
Ade-;l.’intel:’Ligence Islg i?‘éparglclpap;;og e 1’gpdration meme. . .

qui & pour principe Pae sul Comment se peut-il' gilune opération
B moer Clest pé P e substance séparée. solf Ume opération
ELX &vaﬁ*di:agg‘;saég e{gﬁal:*qx? tionaque st.Thomas pose

N i ~ y B N N ane deux ﬁé@ . ' )

1% Que JESAe IR e SR QDM W IDAN DML 3L PV ,
‘doitsen-tant que telle avoir e b i Taeaiedy o4 VLI el
tient,gour ‘1a négative contre J.at ot Thowaa et‘;.d{ ‘,ai'\«u"
-appel .a un principe qui- est analogue & celul par J‘;aquel .
:Les:“averroistesaessayent de prouver que nje" puis penaer,
quand’je participe 4 la pensée de 1) im,,elligence.séparéq.
En.effet,ypoul Sgarez_,l’acuon peut etre attribg{ze, a l’ins-

trument..alors méme. que celui-ci n’en. serait &dd _
: principe,ni quant. a.sa. substance ni quané & sont modee .o .
+ L? instrument inanimé ,inopérant opérejde meme:que. pour
L Averroees el Siger,l’hommc;;-inintelligent pense,eimple
~parce que l’infg_,el.ugence;g_éparée.-opére,en ude . e
2¢ Que...la;,fm;de;l,'b 1 de se .conjoindre
! tantﬂgx,’.elle‘.eatwsg“mgi e

@ peux. dire mienne;cepenca
. ne:; eat,donc pour 1 hommede :relrouver
.. ces quii-estieny des operations,‘-humaines.Efr HOC
.EST: VALDE. NOTANDUB s L 1l e ask individu n’est. pas
un pripcige. intrinséquemeut; doué d’une nature. intelligente
et la vie de 1’individ n’est pas.d’ordonner toutes les )
opérations qui 4manent de ce principe 4 une fin dernidre. .
La fin del’individu est de pouvoir are vje fais mienge
par 1*&tude et par la science,litteris ete, 8
la pensée,l’ intelligence.La #in de 1’homme est de pouvoilr .
daire vcogitoh.La fin de l’houme est d?acquérir-son. njed:

5 1’intelligence.8¢€p
: g:incipe@.-d-'\.mm?em
-1a.fin-de la 1‘?:

g

- comie pensant.Sed de nhis infra iterum.

T+
Et comme 1° intelligence opére en moi gur Les
GR@EeEeE ihekidess et comne c’est par les phantasmes: que
je puis me cont.nuari a 1’intelligence séparéey, wuol 4
1’averrolisme entraine 1l’homme a vivre dans 1’imagination.
T1 détourne 1l’homue des sens exter.eurs et du.contact .gni:me
sensible avec la nature.D’un seul et. méme coupyil prépare ‘
done et la revolution mathématicienne des .e,gj.‘egqgs-.-,‘;;;;aé
et le romantisne (celui-ci étant averroiste u’ailleurs.
non  seulement par la prédominance de l’imagj,pa,t;gp,gg;.g
_par la recnerche®. du f’moi“):vg,a..verroisme‘ de PO€,, .- ‘
amator matnamaticorul £antasticuBe sosee i o WY it
: C LT ek IR I '..:.:,.g;r@sm.igsz;guap
+ ] 207 .
10£62 -

Pour nous,nous aisons que' tout lunsvers est pour le
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. et.de la corrupbiomn:est. ordo,nné.-;.é.& 1?houle yuais, nous e 1!

_1la négation de 1’ impossible. g..’,,emsz'po,um';uoi; i1 ¢y esides sur

' ipsissima ratione finige. i

L Tt R ot
~ r_:—«l;--?«?-’.’lm-.-.:.'? 5 e et )

L dmasmenn a0 DA o llzieud
Christ,tomnia spp,j_e'cxstm;:sub.,:pgdibuaaaaelcggj‘, Mais nous.ne ..
disons.-pas quele: christ. est di: somue, SOIk ﬁpu;{onggg;g.{q,i o
= 1?univers.De:méme,nous: ulsuuds que:le monde: de;lasgénératiyen

dirons pas- que.celuim~Ccil: est exigé per celui-laeNom:.u: > ..
e Christ. étants venu,l’hom.e stant. venu,les choges i fépieurmps: Hi
leur sont:toutes rappdrices. o - T
I1.ne faut pas metire dens-la puissance et dans: de.i..ius
natitre une exigence de la: forme. Ce serait mécomnaitlre. .: . |
et la.puissance et. la finalité.Finie’ pox,entiae.zzactuﬁ:;‘es,‘_b:s L
Qu’est-ce qu’étre empi’.ti‘ssance?‘..:"::_l_gdigim«g_gggffi_g:mm, ..
o1 ponitur esseaciy Nihid:-imposul le sequituptt:
in Met.n® 1.804%. On:.dit-qulune chose. et .en.puissarcey:
si une fols qu’ ellenest. posée €mn. actE?,‘Tifen:;d’_f.imp,ossibl_ef bo 10 FaFcN
s’ensuit.C’est tout.Cela ne veut pas dire que la puissance .
de ‘soi,secundum.fse,‘eﬁ ge:illacte.la. puissance. s définitint o, )
par la négation de L/ impossibil_e;.une.,fo:is..-que:'l__?-.ac:be estila. =
&t l’acte est. la £im de la: puissance,non o int ..parce.que:
celle-ci ‘le revendique Jualis: parce qudilien. estiila perfection
et . la .déterminations La. seule ‘revend cationdela ;puissance:
c’est que la position de.:lldcte n’entraine .rien de :contras= iciis
dictoire.Et il suffit é;iaafin.pour;étre:fin:diéLrEﬁXﬁ s
perfection de. la puissance: il.n’est pas mécéssalreque s
a.puissance reclame cette ‘fim. Bt. méme,yla fin:sera.dfautant . .
plus parfaitement‘.z.fin et: perfectrice -qu’ elle. e sera plus -
parfaitement ‘et plus. exclusivement par elle-méme,sans

~ .

exigence du cdté -de:ild puissance,sans ;autre. exigence

L)

fins qui sont purement &L eg et iclest: pourquol Zes seusy
fins de cette ‘espece :'sont-sc.d.*autanﬁplus}f@ar.«ﬁaiites' en tant

méme que fins.Et tu comprendras alorshpcurquoi,plus une R

chose est en acte,&® moinsi:elle *es;tzme;l;ee de. "puis;sancea;;:z.zﬁ*?;.e&z .

et plus elle a de peine a.se subordonner &-des finss iaturs .;.L'
' Les mpl détarming

gratuites. sicut patet.in -peccato ;angelorum, -t
Les fins gratuites sont’ d’autant.plus .-parfai.tes:-tin‘,s,.»-;r-.;ce R

+
I1 y a deux aspects dans .17 immanentisme: desimoderness
d’une vart on pert 'de:;“.:cea;Prin'cipe‘ faux qu'.’une:echbse‘.f:est L
d?autant mieux -ordonnées .a des. £ins. éminentes qurelle -est .
plus parfaite en- soi.Ceci .se-Voit....dans-‘:l’ap.ologémi'que:‘;ﬁ;:::.: nhe A
des mod,ernistes.ll_fau.‘c,..m’ontrer la. grandeur:de I homme - o
pour 1’amener 5 la religiom révélées: - s TRURI L e
~ Dlautre: part‘,on.me’c*-e;inv.exzsement dans la Eotentialité
et la faiblesce ‘humaine. . une: exigence de 1&. grace'“*.(}‘eci::t se!
Voit.dans:?ascal; PRI ALe Lt SEL mal LB TEI VAR EL
Ces deux aspects. 'se_.jretrouvent;=."t;outr;leé-Ién’g‘u"dé ;1¥humanisme ..
i insiste & plaisim: et: sur: ’1a'-'grandeur:-aet'*z"sur-..:la .
misere de 1’honme, 118 dmpliquent une.-égale ~méconnaissance
de la nature de la finalité,de: celle la. puissance: et de zire
celle de l’acte.Car la: fin clest- 1?ogdre. de -la- puissarce
3 1l’acte.Et la puisaance:::n.’exige,-. pas. de gol: Lracte.Bti.
puisque l’acie est: fin,il: nest pas. ordonneé &.une.-£ing?
en tant qu’il est un. actessicut patet in actibus immanentibus.
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Ils imaginent qu’en approfondissant la puissance,ils
y trouveront la détermination de l’actef®.Quod est plane
absu?dum::."manifestum est quod id quéd est in potentia
est idem in potentia existens ad contraria.Sicut gquod potest
convalescere,hoc potest infirmari et simul est in potentia
?dn%tiumqueéft 202 %deo ggia est eadem potentia utriusque,
onvalescend et laborandi...et aliorum hujusmodi i L
oo Met.nz & aos) J odi oppositorum."
La négation est plus déterminée qrela puissance: i
est privatio yisus .Et peut-&tre est-%% pou? cela'qu’g?:Cltas
confondent puissance et non-étre:car ils veulent trouver
dans la puissance la détermination de 1’acte.L’humanisme,
1?immanentisme etc ont besoin de cela.Hegel,le consacre.
Et le marxisne:le prolétariat,hypostase de la priwvation
de tous les biens humains,en est aussi 1’exi gence déterminée.

_ Que la puiscance soit simplement ce qui,l’acte étant posé,
rien déimpossible ne s’ensuit,que la seule exgence de la
puissance soit ce refus de 11limpossible dans la position
de l’acte - cela se retrouve un peu partout,vg:

a) dans la question de l’universel:inatura secundum se

potest esse sub statu singularitatis et sub statu abstractionis. .

Mais in sensu divisoscar si elle était a la fois sous ces
deux états,il s’ensuivrait quelque chose d’impossdble,ce

qui irait contre la définition de la puissance.Cependant, L
ia natura secundum se ne revendigque déterminément ni ' B

1’un ni 1l’autre de ces deux étatsd

b) dans la question du sens composé et du sens divisé,
qui est toute fondée sur la puissance,l’acte et sur leur
distinction.Sedens possibiliter staticela est vral in sensu
diviso,autrewent il s’ensulvrait de 1’impossible

18me méconnaissance de la puissance chez les molinistes: ..

surcompréhension de olina,ou vérité déterminée des futurs

de Suarez.Ils supposent que tel acte déterminé est déterminé L
dans la puissance et qu’il suffit d’approfondir la puissance - _;

pour y trouver la détermination de l’acte.

+ L

La métaphysigie de l’humanisme se définit,d1 coté de
la créature par 1l’ignorance de la puissance et,du cdté de
Dieu par desuefasidedda la négation de la :liséricorde.Deux
choses corrélatives,car la puilssance seé limite & 1l7impossible,
de méme que la miséricorde quil est fondée sur la toute- e
puiscance.D’un c6té la puissance pure et de l’autre,la .
toute puissance de l’acte pur. _ :
C’est pourquoi 1’apologétique qui est la défense &
rumaine de la miséricorde divine est en grande partie
consacrée & établir simplement:'Gdadd imposcibile inde
non sequitur,vg dans le mystére de 1’Incarnation.
wuant aux raisons de convenances,elles font simplement
~araitre que l’ordre surnaturel parfait la nature,sans etre
sxizé par ellejque les fins surnaturelles sont d’autant
mieux des fins pour la nature qu’elles sont gratuites.
“i{nig in ratione misericordiae magis est finis quam in
pratione justitiae,8didebadék >
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L’averr01sme exclut la vie moral;,pollthue ete.

C’est que Pierre et raul, ne sont plus les-principes des
actes humains.Le principe.en est. l’intelligence séparée.
Tar conséquent la vie moraleypolatique ne se définit
- plus,pour nous,par un bien:commaun qui est une fin,mais

par un bilen commun qui est un- principe. coumnun -d’opérations:
La fin meut le sujet.Le sujet est principe de ses actes.
Donc,51 e ne suis pas un sujet 1ntelllﬂeat et doué de
Volonta,lntrlnsequennnt la fin ne peut O]Uo me mouvoir,

Il n’y a plus de prudence,ae vertus morales ete, - -hiens iy

”’eﬁt paut-&tre par:ce: .renversement - du- btien-coinmin
qui est une fin,en bien commun’qui.est un.principe-- - - L.ii
¢u’il faut comprendre la pollthue humanistefilachiavel,
Farx,Hitler etc etc).

11 ne suiflt,pour ‘aller: contre touticela = mais
veut-on aller éontre-tout-cela?:- de faire-de l’hoénme:
individuel,de la personné:humaine: le.principe.dés &@é&a&&@&&
actes numalns Car on..tombe:dans: 1l’individualisme-et {Gl#
1’on reste encore trop pres de ces erreursy +IL wAUT
RETABLIE LE BIEN COMZUN -CQMME FIN . DE.[4HOMME, L*

e pas avoir avec l’humar¢ome aver r01ste -ce- ﬁrlnc1pe

Y
§>~.l

e

comiun que la vie humaine ne se définit-pas par:ge- bien - -~-ERi

comrun-qui est une finjque la . vie -humaine -se dffinlt par
le gg;gg;pg des actes humains,. . ... owii ... BT dowdiy
ageure communes:Le® principed:deés: actes ‘humaing ~ -+

définit la vie humalne (Avezroﬂs)

—em - R T U s e e E L i e o b

MINEURE humanlstlco-totalltalre L Mlneure democratlco-personnalis-
ey ~.tico-shumaniste -

Or,les individus ne S ~':uw30r les-individus s ont s

eeflﬁlssent nas l“ vie humalne “‘bﬁ,les_orlnc1pes des actes »
o, humainsesd o Pt e

Done les individus me sont Das + ».. . Done les»lnd1v1dus Bi

les DrlnClpeS ues actes.., = .- . définissent la vie:

humains, .o ot . s Lf.e. - humaine.

Consequentiae notae.ilinores verae.Ergo major falsa.Cette
majeure,est sinon explicitement,du moins nécéssairement
d’LAverroes.in effet,pour lui,la vie de 1l’individu consiste
& se joindre a 1-° *ntelngence séparée.Or l’intelligence,et
la volonté qgui °’ensu1t,sont les prlnCIDes des actes
humains.Donc,la vie de l’homme cst de se joindre au
principe de la vie humaine.

4

Depuls et d’apres Avewroeu,La vie de l’homule est de
chercher son moi,de faire son moi,ccume sujet oeahahbht
vensant.le se mettre en continuité par 17¢& étude et par les
lettres avec l’intelligence scparee,de telle sorte que
que Jje puilsse dire "je pense,quand l’intelligence séparée

_ pense sur mes phantaslies.

' La critique de st.Thomas Dorte sur ce pomnt prlnc1pal.
Elle est tcPPlDlﬁaﬁﬁﬁq&tﬁa*vL» S L e e Gae-
G ACRUARTAL BT i T




de la chose dans la réalité,Avérroés conclut du mode

t ‘ : +

Sentent done 1l’averroisme tous ceux de nous jours,qui,
plus ou moins,et par implicitations circonlocutoires,font
de l’accomplissement de la personne humaine la fin de
1’homme.Car la personne est.principe des actes humains.Elle
n’en n’est pas la fin.Pour eux 1’individi  court apres la
personne,conme pour Averroésg,le "je'" comme singulier '
matériel court. aprés le “je" comaie sujet pensant participant
4 1’opération de l’intelligence séparce. L '

. | + . A ‘

_ Peut-étre que toutes. les erreurs d’Averroég viennent
d’tn certain éblouissement devant <ce principe.qu’il a si -
magnifiquement formulé:l’intelligence en acte et 1’intelligible
en acte sont plus un que la matiere et la forme,ete.Cf - .
Cajetan,la,qu.l4,art.ls - ) n o

Llors,il a conclu de 1’identité. intentionnelle & une '

jdentité entitative.et la species qui représente l’objet
ne peut pour lui 8tre injérente a un sujet composé de
matidre et de forme;il serait contradictoire qu’elle soit
entitativement gréfrfée dans un sujet. singulier composé
de matidre et de forme.C’est-&-dire qu’il suppose que
1’inhérence de la species dans un suget individuel

Y

détruit 1’intentionnalité. de celle-ci quoad objectum specificans.

g5i elle est universelle intentionnellement,elle ne peut:

pas étre individuelle méme entitativememt.El par suite,

1’ame intelligente gqudi .est le lieu des species ne peut pas

dtre la forme du corps. , o ‘ I
TI1 retourne donc l’idéalisme platonicien et le transpose

en idéalisme subjectiviste.Car de méme que Platon concluait

du mode de l’objet conmu dans la connaissance .au mode. entitatif

de llobjet connu dans la connaissance au mode &R BHFGEALHEDIE -

entitati? du sujet pensant.Pour Platon l’objet dans la -

connaiscance est immatériel,donc,la chose damd est immatérielle

dans la réalité.Pour Averpvoés,l’objet est imumatériellement -

regu dans la connaissance,donc le sujet pensant ne peut

A

étre comme sujet qu’absolument immatériel.
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I. Introduction

A.

B.

C.

E.

H.

/Sciehtific'Methodology”

Scientific wethodology in general can be taken to mean a
study of the rules, principles, or wuays followed in
science, Here sclence is taken in the general sense to
include philosophy as well as the experimental sciences.
It doesnt't mean to teach the method itself of procedure
in the acquisition of science, for this is furnished by
logic, It 1is rather a metaphysical critigue considering
the value of the knowledge acquired by this method —-
the stabllity of the physical definitiocn,

However, more preclsely by Usclentific! we do not mean

sclence in the strict Aristotellan sense, but in the

wodern sense meaning discursive, non-philosophyfical
knowledge, or facts controlled by a method,

The procedure 1s by measurement; laws are constructed

on the relations between measurcments, and these are

explained by theoriles, which are the results of the

apnlication of experimental logic. We try to evaluate
these, '

Methodology 1s part of the philosophy of science wvhich

is that body of doctrine in metaphysics which is con-

cerned with scientific problems (I-II, 57, 1 & 2).

There are threc groups of guestions in philosophy

of sclence: '

1. Concerning experimental scilence in itself -- the
inductive method -- this is methodology.

2. Relations hetween experimental science and the other
sclences (e.g. hov can cxperimental science prolong
the philosophy of nature?

4, Judging :nd using the conclusions of experimental
science (e.g. 13 exp. science concerned with finality?)

Methodology 1s a complement of metaphysics enabling it

to procesd to concrete laws, ete, If metaphysics :

remuins in generulities, it is imperfect,
Experimental sclence must constantly conflrm its findings:

'iIn experience, Thls 1s not true of phil. of nature which

although based on experience does not need to confirm

constantly 1its conclusions in experience once they are

established, :

Dialectical prolongation of phll. of nature is of two

kinds:

1, That vhich 1s subaltern:ited to muthematics; it pro-
cecds by measurement and determinate quantitative
aspects, The most rlgorous among these is mathe-
matical physics which treats of natural being insofar
as measurable,

2. That not subalternated to math., although tending toward

it (e.g. biology). "“The method of mathematical physics

is also applied to bioclogy and psychology, but only
insofar as they use certaln measurements,

Order of course:y

1. How arc terms defined?

2, The reclations between terms --physical laws, their
value and relation. . A

-8, Theorles.

<t 1s inction: 1is it strict restricted to
4. é%%gb;meg%%&“scteﬁce? lotly
8. In ?prmu;ggﬂgpat comes from nature and hat from reasaon?
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1-II. How are terms defined?
A. In order to characterize a science its mode of defining
must be studied (Physics II, 1. 3). Thls is also held
by moderns, Eddington - t0 begin physics we must abaidon
previous definitIons and build new ones based on meaw

surements; are defined in relation to instruments
f measuremenk. We aban oF sensiblés and keep
the common sensibles, =~ s Coes
B. (Metaphysics X, n, 1935) measurement 1s always imperfect
! and conseyuently also such definitions,. Measurements
of very small quantities only serves to change the
\ thing measured, e.g. a small quantity of water is changed
\ in -temperature by.the temperature of the therometer.
‘ 1. Definitions are always varjable. :
2. They do not attain the nature or essence of the
thing but are only signs, attached to the first
accident of substance; figure is the sign closest
to substantial form, - .
2, C. Physical lav - an algebralc relaticn between nuwbers,
~ moasurements. They do not express efficlent cousolily,
mﬂ“““”%ﬁ - put only relation and functicn (e.g. they do not say
that lessening the pressure is the cause of an ineresse
a 7ivenb in volume), Is this relation in nature or only in the
kum??\ﬁ s

#ind? They are based in nature but the univerunlity 1is

given.by.the wind because laws are not perfectly uble

to be verified in expericnce, It is impossible to

apply them directly and completely to reality. They

. bl are obtalned from reality, but gencralized by the mind,

Qﬁbjuiz»afP@W”“ | As to certitude, physiccl laws are merely approximative,
not rigorous, for they are of sn ideal object which
does.not exist,

3,=TII. Nature of physical theories. : ’ '

A. A. Physics tends to unity, trics to synthesize oxperience
into general formulae, This is attained even in laws,
put theories represent a vaster synthesiss —-— :
theory : law :3 law facts. . _

B. Theory or hypothesis - QprOposition or group of proposi-
tions posed to «plaip known luvs and sngggg% nev experi-

ments. They should imply consejuences which cun be de-

duced ond compared with other .nown laws (something sini-

l1ar happens in daily life: a fricnd 1s late, ve guess

o resscn to explain this and from this we predict the

_ hour when he will arkive) It 1s not a mere resume of

/ fucts of experience, hut is on another plane, that of

' nvention or discovery of & relot etwecen kno
The hypothesls remedies the igcgggrencewggngpggl;hgﬁ
factss it is not seen in reality, but is wade by the
creative imagination, It must make a relation between
facts and make predictions,

¢, Law ceases to be empirical and becmpes rational vhen it
can be attached to a theory, when ve sce the why, vhen
it 1s not known merely by experiment. Duhen (p.24) does
not pelieve theories to reclly explain facts; they are
logical from vhich we cun deduce laws., We create a theory
when we c.n see relations betveen syisbols cnd can see
in it all known laws.

Distinction between theory : othesis:
T. HAypothesls has no con R sxperiment; when

he RS

D.
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corroborated it is a theory (a hypothesis confirmed by;factgL
2, Hypothesis is the foundation on which ¥ a theory is
- built; theory implies a complete form or ensemble, HypoOe
thesks are propositions which enter into a theory:
(the form which groups and orders hypotheses.)- '
Distinction between general and particular theories -
Talse problems on the vulue ol physical

E.
- made to avo
theories, _
1. General - not general in the sense that 1t explains a
great number of facts, but rather that it gives a
vague and general matkion of henomenaéﬁggiggggggng

formulae or precision. These are more 3 ve and
have greater certitude, '
o. particular - a circumst.ntiated and precise explenation
\ of facts; formulae capable of serving as basis for
deductions., These evolve constantly.
F. Role of theories - we define thew by thelr role,

1. Fxplain facts - to make known the reason or motive for
acts, rendering them coherent by creative thought,
Poses a system of equations frow which we can deduce

~lawsy glves an origin, The explanation remains susjeck
to change, but is of value, In wath, physics we
put laws into a mathematical setting., oOur intellect
is naturally bent toward deduction in order to see
‘relations between brute facts (those which can not be
attached to a theory).  As long as they remain un-
related, they are incoherent 1. We_seek to construct
a proposition from which they can be duduced. A
theory makes a synthesls and hence 1s more intelli-
gible than dispersed laws; then we cun say that they
are explained, "Save sensible appearances? - to
explain thew by propositions whose conseyuences agree
with known facts. (I, 32, 1, ad 2) a certain hypo-
thesis can safeguard appeorances but this does not
_mwean that perhaps they couldn't be better safeguarded
by other hypotheses,

) 2. Provide means of prediction - (physical criterion) -
other phenowena sﬁoﬁIu be able tO be deduced from it.
Seientists look at facts to see if any discgree with
the old theory and ugree with new, They try to con-
firp their predictions in reality. If a theory is
good 1t contains wany dJdeductions, some corresponding
to known laws, others ugknown; some of the latter could
be fulse. The hypothesils has for its object to make
new discoveries and advance sclence,

3. Fconomy of thought - (logical criterion) -~ Einstein's
Thcory of relativity 1S good because is siwmple and
loglcully general, i.e. it expluins meny focts, A theory
shoulds
a. Substitute a formula which virfially contuins meny

luys,. . T T
b. Ig%;oduce an order among facts, even 1f provisicnal;
group and make a resume of previous knowledge.
¢. Awaken thoughtj; thereby provoking discovery of

—
p—Ce

things which would have remazined undiscoveredwlthout
the theory.
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G. Poincare, "Science and othesis", ch, 9: divides
hypofhesfs iﬁfo three groupstg

l. Natural - forws the common foundation for all physical
eories and hence cannot be abandoned (these are
X — , really methodological principles),
2e %%different - secondary hypotheses which are needed
calculation, but are not themselves eriticized,
not confirmed or destroyed,

3. Generalizations - those which are confirmed or rew
Jected by experiment., (hypotheses are not generali-
zations of lawsj there 1s also the intervention of
the creatlive imagination).

H. Confirmation of theorlies ("erification" - but must not
think that a theory is true) Characteristica of = good
theory:

1. Secondary - seemin t_gg,.gmmmux_m
_herent, related with other theories. (But these are
not too absolute because at first most | mportant
theories seemed sbsurd, Schiller - lypotheses are
progressively knocked into shape g, not necessary for
it to be correct or probable in the beginning, Ve
cannot compare 1t wilth abstract, g priori criteria,
But it is essential that it suggest_ 3 wethod to

"~ explain rzglity, Note alse that basice hypotheses
are not directly conpared to facts, but only threugh
deductions,)

Primary - theory 1s good if it fulfills 1ts role of:

a. Simplicity - two things to be considered here:
f Basic %ormulae -
2. Deductions to reach re.lity - in modern thceories

these may be very complex but the besic formulae
still be simple., The simpler the theory und -
the more 1t cmwbraces, the wore difficult be-
come the deducticns and mathem:tlcal calculaticns,
b. Explaining facts,
c._f%ediction - suggest new expuriments thus opening
new pntho to science, Pasteur - good theories can
surely predict nev facts fircom. thelr relation to
the old, Bad ones always have to graft on new
hypotheses on to the old vhen new discoveries are
made, Good ones keep their unity and ccherence;
~ bad oneg become more and moi'e coemplicated, become
1 impractical and incoherent and . must be discarded.
‘ 3. The relation.betusen.the sauatdon of o hypothesds.end
lbuiit is not exXa Experimentu show it to be _good,
A S true, o
a. Imorecision of meosurements - we can never have
precision although ve tend toverd 1%, Formulae
made from experiments are cnly approximations and
can never include zll conditicns, Ch.nge in thecries
con result because a new one can wore proecisely
pxnlain foets, .
b. Sophism of the consejuent - (Sophistics, 187 b 1)

.

L 4

Th scphism 1s when we think that the relation of
the antecedent and conse. uent 1s reciprocal: if

A exlsts then B exists :,if B exists then A exlsts,
If we could say fonly if A exists then B existst,
we ocould reverse it. But we cannot say this’
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because it 1s always possible that ancother onte-
cedent could better explain the conseju.nt. (I,
- 32, 1, ad 2) '
c., The fact that we can always have better hypotheses
lowers the value ef a resolution to the absurd.,

(1.e. saying: if propositicn B 1s against experience

then & is tiue),

1) There is involved not only proposition B, but
also many theories in connection with it., VWhen
we contradict B we are nct sure that it is really
B that 1s contradicted; it may be one of the
other propositiocns used, All we knov 1s that’
scmething is wrong in the ensemble. To attri-
bute it to B, we should know with certitude
that all the others are o.k.

2) Even if we disprove B we cannot say that A is
true because there may be & C, etec, There are
not only two altermatives., A supposition is good
when it leuzds to deductions vhich agree with
reality, :

. d. Einstein - theoriss are not merely determined by
} extericr reality; not werely read 1n experiment,
but are creutions of the imagination. (e.g. the
closed watch - we imagine a structure fromw vhich
we can deduce the cbservable motion, dbut we cculd
supnose many kinds of structures. Ve can nevep
coppave cur image with the real mechanisms e
comparison of forwulae to reality are not made
directly, but through deductions,)
e. Bubt a thcory is more than a mere logical resume of
. lawsy it must have a gerta 3 arity to reality,
4, Sense of the term vYprobabld as applied to a 2Ty s
a. If we throw dice there is 1:8 prowility ofgetting
number twoj also it is probable thut & train arrive
at a given tiwe., M event 1s prob.ble even if
o it actually does nct occur, The uncertainty is
s with respect to the fact, not the probabllity. The
result 1s sowething determinate and precise, there
can be no approximation, e.,g. nearly number two,
’ b. But in physics probubility 1s sowewhat different.
: In laws and theories terms have no such precision.
Jw%&d}‘ vhat 1s on atom? The senseoi’ the term elaborates
#“ and changes and always rewuins provisioncl, Ve
csnnot held that “atom'wrewlly adequately represents
reulity, but neither c.n we say that it does not
revrescnt it ot all, " It is an ap roximwaticn in an
endless chain of wttempts, as a sketch which :n artist
mxw renders mwore and more perfect, but which gives
an lmage of reality. It is not as the arrival of
the train vhich is either completely true or com-
pletely false,
c. (Meta, XII, lect 9, £565) movewents of stars are
known Dby:
1) Sight
2) Instruwents and attentive consideration
3) Declared by reascon - i.e. a hypothesis, We pose
a movement in order and reduce to unity certain
movenments: which seem irpegular snd without reason.

PRUIINEURNRNE P
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Cg. 2586) does not attribute necessity to his theozmi
ries,
8. Practical and speculztive truth of theories.
a. (Introd, on Soul of DeKoninck - provisional character
of theorles p. 75) in constructing theories speculative
knowledge 1s sought, not merely their practical value
of changing the world,
b, Two value of a hypothesis:
lg Instrumental - practical preogress in science.
2) Speculatlve - attaining truth, .
¢. We must not deny the ability of any real explanation,
even if it 1s approximative, If so "atoms" etc,
would be purely fictlve, This is Polncare's position;
he Insists on their purely instruvwental and arbitrary
nature. They are merely a resume, a logical synthesis
of experimental laws, and cunnot give the¢ nature or
real structure of things, ' ,
‘ d. This position in all its rigor is not admissible, Phy-
sics studles natural being under its quantitative
aspect, But yuantity 1is the first accident wund fun-
dapental attribute of material substance, for it
inheres immediately in substance (De Anima, III, 707)
Figure 1s a quality determining quantity; it is very
closc to substantial form and the surest sign of a
species (I, 35, 1 .- Physics VI, lect, 5, n. 5).
Physico-mathematical thcories becausc they are about
guantity and figure are close to reality und g, reveal
gomething of the nature itself, I not nature itself,
C ITeost 1ts figure atovs uXItgory of tThe cave T :
figures on wall, Republic VII)
g e, Newton!s theory is still good, but is seen to be
' restricted., Relativity replaces it in the sense that
it 1s more vast, Hewton'!s becowes as a part of theory
of relativity.
IV, Life of theories.

A. Discovery of theories - no one cun give infallible rulés for
discovering theories, It is necessary to have a capucity
for sceing subtle similarities and rapidly evoking supposi-
ticns, This may he called vereative imagination.n :
1. Sclertia ~ scems to be equivelent ¢£ the modern "ereative

imagination,.®

a. (I Post. mnzl,, ch, 35¥)3clertia is a vivacity of mind,
a foellity to sce imwediately the middle term which is
the ecusc of the ccnnection of subj. nd predicate
in the coneclusion.

b. Two procedures in the acyulsition of sclence (II-II,
48, art, 1 and 4; Ethics IV, 1219),
lg communicated by ancther (disciple, virtue of dociligy)
£) by oncself - eprdtcettioncodettrobepetnctotesctoe

dcberménctecmeblerc¢Becicpeocdtgedge
invention (virtue of solertia)

a) by syllogism - application of first principles
to determinute matter (De Veritate 11, 1).

b) by hypothesis - when we do not know first prin-

ciples, but only certain propositions (I, 32, 1,
2




B. fvolution of theoriles

7 .
c) Solertia depends much more on a naturcl gift than
~~ on application (I-II, 63, 1)
d) A theory is as a middle term which says the Wwhy"
of physical laws,
Discernment of analo - a resemblance of relation.
a, Meanlig sLlogy!" as used here:

1) (I Parts of Animals, 645 b 4-10) sowe cnimals have bloog
others have something clse playing a similar role,

2) {(Post., mn. ch, 8 a 20 ?) thor ure analoglcal genera
of things playing the suwe role, a resemblince of re-
lation or proportion; a rhythm of thought between
relations: lung : alr :: x : water,

b. Kinds of analogys:
1) %hat en§bling us to vosit the existence of something
an est):e

cenditions on earth --<life,
conditions on Mars —-<<life,
We vosit as a hypothesis the exlstence of 1life on Mars
beciuse of & similocity betveen conditions cn earth
and on Mars,

Z) That enabling us to posit the nature of something
(quid est).

lung 3 air :: x ¢ waterp,
Ye conclude to sthO n ture of x because of & similaw
rity between the twe relationships,
¢. The mind surpasses what experience gilves,
d. (I Topies, ch, 17, 108 a 8) we should meek resemblances.

Ze

1.

o~

e

“This evolution is not bad for sclencey in fact, it is wn essen-

Theorles are periected as 1s z sketch, If & theory ceuases to
wredict, it must be replaced becsuse it has become too narrow,

tial condition of 1its development, If @volution ceased, pro-

gress woulil cease,

Claude Bernard - too great fuith in theories is scientific

superstiticn, , .

Science must be submitted to fucts, FEven cne well—esthu_i,hed

winor fact can cause the evolution of even the most logichly

thought-out theory, Pximﬂcy belcngs to fuwets, not to theories

(De_Caelo I, ch, 13, 293 a25).

mvolution of theories is not bad for sclence because nothing

is lost. Thinew theory ombr: .ces new facts and also oll the

old facts contained in the old theory. The point of departure

is always seen, but is of smaller significance because the

new theory 1s vaster,

Fadington "Nature of the Physical VWorld"- we must not pase on

°cientific theorvies, positions ;hich pertain to other ficlds,

such 2s philoso»hy or religicn.

Aristotle's position ¢n physiczl theories - not mercly from

historical point of view, but to scek methodological principles.

a. Come moderns :eorouch Aristotle for not being experimental

> hut only lOgiCul' degplsing experinents, a mera verballsm
or analysis of concepts, - Others hold that he wias toe ex-
neirivental cnd not speculative encugh, did not crecte
encugh theories '

b, Aristetle is hplé by sclentists such as Darwin to bhe the
father of blology.

c. Finstein says that science is merely a purification of daily
thought :,methodology is not something secret or unicue,

d. We must cistinguish petweens
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1 B?sig~grincigle§,
2} actlcal artifices of experimentation :
BasTe TrInciples con be had even when artifices are not very
developed, or before artifices. Even vhen artifices are
developed we should reflect on basic principles,

e. All thacries are formed on.a too parrow experimental base;
this is why they are replaced, If scientists walted for all
the facts, he could never begin., ALl theocles contain arbi-

trary postulates, .
Basic principle in Aristotle - theories pust slvays remain

aubordinataed aebs and ccense experlience,
g, Even 12 sone g as aelinite, s does not ruin

his basic principle. (De Caelo I, ch. 3, 270 b 5-7) the incor-
runtibility of the heavenly nodies seems to be upheld by the
sense by humon conviction, (St. Thowas on De Czelo I, lect.

7, n. 6) --hu-an conviction means a gertitude based on Ob=
servebions of short duration of objects far wway, s only &
prob.bility, not necessity, The heavens could be perishable,
but of such a long duration that we cannot ¢hserve chinges.

h. One can use the experiwentzl method without making expesiments
(changing the course of nature), merely by wuking obucrvatlons,
In astronomy experiments are not possible,

i. We should adupt & theory to conform tc nature, not vice versa.

We must trust primarily experiment, theocrles only insofar uas
they conform to expericnce, Teo ind the value of o theory we
pust eniunire as to the conse uencss of its application, It is
not the princirle which gives valuc to the conclusion but
rather the conclusicn which justif ez the princ >y

Necessity of experlence - when we cannot construet &« gemeral

pr ple s 15 duc Co a lack of expericncs, as woo the case

with the Platonists, We should not base ourseclves on pucely
dialectical or logical ressons; these sre toc gener:l or empty.

Ye should basc ourselves on proper principles derived from
expecience., If we feil in this, the conclusions arc copty
because they wrs tied to couses only in appeurance (e.g. story
of the mule), He distingulches pelwech logical reasoning
(comvon principles) and shysical reasoning (proper principles
of nutur-l things) --III Physics, ch. 5, 204 b 4., He also
reulized the insufficlency and difficully of observation
particularly with regard to the heowvenly bodles,

k. Value Aristobtle pluced in theories —- When further facts are
obsevved, then old thecrles muy have to be chonged (De Gen,
inin.liuw III, ch. 10, 351 8a 19). He saw theories to be
pleusible eonclusions in which the ind yent beyond facts.

Ho stressed not seeking the same degree of certitureinall
sciences; sowetimes only possible cenclusions cun be attained,
For « theory the only neccssity 1s th:t it wustntt be impossl-
ble or inconvenicnt; i.e. producing conclusions contruxry to
sense experience,

1. Just beccuse a scicnee posus p nriord hypotheses does not mean
that it is bad; in fuct, the scientific mind is characterlzed
by its cbility to do this, Ve can nerfectly employ the
experimentul method even if theories are false and observatlion
imperfect, The method is independent of this.

pPascal - experience is the only principle in physics. The anclent

theories were good for the amount of experience they had, 2§oofs

in physics are effected by enwmeration of experience, no

demonstration.
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C. Role of weason physics - we try to determine the respective

parts reuson and experience play in theories.

1., Here we do not mean the reason which deduces from physical
thaories, but rather, the capacity to create beings of reason,
i.e. thogse belngs whose exlstence depends on reason (John S.T.,
Cursus pPhil, I, p. 2853 Swwa I, 13, 73 28, 1) There is a
dcuble dependence: T -

a. As an effect of reason - reason ‘being consldered either
as an eificlent or a material cause (e.g., as a habitus
depends on reason for 1ts existence),

b. As an obJect in the reason - the object has no real
existence, but only exists in the mind (beings of reason)s
1) Negatiwn o .

2) Relation

’ ag corresponding to something #n reality.

#) @nd lntentions, i.,e. scowething as known.

2. In the universallity characferizing laws, the intellect sur-
rasses whaet 1s guaranteed by experience. The raticnal plan
is not immediate in reality, but is constructed by reason.
(Being of reason -- a priorl concepts) Experience furnishes
certain points of this plan, but there are gaps because not
all possible experiments have been made, The physicist tries

3 to fill these gaps by reascn and form general lows snd the-

\ ories capable of explaining them, =Ixperience alone does not

‘ give universal luws, ner the reason for them g, reascon must

; intervene, hence sclence is a mixture of experience and
reason, .

! 3. Preconcelved idea (a working hypothesis) when we say that the
sclentist must begin without preconceived 1deas we mean that
he must be reudy to reject any hypothesis which contradicts
experience, but not that he should sturt experiments without
having a problem or Guestion to pose, This is a preconceived
idea, & belng of reason because formed before experience can -
back it. '

In expariwent there are two operations to comsider (C, Bernard)

a) premedltate, establish or determine a plan of experiment -
the juestlon we want ansvered (preconeeived idea),

b) Read the facts - result of experiment (mo preconceived idea)

/[ A precopecdved ddes i1s on anticipated,s. a_priori, position,
i a yuesticn posed to.natnre, All hypotheses constitute a

i question; we predetermine a possible answver (e.g. is wan

a raticnal animal?)
Role of reason in orgonizing cxperiment - reason attributes

0 phenomena a simplicily which they Go not have, to laws a
universality vhich they do not have, and to elements a purity
which they do not have, This occurs largely by controlling
the circumstances in which phenowena tuake place, e.g. falling
bodies in a vacuuw, In nature there is no vacuuw; also, a
vert'act vacuum cannot be produced, It is a belng of reason
having no aduquate correspondence in reality. The scientisé
creates gystems, drops varlables, ete. In a sense we can say |
that physliesi¢oes not attain re:lity, but an abstracticn
drawn from realityy-yet-its aim is to know reality better.
Bodies and elements are ildeallzed; thelr perfection is owed
to the intellect, In measuring, the scientist, as it were,
has two instrumentse the real cne, and «n ideal one in the-
mind, He nust correct the real with relatiocn to the ideal,
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D. Experiwent in physics.

1.

b, interpretation of facts - can only be done thanks to theoriess

S

10

a. Reason universallzes a laws : :

1) By interpolation - e.g. performs experiments on 0 & 2 and
' guesses ab l. :
2) By exterpolation - e.g. experiments between 0 & 500, then

v extends curve before 0 and after 500,

b. Reason in theory - secks the "why" of laws, This c.n never be
achieved by empiric study. He must postuliute by creatlve
imagination ce¥tain structures in order to explain laws, Theorile
are not directly drawn from experiment. (Proton is posed only
for symmetryts sake, 1944); many pure belngs of reason are
posed for aiding calculus),

Justification of this process - scilence cannot progress without

hypothesis., - Those who rgfuse to go beyond the facts often cannot

even attaln to the facts because often their discovery depends on
hypotheses. It 1s impossible to create a theory merely by the
inductive method., Belngs of reason are necessary because of the
weakness of the human intellect which cannot directly attain re-
ality. These hypotheses are dangerous only if we consider them
ade ,uate representations of reality. This would be idealilsm,

Experiment has two parts:
a. observation of facts - for this 1k not necessary to know theorie

must know them and how to apply then, : .

:. theory intervenes in experiment amresults have no meaning

withcut reference to theorles, : ,

Sclentific fackgs already include a great dezcl of theory., Facts

do not interest the sclentist except as verifying or explaingng

theories, To make the connecticn mtween facts and the questions
asked by the physicist azlreuady presupposes a body of theories.

The common man sees only brute facts; the physicist sees them as

scientific facts (deduc s from sots menns of thoories)

As soon as a sclence is advanced, what is called a lac s rar

from being o pure fact,

Kinds of facts: :

a) Occurrences - (e.g. historical facts) no theory intervenes,

b) Mercury boils at 327° - physical law :, only approximative;.
tuken in all its rigor it would apply only to 1ldeal mercury,
a being of reascn, for reason intervenes to generalize., Ik
ig fuck because easlly. confirmed,

¢) Light rays curve whon passing near the surface of the sun --
here Muxxwzx it 1s very cowplex; the role of simple obser-
vation is negligible: spots on a negative; the rest ds de-
duced by £esgon. B

Brute facts are as_the materlal fropm vhich science cubs out its

scientific facts, In astronony there arc no purc facts of

observation; those enuncilated are alreudy sclentific facts.

Difference between common and sclentific experience:

a) common - the senscs state the inredlate existence of a fact;
complicuted apparatus or usc of theories is not needed, Its
churacteristics are that it is not very detalled or precilse,

b) Scientific -~ 13 precise and detalled; tries to interpret ob-
servation by theories,

Selentific 1is better as to precision ind detail bhut the common

is more certain because 1t concerns only genercllties,

Sciencas of observation and sclences of experimwentation -

the reasoning 1s the gaﬁx‘)e, Egt?‘a}fgs ht:"ave alcg.i‘ferent frig ss‘mg.eely
- S 5 ‘_.._, ™ tl N -, E : N 0
ean use thei Sipe '.'.Izle%}1 me Cif hogl exper I‘fo Tatter

submitting 2ds o0 the criterion of facts.
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if these facts came from observation or experiment, FEven if
the ancients did not muke many éxperiments this does not mean
that they did not understand the experimentsil method., It is Just
as valid to use facks bbtalned by mere obscrvation.

E. Inducetion _

1. The term "inductive sciences" 1is usually restricted to the ex-
perimental sciences, but the process of induction is not proper
tothese alenz, Inducticn 1s presupposed to all science, even
sclence in the Aristotellian sense, .

2. Dewzy ®"Logich", ch., 21, pp4l8-440 - Aristotlets method was deve-
loped before the sclentific method, which is the only wvaluable
cne 3. it is vilueless and is as an encumberingdebris. Ve need
a cowplete reform in the theory of induction:; maintains that
tristotlets logic is tied to his cosmologicai bellefs, He
ignores the Toplces and says that Aristotle saild that induction
i1s supposed to leazd to unlversal ond necessary forms, Devey
holds that induction is an ensemble of operations establishing
& gencrallization.

5. ZAristotle (Topies VIII, 105 a 13) induction 1s progression from
particular cases to the universal, from singulars kncwn by
sensation to wniversal (156a5) an idea of movement or pro-
gression rather than of ratio,

4. Post, An, 81 £ 38)(St. Thomus, lect. 30, n, 4-6) wd cannot kncw
the universal except by induction, ‘

5. (Ethics VI, 1139 b 28) all science can be taught; all teaching

o - preceeds from previous knowledge either by syllogiswm or by
‘ - induction (Post. an. I, ch. &, 71 a 7-10) .
/ 6. Division of induction by consideration of the terms to which it
arrives: - » .

H &. To universal concepts - through propositions
/ 1) Absolutely universal - inducticn 1s at least indirectly =t
J the base of all definitions, Dven 1T logic doues enter in,
j it combines general notions obtained by inductions.

2) Approximetively universal - in the experimental sciences

f induction 1s much longer ond more difficult, Construction
__’__”"__ﬁ is interminable :. a true universal is not attained, but

cnly a provisory and approximate generalization which does
{ not reveal the essential nature, .
% b, To universal pronositions - ! - but
not always, as in : fwhole is than its p Yot
\ even here it is possible to dispose it in the form of
inductive recscning.
lg ibsolutely universal - first principles of science.

2) Apmroximateoly universal ,
a) Buased on common experience (probiable) e.g. mother loves
her child, ) ' '
b) Based on sclentific experience (probuble) physical laws,

7. Form of inducftion -~ ircm CHE pollit of view ol Tformal logic.
(Albert, I Prior in, Tract @, ch 4, p. 147-8) (aristotle, II
Prior in, ch. 23), - : o |
2. Yorm - seeing how terms are dlsposed as to yuantity and quality,|

and other logical properties, This point of view is presupposed
to 1lts application in particular sciences. This study 1s common
to both diclectician (probability) and sage (certitude), It is
established according to diversity of matter (object under

/ such a form), TFrow the formal point of view induction 1s

either complete or doesntt exist at all., From the material
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: point of view 1t can be either complete or incomplete, But this;
viewpoint comes after the formal one, E
b. The study of the form of inductZin is related to that of the form
of the syllogisw and is implicitgly contained in it, 1In induc~
tion reason does not see the goodness of the formal conclusion
and 3. it 1s called an imperfect form of resoning from the for-~
wal point of view., Knowledge of the figures of the syllogism
clears up the form of any kind of reasoning, including induction,
¢. Certain animals live a long time because they are without blle:
A - to 1live longy B - to be without hile' C - horse, mule.
1) Syllogismg B == A ,
C —-B
‘ . C —-A
2) Induction: C —A
C =B
B —A
mduction shows that the middle belongs to the major by we.ns of
. the minor, but in induction the mincr plays the rolc of middle.
d. Comparlsons:
1) The conclgqipn of the syllogilsw is major premlss in induction
and conclusion of induction is major premiss in syllogism.
This is necessary because induction has as its aim to furnish
conclusions to srve as point of departure in syllogism.

2) M1%%;_§gnmm1~_gx;;gg1§mm;s piddle in induction and middle in
. syllogisw in minor in inducticy™

3) In syllogisw the connection between extremes is established
' by the middle which is™a € Ue universal, wvhile in induction
}fﬂ,,w~‘ the major Is attributed to the middle by the minor wvhich plays
the role of middle -- These are emnuwveratied singulars,

e. Induction is imperfect beecause its middle is ngg_a_xuns_nnixﬂ:sal;
and also, what maves as a middle doeslgg;_ggxg_an_;nzgnmgdiate
position among the terms :, The conclusion is not immediately
oo\_‘\n

f. In induction the minor prewilss is affiinutive and B 1s particular
wet we conclude to a universal affirmdtive ¢, the conclusion dess
not scem true. It would be filse from the viewpoint of logical

K\

form to arrive at a valid univeraal proposition as a conclusion,
e must suppose on the side of C that the ecunumeratlon is gom-
plete, that C contains all animals with&ut bile, apnd that B bas,

e ———

; no greator extension. bhal G, cnosition con

? tible ». we uSe fet sic de aliisi i ghwpggmhit@“gonv&u
pronosition.  This conversion wokes possible the formal comsegueh
ce vhith—tould not exist unless there were a com»lete enumeration
of singulars. aving,”hig_ggmplote enumeration B has no greater
exronalon in_the conclusion than in The™ Bremissesy

g. But does oxperience Jugtify our posing et STE“d% aliisne Thiu
does not concern us here, for this cowes from material inuuction,
in formal induetlcon we merely ~osit it, All inductive reascning
must possess o note of universality in its form (Ipout An lec. 4)
he vho proceeds by induction from singulars to universuls does
not « inmonstngte by necessity hecause enuweration is not cowmplete,|

h. The form of inductionls not tr.nsposed to the sylloglism, They ar
tvo irrcducible forms, Induction has no true middle term; it is |
merely an enumeration. VWhat we do is use the seme matter which |
wvas under the form of induction and then rearrange 1t in syllogils-

{ tic form. However, this syllogism 1is not a strict one, for its

conclusicn is not o wediate cne proved through a middle term.
Tts conclusion is imwediate beocause it is the same proposition
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obtained by induction from the ennumeraticn of singulars, Induc-
tion is a form of argument which in order toyvalid as to form
requires complete enumeration of singulars, be
Matter of iuduction - singulars are furnished by experience; these
orm the basls for induction., Certitude of induction is divisible
according to 1its matter,

" a. Cortain induction

1 complete enuweration - the singulars examined are few

an%hcomp eteiggumerad gn is possibles, 1 sality cxists
hoth ag to mabter and form :, conclusion is certalfi.—— ough
not truly scientific In the strict sense because it is not
fovledge by causes; 1t does not give us the universal ratio,
The enumeration 1s cause of certain knowledge of the thing,
but not.  of the thingitself, : .
2) By incomplete enumeration % 1t is not necessary to examine all
singulars in order to suy "the whole is greater than its part."
If we multiply cascs it is more to illustrate the principle
than to prove 1it. S L base a neraticn s g .
Tt s on essentlal predicate,.an-casential tis, e mind sees
it to pertain to all singulars even to these not enumerated,
It 15 equivalent to a btal enuveration even though it is not
} made, Universality 1s had both on the side of the matter and
of the form, whereas in dilalectical induction we have only
rormal universality (et sic de allis), but as to matter only
an aporoximated or constructed universality. _Eonumeration. is |
mgxmlxmthm-oncusionwfqnwﬁﬁizinEMRR&QQinlﬁﬁmﬁXidﬂnﬁmggﬁzﬁiﬁﬁazllpS
Pravogsitions arrived at in this way are:
a) common~dnG gemeral propositions (dignitataes)

g} 21QQ&E_Ezlasinlsa.nﬁnﬁniences. : -
Induction 1s gulded by dialectics (Topics, ch. 2, 101 a 34),

the most proper function of dialectics 1s to cnable us to

l  find first principles by faeilitating incuction,

b. Probable induction - here pronositions arc not neccssivy even if
cnunciated in & wniversal form for such univers:lity is merely
constructed and approximative, As universal it is o being of
rexscon, Two kinds of such prorositions:

ose based on zxivmkixt commen expericnce (e.g. mother loves
her child),
£) Those based on sclentific cxperience - nhy«ical luvs,
In both Kinds the incertitude of the matter iwpedes certitude
ang¢ universzlity as to watter,

¢. In vhich measure are we Justified in adding vet sic de ulilisne
In dialectlcel induction asscnt and con.lusion are based solely
on the repetition of experience, The conclusion is posed as uni-~
versal, not becouse 1t is confirwed by experience hut merely he.
cause peeded for.the.-orograss. of soie - 3
contrary ond if sufficlent _number of. enumecaticns have been mude
we must ‘consider the wniversal @ attained (Topics, 157 b 33).

A1)l propositions seemingly true of zll or mwost cuases must be taken
as principles accepted by all (Topics 105 b 10) To refuse to do
this would be foolish (160 bl) In dialecticcl induction the diffi-
culty is to pose a subject or universal representing the singular
which 1s not tco broad or too restruined, It is not formul unives-
gsallity which 1s difficult, but materisl wniversality,

Physical laws are acquired by induction. Is it the sawe with theo-

ries? It is impos¥ible to construct o theory on = purely inductive

system, In theory we do not go step by step from laws; the creative
imaginztion enters in.
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F. More precise study of inducticn in the experimental sclences,

1. The method followed to make an inducticn in the experimental sclences
pases itself entirely on enumeration as such, How does one m.ke o
good enumeration? They try to isolate one particular thing from
bthers and then make a generalization on it,

procedure of simple enumeration - simply count the instanceswhen

% prenomenon happens. No efiort is made to find exceptions or
moke phenomena vary. But this procedure is a little childish and
ito econclusicns precariocus; sometimes based on insufficient number
of cases, and only the most obvious ones, It does not conslder
the ensembleé of circumstances, nor establish that other factors
have 1o bearing on the conclusicn, '

b. Rules for induction - certain terms are used: antecedents and con-
sequenty cause (efficlent) and effect, Now, W"causel is not used
mach but 1s roplaced by the idex of relation which is vaguer.

Laws of mathematical physics de not mention efficient causality.

John Stuart Mill has 4 methods which piresuppose & generyal princi-

ple: if 2ll other clrcuwstances remain the sume and 1f cne cannot

Giscard or qu-ntitatively chonge a factor without chunglng the

effect, then this fuctor 1s the couse of os related to the effect;

and inverscly, if we remove or chonge the factor und no change

occurs in the effect, then such a factor is not connected 3, we
must study effects (phenowena) in circumstinces as viarloble as
possible,

1) Rule d; method of concord:nge - when one antecedent () 1s
comnon o =1l effects (a) then it is the cuuse of (a) which 1is
gought. This rule tries to establish that such . relation is
const:nce, and that other factors are not pertinent with resped
to this effect (negative cspect), In its positive aspect 1t
gives severzl ensewbles to support the genoralizotion, The
woukness of this method is that it is difiicult to eliminate
fortuitcus coincidences, '

£) Aule 2} when two effects have the s.me antecedents excepting
che, then this one is the cause sought, Thecifficulty 1s to
suppress on aatecedent vhich is truly unigue, l.c¢. without
1pprd:sing at the sime time more thon one antecedent,

3) Rule 3; concomitant vuriations - when phenomenon vacies and
vhen only one of its anteccdents varies in the sawe piropor-
ticn, this antecedent is the cause sought. Ve must determine
up to what limit variction takes place,

4) Rule 4; method of residues - cne presupposes a complex ante-
rdent Which 19 the couse of o complex conseyuent, If wve con
gonign nll eleoments bub ono of the zntecedent, then the re-
unining olewsnt of the conse.uent correcsponds to thoe remaingng
ol-oment of the sntecedent., The difficulty is to sce that
only onc antecedent romainsy things are not always clewr cut.
e.g. IfA B C D then A '

b ¢ 4 - a

n. These rules are more useful for destro :

for proving .ay partlculac thing., 0One vell-esta

~

(AN ALE] A .
blisheda fact can

.

destroy the universulity of « generalization, whereas no nuwber

of instences can confirm it, for they are mere enumerations. |

/ These rules ave mpore a mothod of verification rather than a means
of suggesting nev experiment.
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and varle y, ehper nen b ear on & limited numwber of cases
+, our formulae (physical laws) include even cascs not submitted to

experiments extpapclation --frow o limite

general affirwaticn, To do this we pust

principle of' inductilon,

d numbeir we cirive at a
basge ourselves on the

This is not necessary to assure the

gocdness of the formal consequence of induction (use met sic

de alllsn,
first principles.,

This principle is not necessary vwhen enumeration is

caomplete, when propositions have essentizl predicates, or with

complete and conclusion is based on the e

It is needed when enwseration 1= not

aumeration as such, This

principle does not enoble us to avelive at a pxop@ﬁtion vhich
is certain and rigorously universal, but enables us to progress
and proceed to an wprroxiwative universal; it 1s a sunplement on

the side of matter, of the singulars whic

enunerated. It doesn't express a law of

a law of thg intellectts mrograens,

pregross of sclence toward wnity, but doe

to the conclugion, The principle 1s that

& provosition as wndversal after sufflolel

h xe alvgyg insufficiently
nature, uut only

It sllows genorallzabtion and

snot conier ccrtitudc
e 1 &

nt onmeratiomm

E;“dgmngmwﬁgw,tng Drsdicahe Lo be ess entia ﬂknﬂiﬁhﬁwﬁnum&XQEIOn

This Drin01nle cannot . b

is not complete

By experIneats This would be a vicious c
already presupposes this principle, This
another and moro vast mothodological principle: =)

uhe unifefmity of na ar 1t is an extens
considers it a o\ienti 1e fact based

~ buu this leads us to the viclous circle,
that it precedes all experience; it does
experience (less pmueise, but more cerboin

rer this principle 1s thet we cannot do w

(ﬁéanovionc 2) . Poincarc aaya that the beust

e discovered or verified
ircle, for experiment
principle is based on

the beliocf-ef
ion @f this principle,
on previcus experience,
This does not mean
nct come before common
than sclentific
ju.&ifimzt ion dwe
ithout it,




POSSIBLE DISSERTATION TOPIC

General interest:

Reason for interest: a.

be

Possible specification of interest:

the nature of the art of teaching, chiefly its essential,
and n6t its introductory or concluding, activity.

It bears a relationship to the art of logic, which
is the method of all science,

(Logic seems to be the solution for many of the
current problems in teaching and learning.)

I have had direct experience with only a few good
teachers. Many other teachers whom I have had

seem unaware of what the art of teaching should

be. Even conversations with teachers whom I have

not had in class reveal that they do not know what
is the essential activity they must perform in
order to teach others,

(My position in our college is the training of
teachers.) :

procedure (method) used so that the
readers would be able to arrive at the
proper conclusion.
j1lustrate (for the instruction of
those reading the thesis) the meaning
of the principles essential to the art
of teaching.
would have to be examined at length.

An analysis of some section of a writing (7]
of St. Thomas in relation to the teaching

This analysis would

Naturally, these principles




Phiboeiniat Torminstogy ao Betiboting

P P - e
it

@ fore. Meonren  mnolie /hz/) CAK o ‘




&N § PHILOSGPHICAL TERMINOLOGY AS DELIBERATELY AMBIGUOUS

Hermann VWeyl observed that the first step in explaining
relativity theory must always consist in
shattering the dogmatic belief in the temporal terms, past,
present and future, You cannot apply mathematics as long as
words still becloud reality.
In this ccnnection, Weyl quoted Andreas Speiser:
By its geometric and later by its purely symbolic construction,
mathematics shook off the fetters of language, and one who knows
the enornous work put into this process and its ever recurrent
surprising successes cannot help feeling that mathematics today
is more efficient in its sphere of the intellectual world, than
the modern languages in their deplorable state or even music are
on their respective fronts,
On still another page, Weyl tells us that
The mafhematical game is played in silence, without words, like
a game of chess, Only the rules have to be explained and communicated
in words, and of course any arguing about the possibilities of the
same, for instance about its consistency, goes on in the medium of
words and appeals to evidence,

Any respectable word is so ambiguous that in various areas of

(.‘V?/b( "2’24’"‘ .

human knowledge wewds muy in fact be described as beclouding reality
and as fettering our thought, But we should notice that the authors
just guoted are stating their apposite case in words, nor could they
do otherwise, while they themselves acknowledge this, Still, not
enough attention is being payed to the precise reason why even meta-
mathematics resorts to words, All this we somehow take for granted,
It is all very well to point to exasperating ambiguity, but the real
problem remains: how could we do without words? Moreover, how could
we do without their very ambiguity? How could we prevent their use
except by forcing pecple to shut their mouth I mean that as our

knowledge progresses the need for imposing new meanings upon terms




ffaiready in use is imperative, And I insist that this is in practice

acknowledged even by those who make the most irate attacks upon the

slipperiness of human Speech as distinguished from the symbols and

symbolic constructs of logistics, mathematics and mathematical physics,
Let us take as an example the polyvalent Greek word hylé and its

Latin equivalent materia. Lexicons will list several meanings somewhat

in the following order: (a) forest, woodland; forest-trees; (b) wood

cut down; timber, lumber; (c) the stuff of which a thing is made,

material; generally, materials, Finally these words were extended

tc mean 'that of which? anything is composed, even though this might

be as various as the vapour of a cloud, the sides of a triangle, or

the terms of a syllogism, We knéﬁ?ﬁi&fJin Aristoti“krecelves a new

s 6=
imposition Eﬁgizkm.found nowhere else, But the point is that in this

instance too it remains related to those more familiar meanings, even
as that which it is supposed to signify depends on knowledge of what
the word had already been used to signify,

In other words, a term (and this word term is itself a case in
point) may have some original meaning which it is well to know if
its later impositions are to be understood, that is, whenever the
term is applied to things which cannot be known nor, therefore,
named without reference tg something earlier and more known to us,
For, if words are first signs of what we have in mind regarding
certain things, so that they refer to these things only through the
medium of the mind's conception of them, then, the way in which words
8ignify will not depend immediately on the way in which the things
that they stand for are in themselves, but on the way they become
known to us and are present in the mind, And hence it is that we

can name a thing only as we know it, and that in naming things we




g follow the progress of knowledge, It is only natural that we should

transfer names of things more known to things less known, where our

knowledge itself pfoceeds from the more known to the less known with

dependence upon the former., Thus the word distance has been transferred

from things that are apart locally, to distance in time, distance

between simple and complex systems, between ideas, and philosophies,
Notice now that I am not speaking of original meanings of words

in the sense of etymology, although the true meaning of a term in this

narrower sense may sometimes be of use, Even erroneous etymology can

on occasion make do, provided the word is first applied to something

that can be readily and immediately identified, that is, if first

intended to convey something we know well, I mean that etymology

may be one thing, and>meaning still another.‘ The former aims to tell

us where the word was taken from for the sake of signification; |

whereas the meaning of the word concerns that upon which it is imposed

for the purpose of signifying, Thus the term manifest (whether it be

taken as a verb, an adjective, or a noun) comes from a Latin compound ,

manu(s) and fendere, which meant 'to seize by the hand;' hence 'palpable.!

Fur manifestus was a thief caught in the act, 'To manifest' became

'to make plain,! 'to make tc appear distinétly,' 'to put beyond question
or doubt,' etc, The adjective came to mean 'evident to the senses,!
especially to sight; 'apparent,' tdistinctly perceived;' hence 'obvious
to the understanding,' 'evident to the mind;' 'not obscure or hidden,'

1
Plainly this same word still retains many meanings. Knowledge of the

1. Another example would be tverifiable in experience.! The first ternm

in this expression is already analogous, f .‘; mea n tg'

verifying g name, another in verifying a s%ﬁﬁ% }fgﬁggﬁgngﬁa %gg€}§ﬁ§
another again in verifying a proposition or conclusion, 'Experience’

is not less ambiguous, having a distinct meaning in different sciences,
and even in different parts of a single science, !'Sense experience!' is
itself an ambiguous expression, and so is the sole word 'sense,!




etymology is not indispensible, but reference to something in the order
of sensation is a requisite, What I do want to point out at this
juncture is that these several meanings are interrelated as primary and
secondary, and that the term is thus analogical.

Before going into this question of intér-relationship, I must point

out that in the case of words signifying things first known to sense,

.such as noise, smell, sweet, pain, smooth, injgt#ll, feel, move, 'that

which they mean' and 'that from which their signification was drawn'
are one and the same, Whatever their philological origin, tﬁey are
not named from other things; and when they are it is purely incidental
to what we now intend, This is not the case of words such as bluefish,
If, aware that the name is taken from blue pius fish we insisted that
all blue fish ought to be bluefish, and all bluefish, blue, we would
in this event be confusing etymology and meaning, namely that whence

with that which the word signifies,'f%/,flgy”z”y

You can see how anyone who follows Aristotle on the various

'intentions of names! (Metaphysics V) must agree with logical positivists

and analytical philosophers who insist that if a term is to have meaning
it must refer to something that in one way or another can be verified in
sense experience, Notice the qualification, which sodg;ﬁgzld not accept
(though implicity they do so in their own writings), namely, 'in one way
or another,' Take for instance the terms light and sight. These were
originally imposed to mean that which allows our eyes to see, such as
sun- or candlelight; and eyesight, Then, according to common usage the
term sight extends to all knowledge obtained through the other senses,
Thus we say, as St.Augustine pointed out, "See how it tastes, how it
smells, how warm it is," Thus it is with the name light, which was

extended to mean that which makes manifest according to knowledge of




. -any kind, And so we say things like: 'Let us look at this problem in
the light of new evidence,! or 'If you view this question in the light
of the new calculus,' etc.

The analogous term, then, though one as a name, has many distinct
meahings as the result of new impositions. = Now theseiare not haphazard,
If they were, our term would be'simply ambiguous, like 'dog', which may
mean the animal, or the constellation, ‘Take that analogous term sight,
It means one thing in 'to see the equilateral chalk triangle/gn the

blackboard,' another in 'to see what the term equilateral triangle

means,' As to us, the former is the first meaning, This is what seeing
i ka. means per priusy The other is not so well known, Still, it refers to
f- a sight that is in a sense more so than that which I share with my cat,
The new meaning comes second in our knowing, but what it now refers to,
namely this new kind of knowing, is, absolutely speaking, prior to what
is conveyed by the previous meaning. One would rather lose eyesight
than mind,

Such terms, then, are ambiguous, but they are not so by mere chance:

they are intended as ambiguous — a consilio, The conceptions they refer

to are as many as whatever they were made to represent, but they are

the other, 'The light of calculus' cannot be grasped without reference

to the light we need to see with our eyes.l' There is no escaping this
demand of the logical positivists. (It is interesting that they should

be called 'logical,' for Metaphysics V is ébout the intentions of names,

which in fact are works of reason, I definitely side with them in this

particular regard, rather than with the Thomists of our day, whose

1, To the person blind from birth, some reference to sense would still
be requisite,




- conception of analogy, one that began with Cajetan, would rule out
once and for all the very possibility of metaphysics — as Kant so

convincingly made plain in the Prolegomena,).

The distinction between a given term as analogous or as metaphorical

¢1s not always unmistakable, -Light, for instance, in 'the 1ight of
calculus,' can be .an analogous term, but can also be taken as a metaphor,
P It is a case of metaﬁhor when not extended and given further meaning
to express a new knowledge acquired at the term of some dibcourse or
other., The metaphor is based upon a likeness first grasped by the one
who expresses it in the mode of apparent identity, But the analogical
term has at least two, inter-related, meanings with dependence of the
one upon the other,
Many of the so-called technical terms of philosophy look forbidding

(if not pedantic) because they are borrowed from another language, like

' S ay G B vtanen Loy ans Catlol Jeedniioad,
the word 'philosophy' itself. And they appear all the more remote
because they are usually taken according to later, more abstract
impositions which had become theirs in that language. Such is the case

with the words 'syllogism' and 'abstraction,! for example., Even in

Latin, the adverb syllogistice (used by Cicero), as well as the low

latin noun syllogismus, refer immediately to an extended meaning of the

Greek syllogismos and this is the imposition which Aristotle uses in

logic. The word derives from syn (with, together) and ;ogismos (counting,
calculation, and also reason). So, in Latin, Frenﬁh, and English
dictionaries, the very first:%gar ng of 'syllogism' is 'a term of logic,!
and reference is made to Aristotle., "Actually, the word was once used

by the man in the street who knew nothing about its extended meaning,

even though he put two things together and conéluded to a third, Yet

the passage from the meaning of the word in common use to its extended




paning can be followed as easily as the transition from 'light,' as
in 'sunlight,' to 'enlighten' in t'enlighten me on: this subject of
geometry.' Both:.in French and in English, the disparaging remark
'What does reasoning have to do with syllogisms?t! may well draw
applause from the gallery.b Such resentment is only natural when the
borrowed term is used outright to signify something that, without
reference to something more known or more knowable to us, can be
understood only with difficulty, or not at all, Such a (gference
must be provided either by an earlier imposition, or by an etymology
that helps to grasp a previous meaning, Failing this verification,
such so-called technical terms take on an air of fraudulence which
calls for exposure so long as one is presumed to know just what they
mean -—— which appears to be the case of metaphysics in our time,

The same holds for the word 'abstraction.,'! Both in French and
in English it now means, first and immediately, s&mething far removed
frcm what is more known to us: viz,, 'a certain operation of the mind,'
or 'the status of something related to thought as distinguished from

mere sensation,.,!' The original Latin (just like the Greek aphairesis\
. /

conveyed 'the act of drawing or separating from,! a meaning very near
to the etymology: ab, abs (from) and trahere (to draw, pull, take away).
The sculptor, hewing away stone from stone, performs an abstraction in
that primitive sense of the word. (This meaning was retained in the
English adjective 'abstract,' but is now archaic.) Present-day
discussions on the nature of abstraction show how bewildering are the
consequences of using words intended to mean, from the first, something
which can be properly known only by dependence upon something of which

o
we are more immediately aware and z%zahich the same word had already

been imposed,




The need to lead extended meanings back to those that can be

' yerified of things more known and unquestioned would not arise if,
with Descartes, we could assume that what is most knowable in itself
can be equated with what is most knowable to us — which is indeed the
case in mathematics. To him, the words 'Cod! and 'soul' meant something
first and most cleariy known to us by intuition, He believed that he
was using the word tsoul' according to the sense in which Aristotle
uses the word psyché (originally 'breath of life!) in Bogg III of
De Anima, We do not mean that Descartes had nothing in mind when he
used this word, but only that he nowhere provided a means of verification,
Nor would he need to do so if we enjoyed the kind of intuitions with
which he credits us, (Note that we are not speaking of propositions,
but simply of the meaning of the words,) Actually, many later impositions
of words depend either upon a comparison between something already known
and named, and something we come to know, with dependence on the former,
through some discourse of other. By forming an analogical term we |
express such a process which in every instance will somehow fall back
upon sense experience.l For we can name things only as we come to
know them, Hence the very words we use to signify things that we can
never know except by some comparison or reasoning process could not

obtain such a particular meaning without these., Any statement containing,

1. Although geometrical points, lines and surfaces may be named after
the crude objects of sensation (a respect in which such terms are
analogical), nonetheless, so long as they are taken within the order
of mathematical abstraction they have a single meaning, I mean that a
straight line is just as much a line as akcurged one; and 'point!
refers to what the very different one="&and 10 r-dimensional points
have in common. This utterly univocal character of all mathematical
names is proper to this science. On the other hand, if, as Hermann Weyl
said, it is irrelevant for the mathematician what circles are, there
will be no need for words that he distinguished from symbols,
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jor instance, the word 'soul,' taken in a sense far removed from sense
experience, yet with the assumption that this could, or should be its
first imposition — like that of words for things immediately known,

such as hot, white, breath — is going to be like any other enunciation

made in terms not entirely understood by its author, The neglect of
meanings relating po.experience opens the way to a philosophical jargon -
that all can repeat but no one understands.

 has been observed that the original meanings of words have to
do with things of rudimentary sense experience and practical life, For
instance, the Greek for 'soul!(ps ché, whence our psyche, psychic,

psychology, psychiatry, etc,) first meant the breath of life; while the

latin anima was used for air, a current of air, a. breeze; and we saw

_that the adjective 'manifest' meant seized by the hand. For this reason,

many believe that to recognize the simplest words of common speech
(although the whole of Aristotle's vocabulary, however awesome it may

have come to look in modern languages, was derived from them) as relevant
to philoscphy, is to condemn the latter and abandon it to anthropomorphism,

‘@Al atCrlant. cvnqu-
This is a denial of the progress of knowledge Irom morég%gLIES 'kﬁﬁﬁﬁzx

Rather than surrender to words in common use, some suggest that the
philosopher should create his own vocabulary, out of nothing, so to speak,
and employ only 'technical! terms divorced from usual meanings; much as
the mathematical physicist, who must have recourse to symbols from the
very start.

If this assimilation were correct, it would imply that philosophy
is a body of knowledge unrelated to what is actually more known to us;
that it is based, perhaps, on some intuitions that are the privilege of
a few, the only ones to have the right of calling themselves philosophers;‘

or that the science is based on intuitions proper to some particular

school, 1In effect, the reason why one does not understand the technical
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terms would be the lack of the proper intuitions, This position,
which is rather widely received, implies that progress from the more
commonly known to the less known, as well as the new impositions of
words that attend it, cannot be achieved, Thus a word whose more
original meaning referred to something practical, like 'manifest!
means to seize with the hand could never be used to signify, in a
proper sense, anything but that; or even tsymbol,' which meant the
sign of a contract or convention, such as a wedding-ring, could not
be reasonably extended to mean the sign of a collection that cannot
be named. So that once a word has been used to refer to something
in the order of sensation or in that of action or of making, it should
nevef be empioyed to mean anything else in any proper sense, If such
were the case, we admit that philosophy could not name anything, And
the reason would be that there would be nothing known to require a name,
Philosophical terminology, much like that of common speech, is
ambiguous,f@ﬁite deliberately so. Although confusion may at times be
in fact the result (one that the sophist will chose to exploit), it is
meant to reveal order by expressing progress in knowledge from the more
to the less known, inasmuch as the latter is dependent on the former,
It might prove interesting to show thét every philosopher, no
matter what his dissension — even he who denies all philosophy, while
he covets the title and in a sense deserves it — does in fact use
analogical terms, Nor could he have anything to say without these —
except perhaps in dubious metaphor.r However, this verification lies

beyond our present scope,
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Can it be that he who maintain54a1%$words should be univocal

; and, when applied to something else, no more than metaphors,
{// thereby confines himself to a logistic or mathematics whose
symbols and rules cbuld never be discusséd.except in words
condemned as hopelessly confusing? Progress in any field
outside of these feéhniques would in fact reduce to mere succession,
like touching one thing and then another, or hearing and then seeing
it, seeing a tree and then seeing a horse, I believe,all the same,

that my speechless cat can do better,

Charles De Koninck
Laval University
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