o SOV

| & 3. Bunt autem buiuvemodi medi guatuox preprie

g | : loguende, scilicet pospibile et imposaibile, ne-—
o : gesaarium el contingens. ,

.

: 2 . Having determinad ebove that only modes which

| ‘ : ' .

affect ths composition are propexly called modés, Caje-
tan, following Aristotle,® now says thers ure four.

modes which can ve uaed@ia'this»way to make & modal

—?fi ' enunciations possible, impassih&e,'neeasaary, and cone-

L tingent. AB has alraady boen pointed out. it ia the very
which is the g
Lhe vexh to coaaignity tima; in f&ct. i& ditiara fram the

ﬁew. it is paeuki&x to

rnioun by that ?ary quality.a But only a verb thmt aenaig-
nifiea yrsaen& time is & varb in the atrict sense. Vaxaa
in the ﬁa&ﬁ or. future tenses ara rather s&ggn_xgxh; and

can be eallad vsroa only in an impsxfset sanaa-s

- Reote esuter 6 quae consignificant tampus praetarie
tum vel futurum, non sunt verba proprie dictar cum ‘
enim verbum proprie sit quod significat agere vel pati,

$ | hoe¢ est proprie verbum qued aignificat sgere vel pati
= in aotu, guod eost mgere vel pati simpliciters sed agsere

¥ vel pati in prasterito vel futurc est sscundum quid.$

lperiharme, 21 & 34=36,
gﬂﬁiﬁtinguit vérbum a noemine, in hoo seilicet qued dieit

- quod consignificat tempus. Dictum enim in definitione
nominis quod nomen significat sine tempore.” 8. Thomas,

dn Ferihoxme, Libe I, lact. 5, ne. 8,
1 Saristotis, Fexihexm., 16 b 16.
”' 45, Thomae, In Pexiherm., Lib. 1, lect. 5, n. 12.
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. §ince the mudss affect the verb ih'ita-vefy act of cc&ﬂ
posing (end not as the res verbi), they will diffex from
esoh other according as they vary thefvexbias_varb, 1484, 'i
according to what is géouliaz to the verb, Tke madau.- lg
therefore, will??hry’ﬁﬁ;yvaxb snd the eomposition which !g
it gignifises according to the time aan&iggified. The , %

funetion of :ndgl (3he enunciation, eanaequently,';ﬁvta'

extornd the snunciation bveyond the limits of present time

to all time, to no time, or te future tima.

R R Y AT T

Guatuor enim primi illorum moderum (i.e.,, possibile,
contingens, necesgayiwm, ot impossibile) composie-
tionenm (quee consignificat tempus) ampliant extra
tempus praesens, . Foesibile snim et contingens am=-

R

AT

pliant praesans fubturum, ot ad osse, et ad non fé
8881 quis contingens’ est futurum, et potest ease’ % |
et non osse. Neéecesparium aulem et impopsidvile . i
amplient compositionem ad omne tempus: gquis neceaga- q |
rium et impossibile ponunt compesitiones in onpe tome S
pust et ideo 4113 sunt nodi gpsoiales facisntes totvam 2
- spuntiationas modslem, necessariws simplicitexr omni +
terpore inasaa, 8t impossibile simylicitez nuBguan i3
inesse.d N B , .
iR |
amplzatzan is & praperty of » part ot tha enun- it
ciation and is defined &s “ths extenaion of a ters from a E%
lesger to & gre&tervaupyqaitionq“g This ¢an ve done in i

two waye: by extending & common term to inolude more indi-

P e T

R gy S REAT I A 18 i, R TN LR

viduals or by increasing the times in whick & term can be

veritied. It is the sacond way whioh is in guestion here.

SR
e

£ AP S T S

lg, Albsrius, IDexiherme., Lib. Ix, 2r¢ II, oape 1, I, pe 440.

-
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John of St. Thomes says that “poseible” extends sll the
terms in the enunciation to ba pomsible, €.ge, in "It ia

pessivle that men be whita," it is vezifiea both of “man

and of "whita."l By thus axtending the time of the agae
ef the dictum. the wcda distributas nha subjact of the

moéal aaunaiatinn, i.e., ths dictum, &occrding ta the parts

of time. In thxa WaY the mgdal enunczation ia univeraal
2

or partiaular.in its guantitj.

{3+ cont.) Verum namgue et falsum, liest supra
compositionem caedant ocum dicitur, Sooratem gurrers
eat verum, vel hominém esse quadrupedem vast falaum,
attamen modificaye proprie non videntur composi-
rg: ' tionem ipsam: Quia modificeri proprie dicitur alie
. guid, quando reddiftur aliquele, non quando fit se-

igv : cundur susn gubstantism. Cempositio suten quande

| - dieitur vera, non ealigualis proponitur, s3d guod

egti nihil enim aliud est dicore, Sooratem gcurrere
gst verum, guam quod compositio cursusy cum Socgrate
ast. Et similiter guando aat falsa, nihil &liud
dicitur, quam quod non ests pam pikil sliud est
dicere; Socratem currers est falgum, guam quod -
compositio cursus cum Hocxeie non ast. Quando

verc oompoaitio diecituz possibilis aut contingens,
iow non ipsanm esse, sed ipsam sliquelen sgse dicimuss
cum sigquidem dlcitur, Heoratem currers 8st. posaibile,
non substentificanus compositionem cursus cum Soorate,
ged qumlificanun, aeserentes illam opge possibile.
Unge Aristoteles hic modos propenens, veri et falsl
nullec mode meminlt, licet infra verum ot non verum
infer&t, propler csusam ivi assxgm&nﬁam. ‘ ‘

The truae and thﬁ false cannol be numuered siong the

i\;' : modes which make madal enuncietions for ihe reascn that they

lIbign. De 38 2, |
%f. infra, cheps Vie
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do not modify the composition. It is true that they
affect the composition, but net by qualifying it. True
or false applied to a composition of subject and éradi~
cate rezely -aay that the compoasition 1s‘qr:13.netu They
da,aot.aay that it ias suche. R?ruq and false in no way
affeot the form of the enunciation; rather, they serve .
to compare any enuncistion with the reality aignified.
Previously, in distinguishing affirmamtion and negation
on the aha hand from truth an&'faiaity,an'the ether, 8t.
Thomas ﬁgiﬂ,

' Secunda diversitas est per comparstionem &d rem,
ex gua depsndet veritas et falsitas intellectus et
enunciationise. Cum enia saunciatur aliquid 2sse
vel non ease secuadum ccngfuentigm roi, est eratic
véraj alloguin est oratic falsas

fo say that an enu#ciation is true is to say that the very
substance of the eénunciation exists, but, as eajeﬁan peints.

out, in a modal enunciation we are not'aignifying the gub-

stanes of the compoaition but qualifying the substance of it

Sty Albert caets further light on the reason that

the trus and the false do not make modal anunei&ticass

they do not exténd the time of the eampanition.ﬁ' Since,

8y was 1ndi¢aﬁed‘abovs, thia &xtenaionAbayond present time

lin Texihemme., Libe I, lects 9, ne S

i

500 amplisnt COMPoSivionem secundum empus
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is the special function of the modal enuncimtion, the
true and the false do not qualify as medes. St Albert
says they can, however, be called genersl modes of da
Ansgge enunciaticns, elthough they do not make modal enun-
¢iations except in & secondary genga«t '

The ebjecﬁién might be iaiaed-th&t B nega&ive added
to @ verb affects the composition of the enuncistion, and,
in t&et,'affeeta it ns enunoxaﬂion.-nat.-howeva:;ﬁby'¢9mw
paring the anﬁnciation to that which 1£ signifies as'dﬁ’ths
true aﬁd false. It would seem, therefore, that & neéatiye

added to thﬂ aom;aaitian would rﬁnaar the anunﬂiation ma&al.

Bte dlbexrt again answars that suok & nagatzve does nat extend'

the time of the enuncistion nor doea it inform ‘hs enuncxa~
tien in a special mede, Lut 1t slumply divides the enuncia-
tions® It should be borne in mind that "composition® ig

sometimes used to refer to the asocond act of the mind which

includes bath ¢ompaaition and division. Compesition, in the

second senss, ;a aignifiad by an affirmzative enunciatian.

and diviaien by a n@g&tiva snunciation, although in ssch oasc
.16 enuncistion can bs said to be “camgoaad" of eubgaet and |
predicate, ﬁrfixm&tive and nég&zive, howeverx, sre opposed

8 spsciss of the snuncistion, not &s substance and mode.

1, , . . dicunt generslem modum illarum de ineaae, ideo
ion sunt medi speclales, sed sunt modi quidam non faoiene
teg pxoyusitionsn.maqalem nisi secundum quid.® jibid.

alwo; Ds 441 a.




Some authors have held the opinicn that, besidss
the nacéaaaxy, imposaivls, posaible, end centingsnt, |
there can be uther modes, deriving from the asubjective
dispositions of the knower. In fact, in a work asttributed
to Scotus, the muthor says thet eny determination that
affects & whole propusition can be celled & mode.

Qued omnis determinatio nets dsterminere totam
propesitionem, potest dici modus; ita quod si illa
determinatic potest esse unum extremum propesitionis,
regpsotu unius propesitionis materisliter sumptas,
quae eat allud extremum, tunc ills determinmtio
dicitur modus, ut patet de istis modis, ggif.
opinexr, dubliie, sppaxst, et de psrticipiis ipsorum,
et de iatia me&is,‘ggxgg, Ialgun, ot sic de aingulieal

To the objection that Aristotie did het trest subjective

MOdalﬁ »

g;gﬁ&gm.g In another plact,'$cotué liste the modes which,
agoording to his opiniocn, ¢en be used to make modsl enun=
ciations: pec ;Jﬁh:.ﬁ. L8z g8, 1g;gm,339§§;h1;§.‘_;)” ;~:H=
e, Zelsum, dublug, scAlum, SninmLNG, RDRAXSnE,

natum, yolitum, and dilectum. .
Thet such subjective modes are inadmissible is

clearly shown from the reascn given by 8t. Albert,

guatuoxr autem sunt tales modi (1m@enaibils, poa~
sibile, nacessarium, et contingens), quis in compo~
sitione non est nisi espe.t |

[

1Jaanc-nuna Bootus, d.d im _Fricy
telis Gueestionis, . 36, ed. Yadd
Vives, 1891), Vol II, ps 174 g@.

%i‘ﬂi@-eg ?a 175 hé .

3Ibigqg Pe 143 as
 4Periherm., I, pe 441 m.
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An enunciation is & sign of a concept, and a concept is
nothing but the object existing intentionally and purely
cbjectively in the mind. 7The wheleé bveing of an enuncige
tien is to aignify things. That one epnunciation 18 new
cessary and another 1s contingent depende entirely on’
the necessity or contingensy of ﬁha:eonnectian'batween
‘the objacts gignified by the enunciation. As was said
above, forma1 1og1c does not abatract fzqm ebjeéta.
but only from Gertsin differences of objects. Its ob-
ject is not, therefore, & pure fiction or ccmstruction
6f the minds All of logic i concerned with the xelatiocns
of obaecta a5 thay ara in the atate of being knownj what
is 1mpcrsant here is that lagie in doncerned with‘g_aggzg

To say that 1 kncw one pxepéaition with aextitude
and another with probability is not to say that the two
diffor eam aigaao The thres propositions: TA is B," *That
A is B is certain,” "That A is B ia probable” differ by
resgon of what is signified, but they do not 4iffer as
enunciations, 1.6+, 28 elgng The oempaﬁition'or A and B
is not gualified, houxr ism ii'%xﬁéndéﬁubiyena ﬁrhaént tines
Thut the oame enuncistion, S.g., "4 18 B," can be certain
fox one man anﬁ @rabable tnr anethﬂr ox even pxobable and
cortain for the LS man at different Limey shows tkaﬁ

certitude and pxobability do net enter inte the composition

lTﬁﬁJ doy of course, differ grammatiaally.
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es such, but are rathor qualities of the essent given
te a composition. The ”m@dgs” of certitude and proba«
bility are, therefore, posteérior to the formation of the
8ign which is the enunciation and oan in no way affect
the enunciastion as & sign. ﬁ.ééégl'6ﬁunoiat1b§“;tﬁﬁif ‘
can be eertein or probable. T
| sihée there is nothing in & composition but being,
a8 St. Albert maid, the différ&nt modes of the composition
¢an only ve modes of being.l It is on that basis that
the kinds of modal snunciations will be distinguished one
from ﬁhe other, and on the basis of the expression or none
expression of the mode that»tks modql_ﬁiilibﬁ diétiﬁguimhqd
from the gg;gggggg snunciatiéng Hew'enéimsdaAia distingﬁiahsd
from another will be taken up in another chapter where the
division of the modal enunoiatian‘ia~traatéd. -@hat‘h&a baen
88id io sufficient to show that the mode in & modal enun~
clation must be & mode of aignifying the objeat, and that
the "suhjactiva'mndes“ are'né? madés of signiticatibn at
21ls It wes, therefore, truth rsther than brevity that
sempelled Aristotls to omit a trestuent of the “subjeotive

. modals 2
131'. 8¢ Thomas, ln Metmphyslonsm Aristoteiis Commentaris,
Libe IX, lect. 11, ns 1897, ed. Cathala (Turins Marietti,

1935)+ "Dispositio rei est causa veritatis in opinione
et oratione."

gﬁckham eloe multiplied the kinds of modal propositions, ace
cording to the testimonsy of ¥r. Bochenski. The number of
-Byllogisms uaing modal propositions was; ss for Scotus,
increased proportionately. But since this incremse in the




CHAPTER 11X

THE ¥ODAL EXUNCLATION: QUID SITP

. 4» B¢ quia enunciatic medalis duss in se gentinet ]
compositiones, alteram inter paytes dieti, alteram ,
inter dictum et modum, intelligendum egt eam QOMpPO=
sitionem medificeri, idest, guae sst intexr partes _
dicti, non eam quas est inter medum et dictums Quod é
sle perpendi potest. NHulus emunciationis mocdslis, ‘ _
Sgoratom osse album est possibile, dume punt partes)
eliera eat, Sooralem esae mlbum, alters est, posai-
. bile. Frima di¢tum voosmtur, 8¢ quod est id quod
dioltur psr eius indicalivem, seilicet, Hoorates
et albugl qui enim profert hanc, Sccrates est
albus, nikil aliud dicit nisl Socratss esse albuwai
gecunaa voeatur rodus, €o gued modi adiecti este.
Frime compositionsn quandum in 88 continet ex -
Gograte et alboj svcunds pure primse oppositas, ' z
compositionen aliqua sonat ex dicti compositione f
et modes Frima rursug pars, licet omuis hebeat
propria, subloctum scilicet, at presdicatun, copu~
lepm et compositionem,. tota tamen subiectum st modalis
enunclationis; socunda autem est praedicatums

Having determined whet is meant by "modal enun~
ciation," Cajeten now begins to srrive at its definition
by treating fi#ét its intégzsl pértse He points ecut thet
in & nodal enunciation there sre two eém@oaitionas'éﬁé \
between the parts eof the dietum‘and tha oﬁhar batweén tﬁa
dictum and the modes. It is the first oomposition which is

Z(cont.) number of valid syllogiems depends on false loglcal
doctrine, it is difficult to agree with Fr,. Bochenski's
Judgment, "C'egt done un beau progrde: partant de 125
d'Aristote & travers les 300 d& Peeudo-Scot nous sOmNes.
errivés & 1O00" "Hoiss historiques sur les prepositions
modales ,“ l‘i@ 8 dop beiancog Fhiil SRR a5 at, _l* 03w

giques, AXVI (1937), ppe 673-682, Hos 8.
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said to be modified. In the enunciation "Thst Svcrates |
be white 1g poasible,® the dictam;@s "that Socrates bLe }
white¥} the mad§ is "possible,." . The dictu& contains the |
composition of “Hocrates” and “wﬁita*~and.-eengiﬁeie& in '
itself, it is & complete aaﬁﬁctaﬁiéﬁ with sabjaitiaﬁg _
,pzadicata.'oaﬁulé;and-eemgmﬁltian; yqt»an aigtém»gt he4
comes & part, the subjest, of the modal miunaigtwi: in
which the madé ia the pradieéte. fThe dictum, whether its
grammatical form be an acousative with the infinitive or _
' for the

& noun clause, becomes the subject or supposiinm
verb ®ia" which joinm the mode to,tﬁe diotum.
Since the dictum can be stated aopaxately:a# & |
- gde inenng 6nunciation, e.g;,’*ﬁcéfateshia wh&ta,":the‘dicn
tum is preperly said to signif& ggggfbr‘ngnmgggg.‘:xt is
the 2gge or non 9ss8 which becomes the aﬁbjac'ﬁ_‘of the modal
emuncistions ' - | i o
'.ﬁaée quiﬁém subjectﬁﬁ,fit, ideéé diétuﬁ aignificans
gase vel non ezae gubjecti locum tenet; contingere

varo gt posse sppoesitiones, ildest modl, praedicetionss
gunt « SR C T : ,

Once more it is necessary to insist that the sppoaitie does
net depend or its grammatical form. ’

Adverte guod modosy appositionea, idest, prasdicas
tiones vocavit (Aristoteles), sicut osse in 1illis de
inegpe, intelligens por modum totum praedicatum snune
ciationis modalis, putzn, est possibiles In cujus
signum modos ipsos verbaliter protullt dicenss
Contingeye veroc et posse appositionss gunt. C#ntingig
enim et potest, totum praedicatus modalis continent.

Y5, Aloertus, Pexiherm., I, p. 441 be

2Cajetanus, In Parile, Lib. II, 1ects 9, ne 2.

i

azbiﬁo, Lis SiiVA“
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(4» conte) Bacti ergo compositio subiicitur et
modificatur in enunciatione modali. Gui enim dicit,
Sooreten egad slbum eet possibile, non significat
gqualis est coniuncti pesaibilitetis ouwm hoc dicto,
Sooraten emse mlbum, sed insinust qualis sit com=
poaitio partium dfeti intsr sa, sollicet albi cum
Soorate, scilicet quod e¢st compesitio possibilise
Ron dicit fgitur enunciatio modalis sliguid inesase,
- vel non inesse, sed dicti petius modum snunciats
Hee proprie componit secundum significatum, quia
componitionis non eet compositio, sed yerum composi~ ‘
tioni modum apponit. : - :

: klthnugp tha modal enuncimtion hae its own subject,
~ the dictum, &5& its own pﬁedicate, the mode, it ig not
'éallad nodel) as if the mode qualifiad the composition of
-itu predicate with 1ts aubgaet‘ 1&@ wade Qualifias. r&thar.
~ the composition of the paxts of the diatum. It 13 thﬁ emm-
position of "aaaratea" and "white" tbat is esid to be gcs-
sible. , (
Cajét&n’a 1sst two sentances apeaity what 15 prc-
per to the moaal arunciatian and wh&t ig cormon to i &nﬂ
tha ggmgggggg. The madal does nat declare that one tbing
is in another oy  net, but, asaua:ng that ona thiﬂg is
oy is not in aﬂothar. it deslﬁreu in whet mcde. In t?at,
it ditt@xa fraﬂ tha gg“&gmggg The modal does not,

however, make & new signified object (nac

pium)y but merely adds & mode to the

composition of things. Thus, it does not differ from

the Qg;;ggggg by vysason of the things signified, but pre~
clsely an & sign. Ii is & new sign whioch adds aomathihg

to the de inesge enuncimtion, although it demends nothing

but the ds inesse, The composition, therefore, of mods
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with the dictum is & comyoait;en.uhieh.iﬂ made nelgly
in the order of the enunciation, which is & sign, not

in the order of whet is signified (gemps Lo
ggmgga&&;g); ket has just been paid serves to prove very
clearly that the modal epunciution ias. defined in the order
of signification snd is distinguished from the de inessg
enunciastion in its mode of amignification.

If the model enunciaticn'ia conaidared gu:ﬁiy

wnder the cemmon notion of the enﬁﬂnistion, xia'mgdé is

8 predicete of the modal enunciation. ‘C&naidaréd. however,

@3 & spegles of the enuncintion, i.8., formally éa a‘maﬂal ”

enwneiation, its mode is a determinetion of the compoesition

~ of the dictums The mode, in addition %o being a predicate,

is a synoategorematic term that effecte the ggga of the
dictum, distributing it mcoording to the parts of time,
in this respeot, the mode is like "all™ and "pome® which

effect the subject of a de_inesse anuneiatiag.l St. Albkezt

- saysi _
lodus enim quanmvis sit praedicatum esuntiationis,
tamen et Zodus dicti qui ad compesitionem diesdi
- havet raferxi, Hoo enim non est inconveniens, qued

- aliguid respeetu diversorum sit preedicatum et modus,
In another place, 8t. Albert Yrings up the bﬁigce

tien that a piédiéate is not & determinetion of éémyagitioa.

lG-f. m; Gmpt Vie
'gfieriﬁa;m., Iy pe 453,
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in énswex. he cites the aclution of aloxanqs:-wha aayé
the objectoxr ig rignt'whan the predicate is predicnted
&8 being) but & predicate which is & mode 48 not predi-
catad &8 being, vut as & wéda éf.the be;ug gignifised by
the cdﬁpcsi&ien of tha dictu&; Vfﬁé mcée im, the;efore,

both a 9rédieaﬁa énﬁ_g.ﬁg&a*ﬁf‘éa&bbsitian-;

"~ {4+ conts) unde nihil aliud est enunciatis mo~
dalis, guam enunciatio dicti modificativa. :

The preceding enalysis permits Cajetan to conclude
16 the definition of the modal emunciation: &n enuncistion
ihich ﬁédifiea”ita dietuzﬁ‘ ”Enunci&tiéﬁ.“ ig, afiééﬁiéé,
the genus, and “ﬁhxah ﬁo&ifiaa its diciﬁmﬂ‘is the &ifférenee.
in the definition all the integiai parts of the model enune
cistion are qantainedi the g&gﬁgﬁ. which is its aubject,
the mods, which ie ita predicatve, and the gopulss which
is implied ih the genus gnﬁégxaﬁiag. '

11bigde, ps 441 be “Et si dicitur, quod.preedicstum non est
determinativc coempesitioniss Ad hoe¢ respendet-Alexander,
qued veérum est quando praedicatum prasdicatur ut esse, et
non ut meodus, picul gurrit ocum dicitur, homo currits vel
slcut glbum oum dicitur, homo 8t mlbus. In enuntiatione
rutem modali quia non subjicituy substantia eul insit
praedicatum, sed subjlocitur dictum cum sus compositions,
praodicatum modus preedlcatuyr non ut esse, quia hoc dicit
prasdicatum dictis sed prasdicatur ut modus esee qued
dlclt compositic dictii et ideo et est preadicatum et

- 8et modus compemitionis. Et hasc solutio notanda aests
quia ad mulie velet et hic et in scientis libri Friorum.”
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“he definition given by Cujetan im superior-to
that eited by John of St. Thomms in his Supmulae,

Fropositieo modelis 68t "in qua pxaadieatuwrinease.

subjecto cus modo, quo 1114 inest et convenit.
The latter definition does not s£é£§ the difference as
formally aa'ééjétaﬁ’a'iw,f%\}h;fﬁ;“aggéé. uThe(déti#iéion
from the Summulae defines the modal enuncistion ss if it

were only & gde

pogsq enuncliation with gsom@thing added;
it feile to indicsts that the mode is alec & prodients
that gualifiss the diotusm whioh is the subjeat of the
modal envnoimtions The qefinition given by Feter of
apazn.in his Surunilac

g1 is merely & desoription.

Propositic mmﬁalig est quae delerminatur amlique
istorum 50X modorume \

b+ Fae propteres censends est enuncistic plures
rodallis, quia emnia duplicats habeant: gueniam unusm
mpdum de unloa compositione anunciat, ddcet iliius
compositiovnis plures sint psrtes. Yiura snim ilis
ad dioti compositicnem conourréntia, veluti plurs
6X quibue it unum subieotum consurrunt, de quibus
dictum est supre quod enuncistionis uniteterm non
impediunts Sicus neg eun dieltur, domus est slba,
a8t enunclatie multiplex, liced domus 8% Eultls
cenpurgat partibum. ' :

Despite the fact that'ail the elements of the
enuncietion axe doubled in the noudal enunciation, it is

ICuzas Foides 1, pe 48 a.

254 . Bovhenski {komes ¥erietti, 1V47), p» 11; Peter later
eliminstes the tyus and false from his considerntion.
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not thereby many s _The'xeasaﬁ. as Cajetan Baya, is that
it declares one mods of one com@aaitien; Although the
diotum which is the subject inoludes é plurality of
parts in itvs cemposition, it is nevexrtheleas one by reason
of ita composition. It is of the dictum taken as a.whplé
thet the mode is prediocated.




———

CHA¥TER 1V

 DIVISION OF THE MODAL ENUSCIATION: FRINCIPLE OF THE DIVISION

-After ha&ins,considaxed‘the-dbtiniﬁian,bf the modal
anunaiatiun. i% 19 now - necessary to eoneidex its division.
Beroro each of the subjective. parts, or- spﬁaiaa, can. be
~txeatcd in detsil, the. very basis on whie&,tke division
ia made muﬁt be. analyzedu Inaﬁ'yraviaua chapter, the fourx
modes neceaaity. contiugancy, paasibility, and impeaaibi~'
lity ware distinguishad acearding ta tha way Ln whieh they
extend the time ecnsignzfiaa by the verb which is the sign
of campoaitien. There, tha consideration waa solely of
a diatinctian af aignaa hnve. it will bu ar tha tonndn&ian

" of that diats;mum. ;aeaauea. 85 Bhe Albart sayn. .&n

408,> the foundation for t.he

divisian of that cumpoaiticn w111 ve in the diviaion ot

- being. Aceordingly, the dcctrzna on uhich tha divisicn
of the modal enunaiatian is baaed is propstly*mmtaphyaiaal,

| ‘Bemidea being‘dividad aeeoxdine to the ten pwediv
caments, baing is alao diviéeé 1nta pctsncy and act. and
it ia tha& whiah ia in act which is muat properly aaid tu
he eithex trua or ia&se.z Hig opinion, tharafoxo, is true
who thinka that ta bn diviﬁed whxen raally ia diviqed;

’-...wa.mn I, po 44l as
28+ Thomas, W., Lib. IX, lect. 11, n. 1895,

44
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likewise, he who thinke thet to be composed which is
composed in thingss But the opinion which holds things
to be other than they sre is false, From Aristotle's
axamplé that you are not white beesuse I think you aré,
but vather I think you are white because you are, St. Tho=
mpa draws thiq;ﬁan?laﬂien,_

Unds'manifeutum eat, qQuod dinﬁafitiofrez~aaf‘aauaa
veritatis in opinions et oratione.

Then he expla;ﬁg-furthéi tha'ralatién vetween the ocompo-
sition end division in things and the composition and
division in the mind, the latter veing signified by the
compuuitiah and a;ﬁiaion in speeach.

Hou sutem addit ad menifestandum gquod supra dixerat,
quod verum et falsum est in rebus componi et dividi.
Uportet enim veritatem et fslaitatem, quae est in
orations vel opinions, redueci ad dispositionem yei
sicut sd causame. Cum autem intellectus compomitionenm
format, aceipit duo, quorum unum se habet ut formale
respeatu alteriuss unde acciplt id ut in alio existens,

- propter quod praedicata tenentur formaliter. Et ideo,
si talis operatio intellectus ad rem debest reduci
sicut ad causam, oportet quod in compositis substantiis
ipsa compositic formse ad materiam, aut ejus quod se
habet per modum formae 6t materiae, vel etiam compoe
sitio accidentis ad subjectium, respondeat quesi
fundamentum et oausa veritatis, compositioni, gquam
intellectus interius format et exprimit voce. Sicut
cun dico, Socrates est homo, veritas hujus enunciationis
¢supatur ex compositione formae humanse nd mmteriam
individualem, = per quan Spoorates est hic homes et oum

@ico, home asi.-albue, csusa veritatis est compopitio

aibadinis ad subjectum: et similiter est in wliis.

-~ Et idem patet in divisione.? | ‘

1lbid., ne. 1897,
21bide, n. 1898.
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The eompoaition in the miﬁ& ard in apesch,
since it depends on the composition in things ms on
its cause, will be divided sccordirg %o the differences
of eémpoaitiag ef things. Ax&atétla_and 8t e Thonus éxe
spenking , of course, of conposed gubatances.r . |

&4 compopitic et divieio rel est cause veritatia
et fslaitatis in opinione et oryatione, necsgse egt
quod sscunduwa differentiam gompositionis et divi-
slonias ejus quod &8st in rsbus, est differentia
veritatis et falmitatis in opinione st oratione.
in rebug asutem talis differentia lavenitur eirca
compositionenm et divisionen: quud gusedam semper
componuntur, 8t impossibils sgt ea dividi; si-
cut anima rationalis sit sipe virtute seniiendi,
licet 6 converso posset asse snima sensitiva sine
ratione. Quaedam vero sunt diviasa, et impussibvile
8gt aea componi siocut nigrum albo, ot formam meini
homini. Quaedam vero se havent ad cont¥aris, cuias

- poasuant . campani:gﬁ dividil, aiout homoe et albus,
6t atism currena. : '

Some things are alwaya»compcsed ahd cannot be divided;

_others ara always divided and can never be composad; still

others can be eithar compog ed o7 dividad."fhe wodsal enun-

ciation is divided according to tuese divisions of being.

Things that are &lways compossd are necegsary, those that

are always divided ara'impossibia;'snd thuge that can ve
gither composed ox divide& ars poasible or contingant.

Ste Albort has stated this dootrine explieit;ys

1ruth and falsity in the knowledge of simple things is
taken up beginning at n. 1901 of the sume lespon.

2ibide, ne 1895,
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Quatuox autes sunt tales modi, quia in come
bositione non est nisi esse, Quod sutem dicit
tg8@ sut dicit esge permixtum potentiae, aut guod
a8t in actu perfecto. Bi primo modos tunc eat esse
poasibile, vel contiagenss Xt haec duo differunt.
in hoo, gquod posaibvile detarminat esse secundum sei
at contingens auten in compsrations ad causam non
stantams unde ®sse non stans, est possibiler cone
tingens autsm est, quod non habet ceusam stantem.
81 sutem est esse perfectum sscundum actums aut
Booipitur in ipso sese, et sig est necessariumi
aut sccipitur in ipso non eses, guod ad simpliciter
6858 8st oppositum, et sic east impossibile. Cone
tingsns autem et possibile non possunt mocipl sae
cundur divisionem ease et nnn.enﬂai\quia utrumque
digit esse permixtum cum pen 6Gsavet L

The corrsapondance to the qifferences of composition is

evidents things which sre 'always cemppaad.car:éspon& to

those which can be either composed or divided, to 8gse

] d¢« The diatinetién betwesn the posaible
and the 'eontingent'will ve tuken up iétér.

‘Hear the end of his commentery o4 the modal enune
ciation, Cajetan gives the remson for the order which should
bé,obaexvad in the table of equipellent moéaia. Just as
there is an order in,the'g:aéas of the universe, so should '
'thsre ba en order in nha tabla of modals.® The firgt grade
of the universe is those things which are in sct without

any adaixturs of potency; the séeond. those which are in

1?.%&&&2&&-' I, pe 441 a.
21;} Farihoxme, I4iDb, II, lacia. 13; s s
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act but with potentiality, 8eg., all mobile Leings; the

third, those which will never be in sot but will always

remain in potency, @«gey motion, time, and the infinite
division of & magnitude, becaugg?&atfis repugnant to

tham. Cajetan then says the va:aai of modele lmitates

this 0rder @f the gxa&ea of thé unlverss. ‘ .

Posulnmies giquidem primo necepparius, quod sorat
actu egse sine poleatate weu mutabllitate, imitando
primum gradum universi.--iocavious secundo loco
possibile &t contingena, qQuerum utrunqus gonat actum
cum possibilitate, et sic asrvatur conformitas ad
secundur: gradum universi. » o o o Ultipum auten
locun imposslbill reservavimus, ev guod sonat
nunquas fere, sicut 6% ultima universi pars dicts
est illa, quae nunquam actu egt.d

-

It 1s, thereforas, on ths division of beihg that
the division of the modal enuncistion is founded. The

examination of each of the four modes which make a modal

enunciation will show in exuctly what sense each nmode is

to bLe takax&

1%-, Lie gbc :




CHAFTER V

DIVIZIOH OF THE MODAL ENUHCIATION: I75 QUBJECTIVE PARTS

The first of tha four npeaiﬁa of the mcdal annn-
aiatien is that made by ‘the additioﬁ af tha mode ot nscen-
sity. The nacesnary will &a traanted fixat beaauaa it iau
pliea eternity and the etexﬂal ig prior to the tenpaxal.
Aristotle says,

#anifestur gst sutem ex him guse dictz sunt, quad
id quod ex neceasitate sst, secundur motum esti quere
Bl priovra sunt aempitarna, 8t quas actu sunt potestate

Pricrs sunte
ihe necessury implies eternity beasune it implies'being'in
act which ax¢1ﬁdea.all mutability énﬁ,‘@onﬁ&qu&atly.'sima.
The poseible, however, impliss time Lecause 1t dees not
exclude the posaibility to be and net to. be; i% is thsxerora
posterier to the necasﬁary.g

1t is in the £ifth book of the Eatar g whexre

Aristutle treats the various senses of the necesssry.d
in his commantary on this chapter, 5t. Thamaa bveging hy
showing thet Aristotle treats the RBCOHIBBYY zmmséiﬁtaly
after his tx@atmant af oauaea becruss the necamaazy

belongs to the very notian of causs. A causs, in :aet,'

lrerinerm., ed. Leonine, Lib. II, 23 & 21.
2or, Cujetanus, In Fexiherm., Live 11, lacte 18, ne. 8.
5¢h5&3§o Se

o
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is thet on which something elsme geoesaarily followagl
That the nevemuary implies a relatiahahip ol cauge to
affect is shown also by the way in which the gscesséry
is distinguished from the costingent. A contingent
affect 1s”adﬁtainea in its uanﬁa“with tha'pcsslbility
of praaaading fram tha aauss or- net, wharaaa thu ne-
aeanaxy‘effect is in its eansa only with the yuaaibi~
1i%y of procaeding from 1t.2 ¥oye will ve said sbout
this in connsotion with the contingent; what is important
hexé is that "nocessary" is sald with respect to ﬁhe'
- cause of B being. |
f & The necessary is, therefore, not limited to ne-
v . ce#anr§ héing;‘whiaﬁ has no cauge whatgoevere. A bsing'
~that is in anyway caused is in gqﬁancy with respect to
that esuse and, censequently, is not 8 necsssary being,
However, the necessary used here in logic is solely con-
carned with the necessity of the connsction vetwseen
subjeet and predicate, xegaidlasgvor ﬁhathar the heing
iteelf which is signified in the 'comgomitlnxvl is ne-

COBUHBTY UX sontingent. Evén in contingent b8lngs

liecte 6, n. 857+ "Distinguit nomen guod significat
eliguid pertinens &d rationsm causeej scilicet necosg~
sariums Causa ‘enim est ad quam d& nocaasi%ate saguitur -
aliud.® )

25, Thoras, i : LG b3 ‘€,L1h~ i, eap. 67, 8de
Laonine. “cantingann a nassnaazia differt secundum quod
unum guodqueé in sua causa ssti contingens snim gic in sua
causa ept ut non ezs8 8x eéa posait et aase; necesaprium
vére nen ?eteat ax gus causa niai esﬁe’
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(1.8., coused beings) there ars certmin notions which are

necegsarily connaciod, G.g., th&t an snimel is neceassarily

°

corruptible.

Diciture » » o« NOCEES6 G@ge ip enunciationibus,
quando scilicet coinherentis praedicati cum subjecto
inevitabilis et necsssaria ost. Tele necessarium
nen 83t aneg necesse: gula tale necessarlum €sng nihil
prohivet habers eausams quinime 1llud popasibile 1

_ praedicatur d4e 6o quod est necumse asse orusan havente.
The knowledge we have of necgasary being is such that aven
in the case, for example, of the attributes of God one is
the reason for ancther {(e.g., the eternity of God is ve-
gauge ol Hia‘immutability). There is, ef'eourée.Anu cauaality
- exercised by one attribute on anothszr in God Himgelf, but

our knewning one atiritutve is the cause of cux knowing another.

Eodes of the Eacaaaaxy

Avistotle distinauiahaa four modes of the neaassary;
(1) that which is necessary because something cannot be
without i1, @e.gs, an animal must breétha}n order to live,
or in oxder to bve in a distanﬁ city it is neceasary to
travel to it; (2) thet which is necessary for “the well being
of sa&sthing. Bsfiesy although it ia passible to raach the ‘
distant city on foot, & vehiamla of sowme kind ie necessa-
ry for making the trip easily snd well; (3) t&at which is
necessary byAxaaaaﬁ of viclencej (4} that which is &bsolu-

tsly»nscasmaryyz The first two, necessary sd _esse and

15. ﬁlbertus. Poriherms, I, p. 451 a.

=,

E&MQ, Bk, Vg ch&p& 5. Se Thﬁmﬂgg in Kagaﬂhmg Lib. ?,
lacts 6, nns 827-832,
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gg_&gﬁgmgggg,"ara modes of necogaity from-t&e final csuge
send the third is from the effieient camuse. Thus, the
firaet three modes are from extrinsic esuses &nd &xs ne~
eaasary’gggngggmﬂggig.; The abaglutely necessaxy is
defined ss that whioh cannot bé otherwise., It is abso-
iuta bscause it is necegsayy from an intringle cause,
from what is intimete ana‘pxaximate to & thing. This
intrineic or avavliute necessity ocan be on the part of
the metter, the foxm, or thé espence of & thing. Bscause
of ite matver, an &aimal'is'nacaaaaéily coxruptible; be=
csuge of its form, en animal is necessarily sensitive;
”be¢auné of its ssuence, anAanimal is neeeééaxily an gni-
mated, éonaihlc aubstanca.3 Hosaver. Aristotls reduces
81l the other modes of the necegsary in pome way to the |
fourth, for it is true to say of each of them that that
wh;éh is neéeaaary cannot be othorwise, regardleas‘of
the cause of that necessity.® It should be noted that
5881 X 8 18 here opposed to Decessarium 58«
sundum guid, the former being. from an\intxinaic cause and
- the latter from an extrinsic geuse, In the Foxibermeneinn,

5. Thomas, 4bid., nin. 832, 834, 835.
2ued non contingit sliter se habers, ibid., n. B3Z.

aCf. G+ Thomas, Iila, g+ 46, a« 1 with Cajetan's commene
tary; Joan. a Sto Thoma,lggzg_ﬂxggl.. I, p. 262 a.

YYetaph., 10156 b 1-7; of. 5. Thomes, In Meteohe, Lib. V,
13@'50 €y, nne 8:‘56' 337t
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Aristotle ogalls the absolutely necsasery, necessaxium

To avoid sowme posgsible ohjeetiona; it should algo

be noted that.tha abge u is weed in diffe-
rant senses. The firat ef thess is the same &as the fourth
mode af the naceasary dafinad abovex that which ia impoge
aihla to be atharwiae, s.g., man is necessarily a rational
animal, because it is repugnant thet man not be a rational
animals fhe abaélutaly neécossary is necessary from its
‘very terms. To this abaclute necessity ia opposed the
heaeusity of losutetility, x‘eﬁ,‘the'naceaaaxy“whieh

cannot be changed but which, sbsolutely speaking, could
have been otherwise. Thus the divine seience of vision

1s not necessary by absclute hacesagity since God was free
to have willed otharwise, but it is necead&xy by the nécaa-
aity of immutability, since what God hes knawn'fxam als
eterniﬁy, Yia Xnows aiways, and this knowledge cannét be
changed.

Vo

8,-Thamaa 2180 uvnen peLeREAriun & in the

18k, 1Y, chap. 13, 25 & 15¢
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antacedans est neaeasarium.absoluta, tum ex §me
mobilitate actus tum etiem ox ordine ad aoitum.

Here the~abaa1utely‘neoeasaxy is that whioh is necessary
in itself snd without dependence on anathat yxopoaitibni
accoxding to this sense, a propnaitien xn negessary whan
what it signifies is neoaasaxy, If the antecedent wers
necessary merely because God hed seen it, it could Rot |
be'abaaiutaly—naeeaaafy. but oniy-by reéson'of consequence.
54 ﬁnumqucdque & D8u cognogeitur siout praeaen-'
tisliter visum, sic necegmeyium erit ease guod Deupn
cognescit, sicut necessarium 8st Sortem sedere ox

hee quod sedere videtur. Hoe aubtem rnon necessarium
absolute, vel, wut a quibusdaw digitur, n at 8

39&§99§§Q§1&536d sub ceudztmena, vel &,wii"*”-

The absolutely neéekaa&y is usad teninclﬁdé bath'the neces.

pary which from its very texms is 1m§oséible to Ve ét&afwina

, 1t¢ in its first sense) and tha'necéﬁéaxy
ﬁy reagon of immutabilityta | |

C A necessary modal enuncistion cen signify any of
these meanings of the heca;aary;‘becduae'tharo is necessity
in an snuncistion when there is an inevitable. snd necessary
inherence of the predicate in the subject.® Theie is,

therefore, no reason 4o distinguish three kinds of neaasaaxy

propoaztions as does Scotuss thuémgagf s

11 Bept., dist. XXEVIII, q. 1, &« 5 uddy of. Ia, q. 14, &
13 ad 23 Ds Varitata, Qe 2y 8¢ 12 8d 7.

3. ?hém&ﬁ QQB&EE___ﬁ&liﬁﬁy Lib. i, caps 67

SSyl. Ferrariensis, Comme

R

- o 4o ADUR ¢ : enptiles,
Lib. I, ¢ap 67, @dg Leaniaa., Yol .A.III, p- 194, nn. Py, 10,

s Alvertua, ggg;gg;go. Iy pe 451 &

4;




The naoesaitﬁ required for a nocessaery model enunciation
ia consernsd only with the inhersnce of the predicate in
the subjeat and not with ths roneon for the necsasity
of that innerence. Thia necessity abatraets fyom dife
ferencas of kinda of naeaauity. for thease differences

ars yather on the part of the matter of the enunciation

than o: ita forme

Physicsl Fnaéibiiity
The mods of posaibil#ty by wkigh the composition

of subject and prédiaate is quaiifiqd is founded on the
possibility in the composition of things. Bince something
is said to be possible becmuse of & potsncy, it 48 neces~

« co
sary to diatingniah:the different senses of potency before:
. . . - B V" .. ‘ 2 .

the sensss Qf.pﬂssiﬁiar
| 3 potaﬁcy or power ia remlized first of all in

gomething which is a pringzyle of change in another saa

other. "Ap qthér" is adﬁedlbécaaae, 8sg+y SOmEONE who

haa the art of medicine aanvenre himsaif,‘bnt it.is himpgelf

as othaz; nét-an.haringpﬁha;&xt of medicine tha§u£aﬂ¢u:ed.

- This kind of potency is an sotive patenay;s A second kind

1rean. Duna Seotus, In Librum Pr) s A SOEUR
Guasgtionag, ed. ¥addingus, Vol. 144 a.

iherme, Iib. 11, leet:. dls ne 34

T, pe

2¢ajetanus, Ip Pex

| - SeBoc est Eiineiyium_acﬁiQQé;”Qégaiégimgrinaipium trapsnutae
tionis in alio inquéntum est aliud." 8. Thomas, in Xetaphe,
1 v _ ' ' !
ibs IX, leot. 1, n. 17765 Cf Lib. ¥, lect. 14, n. 955,
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of potency is tha paﬁsiye potency @hich is a principle.
of raceiving a-change from anothqx.1 ¥ thxxd‘potaney ig
the power to do something well or as one w&uld,iika to do
ity as when we say that soméone cannot walk ox talk if he

¢annot walk qx ta1k.wgllqg_a_rouxth;petaagy is that of a

ditfiqult to ehange for the worae, @.g+, that whexeby .
something im unbreakable.®

| To these four kinds of peﬁenciea_thara 8I® GOX~
xaspoading modes of the possidble. Something is possible
by an sctive potency when it can be done by sn sgent
either immediately by himsgl# or mediately through another
-t¢ whom the agent enmmunieatés its power. Semathiag is.
possible by & passive peteacy'when'it ean e changed
either for better or for worse. Corresponding té the
third and fourth kinds of potencies things sre said to
be possible becsuse they gan act wall,e:'g&n.be changed
sagily, and othexs are possible or yawsrfﬁl bacause they
cannot be changed fox the worse.? |

Sines impetencs ls the privation of awpoténay.

impetence will be a taking away of spuch a principle from

tm,_g., nf. aa:u-gee .
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& determinate subject and a% & deterininate time. Some-
thing is said to be blind, for example, anxy-unen it is
& being which is naturally dapah;a of sight and at & time
\whan he should be capable at'it-l The modes of imgetence

a1 diatingulahed acaarding to the modes of potenay of

whioch tney axa tha privation; because Ly;v;.;ﬂ

of. the imposaiblé cﬁrrespéndiﬂg to modes of the puaaible.

ALl the klﬁda of péﬁancieé can be reduced to the
active potency. The pesaive poteuay is thet which is
moved by ths aotave potancy; it iu an active pctency which
can 4o something well; and. again, xs ia with refexence
to an aetive petenaf tnat samstning aannat bs eharged 1or
the warse. In the ssme way all t&a mﬁdea or impotsnae
can be xeduaed to the Iirst.3 Therafera. the diviaion
of petenciaa is an analegieal diviaiaas gg;_gg;ug ef
the active potancy, gg;,hga&g;;gn of the ethara, becauze
tnay-refar to the agtive potancy and dapend on it for
their vary definitiona. ﬁt. zhamaa, accordingly, givaa

ag the propsr definition ot potency,

11vid., n. 967,

RIbide) Re 1784,

®1bid., nn. 976-976; nn. 1776-1780.
41big., n. 9?6, of« n. 1780,
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potenciss which have been treated aye &ll.aélled po=

~ tenties fur the same reason: they are all physicsl po-

tencies® and ars distinct frem logionl or mathematical

- potencies which ars potencies only equivecallye

Rational and Irrational Potencies
*Pnténey# can not only be distinguished according
to different modes Eut potencive can differ acoording to
the beings in which they are found, e.g., active and pas-
sive potencies mre found in animets snd insnimate things.

liow some of the potencies found in animate beings do not

‘differ from those found in the inanizats, 8egey @ravity,

which is common to all bodies, &ﬁéfth;'nﬁtritiverand gen=
sitivs pqzehcies which, a;thaugh they exist only in living
baings; aevexthaiéss~épérate from & natuyal i&#ulaa'as

do inanimete potencies. But there are other potencies
ovar whoée act the soul exercises dominion; thess are
found in the rational part of the soul sad are culled
:atiangl-poteneiea. Such patenéies are the arts whose

sotions are transitive, e¢a.,-thé axt of hauaebﬁil&i&g,

‘and the sciences, whose cpexrstions do not pass into an

gxternal mﬁtter, @84y moral soience and lpsio.'.All of
thege habits can be called potencies beeguae'they are

principles of change in snothexr as other.? Corresponding

1Cajetanus, In_pexiterm., Lib. I, lect. 12, ne 1.
25, Thomass, In Metaphe, 1ib. IX, lsct. 2, nn. 1786-1788.

EAL A e ol *
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to the rationnl and ixrational potencies arxs Ltwo sensea
of the possible, xational and ixrational. It is evident
thet raticnal yﬁtnnaiés can bve found only in anlmated
beings, whersas iryational potenciss 'exist in both.
inaninate and snimate, even in many; | "
Among the egtive potanoies, the rational potenoy

differa from_ﬁhﬁsifxétiénaiﬂin'thggyena”énd the ‘sue
:apianal‘patenay gan be related tn'qantxaxiea. e.g;, ths
art of medinins can cause haéiﬁh'oQ éié&nass.' The rational
potency, on tﬁe othar hand, ocanioi oa related to cppbeitess
one potency c¢an ﬁava only ona efféct pay a6, eQﬁ., tha

haat of the sun per se ocan anly heat en ebjset. although

it could cool &n eb;eet | Binece fich & po-

tanoy is. datermin@d;to only one of the epporites, it is
in potapay aeitner to cont:adictoriea nox te cautxaxiaa,
e.g.. heat cannet both heat and not h&&t. nor een it heat
and ccol.3 The reason that the rational potency is not
limitéd to ane'obgeot but can be ralated to contraries ia
that the raticnal potency is & certain naturs of a thing
gs it is knownj and the thing &nd the privation of it are

known by ihe same ReHfS.

1§§éﬁg, lecte 4y Le 1817, . /

©Ipides LEote 2, n. 1789,
1831, Lib# 12, lect. 11’ e 4

3Ca$et&nua,
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dcientia, quas est potentia Yationslis, est
quasdan ratio rei sc¢itae in gnima. Eadem autem
ratio rem manifestat et ejus privationem, licet
non aimiliter; quis primo panifestat eam rem
existenten, per posterius nutem autem ejus priw
vationem. Sicut per rationem visus per se
cognoscitur ipsa vieiva potentia, ex cvnsequenti
vero caeeitamj quae ninil aliud est, quam ipsa
carentia visus in 6o guod natum est habeye visum.
Unde necessarium est, si acientia est quaedam :
ratio vel scitde in anima, quod esdem sit scisntia
contrariorum. Unius quidem per prius et secundum
88, alterius vero per posterius. &Sicut medioina
per priug est cognoscitiva et factive sanitatis,
por posteriusg autem infirmiten; quia 8t hoe, ut
Jum dictum est, eat de ratione rei soitae in anias,
quae est unius oppesitorur saecundum s, et rlteriug
sacundwm accidensg.

Irrational potaneisé, hoquaz, operats through
forme which inhere in théﬁ, hét_?gpaughAan intamﬁigna1 _
Lorme. Sinceicontxary rorﬁa;cangéﬁ ?ahﬁre in the same
being, it 15 impoasible that'ena.ﬁnd-tha aapa-naturax
thing perfo:m contraries. Ratural thingm can ao only one
thing, whersas & being that eparataa by means of the »
knowledge it haa amn do apyoaitﬁ thinga.a _

| | %hat has been said about 1rr&tiuna1 patenciaa
is true of active irrational potenciaa, but there remaina

the apeeial problem of tha pagsive irratianal ypotencies.
115 1«84, & potency

Suol & potenay is & prineds
t0 be heatsd. But that which van be hesated can alege be
cocleds A pasuive potency, therefore, is oapable of

contrary eacts; there is one and the same pudbject of e

15, %homas, In Ketsph., Lid IX, leet. 2, n. 1790.

£

®Ibidey ns 1792,
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foxm and of the pxivatibn of ited Ste Albext calls

the pamsive potency a material potency to deing,

which is a potency with privetion. ince it is with
privation, it is & potency to being and to non-being,.

snd therefore: the poghibla whieh.oorxaéyonaa to it ia
'in_ﬁpsa&bilitr to.be and not to beS

It is important for the enunciation with the

mode of possibility to note how the aptive potencies

are reduced to amct. Whenever an iyrational aotive poe

tency is brought into the presence of that on wiich it

cmn act, it 48 neceseary for it to act, unless it is

impeded, @.g+y fire burne that which is combuetile when

the two are brought together.

all potencies that sct apart from reason, since they act

a8 from & naturel form, 6.g., cné swallow inetinotively

builds ite nest in the same menner and &t the same time
‘as another,  Even the will ut pature which is distinguished
from the yolunigs

nti0, 48 necspaitated by certain f,

eb:aeta.‘ if the irration&l aetive potancy gor@times im

axma, Lib. x:, 180ts 11, ne 74
wﬁziﬁ_2§ or Iy po 431 b

5Csjetanum, ;a_ig;;gg;@-, Libe II, lecte 11, e 4; ofs
56 Thorms, ig,ﬂguggng, Live IX, lsct. 4, n. 1818,

Ycf. 8. Thomes, 111&, Qs 18, a. 5e

»1(}&,}8‘6&3“3 sy &n.Pexib
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not in mot, this is Rer uccldeng, becauss it has nothing
on which it can aet.’ The rational setive potencies,
however, are not necesaitated by the presence of thatgan
which they can opexate. If thsy wers ag necessitatej it
would follow that they would at once do contraries, which
‘i@ impossivle.® Becauss such a raticnsl potency is related
&8 something common to,eontxary\ubjaétn end because &
determinate effect does not yxoeesd from & common cause.
unless the common ceuss dbe more determined fo one effact
iﬁan to another, the rational active potency is reduced
to éct by something outside itaelf,iioé.,'by chbiée. The
agent is moved to act when he desires that which it is

' ia-hxa power to. doed

15, Alvertus, Ferihexmes I, ps 451 be |
%5, Thomss, In Metaph:, Iib. IZ, 1éct. 4, ne 1819."

SIbide, ne 1820, In free ohoice itgelf there are both si

- active and & passive aspect: the power te act and the
indetermination or indifference to objectas. If indif=
ference or indetermination to sot are coansidered on the
part of the potency, they imply imperfection, mutability,
and & passive potency; if they ere considered on the part
of thalir object, they imply an operative poiteney which
has dominion over its aet and over the object uhioch
specifies its aet. For a detailed discussion of this

poduththe texts of §t. Thomas, see L. Del Prado, Da

>y nt %

PPy 267-370. . : 4 o

ga
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One last point about the raticnal active po=
tency is very importent for the teasching on modals,
particularly for what oonaaxns'thn composed and di#ided
sanasa of certain nmodal pxnpositionu uaed in thaelogy.

To gay that & potency is at ane tins aapable 0f aantra&iau
is not to say that it is in pbtency to paaaeaa beth aon=
trariea at the sams time, for that would be 1mpnaaible.
Rather, it mﬁans that at one and the sauwe time the po=
tency is capable of eaéh of the coﬁtrariaa. Cajatan says,

Unde et dici solet et bene, quod in hususmcdi

est simultas potentiae, non potentia wimultatia‘l
Logiaal Pesaibillty _

In the p:acading, there haa heen canni&aration of
physical potencies and their anslogicsl divieion. This ia
poteney in its proper sense, and the earresponding gesaiblea
and impoaaiblas are 50 hacause they contain an aetiva or
passive prinoipla in themaelvaa. But poaaible and peteney
&rg alse upaken of 1n a&at&ex sensa. An- ﬁhia -1 &t ile

not becauaa of a priaezple which they hawa in themsalvas;

the potenay, ocneaquently. is called potency anly aquivocally.z

One kind of aqutVﬁgal potaaey ig the mathematianl ﬁotancy.
which is celled a petaney matapharieally becanae it doen

not have an intrinsic prineiple, but only & caxtain

1in Pexinhezms, Libe II, 18cts 11, ne Tj ofs Ba 'rmmaa,
Wn, 219, XX-, lect. 4y ne 1B2Z. o

%5, Thomms, In ¥etaph., Lib. IX, lsct. 1, n. 1778,
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similitude c; ong. In goometry, O.g+, & ;1#& is geid

to be in pctehey tu be & square, vecaus® the line oan

ba produced snd b:ought back to itaelf to pake a foure
sided figure. Likewise, in numbers, %hrea_haa'the power
of beaominé hiﬁéAif'ii ia équaied, i¢ea. &kraa multipiled E
by iteelf is nine. We can speak of a methematical potency
in the line or in a number because of the aimﬁlazity they

have to matter from which things are.genazated.l The

&a&hem&tioal posasible is c¢onsldered here only te'he axclu&qd.
Thera is, secondly, the logical possible, which

does not ocoms from & potanay in the preper asnse, put from

& nen-repugnence of the terms in & pxhngiﬁioag' In this i

sonse, possible and impossidle are usad, not only veeause i

of the pateacy-or impotence of a thing, but because of

the trath and falaity cf a comycsition'or»divisipn 19

propositions,

Unde imposeibile d%aitur, quua noutrarium'es; - ?
verum de necessitate. ' S L

- In logiocis dicimus aliqua esse possibilia et ime~
possibilia, non propter aliquam potentiam, sed o

quod aliguée mode sunt eut non sunt, Pogsibilia

enim dicuntur, guorum opposita contingit esse vera.
impoasibilia vero, quorwsm opposite non contingit ‘
esse varas. Bt hasc diversites est propter habi-
tudinem praedicati ad subjectum, quod quandoque eat
repugnans subjeeto, siout in impossibilibua; quandogue
vero non, sicut in possibilibum.®

o e o st xiacios St T LD

1ipide, ne 1774; Lib. ¥, 1sot. 1d, ne 974
21bide, ne 971,
31bide, n. 1775,
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Angwer to & difficulty.-wfhaere goams to be a

contradiction in the two forsgoing quotations from
8t. Thomas. In the first case, he says the impossible.
ig that g

&+ The difficulty arises chiefly in the.

sacond stastement about the impossidle, eince the first .

ia the common definition of the impossible. The solu~

£1on must be gought Iin the context. He is talking about

the logical possible and imyoasiﬁie. The first oppoaition
of prepositions im that of affirwation and nsgaﬁion. The
onposita, then, are an affirmative and a-negative prow
ﬁosiﬁiana But the diversity of possible and imposnible,

he sayd, ocomes riam the aannactianluf gubjeat and predicaté.d
s & by.&Aaanaadezation only of ﬁhg'zalatian of pubjest and
predicate, onas of the opposites &e.nacéaaarxly falae Boacauss

the pradicate is repugnant to the subjeet, then the other

I“Impasaibila quod dicitur secundum nullam potentiam, med
gacundum ge ipsum, dicitur ratione discohbarsntiae ter=
minorum. Omnis autem discohaerentia terminorum est in
ratione alicujus oppositionisj in omni autem oppositione
ineluditur affirmetio et negrtio, ut probetur X Metaph.

~ {text. coms 158)3 unde in omni tali impossibili implfcatur
affirmationem et negstionem esne simul.” 8. Thomus,
Yuaeat. disps de Fotentia, g 1) &e 3 corp.

R

B e e SR T




, 66

epposite {s necesasarily true, . but both opposites cannot
be true. For example, “man® aﬁd "iréa&ion&l” are repugnant,A.
and the affirmetive proposition, “Man is irrational,” is

necessarily false; its oppoaite, "Men is not irrational,®

is necepanyily true~-gpvogite nog sontingit
from the very relationship of the texms of the proposition
both opposites cannot be trues But 1§ the predicate is not
necesgarily connected or separated from the subject, both

- the effirpative and the ﬂagative‘grépusitiéns‘c&n ve true
\vfrom Lhe sole poimt of view of the rélatiaﬁahip of ﬁerms.
For example, "Beoratea" and “aittina heve neithax & ne-

- ¢egBary. ¢¢nnection ner & repugnaac&; bﬁﬁb the affitmation.

'“beerabss is sitting," and the nagation, “ﬁecrates is not

aitting.“ can be truse~logaibi]
o1 it s The faot that Lpnopite is ylural ia
1mport&nt; it shows that st. Thosas is not spesking ef

’the prepoaition oppoaed to a certabn affirmative or nasa-
tive. prepesition but of botb the artirmative and negasive
p:apaaiticaa that c&n b8 fcrmed txam.ﬁne BEmS aubject and
pradicate., There is. tharafoxe. ne aantradictimn betwean |
the'two quotmtions. An impossible proposition is one whose
contrary is necessarily true. Something is impaaaibla it
the rslation of subjeot and pxadieaté which sigﬁifiaa‘it |

prevents either an affirmation of & negation from Leing

By 1460,
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true.d ) |
1t is necesaary, furthermore, to distinguish
vetween what is false and whet ig imposeible. If a~'A
subject snd ahgradiaate &ré¢ not repugnant, onLonna af_)
 the prapaéitiohé (6ithﬁr the atfirﬁ&tz&é_cr &hé hééat;@e)-
will be truej the-bther will te false &1ﬁhaugﬁ'na€ i&ﬁ?&*
aiblé. If & subject and & predicate zre repugnan£,”§hé
affizmation of ihéir connection willnﬁe false and 1@pca~
sibles " “ D
%uaa&am vero gunt falma tantum, sed non impogsi-
bilia, asiocut Sooratem wedere at stare. KNon enim
idem aat falsum esse et esge impossibile; siocut te

stare nunc. st falsum,. p6d nor impossibilies + o +
quaedam sunt possibilis, licei sint folaa « o« .+ o

 quaedax sunt falss et Impossibilia® '

Ag Bt. Thomas says in the paragraph preceding the one just

quoted,

.111a.naiua‘passibile ¢8t 6850 nut fieri, liget  ~ -

nen eint, quibus peaitis non sequitur aliguid impos-
sibile, '

3 6";?’1{0

twalfth lesaon of Cajetan's commentary on the second bVook

ag explains furthex deteils of the loe

gical posaible.

ice, Cajetanus, In Jat, g+ 9, a¢ 24 0. VI, "aliquid est
pessiblile logiocum, quod tamen est necsssarium reale.
Fossibile guidem logice: guia neutra pars contradictionis
-de secundo adiacente, implicat contradictionemj puta, nee
iste, caelum est, nec ista, caelum non est."

Rg, Thonmas, Ipn Xetaph«, Libe. IX, lact. Sy ne 1809

Srrmse
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. logiom potentia est qua duc termini coniunfi
absqgue contradictione in enunciastione possunt.

This kind of potency and the pomsible include that which
is poaaiﬁle becauns it already exists, €+g¢, it is pos-
sible that Socyates walk when he is alresdy walking. This
possible, which is possible beoause it actuslly is, i
distinct from thé possible which ig possible because it
can act. That which is possible because it sctuslly is
cannot be related to opposites as can the physical po-
tencies. The potency to be becauss it sctuslly ;3 is
therefore called a potency bnl& 8quivocally s

However, the defiﬂitibn of the logiecal potency
and the logical possibdle is not verified solsly of that
‘which i8 possible because it is. To bte in sct without
involéing an impoénihility is slmgo true cf‘mebile‘beingé
which are in physical yétency'and of necespary things which

cannot e ethérwiﬁe. The 1agieéi“pbasible is not, thersfere,

divided against the physical pnaaible, but is related to

the physical pussible o thu more common Lo the lena commoa,
for logiesl paasihility iacludaa nacessary, lmmutable, and
mobila thinga-é in a8 word, what is logically yosaible ig
not impasaible.4

..1;. 1.
2
w., n. 2

S Ibide, ne. 3. The eommunxty of the logical peaaible is that
of & purely logical ganua¢

ﬁm., Be 4
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But if theé logical possible is what is noy im-
possible, and the impossible ia what i8 necedsary not
to va,t it fél;ows that this peaé;bia includes ovexything
that can beo, regerdless of whethey it over was o will be.
it inuludaa; éhefafora. all paﬂaiblps. eveon those that wili
never be realizeds This is important for the teaching 5n
the omnipotenae of God and His knowledgs ﬁf‘simgle intel=
.liganca. wﬁieh'ié Hia knowledge of things which neither
B8, ber WEre, nor will-ba.g Gomething is not poséiblé far_
tne reason that God can do it, becwuse the argument would
be cireular: & thing would bs posalible bacause it 1a’n§t
repugnant to the divina agniﬁeténa;,Aénd‘it would not be

repugnant to tho divine ommipotence because it is powsible.

. The reason, consequently, fai that which is absolutely pose

¢ibls is not to be found in the sctive power of God.

John of §%. Thomas explaine the distinetion batween
the phyaieal snd the logical possibles by pointing out that
the phyaical poaﬁibility is on ths paxt ef & gn&jgg& e84y
comathing ahiah is subjectaﬂ o a ycaeuay, uhareas taa
legieal or absolute §aasihiliﬁy is on tha part of the gﬁi&gﬁ

althcugh it i ig demam;naxea poasible fxam an aeﬁive power.

idBs Qe Ly Be 3 COTDe

25, Thomas, Ia, qs 14, a. 9; Contys Gentiles, Lib. 1,
cap. 663 Usg Veritmia, g <0, ae 4 ad 1
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Unde copmuniter distingui solet duplex potentia,
alia logicu, alia physica: logica melum explicat
rationem cbjeeti alicujus potentiae mctivae, et
accipit dencminationem posaibilitetis a potentia
ipsa et virtute activas potentis physica €st po-
téntla subjectiva et per modum materiae, quae potast
suseipere id quod produci poteat, et sudbjleitur . .
agenti ut ex ille producat, non 111l ebjicitur sicut
res producibilia.d

Ahsolute possibility is not considered ae being subjected
to a ﬁatency snd its phyeical imfluanea, bu% iathei héF

cording to & nonerepugnance of terms, which is something

logicml. Fhysical potency is slways poteénecy in a sﬁbjeet.
Abgolute peaslbility ean not be explaired in re-

ference to sxistence, because the axiatenee‘of & thiné

depends 6n the physical influence of &n efficient cause .

- putting the thing cutside its cause and‘in~ex£ntance. it
is explained rather ms & capacity for existing, end capa-
city can be _defined as a certain non-rapugnance to that f
for which it has a capacitys® This capmeity to exist is :
on the part of the essence. BSuch poesibility is neces~
sarily included in the essence of all ezeated.thgngs..}
As an essence is that which esn exist, 8o the possible.

it that which can exist. Any object capebls of existing,

TR T e Tt com

‘which ia the aamQJ&a‘aﬂ‘@bﬁact capable}or &n-8sgsenca,

1 s, Gispe XVIIL, a¢ 1, ne 3, eds Bolesm.
1931-), Vols 1I, pe 373 &j ofs dimp. ZXXI,

RLERE 2080 00
\Faris: Desclée, 19
Re 1; Be &y VQJ-Q III’ Pe 878 ae

“Ivide, disp. XEKI, @e 1, ne 8, Solesm., 111, pe. 578 a.
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can be called real regardless of whather or not it ace

tually exista. This is real being as divided mgainst

fictive being. Fictive baihg i that which ig incapuble

of an agsence and therefore ¢annot éxiat; cajstmn makes

| Ak
TE
o
i’ k-
;3

‘@xplicit the twe meanings of "reoal.”

‘distisguituy contre e€ns &b intellsctu fabricatum
alio modo ut distinguitur contra Non existens
actue FPriwmo modo omnim res prasdicamentalis

st ona reale aive $1% sive non. Secundo modo
id tantum quod xealitex oxingtit axira cosusas -
Buay est ens reale.t ' :

s Tna reale dupliciter aéﬁiﬁiﬁ&xtﬂunélmada‘ut-~ i

What pertains to existence bvelongs to the efficient cruse
and demands the intervention of the wills. The truth
which is implied in the possibility of thinga before their

. pasgage to exiaten¢e is transcendental truth which ia the
vory intelligibility of an obJects It is resl being as :
opposed to fictive being which isfth&'abééat of the divine ﬁ‘
ompnipotence, . | '

Ubjective or abaolute poseibility is exyl&iﬁed in
logical terms s the non-repugnance of predicate to subjeect. 1
Vieitur autem aliquid possibile vel impossibile | i
o absolute, ex habitudine terminorum; posaibile quidem,
. quis praedicatum non repugnat subiécte, vt Socratem
: . ®edsrej dmposaidbile vero absplute,'quia‘pxgedicatum
repugnat subliecto, ut huminem 6888 aginum,. S

And in the same article, he seys, = - | i

Bntia, caps 4, Qo 6, B» 59, od. Laurent
1934$p Pe G2 .

rint Hariettd,

33, Thomas, Ia, ge 25, ae. 3 eoTpe
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Lese autem divinum, super quod ratio divinae
potentiae fundatur, est esse infinitum, non limiw
tatum ed aliquod genus entis, sed preshabens in
ga totius esse perfectionem. Unde guidquid po-
‘test habere rationem entis, continetur sub poss

sibilibus absolutis, respesotu quorws Deus dieitur
emnipotsns. .

Hikil suterm opponitur rationi entis,; nisi non
ense« Hoo igitur repugnat rationi possibilis abso-
dutd; quod subditur divinse omnipotentise, quod
implicat in se ense et non eswe pimul, Hoe enim

- potentiae; sed quia non potest habere ratiocnem
factibilies negus pogsibilis. o

That & predicaute be repugnant to & pubject and that‘it
te contradictory that & subject be with a predicate mesn

the same. To be contradictory is to imply that momething

 at the same time ocan both he and noy bej this in'tﬁé'vaty '

root of impossibility, since the fifet self-svident prin-
ciple is that it ia imposuible for the same thing to be

and pet to be at the same time. The first prineiple canﬁat

be proved, but is known from its termas bacauge what i v
prapewed.ih Lo be is tékeﬁvaﬁay by‘gﬁgwggmgg, aﬁd cahse-
quently to be an& not ia be ét theléamd'time is to ve ‘,4-
ézepesed and taken aﬁay &t the snre ﬁima, é#;ia eviﬁest
from the terms iﬁsmaaifééQ éut'iffa brsdiédte ig repugnant

tc @ subject, it is opposed tu 1t»and destroys it. i

- 4% could be propused with the aﬁbject, it ﬁﬁnld noet be

repugnant to it. It i for this reasen tﬁ&ﬁ 8ts Thomas
says that the resson for impossibility is found in the

repugnance of terms and the reason fu:'geaaibility comes




5
from & non-repugnance of terms. If terms are not yepugnant,
they can be at the same time, fox that is the véry meaning
of non-repugnance. Thersfore, whers there ig nonéxapugnauae
of tanmé; there is possibllity, because they are able to

l b&y_l |

fd.apply'thia teaching on the possible to the

modal enungiation it is necessary to reeall that the pos-
.éible iaAspokan ol in‘two4wayé, just as thare ave physlcal
and logical §utanaieé; In ene seénse, the possible is op-
pused to the necossary, aé when sowething is possible be-
causs it can be and not be. In the second sense, the
possible is common to necessary and contingent things end
is‘apgasad to the impossible.a "It is the physical gaaQ
gible ﬁhioh is oppoaed to the neaasa&ry. and the logicel
pogsibla which inc;uﬂss tne necessarys The naceasﬁry

orﬁWc That

which is possible by an sctive irrational potency is easi-

nere is tue A3c8ssaring 80aL

milated to the necessary, because it is detsrmined to one
cbjeet and scts necessarily when that on which it aots s
pressat ant therxs is mno impediment. Thess distinctions
ere importent for ordering tﬁa_éannaqueneea of madal¢anun~;

clations as will be gvident in a later ehaytar.s

1Joan. & Sto Thomn, Surs. Ihoole, &lsy. EXXI, & l. ne ll.
Golsame, 111, ppe H76-580; cf« 8+ Thomss, D6 Fotentis,
Qs 1’ e 30

?(‘ (‘ WEoLIN AN 1N kb I.X., l@ct- 3, —HAfe 1‘811’ 18 123

%a;atmﬁua, In Feriherm., Lib. 1I, lect. 12, n. 5.
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Under the logioal possible ie included those
things which are possible because they sre in act, &lthough
they are not Aaoeaﬁaxy from an intrinsic cause., Both the
rational active aﬁd the materiel or passive potenaies can
be taken in two wayss before they are in act and as existing
in sct. ¥or example, while Boorates i sitting he has
the possibility of walking, even though he is not exercising
that posaidbility. %hen he is setually waik.ing, it can also
be said that it is possible for him te walke This latter
is possible becsuse it actually is. %hen thet which wae
-in potency to oppositss and, therefore, wéa ogpusad'te.tha
neceasary becomes mctualized, it é@yreachas the ne¢esgary.
" in thet the géaaihlo ie not in pure sct but}in act mixed
with potency. This possible becomes necepmery by what
Bts Albert calls "reduplication of the act,” €.ge, & man

necessarily walke while he is walking.t

1?2&'1&.9;1&" Ly ps 452 @,
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Pggeibile Logicum {sx potentia mequi~-
voce dliotas
(non-impossibile ex nonerepugnentis terminorum
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ﬁeoasaariam ‘ Pognibile Fhysicum (ex potentia

. " proprie dicta)

Iyraticunale HRationale

(in animatis et in- (ed opposits)
aninatis) T

ﬁntivum

ragsivum
{determinetum (ad opposita)

R.B. Ponsibile physioum potest dence
minari necessarium quia 8x hoc quoed est
actualiter ept impogsibile gquod non
ait; argo, necesse quod non sit.
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