CHAPIER VII

- THE CCMPOSED A¥D DIVIDED SENZES
~ OF THE MODAL EEUNCIATION

An additional prodblem to be discussed is that of
campasite snd divided modales Tha distinction is o legi-
timate onej it 1 made by St. Thomas end there is slso
”-foundation for it in Axistafle. Howsvar, the piéblam .
arises, rather, from & distinction of the modml enun-
cistion made by some authors into two syatema of modals
with different definitions and yroyextiag, In the pre-
cading chapters, no aunh distinction was made, ainae'the'
teaching folléwad was that of Aristotle, St, Albert, and
Cajetan in the Fagi) '

is to éxpose the errors resulting from & misundsratanding
of this distinction &8s well as to explain brierly its

| ea:zact understandings

Exzonsous Opiniens
In the Sumpulas found in the volume of' logic by
John of St. Thomas, the suthor says there are two ways in

: which the mode can erfact a proposition, thna aeeaunting

for the compcsed and the dividad nodal.
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The purpose of this chapter




ue
lodalis gomposits est, in qua medus se habet ut
pracdicatum et ipsum dictum ug subjectum, ut si .
- dioas: "Petrum dimputare est possibile." Kodalis .
divigs est, in qua modus adverbialiter sumptus ,
~ fertur in cepulam, ut "Petrus possibdiliter disputat .l
The composed modaly in whish the mode im predicated of the
dictum, corresponde to the model treated in the preceding
chapterss The divided medal, in which the mode.is an
adverb affecting ths gopula, has not been trested heretofors
4%, indeed, it differs from the composed modale - 3

These two forme of the modal enuncistion give rise

to two senpes.

Et isti sensus gonsistunt in hoe, quod in sensu
conpoaito significatur ipsa simultas et unio dupli-
cis formae in une subjectos. in senaw autem diviaso
signifieatur unic geu convenientis duplicis formae
in subjeoto non simul, sed auccessive Beu une
excludcﬁge alianm, hoa enim est divipive.®

Thus the cem;asbd gense 1mblioa the simultaneous presence
~of .two forme in one aubject) the divided ssnse, their suce
cessive praécnee‘r The composad gsense, the authoz 8ays,

1s signified by & Gomposite modal in which the mode is
pradicated of the whole diatum; for thim modal nsgnitioa
the simultaneous Qnien,ax subject and predicate. The

divided sense is signified by the divided model in which

IQE.MW Iy e 48 Do
2Ibid. ‘
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the mode only affects the copule and thus denctes that
the mode belongs to the subject. For exanple, gadenton
) signirtas in the composed. sdsse and

sgans that the unian of sitting and atanding ia possible.
L2081 ';!. hnwavar, aignitiau 1u th« di-
vided - ‘s8nge nﬁd ﬁa&n&“thnt the sittar haa tha pewax t&

stand, althaush he carnnot utaad at ths aamt timm hn 1a
sitting.d | :

- Ina aubﬁeq&aﬁtvsaragraph, the game aﬁﬁhét asgorts
that in divided modals the quantity ia &etarm&ﬁbd in

6 nnuaciationz

the same way as the guantity of a

81 dicasi: "Omnisg homc pesaébiliter aurrit. Ly
omnis. diat:xhnit-sxmpzieitar. . o

Such & property is not camyaﬁible with the quantity of

‘the model mlresdy discussed.® It must be conoluded, there-

fore, that the Aivided modal desoribved by the author of

the Summulae is not remlly a modal enunciamtion et all.
Exactly the opposite opinion is. espouned by the

8cotiat, Peter Tataretusi only the divided medals are

truly modalss Thse énuuuzatiua in whiok the mode is

predicate ¢f subject is pot  properly a&awdai,'éut.ip'-

1ibides DPe 48 bedd as -
21b1de, ps 49 s
3Supra, chaps vis
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really a da.inogse snunglation, 9.8ep poasibile got
Soxterm currexge In the divided modsl, the mode i m
determination of the Copuls, €.ge BOS. LESAIRALL
, Bt adverte, quoed in propositionibus modalibus

compositis illud verbum, ggt, sine dsterminatione.
- Gdeitur gopula; sed in divisis gemper sumitur cum

“'determinationes ut quando modus tenstur adverbialiters

tunc, @agt, dicitur easse copule totalis, et modus
determinatio, et non est pars copulme: ut Sortes
bossidbiliter currit, Sed guando modus tenstur noe
minaliter, tunc aggregutum ex iste verbo, -T2 1Y

est ilste infinitive, 8gge, explicite, vel impli-

cite dicitur esse copula totmlis.

His point is that in g

‘are two verbas; henéa;'ggj is net the whole verbs In

is truly affected by the mode, uhich is &n adverb.
| © The two foregoing opinions take the gomposed and

divided senses in & purely gremmatical way. As wes said

.abcfa,g the model enunciation is indiffexent to the gran-
matical form in which it 1is expressed; it is psséntia&j

only that the mode qualify the compoaition of the dictum.
Its definition is snunoiatic dicti medificative.d It oan

.0hapey iiy po 245
30&,1&1‘.8411\.15, in gﬂ;é 2}&;@., Isi‘b.ll, lacts 8, ns 4,

theye
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pOZS _ g«~thexe is mo difference in meaning.
Tha'preaedingA&nunnlaﬁiaus differ pesther in what they
signify nor in their alaaicai m@daaﬂfuaignifiaﬁtién.fbut-@
énly in theixr gxmmmx‘mda of: ;;»,éi,-gmf fotions In Bach,

the ssue of thn@aiﬁtum_ia'qnaaifze&;asaﬁantinganﬁ.ﬁﬂﬁha;«4wi

| diatznetian gf divided snd composed mudals, therefore, -

ié not on the part of the grammatical arrangemant cf
words. Furthermore, thexre is no difference botween & mo-
dification of the copuls and & modification of the whole
dictum, re: the copula is the very sign of the compusition
of the aiczumy.Ait is this composition, the gsge or gog

8589 signified by the verb of the dietum, which is quali- |

fied by the inods. ' '
it is true that sope examples of the divided sense
imply & succession of forms in & subject, but such suce

cegsion is not essential to the divided sense. The pro-

pa-aition.., eluntatesn

8ibiia, is trua in the divided sonase, not bscaunse of a
suscession of forms ai acts but becauas of a aimultaneity
on the part of the petency. More than one set cannot

determine the will at ons time, but, granted one act, the

will considered as separate from that determination (i.es,




. B #-3 1
considerdd in the divided sense) ‘is in potency to the
oppbﬁita agte 'Absolutéxy éﬁé&iang, the will can b8 re=
duced to the opposits aétj alkliough on the supposition
that it is alresdy determined to’one act, it cannct at the
pems time be détérnined ¥ the'bpponite sct. The dime’
tinotion between the couposed and divided senses, therefors,
15 not éssentially that of Bimultaneity of acts opposed
té succession of aeta, but aimhltaneity of sets opposed
to aimultaneity of fatéﬁgy41=”;: _ ‘ . '
| Both in the Sumpe® and in the Do Yeriiate® St. Tho-
mas angwers the following objections the distinotion of
aompaaed and divided saﬂéaa is. Valié enly in refersnce ff;
to forms’ which gan b8 in a aub&eet suaeeasively, Qellsy
as blackness and whitenessj but it is impossible that
semething be at one time known by God and, at anothsr,

unkneownj therefore, 0.8
cannot be distinguished sccording to the two senses, but
must be taken to rdan that t£§~thing'kuown'ie nOCSUBAYY «
His answer ie that the objection would he correct if
ptitum implied a dimpésitien 1ﬁnewingw1n'thsfaubaact.
ﬂowave&. ggésgg 1mpliéé rather an act of the knowar.

16!- Joan. a 8to Thamg,‘J. “ . g

ras Thegle, dlepe 25, &8s 6, nes 50,
ad» hﬁl@blﬁt; XXy pe 23D. o ‘ S

zla, Qe 14, 8+ 3 ad 3.
aQa 2y 8, 12 8d 4,
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Connaquently, the thing known oan have atiributes that
balbng to 1t as it is in iteelf, but whiech do not be.
long to it as it is in»ﬁhn,aiata at‘hagqghknawngsaust_

as rmaterial exismtence is attxibuted to a atone teken ;ﬁ,;ﬂh;'

'1taa1t}.but not insofar as it is intelligible. Hg qayagw
thhar:#er_a, that“ a thing is refﬂirad,@é divine .k‘#qwlﬁd,,g_e -
in its state of being present, but “being pressst" is not
 always an axtriﬁute of the t&inap

Quamvie polentia Dei invarisbllis sit, et sompey
sodem modo, tamen dispesitio seocundum qumm res refer-
tur ad Dei cognitiohem invaxiabilem, non semper soden
modo se habet ad ipsam; refertur enim res ad Dei
cogrniitionem secundum quod est in sua prassentimlitate:
praesentialitus sutem rel non semper 6i convenitj unde
xo8 poteat mecipi cum tali dispomitione, vel sins eaj
'8t slc per consequens petest accipi &llo modo quo ye-

- fextur ad Dei gognitionem, vel alio medo} et secundum
hoe preedieta distinctio procedit.d .

The diatinctién of the composed and dividad»sensaa. Beoorde
ingly, is founded, not on & succession of forms, but on dif-

ferent ways of considering the subject.

One and the same anunciation can be considered in

bvoth senses. ig true in the

diviﬂed sense and £alse in the composed mense. The difference
1i6s in how the subjeat is taken. In the composed senas,

1ne Vexitats, qé'ﬁg- as 12 ad 4.




-ppasibile. In the firat enwisintion, albnm is taken for =
what it formally 18} L.84, g having the form of whiteness.
8ince whitenasy %%hﬁ&%*%&éémahhiﬁakhbéag the mods of pos-
81b11ity cannot be predivatsed of ‘the aictum.  But in the "
second, slbum is taken for the asubjeet which receives ths

' “fdrm of whiténasa"fﬁinca such & subject can slmo receive

‘_"tha form of blackneas, the mode of poosibility can be
'predioated of the dictum taken in thias ﬂsnaail

‘Thess two ways of considering the subjeot ure aif.

ferences in ite suppositions Bupposition is the taking-of-
& term for'that of which it la verifisd. If & téﬁmlibrﬁaken
for what it uigﬁifias-primarily and ‘immediately, it is said
"te suppose® simply, e.g., "Man is & specias." 3ut tsrma
ere  not only taken for what they signify formelly and pri-
marily,'but'alaavf@r ihét in which the primary gignification
is found. "Man® signifies human nature primerily and im-
mediately, but mediately it signifies the individuals in

L4

1st, Albert, in clarifying the distinotion between the gome
posed and divided senses, points out that the domposed sense
signifies that the predieamte iy actuslly in the aubject, not
-that the predicate is in thet which can be in the subject.
His example is Ppsse non serilientem meriberes *Non agt
verum quod in sensu compogitionis non significet aliud quam
quod prasdicatum dictl possit inesse subjectos gignifioatux
enim quod prasdicatum dicti aetualiter insit subjecto, quod
6st geribvaptems et hoc est posmibile.® Liber I Ele

ghoxum, ed. Borgnet, LI, p. 548,

-

41 Bt et Ao b |- .
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‘whieh that nature is founds Thip second kind of supposition
~ is ealled personal supposition, sand is détinad as the
taking of a term for individuala ox for that which is sia-
nified nutarially and madiately, Ssgey "Every man is an
animal® is trus nf Andividuals or paraans.lguzr

in the eampasad asnae, gdbuy Le tekan aaaerding to
simple suppaaition. 1qa¢. acaoxd&ng to Lta pximary, rormal,
and immediate signﬂricatian. In thse divided Benue, glkgm
is taken aceoxding ta pareonal suppoaition. i.e.,~m&teo
rially and aacsréing to the suppusit in which it is found.

Likswiﬁe, in mne goitum s Deo 8ap8_oal _necegne
auppoaaa dimply, 1.84, gﬁ;gggggg, the composition of goitum
a Deg and gggg is nscaasazy; but if ggijga ﬂuppaasﬁ only

: matarially (personally), the eempositinn of id gupd

geitum end gsge is net nseesaary. St. Albert expliaitly
saye, in txenting one kind of modsl proposition,

Guia sumpta in sensu compositionis termini in ea
(affirgativa de nacaaaaxie) sumpti supponunt simpli-
citer.

| Simyie'suppoeitian always involves another property
of pxapoazt;ons, onlled appelletion. Appellation is the
applieation at aamathing rermally aignified to aomatning

liaan; & fto Tbama, Clux s P,

Zpriore, I, pe 572 8.

ddih ¢ 9 I' PPs 29 a’ 31 by 33 Re

S e T M e -
=

T T SO PRl S I [T SN




. | bl 10
¢lge formally algpifipd.'ﬁggagjdg.5@6t¢3‘13fa;grau£';ogi~
cden," "great® medifiss "Peter' as logiclan, but not absos
lutely as Peter. ‘The epplication of something formel to
something material weuld not be appelistion, but simple
epplication or predicstions John of 8%e Thomas says,
Unde qppa}i@fiﬂ‘inéacit &aﬂéﬁéffecﬁﬂmquuad texe
ainus sppellany hon absclute conveniat subjecte,”
sed ratione ejum, super quod appelliat, et gumsi
alligatus 1111 formalitati, sedia qua subjecto
applicaturj sicut in dicts propesitione ly msgnus 1
' nen absoliute gonvenit Petro, wed ratione Logicas.™
Thue plgrup can bve predicated of a subject, but not if
that subject is under the appsllation of plbums In the

other example, 8gee is necessarily predioated of the sube

jeot of the dlotum, if the sub&@atfigfan&ar the sppellatien A

of geitum s Degy but if the subjest %e taken materimlly
and not as formally signified by aeitum..thare is he:
aﬁpellation, %hslsappaéitiah ;gfﬁe:aonal}’§§& the gzays-
S BB offaré é.paxallei

sition ia falkayﬁv The Feribherpé

in treaﬁing the inference Cusgnr ost
ept homos Cajetan sayas,

10gg§. Pb;;" x’ pn 40 &,

%yox an explicit example of a paralogism dus to.variation
of appellation e8¢ Jomns & 8to Thoma, Cura. Theol.,
"De Ahgelis,” dispe 23, me 2, nn. 33, 34, whezs a fallaay
is mode by e failure to tale potentis according to its
proper formality of tending toward its object..
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. Aliud est logui de dugbus terminis secundum se,
et aliud de eis ut unum stst sub determinatione ale
texiuss + o .+ + Beoundec modo, homo et moytuus, non
cpponuntur, quis homo transmutatus iem per de-
tarminationem corruptivam impoxtatsam in ly mortuus,
non ‘atat pro suo significeto secundum se, sed se-
cundun exigentiam termigz additi, a guo guum signie
ficatusd distractum egt.,d” - - -~ - 7 . oomem

‘“*In*tﬁﬁ?iﬁiﬁd“paxt*&t‘thaﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁiféﬁiiﬁﬁdﬁaﬁ'id;*v

oyt

_quires whether this propésition is true: Home 2

L3

Deug+® Ore'wey of understanding the proposition is similar

in form to & modal propositiom: if the factum is taken as
@ mode which dstermines the compusition. It would then be
i4+° In this sense,

stated, Hopminex

bemo would have to have a’' gimple supﬁésitign, becauss it

is not true to say “This man became Ged,* since the person

of the Son of God was Cod from all aternity,

« + « o« homg non habeat personalem suppositionem,
- sed simplicem. Licet enim hic homo non sit faotus
Deus, quia hoc supposituz, persona Filii Deg, gb
-aeterno fult Deust: tamen homo, cosmuniter loquenda,
non semper fuit Deum.é .

Thus, if the subject is taken formally (simple supposition)

for human nature, the propesition is in m composed sense

Y1ib. II, léct. 7, ns 4.

RG. 16, 8e 7 cogpQ‘ |

vsgbgg., conment e ﬁajet&ni¢ ns Il.
43, Thomas, ibid.
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and 10 L¥ues- But Af. the aubéeat A6 baken mﬁtexially
(persannl anpgositimn) fox tne\aupyaniﬁg theAyxapmaition
is in & diviaaa aenaa and 15 falsa.l~ Agaia, in ths ainth

&rtiels or tha aama quaatinn a pxapaa af tha pxayositiﬁn»

v

';.' En. Thow

:-;};f dagignatea an etarnal auppesiﬁ. cajatan

93}7 1&2.113 ’

Fundaturx proaaaaus 1itterae auper Boa, qn@ﬂ, qnia
tonetur materiglitexr pro supposito, idac eportet
attributum supposito non rapugnore supyaaige. nag
suffzcit non reyu&n&re uaturaa gsu formae:

A fnxthem cbesrvation can now be mndes that
wheneéver 8 modul proposition is capahle of bheing understood
in both the composed snd divided senwes, the subject of
the dictum is gomething apart from the epsence of the ahpu
posite - A E&&@Oﬁit cannat be dencminated by two appeaed
. forma st tho 888 time, but since neithexr is asn essential
prsdieata. ths auppoait aan b8 considered either accoxrding
to its bwn nature orx aa'dﬂnémiha$ad_nueh or puche Bts Thoe

- mas explaing thig when treating the guestion of predestinations

3—cf. ibides d 4
2y, IV e




B ey,

S,

m&za«a 0% “albedo “gunt quasdan formae - extotonten
in subjecto, quod dicitur albwz et nigrumj et ideo
non potest aliquid ‘attribul subjedte nec gecundun
_potentiam ne¢ secundum actum,. qued rspugnet formae
praedictae, quamdiu in’ subjecta ‘manet§ sed preddes-
 tinatio non est forma eximtens in praedestinato,
s8d in preddestinante; gleut et geitun denominatuy
& scientia quag sat in scientej et _ideo quantumoumque
immobiliter mit sub ordine -seisAtime, tameén potest
- aliquid attridbui el considersndo susm najuram,

- etiemsi repugnet ordini presdestinationisj hoo enim
modo praédestinatio est mliquid praeter ipsum hominem
qui dieitur praedestinatus. sleut nigredo est aliguid
praeter ggsentiam corvi, quamvis non sit aliquid axtra
corvumj considerando autem.tantﬁmmad¢ égséntism corvi,
potest a1 mliquid attribui qued repugnet ni?redini
sjus} secundum quem modum dieit Foyrphyrius a

Fraedioans., caps ge sgcidentibug), quod potest in-
C telligi corvus albus. Et 1ta étiam in proposite
potest ipsi homini praedestinato atiridvul aliguid
sacundum se considerate, qued non attribuitur ei
gecundum quod intelligituz stara sab praedestinatianeol

The denominatian can ba frem aamathing extrinsza tc
aupposit, Sege, il or £gitum, or from & fnrm

inﬁarzng in the supposit, 2.ge, BA0ME . Gajaﬁan, 1n hia
peinte eut that oppesitea'

' commantazy on the
gan be taken in two wayai formally or meccording to what they
' aignify. and denominativaly or anb;eatively, Oeg ey "fathexr®™

and "son" ocan be taken fox patexnity and sonship ox tor

him who ia éanaminatad fathar or aan.

Dicendum: ergo est quad. linet ad omnia appoaita
seu distineta contradictieo soguatur inter se fore
maliter sumpts, non tamen ad omnie opposita gequitur
cant:adictio 1nter ipsa danuminati¥e sunptae

1pe VQ::;;. ate, gs 6y &« 3 ad 8.
21iv. II, lecte 7, ns ba
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¢ A Mnumimtm tam m,pun thxee: #ﬁiﬂdﬂ’mﬁ
dencminating rexm, tha thina denoninated; and-the, de~
nemmatim npne: naaln hxéramp&e.m man 8. '&h«n--ﬁf-g s

"whiteneaa* hﬁ nmt diffax in whatﬁthey tarmally nignity, ST |
butﬁiéxthair mede'o; nignificatien.l '"ﬂhite“ is a cenereta o

, term% and signzfiaa aemsthzng as & ggnﬁ “Wh;tanesa“ is

abetxaot and siguifies samsthing 84 a.ggg %hé:eenersté

term includes its subjeat, and, thersfcra, is aapable of

a twofold supﬁaaition. 1&3., aimple and paxsauai.

‘The model anunciatiana cited from St. Thaman.

Possiblle, with his sxpianations are sufriaiant pxaer

that one end the same anuncxatian cun be taken in both n

the eamposea and divided menses and that the dirfaranca
between the twa senges i8 founded on the auppaaitian of
“the subject of the dietumt Taken in either sensge, the
nature of the ‘medal enuneiatinn ramainl the sames the mode

always qualifies the g ,gg_,ar Bon esue of tha composition of
the dietum. In answex to an objeotion that the definition

of the'madalAenunaiﬁtian.impljad,ia.th.;;,m“_j3i¢q:gx

10&,’6'&&5&8. u. ar
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8 tEud “oAlyof:

ieGkEien 04 Hgdals nd
miGAE14 Would ‘be Lalaé; L ATbeYEiex

e o -Dicéndud §UbA hee ok Sequitdr in prasdicate tio
qued non ut esue, sed ut modum prasdicatur: quia

gea;ﬁqudﬂzﬁﬁ;ﬁbﬁﬁi&@&ﬁbﬂl&ﬁ%ﬁ!ffﬁﬁﬁﬁ””ﬂ&diﬁatﬁi*utﬁﬁ@ﬂ“‘f;fu

sui, sed aliorumi et idec ad alim potest referri,
vsl*aab?attrﬁiﬁﬁﬁ.ﬁvalaﬁub%#§&p¢§£ttﬁﬂe;Sﬁxaﬁtﬂﬁatnt
391}§bgt rum consideranti.d - _ o

\\\\\ -

RPN

1t must alao be insisted that the

.raﬁa;a_tpaﬂsamgvin_bqtﬁigyélﬁanéaa¢ :?hé‘mgde mnat_ée ne=

>

<

propertien of the modal

gated to t@ggwfhéfébgfgéaféibiy:éf'anihffixmativg rodal}
ﬁhﬁwgéuiﬁéiieﬁté érgﬂikkféfbrévﬁhe sameé; and théuenﬁn-
ciation is quantified gimpligiter by the mode which dis-
tributes the gggg of the dictum mccording to the parte of
. Anm cbgaétieﬁ, howev¥er, might be raised £rom the
fact that St. Thomas speaks of ihe componed aehﬁa de dieto
and the dividad_sqnea 88 18. | ’ |
Omne scitwn & Dec necessarium est esse; consuevit

distingui. Quia potest esse de re, vel de dicto.

Si intelligatur ds re, eat divisa ot falsa; et est

gensusi: Umnis res quam Deus seit, est necessaria.

Vel potest intelligi de dieto, et sic est composita

et verajy st est sénausi Koo dietum, seitus a Deo -
sgsae, ast peceasariuvnm. ' ; ,

1Pariherme, I, ps 4424

913‘ B . X fe ' ey - .
gs 14, 8¢ 13 Bd 3} of, L. 8ent., dist. LXAVIYII, q« 1,
. a.’s ad 5; sd. Eandennet (%hxis; 1929), I, p» 914,

S U




hhe; Faph thatw
onnnniation A '

.';'g:,ﬁly awxmwea £0;
ﬁ‘év Thom; t.m mzha; distinguinhed ao

‘dattey work s 9: no yalue,. baaauaa iy ia aAmezely groms o ok
matigal one: 90epsa8 is & model 49 o '?
dioto; 3889 Sat, is & modul ¢e xa. L
The two propositions are identical. Although this exe

planation of the modals gg"zg and gg,g;ssg ig inacourate, ;

the text: f:am.the ﬁgmgn in not artected. becauae thnra ' ﬂ

Bperaten necagsa ent

ihe two aenses zeaﬁly ditfer frem eaah athar.= i |
The solution must be eaught in the alemehta-ﬁhieh

are campoﬁedlia the dictum. In the cempaﬁsd aanae, tha A

subject and predicate of the dictum are taken as ona; two

forms are united and are gualified by the moda pradicated
“of the dictum. The enuncimtion is, theref&re, said to be B

de dicte. But in the divided aenae, the torm of the gube i
Jeet im left aside and only the thing or auyposit. which g
is denominated by the form of the subject, is wnited to the B
predicste. The form of ths prsdzeaﬁe is thus Jﬁined direatly




to:the sub:;aat mkm A qxiuun. ﬁm noge qualifying. .
this composition Aa z:;imt:w paid %o ve vt DEoRAUSS

. gRelify. the Hompesition. of. the. dLetwn e
cwaim entha pxee!mawg;;g,,*;.,;:_L;,zﬁod #o the pubject standing
under'1tu,4gpnﬂllﬁjiﬂﬂrmbuﬁ At qualifies. the compopition
8gooXding. as $hs Predicate. s united %o $he gen which: is
the &Bbd§¢3"%ﬁgﬂﬂ:m&tﬂﬁi&%lya-“f&§$~5ﬁl ?hnmaueﬂxﬁiﬂins
the memaing of, the - modal 4e.xe with u 49 inegas
sietion makes no differenge, asincs every moaal |nun-
clation can h& reduced te w 48 Jdpssns engngiatisngl

amm- .

&8, -the. composed and divided

eenses of modal propositiones are important for thdvgenéra~

tion of valid syllogismss St. Albert, following Axistotle,?

gays that ”t# bo contingent” can be take§~in.two waysl
Aut anim discitur gcontingeys id quod setusliter

./ inest subjecto: aut dicitur hoec contingere ecui
 subjectum contingit inagae.®

The predicate A gan belans centinsantly to the aubaect B

in either of two BONEA . Either it is. gontingent thet

A.belong to that which is B aecﬁrﬂing ag B is &ctually

inhering in that whioh is Bj or it is cmmngant that A

l1cf. 8t. Thomas, Contra Genti) g, Libae I, aup; 6? ;nmxzng
and comment. F&rxaxisnsis. ne XXX,

2 prig s Bke I, ahap. xii.t, 32 b 24~28,

S Priora, I, p. 540 b,

P Te e ety

.t .




““”& A W@ wﬁim‘%*fw | M ik o L§» “Biik “only gous

When bath pﬂm&wa 1n a wﬂlegiam g 3] amtinaam,
86, digv; B

 théy are taked aéeatdins 6 Sontindaie ifies
ia said centingently of “that of ‘whioh G i¢ said eéntine
gamtly. and A.ia gaid contingantly of thet of whieh B is

gaid aontingéntlywaar“ﬁtatad“atherwiaétf

It is contingent that that which eentingantly is B bs A,
it ia eontingent that thax which eantingantly is C ve B.

Tha gense is that of & divided nodal whare the mnde affects
the campoaitian of tha eubjact matarially taken and the
predicatao -

But when a syllagiam is censtruatad tzam 9ne con-
‘tingent pramiae and one (¢ inegse rreémise, the eantingant‘
ié taken in the aens§ that A is said contingently of that
of which B &g asctually predicated. This iz gecundum fnessne

and in the composed sense, i.8., the predicate of the dige
tum is contingently united to the subject formally taken.*
In another passage whore there is question of &

syllogiem in which the minor is eontingent and the najor

néecensary or de_ page, B%. Albayt again séya that; unlisss

1cre ibide, ppe D40 be541 a.
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the contingant: i3 talen in: the composed -Senan) s neckss+

‘gondlusion cannot folleow, :The ramson

ﬁaryﬁorn;aiﬂgfzxg
i thet a. universal:nscessery affimmative sffizms-a pre-
dicate only-ef that mxmae astually: contained under
‘tha w&diumrwhiah.1§;th&aﬁubaéetvbfathcﬂmadariprﬁminnif
The predicate ds-net affirmed of what is contingently
contained in thnswnbjaot; Ompnia kb ‘ o] A
gg;mgl does not mean "whatever cen be man is an animal,®

but it meens "whatever ig man is an animal.® If the

minor is gontingent in the divided sense, there is no
aétual affirmation of whatqvar is contingently contained-7
in the medium. | |

B¢ ideo noa sequitur conclusic de necesssrio

affirmativa nequs de inesse, nisi sumatur illa de
eontingenti in sensu compositicniss quia in utraque
actualiter affirmatur praedicatum de subjecto.

‘Bince it is not gexmaﬁe to this éépgx on the
modal enunciation to treat the gsneration of syllogisma,
the proéeding peaseges hava_bean:citad only to subatantiata
from the Erior Analvties what was said above sbout the

| composed ard divided sengss. The passagss also serve to
indic&te;‘cantrary to the ﬁpiniona}or Scutua‘and Ockhem
ag wall as some modern historians, that there sre not two

cemplata eystameg of wmyllogiams gensrated from composod

11bide, ppe 571 ©-572 a.
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and div&ée&.m&dals«

11 gone combinationa, the

ﬂétﬁ&ws

modeals muet be takenzin-the 0amp¢aad anaa; zn atherav

Thc eempased and . dividad aenaes are not ltmited
to model ;;royaaniona.’ A dstailﬁd ‘trestment of etmr
fallaeies of compnaition and diviaian con be found in
5t. ﬁlbart on the uaphiaties.

The distination of the compoae& and divided senaes
ia of great 1mportanco in thsalogy, aa tho furagoiag |

'quatatiena from the ggggg_and the ;mLxgxzxgjg shcw. It |
is used in the solutiena to yreblama such a8 the divina
knowledge of rutura centingenﬁa. tha neeeaaity 1mpqsed
on4oontingant ﬁaings by'tha divins ﬁill. the cartiﬁude
of prsdestination, the oparation of efficacious aracs,

and the frecdom of nag&tivsly indalibarata acts .

1E1¢gg§o;gg, 11, pp. 545 a~B51 ne

;
i
H
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sets himnalf tha tauk of: givins Ba. R0

. + e aun ﬁperqu rapide aux 1’histoire de:la
logique formelle des prapaaitinns m@dales dopuia '
Aristots awqu'& Qokhamy: - x

Hoat of tha-axt&clacgprezyﬂna:xaxen whmx. aeeordinsqia
Father Bochsneki,nAtzsﬁaﬁlef'Theaphxat&us, the Btolies, .
the Arabs, €te., thought on thé subject. There would
be no peint in taking up the artliole muthor by authore.

But it is principally in his treatment of Aristotls,

that the auther gives evidence of having grasped neither
the doctrine on the nature and ﬁ:ﬂﬁ&tﬁ&aa.gtﬂ;hq,meQ;

‘proposition nox what the taxt'ot Aniatotxa sotually .

says. The dootrine hme been treated in the body of this .
thesis. It remains, however, to show frgﬁ the words of
Aristotle himself that Pather Bochenski ia not giving &
true history of what Aristotle said. "
Firat of allgvfahher Eoehﬁnaki “ta avoid ﬁiéuﬁdat-
atandinga” arbitxarily assigna enly ane sense to the. woxd

"continsent.




o Pour dvited 1¥4 kdiénténdua, noiis enploiersis
toufours ‘1e ‘met phaitbhlie aun-gens 40 non<impe b
en régarvant 18 ‘mot guntingen pour ia pomaibilite
bilatérale, ‘non ‘nécessaire et non-impossibles

M S tiaky ke

Having 1mkésad:hiéjygiqué éqgaq.on the word, he then shows
how confused Aristotle wés beeause he uses the contingent
. Hordy tkore will be cited, fivet, the

EEE PP S I

in other maaﬁi@éé.
text ef.'Eaﬁheifﬁnﬂh&ﬁskf’h;artiele, and, secondly, the

references to Ariatatla whioh Father Bochenski himgelf
makes in his féotnatqa- it will be usefullta add & word
here and there éxéléiping,in what sense ”ecniingenx“ isA
being used. The comusntary of Gt. Albert on the Eriorn
is more or less 1ndispéné&hlﬂ to an undezaﬁanding'ﬁf
Aristetle; there iﬁ.aﬁfrﬂaaon to ve ashamed quhave 16~
course to it. Thé'ﬁﬁﬁtafion fzam.#fistctls are all fxam.

the Latin text of the Frigre givon im the Qpexs Omnia
Aristotelis which containg s;sclthé paraphrase by Sylvester
Eaurus & ' |

e *¢7 44 8¢ COs 18«13 ot Applyviic: ; ’
Acc. 3, 8-22) dos propositions moGaiesn 4'Arigtots
gont peut-8tre l'osuvre la plus géniale, mais en md-
me temps la plus difficilement intelligible que nous
sonnaiseions danw A'histoire de la logique. .-On sait
qu'dristote complétait ges notes pou & peu, sans les
avoir Jemnis rédigees-définitivement. %ous ses dorits
et particulidrement ceux de 1'Crganon sont un suas
mal ordonné de notdcew prises, coxrrigées et augmen-
téenm & l'oocasion,  psut-8tre durant de trds longues

1Ed. Bhrle (Paris, 1885), Vol. I, ps 98 f£f.

Le traité, ou plutdt les traités (car il y en s deuxs

B OIS T e o
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ennden,: 31 faliut, attandre. 1o §IVe sidcle;pouris,
_ gptga lair av roint de. yus systématiques R&ﬂn${
~1'appeat génétique du systbme, malgré les. efforts
de K, Paul Gohlk

A@ &y Paul. G oue soumes engore. bien lein de
2tavoir. sadsi B ;

- Voled d'abord les thdses: qui -.-mxafszga.. nt

Le fexpr. comprand un tableau d'équiv

entrxe des propositions modales.en.2v .
Tova dddextor o 8k dvaynator n--11° 00 20BOLL; que
les deux premiers sont fquivelents et ont exacte
ment 16 sens de notre P, Par contre dans les
Analylicuss, led. variv ntapparalt presque Jamsis,

et 1% 75 w68t ddfing, quciqua d'uns manidre
apass confuse, au sens du Ce* .~ - .

A&ia&mtls, Frioxs, A 13, 32 8 18 £ Contingens
id appello, quod cum git necegsariun, si ponatur
¢s38e, nihil inde sequitur impossibila., ~ . .

This iy the gentinsens nox

Or, cecd implique des .conségusnces.extrdmenont.
%3&?98;Qﬁxﬁgxﬁsn#ﬁayﬁgﬁ’ahqxq;g.;g L.gue Be:u
guivaut &5’ub ?F;.}vﬁxﬁ"iﬁfﬁ?i;ﬂixﬂxﬁifihilﬁgﬁt
contingent qu'il pleuve, il eat contingent qu'il.

ne pleuvae pag. o : R R

Aristetle, iblde; 32 a 30-33% Converti inquam,
non affirmetivas in negativas, sed quaecumqus af-
firmativam figuram habent secundum oppositionem,
ut haee, contingit inesss, mutatur in hanc cone
tingit non ineEsad. « « «

péﬁiﬁﬁ*
Bslonces

dexsmevor, duma -

A

is the conversgion té gppaaita_qualiti@s of the son~

- On peut demontrer rigoureusement cette dquiva~
lence on partant des theéses de la logique proposi-
tionnelle et de la Géfinition de C. En outre, '
Ariatote affiyme qu'une proposition affirmstive
univergelle ¢ équivaut & une propesition négative

¢ aux arguments isomorphes, et de méme pour les
-propesitions particulidrss, N _

1P means possible, "C* memns contingent.




N

Ly,

gontingit omniy.in-hane oontingit. nulli yel:noxn: -
omni contingitvi:Bodem mode et in aliie FAL- faon=
vorsios Cum enim ¢ontingens non 8it negegaarium,
ac non necosasrium poasit non inesse,; perspiuum
esty Bi coentingitis> Ahw.b inssse; .contingere
etiam non indsse, et ui omni contingit inensse,
etian omnd oontingere non -insseei . Similis aaz
ratio affirmationum in parte,. qucniam sadam ARt
demonstyatiosc Ejusmods vere: 9rapesiﬁienaa sﬁn&
attributataa, nan ﬁvaﬁifaa. et

R ERIRR

Agiin, heAapaaking af tha aQHVarsian af;thﬁcouweraicn ef
the\nonzgxsien te upposi%s qualitien ot the '+

.&.\

De 1& une autre conséquonce psradoxelsd les pro-
positions universelle n@gati?aa 0 ne yeuvant ﬁtra
validensnt cenxertiaa: S .

Ax:atatis, Abhides 3y 26 b 14 ft.; Guae v8r0. 80
qucd plerumque oveniunt et its naturs sunt come
perata, contingere dicuntur {quomcdo definimus - :
contingena) nmen similiter se habebunt 4in ptivativia
conversionibus, sed pxopositia universslis privativa
non cenvertitur.

Bte Albart'l In the praceding text, Aristoth denies
conversion in terms to the universal negative in the
natural contingsnt, Iu thﬁ-par&grapﬁ vefore. this one,
he has just sald that the nesative proyositiona 1n the
naeeasaxy ccntingent and the cammnnAcentingant ars eon-

 yerted in the saze way as ths da inesse pxaﬁaeitiona.

1 » Iy pe 482 ae

Azistatlo.uzngn«, az % B4 L ek miw aonn 0t &npc.




ﬁﬂ wu:wa oht"“ Léquivalentés aux:
5 gxu}.ioa %m._ muvn _theuaan'

: 5&5ﬂ0¢ 17, B b 34 3 -
ostendandum’ cat sont ingehs privativun non dons
vextis. Ut gl ar aontfu@it“&uﬁi& -fon eat:

necasse. etiam.v> boobnt thgers nulli-as: m
ponaturj et vontingat b bionulllsa dnesses Cum o
igitur contingentes affirmationes mutentur in
negationas, tam contrariae guam oppositae, ot
-wgontingat o b aulll & insgudy - perspicuum est;
contingere atiam ut - b omni a insit. Koo
auten falsum 8gt.’ ¥on enim si heo illi omni
contingit, necesss esi etiam fllud huic contine
geres ‘Quare contingens privativum non convertitur.

The negative contingent is neot converted in terms, but it
is converted to oppoaita qualitias; Axiatetlo is haxa
speaking of pzemiaea whinh ama eantingent_g@Lﬁwggm;;bgs k!
The nniveresz nﬂgaeiva 1n the eauwna Bantingent 19 eanver-
tible in terms. _
~ par contre, les propositions négatives perticulid-
res ¢ (éguivalentas sux perticulibres axfi:mativea ¢)
sont convertibles simpligitex.

Aristotle, ibide, 3, 26 b 17 £1.3 Quae va:e est in
parte, convertiture ' .

The conversion hara 1s in texms. The'uniieraal negative

stlm cannot ba oconverted in texms.:

in tho

camﬁa on vait. A0S aammas laxn de la benne 1931»
que "aristotélico~thomiste" enaei née dans la plupart
de noe manuels "traditionnels. De mﬁma la vrale lo=

-

ig, &1beztua. Abides po 5?815.'“

e b iy AT R




T slaue aiistotéllogenne ne gonnalt sucun mods dégl-

time & deux préciidass O en deuxidme figureswgar..
dans ogbtd.figure il nous faut avoir une primisse
nsgative, ot toutes les prémissen négatives C. ..
equivelent b des prémisses affirmatives C.

o Aristovle, Abide, 17, 36 b 26 ff1.In eecunda . . .
figurs, cum ambee® propopitiones eontingentes accie
~+ow pluntur, nullue.erit syllogismua, sive atiributivaes :
sive privativae ponantur, sive universalss aive in
i paEtes. EReL -
Ag indicated above, Aristotle is hera. mpeaking of the gog-

. & x

D'autre part nous avons foi un grend nombre de mo-
des avec deux prémisses négatives et pour la mBme
raison. ' : . .

Il faut noter, cepsndent, que ¢e tablesu est bien
loin 4'8tre aussi olair dang le texte de 1'Qrgmnon.
Aristote (ou quslque copiste) brouille tout par des |
notes marginales gsur les deux gens du Cs .4'une part
il .y aurait un € Zm no)/ (con ipgene natum, diront
les soolastiques), d'autre pert 18 Cas,irr.r {ad
utrumlibet); | . . o

Axistotle, ihids, 13, 32 b 4 £f.: His definitis
rursus digamus, contingers dici duobus modis, upg,
quod plexumgue fit ac defiocit & necesssrio, ut ho-
minem caneseeére vel mugeri vel tabescere, et omnine
quod nature - esase solet (hoc enim non habet cone
tinuem necessitatem, quis non semper homo e6st; sed
sl home sit, aut neceagario aut plerumque eatx. _
Alip modo, quod est Aindafinitum, guodqus et its et
pegus 68858 poteat, ut enimal ambulere, sut eo am-
bulante fieri terrae motum, et omnine quod fit. a.
fortunsae Eorum enim nihil magis ite natura compa-
ratum est quam centrario modo.

~ These are the gpptinkons

which are species of the gontimsens ron-pecespsriup

ig. Alvertus, Lbide, I, ps 577 b.




o bE ey s .

s s 1‘&?

Axistqtlu. abigvs. B 837883 Qued abtines .
ad pontingentia, qazﬁiamggag ngege dicitur mu1~

tifayiem {contingers. eniw dicimus ot qued est. -

necsssarium, et guod non eat‘maaassarinm, at quad

~est paasibil@“

3eul ey ae:niez posaéde da’ fait 1aa pxoprietés
dont il vient d'8tre question. Or, notre texte dée-
‘clare expresaément qué 1e € /v rov @8t "non scisn~
tifique® et qu'on ne saurait l'utiliser dans une vé=-
ritable démonstration;

Aristotle, ibide, 13, 32 b 18 £f+3 Sclentias vexo
et syllogismus demonstrativus non est eorum, guae
sunt indefinits, quia mediuw est inordinstum, sed
sorum quae natura comparatum est ut sint.

il attribue, par ecnt:e, teuﬁes ces proprietes &
l'autre C, le pafum. . .

-~ Ariatotle; ;Qgﬂ.,.s. 26 b 14 ff.t Quae vero 80
quod plerumgue eveniunt et ita natura sunt come
paxata, contingsre dicuntur (quomode definimus
contingens), non similiter se habebunt in priveti-
vis gonversionibue, sed prepositic univexsalia pri-
vative non convertitur.

Thia ims the &-z-ﬁ,;}m:_&;uMﬁ diatihguished against'tha.

Thip property aslao belongs to the
T8 ; - The only propexty af which there

is questioen hare is t&g gsonversion of universal negatives.

15, Albertus, ibides I, pe 482 &e
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En deuxidme 1ieu, limédimtement aprds la défi-
nition du 4vdexcnes | au sens de C, on nous
itexplique en lui attribuent les propriétés du P,

Aristotle, ibid., 13, 32 a 21-25% Booc sutem egse
contingens guod diximus, perspiouum eat ex nega-
tlenibus et affirmhtionibue oppositiss Haee enim,
acn contingit inempse, et impoasibile egt ineasse,
et neoesse est non inease, aut ssdem punt aut sese
mutuo consequuniur. Quare gtiam his opposita, id
est, contingit inesse, et non impossibile est ineasse,
6t nen ineess, sut erunt oadem aut sess mutuo con=
sequentur. Nor de omni re vel affiymatic vel nega-
tioc vera est. Ergo contingens est non necemgarium,

et non nécessariun contingens.

The common contingent is convertible with tha'gcsaible
and folléwa o8 the n8CesRALY » Thé échan contingent is
~not nscessary noet to be, &ﬁd therefors is common to the

neeeaaaxyjéaétthé”nan*naasgsgxygﬂ_ o

Enfin un autre texte distingue deux sena du
STapxew 3 ily aurait un ImrAls Snapysiv gt
un Swépxev xata xpévev g peul 18 deuxidme pours
xaét étre employé dans 1es prémisses de certeins
modes. : : ' '

~ Aristotle, jbid., 15, 34 b 7 £f.: Umni autem
inesse accipiendum @st non tempore definitum, ut
nunc aut hoc tempore, sed simpliciter, guoniam ex
hujuscemodi propositionidbus syllogismos conficimua.

Caeteroqul propositiones secundum tempus praesens
accepta non arit syllogismua. o

Ag the text gays--ingggg--Aristotle is speaking of de

ineage propositions,. which pan be used in syllogiems

consinting af‘ane‘abptihgﬁgi‘gxépositian end one de_inegas
e prapoﬁitianp ¥hat ia the io#aianee of thh&i"ﬁgchﬁsakt'a

sentance?
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| The next three puragraphe will be omitted here.
In them, Father Boekenski makes the distinction between

the two senses in whigh contingent premises can be takeni

sfee

N ege

nge indum inesss

tingere inegge. He then continue
On surait ¢opéndant tert de voir dans cette dige
tinction 1'idée maitresse du systdme historique
d'Aristotes I1 8t vrai que seul le aepgus_divigus
peut Jjustifier 1l'équivalence des bropogitions unie-

- verselles affirmatives et négatives, particulidres
affirmatives et négatives C. Llle servirait trds bien
eusai pour - expliquer la structure de la syllogisti~
que aristotélicisenne. iais si Aristote avait vrai-
ment édifié son systdme sur cstte idée, il n'aurait
pag manque d¢ l'indiquer dens les texies ol il chere
che & Justifier ses thomes paradoxaless Or il n'en
égt rienj et meme quand il s'agit de Justifier 1'é.
quivalence que nous venons de mentionner, il est dit
expresaérant que le mudug doit &tre considéré comme
predicat de la.proposition entibre, o '

, F¥ootnote n.'2§~-ég4~2§;g;g A 13, 32 b 23 b mep
eheyby Mpitees TENVGiG & A 3y 25 b 21 ss. Le

fr1iv de 25 b 21 n'est naturellement pas congh
comme copule, mais comme prédicet; cf. Meteph.

7s 1017 & ¥ s« Cependant Aristote confond constame
ment le modug comme gualification de la copule et
comme gualification de la proposition entidre .
(efe pe ex. An, Frioxrn A 8, 20 b 20~ 4 3, 25 b 21 @8.)

Aristotle, ibide, 13, 32 b 24 Nam contingit simi-
liter ponitur in oxaticne ut vexbum 8st, sicut prius
diotum fuit-_ - ' :

Sy 25 b 21 f7.¢ Nam goptingit similiter ponitur
in oxatione ut verbum ggts verbum autem sat, quibuacumn«
que attridutis .adjicirtur, gemper et omnino affirmaticnem
faeit, uti eat non bonum, vels est non album, vel ut
simpliciter et uno varbo dicams est non hoce Sed ex
séquentibus stiam hoo confirmabitur. Quod vero ate :
‘tinet ad conversiones, hae similiter sge habsbunt ut sliae

8i
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Aristotle is merely pointing out that goptiogit is af- . , 1
firmative, Jugi 8.8 ggi‘ia affirmptive. In &8 modal enune
ciation the mode is always & prodicate. It modifies the
composition of the dictum which is signified by the verb
(copula) of the dictum. Vhether the gat of the dietum

 ve considersd ss a copula with &

solely as a'aopuln is of no congequence harej both are

8B, 2§ b 2B Qula vero diversa hasc sunt, inosgme _
81 necessaric inssse et contingsre inesse {multa enim
ingunt quidem, non tamen necessarioj alia veroe nec
necessario nec omnine insunt, sed possunt inesse),
manifestum egt etiamm, horum cojusque syllogismum die-
versum fore ac terminis constare haud simili modo se
habentibue, aed aslium ex necessariis, aliuwm ex his
quas insunt, aliuws ex contingentibus. .

Yetaphsy V, lects §, 1017 & 7 ff.: Ena dicitur ~
hoc quidem secundum accidens, illud verc secundum §€.

-Secundum accldens guidem, ut justwm rusicum esse
dicimus, et hosipnem musicum, 8t musicum hominem.
dimiliter autem dicentes ut musicum aedificere, quia
accidit aedificatori musioum esse, aut musico aedie-
Ticatoress KHoo enim esme hoo significat accidere
hoc huic. &ic autem et 4in dictis, quando hominem
musicuwm dieimus, ot musicum hominem, aut album mue
sicum, . sut Lune album. Hoe quidem, guis ambo
eldem accldunti illud vero, gquia enti accidit hoot
&sliud sutsm musicum hominem, guia huic musicum
ageidit. 8i¢ autom dicitur et album ssse, quia oui |
accidit 1lle est. Quas quidem igitur sescundum meciw
dens egae diocuntur, sic dicuntur sut 6o qued eidem
énti ambo insunt, aut quis enti 1llué inest, aut .
quis ipsun 8st cui inest, de quo ipsum praedicatur. ;
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What is the relevanos of thege taxts to which Father

Bochenaki refera?

En outre, én nous plagant sur le terrain des pro-
positions divisnd, nous ne saurions expliquexr come
ment uns proposition M, dont meul le conséquent est
qualifié, paut 8tre légitimement convertie; et ce-

~ pendant cetts conversion est partout présupposde
. oomme goxreegte par notra suteur.

Footnots n« 30«-P. ax4t Ane FPriprs A B, 30 a 24
A 10, 30 b 11 La théorie eat prépoade explicite-
ment A 3 28 &, 27-36, ok il rTut noter qu'Aristote

- ne congolit aucuns différence entrs les daux structures.

Aristetle, Prioxs, 8, 3§ 2 83 ¥am privativum pro-
nuntiatum eoden modo convertitur; et in toto esse
cmnique atdridbuil, siwiliter trademus.

"10, 30 b 11: Juonlam igitur gropositioc privens
convextitur, 7> b nulli & contingit. ‘

25 & 27-361 Kodoem autem modo res se habebit etlam
in nacegsarils propositionibus. Universalis enim
privativa univérsaliter convertitur. Affirmativarum
~autem utraque convartitur in parte. HFem si necesgsge
est  a ineepsqd sulli b, necesse eat etiam T4 L
iresse nulli &, quia, si alicul accidit, etiam rd> a
ageidet alicul be Quod 81 necessaric v a inait
omni sut alicul b, necesse est etiam r b insgse
alicui a, qula, nisi necesse ait inesse, nsque

- 7> & ne&gegaarioc ingrit alicui. Quod vero eat in
coparte privativum, ob sam ipsam, quam prius diximus
caugam, non convertitur. , ' '

Nous allons voix du reste que Théophrastse ne
gavait rien du gengus divisuad, c2 qui serait asuy=-
prepant si Aristote avalt enseignd notre distinc~
tien.

En résumé, nous pouvons dire que la sylloiistique
modale d'Aristote pourrait &tre construite bage
de deux postulatas 19, 1'Svd wro. @ partout

le gens du 0; 8%, toutes leos prémisses mont Jivigag.
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v premier postulat déaoule la non-couvartibilité
déa propositions universelles négativeas C ot 1'¢-
quivalence entre elles et dew propositions seme
blables sffirmativeg--et, partant, 1'invelidité
de beaugoup de modés de ls 20 figure avec la va~
1114146 'de numbreux medes & prémisees négetives.
Du deuxidme posiulat, découls la possibilitc de
construire.des syllogisues corrects, lans lesquels
. la conclusion gemble plus forte que da plua feible
des prémimses. Faturellement, 16 systdme devrait
otre corrigé. sur plus 'd’un peint, MNals sristote.ns
s'est probablement pas rendu compte du deuxidme pog=
tulat. Clest & cnuwe de cdla que Bon syetdme cone
tient tant d'incoupméquences et d'erreurs.

-The first "pestulate” qgs,aﬁqwn-to;hawe no vesis in the
first part of this Appendix. The second is equally without
Toundation inm the text of the Briorse In 13, 32 b 25-ff.,

he says,

__Quia vero haec losutio, ‘eontingit nae*hﬁgaﬁiagxﬁa.
bifariam accipl potest--gut namgue significat gul hog
38ty BUE oud hog copkingit inense. o B

fn the roilqwing iines, Aristotle explicitly states
that somé premises (when beth are contingent) sré to ba
tﬁmnﬁﬁﬁﬂ&(¢574~LL mam 19450
be taken.gg;;gggwéggggi?'wpioh,;u SOomueYALag) how can it

be said that ell premises are divisae? The concluding sen-

tences marit na_sex:uugwggmﬁﬁnto__

and others are to

F N R DU S
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