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SOME NOTES ON BEING AND PREDICATION

[t ]

ECENTLY the nature of the so-called existential propo-
sition has been the object of renewed discussion among
logicians as well as metaphysicians. I say “ renewed ”
because, as is recognized by at least some contemporary disput-
ants, the problems involved have long been recognized. It is
not surprising, then, that Thomists should feel moved to bring
to the attention of others the thought of St. Thomas on
existential propositions. Indeed those who profess to see in the
metaphysics of St. Thomas a kind of existentialism have been
especially drawn to his views on this matter and purport to find
in his remarks a basis for some rather startling statements
about the concept of being. In this paper I propose to consider
some of the relevant passages in St. Thomas as well as an influ-
ential existential interpretation of them. I take it that this
consideration will lay bare a number of historical inaccuracies
and doctrinal flaws in “ Thomistic Existentialism.”
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1. The Emistential Proposition

It is not surprising that it is in his commentary on Aristotle’s
De Interpretatione that St. Thomas speaks of what is called
the existential proposition. In the course of a comparison of
enunciations which include an ** infinite noun,” Aristotle distin-
guishes those in which s is predicated as tertium adiacens from
others in which it is not.' Is is a tertium when it attaches to a
noun or verb, e. g., “ Socrates is just.” Opposed to such enun-
clations are others, e.g., “ Socrates is.” In the latter kind, és
is the principal predicate. In “ Socrates is just,” is is not the
principal predicate but, together with just, forms one predicate.

With regard to the first [i. e., that when the verb “is” is used as a
third element in the sentence, there can be positive and negative
propositions of two sorts], two things must be understood.

The first of these is the meaning of his [Aristotle’s] statement, ‘ Is
is predicated as a third element (tertium adiacens).” To under-
stand this one must consider that the verb is is sometimes predi-
cated in an enunciation according to itself, as when it is stated,
Socrates is—by which we intend to signify no more than that
Socrates exists in reality (én rerum natura).

But sometimes is is not predicated per se as though the principle
predicate, but as though conjoined to the principle predicate in order
to connect 1t to the subject, as when it is stated, Socrates is white,
it is not the intention of the one speaking to assert Socrates to be
in reality, but to attribute whiteness to him through the inter-
mediary of this verb 7s. And therefore in such cases is is predicated
as adjacent to the principle predicate.?

* De Interpretatione. 10, 19b 19-22: “ When the verb ‘is’ is used as a third
element (fertium adiacens) in the sentence, there can be positive and negative
propositions of two sorts. Thus in the sentence ‘man is just’ the verb is used as
a third element, call it verb or noun, which you will.” (Oxford translation.)

2In I Periherm., lect. 8, n. 2: “ Circa primum duo oportet intelligere: primo
quidem, quid est hoc quod dicit, ‘est tertium adiacens praedicatur” Ad cuius
evidentiam considerandum est quod hoc verbum est quandoque in enunieiatione
praedicatur secundum se; ut cum dicitur, ‘Socrates est, per quod nihil aliud
intendimus significare, quam quod Socrates sit in rerum natura. Quandoque vero
non praedicatur per se, quasi principale praedicatum, sed quasi conjunctum prin-
cipali praedicato ad connectendum ipsum subiecto; sicut cum dicitur, ‘ Socrates est
albus,” non est intentio loquentis ut asserat Socratem esse in rerum natura, sed ut
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From this passage it is clear that in ““ Socrates is,” ¢s is the
predicate; the existential proposition, like any other simple
enunciation, is composed of a noun and a verb, a subject and
a predicate. In propositions in which is is a tertium adiacens
there are not two predicates but one, e.g. is-white. “ And 1t
is called third, not because it is a third predicate, but because
it is a third expression (dictio) placed in the enunciation,
which, along with the word predicated, constitutes one predi-:
cate, in such a way that the enunciation is divided into two
parts and not into three.” * St. Thomas also notes the obvious
signification of 7s in “ Socrates is ”: when we make such an
assertion, we mean that Socrates 1s in rerum natura. It is
important to stress that St. Thomas asserts (1) that existence
is a predicate, and (2) that existence, s, signifies something.
Both of these assertions have been denied in the interests of
an existential interpretation of St. Thomas’ doctrine.

M. Gilson tells us, in Being and Some Philosophers, that
logic, apparently Aristotelian logie, cannot handle the exist-
ential proposition. “ Propositions are usually defined as enun-
ciations which affirm or deny one concept of another.”* M.
Gilson divides the proposition into “ one-term ” and * two-
term ” propositions. “ Man is rational ” is said to be a two-term
proposition. Man and rational are the terms; és is not a term
“ because it designates, not a concept, but the determinate
relation which obtains between two terms.” ® “ John 1s,” is an
example of a Gilsonian one-term proposition: John is the only
term. This leaves is unexplained and M. Gilson pronounces the
breakdown of logic. “ In short, if all propositions entail either
a composition or division of concepts, how can there be a
proposition in which there is only one concept? ” ¢ One could

attribuat ei albedinem mediante hoc verbo est; et ideo in talibus est praedicatur
ut adiacens prineipali praedicate.”

3 Ibid.: ““Et dicitur esse tertium, non quia sit tertium praedicatum, sed quia est
tertia posita in enunciatione, quae simul cum nomine praedicato facit unum
praedicatum, ut sic enunciatio dividatur in duas partes et non in tres.”

¢E. Gilson. Being and Some Philosophers (Toronto: 1948), p. 190.

5 Ibid.

® Ibid., p. 191.
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point out, of course, that the integral parts of the enunciation,
according to Aristotle, are the noun and the verb, that “ John
is” clearly qualifies as an enunciation in Aristotelian logic.
However, there are reasons for following further M. Gilson’s
analysis, for it leads us to the heart of his Existentialism,

M. Gilson observes that logicians have a way of turning
‘one-term ” propositions into “two-term.” Thus, “ Peter
runs ” can be rendered “ Peter is running.”

€

Now, in such cases as I am or God ¢s the transformation is not
even possible, because in I am being or God is being, the predicate
is but a blind window which is put there for mere verbal symmetry.
There is no predicate even in the thus-developed proposition,
because, while running did not mean the same thing as is, being
does. In other words, is-running does not mean s, and this is why,
in the first case, the verb is a copula, which it is not in the second
case. The metaphysical truth that existence is not a predicate is
here finding its logical verifications.’

In ““ John is,” according to M. Gilson, 75 is neither predicate
nor copula. Since is clearly is a predicate in “ John is,” one
may well wonder what M. Gilson is getting at. The following
remark, summarizing his denial that is is a predicate in such
propositions as “ John is ” gives us the clue. “ All the rest is
mere verbiage calculated to make us believe that existence falls
under the scope of conceptual predication.” * M. Gilson’s denial
that is is a predicate is closely linked to his view on the manner
in which the intellect grasps existence.

2. Exmistence and Conception

If existence is not predicated in existential propositions this
is because predicates are concepts and, M. Gilson contends,
there is no concept of existence. What then is being asserted in
existential judgments?

Noting that there is no a priori reason to doubt that human
thought at the very outset goes straight to what is the core of
being,” M. Gilson says that existence is attained in the judg-
ment. And the judgment must be distinguished from abstract

7 Ibid., p. 198. ® Ibid. ® Jbid., p 201
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representation.’® What can be grasped and represenied ab-
stractly 1s essence; if then we assume that existence is not
essence, it seems to follow that existence cannot be absractly
represented. Intellect attains existence only by means of the
judgment.

The concept which expresses an essence cannot be used as a
complete expression of the corresponding being, because there is
in the object of every concept something that escapes and trans-
cends its essence. In other words, the actual object of a concept
always contains more than its abstract definition. What it contains
over and above its formal definition is its act of existing, and,
because such acts transcend both essence and representation, they
can be reached only by means of judgment. The proper function of
the judgment is to say existence, and this is why judgment is a type
of cognition distinet from and superior to pure and simple abstract
conceptualization.™

Touching on the theme of his book, M. Gilson notes that
“ essentialistic ” metaphysics identify what can be understood,
the essence of the thing, with the whole of reality and intelli-
gibility. Judgment, which has existence and not essence as its
object, corrects this penchant and guards against abstract
speculation. Philosophy “ must use judgment to restore essence
to actual being.” ** In judgments of existence, my mental act
answers the existential act of the known thing. “ Let us rather
say that such a judgment intellectually reiterates an actual act
of existing. If I say that « is, the essence of x exercises through
my judgment the same act of existing which it exercises in x.” **
That all of this is the doctrine of St. Thomas is clear, M.
Gilson feels, from In Boethii de Trinitate expositio, q. 5, a. 3.

M. Gilson’s analysis of existential propositions, then, involves
the view that existence cannot be conceived, that it functions
neither as copula nor predicate in such propositions as “ John
is.” However, existence, the core of being reached at the very
outset of the intellectual life, can be attained in the judgment
when we return the abstracted essence to its existence: we say
that it is and our act of judging reflects in its structure the

20 [bid., p. 202. 2 Ibid. 2 Ibid., p. 203. 8 Ibid.
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structure of reality where essence is composed with existence.
It will be appreciated that all this has a decided effect on the
question of the concept, not of existence, but of being.

8. The Concept of Being

Being in the view of M. Gilson, cannot be the object of
purely abstract cognition nor can essence be legitimately
severed from its act of existence. I, in existential judgments,
we correct the essentializing tendency of our mind by restoring
essence to existence, this will be @ fortiori necessary when it
is a question not of this being, but of Being. Describing the
“ abstract essence of being ” as a “ metaphysical monster,” M.

Gilson adds:

For, indeed, there is no such essence. What is conceivable is the
essence of a being. If the correct definition of being is “ that which
is,” it necessarily includes an s, that is existence. To repeat, every
ens, is an esse habens, and unless its esse be included in our
cognition of it, it is not known as an ens, that is, as a be-ing. If
what we have in mind is not this and that being, but being in
general, then its cognition necessarily involves that of existence in
general, and such a general cognition still entails the most funda-
mental of all judgments, namely that being is.*®

What is surprising here, of course, is the introduction of “ exist-
ence i general ” which surely involves knowing in general
what existence is, that is, having a concept of it. And, in
“ Being is,” a judgment spoken of as necessary for metaphysics,
to what existence would we be returning the essence of being
(the ““ metaphysical monster ) ? Surely not to some existence
outside the mind, as seemed to be suggested when existential
propositions having singular subjects were being discussed, for
there is no existence in general cutside the mind. And, if
existence in general is general thanks to being i the mind,
then abstraction, representation, indeed everything M. Gilson
was concerned to rid metaphysics of lest it becomes “ essen-
tialistic,” seem involved.

As a matter of fact, if ens signifies id quod habet esse, it

24 Ibid., p. 204. *¢ Ibid.
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would seem that in the concept of being we already have the
esse to be introduced by the general existential judgment,
“ Being is.” Is this to be taken to mean “ Essence exists”?
This would be a strange issue of M. Gilson’s analysis, since
being is then equated with essence. The real point, it emerges,
is that being signifies “ essence exists.” Despite the fact that
this makes of ““ Being is ” a compeund proposition, it is indeed
what M. Gilson intends, something quite clear from the second
edition of his book.

There, in an appendix, M. Gilson considers a number of
objections posed by Fr. Regis, 0. P. in his review of the first
edition.’®* The appendix is particularly important since in it
M. Gilson seems to reject what he had maintained in the first
edition. Fr. Regis had noted that, in the commentary on the
Peri Hermeneitas, St. Thomas speaks of existence as a predicale,
and, since M. Gilson’s intention was to present the viewpoinf
of St. Thomas, the texts referred to by Fr. Regls are matters
of serious concern. Faced with these texts, M. Gilson seemingly
must make some adjustments m his earlier position 1f 1t is to
be identical with that of St. Thomas. What he does is to reduce
the difference between his views and those of St. Thomas to
the level of language; the appendix'is introduced under the
heading, Sapientis enim non est curare de nomintbus. It soon
becomes clear, however, that something more than language
is at stake.

The remarks of Fr. Regis are fully justified. No Thomist aiming
to express the point of view of Thomas Aquinas as he himself would
express it should write that existence (esse) is not known by a
concept. Historically speaking, our own formulas are inaccurate,
and had we foreseen the objections of Fr. Regis, we would have
used another language, or made clear that we were not using, the
language of Saint Thomas. We should avoid as much as possible
unnecessary misunderstandings. The guestion is: can these mis-
understandings be completely avoided? ”

M. Gilson is now willing to admit that existence is known by

10 The Modern Schoolman, XXVIII, ¢ (January, 1951), pp. 121-127.
7 Gilson, Op. cit., pp. 221-2.



322 RALPH M. MC INERNY

means of a concept. Indeed, he feels that his earlier distinction
betwen conceptus and conceptio *® indicates that in some sense
of the word concept he had allowed that there is a concept of
existence. He notes that Fr. Regis, O.P. does not seem to
honor this distinction. M. Gilson had earlier used the term
conceptio to cover the composite act whereby essence is grasped
and judged to exist. But the point at issue is not whether we
agree that conceptio can be used to signify a judgment, but
whether there is a conceptus of existence analytically prior to
any existential judgment. It is difficult to interpret M. Gilson
as affirming this. He notes that the more restricted term,
conceptus, has been taken over by unidentified essentialists as
their own and confined to the apprehension of essence. Because
of the difficulties of making himself understood in the alleged
essentialistic atmosphere of the day, he has restricted his use
of concept to the “ simple apprehension of an essence.” Exist-
ence can be the object of conception. “ Otherwise how could it
be known? But it cannot be known by the simple conceptual
apprehension of an essence, which it is not.” ** This is ambigu-
ous. It can mean either that the concept of the essence of
any creature does not include its existence, or that there is
no concept (concepius) of existence, M. Gilson notes that
anyone is free to reject his distinction of conceptio and con-
ceptus, but the question is whether the use made of it here
can be accepted as the thought of St. Thomas. * Jehn is,” can
be the object of a conceptio; of John we can have a conceptus.
But can there be a conceptus of existence? If not, it is clear
that there will be no predication of existence and hence no
conceptio of ““ John is.” *°

Admitting that St. Thomas speaks of existence as a predicate,
M. Gilson feels that such talk is nowadays misleading. “ For,
if we tell them (non-Thomists) that existence is a predicate,

1% Jbid., p. 190, n. 1.

1% Ibid., p. 225.

2 Ct. In IV Metaphys., lect. 10, n. 664: “ Significatio autem orationis a
significatione nominum dependet. Kt sic oportet ad hoc principium redire, quod
pomina aliquid significant. . . .”
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they will understand that, according to Thomas Aquinas, actual
existence, or esse, can be predicated of its essence as one more
essential determination.”** If the meaning of predicate has
changed, one might feel that a clarification of the old and new
meanings would be of help in avoiding misunderstanding. M.
Gilson, however, seems intent on questioning the adequacy of
Aristotle’s logic.

In his commentaries on Aristotle does Saint Thomas always express
his deepest personal thought on a given question? Unless we
admit that logic is a strictly formal science wholly unrelated to
metaphysics, it is hard to Imagine that the true Thomistic inter-
pretation of a logic applicable to habens esse can be identically the
same as that of a logic applicable to a metaphysics of ousia.??

This is a most unfortunate turn in the discussion. M. Gilson’s
hint at the possibility of an *“ existential logic ” can only be as
valuable as his estimate of Aristotle’s metaphysics, as his
analysis of the logical intentions of proposition, predicate, etc.,
and as any indication he may be able to give that the difficulties
he has raised are due to the logic of Aristotle. Of course, only
the second and third points concern us here.®

M. Gilson recalls ** that St. Thomas assigns three meanings
to esse: it can mean essence, the actuality of essence, or the
truth of a proposition. (I Sent., d. 33, q. 1, ad 1) Only the first
two are real being. When we use est in logic, it is not a tertium
praedicatum, for in “ John is white,” is-white is the predicate.
So too in “ John is,” is 1s the predicate according to St. Thomas.
Far from being the solution it is just this that remains M.
Gilson’s problem, a problem, according to M. Gilson, * whose
solution is not to be found in the excellent texts so aptly quoted
by Fr. Regis.,”* In “ Socrates is,” Socrates “refers to an

* Gilson, Op. cit., p. 224.

#2 Ibid. On all this, cf. E. Trepanier, “ Premitres Distinctions sur le mot ° étre,” ”
Lavel Théologique et Philosophique X1, 1 (1955), pp. 25-66.

?2On the first point, cf. John D. Beach, “ Aristotle’s Notion of Being,” Trz
Tromist, XXI, 1 (January, 1958), pp. 29-43.

24 Gilson, Op. cit., p. 224.

% Ibid., p. 225.
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essence, but does its predicate refer to an essence as in the case
of albus? There is no problem as to its conceivability: I have
the concept of ‘existing Socrates’ which is the intelligible
import of this judgment. Our own question is: if est is a
predicate, what kind of a predicate is it? 7 2® It has to be noted
that an unexplained shift takes place here. We are told that
Socrates refers to an essence and asked if is does? But the
original question was: is there a concept of esse?—not whether
esse 1s an essence, To identify essence and concept is simply to
beg the question. Moreover, it is noteworthy that the con-
ceivability of existence is only through the conception of
“ existing Socrates.” 'That this is all that is meant by the
conceivability of existence is clear from the following passage.

Let us agree that in Thomas Aquinas the verb est is a predicate;
what is the nature of the cognition we have of what it predicates?
This is no longer a logical problem; it is a problem in noetics and in
metaphysics, because it deals with the nature of being and of our
knowledge of it. When we predicate est, we are not predicating the
‘quidditas vel natura rei” Nor for that matter do we predicate
something which belongs to the essence of Socrates (such as
‘homo ), or that inheres in it (such as ‘albus’). Logically speak-
ing, it could be said that esse inheres in the subject Socrates, but
metaphysically, it does not, because where there is no esse there is
no Socrates. Granting that est is a logical denomination of Socrates
as existing, the metaphysical status of the denominated still remains
an open question. Among those who refuse the composition of
essence and esse, quite a few have been misled precisely by the fact
that their metaphysical inquiries were conducted in terms of logic.
For, indeed, as soon as we do so, es?t becomes a predicate like all
other predicates, and we imagine ourselves in possession of a
distinct concept of esse in itself, apart from the concept which we
do have of Socrates-conceived-as-existing.?”

Since the only way in which existence can be conceived is in
such a conception as ° existing Socrates,” it is clear that exist-
ence is attained only in the judgment, that there is no concept
(conceptus) of existence. Surely, then, there is no point in
speaking of existence as a predicate. If existence can only be

20 Ibid. 27 Ibid.
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conceived in a conception of an existential judgment (which
does not involve a conceptus of existence), any talk of the
predication of existence would be concerned with the predica-
tion of a proposition.

4. The Simple Apprehension of Being

The contention of “ Existential Thomism > that the concept
of being is a judgment or proposition contradicts explicit
remarks of St. Thomas. In order to see this is so, it must be
made clear that this view on the concept of being has to do
with what the mtellect first knows, ens primum cognitum.
M. Gilson, in the context of his argument that being mvolves
at once apprehension and judgment notes that there is no a
priori reason to doubt that reason “ at the outset ” goes to what
is the core of being, i.e. existence.”® The composition of
essence and existence in a judgment which is the conception of
being seems to answer to the being which, as St. Thomas says,
primo cadit in intellectu.”® Now, although it is certainly the
thought of St. Thomas which M. Gilson wishes to expose, it 1s
with St. Thomas that he seems to disagree.

In many places, St. Thomas writes that being is what the
intellect first grasps.®® Moreover, being (ens) is said to be
attained by simple apprehension, by the first operation of the
mind, which is analytically prior to judgment.

But it should be stated that those things which are more universal
according to simple apprehensmn are the ﬁrst known, for that which
falls first upon the intellect is being. .

As evidence of this, it should be understood that since there is a
two-fold operation of the intellect—one in which it knows “ what
something is” (quod quid est), which is called “ the understand-
ing of indivisibles ”’; the other, by which it composes and divides—

* [bid., p. 201.

# Ibid., of. p. 205. Cf. J. F. Anderson, Review of Metaphysics XI, 4 (June,
1858), p. 557.

3 E.g. De Ent. et Ess., proem.; De Verit,, q. 1, a. 1.

3 In 1 Metaphys., lect. 2, n. 46: *“Sed dicendum quod magis universalia
secundum simplicem apprehensionem sunt prima nota, nam primo in intellectu
cadit ens. . . .”
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in both there is some first thing. In the first operation, indeed, of
the intellect there i1s some first thing which falls upon the con-
ception of the intellect, namely, that which I name “ being.”—nor
is anything able to be conceived by the mind in this operation
unless “ being ” be understood.®*

Both Cajetan and John of St. Thomas have discussed this
doctrine at length. Being as first known by our intellect is,
Cajetan maintains, ens concretum quidditats sensibili.® The
formula was carefully chosen. St. Thomas will often say that
it is the quiddity of material things which is the connatural
object of the human intellect, since our concepts are abstracted
from the sense image, the phantasm. The intellect is said to
be able to know what the things are whose sensible qualities
are attained by the senses, and, of course, what sensible
qualities are. Since the whatness or quiddity, though not a
per se object of sense, is intellectually attainable by us thanks
to the instrumentality of the senses, it is denominated ° sensi-
ble” The sensible quiddity, however, is not something which
can be sensed per se. The concepts or ideas formed by the
mind are first of all means of knowing sensible things—and
nothing more. Of course, as it happens, knowledge of what
sensible things are can lead us to the certainty that there are
things which are not sensible, either per se or in the per accidens
way sensible quiddity is. Whatever we come to know of such
things will be by an analogy with sensible things, via the
connatural objects of our intellect. That is why our knowledge
of “ separate substance ” is always radically imperfect. At the
outset of the intellectual life, there will be no question of
forming a concept which will be applied to anything other than
what is attained by the senses. And, if the first concept is that
of being, as St. Thomas teaches, it will be sensible quiddity

2 In IV Metaphys., lect. 6, n. 605: Ad huius evidentiam sciendum est, quod
cum duplex sit operatio intellectus: una, qua coguoscit quod quid est, quod vocatur
indivisibilium intelligentia: alia, qua componit et dividit: in utroque est aliquod
primum: in prima quiddem operatione est aliquod primum, quod cadit in con-
ceptione intellectus, scilicet hoe quod dico ens; nec aliquid hac operatione potest
mente concipi, nisi intelligatur ens.”

3 Cajetan. De Ent. et Ess., proem., n. 5.
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which is known as being. Concretum, in Cajetan’s formula, is
opposed to abstractum. He wants to insist that ens primum
cognitum is not grasped by what he calls formal abstraction
If it were, it would be ens commune, the subject of meta-
physics. It is nonsense to say that being is known in this way
at the outset of the intellectual life. By means of what Cajetan
calls total abstraction, being 1s grasped as a universal whole
predicable of its subjective parts.®* It may seem odd that
Cajetan will not allow that being is first known as a universal
whole. Does not St. Thomas explain the priority of being in
terms of magis universalia? And, after all, it would seem that
being can be predicated of whatever the senses attain. Cajetan
in a very subtle, exhaustive and illuminating discussion ** has
argued that a nature must first be known as a definable whole,
an integral whole, before it can be known as a predicable or
universal whole. And, since confused knowledge precedes dis-
tinct knowledge of the same thing, Cajetan has concluded that
ens primum cognitum 1s being grasped confusedly as a definable
whole. FEns concretum quidditati sensibili, then, is not known
by total abstraction or by formal abstraction. But, as John of
St. Thomas notes: “ The intellect is said, nevertheless, to
begin from that which i1s more universal, since it begins from
that predicate which is disposed to sustain the greater uni-
versality.”

We may object to this concretum on the grounds that mtel-
lectual knowledge is by definition abstract. If being is the first
concept formed by the mind, isn’t it, like any other concept,
abstracted by the agent inteliect from a phantasm? Cajetan,
of course, has no intention of denying this. “In a third way, as
having neither of these conditions, yet nevertheless abstracted
from singulars.”®* The first concept is freed from materiality

84 Ct, Summa Theol., I, II, q. 120, a. 2.

35 Cajetan. loc cit.

3¢ John of St. Thomas. Cursus Philosophicus, T. 2, p. 25240-43: * Dicitur tamen
incipere intellectus ab umiversaliori, quia incipit ab eo praedicats quod maireri
universalitati substerni aptum est.”

3" Cajetan. Joc. cit.: “Tertio modo ut neutram istarum conditinum habens,
abstractum tamen a singuolaribus.”
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and singularity and in that sense is abstract. But Cajetan,
aware that even total abstraction implies distinct knowledge
of what it is that is predicable of many, and wanting to retain
the truth insisted on by St. Thomas * that the first act of our
intellect is attended by a maximum of confusion and poten-
tiality, speaks of the primum cognitum as concretum quidditati
sensibils.

John of St. Thomas, in discussing the same matter, raises the
objection that the singular or singularity is what the intellect
first grasps. In handling this, he introduces an explanation of
the first confused knowledge of being that * Existential
Thomists ” should find sympathetic. John answers the objec-
tion by pointing out that intellectual knowledge of singularity
presupposes distinet knowledge of the nature of which this is
a singular instance. The objector contlinues: let us say that at
the outset the intellect grasps singularity, not as to its quid sit,
but as to its an sit. John’s reply is interesting.

But let it be that the intellect begin to know the quiddity of its
object not quidditatively, but as to “ whether it is” (an est), in
such a way that neither concerning the nature itself, nor concerning
the singularity does it attain any other predicate than the “ whether
it is” (an est)—nevertheless by this fact it does not know the
singular as it is singular, but in a confused way, and under a
certain most common notion of its being, in such a way that of the
singularity it knows nothing other than that it is being. Now this
is to know something common to the singular and to the nature—
for of both there is had knowledge as to the “ whether it is” (an
est), and thus being or “ whether it is” as in concretion with, or
applied to, some sensible singular, will be that which is first known
(primum cognitum) by the intellect. For which reason—and this
is very much to be noted—when the intellect knows something
as to “ whether it is,” it does not prescind from the “ what it is”
(quod quid est) or quiddity, for this is impossible since it is its
formal object and what is first and per se intelligibile. Rather,
solely it does not know it quidditatively, 1. e. by penetrating the
proper constitution of its quiddity and the cause of its being, but
in the quiddity itself it attains alone a certain predicate which is

8 ¢, Summe Theol., I, q. 85, a. 8.
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overwhelmingly common and confused, which is being; and this is
what it knows at that time as * what it is” (quod quid) .*®

What John of St. Thomas seems to be saying is that the first
concept formed by the intellect is a means of knowing sensible
quiddities, not with respect to what they determinately are,
but under the formality of having existence. Doubtless what
existence means here is presence to sense. In other words, being
is 1d quod habet esse. It is noteworthy, however, that although
John speaks of this first concept as the most confused predicate,
he does not speak of any actual predication. That could hardly
take place without a predicate.

Being as first conceived or apprehended by our intellect is the
most common predicate; it can be predicated of that from
whose image the concept has been abstracted. What-is, being,
like any concept, may enter into composition and division, 1. e.
become subject or predicate of an enunciation. Like any other
concept, being, what-is, is not of itself a judgment or assertion
susceptible of truth or falsity in itself. However, unlike most
other concepts, it can appear to assert or affirm existence. For
this reason, Aristotle and St. Thomas go to special pains to
show that this is not the case.

The noun and the verb are parts of speech (oratio); alone
neither one signifies what is true or false.** Indeed, only that
oratio which is an enunciation does. What nouns and verbs

*° John of St. Thomas. loc. ¢t., p. 28b38-24227: “ Sed esto ita sit, quod intellectus
incipiat cognoscere quidditatem sui obiecti non guidditative, sed quoad an est, ita
quod neque de ipsa natura neque de ipsa singularitate attingat aliud praedicatum
guam ipsum an est, tamen hoc ipso non cognescitur singulare ut singulare est, sed
sub confusione et ratione quadam communissima ipsius esse, ita quod de ipsa
singularitate non cognoscit nisi quod sit ens. Hoc autem est cognoscere aligunid
commune ipsi singulari et ipsi naturae; de utroque enim datur cognitio quoad an
est, et sic ipsum esse seu an est ut concretum seu applicatum alicui singulari
sensibili erit primum ecognitum intellectus. Quare (quod valde advertendum est)
quando intellectus cognoscit aliquid quoad an est, non praescindit a quod quid seu
a quidditate, hoc enim est impossible, cum sit formale eius obiectum et primo et
per se intelligibile, sed solum non cognoscit quidditative, id est penetrande
constitutionem propriam quidditatis et causas essendi, sed in ipsa quidditate solum
attingat praedicatum quoddam valde commune et confusam, quod est ipsum esse;
et hoc est quod tune cognoscit ut quod quid.”

48 In I Periherm., lect. §, n. 16.
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have in common is that they both signify and that neither
signifies what is true or false. With respect to the verb, the
second point is best shown in the case of that verb which seems
an exception to it, 1. e. to-be or esse. “ For although every finite
verb implies existence (esse) since to rum is to be running, and
every infinite verb implies non-existence (non esse), since not
to run is not to be running, nevertheless no verb signifies this
whole which is for a thing to be or not to be.”

Here, in the Oxford translation, I1s Aristotle’s text.  Verbs
in and by themselves are substantival and have significance,
for he who uses such expressions arrests the hearer’s mind and
fixes his attention; but they do not as they stand express any
judgment, either positive or negative. For neither are ‘ to be’
and ‘not to be’ and the participle  being ® significant of any
fact, unless something is added; for they do not themselves
mdicate anything, but imply a copulation of which we cannot
form a conception apart from the things coupled.”** The
Latin translation St. Thomas had did not translate o 8v as
being, but as is. St. Thomas 1s aware of this ** and comments
both readings, 1. e. ipsum est and ipsum ens.

He begins with the latter. “ For in order to prove that verbs
do not signify a thing to be or not to be, he [Aristotle] takes
that which is the fount and source of existence, namely, being
itself~—concerning which he says that it is nothing. . . .”*!
St. Thomas, before giving his own explanation of this, examines
the readings of other commentators. Alexander takes the state-

4 Ibid., n. 16: “Quamvis enim omne verbum finitum implicet esse, quia currere
est currentem esse, et omne verbum infinitum implicet non esse, quia non currere
est non currentem esse; tamen nullum verbum significat hoc totoum, scilicet rem
esse, vel non esse.

22 Periherm., 16b19-25: durd uév ofv xaf adTd Aeyopeva T4 Pphuara dréparé
dore xal onpalver Ti,—loTnoe yap 6 Néywy Ty Sudvoiav, kal & dxoboas fHpéuncer—
aA\N el Eorw B uh olmw oqualvers ob ap 1O elvar B pY elvar anueldy éore Tol
wpéyuaros, obd éav 7o Oy elwys Yihév. alrd wév ydp oddér éoTwv mwposomualver 5é
girleciv Twa, iy dvev 78y ovykeuérwy odbk EoTi vofical.

83 In 1 Periherm., lect. 5, n. 19.

¢ Ibid.: “ Ad probandum enim quod verba non significant rem esse vel non esse,
assumpsit is quod est fons et origo ipsius esse, scilicet ipsum ens, de quo dicit
quod nihil est. . . .
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ment that “ being is nothing ” (ens nihil est) to refer to the
equivocal signification of being. An equivoecal noun, taken by
itself, signifies nothing. St. Thomas disagrees. Not only does
being not signify nothing, it signifies many (multa), but
according to prior and posterior in meanings (secundum prius
et posterius) —* whence 1t is understood absoclutely speaking
of that which is said in the prior way.” ** Moreover, Alexander’s
approach has little to do with Aristotle’s point. Porphyry says
that “ being does not signify the nature of anything, as does
the word ‘man’ or °‘wise,” but solely designates a certain
conjoining.” If this were the case, St. Thomas cbserves, being
would be neither noun nor verb, but would be like the con-
junction and preposition.

What Aristotle does mean, as Ammonius pointed out, is that
ens does not signify what is true or false. Nevertheless, even
Ammonius didn’t get to the heart of the matter.

And therefore, to follow the words of Aristotle more closely, one
should consider that he said that the verb does not signify a thing
to be or not to be, even being (ens) does not signify a thing to be
or not to be. And thus he says, “ It is nothing ” (nifil est) —i.e.
does not signify anything to be.

For this was most clear with the expression being: since being is
nothing other than what is (quod est). And thus it appears both
to signify a thing, by the expression Quob, and existence by the
expression EsT. And indeed if this expression being should signify
existence principally, as it signifies a thing which has being, without
doubt it would signify that something exists.

But it does not principally signify that compesition which is implied
in the expression Est, but it “ consignifies ” it insofar as it signifies
a thing having being.

Whence such a “ consignification ” [or implied signification] does
not suffice for truth or falsehood—since the composition in which
truth and falsehood consist cannot be understood except insofar as
it connects the extremes of the composition.*®

28 Ibid.: “. .. unde simpliciter dictum intelligitur de eo, quod per prius dicitur.”
46 Ibid., n. 20.: “ Et ideo ut magis sequamur verba Aristotelis considerandum est
quod ipse dixerat quod verbum non significat rem esse vel non esse, sed nec ipsum
ens significat rem esse vel non esse. Et hoc est quod dicit “nihil est,” idest non
significat aliquid esse. Etenim hoc maxime videbatur de hoc quod dico ems; guia
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Being signifies what-is, not “ something exists.” Being names
the thing from the formality of existence, but it does not
signify that the thing exists. Only an enunciation can do this
and therefore signify the kind of composition which is true or
false. Thus, St. Thomas teaches that being, although it names
a thing from existence, principally signifies what has existence.
it is the res that is named and signifies by the word, being,
not the factual existence of it. It seems clear, then, that id
quod habet esse, quod est, habens esse, etc. are not propositions
but phrases; the present text clearly expresses the doctrine
that ens does not involve a judgment in its signification. It is
also clear that est, since it is a verb, 1. e. a vox significativa,
signifies something. This last point emerges once more when
St. Thomas comments on the translation which gives ipsum est
instead of ipsum ens.

“For that no verb signifies a thing to be or not to be, he
[Aristotle] proves by the verb Est, which stated in itself does
not signify something to be, although it does signify being.”
The composition (or affirmation) seemingly signified by this
verb is had only when what it composes is stated. Then there
can be truth or falsity. Est is said to consignify composition
and not to signify it. It consignifies it because it is a verb:
“For it signifies primarily that which falls upon the intellect
in the manner of actuality in the absolute sense—since EsT,
absolutely speaking, signifies to be in act, and therefore it
signifies after the manner of a verb.” ** The actuality prin-

ens nihil aliud est quam quod est. Et sic videtur et rem significare, per hoc quod
dico Quop, et esse, per hoe quod dico Est. Et si quidem haec dictio ens significaret
esse principaliter, sicut significat rem quae habet esse, procul dubio significaret
aliquid esse. Sed ipsam compositionem, quae importatur in hoc quod dico EsT. non
principaliter significat, sed consignificat eam inquantum significat rem habentem
esse. Unde talis consignificatio compositionis non sufficit ad veritatem vel falsitatem:
quia compositio, in qua consistit veritas et falsitas, non potest intelligi, nisi secundum
guod innectit extrema compositionis.”

" Ibid.: “Quod enim nullum verbum significat rem esse vel non esse, probat
per hoe verbum Est, quod secundum se dictum, non significat aliquid esse, licet
significet esse.”

48 Ibid.: “ Significat enim primo illud guod cadit in intelleciu per modum
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cipally signified by this verb is or exists is generally the act of
any form, whether it be substantial or accidental act. Thus,
when we want to signify any form or act actually to be in
(inesse) some subject, we do so by means of the verb is. Such
actuality is signified simpliciter by the present tense, secundum
quid by the other tenses.”

5. Concluding Summary

The foreging analysis indicates why one cannot agree with
M. Gilson when he writes: “ There is a point on which Aris-
totle and Thomas fully agree: taken alone, 7s means noth-
mg.” *® What each man says is that is alone, like being alone,
does not assert anything; that therefore neither ¢s nor being
signifies a judgment which would be true or faise.

We may take it as shown, I think, that for St. Thomas there
is a concept (conceptus) of being; that being is a term signify-
ing a simple apprehension and not a judgment. If the latter
were the case, being would signify something susceptible of
truth or falsity. But this is clearly not the case. What-is (id
quod habet esse) , affirms nothing; but this is not to say that
they mean nothing. Moreover, is is a significant term, if it
were not a vox significativa, it could hardly be a verb.

Given these seemingly clear doctrines of St. Thomas, the
position we examined earlier may seem merely capricious. How-
ever, as has already been indicated, it claims foundation in the
texts of St. Thomas, particularly in the saint’s exposition of the
De Trinitate of Boethius. There St. Thomas writes:

The first operation, indeed, regards the nature itself of the thing,
accordingly as the thing understood obtains a certain grade in
beings, whether it be a complete thing, or some certain whole, or
an incomplete thing, such as a part or an accident.

The second operation, however, regards the being itself of the thing,
which indeed results from the collecting together of the principles

actualitatis absolute: nam s, simpliciter dictum, significat in actu esse; et ideo
significat per modum verbi.”

4 Jbid.

®® Gilson, op. cit., p. 229.
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of the thing in composite things, or accompanies the simple nature
of the thing, as in the case of simple substances.”

This passage has been interpreted to mean that simple appre-
hension grasps essence alone, and that only in judgment is
existence attained. In the light of our previous examination,
it is clear that existence is not grasped by the first operation as
it is by the second. In judgment, the mind asserts that a thing
is or that it is such-and-such. We have already seen that the
concept of being does not assert that anything is and that,
although being means “ that-which-has-existence,” this ratio is
the term of the operation called simple apprehension. So too
the concept of substance (which is the ratio propria entis) , i. e.
that to which existence belongs per se et non n alio, does not
assert the existence of any res. No more does the concept of
existence (i.e. esse in rerum natura, in actu esse) assert that
something exists. When 1t is said that the second operation of
" the mind, ‘qua componit et dividit, respecit Ipsum esse rei,
what is meant is that the mind can assert the composition only
of what exists together in rerum natura and can assert the
separation only of that which exists separately in rerum natura
—if its judgments are to be true. By means of the first opera-
tion, it can consider one thing apart from another even when
these could never exist apart. (That the mind does not have
absolute freedom here, is shown at great length in the text in
question.) In the case of the existential judgment, if existence
were not first conceived, grasped as the term of the first
operation of the mind as to what it is, no existential judgment
would be possible.” What is composed in the affirmative enun-
ciation which signifies the existential judgment, ““ Socrates is,”
is precisely Socrates and existence. The exposition of the De
Trinitate, then, is certamnly not teaching a different doctrine

5t In Boet. de Trin., q. 5, 2 .3, (ed. Wyser): “Prima quidem operatio respicit
ipsam naturam rei, secundum quod res intellecta aliquem gradum in entibus
obtinet, sive sit res completa ut totum aliquod, sive res incompleta, ut pars vel
accidens. Secunda vero operatio respicit ipsum esse rei, quod quidem resultat ex
congregatione principlorum rei in compositis, vel ipsam simplicem naturam rei
concomitatur, ut in substantiis stmplicibus.”
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from the texts examined above nor does it demand a logic
other than that of Aristotle. The logic taught by St. Thomas,
like his metaphysies, is most profitably sought in his com-
mentaries on Aristotle. The hypothesis of a ““ personal ” meta-
physics of St. Thomas, an existential metaphysics, like the
consequent hypothesis of an existential logic to fit the exist-
ential metaphysics, exhibits an unfortunate tendancy to
derogate Aristotle in such a way that the obvious sense of the
texts of St. Thomas is rapidly obscured and lost.”? It remains
true that the best way to imitate St. Thomas is to become,
with him, a faithful disciple of Aristotle.

Barra Mclngrny

Department of Philosophy,
University of Notre Dame,
Notre Dame, Indiana.

2 M. Gilson, in his essay, Cajetan et lexistence, makes this curious remark:
“ L’histoire de ce que 'on nomme commodément I'Ecole Thomiste n’a jamais été
écrite. Nous ne prétendons done pas la connaitre, mais ce que nous en savons nous
invite & penser que le principal obstacle & la diffiusion du Thomisme de saint
Thomas, méme & linterieur de I’Ordre Dominicain, fut I'influence d’Aristotle.
Cette assertion d’apparence paradoxale, étant donnée Vinterpretation traditionelle
de saint Thomas, est sans doute destinée & devenir une banalité dont on s’etonnera
quil y ait jamais eu lieu de la dire.” Tidjschrift voor philosophie (June, 1953), p.
284. Doubtless St. Thomas himself would not be the least of those who would find
this assertion paradoxical. General statements about the relationship beiween the
doctrine of Aristotle and that of St. Thomas, of course, can be tested only by
particular cases—like that of the existential proposition.
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[5-2-]

N the article entitled “The Problem’ of Induction”
Joseph J. Sikora proposed to treat of “ the various mean-

M. ings which the term ‘induction’ may have,” yet he

specifically omitted any reference to the works of St. Thomas.*

At the same time certain contemporary positions were put
forward as though conceded, such as the supposition of two
levels of mtellectual knowledge, a * phenomenal ” one and a
“ transphenomenal ” one, permitting in turn two correspond-
ing levels of induction, providing the prineiples for two sciences
of nature: the “ empiriclogical ” and the “ontological.” In-
duction on each of these levels was then divided into three:

“ abstractive,” “ ratiocinative ” and * constructive.” The first
of these is a kind of mntuition; the second, by contrast to the
first, proceeds discursively from singulars; the third, by contrast
with the second, represents an incomplete, rather than com-
plete, enumeration. In all there are thus six types of induction
on the intellectual level.

With regard to the first division, that of intellectual knowl-
edge into “phenomenal ” and ° transphenomenal,” with its
resulting division of the science of nature into “ empiriclogical
and “ ontological,” even its protagonists do not claim that such
a dual concept of the science of nature is present in St. Thomas.
Tts merits over the concept of the science of nature as viewed
by St. Thomas would seem to have still to be demonstrated,
so far as any fruitful progress deriving therefrom is concerned.
With respect to the division of the inductive process itself into
three species—the “ abstractive,” the “ ratiocinative,” and the
“ constructive "—since the author does cite a passage from
Aristotle as an illustration of the second species, an examination

* Joseph J. Sikora, “The ‘ Problem ’ of Induction,” The Thomist, XXII (1959),
January, pp. 25-36. This omission appears to be an application of the author’s
conviction that an adequate discussion of such matters cannot be found in St.
Thomas himself.

336
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of the text involved will show that it is actually an illustration
of the inductive process leading to the seli-evident principles
mentioned under the first species. Finally, the second and third
species will be seen to be distinguished, in the terms of Aristotle
and St. Thomas, not on the basis of complete and incomplete
enumeration, but simply on the basis of the necessary or merely
dialectical status of the principles attained. As a result, the
author has substituted a threefold division of induction where
in Aristotle and St. Thomas there exists a single process of
induction terminating i principles which will be, according
to the matter, either necessary or dialectical. It is the purpose
of the ensuing pages to set down in clear relief the induclive
process as expounded by Aristotle and St. Thomas in order
that its contrast with the version in question may be fully
evident.

1. The general description of induction in Aristotle and St.
Thomas.

Since it is so often customary, in logic books and elsewhere,
to speak of the ““ inductive ” and the “ deductive ” processes as
though they were two mutually independent methods of
arriving at the truth, it will perhaps not be amiss to underline
the fact that in Aristotle and St. Thomas, as in thinking itself,
the two processes are not separated and parallel, but comple-
mentary: the prerequisite of deduction are premisses arrived at
by induction. This is expressed by Aristotle and St. Thomas
when they state that the principle of the syllogism, or deductive
reasoning, is a universal attained by induction. Thus Aristotle
states:

Now induction is the starting-point which knowledge even of the
universal presupposes, while syllogism proceeds from universals.
There are therefore starting-points from which syllogism proceeds,
which are not reached by syllogism; it is therefore by induction that
they are acquired.?

2 Ethics, VI, 1189b 25. (Oxford translation.)
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St. Thomas expounds this as follows:

There is a twofold teaching from things known: one, indeed,
through ¢nduction; the other, through syllogism [deduction]. Now
induction is introduced in order to know some principle and some
universal at which we arrive through experience of singulars, as is
stated in Metaphysics I. But from the universal principles known
previously in the aforesaid manner proceeds the syllogism.

Thus, therefore, it is evident that there are certain principles
from which the syllogism proceeds, which are not certified by
syllogism—otherwise one would proceed to infinity in the principles
of syllogism, which is impossible, as is proved in Posterior Analytics
I. What remains, then, is that the principle of the syllogism is
induction. But not any syllogism is teachable, 1. e., causative of
scientific knowledge, but solely the demonstrative syllogism, which
concludes necessary things from necessary.®

Since the passage alluded to above by St. Thomas in Meta-
physics I is the fundamental and basic passage in Aristotle on
the inductive origins of our intellectual knowledge, to which St.
Thomas often alludes, it is perhaps well to cite it in full:

The animals other than man live by appearances and memeries,
and have but little of connected experience; but the human race
lives also by art and reasonings. Now from memory experience is
produced in men; for the several memories of the same thing
produce finally the capacity of a single experience. And experience
seems pretty much like science and art, but really science and art
come to men through experience; for ‘experience made art,’ as
Polus says, ‘ but inexperience luck.’ Now art arises when from
many notions gained by experience one universal judgment about
a class of objects is produced. For to have a judgment that when
Callias was ill of this disease this did him good, and similarly in the
case of Socrates and in many individual cases, is a matter of experi-
ence; but to judge that it has done good to all persons of a certain
constitution, marked off in one class, when they were ill of this
disease, e.g., to phlegmatic or bilious people when burning with
fever—this is a matter of art.*

In St. Thomas® exposition of this passage, the rise of art

s In Ethicam Avistotelis, VI, 1.3, no. 1148, (Italics added.)
4 Metaphysics I, 980b 25. {Ox=ford translation.)
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from experience, beginning with the words, “ Now art arises
.« ., 1s expounded as follows:

Now the way in which art is produced from experience is the
same as the aforesaid way, in which experience is produced from
memory. For just as from many rememberings there is produced
a single experiential science, so from many experiences there is
produced the universal grasp of all similar cases. Whence art has
this over and above experience: namely, that experience is con-
cerned solely with singulars, while art is concerned with universals.

Subsequently he (Aristotle) expounds this with an example, say-
ing, “ For to have a judgment that when Callias was 1ll . . .,” for
when a man has received into his knowledge that this medicine has
benefited Socrates and Plato suffering from some certain sickness,
and many other singulars—no matter what the thing is—this
pertains to experience. But when someone receives into his knowl-
edge that this benefits all in some determined kind of sickness, and
according to some certain complexion—as that it has benefited
those with fever, both the phlegmatic and the bilicus—this already
belongs to art.®

The next question that occurs, is, of course, the question of
just what it is that enables the intellect to make the transition
from the singulars of experience to the universal of art and
science. Does it, for example, depend upon a complete enumer-
ation of the singulars? This question is studied by Aristotle,
and expounded by St. Thomas, at the very end of the Posterior
Analytics, where Aristotle, after determining with regard to the
principle of demonstration which is the middle term, proceeds
now to a study of the manner in which those principles which
are the first indemonstrable propositions are made known.® As
previously in the Metaphysics, Aristotle arrives at the answer
by tracing the degrees of knowledge up through the animals,
first the imperfect, and then the perfect, then on to man, in

5 In Metaphysicam Aristotelis, I, 1.1, no. 18-19. It will be noted here that St.
Thomas, following Aristotle, is speaking, not of “art” in the restricted sense of
universal knowledge ordained to making, but rather, since it is being compared with
“ experience ” in the proportion of the universal to the singular, of “art” in the
bread sense of any universal knowledge in contrast to the sensible knowledge of
singulars on the plane of memory and experience.

¢ Posterior Analytics 1L, 99b 20 sq.
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whom the experience derived from the memory of many occur-
rences is eventually transformed into that universal knowledge
which is the principle of art and science. St. Thomas follows
this description as before, and even appends once more the
example of the memory of the singular cures of some certain
sickness eventually evolving into umiversal knowledge on the
subject:

.. . From memory made many times concerning the same thing,
yet nevertheless in different singulars, experience comes about, since
expericice is seen to be nothing other than to receive something
from many things retained in the memory. But nevertheless experi-
ence requires some ratiocination about particulars, through which
one is related to the other, which is proper to reason. For example,
when someone remembers that a certain herb has many times saved
many irom fever, this is said to be experience that such a herb is
curative of fever. But reason does not come to rest in the experi-
ence of particulars, but from particulars of which one has had
experience, it grasps one common thing, which is confirmed in the
soul, and considers it without the consideration of any of the
singulars; and this common thing it takes for the principle of art
and sclence.

For exampie, as long as the doctor considered that this herb cured
Socrates when in a fever, and Plato, and many other singular men,
it is experience; but when his consideration rose to hold that this
species of herb cured a feverish man absolutely, this is taken as a
certain rule of the art of medicine. This, therefore, is what he
(Aristotle) says, namely, that just as from memory experience
comes about, or even further, from the universel coming to rest in
the soul [“i.e., from the universal now stabilized in its emtirety
within the soul”], which, namely, is taken as being thus in all, as
experience gives it to be in certain ones . . . from this experience,
therefore, and from such a universal arrived at through experience,
there is in the soul that which is the principle of art and science.’

Although the process of induction from singulars which has
now been twice described is here invoked, not in connection
simply with the attainment of any universal prepositions what-
ever through the process of induction, but specifically with the
attainment of those which cannot be arrived at in any other

7 Exposition of the Posterior Analytics, 11, 1. 20, no. 11. English translation of
Librairie M. Doyon, Quebec.
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way, namely, the immediate first principles from which all
reasoning proceeds, and which cannot therefore themselves be
the product of reasoning, nevertheless the process does apply
to any propositions arrived at by induction, such as the one of
the example: “ Some certain herb will benefit all men of a
certain complexion, sufiering from some certain disease.” Thus
St. Thomas in his exposition mentions the extension of the
inductive process as set down there by Aristotle:

.. . He (Aristotle) distinguishes between art and science, as also
in Ethics VI, where it is stated that art is the right reason of
making things. And therefore he here says that if from experience
there is arrived at something universal concerning generation, i.e.,
concerning any makeable things whatsoever, e. g., concerning curing
or agriculture, this pertains to art. But science, as he there says, is
concerning necessary things. And therefore if the universal is con-
sidered concerning those things which are always in the same way,
1t pertains to science, e.g. concerning numbers or figures. And
this mode which has been stated applies to the principles of all the
sciences and arts.®

In other words, since the principles of the various arts and
sciences cannot be deduced from the absolutely first principles,
such as, ““ Being is not non-being,” “ The whole 1s greater than
the part,” and others, necessarily the first principles of the arts
and sciences, whiie presupposing the absclutely first principles,
must likewise be attained through induction from experience.
Such would be, for instance, as suggested in the examples of
Aristotle, the principles uvsed and ifollowed in the art of
medicine. The process of induction is the same, therefore,
whether the principles or propositions in question are absolutely
first and immediate, or whether they are “the primary im-
mediate premisses ”’ of the arts and sciences as Aristotle calls
them, or universal propositions in general.

Referring to those which are first and immediate, in question
in the Posterior Analytics, St. Thomas continues his exposition
of Aristotle:

® Ibid.
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Whence (Aristotle) concludes that neither do the habits of the
principles pre-exist in us, as though determinate and complete, nor
do they come about completely fresh from some more known pre-
existing habits, as there is generated in us the habit of science from
the foreknowledge of principles; but the habits of principles come
about in us from pre-existing sense.’

Aristotle and St. Thomas now come to the precise mode in
which the sensible singular is metamorphosed into the intel-
ligible universal. The latter is not the arithmetical sum of the
former, but rather an intellectual vision which requires the
repetition of a greater or lesser number of sensible singulars
in order to bring it into focus. The likeness chosen by Aristotle
is that of a battle in which, in the course of a rout, first one
soldier, then another, makes a stand until there is a sufficient
number to constitule a new wunity, whatever might be the
number that is required:

... He (Aristotle) gives an example in battles which are brought
about by the turning back of an army overcome and put to flight.
For when one of them will have made a stand, 1. e., will have begun
to stand immovably and not flee, another stands, adding himself
to him, and afterwards another, until enough are congregated to
bring about the beginning of a fight. Thus also, from sense and
memory of one particular, and again of another and another, one
sometimes arrives at that which is the principle of art and science,
as has been said.*®

This ability to grasp the universal is not within the domain
of sense, is not a mere numerical addition, as already stated,
but presupposes a power to grasp the universal in the singular,
which sense does not have:

Someone might believe that sense alone or the memory of
singulars might suffice to cause the intelligible knowledge of prin-
ciples, as certain of the ancients laid down, not discerning between
sense and intellect. And therefore, to exclude this, the Philosopher
adds that along with sense it is necessary to presuppose a soul of
a nature such that it is able to undergo this, i. e., which is suscepti-
ble of universal knowledge, which comes about through the possible

® Ibid. 10 1bid.
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intellect, and again, which is able to do this, according to the active
intellect, which makes things intelligible in act through abstraction
of the universals from singulars.”*

This universal which is grasped is some common characteristic
found in the singulars, whether it pertains to the essence or not:

For if many singulars are taken which are indifferent [i. e. similar]
as to some one thing existing in them, that one thing according to
which they do not differ, received in the mind, is the prime uni-
versal, whatever it is, whether, namely, it pertains to the essence of
the singulars or not. For since we find Socrates and Plato and many
others to be indifferent [i. e. similar] as to whiteness, we arrive at
this one thing, namely, white. And likewise because we find
Socrates and Plato and others to be indifferent [i. e. similar] as to
rationality, this one thing in which they do not differ, namely,
‘rational,” we take as the universal which is [specific] difference.’?

That this is so, namely, that the universal arrived at by induc-
tion need not be of the essence of the thing, is clear from the
fact that we attain through induction from the senses universal
ideas of such things as ‘red’ or ‘ hot’ or ‘wet’ from things to
which these characteristics need not pertain essentially, but
only accidentally. How 1s this able to be so? It is able to be
so because immediately, in the very first sensible experience,
the intellect has already begun to perceive the universal. In
other words, it is a faculty which by nature perceives the
universal, in all that it perceives, and therefore does so in
even one sense experience, no matter how dimly. In effect, if
this were not the cage, if the intellect did not perceive the
universal from the start, how could the sense knowledge which
did not evoke the universal in the beginning, evoke it in some
later experience? What could the simple addition of singulars
have added, if the sensible singular as such was not penetrable
by the intellect on the universal plane? Therefore, if the mind
does indeed perceive the universal, it does so from the start,
first obscurely, then more and more clearly, as Aristotle de-

1 Ibid., no. 12. (Italics added.)
22 fbid., no. 18.
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scribes in the beginning of the Physics, in a passage to which
St. Thomas often refers.*®

Returning, however, to the passage at hand, one finds St.
Thomas elaborating on this immediate grasp of the universal
by the intellect. As stated by Aristotle, “ When one of a
number of logically indiscriminable particulars has made a
stand, the earliest universal is in the soul: for though the act
of sense-perception is of the particular, its content is universal
—is man, for example, not the man Callias.”** St. Thomas
expounds this as follows:

How this one thing can be arrived at he manifests subsequently.
For 1t 1s plain that thesmo‘ular is sensed properly and per se; but
nevertheless sense 13, in a certain way, of the universal. For it knows
Callias not only as he is Callias, but also as he is ‘ this man,” and
likewise Socrates as he is “ this man.” And thence it is that when
such a grasp of the sense pre-exists, the intellective soul can
consider ‘man’ in both.

But if it were such that the sense apprehended only that which
was of a particular nature, and in no way apprehended with this
the universal nature in the particular, it would not be possﬁﬂe that
from the apprehension of sense there should be caused in us the
knowledge of the universal.

And he manifests this same thing subsequently in the process
which is from species to genus. Whence he adds that again in those
things, namely, in man and horse, the soul persists in its considera-
tion until it arrives at scmething indivisible in them, which is the
universal. For example, we consider this animal and that, e. g,
man and horse, until we arrive at some common animal which is
the genus, and in this we do the same until we arrive at some
superior genus [L. e. ultimately the category of substance]. Since
therefore we attain the knowledge of universals from the singulars,
he concludes that it is necessary for the first universal principles
to be known through induction. For thus, namely, by the way of
induction, sense brings about the universal within the soul, inas-
much as all the singulars are considered.*

From the above it is clear that the universal, and the uni-
18 Cf. In Physicam Aristotelis, I, 1.1, no. 6 sq.

* Posterior Analytics, 11, 1002 15. (Italics added.)
8 Ibid., no. 14.
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versal propositions attained by induction, do not come about
by an experience of all the sensible singulars of which the
universal is true—and which are, incidentally, infinite, in the
sense of indefinite addition—since already in the first experience
the universal has begun to be present. One does not wait until
the last experience of a given species, which, moreover, need
not ever come in the knower’s life-span. How, likewise, could
one arrive at the universal idea of “ being’ by induction, as
indeed one does, if it were to entail a complete enumeration of
all the singulars?

In distinction to the example of induction given by Aristotle
in the Metaphysics, how could one ever apply any remedy if
a universal proposition concerning it entailed first a numerical
review of all possible cases—which would increase indefinitely
n the future beyond any present computation? The answer is,
of course, that the grasping of the universal, present in every
mdividual, does not require the enumeration of all, but only of
a number sufficient to actualize the intellect—a number propor-
tionate, not to the number of singulars, but to the complexity
and remoteness from matter of that which is grasped, since
the mind begins from things which are better known to us,
1. e., closer to the senses, and more general in nature, the tran-
sition of the mind from potency to act being extended in the
transition from the generic to the specific, as explained in the
beginning of the Physics. (Exactly the same matter is covered
by St. Thomas, incidentally, in Swnma Theologica 1, q. 85, a. 3.
—** Whether more universal things are prior in our intellectual
knowledge.”) ‘

The absolute basicness of the inductive process, from sense
knowledge up through memory and experience to the ultimate
grasp of the universal, may be seen from the fact that St.
Thomas cites it once more in speaking of the acquisition of
the absolutely first principle of demonstration, the principle of
contradiction: “ It is impossible for the same to be and not
be in the same at the same time, and in the same respect.”
Thus he describes its acquisition as follows:
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For it is by the natural light itself of the agent intellect that the
first principles are made known—nor are they acquired through
reasonings, but solely through the fact that their terms are made
known.

This, indeed, is produced by the fact that from sensible things
memory is received, and from memory experience, and from experi-
ence the knowledge of the terms in question. Once they are known,
there are known those commen propositions which are the prin-
ciples of the arts and sciences.

. « . |The requisites of the most firm principle belong] to this
principle as to the most firm, which states that ‘It is impossible
for the same both to be and not be in the same [i. e., be predicated
and not be predicated of the same] at the same time,” but there
should also be added, ‘ and in the same respect.} .. ¢

This principle is the first of all, to which all demonstrations
resolve their propositions:

It does not happen therefore that anyone should lie internally
concerning these things, and that he should believe the same to be
and not be at the same time. And because of this, all demon-
strations reduce their propositions to this proposition, as to the
ultimate belief common to all: for it is naturally the principle and
dignity [axiom] of all dignities.

. . . Since there is a twofold operation of the intellect—one by
which it knows what something is, which is called ‘ the understand-
ing of indivisibles; * the other by which it composes and divides—in
both there is something first. In the first operation, indeed, there
is some first thing which falls upon the conception of the intellect,
namely, that which I call ® being —nor can anything be conceived
by the mind in this operation unless ¢ being’ is intellected.

And since this principle, ¢ It is impossible to be and not be at
the same time,” depends upon the understanding of ‘ being,” as does
that principle, ‘The whole is greater than its part, upon the
understanding of ‘ whole’ and ‘ part,” therefore this principle like-
wise is naturally first in the second operation of the intellect,
namely, of the intellect composing and dividing. Nor can anyone
according to this operation of the intellect understand anything,
unless this principle be understood. For just as ‘whole’ and
¢ parts’ are not understood unless one understands °being,’ so
neither is this principle, ¢ The whole is greater than its part,” unless
one has understood this aforesaid most firm principle.*

1% In Metaphysicam Aristotelis, IV, 1.6, no. 599-600.
7 Ibid., nos. 608, 605.
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From all this it is evident that there are not many and
varied ways of arriving at first principles, at the “ first 1m-
mediate premisses,” but one way, namely, through induction
from sense knowledge. Such principles are ‘ immediate,” i. e,
requiring no middle term to enable the predicate to be predi-
cated of the subject; they are ‘ self-evident,’” or per se nota, 1. €.,
known to be true when their terms are known, whether it is a
case of terms known to all, or only to the initiate; they are
‘ indemonstrable,’ 1. e., deriving not from demoustration through
higher premisses, but through induction. In the process of
knowing these principles, one proceeds, as likewise in the
subsequent syllogism from the ‘known’ to the ‘unknown.
There are, however, two types of ‘ known ’: that which is better
known ¢n ¢tself, 1. e., that which has more being, and is conse-
quently less material or totally immaterial; and that which is
better known to us, namely, sensible singulars. It is from things
better known o us that one proceeds in induction, 1. e., from
sensible singulars:

. . . Singulars are prior to us, and posterior absolutely, while the
converse holds true of umiversals. This is the way in which
induction makes something known, in another way than demon-
stration. For demonstration proceeds from things absolutely prior,
induction from things prior as to us.'®

The indispensability of all intellectual knowledge arising from
this induction from sensible singulars is unequivocal:

. . . Demonstration proceeds from universals, induction from
particulars. If therefore the universals from which demonstration
proceeds could be known without induction, it would follow that a
man would have the science of those things of which he does not
have sense knowledge. But it is impossible to contemplate uni-
versals without induction. And this is more manifest in sensibje
things because in them, through the experience we have of singular
sensibles, we arrive at universal knowledge, as is shown in the
beginning of the Metaphysics [in the classic passage already cited].

. - . Even those things which are according to abstraction, are
made known through induction, since in every genus of abstract

18 Brposition of the Posterior Analytics, ¥, 1.8, no. 4.
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things there are certain particulars which are not separable from
sensible matter, accordingly as each is this particular thing. For
although line is said according te abstraction, nevertheless this
particular line which is in sensible matter, in so far as it is indi-
viduated, cannot be abstracted, because its individuation is from
this matter. But the principles of abstract things, from which
demonstration proceeds in these matters, are not manifested to us
except from certain particulars which we perceive through the
senses. Thus the universals from which demonstration proceeds are
made known to us only by induction.™®

This going from the ‘ known’ to the ‘ unknown,” from singu-
lars to the universal, which 1s induction, is not a syliogism.
Why not? ¥t is not because while the latter concludes with
necessity, the former does not:

. . . It 15 the same in the way of division [used in obtaining
definitions] as in the way of induction. For he who induces through
singulars to the universal, does not demonstrate nor syllogize with
necessity.

. . . He (Aristotle) has quite fittingly compared division to
induction. For in both cases it is necessary to suppose that all
things have been taken which are under something common, other-
wise neither could the one inducing conclude to the universal from
the singulars taken, nor could the one dividing, from the removal
of certain parts, concinde to the other [part of the division].?

II. “ The syllogism from induction” does not differ from in-
duction properly so called.

What is meant when Aristotle, in the Prior Analytics, speaks
of “the syllogism which springs out of induction ”? %' The
answer is simple: the process described is not a genuine
syllogism. It cannot be, since “ the syllogism through induc-
tion ” concludes by definition to an immediate proposition,
which is impossible in the case of a genuine syllogism; which
must by definition arrive at a mediate proposition, supposing

1 Op. cit., 1, 1.80, no. 4-5.

20 Op. cit., 1L, 1.4, no. 3-4.

2% Prior Analytics, I, 68b 15. The passage in question is that cited by Prof
Sikora in his article, p. 28, in support of a “ratiocinative,” in addition to an
“ abstractive ” or intuitive, induction.



INDUCTION IN ARISTOTLE AND ST. THOMAS 349

a middle term in the premisses. That such a * syllogism which
springs out iInduction ” does so conclude to an immediate propo-
sition is had in Aristotle’s own statement at the conclusion of
the passage: “Such is the syllogism [i.e., ‘the syllogism
through induction,’] which establishes the first and immediate
premiss.” 22

What, in effect, is the nature of this “ syllogism through
induction ”? In the words of Aristotle:

(It) consists in establishing syllogistically a relation between
one extreme and the middle by means of the other extreme, e.g.,
if B is the middle term between A and C, it consists in proving
through C that A belongs to B.

In other words, it consists in establishing the immediate premiss
AB by means of induction through cases of C. Thus he
continues, “ For this 1s the manner in which we make induc-
tions.”

The example which Aristotle cites to illustrate his point is
as follows:

... Let A stand for long-lived, B for bileless, and C for the
particular long-lived animals, e.g., man, horse, mule. [Here it
should be noted that by ° particular’ is plainly meant not sensible
singular, but a species.]

Since to be long-lived belongs to all the long-lived animals,

A then belongs to the whole of C. [This may be expressed as:
“Every Cis A.”]

At the same time, to be bileless belongs to all these animals:
. . . B also belongs to all. [This may be expressed as: “ Every
Cis B.”]
Subsequently, supposing C and B to be convertible, which
means that B may not extend to more elements than C—
as would be the case, for example, if B, bileless, were true
of more species of animals than those named under C, the
particular long-lived animals—then it is possible to state like-

22 Ibid., 68b 80. This final line is not included in the passage cited by Prof.
Sikora.
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wise: “Every B is C.” One now has a syllogism in the First
Figure allowing one to conclude: * Therefore every B is A.”
As stated by Aristotle:

If then C is convertible with B, and the middle term [B] is not
wider in extension, it is necessary that A should belong to B. [One
has established, then, the immediate premiss AB, “ Every bileless
animal is long-lived.”]

This is the process of which Aristotle states, ““ Such is the
syllogism which establishes the first and immediate premiss.”
Why is the premiss AB, “ Every bileless animal is long-lived,”
an immediate premiss? It is so because A is not immediately
related to C, i e., the characteristic, ““ long-lived ¥ (A), is not
immediately true of “ the particular long-lived animals” (C),
but rather is true of them through B,  bileless.” In other
words, “ the particular long-lived animals” are not long-lived
because they are, for example, “ man, horse, mule,” but rather
because they are all B, “ bileless ”: it is the fact that all these
species of animals are bileless, which enables “ long-lived ” to
be predicated of them. Thus, C is not the middie between A
and B, but rather B is the middle between A and C—and
consequently, is immediately related to A. For this reason, the
term of the mduciive process here described is not that of a
syllogism, but simply of the classical inductive process already
described by Aristotle in the first Iines of the Metaphysics and
the last lines of the Posterior Analytics. In effect, in the pas-
sage now In question, Aristotle, after designating this as the
“ gyllogism which establishes the first and immediate premiss,”
goes on to say:

. . . For where there is a middle term the syllogism proceeds
through the middle term; when there is no middle term, through
induction.

And in a way induction is opposed to syllogism: for the latter
proves the major term [A] to belong to the third term [C] by means
of the middle [B]; the former proves the major [A] to belong to the
middle [B] by means of the third [C].

In the order of nature, syllogism through the middle terms is
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prior and better known, but syllogism through induction is clearer
to us.?®

In the passage just cited, one has all the necessary elements
of this syllogism which is not a syllogism, namely, the “ sylio-
gism through induction.” In effect, in the first Line Aristotle
does indeed refer to this process of arriving at the first im-
mediate premiss, “ when there is no middle term,” as a “ syllo-
gism through induction.” In the second line, he shows that this
is not a univocal use of the word ‘syllogism,” but only an
analogy: . .. In a way induction is opposed to syllogism.”
In the third line, he states the root of the difference: Syllogism
through a middle term follows the “ order of nature,” while
syllogism through induction follows that which is “ clearer to

29

us.

What is it that is “clearer to us”? Obviously it is the
senstble singulars, which are prior and better known as o us, as
against the wntelligible universals which, proportionately to
their actuality and separation from matter, are better known
wn themselves. Yet both processes arve absolutely indispensable
to us, since we cannot proceed from that which is better known
wn ttself, and n the order of nature, unless we first arrive at it
from that which is better known as fo us: we cannot proceed
from universals, until we have first attained those universals
from singulars.**

Since the inductive process of arriving at universals is a
prerequisite to the deductive process of concluding from uni-
versals, one finds oneself in the predicament of holding for a
circular demonstration if one calls both of them syllogisms or
demonstrations. In effect, should one inquire, *“ How does the
syllogism proceed? ” and the answer be, “ From immediate

%% Loc. cit., 68b 80 sq.

%4 “ The natural way of doing this (i.e., of arriving at the principles of a science)
is to start from the things which are more knowable and obvious to us and proceed
towards those which are clearer and more knowable by nature; for the same things
are not ‘knowable relatively to us’ and ‘knowable’ without qualifications. . . .
We must follow this method and advance from what is more obscure by nature,
but clearer to us, towards what is more clear and knowable by nature.” Physics I
184a 15 sq. (Oxford translation)
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3

premises,” and one then ask, “ How are the immediate prem-
isses obtained? ” and ome receive the answer, “ From syllo
gism,” one has indeed a circular demonstration: Immediate
premisses are the principles of the syllogism, and the syllogism
is the principle of the immediate premisses. This difficulty is
solved, of course, simply by making clear that the latter, or
inductive, process, is not really a syllogism, but simply resem-
bles one under the aspect of establishing one thing from
another, in the broad sense of “ a discourse in which certain
things being stated, something other than what is stated follows
of necessily from their being so.” * This difficulty in termi-
nology is encountered by Aristotle precisely where he is speak-
ing of that requisite for demonstration which is the immediate
premiss, and of which he says: “. .. Knowledge of the im-
mediate premisses is independent of demonstration.” * If one
should speak strictly of “ demonstrating ” the immediate prem-
isses, one would be confronted with those premisses being both
prerequisite to demonstration and the result of demonstration.
But “. . . the same things cannot simultaneously be both prior
and posterior to one another; ” consequently, the semblance of
a circular demonstration may only be allowed provided it be
made clear that “ demonstration ” of the immediate premisses,
is not the same as the demonstration of the conclusion from
those premisses:

. . . So circular demonstration is clearly not possible [i.e., not
allowable] in the unqualified sense of ‘demonstration,’ but only
possible if ‘ demonstration’ be extended to include that other
method of argument which rests on a distinction between truths
prior to us and truths without qualification prior, 1. e., the method
by which induction produces knowledge.

... Perhaps . . . the second form of demonstration, that which
proceeds from truths better known to us [i.e. induction], is not
demonstration in the ungualified sense of the term.?’

St. Thomas, in expounding this passage, agrees with Aristotle
28 Aristotle’s definition of the syllogism in Prior Analytics I, 24b 15.

28 Posterior Analytics, I, 72b 15 sq.
27 Post. Anal., I, 72b 25 sq.
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that in speaking of two types of “ demonstration "—or “ syllo-
gism ~—in this case, one finds oneself with the alternative either
of admitting that the definition of demonstration as from the
prior and better known absolutely is faulty, if one wishes to
speak also of a “ demonstration ” from that which is prior and
better known fo us (i.e., induction) ; or else of considering the
latter type of demonstration, a *“ demonstration “—or “ syllo-
gism “—in name only:

For it was said that to know scientifically is to know the cause
of a thing. Therefore it was shown that a demonstration which
causes scientifie knowledge, must proceed from things that are
absolutely prior.

1f, however, a demonstration could at one moment proceed from
things prior absolutely, and at another, from things prior to us,
it would be necessary that to know scientifically not only mean to
know the cause of a thing, but would be said in twofold way—
because there would also be a kind of science through posterior
things. :

It is either necessary to say this, or that the other demonstration
which is made from things better known to us, is not a demonstra-
tion absolutely speaking.?®

s

III. “ Complete enwmeration of the pariiculars™ refers to

species, not sensible singulars.

Granted that the process of induction whereby one arrives
at the first immediate premisses is not, since it does mnot
proceed through a middle term, a syllogism in the formal
sense of the word, there remains the question of just how it
does arrive at the immediate premisses. Specifically, is it
through a complete enumeration of all the singulars? Indeed,
Aristotle states in the passage of the Prior Analytics where the
“ syllogism through induction ” is described, and the various
long-lived animals are used to establish the immediate premiss
that the bileless animals are long-lived:

. we must apprehend C [ the particular long-lived animals,

2% Exposition of the Posterior Analytics, I, 1.8, no. 4.
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e.g., man, horse, mule] as made up of all the particulars. For
induction proceeds through an enumeration of all the cases.?®

How, then, is one sure to have included all the particulars?
Is it by counting them? Plainly it i1s not, since none of the
inductions which men make from their knowledge of sensible
things, including the example which Aristotle gives in the
beginning of the Metaphysics, is based upon an enumeration
of all the individual cases. Thus the premisses upon which
people are now given polio shorts are not based upon a test of
this remedy on all polio cases, a condition which would be
clearly impossible. On the other hand, men continue to make
inductions, and do so by their very nature, and—provided due
precautions are taken, which do not include the enumeration
of all the singulars—do so successfully.

That universal propositions are not based upon a counting
of the singulars is made clear by Aristotle in the very beginning
of the Posterior Analytics when speaking of the foreknowledge
of the principles which is required in demonstration: this uni-
versal knowledge is not of all those merely that one has come to
know (as would be the case if the universal were based upon
enumeration of singulars), but of all absolutely:

For no premiss is ever couchéd in the form ‘ every number which
you know to be such,” or ‘ every rectilinear figure which you know
to be such ’: the predicate is always construed as applicable to any
and every instance of the thing.®°

Thus, when speaking of the “ particular long-lived animals, e. g.,
man, horse, mule,” and saying that they are all long-lived, one
does not mean “all the men and horses and mules which I
know to be such,” but “ men, horses and mules in any and
every instance.”

This leads one to recognize that induction, admittedly
natural and successful, is based upon something else—and what
that is is stated by Aristotle at the end of the Posterior
Amnalytics, and has already been stated above, namely, the
power of the intellect, in contrast to sense, to be able to grasp

2 Prior Analytics, 11, 68b 25. 3¢ Posterior Andalytics, I, 71b.
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the universal nature of a thing already from the very first sense
perception:

The soul is so constituted as to be capable of this process [where-
by the universal becomes °stabilized in its entirety within the
soul ’].

. .. When one of a number of logically indiscriminable particulars
has made a stand, the earliest universal is present in the soul: for

though the act of sense-perception is of the particular, its content
is universal—is man, for example, not the man Callias.>*

The examination of singulars, therefore, need continue, not
until all are counted (which is impossible, since one cannot
count, for example, those yet to be), but solely until, ag St.
Thomas says, “ from the universal coming to rest in the soul,
which, namely, is taken as though it was thus in all, as it is
experienced in certain omes . . . there is in the soul that which
is the principle of art and science.” ** This may take place, as
in the case of the elements of the most principles, after a single
experience; or in the case of things which are merely probable,
only after many.*® Thus, even the self-evident propositions, the
first immediate premisses, to the establishment of which the
induction described by Aristotle in the Prior Analytics is
ordained—it “ establishes the first and immediate premiss ”—
are not all equally evident to us, but some require more study.
Hence the distinction between things self-evident to all, and
things self-evident to the wise. St. Thomas expounds this
division of what Aristotle calls ““ an immediate basic truth  as
follows:

To understand this division it is necessary to know that any
proposition, whose predicate is of the nature of the subject, is
immediate and self-evident in itself.

But the terms of some propositions are such that they are known
to all, such as being and one, and other properties of being as such:
for being is the first concept of the intellect. Whenee it is necessary

# Posterior Analytics, 1L, 100a 10 sq. (Italics added.)

32 Exposition of the Posterior Analytics, 1, 1.20, n. 11.

38 Ct. Summa Theol., I, 11, q. 51, a. 3: “ Utrum per unum actum possit generari
habitus.”
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that such propositions, not only in themselves, but with respect to
all men, be held as self-evident. Such are: The same thing cannot
be and not be, and The whole is greater than its part, and others
like them. Whence it is that all the sciences receive these principles
from metaphysics, to which it belongs to consider being absolutely,
and those things which belong to being.

Other propositions are immediate, but whose terms are not
known to all. Whence, although the predicate is of the nature of
the subject, nevertheless since the definition of the subject is not
known to all, it is notl necessary that such propositions be conceded
by all. For example, this proposition, All right angles are equal, is
of itself self-evident or immediate, since equality enters into the
definition of a right angle.®*

Granted, then, that in induction the attainment of the uni-
versal depends not upon the mathematical addition of the
singulars, but rather upon the amount of penetration required
by the itellect, greater or less as the case may be, depending
upon the universal’s intelligibility quoad nos, as te us, what
then of Anistotie’s statement: *““ But we must apprehend C as
made up of all the particulars ” ? This may be clarified by
asking what “ particulars” Arnistotle means. 1t has already
been made clear that in aiming at universal premisses, one does
not intend, i speaking of a given species, to resirict oneself
solely “ to those one knows to be such,” but “ to any and every
instance of the thing.” Consequently “ C” (in this case, the
particular long-lived animals, e.g., man, horse, mule), is by
definition made up of all the singulars, whether known or not,
of each species mentioned. Why, then, the warning of Aristotle?
It plainly seems to be indicated not as directed towards the
completion of the particular singulars in the species, but rather
as directed toward the completeness of the particular species
as parts of a given “indivisible ” genus. In other words, the
induction will not be complete, and consequently the premiss
arrived at will not be immediate, if one has omitted some of
the species of which the first term, “ A" (in this case, “ long-
lived ) is true, and which might not be bileless, or “B.” In
this case, the requirement, “ C is convertible with B,” is not

3¢ Posterior Analytics, I, 7%2a 10 sq. (St. Thomas, I, 1. 5, no. 7).
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fulfilled, since even though all the long-lived species of animals
mentioned may be bileless, neveriheless, conversely, the bileless
animals are not all the long-lived species.

One might give a more contemporary example in terms of
the nature of tranquillizing dregs. Thus, let it be supposed that
a certain number of patients took the drug, “ Serpasil,” and
all improved. One would be inclined to attribute this to
“ Serpasil ” as such, and to state as an immediate proposition,
“ All mental patients taking ‘ Serpasil * improve.” This would

° 113 Rl ° o ° 99
correspond to saying, ““ All the bileless animals are long-lived.
But just as in the first case, if the bileless animals did not
represent all the species of long-lived animals, but there were
also certain species which were not bileless but nevertheless
long-lived, the long-lived animals would not be long-lived
because they were bileless, even though all the bileless might
be long-lived. So too in the sencond case, supposing that the
mental patients who took “ Serpasil” did not represent all
mental patients who Improved, but there were also certain
similar patients who took some other drug, not * Serpasil,” yet
nevertheless improved, then the reason for improvement would
not be “ Serpasil ” as such, but some common element “ X"
common to all the species of drugs producing the same improve-
ment, including, of course, ““ Serpasil.” The immediate propo-
sition would therefore be: * All mental palients taking drugs
containing ‘ X * improve.” *®

° That the standard form of induction as illustrated by Aristotle in the begin-
ning of the Metaphysics falls into the form of the so-called “ syllogism which springs
out of induction,” may be seen by substituting the elements employed in the former
in the form of the latter. Thus, let “ Callias” and “Socrates” be C (similar to
“the particular long-lived animals, man, horse, mule”) and * phlegmatic or
bilious people when burning with fever” be B (similar to “bileless ), and * this
(certain remedy) did them pgood” be A (simiar to “long-lived”). Then
supposing “ Callias” and “ Socrates” and other singulars eventually to stand
adequately for a whole category, one will predicate A of B: “All phlegmatic or
bilious people when burning with fever will be done good by this (certain remedy).”
As may be seen, in order for A to be immediately true of B, it is necessary that
the remedy in question be peculiar to “ phlegmatic or bilious” people. If it is
actually efficacious with other types also, then under C one has not had “an

enumeration made up of all the particulars,” and one has not the case where “C
is convertible with B, and the middle term [C] is not wider in extension.”
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Thus, in making an induction one must be careful not to
identify with a part (or particular species) , that which is actu-
ally true of the whole: the attribute, as Aristotle says, must
be “ commensurately universal.” ** It must not only belong
“to every instance of its subject ” (dici de omni and dict per
se) , as improvement was true of all those who tock “ Serpasil,”
but it must belong “ to every instance essentially and as such ”
(dici ut universale), which 1s not the case with “ Serpasil,”
since Improvement was not true of “ Serpasil 7 as “ Serpasil,”
but of a whole genus “ X ” of drugs, of which “ Serpasil ” was
one species. The same would be true if one were to attribute
‘to have its angles equal to two rights angles’ solely to the
isoceles triangle. Such an attribution would be true and neces-
sary, yet not immediate—since the property inheres in isoceles
not qua isoceles, but qua triangle: it is because the isoceles is
a triangle that the attribute is true of 1t. The attribute adheres,
therefore, in ¢ triangle * immediately, in © isoceles triangle * medi-
ately. As Aristotle states:

.. . The subject which the demonstrator takes as a whole is really
only a part of a larger whole; for then the demonstration will be
true of the individual instances within the part and will hold in
every instance of it, yet the demonstration will not be true of this
subject primarily and commensurately.’”

In the same vein, where, through induction one arrives at a
principle such as that a certain remedy will do a whole category
of people good, one would still have to be careful to consider
whether this whole category might not be only a part of a still
larger category. Thus remedies discovered in connection with
one specific disease have often turned out to have a still wider
extension than one expected. One who was careful to ask
himself whether he had considered “ all the particulars ” in this
sense, whether he had © enumerated all the cases,” would be on
the look-out for such a possible “ extension of the middle term.”

3¢ Posterior Analytics, 1, 78b 25 sq.
37 Loc. cit., T4a 5.
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1IV. Inductive propositions are not divided basically according
to “ complete or incomplete enumeration,” but accord-
ing to “ necessary or probable.”

As has been seen, the question of ““ complete enumeration of
particulars ” in the text of Aristotle does not refer to a com-
plete counting of the sensible singulars, which are in fact
potentially infinite. Thus no acceptance of a remedy, no estab-
lishment of a physical law, is based on any such counting.
Rather, enough cases are examined for “ the universal [to be]
stabilized in its entirety within the soul,” as Arstotle states and
as practice confirms. Consequently the universal is not stated
as composed of all the cases one has counted, but as of every
case of the thing absolutely.®® The universal thus found, how-
ever, may not be necessarily true but may have only prob-
ability, in that, while being applicable effectively to all cases
encountered, it has not been demonstrated to be the exclusive,
and therefore necessary, solution. Such a probable principle
corresponds to what is called a ° scientific hypothesis.” A case
of this is had in the * supposition ” (which word is simply the
Latin-derivated word corresponding to the Greek-derivated
word ‘ hypothesis’) of Budoxus to explain the motions of the
planets, described by St. Thomas in his Exposition of the De
Caelo.® Why does St. Thomas say there that “ although, on
the basis of such suppositions, the appearances are saved, one
cannot nevertheless, for that reason state these suppositions
to be true ”? The reason is that the apparent motions of the
planets are not seen as having necessarily to be explained only
by the * construction ” or “ hypothesis ” of Eudoxus. His ex-
planation was not such as to exclude all others. St. Thomas
saw that there might he others, and therefore did not commit
himself to the theory of Eudoxus, any more than to that of

8 ¢ For no premiss is ever couched in the form ‘every number which you know
to be such,” or ‘every rectilinear figure which you know to be such the predicate
is always construed as applicable to any and every instance of the thing.”
Posterior Andalyties, I, 71b.

* In De Caelo, 11, 1.17, no. 451. Reproduced in “ Review Article,” The Thomist,
XXII (1959), January, p. 94.
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Ptolemy, “ since perchance the appearance with regard to the
stars may be saved in some other way, not yet comprehended
by man.”

What is the point of such conjectures from the point of view
of truth, if one proceeds in such a purely tentative way, merely
trying to explain appearances by theories which one does not
necessarily know to be true? The point is that this is the basic
inductive process, in which the * appcarances ” to be explained
are the singulars from which one begins. Such conjectural,
tentative, exploratory thinking, connatural to a being which
does not see the whole truth immediately but attains to it step
by step, is precisely what St. Thomas calls the via tnventionss,
the “way of discovery,” and which is a prelude to the vig
resolutions or wvin judicn, the “way of resolution,” or “ judg-
ment,” in which the tentative answer, the “ hypothesis,” if it
has passed the first test of “ explaining the appearances,” must
now pass the supreme test, for acceptance as necessarily true,
of being recognized as not being able to be otherwise, of being
the only possible solution. Until that i1s done, and unless it is
done, the solution remains ° dialectical,’ i. e., being such as not
necessarily to exclude any other solution.

It might be noted here that the very procedure of explaining
the appearances of the motions of the planets in a conjectural
way saving the appearances and which played an integral part
in scientific research for St. Thomas, as the vig inventionis, is
no different than explaining the lines in the spectrum of hydro-
gen by the Bohr model of the atom today. There is a difference
in size, but no difference in procedure. That this is so may be
seen by the fact that not only do those who study St. Thomas’
philosophy of nature as it is, find no need to make a new mental
adjustment in order to understand the mode of operating of
modern science; but neither does the modern scientist have to
learn a new vocabulary and a new outlook in order to under-
stand the position of St. Thomas.*®

#°St. Thomas not only mentions the system conirived by Eudoxus at the behest

of Plato, but also the subsequent system involving eccentrics and epicycles, evolved
by Hipparchus and Ptolemy, and gives this also as a system which, while saving
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Following the sequence of Aristotle, it is only after one has
made the transition from that which is probable to that which
is necessary, that one must be sure to apprehend that of which
some necessary property is predicated, *“ as made up of all the
particulars,” i. e., subject and predicaie must be “ commensu-
rately universal,” the subject must not represent only a part of
that of which the predicate is necessarily true, as in the case of
certain curative properties being attributed to one species only
of a drug which are actually true of a whole genus. Thus
Artistotle defines successively “an attribute ‘true in every
instance of its subject,” an ‘ essential ” attribute, and a ‘ com-
mensurate and universal * atiribute.”* Speaking of errors in this
final respect, Aristotle names one as “ when the subject which
the demonstrator takes as a whole is really only a part of a
larger whole; for then the demonstration will be true of the
individual instance within the part and will hold in every
instance of 1t, yet the demonstration will not be true of this
subject primarily and commensurately and universally.” ** This
is the error, to avoid which, one must be sure to have a
“ complete enumeration ” of the parts or species in question.
(It should be mentioned that the need to comprehend all the
particular species in the whole to which the predicate is related
would apply to inductions terminating in probability as well as
those terminating in necessary relations.)

the appearances, and thus having prebablility, does not attain to an exclusive
necessity: . . . In astronomy ihere is posited the explanation of excentrics and
epicycles on the basis that, this supposition having been made, the sensible appear-
ances with regard to the heavenly bodies may be saved. Nevertheless this explana-
tion is not sufficiently probative, since possibily they might also be saved on the
basis of some other supposition.” Summa Theol., I, q. 32, a. 1, ad 2. “. . .
Hipparchus and Ptolemf contrived (adinvenerunt) the movements of eccentrics and
epicycles, in order to save those things which appear to the senses iin the heavenly
bodies. Whence this is not a demonstration, but a certain supposition.” In De
Caelo, 1, 1.3, no. 28.

1 Posterior Analytics, I, 73a 25. Cf. St. Thomas, In Post. dnal., I, 1. 9-12

¢? Loe. cit., T4a 5.
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V. Summation

By way of summation, one may see that the inductive
process whereby one arrives at the immediate premisses which
are the first principles of the individual arts and sciences, and
that by which one arrives at the common principles of all, are
not two—the one distinguished by “ syllogisin,” the other by
“ intuition “—but one, in which the “ syllogistic ” procedure of
going from the singulars to the universal is culminated, not
after a certaln numerical total, but at the moment when the
intellect, going from potency to act, from the confused to the
distinct, adequately grasps the universal already present to a
degree from the first sense impression. At the same time, this
process which leads to the certain and immediate premisses
which are the common first principles and the principles of the
aris and sciences, is the same process which also leads to the
dialectical premisses which distinguish much of the reasoning,
for example, in moral and physical matters, the latter being the
domain of modern science.** This latter category would include
universal premisses which were not even known to be irue—as
in the case of Eudoxus’ theory of planetary motion which St.
Thomas mentions. (One might mention that it is perfectly
possible for some theory actually to be true, but simply not yet
known to be such, as in the case of the Copernican theory when
only in the state of a tentative solution not yet verified by
extensive observations. In an intermediate state it may contain
both true and not-true elements, as the Copernican theory,
from its heliocentric aspect, was shown to correspond to the
data of the senses, but as envisioning the planetary orbits as
circles rather than ellipses, was still not wholly in conformity
with the facts. Hence there can be a gradual progression from
the dialectical to the scientific stage as more and more truth is
ascertained. In the meantime, error must be avoided by not

#3“ The manner of demonstration [in the sciences] is diverse—for some demon-
strate with greater necessity, as do the mathematical sciences, while others ‘less
cogently,” 1. e., not with necessity, as do the natural sciences, in which many demon-
strations are taken from those things which are not always inherent, but for the
most part” In Meta.,, VI, L. 1, no. 1148.
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making the mistake of accepting an element not yet proved,
as already certain, or the dialectical for the scientific. As
already stated, some of the dialectical elements may turn out
to be not true at all, as in the case of the supposition of circular
orbits.)

Why trifle with hypotheses which, by definition, need not be
true? The answer is simply that one does not know initially
whether they are true or not. Something which would be
clearly impossible, 1.e., not able to be, would obvicusly be
excluded. What remains are those things which, while not
known as necessarily having to be, are known as, or are thought
to be, able to be. If one establishes one such an hypothesis as
being impossible, by virtue of its being contradicted by subse-
quent facts, then one has moved closer, by a proces of elimina-
tion, to an eventual solution—just as one also defines by
division, in which the negation of ome member leads to the
affirmation of the other. On the other hand, as is well known,
practically all hypotheses eventually perceived as being true,
originally began in the purely conjectural, dialectical state of
the via inventionis—"° preparing the way,” as St. Thomas says,
“ through probable reasons, for necessary conclusions.” *

The basic distinction in inductions, then, is not between
inductions through * intuition ” and inductions through  syllo-
gism,’ *since every induction involves both, i. e., a process from
singulars (“syllogism ”) and the ultimate recognition of the
nniversal (“intuition ”). Likewise there is no difference be-
tween the form of the induction, whether it arrives at immedi-
ate and necessary knowledge or only dialectical knowledge: the
difference here consists not in the process—the process of
‘nduction and syllogism being the same whether for necessary
or dialectical reasoning—but simply in whether the intellect
adjudges the eventual propositions to be necessary or merely
probable. This final adjudication of the premisses arrived at
by induction is not, as St. Thomas points out, something
proved, but, as in the case of definition, something seen.”® It is

4 JIn De Trin..1. 2, q. 2, a. 1, c.
¢« That through the way of division nothing can. be syllogized he (Aristotle)
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the case, subsequent to the repetition of singulars, of the
singulars “ making a stand,” of the universal “ coming to rest
in the soul.” *¢

Consequently, one is obliged, if one follows St. Thomas, to
reduce the three different species of induction which Professor
Sikora elaborates in his “ The ‘ Problem ’ of Induction,” to one,
since there is only one in St. Thomas. Furthermore, if one
wishes to follow St. Thomas, one must reduce Prof. Sikora’s
two “levels ” of induction, the “ phenomenal ” (or “ empirio-
logical ) and the “ transphenomenal ” (or “ ontological ”) to
one, for the simple reason that the philosophy or science of
nature as conceived of by St. Thomas, includes both, i. e., both
the initial perception of semsible phenomena and the eventual
attainment of essences: the two are organically related. The
distinction one must make, however, is between the scientific
or demonstrable, and the dialectical, since in one case one has
science, and in the other only opinion. But these two belong in
the same science, since the latter is normally the prelude to the
former, the “ rational ” process (ancther term used to describe
the dialectical or probable process) a prelude to the ““ demon-
strative.” *

Such a “ rational ” process would be the theory of Eudoxus
on planetary motion which St. Thomas mentions, and which
was an attempt to move, through probable reasons or hypo-

proves through the f{act that in the way of division the conclusion does not follow
with necessity, even when the premisses exist (which is required for the nature of
the syllogism); but rather that it is the same in the way of division as in the way
of induction. For he who induces through singulars to the universal, does mnot
demonstrate nor syliogize with necessity.” Exposition of the Posterior Analytics,
1%, 1. 4, no. 3.

48 Op. cit., 1. 20, no. 11.

47 * Sometimes, however, the inquiry of reason does not reach the final term, but
comes to a stop in the inquiry itself——when, namely, there remains still to the one
inquiring a way open to either of two contradictories [as in the case of any as yet
not completely verified hypothesis, which need not be accepted as necessarily true].
And this occurs when one proceeds by probable reasons, which are fitted to produce
opinion and belief, but not, however, science. In this sense, then, the ‘rational”’
process is distinguished against the ‘ demonstrative.” And one can proceed ‘ reason-
ably ’ in this way in any science, so as to prepare the way, through probable reasons,
for necessary conclusions.” In De Trim., 1. 2, q. 2, a. 1, c.
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theses, towards the truth about the heavenly motions, a knowl-
elge of which played an integral part in the movement towards
divine science in the concepiion of St. Thomas. Such a thing
as the Bohr model of the atom today is no different—an
attempt to explain the appearances in a movement toward
ultimate truth., That truth, and not elegant construction, is the
aim in such theories may be seen from the fact that if they
can find no verification in sensible reality—as the Bohr theory
was verified by the intervals in the lines of the spectrum of
hydrogen—no great attention is paid to them by science.

Few would deny that St. Thomas in his writings—in dis-
tinction to subsequent elaborations initially suggested by some-
thing in St. Thomas, yet not necessarily conforming to the
pattern of thought he himself would follow—has only one
conception of induction, and that he does not make allowances
for an “ empiriological” and an “ ontological ¥ science of
nature. These subsequent distinctions, with the new termi-
nology and outlook which they originate, put the actual writ-
ings of St. Thomas one step farther away from the potential
reader: one must put them aside in order to read St. Thomas.
These distinctions justify themselves on the basis that they
are meeting new situations not envisaged by St. Thomas. But
should these supposedly “new ” stiuations be already encom-
passed by the philosophy of St. Thomas, then such distinctions
are at best superfluous.

Pierre H. Conway, O.P.
Dominican House of Studies,
Washington, D. C.



THE SUBJECT OF PREDICAMENTAL ACTION
ACCORDING TQO JOEN OF ST. THOMAS

R

unfortunate and somewhat embarrassing diversity of
opinions exists among Thomistic writers on the subject

. of predicamental action. Some say action is in the
agent; * others say in the patient; ? still others say in both agent
and patient.® Such diversity is unfortunate because it indicates
a lack of clarity, and leads one to agree appreciatively with the
frank statement of one writer: “ As regards the exact manner
in which action causes the transition from potency to act in
the recipient, we can only say that its nature is too profound
to be penetrated by our intellect.” * The diversity of Thomistic
opinions is also embarrassing, for lack of clarity on the subject
of predicamental action means lack of clarity on predicamental
action itself. And this lack has its repercussions on our notion
of efficient causality, the exercise of which is action, and on
our analogical notions of the divine action and all virtually
transient actions.

The matter is difficult. The variety of opinions proves that.
Yet this article is written from the conviction that a careful
and precise analysis of the thought of John of St. Thomas will
give a clear, understandable answer to the problem of the
subject of predicamental action and of the nature of predica-
mental action. The doctrine of John of St. Thomas on the
subject expresses the reality, is in full conformity with the

! Gredt, Joseph, Elementa Philcsovhiae Aristotelico-Thomisticae, ed. 8a, (Barce-
lona: Herder, 1946), I, nn. 281-284.

? Pirotta, Angelus M., Summa Philosophice Aristotelico-Thomisticae, (Turin:
Marietti, 1986), II, nn. 259-264.

? Hugon, E. Cursus Philosophiace Thomisticae, (Paris: Lethielleuz, 1907), II, n.
262; Maquart, F-X. Elementa Philosophise, (Paris: Blot, 1937), II, .p. 104.

*Van Laer, Henry. Philosophico-Scientific Problems (Duquesne Studies, Philo-
sophical Series, No. 8), tr. by Henry J. Koren. (Pittsburgh: Duquesne University
Press, 1958), p. 67.
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teaching of St. Thomas and reconciles the opinions of opposing
authors. To place the problem in perspective, the first main
section will treat of action; the second section will consider the
proper problem of the article—the subject of predicamental
action; the final section will be a brief evaluation of the pre-
sented doctrine of John of St. Thomas.

A. Action

No doubt can exist as to the reality of efficient causality.
The fact that one rabbit plus one rabbit can result in nine
rabbits is explained only by the causal action of generation,
not by any axiom of arithmetic. Yet the explanation of the
nature of efficient causality (or, of the nature of action) is
difficult. For an efficient cause 1s an extrinsic principle of the
effect; 1t causes something new in the effect. The efficient cause
does not give a part of itself, it causes something new and
something intrinsic. How can the intrinsic be explained by the
extrinsic? The answer, of course, lies in the notion of action,
principally as realized in the participative action of God, and
secondarily, but just as truly, as realized in the transient action
of creatures. Accordingly, the first consideration will be of
‘action as such; the second, of the participative action of God;
the third, of the transient action of creatures.

1. Action as Such

The realization that action ut sic is never found in a “ pure
state is of help in grasping the precise concept of action. Jfor
action is either joined to an operation of a higher type, or
includes elements not essential to it as action, but only as it is
talis actio. Spiritual substances, divine and angelic, are true
causes with respect to things outside themselves; yet their
causative action is not found * alone,” but is identical with an
operation of a different sort. The divine and angelic causative
actions are immanent actions of intellect and will, as imperating
the exterior effect to be. On the other hand, action as it is
talis actio requires mutation of the agent and mutation of the




































































































































































































































