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To readers of this draft: Suggestions and corrections will be gratefully considered. In
particular, leads to possible sources for the last paragraph in Chambers’s article will be
greatly appreciated and acknowledged. See my discussion of paragraph [ 23]. Thank you.

Preliminaries
This study analyses Chambers’s article on definition in rhetoric in his Cyclopaedia and it
identifies and examines the sources that Chambers used to construct his article.1 This

analysis is part of a larger effort that looks at the whole of Chambers ’s article DEFINITION.2
While it is interesting on its own merits to ferret out the sources of Cyclopaedia articles,
Chambers’s article on definition is the foundation of the article DÉFINITION in Diderot’s
Encyclopédie and the source of the initial division of the Encyclopédie article into entries
on definition in logic and definition in rhetoric.3 Chambers’s text flows through Mills’s
translation into Diderot’s Encyclopédie,4 and Chambers’s sources are the heretofore
unexamined origins of the Encyclopédie article on definition.

1.

I have used the editions of 1728 and 1741 for this study. —Ephraïm Chambers, Cyclopaedia: or,
An Universal Dictionary of Arts and Sciences, 1st ed., 2 vols. (London: James and John Knapton,

John Darby, and others, 1728). —Ephraïm Chambers, Cyclopaedia: or, An Universal Dictionary of
Arts and Sciences, 5th ed., 2 vols. (London: Midwinter, Innys, and others, 1741).
2.

SMALL

CAPS,

such as DEFINITION , designate a headword article. Italics, such as definition in logic,

3.

—Denis Diderot and Jean le Rond d’ Alembert, eds., Encyclopédie, ou dictionnaire raisonné des

4.

The manuscripts prepared by Mills were lost during the production of the Encyclopédie. Diderot

designate an entry within a headword article.

sciences, des arts et des métiers, 28 vols. (Paris: Briasson, 1751–1772).

cut the manuscript into article-sized pieces and distributed these pieces to the authors of
individual articles. —Denis Diderot, ENCYCLOPÉDIE , in Diderot and d’Alembert, eds.,

In this study, I sequentially examine each paragraph in Chambers’s article on definition in
rhetoric in the 1728 edition. 5 The entire Cyclopaedia article DEFINITION consists of 21
paragraphs. The first 17 paragraphs discuss definition in logic and the final four
paragraphs treat definition in rhetoric. I number these 21 paragraphs as follows: I give [1]
through [17] to definition in logic, and I allot [20] through [23] to definition in rhetoric.
De Colonia and De arte rhetorica
The first three paragraphs in Chambers’s article on definition in rhetoric—paragraphs
[20], [21], and [22]—are taken largely from Dominque de Colonia’s De arte rhetorica of
1705.6

De Colonia (1660–1741) was a French Jesuit. He was professor of rhetoric (1689–1699)
and then of theology (1699–1728) at the Collège de la Trinité in Lyon. He was a reviewer
and frequent contributor to the Jesuit journal Mémoires de Trévoux. His Arte rhetorica was
prepared for his fellow Jesuits; it was first published by the Jesuit College in Poznań,
Poland, in 1705. In spite of this initial purpose, De arte rhetorica was frequently reprinted
for wider audiences throughout Western Europe for the next century.7 However, De arte

Encyclopédie, (Paris: Briasson, 1755), vol. 5, p.645. The authors of the articles, one and all,
having gleaned from Mills what would serve them, discarded their scraps of Mills’s work.
5.

The 1741 edition breaks paragraph [21] into two paragraphs.

6.

In this study, I may claim that some passage written by Chambers or some other writer “is

based upon” or “is taken from” a passage written by an earlier writer (or any similar wording
with such precedential intent). Such expressions are short cuts: they indicate that these

passages are noticeably similar in some way, and that, on this ground, I surmise an existential
link between the two passages, however convoluted a chain of relations between the two

authors might actually be. Unidentified intermediary writers may link an earlier writer to a

later writer; unidentified writers may also precede the writer noted here as an author’s source.
The source I identify and Chambers’s actual source may be some earlier work that precedes

them both. My focus is on Chambers’s text, so I have been content to identify likely sources for
his article without further unraveling the skeins of history.

¶ I have relied upon these three editions: —Dominique de Colonia, De arte rhetorica libri quinque
(Poznań, Poland: Collegii Societatis Jesu, 1705); —Dominique de Colonia, De arte rhetorica, libri
quinque (Venice: Remondini, 1795); and —Dominique de Colonia, De arte rhetorica libri quinque
(Rome: Petrum Aurelium, 1842).
7.

—Samy Ben Messaoud, “Dominique de Colonia”, in Bulletin Municipal Officiel de la Ville de Lyon,
no. 5790, 2009-04-13. —“Éloge du P de Colonia, de la Compagnie de Jésus”, in Mémoires de

Trévoux (November 1741, pp. 2101–2106). —Joseph Thomas, Universal Pronouncing Dictionary

rhetorica was written in Latin; unfortunately, it was never published in an English
translation. I assume then that Chambers translated the passages that he used; such labor
implies that he must have been already familiar with De arte rhetorica before choosing it
as the basis for this article. 8

The mystery paragraph [23]
The last paragraph—paragraph [23]—has some other origin, which I have not yet been
able to identify. Instead of comparing the text to its source, my discussion of paragraph
[23] recounts clues to its sources. I welcome any further clues that would help me
determine the source of this paragraph.
Translations
A translated passage that is not attributed to a translator is a passage that I have
translated. My translations are meant to convey the intent of the author of a translated
passage; my translations are not meant to be precise renderings of the author’s text.
Color-coded text
In passages from Chambers’s article, brick red font indicates material taken more or less
directly from de Colonia’s book. In passages from de Colonia’s book, brick red font marks
material more or less directly used by Chambers. A text in blue that follows a passage
from de Colonia is my translation of de Colonia’s text; compare these translations with
Chambers’s text. None of my analyses depends upon this coding; this color scheme is
simply an enhancement of the text for readers who have color printers.

of Biography and Mythology (Philadelphia: J.B. Lippincott, 1908), p. 689. —P. Carlos

Sommervogel, Table méthodique des mémoires de Trévoux (1701-1775) (Paris: Auguste Durand,
1864).
8.

Chambers acknowledges in his “Preface” that “What the French Academists, the Jesuits de

Trevoux, Daviler, Chomel, Savary, Chauvin, Harris, Wolfius, and many more have done, has
been subservient to my Purposes.” Dominque de Colonia is clearly one of those Jesuits of
Trévoux,

Analyses of the Texts
My approach in this study is to present a paragraph from Chambers article paired with
one or more corresponding passage found in de Colonia’s book. I provide a translation of
de Colonia’s text that can be compared with Chambers’s use of de Colonia’s text. To guide
a reader, I provide many explanatory and discursive footnotes to both Chambers’s text
and to de Colonia’s text. These footnotes also specify additional sources that Chambers
and de Colonia draw upon and that I draw upon for my analyses. With this preparation, I
make observations that compare and contrast de Colonia’s text with the text that
Chambers based upon de Colonia’s work.
However, the final paragraph is not based upon de Colonia’s work; I have not yet
identified whose work this paragraph represents. For this paragraph, I simply present
what I have gleaned from Chambers’s text.
Paragraph [20]: Introducing rhetorical definition
The first paragraph of this part of Chambers’s article, paragraph [20], is a single
sentence, which introduces the new topic, definition in rhetoric.
[20] DEFINITION, in rhetorick, is defined by Tully, a short comprehensive
explanation of a thing.
This paragraph is based upon the first question and answer in de Colonia’s discussion of
definition as an intrinsic rhetorical place:9

de Colonia: Quid est Definitio? § R. Est brevis & circumscripta rei explicatio, inquit
Tullius; vel, ut Philosophi malunt, Definitio est oratio, quae rei naturam explicat.
Q. What is a definition? A. According to Cicero, it is a brief yet encompassing
explanation of a real thing; or, as the Philosophers prefer, A definition is a statement
that explains the nature of a thing.
Observations comparing the texts of Chambers and de Colonia:

9.

—de Colonia, De arte rhetorica (1705), p. 179.

1. “Tully” and “Tullius” refer to Marcus Tullius Cicero; by “Philosophi”, de Colonia refers
to Aristotle and his descendants. Calepino pointed out that Cicero—in his De Oratore and
writing on rhetoric—defined definition so: “Est enim definitio, earum rerum quae sunt

ejus rei propriae quam definire volumus, brevis et circumscripta quaedam explicatio.”10 De
Colonia changes Cicero’s statement in De Oratore, as reported by Calepino, only to make
it more concrete: replacing the pronoun “quaedam”, something, with the substantive “rei”,
which is, here, observable thing or real thing: “Est brevis & circumscripta rei explicatio”. In
Chambers’s hands, this becomes “a short comprehensive explanation of a thin g”, which is
a fair reading of Cicero’s original statement.
2. Cicero, in his Topics, recalling Aristotle’s Topics, wrote “Definitio est oratio quae id

quod definitur explicat quid sit.”11 Chambers has already given a rendering of Aristotle’s
claim in paragraph [2]: “oratio explicans quid res est”. De Colonia’s version of Aristotle’s
claim is “oratio quae rei naturam explicat.”12 Rather than raise this alternate definitional
claim, Chambers dropped de Colonia’s references to Aristotle’s definition of definition.
Chambers was wise to refrain from translating and using de Colonia ’s variant; thus
Chambers avoided introducing two semantically similar but lexically disparate
definitional claims. At best, the alternate spelling would be redundant, and at worst, the
alternate could confuse an earnest reader who compares and contrasts definitions.

10. —Ambrogio Calepino, DEFINITIO, En tibi opt. lector Dictionarium linguae Latinae (Basil: Hieronymi
Curionis, 1549).

¶ —Marcus Tullius Cicero, De Oratore, book 1, chapter 42, in M. Tullii Ciceronis Opera, ed.
Johann August Ernesti and Pierre-Joseph Thoulier Oliveti (London: Rodwell & Martin, J.
Booker, and others, 1820), vol. 1, p. 167.

11. —Marcus Tullius Cicero, Orator Brutus Topica: De optimo genere oratorum, ed. Caroli Beieri

(Turin: Orelli, Fuesslini et Socc., 1830), p. 388. Roughly, definition is “an act-of-speech that

explains what the thing is.” I say roughly because philosophers and others have been arguing
over the translation of Aristotle’s definitional statement for the last two millennia.

12. Other translations of Aristotle’s Greek are Pacius’s “Est autem definitio, oratio quæ significat

quid res sit.”, and “Definitio quidem est oratio significans quid res sit.” from Firmin Didot. —
Aristotle, Topics, book 1, chapter 5. —translation by Julius Pacius, Topicorum, chapter 5, in

Aristotelus Organon (Frankfurt: Andreae Wecheli, 1597), pp. 554–556. —anonymous translation,
Topicorum, chapter 4, in Aristotelis Opera Omnia, ed. Ambrosio Firmin Didot (Paris: Instituti
Franciae Typographo, 1848), vol. 1, p. 174.

Paragraph [21]: Rhetorical definition compared to logical definition
This paragraph explains that logic and rhetoric approach definition in different ways for
their different purposes. It also points out that a logician would consider a rhetorical
definition to be merely a description.
[21] The Definitions of the orator, it must be observed, differ much from those of
the logician, and philosopher; these latter define a thing closely and dryly by genus
and difference, e. gr. man is a reasonable animal, &c. [21.1] The orators take a

larger compass and define things more ornamentally from the places of rhetoric,13
thus: man is a curious work of an Almighty Creator, framed after his own image,
endued with reason and born to immortality. But this rhetorical Definition in
strictness, comes nearer to the nature of a description, than an accurate Definition.
This paragraph is based upon the third question and answer in de Colonia’s discussion of

definition as an intrinsic rhetorical place. 14 Chambers’s version is a fairly straightforward
translation of de Colonia’s text:
de Colonia: Estne eadem definiendi ratio Logicis & Oratoribus? ¶ R. Longe diversa.
Logici enim jejune, breviter, ac sicce rem definiunt per genus, & differentiam: v.
gr. Homo est animal rationale: Orator vero liberius & ornatius hominem ita definiet
per locos Rhetoricos: Homo est eximium opus a Deo efformatum, rationis particeps, ad
Dei imaginem conditum, atque ad immortalitatem natum. Hoc autem Oratorium
definiendi genus, si recte appellare velimus, Descriptio potius appellari debet,
quam accurata Definitio.

13. Emphasis added. The places of rhetoric are the common-places, a structure of ideas used by
rhetoricians as a fundamental intellectual tool to analyze matters-at-hand and to guide

argumentation. These common-places were introduced by Aristotle, and they were consistently

found at the core of the study of liberal arts for two millennia. Perhaps unfortunately, the study
of logic and rhetoric fell to the wayside for recent generations, and the traditions of analysis by
common-places were misplaced. The common-places are being slowly rediscovered, using
different terms, by methodologists who develop reproducible analytical methods and

techniques for engineers and architects. See, for example, —Alexander K Bocast, et al., IEEE

1320.1, IEEE Standard for Functional Modeling Language—Syntax and Semantics for IDEF0 (New
York: IEEE, 1998), and —Alexander K Bocast and David McDaniel, The Department of Defense
Architecture Framework (DoDAF), Version 2.03, Change 1, 4 vols. (Arlington, Virginia: U.S.
Department of Defense, Chief Information Officer, 2015).
14. —de Colonia, De arte rhetorica (1705), p. 180.

Q. Do Logicians and Orators use the same reasoning in defining? A. They are quite
different. For Logicians define things meagerly, briefly, and drily, by genus and
differentia; for example: Man is a rational animal. But an Orator defines man freely
and ornately, using the places of Rhetoric: Man is an exceptional work shaped by
God, who partakes of reason, who is created in the image of God, and who is born to
immortality. But this sort of defining by an Orator, if we are to speak strictly,
should really be called a Description rather than an accurate Definition.
Observations comparing the texts of Chambers and de Colonia:
1. De Colonia wrote “animal rationale” but Chambers translated this as “reasonable
animal”. We would have expected this translation to be “rational animal”; we expect the
logical example to be phrased: “Man is a rational animal”. However, in Chambers’s day,
many English speakers accepted “reasonable animal” as an appropriate translation. 15

15. Within my (limited) Definition Corpus, I find ten works using “rational animal” while six

others—Chambers (1728), of course, and his successor Rees (1819); Baynes (1861) translating
the Port-Royal Logic; and Johnson (1755), Aitchison (1816), and Curtis (1829), all three
quoting Richard Bentley—used “reasonable animal”.

¶ The French customarily translated the Latin “animal rationale” as “animal raisonnable”, and
Baynes, in his turn, translated the French phrase “animal raisonnable” too literally as
“reasonable animal”.

¶ The full passage from Bentley quoted by Johnson, Aitchison, and Curtis is: “For what is Man?
not a Reasonable Animal merely, for that is not an adequate and distinguishing Definition; but
a Rational Mind of such particular Faculties, united to an Organical Body of such a certain

Structure and Form, in such peculiar Laws of Connexion between the Operations and Affections
of the Mind and the Motions of the Body?” —Richard Bentley, Sermon VIII, “A Confutation of
Atheism”, in Sermons Preached at Boyle’s Lecture, ed. Alexander Dyce (London: Francis

MacPherson, 1838), p. 175. This sermon was first published in 1693. Thus, at least in my

sample, from 1700 onward, Chambers is alone in using “reasonable animal” in lieu of “rational
animal”.

¶ In any event, the phrase “reasonable animal” has always been far less popular than “rational

animal” in English usage; the use of “reasonable animal” in new works after 1950 is negligible

compared to the use of “rational animal”. Evidence for this is given by the Google Books Ngram
Viewer at https://books.google.com/ngrams/. [2015-03-12] Compare “reasonable animal” and
“rational animal”.

¶ Many might agree with the observation: man may be capable of reason but is seldom reasonable.

2. De Colonia wrote “eximium opus”. A straightforward rendering of this phrase into
English would have been “exceptional work”. Instead, Chambers gave us “curious work”.
Writing at the beginning of the 18th century, Chambers took curious to be roughly

equivalent to exact, nice, nicely done, excellent, rare, precise, and minutely accurate.16
Chambers wrote “a curious work of an Almighty Creator” here in the same way we might
today speak of a work exquisitely wrought or crafted by a master craftsman. The reading
perhaps preferred in the early 21 st century—an odd piece of work, neither quite expected nor
fully understood—seems nonetheless a nicely apt way to view our species.
Paragraph [22]: Modes of rhetorical definition
In paragraph [22], Chambers enumerated five modes or ways that orators use to create
their definitions.
[22] There are diverse kinds thereof; as,
1st, That drawn from the parts whereof a thing consists: thus, oratory is an art
consisting of invention, disposition, elocution, and pronunciation. 17

16. See, for example, the definition of “curious” in: —Glossographia Anglicana Nova (London: Daniel
Brown, Timothy Goodwin, and others, 1707); —John Kersey, Dictionarium Anglo-Britannicum:

or, A General English Dictionary (London: J. Phillips, H. Rhodes, and J. Taylor, 1708); —Nathan
Bailey, An Universal Etymological English Dictionary, 3rd ed. (London: J. Darby, A. Bettesworth,
and others, 1726). —Samuel Johnson, A Dictionary of the English Language, (London: J. and P.
Knapton, T. and T. Longman, and others, 1755).

¶ Murray confirms these observations, particularly in the 11th sense he gives for “curious”,

which he marks obsolete: “Minutely accurate, exact, precise. Obs. —James A. H. Murray et al.,
eds.,

CURIOUS,

A New English Dictionary on Historical Principles, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1893).

17. This example is taken from: —de Colonia. See the accompanying passage from de Colonia in
the discussion of this paragraph.

¶ These “parts” are among the five rhetorical activities described by Cicero—for example in De
Oratore, at book 1, chapter 31—and prescribed by Quintilian at book 3, § 3, in his Institutio

Oratoria (The Orator’s Education). From De Oratore: “And, since all the activity and ability of an
orator falls into five divisions, I learned that he must first hit upon what to say; then manage
and marshal his discoveries, not merely in orderly fashion, but with a discriminating eye for

the exact weight as it were of each argument; next go on to array them in the adornments of

style; after that keep them guarded in his memory; and in the end deliver them with effect and
charm”. —translation by E. W. Sutton, Cicero: De Oratore, in Cicero in Twenty-Eight Volumes

(London: William Heinemann, 1967), vol. 3, p. 99. From the Institutio: “The art of oratory, as

2dly, From the effects; as; sin is the plague of the soul, the sting of conscience, the
scandal of nature, the ruin of the world, the hatred of God, &c. 18

3dly, From affirmation and negation, as when we first say what a thing is not, that
it may be the better conceived what it is. Thus Cicero, by defining the consulate,
and shewing that it does not consist in ensigns, lictors, &c. but in virtue, proves
that Piso was not consul. 19

taught by most authorities, and those the best, consists of five parts:—invention (inventione),
arrangement (dispositione), expression (elocutione ), memory (memoria), and delivery

(pronuntiatione or actione)”. —translation by H. E. Butler, The Institutio Oratoria of Quintilian

(Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1977), vol. 1, p. 383. De Colonia’s Jesuit
predecessor, du Cygne, likewise specified five parts, citing for his authorities both Cicero and
Quintilian: “IV. Quae et quot sunt partes Rhetoricae? R). Quinque: inventio, dispositio,

elocutio, memoria, pronuntiatio. Oportet enim primò invenire quid dicas, deinde inventa

disponere, tum ornare verbis, post memoriae mandare, ad extremum agere. Quint. lib. 8. cap. 3.
Cic. de Orat. 2 de Inv. lib. 10.” —Du Cygne, Ars rhetorica (1866), p. 10.

¶ De Colonia named only four activities rather than all five activities treated by Cicero and

Quintilian; de Colonia omitted memoria. This suggests that de Colonia joined the Systematics

and Neo-Ciceronians, such as Thomas Farnaby, in their attempt to reconcile Ciceronian rhetoric

with Ramus’s critique of scholastic rhetoric. See: —Wilbur Samuel Howell, Logic And Rhetoric In
England 1500-1700 (New York: Russell & Russell, Inc., 1961), pp. 318–341. In his Index

rhetoricus, starting with its initial edition in 1625, Farnaby also ignored memoria, listing:

“Inventionis, quae excogitat argumenta ad persuadendum idonea. Dispositionis, quae res inventas
discernit, apteque per partes distribuit. Elocutionis, quae res inventas dispositasque exornat

flore verborum, & lumine sententiarum. Pronunciationis, quae cum vocis apta modulatione &

corporis gestu orationem profert.” —Thomas Farnaby, Index rhetoricus et oratorius (Amsterdam:
Joannem à Someren, 1672 [1625]), p. 9.

¶ Chambers’s article RHETORIC, also drawing primarily from de Colonia, repeats this claim that
rhetoric has just these four parts.

¶ De Colonia was a Jesuit, and, according to Ben Messaoud, he prepared De arte rhetorica for
the benefit and use of his fellow Jesuits. It should then be no surprise that De Colonia found

Ramus wanting. —Samy Ben Messaoud, “Dominique de Colonia”, in Bulletin Municipal Officiel
de la Ville de Lyon, no. 5790, 2009-04-13, p. 2.

18. This example is taken from: —Gérard Pelletier, Reginae palatium eloquentiae, sive
exercitationes oratœriae (Lyon: Joannis-Amati Candy, 1653), p. 52.
¶ See also footnote 25.
19. This example is taken from: —Gérard Pelletier, Reginae palatium eloquentiae (Paris: N. Buon et
J. Camusat et C. Sonnii, 1641), p. 34. Pelletier quotes from Marcus Tullius Cicero, “In L.

Capurnium Pisonem”, caput 10. See, for example, —M. Tullii Ciceronis Opera, Ernesti and
Oliveti (1820), vol. 8, pp. 38–39.

4thly, From the adjuncts, as when alchymy is defined an art without sense, whose
beginning is deceit; its middle, labour; and its end beggary. 20

And lastly, from similies and metaphors; as when death is defined, a leap in the
dark,21 &c.

This paragraph is based upon the fourth question and answer in de Colonia’s discussion

of definition as an intrinsic rhetorical place.22 Chambers’s text is a fairly straightforward
adaptation of de Colonia’s text. Several examples used by de Colonia were ignored by
Chambers. Of the examples Chambers retained, several can be found as well in Pelletier’s
(1641) and du Cygne’s (1666) earlier works on rhetoric. 23

de Colonia: Quot modis fieri solet Descriptio, seu oratoria Definitio? ¶ R. Sex
potissimum modis fieri solet. 24

Q. How many ways are there to make a Description, that is, an oratorical
Definition? A. There are six possible ways to craft a definition:
1. Per partes, ex quibus res ipsa constat; ut si dicas; Ars oratoria est ars, quae
constat inventione, dispositione, elocutione, & pronunciatione.

20. An anonymous saying, originally given in the Latin. Macdonnel tells us: “Ars est sine arte, cujus
principium est mentiri, medium laborare, et finis mendicare. Lat.—This is a most happy definition
of the business of alchemy, or the vain search after the philosopher’s stone.—It is an art

without art, which has its beginning in falsehood, its middle in toil, and its end in poverty.” —

David Evans Macdonnel, A Dictionary of Quotations (London: G. & W. B. Whittaker, 1822), p 25.
The Latin versions given by Macdonnel and de Colonia do not materially differ.

21. Reputed to have been the last words of Hobbes, 1679: “Now I am about to take my last voyage,
a great leap in the dark.” —Kate Louise Roberts, ed., Hoyt’s New Cyclopedia of Practical
Quotations (New York: Funk & Wagnalls, 1922), p. 169.
¶ See also footnote 36.
22. —de Colonia, De arte rhetorica (1705), p. 181–182.
23. —Pelletier, Reginae palatium eloquentiae (1641); —Du Cygne, Ars rhetorica (1700)[first
appeared: 1666].

24. De Colonia advertises that he will discuss six sorts (sex modis) of definitions, but in what
follows he accounts for only five kinds.

1. By the parts that constitute a thing: as in saying: The art of oratory is an art that
consists of invention, disposition, elocution, and pronunciation.
2. Fit per effectus, ut cum dicitur: Peccatum est pestis animae, conscientiae labes,
vitae pernicies, naturae dedecus, orbis ruina, odium Dei &c. 25

2. By its effects, as by saying: Sin is the plague of the soul, the withering of
conscience, the corruption of lives, the shame of nature, the ruin of the world, the
hatred of God, etc.
3. Definitio fit per negationem & affirmationem; cum nempe primum dicimus quid
non sit res, ut deinde melius intelligatur quid sit: & haec definiendi ratio Ciceroni
perfamiliaris fuit. Ita Pisonem probat non fuisse Consulem. “Tu in lictoribus, in
toga, & praetexta esse consulatum putas? Quae ornamenta etiam in Sex. Clodio, te
Consule, esse voluisti. Hujus tu Clodiani canis insignibus consulatum declarari
putas? Animo consulem esse oportet, consilio, fide, gravitate, vigilantia, toto

denique munere consulatus.”26 Et pro domo sua: “An tu Populum Rom. esse illum
putas, qui constat ex iis, qui mercede conducunter, qui compelluntur, ut vim
afferant magistratibus? ut obsideant senatum? optent quotidie ceadem, incendia,
rapinas? .... O speciem dignitatemque populi Rom. quam nationes exterae, quam
gentes ultimae pertimescant! Multitudinem hominum ex servis conductis, ex
facinorosis, ex egentibus congregatam. Illa fuit pulchitudo Populi Rom. illa forma,

25. The etcetera—“&c.”—testifies that de Colonia took this example from another source. While

not a verbatim copy, de Colonia’s source appears to be Pelletier’s Reginae palatium eloquentia:
“Quid est peccatum, aut quae tandem illius causa naturam non habet. Quae ratio; caret omni
ratione. Quae substantia? ne quidem in rerum natura esse potest. Nihil igitur est peccatum;
quàm praeclarè dicis etiam, cum nihil dicis? nihilne igitur de peccato dici debet! omninò:

peccatum nihil dici debet. At peccatum cùm nihil sit, de eo tamen quàm multa dici possunt:

Peccatum pestis est animï, conscientiae labes, vitae pernicies, honoris macula, ruina virtutum;
peccatum morborum parens, dolorum artifex, fabricator suppliciorum, fax aeterni ignis:

Peccatum Dei est odium, terrae cladcs, naturae dedecus, totius orbis incendium, vis quae dixi
verbo colligam universa? Peccatum quid est; merum, sed mirum nihil, cujus natura pugnare
contra naturam, ratio rationem evertere, substactia tota est, non esse.” —Pelletier, Reginae
palatium eloquentiae, sive exercitationes oratœriae (1653), p. 52.

26. —Marcus Tullius Cicero, “In L. Capurnium Pisonem”, caput 10, in M. Tullii Ciceronis Opera,

Ernesti and Oliveti (1820), vol. 8, p. 39. De Colonia apparently copied this example from his
fellow Jesuit, Du Cygne. —du Cygne, Ars rhetorica (1866), pp. 14. [First appeared, 1666.] In

this, du Cygne, in turn, copied from Pelletier. —Pelletier, Reginae palatium eloquentiae (1641),
p. 34.

quam in campo vidisti, tum cum etiam tibi, contra Senatus, totiusque Italiae
auctoritatem, & studium, dicendi potestas fuit.”27

3. Definition made by negation and affirmation, as when we first say what a thing
is not, so that we may then better comprehend what it is, and such definitional
reasoning was very familiar to Cicero. In this way he proved that Piso could not be
a Consul: “Do you think that the consulship consists in being attended by lictors
by lictors and in wearing the toga prætexta? ornaments which, while you were
consul, you wished to belong also to Sextus Clodius. And do you, O you dog of
Clodius’s, think that the consulship consists wholly in the possession of these
insignia? A consul ought to be a consul in courage, in wisdom, in good faith, in
dignity, in vigilance, in prudence, in performing all the labours and duties of the
consulship.”28 And in his oration to regain his house: “Do you think that the

Roman people consists of those men who can be hired for any purpose? who are
easily instigated to offer violence to magistrates? to besiege the senate? to wish
every day for bloodshed, conflagration and plunder? ... Oh for the splendour and
dignity of the Roman people, for kings, for foreign nations, for the most distant
lands to fear; a multitude collected of slaves, of hirelings, of criminals, and
beggars! That was the real beauty and splendour of the Roman people, which you
beheld in the Campus Martius at that time, when even you were allowed to speak
in opposition to the authority and wishes of the senate and of a ll Italy.”29

4. Definitio fit ab adjunctis. Ita Chymicam artem non minus vere, quam lepide
definies: Chymia est ars sine arte, cujus principium est mentiri; medium laborare; finis
mendicare. Ita Virgilius famam describit ab adjunctis ... 30

27. —Marcus Tullius Cicero, “Pro Domo Sua”, caput 33, in M. Tullii Ciceronis Opera, Ernesti and
Oliveti (1820), vol. 7, p. 161.

¶ The use of this example was presaged by Pelletier. —Pelletier, Reginae palatium eloquentiae
(1641), p. 33.

28. —translation by Charles Duke Yonge, The Orations of Marcus Tullius Cicero (London: George Bell
and Sons, 1886), vol. 3, p. 353.

29. —translation by Yonge, The Orations of Marcus Tullius Cicero (1886), vol. 3, pp. 46–47.
30. The ellipse represents eight lines extracted from Virgil’s Aeneid (4, ll. 174–188) that De

Colonia included here and that I have omitted. For these lines and their context, see, for

example: —Ingo Gildenhard, “Virgil, Aeneid, 4.1–299: Latin Text, Study Questions, Commentary
and Interpretative Essays (Open Book Publishers, 2012), pp. 11–12. For Dryden’s famous

4. Definition made from its adjuncts or associations. So the art of Alchemy,
without losing any truth, has been neatly defined: Alchemy is an occupation without
art, whose beginning is deceit; whose middle is labor and toil; and whose end is beggary.
So too Virgil describes rumor by its adjuncts ...
5. Definitio fit venuste per similitudinem atque Metaphoras, ut si dicas cum
Petrarcha: Pulchritudinem esse blandum hostem, dulcem raptorem, tortorem

fraudulentum, laqueum pedibus, oculis velum &c.31 Observa tamen, Metaphoricis is
genus definitionibus caute admodum utendum esse & cum mica salis, ut ait
Catullus.32

5. Definition made graceful or charming by simile and metaphor, as when Petrarch
says: Beauty is an alluring foe, a sweet ravisher, a deceitful tormentor, a snare for the
feet, a veil on the eyes, etc. Observe, however: you must craft this sort of
metaphorical definition very carefully, and craft it with a grain of salt, as Catullus
would tell us.
Observations comparing the texts of Chambers and de Colonia:
1. For the opening clause, Chambers translated de Colonia’s “sex potissimum modis fieri
solet” simply as “there are diverse kinds thereof”. Chambers appears to have noticed that
de Colonia pledged to discuss six modes of defining but, in fact, explained only five.
Thus, avoiding counts altogether, Chambers substituted “diverse” for “six”.
translation, see, for example: —John Dryden, Virgil’s Aeneid (London: George Routledge and
Sons, 1887), pp. 85–86.

31. Based on passages from —Francesco Petrarca’s “De forma corporis”, in De remediis utriusque
fortunae (Geneva: Esaiam le Preux, 1613), p. 48.

32. The expression “mica salis” does not here signify skepticism. This use of “mica salis” alludes to
Catallus’s poem 86, “Of Quintia”. In this poem, Catallus complains that an otherwise attractive
woman has not a grain of salt, that is:—as various authors have interpreted Catallus’s use of
“mica salis”—without sprightliness (Burton and Smithers, 1894), spark, spice, vivacity,

animation (Ellis), sparkle, or piquancy (C. J. Fordyce, 1961), without wit, humor (Krostenko),
cleverness (Skinner), or engaging character (Forsyth). See, for example: —translation by

Robinson Ellis, A Commentary on Catullus (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1889), p. 462. —translation
by Leonard C. Smithers and Richard F. Burton, The Carmina of Caius Valerius Catullus (London:
by the translators, 1894), p. 263. Quoted by Krostenko: —Catullus: A Commentary, ed. C. J.

Fordyce (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1961), p. 197. —Brian A. Krostenko, Cicero, Catullus, and the
Language of Social Performance (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2001), pp. 11–12. —A

Companion to Catullus, ed. Marilyn B. Skinner (Chichester, U.K.: Wiley-Blackwell, 2010), p. 522.

2. From parts. No rhetorician appears to have given an enumeration of parts, whether of
four or five or six parts, as a definition of rhetoric. When seeking to define rhetoric, we
find instead variations on the claim accepted by Quintilian: Rhetoric is the art of speaking
well. De Colonia himself, following Quintilian, gives such a definition: “Quid est
Rhetorica? R). Est ars, seu disciplina bene dicendi; hoc est ornate graviter, et copiose

loquendi. Ita Quintilianus lib. 2.”33 Thus, de Colonia misleads when he states that such an
enumeration of the behavioral parts of the practice of Rhetoric is a definition of
“rhetoric”; rhetoricians have not defined their discipline in this way. Granted, in [21],
Chambers notes the “rhetorical Definition in strictness, comes nearer to the nature of a
description, than an accurate Definition”, but it cannot be so that any description may be
badged a rhetorical definition. A description qualifies as a definitional claim only when
that description serves to distinguish the thing described from other things. It is not so
that rhetoricians (or others) have ever distinguished rhetoric from all other arts by
issuing the claim such as “oratory is an art consisting of invention, disposition, elocution,
and pronunciation.” This statement is merely description.
3. From effects. Chambers omitted an element of de Colonia’s enumeration: “vitae
pernicies”. A whole translation of this passage would be, in Chambers’s words: “sin is the
plague of the soul, the sting of conscience, the corruption of lives, the scandal of nature,
the ruin of the world, the hatred of God.”34

4. From negation and affirmation. Chambers simply dropped both the quoted passages
from Cicero that de Colonia had included.35

5. From adjuncts. Chambers kept the ancient description of alchemy introduced by de
Colonia, but he completely dropped the example that de Colonia borrowed from Virgil
and the phrase that introduced the lines from Virgil’s poem in de Colonia’s text.

33. —de Colonia, De arte rhetorica (1842), p. 56. “What is rhetoric? It is the art or discipline of
speaking well; such speech is quite elegant and much embellished.”

34. “Βιοφθόρος, ας, ἡ, vitae pernicies, corrupcion de vida.” —Diccionario Manual Griego-Latino-

Español (Madrid: Las Escuelas Pias, 1859), p. 129. An alternate reading sanctioned by Liddell,

Scott, Jones (1940): “the destruction of lives”. —Henry George Liddell, Robert Scott, & Henry
Stuart Jones, A Greek-English Lexicon (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1940), viewed by courtesy of
the Persus Project at www.perseus.tufts.edu.

35. The Encyclopédie article DÉFINITION restores a paraphrastic translation of the passage from
Cicero’s “In Pisonem”.

6. By simile and metaphor. Chambers abandoned de Colonia’s example from Petrarch and
de Colonia’s sardonic reference (“a grain of salt”) to Catullus. Instead, Chambers
substituted the last words attributed to Hobbes, altering them to form a definition by
simile: “death — a leap into the dark.” However well this simile might work as a
definitional statement, I am quite sure that Hobbes did not intend to craft a definition of
any sort when, it is said, he muttered, finally: “I am about to take my last voyage, a great
leap in the dark.”36

36. “The Last Sayings of Mr. Hobbes” is often said to have recorded these words. —“The Last
Sayings, or, Dying Legacy of Mr. Thomas Hobbs of Malmesbury” (London: the author's

executors, 1680). This is not so. See —Charles Blount, ed., “The Last Sayings, or Dying Legacy

of Mr Thomas Hobbs of Malmesbury, who departed this Life on Thursday, December 4 th, 1679”
in —Walter Scott, ed., A Collection of Scarce and Valuable Tracts, on the Most Interesting and

Entertaining Subjects, 2nd ed., (London: T. Cadell, W. Davies, W. Miller, and others, 1812), vol.
7, pp. 368–370. Nothing akin to these words is to be found there. Scott notes in a preamble
that Blount compiled these sayings “for the purpose of exposing the deistical doctrines of

Hobbes, by concentrating them into one focus.” If Scott had it right, and Scott categorized this

piece as an ecclesiastical tract, then, we would not expect to find Hobbes’s “leap into the dark”
in such deistical company.

¶ Wood, in 1692, implied that two feasible documents were printed after Hobbes death: “His

last words and dying Legacy — Printed on one side of a sheet of paper in Dec. 1679, published
by Charles Blount (Son of Sir Hen. Blount) from the Leviathan, purposely to weaken and expose
Hobbes’s doctrine. Much about the same time was published, His memorable sayings in his

books, and at the Table — Printed on one side of a broad sheet of paper, with his picture before
them.” —Anthony à Wood, Athenae Oxonienses (London: Tho. Bennet, 1692), vol. 2, col. 481.
The second of these appears to have acquired a grander title: “Memorable Sayings of Mr.

Thomas Hobbes of Malmesbury in his Books and at Table; with his true and lively Effigies ”, but
sometimes appears merely as “Memorable Sayings of Mr Thomas Hobbes”. As with the “Last
Sayings”, the “Memorable Sayings” is also generally said to have been printed in 1680.

However, I can discover no trace of such a book. Arber catalogs this title under “PLATES,
MAPPS, ETC.” in his Term Catalogues; this misplacement is, I think, a further clue that

something is amiss. —Edward Arber, ed., The Term Catalogues, 1668–1709 (London: for the
author, 1903), vol. 1, p. 384.

¶ Early English Books Online (EEBO) publishes an HTML version of the “The last sayings, or,
Dying Legacy” at http://quod.lib.umich.edu/e/eebo/A43996.0001.001

/1:2?rgn=div1;view=fulltext. The statement “Death, is a Leap into the Dark.” is at the end of
the third “page”. Wood tells us that each of “Last sayings” and “Memorable sayings” was

printed on a single sheet of paper or broadsheet. Leslie Stephen, in the British Dictionary of

National Biography, noted “Soon after Hobbes’s death (4 Dec. 1679) he published a broadsheet
called ‘Last Sayings and Dying Legacy’ of Mr. Thos. Hobbes of Malmesbury. It consists chiefly

of extracts from the ‘Leviathan,’ and is clearly not intended, as Wood says, ‘to expose’ Hobbes.

Paragraph [23]: Rhetorical definitions of man
In this paragraph Chambers gives four more examples of definition by simile and by
metaphor.
[23] To this last class of metaphorical Definitions, are reducible those five not
unelegant Definitions of a man, which we shall here subjoin. The poets feign, that
the sciences were once called together by Minerva’s command, to form a Definition
of man: the first, viz. logic, defined him, a short enthymeme; his birth the
antecedent, and his death the consequent. Astronomy defined him a changeable
moon; which never continues in the same state. Geometry defined him, a spherical
figure; which ends in the same point where it begun. Lastly, rhetoric defined man,
an oration, whose exordium was his birth; narration, trouble; and peroration,
death; the figures of the oration being sighs, tears, or joy worse than tears.
Observations:

It is the work of a disciple.” —Leslie Stephen, “Blount, Charles” in the Dictionary of National

Biography (London: Smith, Elder & Co., 1885–1900) vol. 5, pp. 243–245. The version on EEBO

is not attributed, so we cannot verify the source of the text. Given that “third page” contradicts
“broadsheet”, we may suspect a dubious pedigree for the EEBO’s version of Hobbes’s final

words. The 1911 Encyclopaedia Britannica seems to concur: “Blount was an admirer of Hobbes,

and published his ‘Last Sayings’ (1679), a pamphlet consisting of extracts from The Leviathan.”
The saying “Death, is a Leap into the Dark.” is clearly not an extract from The Leviathan. —
“Blount, Charles”, in the Encyclopaedia Britannica (1911), vol. 4, p. 87.

¶ And, finally, from the testimony of our own ears, how likely does it seem that Thomas

Hobbes, on his deathbed, would state with solemn profundity: “Death comma is a leap in to the
dark.” Our ears would rather hear Hobbes say, in conversation with his mourning friends, “I
am about to take my last voyage, a great leap in the dark.”

¶ From Hobbes’s words “I am about to take my last voyage, a great leap in the dark.” stems the
expression Hobbes’s voyage. We can have some confidence in this version of the saying because
Vanbrugh’s contemporaneous character Heartfree in the Provoked Wife of 1697 decants the

aside: “So, now I am in for Hobbes’s voyage, a great leap in the dark.” —John Vanbrugh, The

Provoked Wife, ed. Antony Coleman (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1982), p. 154.
Swaen was surely wrong in his interpretation, that Heartfree makes “reference to Thomas

Hobbes’s Voyage of Ulysses, containing four books of the Odyssey. In 1675, Hobbes published a
‘Translation of the Iliad and Odyssey’.” —John Vanbrugh, The Provok’d Wife, in Sir John
Vanbrugh, ed. A.E.H. Swaen, The Mermaid Series: The Best Plays of the Old Dramatists
(London: T. Fisher Unwin, 1896), p. 307, note 1.

I have not identified the source for this paragraph. Chambers clearly copied this passage,
which appears to be a translation from an unidentified source language. There are several
clues that Chambers copied this passage, and, apparently, he copied it quite sloppil y.
First, only four definitions appear in the passage, not the five promised in the first line.
Second, the defining disciplines—Logic, Astronomy, Geometry, and Rhetoric—are an
uneven mix of the disciplines from the Trivium and the Quadrivium: just Logic and
Rhetoric from the Trivium and only Astronomy and Geometry from the Quadrivium.
Third, this vignette feigns that Minerva called only upon the Sciences, but the disciplines
of Logic and Rhetoric are of the Arts rather than the Sciences. Clearly, some things have
gone missing from Chambers’s version.
Fourth, the passage ends in nonsense: “sighs, tears, or joy worse than tears.” Williams,
while largely a faithful copyist of Chambers’s text, ends this passage so: “sighs and tears,
or mirth and joy.”37 (Note how similar the fragments “mirth and” and “worse than” can

sound.) Williams also removed the erroneous “five” count from his version. This suggests
that Williams recognized the passage that he found in Chambers’s article, and that he
consciously corrected errors in Chambers’s text. However, Williams provides no clues to
the origin of this passage; he may well have simply been an observant copyist.
A century after Chambers, an unattributed poem, “The Philosophy of Man”, reprised this
vignette in the Atheneum and in the Kaleidescope. 38 This version is significantly longer
than Chambers’s rendition. In it, Minerva invites the Arts as well as the Sciences to

participate.39 The poem adds Grammar to complete the trivium, and it calls as well on
Arithmetic and Music, which completes the quadrivium. The poem goes well beyond
these classical disciplines, allowing avatars of geography, horticulture, geology,
pneumatics, typography, morality, and religion to also contribute their definitions of
man. Unfortunately, “Dame Rhetoric” in this poem utters nothing about “the figures of
the oration” mentioned by Chambers.40

37. —John Williams, The Young Mathematician’s Logic (London: J. Waugh, and W. Fenner, 1760),
p. 9.

38. —The Atheneum: the Spirit of the English Magazines, Vol. 6, Series 2 (Boston: John Cotton,
1826), p. 34. —The Kaleidoscope, Vol. 7 (Liverpool: E. Smith & Co., 1827), p. 88.

39. “The Poets, they say, (and deny it who can,) // That once on a time, in a sacred divan, //

Minerva the Arts with the Sciences join’d, // And ask’d them to tell her how man was defin’d?”

40. “Dame Rhetoric next at the board took her station, // And gave her opinion, he was an oration;
// Exordium his birth, and narration his life, // Peroration his exit, the end of all strife.”

Thus I leave the mystery of this paragraph unresolved.

Conclusions
The evidence is clear: de Colonia’s De arte rhetorica is the source for Chambers’s writings
on definition in rhetoric, and thus for the Encyclopédie’s article on définition en rhetorique
that would soon follow. Much has been written about the relations between the
Encyclopédists and the Jesuits of Trévoux, both with regard to the journal, the Mémoires
de Trévoux, and the dictionary, the Dictionnaire de Trévoux. Here we demonstrate an
impressive lineage for the Encyclopédie article: through the Jesuit scholastics de Colonia,
du Cygne, and Pelletier to Quintilian, Cicero, and Aristotle. We see also the in fluence of
Ramus and the counter-reaction to Ramus 16 th-century renvisioning of logic and rhetoric.
And, as a bonus, we have debunked the legend that Hobbes’s last words were first printed
in Blount’s “The Last Sayings, or, Dying Legacy of Mr. Thomas Hobbs of Malmesbury”.
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