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potest.

© _ PROPOSITIONES

Fortuna est. causa per accidens in his quae fiunt secundum
propositum propter finem in minori parte.

Virtus prudentiae sine virtutibus moralibus haberi non

Sylloéismus dicitur per posterius de syllogismo ex hypo-
thesi et syllogismo inductivo.

Syllogisms demonstrativus constituitur ex principiis.
necessariis,| per se, et universalibus.

Mathematica bst de his in quorum definitione materia sen-

sibilis non cadit, licet esse non possint nisi in materia
sensibili.
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CHAPTER I. )

| DIVISION OF JOHN OF ST. THOMAS.
, :

A The first seven chapters of. St. Albert's Commentary on the

Predlcables form an introduction to the whole of logic.

l
St. Albert cons:.ders such fundamental q

science, and vwhat

sophy, its need and utll:\.ty, and its suo,]ecu

In these chapters
uest1 ons as whether logic is a

klnd of a science it is, whether it is a part of philo-

Lastly, he divides logic.

i

7‘_ In the ifntroductqry sentences, in which he sums up the matter

of these first. sex;en chapters, he mentions the reason for dividing logic :

"yt habitis omnibu
fecte tradita vel

it may be pointed

if it is to be anj;

essentizgl parts b
all the parts are

parts, -therefore,

; A secon
in the cons1derat
order_of procedur
derstood vri'bhouf

procedure is esse

of procedure is W

[
»

s. partibus ipsius, sciatur quando est perfecte vel imper-

) :
By way of elaboration of this reason,

descripta.”
out ‘tha‘cf'logic is the instrument of philosophy and that
adequate instrument, it is necessary that none of its

> omitted; the whole cannot be perfectly knovwn unless
perfectly knowm. - The correct identification of the

is essential for the perfection of the instrument.

d reason for the nacess:!.ty oi‘ *bhe right division is found
Yon that it is the division which indicates the proper

e in logic. In the measure tha’c. some parts cannot be un-
a priqi' knowledgé of other parts, the proper order of
ntial for a distinct imowledge of the whole. But the mode

nknown at the beginning of logic and can be discovered

only by an inspéction of thc-_z parts, in which mist be found the principle

(1) - De Praedicabilibus, Tract. I, ch. 1.
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indicating the order of their consideration; the right determination of the

parts, therefore, is essential.

@ . Two distinc’p div;tsions of logic will be here contrasted :v the cur-
rent division and the division of St. Thomas and St. Albert. The first
proposes as the primary ciivision ;c,hat into formal and material. It then
divides the subject of forﬁal ldgic accordiné to the thrée'léperations of
tl_le reason into the considération of the term, the propositibn, é\i‘xd the
simple syllogism, or syllogistic form. This part has come to be called
minor logic énd, to- a great extent, to be regarded as the whole of logic;
whers this is the case; material logic is retained only in name, as episte-
mology is called material logic; where material logic is retained, it.con-
sists in the consideration of the predicaments and the demonstrétive syllo-
M Thomas and St. Albert, on the other hanci,. do not divide logic
into formal and material. -Although their divisions are made from different
principles, they both terminate in a.division into three pérts whose sub-
jects ére the definition, the enuntiation, and argumentation; .only in in-
dicabing the diverse considerations which are to be made of..the third sub-
,ject do they recur to a principle in the line of form and matter. Once
‘thsse d:.ns:.ons are made reflectlon on each of the parts reveals that the
loglc oi‘ the f:_rst operation is materlal that of the second formal that
of the th:.rd both formaJ. and material, Although the dui‘ference between
the subgects glven by the current d:Lv:Lsmn and those glx;en Sy ;al;e dlv:l.smns
of St. Thomas and St. Albert may seem neghg:.ble at 1:|_rst 51ght the fact
is. that the current dl'v1510n is the prlnc:l.ple of omlss:.ons, of a faul‘by
order of urocedure and of errors of docm::.ns 'bhat term:.nate in the produc-

tion of an :_nstrument that 1s madequa.te for its endr T T T

ST e DETo0L088TY 2

h
H
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' 6 : The current {Edivision is clearly given and explained in the Ars Logica

of ‘John of - St. Thom[as'. Mor'eover, the various subjects na.med in this work
as const:.'butlng the parts of formal logic are those generally accepted as

such and the order 01 their treatment md::.cated by John of St. Thomas is

l
" that generally followed. For these reasons the Ars Logica may serve as a

i

certain exemplar for the brief consideration of the current division which

will form ‘bhe subaect of t,h:l.s chaptor. The following chapters will be

concerned W’.L'bh theldlns:mns of St. Thomas and St. Albert, explaining them

and po:l.nt:.ng out the:_r nece551ty, then proceeding to the consideration of

certain- fundamen'bal questlons attached to each of the three subjects, as

each cons:b:.tutes aEpart of the wholse subJect. of logic. On the occasion of

t
the presentatlon of the various p01n‘bs of doctrine from St Thomas and

St Albert, remarks m]_"L be made on the errors of John of St. Thomas with

respect to these sgame points.

John of ‘St. Tl_mmas divides logic :Ln the prologue to -the above-
nxentioneq work. H;e--intrcduceé the division with the observation that in
any art there are E1',wo brincipal objects‘ of consideration : first, there is
the matter, which [is given and presupposed to the operation of the art, as
the subject in which the art operates; secondly, there is the form, which

is induced in the /matter by the art and whose induction is the principal

object of the art

'“In omni arte duo sunt praecipue oons:\.deranda, scilicet ma-
teria, in qua ars operatur, et forma, quae in tali materia
Ainducitur, lsmut in facienda domo materiz sunt lapides et
ligna, orma autem est compositio, quia ista inter se coor-
dinantur in una figura et stiuctura doms. Materiam arti-
fex non faéln , sed praesubponlt formam vero inducit, quae
quia proprie educitur ab arte, est etiam prn.nc:.pahter in-
~tenta ab 111a, utpote factura eius" (1).

l

l

(l) - Mrs Loglca, Prologus To‘b:.us Dialecticae, Praelud:.um Secundum,
(edd®. Re:ser) P.
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_After offering this cbservation on the double consideration common to all

art, John of St. Thomas gives the dsfinitionnf logic as "ars quaedam, cuius

Q)

munus est dirigere rationem, ne in modo discurrendi et cognoscendi erret!" .
‘Since, then, the word art.appears as g_enus in the definition. of logic, it
‘is to be expected that two principal objects, in the line of a matter and

a form, will divide the -study of the logician.

@ As 'l'fn;.sﬁnexb step R Johh of ét Thomas '.t;ﬁrns 1;0 that word.:'-Ln the de-
finition which s:.gnnles the’ sub,]ect of the d:_rec‘blon of logic - the word
reason; he must- determine ‘3ust .vhat :Ls meant by reason when it is said
that log:Lc d:l.rects 'bhe reason. He flnds that by reason in th:.s context is
meant the act of ,)udcment in wh:r.ch the reason proceeds resolu‘c.:wely, ar-
r1v1ng at the knowledge of some tru'bh by resolv:mg it into its principles;
hence for log:.c to direct the reason means no more nor less than to direct

its resolutive process :
""Eb quia ratio ad discurrendum et ferendum iudicium procedit
per modum resolutionis, hoc est, in sua principia deducendo
et probationes, quibus manifastatur, discernendo. idem est
Logicam dirigere rationem, ne erret, ac d:u_rlgere "ut recte .
et debite resolvath (2)

But resolution is effected by the fulfilment of ceftain conditions : one

:

on the part of the form a.\g's\‘em'r\ze% by the operation of the reason, namely,
(3)

that it be right; and one on part of the matter, »tha.t_ it be certain.
John of St. Thomas thus explains what is meant by matter and what by form
in this’contexb B “Materla sunt res seu obgec‘ba quae volumus. recte cognos-
cere, - Forma autem est 1pse modus ‘seu dlspos:.’o:n.o ) qua connectuntur objecta

B

cognita.®

(1) 4rs Loglca, Prologus Totius Da.alectlcae, Praeludlum Secundum,
(edit. Reiser) p. 5.

(2) Ibid. :
(3) TFit aubem recta resolutlo tum ex deb:.'ba forma, tom ex - certitud:.ne
-materiag® (Ibid.).-: o2i wils. -

(h) Tbid.

-5 -

@ " Since , then the work of logic is the direction of resolutive rea-
. l. . .

soning ,A" and since such reasoning involves a form which must be right,

and a matter "ifhﬁ;ch must be certain, John of St. Thomas finds that the

consideration of t];ie logician must accordingly be divided into two parts,
]

of which that i\rhic]’u‘}is concerned with the form precédes that which looks

to the matter :
"Hinc ergo smn:.mus d1v151onem artis logicae et facimus duas

partes : In prima agemus de omnibus his quae pertinent ad

formam artis logicae et ad prioristicem resolutionem...

In secunda vero parte agemus de his, quae pertinent ad ma-
_ts_r:f.am logi?al_em seu sd» posterioristicam resolutionem® (1).
| : .

' The x‘easdhil.z']g ‘that leads to his division, then, may be briefly
resumed bj'i)ointin;g' out that it.is i‘oundsd on two words, art and 'r__e_a_sgg,
whicﬁ belo;lg to thiaivdefiﬁition of logic. Because logic is an art, we
should e:&p'esf that! something in the line of matter and form should fall
under ‘it’s consideration; then, because to direct the act of reason is
to dj_rec':t resolution, which involves a right form and certain matter,
ths art éf Ioéic is actually divided into a part which considers the
‘c'ondition's pertaining to right form-and one that determines those per-

‘ba:ihing to certain matter.' It:may here be pointed out that John of St.

Thomas does not h:_mse]_f.‘ use the terms formal and materlal 1oglc but

the doc'br:Lne con’salned in the parb concerned. with ’ohe resolut:.on ex parte

B

ijormae is ‘that to wh:.ch the ‘name’ formal log:Lc is attached. It may also

be remarked that the dlv:Ls:Lon _n'bo Torma.’l. a.nd materlal is not always
founded on “bhe observatlons made by dohn of St. Thomas it is often based

\

simply on the declsratlon 'bhat in reasoning thezfe are two objects of con-

sideration - its rectitude and its truth.

@) - mia.
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‘- Once this primary division has been made, the next question is
what are ‘the subjects of each of -these parts, and what is the order of
their consideration ? John of St. Thomas finds the responsé in the

3 ) e, resolfian '
consideration that the éd‘vance of the reason from the known to the une

knov@, which is the subject of the direction of logic, involves three

operations - simple apprehension, composition and: division, and discourse.

Accordingly, the best order to observe is to divide logic according to

@
these three operations.
% Clearly the mention of the three operations &oes not sufficiently

specify the fpar‘bs 5 psychology, for instance, also considers the. thres
operations of the reason. What must still be determined is jusf what,
in the case of each operation, constitutes: the subject of the formal
part of logic. John of St. Thomas oresents the answer in this brief
formla : "Primm ergo apprehendo terminos, deinde compono ex illis pro-

. - (2)
positionem, denique formo-ex propositionibus discursum",

The three
subjects, 'then,v of the formal part of logic, are the term, the proposi—
tion, and the discourse, and John of .St. Thomas divides this part into

three books, orie of which looks to each of these three subjects (the last

(1) - “Cum logica dirigat modum recte ratiocinandi et sint tres
. actus rationis in quibus de uno proceditur in aljum... non
potest welior ordo observari » Quam ut tractatum Logicae per
_has operationes distribuamis. Prima operatio nostri intel-
lectus vocatur simplex apprehensio... Secunda est composi~
t19 aut divisio, cum videlicet ita cognosco rem, ut illi
aliquid attribuam vel negem... Tertia operatio est discur-
sus, ut cum ex aliqua veritate nota infero et colligo aliam
non notam... Primum ergo apprehendo terminos, deinde corpo -
no ex illis propositionem, denique formo ex propositionibus
discursum® (Ibid.).. . _
(2) - mid., p. 6.7

3

@)

discourse, includes syllogism and induction).. . =

@ The explanation of his identjification of these three as the sub-
jects is evidently| found in an original conception of_ this part of logic

as being itself a resolution of the form of resolutive reasoning. That

a s;:ience resolve iimplies that it arrive at a conrplét.e and distinc;b
kr;owledge éf. :|.ts s%ﬂvaje;:"u: by brgaking that sub.j‘eci:: up 'iz'libo its constituent
f‘e':-l.éments-' and 'i;hen Ecohsicier;’.ng each of these eiezﬁe:ﬁs._ Thls part 'of logic,
therefore, since- fogic is a science, must break up the form of r‘e'asoning
into its elexﬂénts’, ‘which ere the ‘tem.n‘, t:he sin@le and ultimate element
with j;:hich.'bhe resolu"t.ion tefnéna%}és,_aﬁd. then the propoAsi'bion, which is
fivst cz:;ﬁxpésed of terms. Léstly logic consid_ers the whole as such, which

is the discourse.

@ This interpretation of the conception which leads John of St.

Thomas to determine the above thres sﬁbjects is suppérted by certain
remarks he makes 1In -arriving at his definition of the term. After rointing
out that logic is ia science, and therefore resolutive in mode, he mentions

| (2)

‘that; there must beE some'uitimate element at which the resolution ends,
which element is the term; these considerations indicate the conception

i L ’ -
mentioned above, niamely, that this part of logic consists in the resolution

N ]
of the form of reasoning,
i

. !

(1) - ¥8ic ergo in hac prima parte distribuemus tres libros : Frimm
pro his 'qu:ie pertinent ad primam operationem, ubi agemus de sim-
plicibus terminis. Secundum pro secunda operatione, ubi agemus
de oratione et propositione eiusque proprietatibus. Tertium pro

. tertia, ubi sgemus de modo discurrendi et formandi syllogismos
gt J'.nductio:nem ceteraguse pertinentia ad ratiocinandum” (Ibid. ).

(2) - "Cum enim mens nostra in scientiis resolutorie procedat, et prae-
sertim in Iogica, quae Analytica ab Aristotele dicitur, oportet
quod sit designabile ultimm elementum seu terminus huius reso-
lutionis, ultra quod non fiat resolutio ab arte" (Ibid., I P.
Summul., Iib. I, c¢h. 1, p. 7).

i



Since the term is the last element of the resolution' (and there~

fore called term) it is first in the order of composition. As the effect
of the simple apprehens:Lon it perta:l.ns to the first operatlon and as the

first and s:.mple element presupposed to all composition, it forms the
1)
proper start:.ng po:n.nt of the 1og1cn.an's cons:Lderat:.on. John of St.
(@)
Thomas dei‘mes it as. "1d ex quo smplex conficitur propositio", and

explains that thls deflm.'b:.on sn.gn:.ues the most comon element, in wh:.ch
all logical comnos:Ltes are ultmately resolved, and: which is therefore

susceptibls of contraction, as a kind of genus, to the noun and verb,

(3)

subject and Dre&icate niajor minor and middle terms. John of St. Thomas!

cons:.deratlon of the term does little more than manifest its d:n.v:.s:.ons.

In Chapter IIX certa:m str:.ctures will be placed on the term as subject

of that part of logic which looks tc the first operation.

§§ A point of moﬁmce m.th respect to John of St. Thomas' identi-
ficagtion of ‘bhe subject of r,he formal 1og3.c of the first act as the term
is tha‘b 1t is determined, as _ndlcar,ed above by the ane.lys:.s of 'bhe form
of reasonlng into its elements; this :Ldentzi‘lcat:.on is in no way founded
on the nature of.the first operation itself, nor of its object,nor on the

determined means by which it attains its object.

(1) "Hoc igitur attendentes dicimus nos agere in prezesenti de
termino sub conceptu ultimi elementi, in quod terminatur om-
nis resolutio compositionis logicas, etiam ipsius propositio- -

nis et orationis, quia zb hoc ut a pr::.mo et simpliciori con-
venit incipere" (Toid.).
@) - Ibid., p. 8.
(3) - T Did., left column for a description of this ratio comm-
. nissima termini. John of St  Thomas actually treats the
noun and verb, the first coniraction of the term, in the part‘
. .dea]_-mg m.th the flrst operatlon (Ibld., ce. 5

R o 9

i
i
i

| \(c | In vicwfof what >wi]_1 follow in subsequenf chab.'ter"s , the emission
of the definition and; cf 'Bhe pﬁedicables and predicaments from dJohn of \
St. Thomas' formal log:Lc of the first operation may here be remarked.

These omissions are ufxderlmed for two reasons : first, because both are
often 1ncluded together with the term, in the subgect matter of the formal

logic of the first operation; secondly, to introduce certain observations

relative to John of St. Thomas' treatment of both.

(1 . With vespect to his consideration of the definition, it may

first be notedv that although he does study it in tpc‘fvormal par‘}‘; of his

-logic, anci although lllé %‘?Le)s admit that it is a modus sciendi pertainifxg
to -the firs’o operatic;m, he is prevented from considering it as subject
of the firé'b part betause he has already identified the subject of this
.part as ttll‘e teﬁn, for it is acc:Lden‘bal to the term as such that (:2.1‘3 be a
def:.n::.'blon, and acc:Liental to the definition that id be a tern.

Consequently, John oli‘ St. Thomas attaches the cons:.dera'blon of “the defi-
ni‘;i'on' 'bo the séconcl part, treating it in the introductory chapters “to the
consideratioﬁ of.‘ the| proposition, with which the ‘definition sba.rea a com-
mcn genus, .discocrs’e’ (c_)izﬂ:& ); -it may be remarked that the same holds

true for diﬁsioﬁ. With regard to the predicables and predicaments,

John of St. Thomas- considers these in his material logic of the first

@) Cf. jbid., I P. ‘Su:ﬂlmll g:.b ]:;:.311 .2, p. 18;
uaest. Disp. a. P.

2) - %fa for 1nsia;1cg ibid., I P. Summl. Iib. I, ¢. 4, P %3,
"Quarta '=ubd1v:\.sn.o uermlnl“ where he points out- that the
complex terlﬁ may be an 1mner “ect discourse, and also ibid.,
Quasst. Disp., q. b, a. 2, p. 13k, where he teaches that the
definition 1s ma‘cerlallly a complex term, as, for. instance,

- when it is pred:Lcate of a pl’onSl‘blon.

) - Ibid., I P. |Summl. Lib. II, c. 3, p. 19..

V- Ib:\.d., c. h' p. 20. - g . -l

i

i
t
i
i
i
i

ol s
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(1)

. operation, as they are ordered to denonstration. Attention is drawn to
these points in view of'.the doctrine contained in Chapter III in which it
' will be pointed out that there is no formal logic of the first operation,
that the subject of this part of logic is the definition, and that th(; a

predicables and predicaments form an essential part of the art of defini-

tion.

e}

The part of formé.l :logic. that‘ lc-:oks toithe second opefa'bion cén~i..

siders that ;l.ogical coﬁlposition which is first composed of .terms, and of
‘which the form of reasoning' is itseif in turn composed - this is the pro-
position. Notewo_rthy in this part of John of 8t. Thomas' formal logic is

that he takes proposition and enuntiation: as the same, that is,as ons

sol_e subject of con;i‘deration : Ysumimus pro eodem propositionem et enun-
. . 3 03 3 - 2
tiationem, quia sic. obtinuit usus etiam inter sapientes." (- ) Although he

o N ) sps Laas
contesses that "propositio addit supra enmuntiationem

) L (3)
‘ad inferendum aliquid in -argumentations," he disregards this added

, quod proponatur

relation and treats the two per modum unius. This identification of the
two as one subject will be commented upon in Chapter IV. This part of

his logic consists in manifesting the divisions of the proposi’cion, its

matter (subject and predicate ), its properties, and so on.

1q . The formal logic of the third operation looks to the form which
is last in the order of composition, being composed of propositions; --
- - & 3

this is argurentation, or consequencs. In Jéhn of St. Thomas' trea;tﬁent

(1) - of. ibid., I P. Quaest. Di
Of. . . Quaest. Disp., q. 1, a. 1, p. B86:
(2) %tl)cli, iroemium,vpp. 250-251., ’ » P ’
~ -1Ibid., T P. Summl. Lib. .
8; - g : JII, c. 6, p. 23.
) - For John of St. Thomas ar i . C
x St. gumentation and consequence t
thing, Gf. ibid., I P. Quaest. Disp., q. 8, al.1 2, p.a§§8.he sa

- 11 -

|
i
|
!
i
!
3

thereof, three points may be noted in view of comment in subsequent chapters.
! . -

First of these is his conception of consequence ("oratio in qua uno dato

lay - . .
aliud sequitur®) a5 a genus divided into induction and syllogism as its
@ | C
species. Second is lis introduction of the principle dici de omni et

nullo ‘o explaizt1 syllogistic ’cor}sequence (3\)prior:to any consideration of
the universal (an 6i'dér determined by his original division). Third is .
his definition %)f major, minor,.and middle ‘t§r1;1 :7 o B
Maior egcbrenﬁ.tés est illa, quae‘ sumitur.in maiore et poni-
Tur In conclusions. Minor extremitas est, quae sumitur

An mino‘ic'i et ponitur In conclusione. Medium est terminus
bis positus in praemissis, nen vero in conclusione (4).

20 The second division of his logic looics t-o f.he dirécfion of resolu-
tive reasoning from the part of tbe :'atter The .cond_ition required iﬁ

the propositions is t@a‘l} they be necessaz':'y‘and‘ c.onnec'bed per se; and ac-
cordingly such propositions form th;a sulﬁjec'b “‘of. his parr, of logic. ).
Since per se p;oi)ositidns are those in which essential prgdica‘bes or propexr
passions are predicated of the subject, the fi_t:st tesk of this pert of
logic is to explain the predicamé_ntal ordef , in which all things .are dis
posed in their jgenera;  the es’babﬁshment‘of this -order manifests the es-
oot nst proger fassicns'i:} ‘ N

sential prédicates of all subjects. “The material part of John of St.

‘Ehomas"logié, therefore , is composed 'pxincipa]_'l.y of the matter of the

- Ibid., I P. Summl. Lib. III, c. 1, p. 59.

(1)

(2) - Tbid.,|I P. Quaest. Disp., g. 8, a. 2, p. 158.
(3) ~ Tb6%d., I P. Swmml. Iib. III, c. 5, p. 6h.
(L) - Tpid.,;c. b, p. 63.°

(5) - GFf. ibid., II P., Proemium, p. 250.

(6) :

-- Thid. | ’
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Prediczbles of Porphyry and the Predicaments of Aristotle, which constitute -

the material logic of the first operation, and of the Posterior Analytics

of Aristotle. With respect to. the latter, it may be pointed out thab John

of 5t. Thomas finds in it both the subject matter of the second operation,

namely, immediate and per se propositions, and of the third, which is the
—ar _

demonstrative syllogism; he considers the.propositions (under the head-

ing of the praecognita to demonstration), prior to demonstration itself,

o (®)

and then, following demonstration, science.

24 .H..E.m wN.“,._.ow, ooumu..amn.m.au...mu. of U«wm‘ .”_.omw.o of John of St. Thomas contains
the broad linss of the oﬂﬂwmww division of logic into formal and material,
at least with .Hmm@mo& to the wou.sm“_.. nart. Ibs three maw.u.mo&m are the term,
the ﬁuo@omu...mwo? and the syllogism. The woﬁosww.m chapters will give ,wum
&ﬁmu..onm, oh,wd.,aroemm and St. Albert. The wou.»u.mﬁ divides logic according
to that ﬁﬁ.or is ﬁ,o be &Hmo&mﬂ.‘u.bmsmu.ua the ,owmwmwwo:m of the reason; the
H.mﬁumu. divides W& according to the end oH.. the direction provided by logic,
which is knowledge of the unkmown. Neither takes into consideration any
principle w.s the ”Eum of B.mddmw. and form until, after having divided logic
into three parts, me third wom,u..& is divided according to form m.bm matter.

The division of St. Albert immediately identifies the three subjects of

G.vu__....«o.wmemwmdwmﬁ.ﬁwm Hb.mwommu,ampdwwawmommoﬁbamhm&.wm
. agimus, in tribus continetur, scilicet :

In praedicabilibus, quae sunt modi praedicandi; in quibus
distinguitur modus essentialis et quidditativus a modo acci-
dentzli vel qualificativo: deinde in decem prasdicamentis, ad
quae tamguam ad decem classes et summa genera reducuntur omnes
naturae rerum earumque gradus atque essentialia praedicata; et
tandem in libris Posteriorum, in quibus docentur formari pro-
positiones necessariae et per se et fieri demonstrationes
scientificae® (Ibid.,.p. 251). .

(2) - Per se and immediate propositions, ibid., II P., q. 2L, al;
demonstration, ibid., q. 25; science, ibid., q. 26. This order
may be contrasted with that of AristotIe for whom science comes
first as the principle of knowledge of the matter of the demons-
trative syllogism, which is true and proper principles
(Cf. St, Thomas, In I Post. Anal.; lectiomes kL, 5).

logic; these muwn,m not term, proposition, and syllogism, but definition,
i
enmuntiation, mﬁm argumentation. Only in the consideration of the syllo-
X | :

gistic form, ,E_n.ow pertains to the consideration of the third operation,

do proposition|and term enter into the subject of logic.




CHAPTER II.

ST. THOMAS'AND ST. ALBERT'S DIVISIONS.

- 1. - S%. Thomas' Division.
®  st. Thomas divides logic wavﬁm introduction to his commentary on
1

Aristotle's Posterior Analytics. His purpose is to distinguish the

wmwé.m of logic and to assign &o..mmo: of the books of the Organon its

proper subject and proper place in the .m:mm,ad“_.m of books. Prior to the
division he makes mown what it is that is to be divided. He momm this
first by defining the art of logic from its end, thus distinguishing it
from a1l other arts s then by pointing out that logic is a mou...msom and
indicating its subject matter. In the subject matter he finds the .vH.“.Ex

ciple that divides the science of logic,

@ 411 the arts share z certain common end, ﬁﬁo:,“._.m to direct the
operations of man's faculties so that man in those operations may proceed

as he should proceed, without making mistakes,

(2)

and with ease, to the

attainment of some particular end. A particular art, therefore, can

be defined by indicating the faculty whose oum&mdu.osm it directs and the

end om the direction it provides co gomm >wamdwo=m. Thus, carpentry

is the art which &Hmo.nm the owmum&u.osm_ of the wmbmm so that man may

broceed as he should and with 8ase 5o as to produce good chairs and the

(1) - He divides it also
in the proemium to his commentar on t
Y hy
mmH.HWrmwan:umm but there. he makes no mention of wm%.wm as Mﬁnﬁ
@) _.mwws urmﬁbmwm {edit. Marietti], proemium, nn. 1-2), ’
- aliud ars esse videtur, quam omH&m ordinatio
rati
Emuosoao mm_H_. determinata media ad debitum finem actus gw%m
perveniant AHa T Post. fnal., Hma...a Marietti], proemium, n. 1)
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like. . In .Sam“. case-of logic, the faculty whose ouwumﬁ..obm. are to be
|
directed is ...Em reason itselfy m& Thomas, therefore, thus defines the

art of logic

i
ie
m

+v.ars quaedam necessaria est, quae sit directiva ipsius
' .mn.gm rationis, per quam scilicet homp in ipso actu rationis

owmwnmﬁmu faciliter, et sine errore procedat. Et haec ars
est H,om“_.cm.__ 1)

St. Thomas anmm not here mention the end of the direction provided by
logic to the joperation of the reason - the end which corresponds to the
production of good,chairs in the case of carpentry; but this end is the

(2)

end of the reason itself, which is speculative science.

@ From the definition of the art of logic follows the determination

of the msg.mm.m matter of the science of logic. For logic can direct

the ovmwm¢Wo+m ow“ the reason only by msking known the proper mode of

operation of the reason. Tt ‘mst, therefore, mammﬁ the act of reason;

this is its proper- msgmo.n v
i

i
i
[

1) - HB.%

me - jroEmm brings this out elsevhere in his works. For instance,
he teaches that logic must be learned previously to the other
mon._.mnnunmm because it teaches the mode of procedure in the other
sciences : "Et quia non est facile quod homo simul duo capiat,
sed dum ad duo attendit, neutrum capere potest; absurdum est qucd
woaom simul quaerit scientiam et modum qui convenit scientiae.

EY wu.ovﬂmﬁ hoc debet primo addiscere logicam quam alias scientias.
quia, logica tradit commmnem modum procedendi in aliis scientiis*
(In II Metaphys., lect. 5, [edit. Marietti], n. 335).
bmgmm that u.omPo is the instrument of speculative
science : "...scientiae speculativae...sunt de illis quorum co-
mE..S.o quaeritur propter seipsa. Res autem de quibus est logica,
non nsm.mnduﬁﬁ. ad cognoscendum propter seipsas, sed ut adminicu-
Jum quoddam ad alias scientias. Et ideo Homwnm non continetur
sub philosophia speculativa quasi principalis pars, sed sicut
quoddam reductam ad eam, prout ministrat speculationi sua instru-
Bmi.@b scilicet syllogismos et definitiones et alia huiusmodi,
@F._.dcm in speculativis scieutiis indigemus. Unde secundum
momaFEB. ..non tam est scientia quam sciéntiae instrumentum"

(In 8e Trinitate, [edit. Marietti], lect. N“ q.1, a1, ad 2um).

.
i
|

w
i
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Et haec ars mm@ Logica, idest rationalis scientia, quae non
solum H.mgoszm est ex hoc, quod est secundum rationem,.
(quod est n.vsbu..czm artibus commne); sed etiam ex hoc s ,

n.,(.pom est circa ipsum_actum rationis_sicut propriam mate -
riam® (1). )

Hﬁ” the wﬁw..u.mo.m am.md.mu. of the mowmdom oH.. logic St. Thomas finds the
iple that mu..d..wnmm.u..omwo. Since AHomMo is concerned with the acts of
eason, then the diversity of the acts of reason causes the division
e science of logic; since’ Epmw.,m are three owmw“w&woum of the reason,
Homu.ro...,wm to be &.i.nmm.u.b.wo three parts, mm.o_p of which has for its
ct one of these operations - . . .

"Oportet igitur logicae partes accipere secundum. diversitae

tem actuum rationis.!

&

) .mEmd autem rationis tres actus : quorum primi duo sunt
rationis, secundum quod est intellectus quidam,

~ Una enim actio intellectus est intelligentia indivisibi-
Hub.s sive incomplexorum, secuntium quam accipit quid est res .
Et ‘ad &B..po operationem ordinatur doctrina, quam tradit .»H.Mm“..
..mowmwmm in libro Praedicamentorum. < Secunda vero operatio
Huﬁmu.u.mowﬁ est composido vel divisio Intellectus, in qua
est lam verum vel falsum. Et huic rationis modE..“mmmmH.ﬁ&
aoo.n.h..u.w._mv quam tradit Aristoteles in libro Perihermeneias. -
Hm«..mu.ﬁm vero actus rationis est secundum.id quod eso vwowu..u..:s
rationis, scilicet discurrere sb uno in aliud, ut per id
quod est notum deveniat in cognitionem n._.msoﬂ..w Et hnic
actui. deserviunt reliqui libri Logicae" (2).. -

5t. Thomas does not explain why the diversity of operations of

the reason causes .dﬁm division of ‘the science of logic into three parts

m,doa. the nommu.rmmw.mﬂ..ouv however, that logic directs the operations, it

follows .«rmﬁ its subject. is the acts mw the reason in so far as they are

susceptible of; and require, direction. From an analysis of this subject
.. . - , 2

namely, the operations of the reason as dirigible, emerges the necessity

of , ,wa division.

In T Post. .E.EH..“ proemium, d 2. e
id., nn. 3-I. T
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i
i
1
i
i

m St. .Hw.oamm points out that.all learning is acquired enly from .
_ @)
some knowledge T.._Hmmm@ possessed. - St: -Albert teaches- the: same when he

states that .Eummu.m is one common mode ofthe reason in all: sciences, .%or
w @) .
is to m..%.mbnm..ww.os the known to-the unknown. Nature provides the first

known notions - being, one,.good; and the like, .and the composite first

principles formed upon knowledge of these simple notions - from which the
! i
advance begins ” In advancing from the known to the unknowm the reason,

i -

because it mdmA.WHWo&m its ,nos..u.mvkvm from the wwmwﬁ_wma“ can proceed only by
ordering its o&bamw..am to mam. another and composing them; this is its
m - (3) :

natural mode of procedure.

As St. ‘Bmmﬂﬁ.wou..ﬁum out, however ; "“imper-

(L)

fectus est e.ﬂ..mwr natura mm.ﬁv wmﬂmwm“.r.&rﬂ WmH artem adhibitam.® Nature

does E,ud amdmﬁmabm.. .Eum. H.mmmo.s to order -its concepts as they must be

ordered for *&Mw w&&&wﬁ@&&;ow dﬁ&.&w man does not Agmwwno.&u\m”_.u.. form

perfect mmwu..a.w”.roam , for example, or demonstrative syllogisms. - Consequently,
it is the work of ou,&mu..u.bm. mﬂsm composing noncmwﬂm in advancing from the
known to the d:@o,a.a that is to be mowhmmdm& .UW -the direction of an art.

The reason has; the ‘@odvm.u.. .no H.wwubo.w -on u..&‘mm“_.H. .mo as o &moo&& its own

proper mode of) oou@o.mn.r.ﬂomm_ vhen this mode is learned, the habitual

(1) - "...inducit (Aristoteles) universalem propositionem propositum
noﬁ&.wmmd.wmsv scilicet guod acceptio cognitionis in nobis fit
ex mu.u.hpsm pracexistenti cognitione., -Et ideo dicit ; omnis doc-
trina jet omnis disciplina, non autem omnis cognitio, quia non
OWNis [cOgNitio ex priori cognitione dependet ; esset enim in
infinitum abire. Omnis sutem disciplinae acceptio ex praeexis-
tenti jcognitione fit" (Ibid., lect. 1, n. 9).

(2) - "...est tamen ums commuils modus scientize per quoddam commune
quod est in omni. scientia. Et hoc est quod per investigationem
H.mﬁ._b&m ex cognito devenitur ad cognitionem incogniti : hoc enim
fit in omni. scientia quocumgque modo dicta, sive sit demonstrativa,

- sive ﬁ_~o= demonstrativa" (De- Praedicabilibus, Tract. I, ch. 1).

(3) - For the explanation of the need of the reason to know by ordering
and on”vamvomu..nm its concepts, see Sheila O!'Flynn, “The First Meaning
of 'Rational Process! according: to the Expositio in Boethium de

~ Trinitate;" in Laval Théologique et Fhilosophigue, Vol. X (195L),
pp. 175 £f. T S
(4) - De Praedicabilibus, Tract. I, ch. 1.

H
t
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gosm_,mamm of it nosm..wwdwdmm the art of logic. mm..bom the end of the art )
‘of logic is thé direction of composition in the operations. of the reason,
~then when it is said that the mﬁcumow of the science of logic is the

acts of the reason, .Sﬁ.rw means the order or determined relations that-
hold good between the concepts, governing gmwu,oonﬁomwﬁ..ow in those

(1)

acts.

ﬂ The concepts of the reason are by their very natures inter-related
in a definite wmmﬁbsm gm, order that holds good zmong them is a necessary

order, determined by the nature of the concepts as they are abstracted by
@) :

the reason. The relations constituting this order, because they are

found to exist between concepts, or between concepts and reality, are in

(3)

the strictest sense relations of reason; their cause is the reason, they

(1) - "...Alius sutem est ordo, quem ratio considerando facit in
proprio actu, puta clim ordinat conceptus suos ad invicem, et -
signa conceptuum, quae sunt voces significativae" (In I Ethi-
corum, lect. 1, [edit. Marietti], n. 1). "Ordo autem quem
ratio considerando facit in proprio actu, pertinet ad ratio-
nalem philosophiam, cuius est considerare ordinem partiom
orationis ad invicem, et ordinem principiorum ad invicem et
ad conclusiones® (Ibid., n, 2)..

(2) - For an explanation of the order smich is the subject of logic,
see O'Flynn, op. cit., pp. 177 7F.

(3) - "...Sicut resalis Telatio consistit in ordine rei ad rem, ita
relatio rationis consistit in ordine intellectum; quod quidem

~ dupliciter potést contingers. Uno modo secundum quod iste
ordo est adinventus per intellectum, et atiributus ei quod
relative dicitur; et huiusmodi sunt relationes quee attribuun-
tur ab intellectu rebus intellectis » prout sunt intellectae,
sicut relatio géneris et speciei; has enim relationes ratio
adinvenit considerando ordinem eius quod est in intellectu
ad res quae sunt extra, vel etiam ordinem intellectuum ad in-
vicem' (Q. D. de Potentia, g. 7, a. 11). ",..ens est duplex :
ens scilicet rationis et ens naturze. Ens autem rationis di-
citur proprie de illis intentionibus, quas ratio adinvenit in
rebus consideratis; sicut intentio generis , Speciei et simi-
_lium, quae quidem non inveniuntur in rerum natura, sed consi-
derationem rationis consequuntur. &t huiusmodi seilicet ens
...... rationis, est proprie subiectum logicae". (In IV Metaphys.,

lect. L, n. 57h),

m
m . IHW...
W

moou..c.m to objects only as .mwm% are known and .vnoﬁ as they are in reality,

.-they cannot cmh attributed to objects as .u.o:m%.mu.m in reality. Because

these relations, as properties of concepts, presuppose the presence in
. bhe ! .

.. the mind of o,nwumodm known, which are first intentions, they are called

e . .
second U..Sdm:.wmoum. The science of logic studies these modo resolutorio,

defining ‘and muﬁ&sm them, demonstrating their properties of them, and
] . . .

the oosou.cmu..omm of this science assume the character of certain principles
. - . .

t -
ﬁ Y Ky .
or rules which direct the reasoning processes in the other sciences.

@ Since. second. intentions are the subject, to divide the science
of logic is 0 divide second intentions. For St. Thomas the diversity

of operations{of the reason clearly causes such a division. The rcason

for this _umoomﬂnmm manifest upon the ooau..nmumﬂos that second intentions
are Hmwmﬁoamw but relations are divided according to their foundations.
Thus, for ”.Em.ﬁwumbom ,-in the real order there are three different kinds
of relations ,Mumomﬁmm .mSmH.m..mHm three different foundations - quantity,
action and ﬁm%m”._.anq and Emmmsz.AM vmc.f m“.Emm second intentions accrus

to objects knowmn, their foundation is the object known as it is known,

or the first “_.sﬁ.muﬁ..o.d. .?md,u since the mode of the object as it is.

(L) - "Prima enim intellecta sunt res extra aimam, in quae primo
Mu.wmu.“__.mn&cm intelligendo fertur. Secunda autem intellecta di-
cuntur intentiones consequentes modum intelligendi : hoc enim

mmgzﬂo intellectus intelligit in quantum reflectitur supra

se ipsum, intelligens se intelligere et modum quo intelligit®
Q. E de Potentia, q. 7, a. 9). "Ex hoc enim quod intellec-
tus. in se ipsum reflectitur, sicut intelligit res existentes
mNﬁH.m.m animam, ita intelligit eas esse intellectas; et sic,

sicutjest quaedam conceptio intellectus vel ratio - cui res-
pondet res ipsa quae est extra snimam - ita est quaedam con-

om@&.m vel ratio, cui respondet res intellecta secundum quod

" huiusmodi; sicut rationi horinis vel conceptioni hominis res-

@od@mum res extra.animam; rationi vero vel conceptioni generis

aut speciei respondet solum res intellecta" (Ibid., q. 7, a. 6).
(2) - Cf. In V Metaphys:, lect. 17, mn. 1001-1005. o )

|
i
i

i
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Eag.a by any of the operations differs from its mode as u...n, is known by
the others, A..B..m foundation of the intentions differs according to the
three opsrations and the operations themselves, therefore, are the
principle of the division of ‘the second H.Bdmu.ﬁ._.owm. There are, in other
words s certain second intentions proper to the H,MH..m.n act, others proper
to the mwooa@.v and others proper to the third; for the direction of all

three cwmwm._uwovmw all of these intentions must be known.

A In presenting his &S..mwow of logic in the passage cited above,
St. Thomas points out that the first two operations pertain to the

reason as it is a certain intellsct, intellectus quidem, while the third

" -is proper to it as a reason. By this is meant that only in the third

operation is there an advance from one truth to another; there is no

such advance in the first two owmn.md”.roum.. But the human mind is a reason
in all three of its acts ; 211 involve some compositive activity not
naturally determined to'one and, in so far as they do so, all Hmo.ﬁ.ﬁ.mu.

in themselves, the direction of logic.

?\w There is a passage in .Egm Summa Theologica which serves as a
convenient doubw of reference for e summary of the natures of the three
operations mun their necessity - . o o

_J.nﬁmu.mo.wdm humanus necesse rm,cm.n. intelligere componendo
et dividendo. Cum enim intellectus humanus exeat de poten-
tia in actum, similitudinem quamdam habet cum rebus gene-
rabilibus, quae non statim perfectionem stuam habent, sed
eam successive mo@ﬁ.dcg Bt similiter intellectus huma-
nus non statim in prima apprehensione capit perfectam rei

‘ cognitionem, sed primo apprehendit aliquid de “_.ﬁmm.u outa
quidditatem ipsius rei, quae est primmm et proprium objec-
tum intellectus; et deinde intelligit proprietates et acei-
dentia, et habitudines circumstantes rei essentiam. Et se-
-cundum hoc necesse habet umm apprehensum 21ii componere,

et dividere, et ex una ooamomu..«u.osm ad m..H.rmB vﬂoommmu.m.
quod est H.mﬁ.oowbmu.u.__ (). e e

(1) - 1Ia, q. 85, a. 5, c.
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The uo.&muﬂ& oﬂm&&o&mw, of human H.mmmoa.n._mu ‘therefore, requires that it
m%.muo.m to perfect mo.*wv which is pérfect lmowledge of the whole dmu..um
of the odu.mo.ﬁ , by a mﬂmponmmmu..on of operations.

W w% ”_..nm wuk.mfowmwwﬁpos &wr intellect mu,mmvm mou,m.wrubm of the
essence of the odumoi 8.v m.r Somﬁ the s.gu.m essence wmﬁ.mn.s%, but it
grasps no more ~than gm mmmmdcwv Hmmﬁdw mm“_.nm all else .Eumﬁ vmddeSm

I
to the being ow .gm odumow Emmapmu.m St. .?oamm speaks of this

.o@mn.mdu.ou as _Eumd by ‘.&Pg d?\ u.sdmu.umn& Uformat mu.acﬁ.omm rerum quiddi-

D)
tates, ut nﬁ.m mmd 598u <mu. pﬁ.m mm& wEWH ;4 fere attention is drawn

to the word format; u.ﬁ the measure dvm._u the goe_n_.mmmm of the essence

involves a certain H.o“”qamﬂo? or ooavomwﬁn..ba. of ‘representations that is
not %dﬂ.ua..ﬁmﬂ to ..osmw “the first o@mHmS..ou requires the direction of

: ~
logic. m_oH. ._.&u.m H.mmmon dﬁm H.on of the Homu.o of the first operation is

‘the Smuu.mmmﬁm.g.os o..m .a:omm mmoonm HUdmqunm attached to simple repre-
.

sentations sE.nw asmd_ dm 5.6,.8 to H_OH.S ﬂ_m mulaluu._.dca.mm ‘of the essences of

things. -

iz Because Sum H.H_Hmd owmwm.npob leaves the Hﬁdmul._u.mmnnm still in

potency yith .H.mmwmo& to m“_u. that mva&m“Em .no the being of the object

but not +6.its mwm.mﬁnmu the reason ﬁmm need of u.dm second and third ope-

rations. It must uEudu.%H% its H.mwu.mmma&m,.&xomm R Egoaum by separate

apprehensions the monwmmzw,m of the object. Then it has no way of

_knowing that the accidert pertains or does not pertain to the object

[
other than through .3“6 further operations. In its second it composes

”

. the accident with the object, or divides it from it by means of

(1) - "Intellectus jenim nostri duplex est operatio. Una qua
format simplices rerum quidditates; ut quid est homo, vel
quid est animal® (Q. D. de Veritate, g. E a. 1, c.).
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predication, then it has need of its third, in which it has recourss

to a middle term, forming an argumentation through wiich the necessary

0 s o . AN v
inherence of the accident ‘in the object is seen. As soon as the reason

composes oH. m%ﬁamm,,.wv its second operation, affirming or denying some-
thing 8.“... moﬁﬁaﬁ. else, that ooawomwd,u..od is either conformed with
Hmmﬂ.«% or it .u..m ,uodu .«.wm.w is, it is either true oH.‘Mumm. The logic of
the second oﬁm&mﬁwo? dcmamm.oH.P is concerned with those second wb&.mﬁ-
tions drww m.oogw .do the o,w.u.mow‘mm. it is knowm under the form of
m.mwu.kémw.u..os o‘H.‘ negation, or, in .o.gmu. words, .ﬁ.r.gnw the second “._.aﬂms&u..oam

that must be HBQ‘E hoﬂ the constitution of

ens verum, and those that

(1) - .,»dwmumm autem, quod praedicare idem est quod attribuere

: per'notam compositionis': quando enim wnum alteri attri-
buitur mediante compositione, quam significat hoc verbum
est, tunc praedicatur + et guando unum ab altero dividi-
.S.Ha mediante negatione talis compositionis, sicut cum di-
..mu..w.mH wmmﬂv non est lapis : tunc lapis &ﬁmﬁﬁ. ab eo
v.w.,:.om fit in intellectu componenie et dividente : J.u.H.m
enim ipsa sine nota compositionis vel divisionis c.mg
in mﬁ.umu..o est vel non est., Sed intellectus oomomsmnm
vel mu..ﬁn.wmﬁm hic sine nota compositionis vel divisionis
woo.mwmau\..u..omwm non potest : eb, ut hoc significet u..m.v
dmau..n.aoaca compositionis unius cum alio; et hoc mm&
praedicare unum de alio, vel negare EéEuam alio"
(Sb. Albert, De Praedicabilibus, Tract. III, ch. 3)

2) - mmu.m St. Thomas mentions only vredication om acci nm.ﬂ.%nm

: of .nrm.odumow because his purpose is to meﬁwmd..dcm
umommmu&% of the second operation, which has its root in
the imperfection of the first. This does not mean that
dwm,mmcmaa operation does not zlso compose essential
notes of the object, known to vertain to it by the first
operation, with the object. : :
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_ v (1) o
follow upon the cons titution of ens verum. The logic of the third

operation considers WHH.dwomm second intentions that govern argumentation.

». -~ St. Albert's Division.

6 St. Albert! divides logic in the introductory chapters of his

dommentary on the Predicsbles. The division is ordered, as was mentioned

at the ,cmm.u..sabm .owm the preceding chapter, to the discovery of the parts
of logic so ﬁpm& ML may be .§o<8 when the whole has been treated. The
.gmmu.m&m..n&sm of his division is ‘mmwm.uaaad on two points relative to the
subject and nature .o.H. ‘the mo.u.,m,bnm of .Hom.wo which he has established

previously to his division. For this reason a brief summery of these

points is a prerequisite to the consideration of his division.

@ At the beginning of .his introduction, St. Albvert is concerned
. [ .

with establishing wwm.a logic is a science in itself, distinct from all

(1) - “Intellectus autem habet duas operationes, quarum una vo- ’
catur indivisibilium intelligentia, per quam intellectus
format simplices conceptiones rerum intelligendo quod quid
est uniuschiusque rei. Alia eius operatio est per quam
componit et dividit. . :

Verum |autem et falsum, etsi sint in mente, non tamen
sunt circa illam operktionem mentis, qua intellectus for-
mat simplices conceptiones, et quod quid est rerum. ]
Et hoc est quod dicit, quod 'verum et falsum, circa sim-
plicia et jquod quid sst, nec in mente est.! Unde relin-
guitur @muw locum & divisione, quod ex quo non est in re-
bus, nec est in mente circa simplicia et quod quid est,
quod sit circa compositionem et divisionem mentis primo
et principaliter; et secundario vocis quae significat
oodomwdu..o%mﬁ mentis. Bt ulterius concludit, quod quae-
cumgue ownwu..wm.w speculari circa ens et non ens sic dictum,
scilicet prout ens significat verum, st non ens falsum,
tposteriug perscrutandum est,! scilicet in fine noni et
etiam in libro de Anima, et in logicalibus. Tota enim
logica videtur esse de ente et non ente sic dicto"

(In VI Mebephys., lect. ki, nn. 1232-1233). ’ -

|
t
i
]
3
i
|
i
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others. This he manifests by pointing out that the subject of “_..om“.:u.v
which is the common mode .o». the reason as it advances from the knovm
to the unknown in any science, is proper to logic alone .GL This mode
is the subject of a science becauss it is a necessary mode, determined

()

in its own nature by the abstractive character of the reason, and
because it has its own parts, and these have their own definitions and
wH.“.EowE.m@ and properties which may be demonstrated of them :
"...Investigatio enim, sive ratio i i i
= 8 atlo investigans ignotum per
notum, _Speciale quoddam est, quod passiones habet et Gif-
ferentias et partes et principia, quae dum de ipso proban-

g.d..wdmmdmowmsﬂ._. .. .. .
oSBm.dcm e m.mmm“._.m“_.&cu. mwwou.m“_.u.mvQ.Gumﬁmﬁmmom.wmm
adhibetur scientiis® (3). :

@ The second point of ...E_mowdmbom is the indication of a.certain
property of logic, following from the nature of its subject, namely
*

that logic is characterized by a particular intentio. By this is meant

that logic tends to z definite end or cbject.” Because the subject of -
logic is the mode of the reason as it advances from the ¥ncan to ﬁrm
unknown, the Huﬁbn.u..ﬁu.mm and conclusions of ‘the séience of logic are
marked by a unigue character; that is, they assume the form of rules to
&Hm t the advance of the reason from the HBosdA to the unkmovm. For
.dE.,m reason, the intention of logic, or the object ﬁos.ﬂmm wiich it wmwmmu
is-to teach how- go.&u.wamm of M.va unknovm is acquired :
;

u =x . 2 s i, - . Y i
q mH_._cmH. ignotum fiat notum"; it is for this reason

", ..logica docst
that its "usus

- postea omnibus. adhibetur scientiis."

vauummu.mm&.omcﬂu.,u.aﬁ. c .
6] B sm‘mad.._.u ow. H.
(3) - Tpid.

(4) - TBId., ch. 3.
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4 This &6#5&8 of vhat is meant by the intention of logic is’
| .

. prerequisite to _w..o.w Albert's division, because the division is founded

on this intention

__E.ﬁ._.mu.b mﬁ&wa Homu..omm\.m&pcwmmgwwmwdmmwwmwnm... moo.l.T
pienda sunt ex intentione ipsius. Sicut vero iam ante dic-
tum est, logica intendit docere principia per quae per id
quod notum est, devenire potest in cognitionem ignoti. Est
autem incomplexum, de quo quaeritur quid sit : aut comple-
xum de quo quaeritur an verum vel falsum sit. Sciri ‘autem
"non potest incomplexum de quo quaeritur quid sit, nisi per
&Hw“._bu..ﬁonmw. Complexum autem, de quo guaeritur an verum
vel falsum sit, non potest sciri nisi per argumentationem.

_Istae ergo m_E,:.u duae partes logicae" (1).

P
—,

@. . The u.b.wmmaﬁu..ou of logic is %o teach how to advance from the
knovn to the sﬁgnwﬁ_.: Reflection on the operation of the H.mmmom reveals
that in ibs quest for science it encounters two kinds of unknown. The
first wm&mm m“._.awub.gosu.u. which is the object of a simple apprehension;
knowledge: ‘.om such|an EmBoﬁ.u is attained when ‘the reason knows the es-
sence and can answer the question : what is it ? The second is a compo-
sition or &.ﬁ..mm..o—w of the mind, signified by an enuntiation. Since

every compositionjor .m.wﬁmu.bs. is either conformed with reality or not,
such an unknown is lmown when the answer can be given to the question :

is it true oH.HmH.wm ? Or when, in other words, it has been judged.

‘Since , therefore, the intention of the whole of logic is to teach how

to arrive ab knowledge of the unknowmn, and since there are these two
|

! . :
kinds of ignota, ,w.boab through answers to two different kinds of questions,

|
it follows that d_wm science of logic is divided into two parts, one

which tends @qsmuwn the provision of principles governing the acquisition

[ : .
of lmowledge of thé simple, and one which tends toward provision of

(1) - bid., ch. 5.
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principles to direct the attainment of knowledge of the composite.

,\@ Each of these two kinds of ignota is made known by a means

of W.posn._bm proper to itself. The simple is known when the reason is in
possession of its m..mwwswﬁo? The truth or falsity of a moa.comwﬂ..os
is knowm .,% some comparison of its terms with a ?ﬁ.m term, that is,
ﬁn.om.mw mﬂm&mnﬂmﬂon of some En These two means of knowing differ
from one another in their internal structure, and their formation is
governed ,cw different wuu..s.owmem. " They constitute, .dﬁmamwou.mu two sub-
jects of logic and &..i.% the science into two wmwwwu one of which tends

toward the direction of definition, the other toward the direction of

argumentation

"Istae ergo sunt duae partes logicae : Una quidem ut docean-
tur principiz per quae sciatur diffinitic rei et quidditas :
ita quod per principia ille doceatur quae sit vera rei

diffintiio, et quae videatur esse et non sit. Alia vero ut

doceantur principia qualiter per argumentationem probetur
emuntiationis veritas vel falsitas" (1).

@ ¥ith respect to the first part, this must teach all that the
speculative scientist must know about the instrument for attaining

knowledge of the essence of things, or the work to be constructed by

the reason in attaining such knowledge ;
*,..logicus docens o.swmu.mwm. scientiam incomplexi, docet ins-
trumentum guo accipiatur notitia illjus secundum-diffinitio-
nem, et ea quae ad diffinitionem faciunt, et quae diffini-
" tlonem circurstant, et quae diffinitionem perficiunt , et ea’
quae diffinitionem mutant® (2).
4s St. Albert points out, no complete treatise on the art of definition
, o (3 . :
smmooawaogwommwwosbawmwoﬁ_.mmdﬁmaommuo.a Emmbvw%wéu.ugm&

. (1) - Ibid. o
(2) - Tbid., ch. 7.
(3) - Ibid., ch. 5.

. -1 -

there is no extant work of Aristotle on the first operation of the

reason.

. @ g.ﬁm second part must provide lmowledge of -all the principles

governing the Haouémwwo: by gm_ reason of the syllogism and other forms

of mHmEpmn.nm.ﬁ._.oP swu.,.ow are instruments for arriving at knowledge of

the dﬂﬁ.wm oH.. falsity of an ignotus complexum. In this part the

logician

w y
u,,.sic docens accipere scientiam complexi, Qoom.r.mﬁu.omu.mg
qui est i1lils proprium instrumentum, et docet alias species

mamcamshow&wmucb.. et principia syllogismi, et ea quae owuogm&mbd
“ipsum, et principia ipsius, et partes, et materiam in qua poni

0

potest forma syllogismi, et aliarum mHm.Ea.mb.amﬁwowca forma, et

quae syllogismum immubant’ 1)-
@ ,Em.muﬁ..mwou of St. Albert may be parsphrased thus : attain-
ment of HBQ._«HmQ.m@ of each of the two kinds of unknown involves the
ooﬁmﬁdﬁcgo.b by ._“..Bm Hmw.mon of a certain work proportioned to the object;
mU..SQm,dSmmm ﬂ.ﬁo works mHm irreducible to one another and the principles
moéwm..wsm. the cmém.ﬂda.n”._bu of one do .wo.a govern the construction of

the other, these| two works constitute two separate subjects and divide

the science of logic into two parts.

@ ma..bu.m,cmu..a_m division from the mbﬁms.ﬁ._.os of logic, therefore,
identifies two mwﬁdu.moﬁm of logic. As St. Albert ﬁou.b.nm.oﬁ.au however,,
the second wm...n& must itself be &ﬂ%@u and this m.du&i.mwos reveals a
third subject. [The syllogism, and all forms of argumentation, are
composed of. mﬁﬁ.&%m&%osmm the true camnot be concluded except from

truths stated, ma. m%&wmwmm. But the emuntiation, as such, independently

(1) - Ibid., ch. 7.
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of, and prior to,.syllogistic reasoning, has its own material and formal

principles and properties. Accord:

and : ; Q w, .,,h,bm“_.ua it is in itself a separate
. t. 2 —A\

subject of logic, a part of which wdmdam toward the provision of dirsctiv

: zctives

for ﬁw,m formation of the emuntiation, and of Hauﬁu.mm.mm of its divisions

and wu.owmu..ww.mm. Since these are retained in the syllogism, and play
Lt - B ? . m

role with respect to i
th je to its conseguence and powers > ‘the emuntiation must be

g + s 3 N . 3 3
own prior to the syllogism and the part of logicé concerned with it

precedes the oommu.hmwm..nu..os of the syllogism :

o "Quia:vero syllogismus non scitur

plexum guid, nisi sciatur ex

: m.w qualiter  conjunctus,

tione et partibus.et.qu
tionish (1).

r an MH& compositum ét com-
r vibus et quot et qualibus est
Hn.wmo w.wmum.w agere logicus de mbﬁﬂ.ﬂm..w
alitatibus et compositione enuntia-

3 HJH- 3 3 - . . . ,
om this mgm.._.ﬁm._non it follows that the whole of Jogic is divided

mo . ., . A. .
oown..._‘nm to the consideration of three works formed by the speculative

reason, each of which forms a subject of a part of logic :

t...logica i i i
Huu.mumowmwwmnwwmddpm Mwmwnm.wﬁ. , scilicet in scientiam incom-
v .mmmm.oa HMmH. finitionem habetur... et in scientiam
rorpratabl s eorum per quae devenitur in complexorum

s €0 In- scientiam syllogismi per quam asm.m ducitur

ad complexorun cognitionem" 2). .

3. - _Comparison of St. Thomas' and St. Albert's Divisions

F .
Thy iy v Ve
Q ,mu.m .u.m 2 passege in the Swma Theologica which may serve zs

f i 3 i
ocal point for manifesting both the diversity and the agreement of

St. ! ivi
St Thomas' and St. Albert's divisions. Here St. Thomas remarks
R . . R
o omum..www Ewn mmwwcﬁm mﬁmupoﬁ‘gm est considerare operatione
popapeTaty M.vrﬁmwmm&hwomﬁwobma et aedificatum, ita in ope i
ionis est considerare i io est
r z _co ipsum actum i i
intelligere et ratiocinari » et aliquid per MMMMMMMMM mﬁ.. ot
] ctum

(1) - 1bid. .“,,1,(-

(2) - 5EHIbert, In I Periherm., Tract. I, ch. 1 |
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* conghitutum: quod quidem in speculativa ratione primo quidem
est defimitilo; secundo enuntiabio; tertio vero syllogismus
.. vel.argumentatio :w.ﬂ . oo

Tt-is -clear-that-|St. Thomas,:in making. his division, turns his attention

to the actus rationis; from the fact that there -are three operations of

.»..Bm reason, .differing from one another in nature,. it. follows that the

subject of logic) which is second intentions; mst be divided into three

parts. ' Thus, for. 5t. Thomas, in sum,- the fact that there are three

St. Albert, on the other hand,

operations.is the cause. of the division.:
makes no Hmbmﬂmu”cm to the acts; from the intention he passes directly
“%o- the kinds- of Junknown and from these.to. the identification of the

opera constituta. It is the opera-constituta that are the subjects of

i
logic, for logic directs the reason by teaching precisely how to form

gmn.r u,ou.. this Bmmwos St. E.,omu.fm.&imwom adds to m&.. Thomas' in the

.ammma.dm .mwmﬁ. H..a mHRD...S...E.M. ,%amu.mu..wwmm the ﬁowwm.ow the 1reason that

are the three principal mﬁdumoﬁm.

@ .. If +the corresponding parts of the divisions are compared, it

is only in the case of the first part that any difference appears.

,_
In speaking of w&m. second, St. Thomas mentions’ that Aristotle's

mm&wﬁmﬂsgm”._.mm,mmmmu.m with this; but the subject of this book is the

mngdwmdu..od. ) ._.ﬁ.Wun.W respect t0O @.m third, m& Hsoamm mentions in order all
the forms of ..mwm.wﬁdm&wwwon ¢ﬁm&@w~&mﬁd t6 its subject. The corresponding
first. %ﬁ&muom._gm two divisions are ‘wwﬁwwm.h&ﬂ. Hu agreement in so far as
for both this Hmv.mH& mmm,u..m with .ﬁaw attainment .of knowledge of the essences
of «Emn..m,.gw% Ew.mﬂv however, in so far as St. Thomas speaks of

»HWm&o&Hm_m.,mHm&nuEmﬁwm as being concerned with this-operation and
(1) - TIallae, q. 90, a. 1, ad 2.
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makes no Bmu&pos of %mbﬁ&woa, while St. Albert names the amwugg.ob as

subject and says nothing of the Prodicaments. This difference is ex-

‘plained, however, by the consideration that St. Thomas is interested in

- establishing. the order of the books of the Organon; but the osu.%,muawmnn

work of Aristotle pertaining to the first operation is the Huwm&.ntmuwm.

Moreover, .in the text just cited from the Summa, St. Thomas mentions

.ﬂpm. definition as the work Mo.u..amm by the first operation, and, in

addition; the Predicaments are ordered to definition, as will be explained
in the following chapter. In sum, therefore, the only difference in
the two divisions is in the principles from which they are made; they

terminate in the same three subjects.

) AN - v
A,w ¥hat is most Ado the wows.a\ﬁmwm is the consideration that

neither St. Thomas nor m.,n. Albert gives as the first division of logic
that into material and formal. Moreover, in mmﬁmH,E..E..mm ‘the mﬁdumoﬁm of
logic neither takes into considerastion any principle in the line of
qm.gmu..mu& form. Lastly, the three subjects which emerge from their
divisions as the subjects of logic - definition, enuntiation, and argu-
mentation - greatly differ from those given as the subjects of formal

logic - term, proposition, and syllogism.

4. - Criticism of John of St. Thomas'-Division.

@  John of St. Thomas defines logic as "the art which directs

.Sﬁ reason so that it may not err in &mooc...dmm.um and knowing." He founds
\\‘.'

his division on two terms in this definition - art and reason.: since

in 211 arts the two principal considerations are the matter in which

they operate and the Mog.swwnr they introduce into that matter, then
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it is to be mx.bwnm".wom that the art of logic will be divided according to

the oosmwmmwmﬁwow of a certain matter and of the form to be introduced

into thab Em&&mu.“ the  act of the reason g ‘be' directed is ‘the process

of resolutive H.mwmoE...um. In John of “St. Thomas!' acceptance of both of
|

these terms there is érvor. ‘In the first place; he does not first
determine the mmbmm in which logic is an art, but seems, from his

example of the ghn_..uma.m de to _assume that art is said of logic in

the same sense mm gm& in iP._.ow u.,w ._m said o..m ﬁam mmH.SPm arts.

" Secondly, his mm,H..ME..E.on of resolutive reasoning as this is taken as

the whole md.p,cumm,n of logic is too narrow a meaning of resolutive reasoning.

The second of .«mmmm mﬁ.,o.ﬂm is the fundamental mistake; for if resolution,
“ E -7 )
understood as dm nmmou.pdmm Hd Smu.m ‘the vhole mﬁdumoa of logic, then

there would dm wu.ozsm.m for the mpﬂ.m ion of Hompo into formal and
material; uows £ St. .H.JoBmm_ observations on art, ”aow.mﬂxmuu are

rather “._.:..S.oaﬁo nou.% to the mu.ﬁ sion than the Huu.u.dowwu.mm from s:u.ov the

E
division wwoomm_m.m. For this reason cvm mmnoa@ error will be’ ooumwnmwma

first.

,\m\,\m In E.._mA definition of logic, John of St. Thomas teaches that

it directs the lact of reason so as-to prevent error in discoursing.

He then states that the reason in-discoursing and u.ﬁmmm.m% proceeds

N

resolutively (per modum resolutionis), so that for logic to direct the

act of discourse means no more nor less thap to direct resolution so as

to prevent error therein. In his analysis of the subject of the
. _

direction of logic, therefore, there is an identification of the act of

discourse, judgment, and resolution. He describes resolution as the

wH.oommm ,cw, which the emntiation to be uc.mmmm. is reduced into its prin-
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.ciples and the proofs by which it is menifested are discovered. Next
he points out that resolution is twofold, that on the part of the form
¢

which is the subject of Aristotle's Prior Analytics, and that on the

part of the matter, which pertains to the Posterior Analytics. Logic,

therefore, is divided into two parts, one of which considers the form

of resolutive reasoning and the other its matter.

@ ' Hm.&#m subject of logic were HmmoHndH¢w reasoning wm John of
St. Thomas-escribes it, then it would be true that logic is divided

into a formal part, which considers the simple m..,x.._.“_bm”_.msh H.mmoHSbw it
into wu.owomu..wu.oz ‘and term, mbn a material part, which ooumwamﬁm the
demonstrative syllogism. m:d in fact, the Q.u.mooc.dmm of .gm reason

which is the subject of the &Hmndwog of logic is broader .w..ms the

" discourse of judgment which is effecied by resolution into Huu,u.bowvu.mm.
This is evident from St. Albert's division according to .&rm two vﬁ.sn,m

of unknown : in attainment of knowledge of the mHame.w unknovn, a certain
discourse is Umommmmu.ﬁ similarly, prior to the H.owsmﬁwo.z of a resolutive
syllogism the reason must be sble to enuntiate the true and must know

the nature and properties of the enuntization; the discourse of the

reason which is the subject of the direction of logic, therefore, includes
the acts of the first two operations in ‘Eumammu..qmmu as well as the
uﬁ&mmﬁkm discourse of the third oparation. To accept the act of
Judgment as the entire mﬂ.cumnd of logic is, effectively, to exclude the
first two operations from the subject of logic. Thus, when John of

St. Thomas divides the subject of his formal logic into three parts
according to the three operations of the reason, he a.m.wmu.ﬁ._bwm the mzv:.

Jects of the parts that consider the simple - m%awtmumwo.u and composition

in a syllogism.

s e

Iw.wl

mnm. division wonou.&.um to mosmagm moou.amﬁ_mw to .S,mmm operations,
that is, as ﬁwmu.k. o,uuno.wm form @B& of further compositions of the reason;
it is accidental to the first operation thab its object be a term in a

proposition, and accidental to the second that its object be a proposition

@ There is a sense in which resolutive reasoning may be said
. | . ]
to be the entire %&uu.mcd of logic, since logic is the instrument of
speculative science and speculative science is resolutive in mode. But

resolution understood thus includes the Hmmou.sﬁos.ow the object into
ﬁ

its material and H.oH.EmH principles d% division and %MHE.S.QP and then
ﬁ

the mo&smﬁpoa of wuﬂnﬁpmﬁbum prior to Jjudgment through resolutive

mﬁhompmam. all ﬂﬁ.wm of .Spmmm operations require the direction of

) i

logic.

“
\NW Tt may | wmu.m be Hmaﬁuwmm that the &.S.m”_bu of HomHo into formal

s ,
mum/.wnmﬁmwpmu. woﬁﬁmm on the diversity between the H.mo&u.ﬁﬁum of reasoning

and its truth .H&E.mm the same error as A..&md.u.ﬁmd ammouu..dma.v namely

|
the acceptance of syllogistic reasoning as the whole subject of logic.
Only in the case jof argumentation is there a form that must be right

and a matter that must be true. :

.‘g The m.mcocm wo“._b&. regarding John of St. Thomas' division vhich
H.mEmuBm to be oo:m“_.mmn.m& is his inference that because logic is an art
we are to expect|that it be divided according %o the consideration of

form and matter.

(1) - On the nature of resolutive reasoning, see Edmond Dolan, F.S.C.,
"Resolution and Composition in mvmoﬁ_.mdzm and Practical Dis-
course," Laval Théologique et Philosophique, VI, (1950), 9- mm
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’ V Art, the recta ratio factibilium, is a habit which enables

the reason to direct tie making of things ‘as "they should be made and

with ease. Since those objects which are produced in physical matter

* Which, because of its passivity, lends itself most readily to a certain

making or formation, are most properly makesble objects, art according

to the strictest meaning nw the word is attributed to those arts which
direct .gm E&nﬂ.ﬁ of material objects :

n 3 3 03 . K] )
factibilia &ogdﬁw illa quae procedunt ab agente in
extraneam materiam, sicut scamnum et domus

recta ratio est ars" (1). ok barm
Such arts are called servile arts. !
@ Tt is clear that logic'is not an art in this strict sense of

the word, since in logic there is no question of- ._.Hmbmwﬂ.u\m activity

which introduces a form into external matter. It is, however, art in a

secondary sense.’ 1 ?oits j
. y m_,H_oBAdWm very nature of its subject, as explained

ebove, its Pzﬁmmw,u..on is the direction of the composition of concepts

.Hd is accordingly concerned with the perfect production of

3)

"something in

the manmner of a certain work, " something, that is, which partakes of

the nature of a makeable object in the measure that it results from a

MWW - Q. D. De Veritate, 4. 5, a. 1, c.
- For the explanation of the impositi i
) T ion of %
) .m_m.ur.ﬁ.ﬁu op. cit., p. 170. i e name, %
= U...etlam in ipsis speculsbilibus est aliqui
.-et iT quid per modum
culusdam operis, w&um constructio syllogismi, Wﬁd opus' nume-
.H.mbmﬁ mﬁd Emm_msu.mu&.. Et ideo quicumque ad huiusmodi opera
H.mﬂu.ou.m.m @mdmmﬁm speculativi ordinantur, dicuntur per quan-~
dam similitudinem artes® (Tailfee, q. 57, a. 3, ad 3).

..wmn

certain composition, which composition is governed by determined rules
of wamomm&.m. :
U, .omis applicatio rationis rectae .ad aliquid factibile
pertinet ad Jartem... Quia ergo ratio speculativa quaedam
facit, puta jsyllogismum, propositionem. et alia huiusmodi,

in quibus- proceditur secundum certas et determinatas vias,
inde est quod respectu horum potest salvari ratio artis® (1).

Since, therefore u_ art is not univocal as said of the servile arts and of

logic, it cannot wrcm assumed that the diverse elements pertaining to the
! . B

construction of uvmdm.“.u..mu. objects which may serve to divide the consider-

| . . -
m.au..os.ow&wm. craftsman, will also divide the science of logic.

OM " Since the servile arts , by definition, are concerned with a
material object,|it is true that in them both the matter, that which
is ﬁ&mmﬁ%ow@@.“ and the form to be introduced, must be-knovm by the

-(2)
craftsman to the extent that knowledge ow both is necessary for the

(1) - TIIallae,lq. 47, a. 2, ad 3. For the various meanings of

. The word| art, and a more complete explanation of the sense
in which|logic is an art, see 0'Flynn. .op. cit., pp. 168
175. It/ may be noted that there is no opposition between
this definition of the common notion of art and that which
St. Thomas gives at the beginning of the Posterior Analytics
" (supra pLik). In the.former St. Thomas defines art through
the notion of a work to be made; in the latter through
direction of operations which must be done in a certain
determined way. But the production of anything in the
manney o_H‘. a certain work calls for operations which must
be done in a certain determined way. In the Posterior
?mu.u.ﬂ._.ow St. Thomas omits mention of any work to be made
because his aim is to defire logic simply through the
faculty whose operations it directs.

(2) - It does not follow, however, as John of St. Thomas seems
to H.E_m”_.ua_u that the consideration of the artist is adequate-
1y divided by these two. £s St. Thomas teaches (In IT Ethi-
corum, .“_.Wmoﬁ. 2, nn. 255-256), practical reasoning is com-
womwﬁwqﬁ in mode and must take into consideration all
those ao?mamuﬁm by which the object may be brought into
mun._.mdmnmm. Division is a mode of knowing proper to specu-
lative science, not to practical. From this point of view,
too, dJohn of St. Thomas' reéference to the servile arts
for the principle of the diwvision of logic is badly chosen.

I .

i
i
|
i
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o (1)
production of the object.  But in logic, it mst first be determined

vhat the makeable objects are which the reason must construct ‘ws its
advance. to science; only after ‘these are known can any @c,mm.nu.ou of

.Eumu..n composition of a H.oH.E and a determined matter, and of the Hmu.m.qmuo%
of both ww these to the consideration of the logician in each case, be

mbm,amum@. - It is these makeable objects that m...rﬁ..am Hom“._.b.
o} X . . , .

! These observations on the sense in which logic is an art
permit the manifestation of a certain difference between St Thomas' and
St. Albert's divisions not mentioned ebove. Although St. Thomas' initial

considerations, ordered to the definition of logic from its end, regard
3
logic as an m,H.*; still, when he divides logic ; he divides it according

to a mode ow. a%ﬁm%ou proper to science. He mentions that logic is a

science (rationalis scientia) and then divides it by discovering in the

subject matter a principle of a.mrﬁmu..oa. of that subject matter.

St. Albert, on the other hand, &.ﬁamm logic rgther from a wwwso»wwm
pertaining to .,Hw as u...d is an art, for he divides it from its intention,
which is the provision of .ﬁﬁb&wwmm to direct the making of certazin

works of the reason which must be made in a amﬁmu..swhmn viay for the

attainment of an end. Since there are three such works to be made, logic -

is divided into two parts, and then into three because the second of

the .Muﬁ.m& two presupposes the making of a third.

(1) - on the knowledze which the artist must possess of the matter

.and the form
i , see In IT ws&mu.oowﬁf lect. b, [edit. Pirotta],

lw.Nl

-5, -~ Material and Formal Logic.

@ The dﬁdma of .Epm @H.mom&.uw wmmmm has been the manifestation

of the vuowomu&u.ou .Eam.a Howwn is to be E.ﬁo.ma. maoo&&ﬂm to the works

made by the three

consideration of

e operations of gm reason and not according to the

the form and matter. It does not follow, however, that

the terms formal and material logic are meaningless. There is in the

subject of logic a definite foundation for these terms, and their use

can be of service in the understanding of that subject.

@ . As haz
tentions,which

state of being X

s been Huo.._.uamm oﬁ.w the subject of Homvn is mmoosm in-
are relations of reason that accrue o the o,cumo& in'its

movm. In the act of WBQ.abm , however, two elements may

be &.m&mrsmﬁ._.mﬁ@m : the form which the owmu.mﬁos of the reason assumes,

and the mmdmwsubma matter, or object, wmuummmw&mm by that form. Because

of these two mHmsmddm relations of reason of two &Hmwu.mﬁ.w kinds accrue

to the object known; certzin ones by reason of the form of the operation,

others by reason of what is represented. Those parts of -logic which

consider second

intentions of .S»m first type are called formal logic;

where the .mz,cumod is relations of the second .nuﬂm logic is material.

ls..rl»

@ The "two kinds of second intentions are exemplified in the

emntiation man

is rational. Here &mm form is that umommmmuu..ww assumed

by the mmooun nvmwms.os of the reacon in the speculative oama. - pre-

dication of moamﬁr....sm of moamﬁgbm else. Oving to this form, certain

relations moowﬁm to man mba is rational, namely, ms,cuood and @H_m&.omdm.

wnd there is mbogm.dv muﬂhm”&« &Hmmwmcd kind of H.m”_.m..S.ou to be found

in the same emn

mntiation : mn_.snm J&w& is 5m~.m predicated of man is some-
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thing that pertains to his essence, the predication is per se; if, however,

. . . \
is white were mﬁ_m&om.nmw then the predication would no longer be per se,
.c.ﬁ,a per accidens; although in both cases.the form is the same. The second

kind of relation, therefore, is clearly founded on what is represented.

<>

This distinction between formal and material logic cannot

¢

serve as ‘m principle for dividing logic by determining its subjects. .
Rather it is knovm oz“_,..u\ subsequently to the division; once the subjects
have been determined, then the considération of ‘them discovers this
difference betiveen the kinds of second intentions. The terms formal and
material, understood as .me.H.m...BmP m.n.m of some help as principles of
knowledge of the natures of the mmoob,m intentions to be considered when
the different parts oh logic are m@ﬁummowmm. For example, knowing that

the Prior Analytics is formal Homu...o. vhile the Posterior Analytics is

material logic, is of some initial assistance in understanding the
difference between proposition and principle, and between predicate as

the term of the resolution of the simple syllogism and predicate as the

term of the resolution of the &m.._.mo.ﬂmmu. syllogism.

“ When the distinction between formal and material logic is

thus based o £ i i i !
d on the foundation of the second intentions under considerztion,

it becomes clear that the Hom”.ro‘om the first operation is material, for
.Em definition reguires no direction on the part of its form; rather ‘

. b
knowledge of the essénce is effected entirely by composition of concepts

woswg.ma by relations founded on what is represented by those concepts.

u&m &Hdm and &Wm false, on ‘the oosdﬁmn.uxu mHm .5.6 mm».mo& of a form which

Hmsmubm
, .wrw same Hdamvmaamuﬁ.u\ of what is Hmﬁﬁmmmﬁdmm &vmu.mub mooo&mubmwu&

.Em u.owPo of &Wm mmnoam owmumﬂ.ou is ouﬁk.mu.% H.B.Emu. .Hﬁm md&mu.ssoa& of

lle

certain knowledge .Sﬁ.oﬁmw syllogistic &mmmoﬁﬁ s mmsmdmau requires that

- the operation of the reason mmmc.a.m a certain form, amsmu..ua the syllogism,

and also that certain relations hold good on mm.m.ﬂﬁm.dﬁ of the matter
represented under that form; both the form and the conditions on the part

of ,«mm Hm&&mw fall under the consideration ow.gm logician, and accordingly

the Iogic o.._m.,.wwm third act is both formal and EwdeHmH.

. ﬁ‘u Johnjof St. Thomas, in determining what is meant by the matter

and what by the|form, as these divide Homwou first points out that in

any art the matter is presupposed;.not made, by the artist, while the form

is induced. Applying &E.m to logic, he identifies the matter as the

things or objects that we wish to ﬁuoﬂ ..BHH@ the form is the mode or-
_

&.m.oomu.du.on by J.Eu.aw the objects wuosﬁ are cosnmo&mn Since he teaches

elsewhere, woﬁmdmw. that &:m ms,cumoa ow Jogic is second intentions, it

~ may be assumed ?rmd what he has Hb E@ as the subject of the resolution

| : _ .
ex parte Formae are second intentions founded on the form and as subject
of the H.mmOHﬁ.ﬁ._._os ex parte materiae, second intentions founded on what

|
is represented E% that form. .Egm.ﬁ is Hﬁ..mu.mm.&(smu however;. is his assimi=-

lation of ._omu.o_ o .Spm mmﬂﬁ_.u.m arts in that me principle work is

conceived as ﬁﬂﬂm induchion of a form into matter that u..m vwmmsvwommm.

The servile mu.am attain Sum.ﬁu end when such an Hﬁ@ﬁo&.»os has been m%wmoﬁmnw
the end of logic, however, is knowledge of the unknown, and this demands
not .ouwu. the induction of a form ,.E.«m concepts P which is the work only

of mn.vH.EmH logic, but also the wunnoﬂou of necessity of consequent, which
is wmu&. of thejwork of material logic. In this wmw.h both formal and
material logic|can be said to make something from a w_m..nﬁm.u.. .«wm..n is pre-

supposed, namely, m..H@“._.m concepts; w#m former .makes the first-figure
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syllogism, for instance, and the latter the definition and per se prop
0~

sitions. For this reason "that which is presupposed" cannot serve to’

distinguish the subject of material from that of formal logic. The

"making" of logic, moreover, is entirely different from that of the serviy
arts, for logic makes only by knowing. Its whole subject , second m
intentions. both those founded on the form, and those founded on determineg
matter, are given, their natures determined by that of the reason; logic

can do no more than know them modo speculativo.

6. - Certain Difficulties concerning St. Albert's Division

T

and of argumentation, as has bsen mxwwmgma.. in the fifth chapter of his

St. Albert divides logic into the ooﬁmu..mmwmwwo: of definition

. . ‘ . A . .
ommentary on the Predicables. Moreover, he repeats this same division

1)

i and on the

at the dmwu.bﬁumw vom. his ooesmbﬁmuwmm.os the thm&.nmwm:.nm
m X . ) . X N
mﬁbmﬁwdmu.mm. Yet in the chapter of the De Praediczbilibus immediately

preceding that in which he divides logic he teaches that the whole subject
of logic is mHmc.amzﬁmﬁ._.ou, :

__...@m‘ mw..m_Emu&m.nwonm ..., ...
ub e subjectol (3). pmHSHdmn_. ,m.ﬁ_..u.omu.mao est logica tota

-Hence, what is given as the whole subject in one chapter is named as part

of the subject in the chapter immediately .H.o.“:.oswbm

r This apparent contradiction can be explained by an examination

of the i i i
context in which argumentation is designated as the whole subject

De Praedicamentis, Tract. I, ch
(2) - In T Perinerm., Tract. I, am. H” v - .
De Praedicabilibus, Tract. I, ch. . Cf. also ibid., ch. 1
=) it I

Swmww__umdwoowﬁﬁsmwdm .. .
ot Tegiis mumnsmuamdwo__Hm.ntmAmm.aUmng.mod

"y
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in the fourth chapter of the De Praedicabilibus. Here the purpose of

st. E._umu.w u...m so to designate the mﬁ&m,&w of logic as to exclude two
mH.H.oH..m u.b.u....wm H.mmmud,.. The first m.hudu. uBB&m the subject to the syllogism,

. : . | . ,
excluding other forms of arguméntation, such as .wsmnoﬁ..ou and enthymene;

the .second makes of Homwm a mmuman.b.. science concerned with words, such

that it is composed of four Humm._um - poetry, rhetoric, grammar, and

dialectic - &ll having a common mﬁdu.mnw.. oratio congrua. To refute

these errors, -8t. Albert has only to mmwmvuu.rmw that the subject of logic

is broader than the| syllogism and ibs mﬂmumnﬁ is not the word. But

showing that the mzwm_mo& is mwmcegdmﬁ.woz m.ﬁm..nwomm for this; there is no

!
need to mention nmmmu..a.ww.un...

C _Further, ‘there is a sense in vhich argumentation is rightly
said to be the whole subject of logic. The end of logic is science,

put science is the fhabitus conclusionum and conclusions are kmown by

argumentation. For this reason the definition and the enuntiation are

not studied for themselves, but as ordered to argumentation, which is
impossible vithout! them, and in this sense they can be said to be parts
of argumentation. Thus, even when considering definition and emmntiation,
the logician is oodomdsma, with argwentation. It remains true, however,
that the definition, enuntiation, and argumentation are three distinct

works of the reason, and three different subjects of logic.

A second &..H.;H.HSH«% is found in omddﬂ.d passages in which
St. Albert gives a division of logic entirely different from that into
two parts concerned with definition and argumentation. This second

division is that into inventive and resolutive reasoning :
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"Est enim (Logica), ut dicit Boethius in Topicis, ratio dis-
Mmmws&u wx.uo est, moomsm qualiter de quolibet &.mmmamsg
est, M..J.pmm in duas, mﬁ dicit, distribuitur partes, scilicet
cientiam inveniendi, quam Topicam Graeci doam<muu.=5& : et

scientiam indicandi,-quam Graeci analyticam, Latini autem

resolutoriam nuncupaverunt’ (1).
Here _m.m.mu..u. &.ﬁm wm,mmmmm must be taken in its context. The purpose of thig

ity of 1o

chapter %m to_manifest the nece
. (2)

: "Summe autem necessaria

et ﬁ.ﬁ.“_.m est logica philosophiae.® For this end, St. Albert points out

4 .. s . . -

hat H.mmmouu..um is of iwo kinds - resolutive and inventive - and proceeds
to mwoﬂ. gmd &Jm direction of logic is needed for both, which procedure
suffices H,.ou. the wﬁ.womo of the chapter. He repeats the same division

in his commentary on the mﬁ.rn.ﬁ. Analytics :

un T

%wwsam%ﬂ est autem, cum omnis et tota logimsit scientia
£f H...mm s m..a rmmm dividatur in scientiam inveniendi, et in

scientiam indicandi quod inventum est! 3). ’

mm 3 3 . et . .
re his purpose is to explain the place in logic of the Prior Analytics
- 3

which work is studied as the formal part .ow HmmoHﬁdWé.Hm%po@. At

this point all the doctrine conbainezd in the Predicables, Predicaments
3

and i i i . .
Perihermeneias on the first two operations of the reason is presupposed
. N o 2

and the division is a &ﬁm”.r.od of the processes of the third ovaration.
What is most important is that the &ﬂ.ﬂ.os into inventive and resolutive
is ‘a division of logic according to the kinds of E@lﬁﬁms it is not
a division into its subjects. Resolution presupposes discovery and the

formati 1 i
2tion of an inventive argument presupposes definition and enuntiation,

so that am,.mu.bu..%wo? enuntiation, and argumentation are the three subjects.

1) - Um Praedicabilibus, Tr .
act.
MNW - Toid ’ T 3.
3 In I Prior Anzl., Tr
., Tract. I, ch. 1.
L) On these two kinds of H.mmmma..nm_ see infra, ch. 5

- L3 -

.\% O . 'There is| a passage in St. Albert's commentary on the Prior

Analytics from which a third difficulty arises. Here , as in the De Pras-

- dicabilibus, he teaches that logic .provides principles. for attaining

knowledge of two kinds of unknown; but makes an addition-to Swm modes of

knowing them : - -

., .dudum enim determinatum est, quod logica est scientia

docens per 50.?9 devenire ad ignoti cognitionem. Hoc autem
est .aut incomplexum, vel .complexum. Eb si est incomplexum,
devernitur in cognitionem ipsius diffinitione, vel divisionse,

vel utroque E_unou sicut in scientia divisionum dictum.est.
Bt si est complexum, devenitur in cognitionem ipsius argu-

mentatione® (1)..
|

The subject of m&.ME.doH&_m consideration in this part of the.Prior Analy-
i
]
_ _
which kind of nobim&mwou is a principle of the consequence in imperfect
syllogisms; in th _ section beginning with the passage just cited,
| . .
St. Albert's w.Eﬁommm is to manifest that conversion is not in itself a

tics is conversion| of subject.and predicate in the same proposition,

_
mode of knowing. “,.wo this end he points out in the zbove passage that
. [ R LT
there are three Bnmamm of ¥nowing - definition, division, and argumentation.
The difficulty, clearly, is that here 2 mode of kmowing, namely division,
1 .

| : . : : A
is introduced ﬂrﬁ_ﬂ. 725 not mentioned in the division of logic made in the
]

] W.mm&.ow‘owﬁdcw ; since the other &wo modes each constitute one of the
parts ow u..omu..o ». u.uuo would seem that g@&m. msorwm be a third wmu.& whose
subject ‘is &.ﬁmu..mon. ) o :

/u - In H.mmmmvomm.m to this .Ewwnﬁwﬂ. it amwn first be considered

that &.i.m.u..ou. u..m, in H.«mm.b.. a mode of knowing because by means of division

the reason passes from the kmown to the unknown in so far as it attains

a distinct knowledge of ﬂw&u was -previously knomn as a confused whole by

(1) In I Prior Analytics, Tract. I, ch. 8..
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;m.wmﬁu%ﬁmrwum the parts xawmﬁ;oonm&wgdm. that whole.: -Division, as a mode
- of knowing in itself, is distinct frém definition; first, because their
objects are different : by.definition the essence of the .object is known;
division, however, of .u..dmmu.w. can never &Emm& ‘the essence. - A second
essential difference between division and definition would seem to be
their :ommm : St. ?oamm 5 in- the gmdmuz%mu.om ; ‘distinguishes two modes of
§9ﬁdm = dﬁm Hmmog,wpdm mba ﬁﬁ ooauomydu.d.m aonmm m“_. vﬁpmwmmm division
vmwdmubm do .gm hoHémH. Bommu dmomdmm “_.d Hﬁ.oommmm from-a composite to
simples, or H.Hoa a Jdowm to wmk.dm» nm._.ubweu.ou SSmHQmH.mQ formally, apart
fron the .divisions that necessarily precede it, 'seems to be compositive
in mode, since it is formed by the composition of the proximate genus and

(2)

That division cannot.be reduced to .argumentation

3o

-specific difference.
is clear because argumentation is the means: for knowing the truth or

falsity of an emuntiation, but no division can produce such ,§9qu.mnmm.

m\ As an mxmﬁou.m om ﬂwmd m& .E.,omué means wvhen 5@ says that the

Hmao.wda HSQOmBHmNEn can be Wbo.aﬁ U% mmmu.bu.ﬁ_.on or division or both, the

oodmu..amwmﬁ.ob of Ep,m syllogism in the mH.“.SH. .Pum.._.w&m.om dmm.,.Em by Hmmowﬁum

(1) - "...Est autem duplex via procedendi ad cognitionem verita-
~tis. Una quidem per modum resolutionis, secundum quam
procedimus a compositis ad simplicia, et a toto ad partem,
sicut dicitur in primo Physicorum, quod confusa sunt prius
nobis nota. Et in hac via perficitur cognitio veritatis,
-quando pervenitur ad singulas partes distincte cognoscen-
das. - Alia est via compositionis, per quam procedims
a simplicibus ad composita, qua perficitur cognitio veri-
tatis .wﬂa wmg.maﬁcu. ad totum" (In IT Emﬂmcru«m. , lect. H
. n. 278
(2) - For instance, St. ?oamm ampsdmpbm that Aristotle in gm
L. De Anima proceeds to the definition of.the soul componsndo
(In I D6 Anima, lect. 1, n. 9), similarly St. Albert says
that every definition ooHFmHgH ex divisione (In I Peri-
hermeneias, Tract. I, ch. 1).
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it into its proper| integral wB&m » Or matérial uumbowﬁpmm“ proposition

Ea. terms. MOH_.Qs..Em &dvm resolution, the mﬁHomu.mE is defined as a

&.maocumm in SE.Q_ omH&HB &Ebmm ,owubm placed, etc. Hﬁm division and

Hﬁ.u,.dou..wu.wm of the

N ‘Divisi

, .mmmu.ﬁ&pow domm&wﬂn result in a HBosHmamm ,co.nw of the amdmu.wmu. mnm formal

odn._mod .

u.? since ww is ordered to the distinct knowledge of a

simle object, thib is, a whole of soms kind, pertains to the first

operation of the

e

reason.

St. Albert himself does not explain why division does not
i

constitute a mo.@mmn.m&m part of logic; it is not clear to what work he is

_ ’ . . . . K] .
referring when he speaks of the scientia divisionum in the text cited

above. The Hmmwmam , however, seems to be conbained in the consideration

that while definition and argumentation are modes of knowing that terminate

the o@.mﬁ..md.wos of
although it is a
terminate .the ope
object; ‘but is &

the character of

the reason in their respective lines of knowing, division,
mode of MB.oﬁbm u..H.HmmsS.,._u.Hm to the other two, does nob
eration of gm reason seeking perfect knowledge of the
1ways oummn.mn do something further; division possesses

a certain step toward knowledge of the essence.

Definition, as the term in lire of knowledge of the essence, depends upon

certain praecogn:

ita; these praecognita are provided by division, 2s will

be explained a b
attainment of sc

verum mmf. the £

the second by ar

it more fully in the moﬁqﬁnm chapter. In sum, for the

ience, two questions must be answered, quid est and an

irst is answered by %H.u.uucwo? which presupposes division,

mﬁumu.wmﬂ.o:. bwdwmwonw dmomﬁmm it ﬁmﬁdm.._.sm to the ._h.,u.u.m,c

operation of the reason and is ordered to definition, falls under ﬁpm

consideration of the part of logic which considers the mmu.wbu..&...rou. .




