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the intellect to things that are lmown. inasmich as ‘they
are knowm, as the relation of genus and of species : fcr
these relations the reason finds by considering the ‘order
of that vhich is in the intellect to the things whigh are
outside it, or even thé order of the things lmown z=onzst
themselves. i

Secondly, according as such relations are conseguent,
upon the mods of !mowing, that is, according as the intal- ]
lect understands somsthing in an order io sorething else:

‘though the intellect does not actually discover thazt
order, but rather it ﬁ.nwm ou.nmdu follows of nacessiiy
our mode of understanding. And this kind of relzaticns
the intellect dces not attribute to that which is n the
intellect itself, but to that which is in reality (1;.

S fiw

It is to be remarked that the r2lations of rezson descrited
|

in the first paragraph also are consequent to the mode 'of mewing,
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sese, it is

|
for they are a result of abstraction. However, in this =z N

5 s Ry . = ! -
not a guestion of considerinz an absolute odject as theoush it were

relative but of finding certain relations tetween cbiscts which in

their stztus of being in the mind are truly related %o !one znother.
° 1
The relativity, therefore, doss not consist uniquely in cur —znner

of considering the thing, zlithough it is = result of cur particular

mode of lmowing inasmuch as asbstraction cakes relztive =

concests

d

"... Sicut realis relatio consistit in ordine T2
rem, 1ta relatic rationic consistit in ordine -
lectuum; qued quidem dupliciter -rovest contins

[y

e
T2

Uno modo secundun qued iste ords esi adinventis zar
intellectum, et attributus ei gued relative disit:

SITUT:

et hujusmodi sunu relationes quae abttribuuntuzr zb in-
tellectu rebus intellectis, prout sunt intelldezze.
sicut relabtio generis et speciei: has enim reiztiones
ratio adinvenit considerando ordinem eius o.com sst
in intellectu ad res quae sunt extra, vel etian ordi-
nen intellsctuum ad invicem. 4lio rodo secundea aquod
huiusmodi relationes consequuntur modum Vqﬁwﬁu..wwv&,
videlicet gquod intellectus intelligit aliquid in =r-
dine ad aliud; licet illum ordinem gﬁmﬁmow:u, ncn
adinveniat, sed magis ex quadar necessitate coneegua—
tur modum intelligendi. 2t huiuszodi relationss in-
tellectus non atiribuit ei quod est in intellectu,
mmw el quod est in re" (Q. D. de Fotentia. q. 1, a. -

m
|

. .
ves 9 not relative. Because of this
Vi themsel ar
of things mich in

only the H.m_m.nunvﬁm A_OJOH....UQQ in the second paragra h are OT—DHm,Onmn.uNmnw
o & bt - parag P

v S poil O wode of mowing while he o--
. u
a5 those shich are OOSGND:msﬁ upoI ouxr d tmon while t

as those which the intellect discovers among

thers zre distinguished

its concepts.

Vi ) it intel-
Obviously, it is the relaticns of reason wnich the
i s

H.mﬂﬂ finds N:O-qu—.s its Ooﬂwnmﬂwm that Oo:mﬂlﬂc&m the sub, ect of consi-
J

deration in logic. These are the uk—ﬂﬂﬁrtu.onrm of +hich St. Thomas
[:4 K

; . .:
s from “tendere 1in

' 3 initate (1). The term come

speaks in the De Trini

L ——

ina n a3 they are oojects
and designates these relations of reason inasmuch as they

i v 9. hd he ]
towards which the u.:.ﬂwu.u:mﬂ—u tends in its act of wn:aﬁu.anﬁm tut gince

he presence in the mind
as properties of concepts, they presuppose the prese

T cb 'wﬂﬁ.b. ¥nown d since these latter can also be called inten-
y an 3.1 h al
[»2 ;s

tions inasml ch as 3 0. nrevio tell . d
i a
gmt are the terms rious inve ecticn. be

o by the name

cause ol UHAS the 1o cal relations oL reason ox ten g
3 L g

of second intentions 2).

1) - Supra, P.3. i animam, in
MNN jv.uu..?w enin intellects mama._ﬂumwmm mmmw.wﬂéﬁ. ’secun-
2) - ; g inteilis .

primo intellectus in tenticnes consequen-
sacundo intellec-

10 .
erwnwma intellecta &.,n::w.ﬁ wu,.nu
tes modum intelligendi : hoc en B e re ip-

intelligit in quantum H.mwumn H(t supra oo WP
«MM ubgdmgwm:m se intelligere et .\.wnwﬁu q el
w...._.mw oy ant am.l.qmﬁmawu.mmmnmuwmnwu..mmwmoawwﬁ. cic-
mﬁ.ﬁ,w acoa.WdewwnMMmmmzmmmnmNﬁm %EPJ, ita ..:ml
vaww.wmwpwdww esse intellectas @ eb ap@ mpnwwwowom..
onmamm conceptio intellectus vel HM.MM ol. el
“ondet Tes ipsa guae est mx.S.m mbx? ot e 3n-
wmmmn._ma conceptio vel ratio, nﬁ... H.MMMM o ens
mou#nn«m monﬁ:uﬂ” Mwww»wwwmlww”nﬁmww.oo:acc ros oxtra
:oiu.m <mwwwww. <w~.o vel conceptioni masmﬂ%u Q.Bg
M:owﬂwwm.“nw_wmuos&mw colum res intellectar (Ibdd.,

q. 7, a. 6).
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Before concluding,

tions cannot be in H.mmu-u:nv it does not fo oW t the: are

end ’ i o
pendent of reality, Fop instance, the intentio )
n

. w». species is fermeg
what they have in tompon.

HQNHWPOEM ere of HumnmmmFﬂu Um.me.w EuOSﬁwﬁ rore or 1

U Iy 3 s )

Y comparing individuals as to
Second in-
ess deterninately,

on first LuwmnwﬂHOﬁM. That s WOy e cannot agree ﬁ with

mE Eant when he
general logic "makes abstraction of mb.m
. ”aoswmaﬁ. and co-

gnition. that is, of all HomHm.ﬂFOU of co nition to iits object
& b g ”
i J

regards only the 1o -

73 3

Zical forn in the relations of W.ooma.du.bdu to

I

.um.n_ C.v.

-.ﬂ- . :

e s . it is the relations of reason waich
ct finds among its concepts |

to u

. s ~ o <
L} > ! g
each ¢ ther swm.ﬂ is, the lorm of ﬂrOﬁmwﬂﬁ il gener

In conclusion, then,

and only these {contrary

the opini i
pinio

n of most conterporaries), that nonmdw.a t
intentions which W e

form i :
+orm the subject of the science of logic

LY 3
10H..u.d is .Uf the mmﬁmUETEmU& of these relati
L ions

.
ére ordered and the Hm.nu.Oﬂnu. work ~ormed G.\ the m.rm OL .iogic.
i
|
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let us note th !
at, mu.J:opmr second inten- "

CHAPTER III.

THE FIRST TYPS CF NATIONAL PFOCESS ALD ONE WAY Iii WHICH LQOGIC

ey L’v‘j\%?ﬁw £ ,:

TAN BE USSD 1] Awinch SCieis.

Te have seen that logic, by considering the seccnd inten-

tions, estabiishes the order that must exist among our concepts,

and thus teachos (hence logica moo.unlm.v ths general rules of reason-

ing which should be observed in all the sciences. Insomuch as the

other sciences have recourse to these rulsg, thoy use logic. In
this respect, since the object of logic is corsicered not for iis '
o sake but for tho purpose of the c#:ow sciences, logic i3z not

go mich a science as an instrurment of sciz=nce.

. . . The speculative scisnces, as it is clezr in the
begimming of the letzphysics, are concerned with those
things of which imnowieage is sougnt for their own sake.
Ye seek 4o know the things wiuch concern logic not

for their owm sake, tut as a certzin aid for the other
sciences. 4nd thus logic iz rot contained under spscu-
lative pidlosopny as a principal part. but as something
reduced to speculative philoscphy, according as it
provides speculation with its instouments, namoly, syl-
jogisms znd definiticns ané othar sucnh thinzs, which
we nezed in speculztive sciences. lience, 2ccerding o
Beetnius in nis Cormeniary” on Porphyrius, it is not

so much a science &s en inswrument of science {1).

(1) - “Dicendum quod scientize speculativae, ut patet in :
principio ifetaphysicae, sunt de illis, quorum cogni- W

tic quaerifur ceipsa. _es zutem de gquibus est logi-

ca, non quacruntur ad cognoscendum propter seipsas,

sed ut adminiculum qucddam ad zlias cclentias. £t

ideo lcgica uon continziur sub speculativa philoso-

phia guasi principalis pars, ced sicut guoddan re-

ductun ad philosopnicza speculativam, orout minis-

trat speculationi sua instrumenta. seilicet syllo-

gismos et definitiones et alia huiusrodi, quibus

in scientiis speculativic indigerms. Unde secundum |

Boethium in Comm. super Porpnirium non tam est sci-

entia, quam scientiae Tnsirumentum® (De Irinitate,

q. S, 8. 1, ad 2).
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The use of logic as the general rathod of procee ing in

|

science is not, however > the uee to which 3t. Thomas referls in the

|
. . s . v, .
Dassage under consiaeration, where Hcmu.n

B
but propositicns to servs wuwwwaowvwmmom
ﬁ

-argurentation. In this cecond case, 1

the mode of reasoning,

% :

is described as giving, not
3

, 20ogie is vsed as another sciznce

rather than as an instrument of science. #lthough logic ﬁm under-

|
stood to be an instrument of science incemuch as its mcgm”nw is
sought not for its om sake but for the tonefit of the scibnees

|
that concern reality, still, from ancther roint of view, inasmuch
I
i
as — though quite dependent upon reality znd its differences —

it has a subject sui generis, logic can be iaken a3 a science in
S BEUETSS

its own right. Taat logic

can Jend propositions to another sciencs
implies that it has Propositions of its cmm;

i
this in turn indicates

that it is understocd as raving its own for—al subject by vaich the

propositions are characterized zs logic

&l, which finally leads us

to infer that in this context lozic mmst he considered as Z science
sui generis, Therefcre, when another seizn

ce makes use of

= - oL

ogical
propositions,

it uses logic considered a&s z science.

|
This second use consisis in the aspropriation of tkb mode

that is proper to logic. Every sciencs has, tesides the geher

2l

mode Trovided by logic, a particnlar mode determined by wnmﬁ cwn

formal subject. 1In this respect, logic is no exception. Iis pro-

per mode is callad rational decause of the

intentional owmﬁmnwma

of its formal subject. ¥When a .on to

2 science turns its considersz

logical propositions, to the examination of the subject of logic,

it adopts the Particular mode that is nroper to the science
L T T |
And the process of reasoning that results is termed rational.
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This rational process, w.szcGNv cannrot #u@HOEW HuNOHmHHU to

2 a pr mmuw.uu.nw Dropositl
21l sciences. In such 0C8S55 scignce uses opositions that

&re proper tc logic, not T ?OPUNHII for the purpese oL urmml.:u.p..u
gic, g Y =
3 . . : s o~ 13
somethir further about = econd intentions but in view ox establish-
k]
15 -

neerning 1XLeE on Uu Cle K 3
ing MOHWEMPUN conce! g ite oim su! ect There rust therefore

3 C subj2 the other
ist betwean the second intention anc tha subjzct of t
exis
1 T i r could
affinity such that a ccrsideration of the forme ,
science an r

first, in some way attain the latter Nuau mono_;.wl.v~ lead to a batter
.

stancing oL it. 4And if the process 1s to UQHOﬁUn Pr OﬂNHHv to
unierst T
a science n fulfillin this purgose it mest not include am Swu.ﬁd
i ing N
’ -

f sci i rent.
that is contrary to the 1ules of scientific argue

e - Tor metaphysics.

. . I to hold trve for .

.vao:ur_..,mpoc:o.
qbommoo:p»

First of 211, cons derations prcper to lozic can be of interest in
. <
y X a

aphy al T blem Lor ti ason tha “ “

are eq uaily comro y nave 21 2 zen I8l U .
y & 2. J
n, the; e 1 certeln fense the same s bject

That the of logic xteasive To uaauv CI mata) wmean can
a span loglic 18 COEX 1 19}

be seen Irom the following passaje :

11 ¢ being f nzture.
: intenti 1 the beings of nab
i i7ibl tentions equal th . 2
hecs H:wME.._,WWMMMmHMH nature Zall under the nuw.MHaMMmMm=
uwo.m.m.wwo: .Pn.n +hus the subject of wom“.rn M‘anomosau
o.H,Y. ) i sture is preaicatzd. Henc

i ~mich being of nature . ) 2
o wmwmw Mﬂwmw.u.w B.u logic is equal to the subject of

: ) : : ).

mswwomouw%. which is being of nature :1)

i b ~isiles, entibus
{1) - VHujusmodi B.ﬁma gnr:ﬁbsmwowwm_woanﬁu , entih
naturas mn@:pvmu.w:wck,.uo.a ) e b
sub ooamwnon.mﬁ..o:m.Hwﬁwonwﬁwmwwmcaﬁmo md.wsm ubd e
- Homu..omw mm._.mwuvm:wmbmmcsowﬁwf u.Ex.w ucdumowcmme
.oE.mw o a0 mmmmamwﬁ. sub jecto nwwubmom.:pmm._n,:o e
WMWNMMM%NW... Hw43 IV Mstaph., lect. L, n. Sth).
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due to the

1t bottom, the equal :&kmwmm.._.wga cf the two sciences is

fact that, on the one hand, logic directs the mind vhich extends to
A\

being in all its umwéwmmﬁ.gg being, on the other, is .ﬁj subject
of metaphysics. . !
. |
Since both sciences ére common, they have in soms wmmﬁmow

the same subject. but being

Peing is the subject of metaphysics 3

is also the object of the mind; and the different modes oflbeing
|

account for the different ways in vl
and they found the different second intenticns, For mxmavu,bu mata-

physics studies substanca, the first analozate of being; whereas

.
logic is concerned with svbstance zs knovm inasmich zg it flounds
D REnce as :

- . o . PR ;

the sacond intention of first subject of predication. The ,h.ou.amw

subject of such a lozical consideration, then, would be substance
—prece

siroly, which

as knovn, btut the material subject sould be substance,

is that on which the second intention is remotely founded, mHnmomﬁ.
as something which is included in the subject of retaphysics is

the foundation of a second intention. it can be 2o nateriazl Wﬁdumnn

of logical speculation, and, in this precise respsct, both sciencas

|
are said to have the same sukjsct, ”
YNo such affinity can be found between logic and any of .the
i
Darticular

sciences. For these latter are concerned with questicns
i

about what is Proper to a particular type of being, such as W:m:..

tified being as such, or mobile being qua mobile y or the HH..Wsw

body as such. Such particularities Iie beyond the range of % gena-
ral consideration of vhat is common. ind since logic treats .of the

secend intentions which ave common, based as thay are upon the com-

- meatintod BRIy Al

hich the mind conceives fts object,

e R

3.

AT
s e

ron differences of being, )
. . as
ch the subjact of a particular science &
real
Vpbile being, for instance, does
first subject inasmuch as

tance and then it £

E R

. . ot
the conclusions ~f this science cann

what is proper to it.
not found the second intention of

i cubs -
it is mobile Lut inasmuch as it is a gu

s ; taphysics.
nsideration of me
alls under the co

c B . a a-
EQLFMQ-N:ULHNL. u-ﬂ relation to @an is a genus But consider

ing that is
nimal as a genus would not touch vpon anything
e It x aven concorn
the nature animal in itself. IV would not
rroper to

animal to man as to anything 1t

the intentional relaticnship of o
ora

4pht have that is proper to it. Such & cons

rig

R | d, in a certain
tion of gemus, anc,
t the cormon rela
struct us only abouw — . jon has in real-
g d irctention has
icn that this secon
+ the foundaticn . .
respect, abou s luded within the
hich zlso is inc
wversal nature, ;
ity, namely a W . £a11 nothing
’ . iz, In other words, it could tell us
sphere of the com sniral, as to what makes it such
— ¥

R jversal nature, newsiy .
zhyout thic univers ination of mopile being as
3 zs an exasil n o
just es

2 nature and not enother;

. nbila being as
. at is preper to o
i . ~eveals nothing that 3
st subject reve

nas in commen with other

fir
-- £ o5k
this Wind of substance but cnly what it

— 3 i rticular ccien-
¢ logical propositions in a par
K us! T , |
- . Instead of basing

[ the e shouls t certainly at fault.
e, hen, S d nos be

our MuHOOM N Proper or appropr lave ﬂuw.»unuw.ﬁu.um as the rules of
mnu.ﬂﬂuduhw.ﬂ thvw:ﬂ require we should be Oﬁzmmu'l:_u to mOr.Og.PP
. w
- - 3 : 1344 r 2 v
that is merely a common extrinsic con tion ol thse sub _ODW. e
b -
y

could, howeve use 1oz .UHOUOUPWP.OSQ in a par ticuler science
T OGan.u- ¥
3 L

for the sake of obable m.H.W_.BW.Dﬂ but then we would pass from the
aki proba Y
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sphere of science into that of dialectic. This rational rode, there-
|

belong to the particular sciences, asmw is to

. |
say, it cannot belong to them u..,bmmﬁﬂn: as they
Oﬁuﬂ

fore, cannot properly

|

are sciences, but
insofar as any science can use dialectic. |
N i

We rust remark that the use of logical propositions ¢an be

proper in metaphysics cnly because they can

|

comenow attazin the sub—
|

ject of first vhilosophy without =z bassage frem one subjsct genus

to snothsr. fThe

R s |
vhole process remains within the sphere of tha

R . . R I,

second intention, but inasmuch as the second intention, which is
|

corzon, is founded upon a common reality, the subject of metaphysics

is concerned in the logical argument. If, however, in our argumen-
tation, we should Pass from the logzical to the real nosmwamﬁmﬁ as
real, if  for instance, we were to conclude from the logical moE...
nition of substance that in reality substance rmst bs that “hich is

in iiself and not in another, we should be using wwouomwﬂonww.wumﬂ
are exirinsic to the subject m.wsa the predicate of the oo:ou.cm%.on.
We should again have Jleft the spherz of science for that of ﬁ.m.._.wot
tic by engeging in a process that carn be legitinately used G.aw
i
metaphysics bus camnot properly belcng to it. ,
It is because both sciences have in a certain respect W.Sam
sare subject that the teachinzs of logic can be used mwvwowww%..mwu,
in metaphysics. Yet, a study of the second intention would mJE
be of no advantage to first pnilosopky if it did not throw mo.dww
light on the object of metaphysical Tesearch. And this .cﬁ.rnmmw us
to ..n:m second condition ,

not only must logical propositions .ovanmnv

the subject of metaphysics, but they mst lead to a better under-

|
i
|
i
|
|
I
i
v

are

standing of it. And this they can do precisely because the mmooq.a
intention is Hmsodmw%. founded upon and corresponds to monﬁggm.wﬂ .
eality. Hence it can serve as an indication of what that reality is.
Mo«. example, the logical property that mnvmnmb,nm assumes M&m:.HBM..“.
nzmely, that of being tho subject of which everything is predica

and which cannot be @NQ&OPFQQ of mkuwwwuubaw but of HﬂmQHHu corresponds

to the fact that in H.Qwul.—.ww substance 1c that which is in itself and not
=1

ident is.
in another as an accl
i ades
It may be objected that the knowledge of reality prec
It =2 .
a9 — & thing
that of the ceccnd intentions rather than the reverse
ceived,
t first be conceived tefore we can conaider it qua con
ms g son

ep. inten-
tr u..\ Hwh.mﬁu that the formation of as cond
To this ws must Vi ] 9 =]

fullihet i - b d I~y
Y S QQWG oL Tre
tion requires mer ely a confus ed knowl X Nul._.ﬂv For exarmp le

in order to form the mmowsa intention om\ firct subject of ﬁﬂm&.n”
R ce 3 $4er. i
tion, it is not necessary to know what anmdgnm is ub H.mmu” .,«.So,x
is enough to distinguish it even confucedly fron accident, to know,
MmH instance, that man is differsnt from white. And, secondly, 2

distinct Imowledge of what the second ir ntention consists in can be
D

S

. is sti
when the thing upon which it is remotely founded is still
had even

s . each a am.bﬂul:nﬂ know-
Ymenn nuu; m nicsed fashion. Ine
o) a conrus nion ceed g T

ledze of the ‘what it is" of a second intenticn. it is mﬂhhu..n.hwmsﬁ to
“xm.”.um the nature of tho objsct qua knomm, which is the proximate
Mocbawawos of the logical relation of reason; it is not :anmmm.wa,
to have a perfect understanding of the reality upon which it is

remotely founded. Before we rmow for exampls. mut substance is in
2 .2,
A

S &4 S 1
HOEU% we can understand that substance as imovn is that of which
3

Y
N

!
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everything is predicated and which W.m predicated cf :o.n:u..vw but of

itself. Thus, when our knoviledge of reality is still confused, the

distinct notion of the second intention can serve to w:pu.rwu.w.mz cur
understanding of

the reality upon which it is remotely foundsd.

In this way logical knowledge can precede and prepare the W.am% for

metaphysical research (1). ,

. i
a,mwuﬁrm&m&mdwnodnoﬂu.b: omﬁunwmmuu..ﬁv«

It is true, howe

to which the second intention remotely corresponds can Ersvide a cer-

tain muBu.mamS..os. of the subject of logic by exposing the hcgum&wos

that it has in reality. For example, when we now that substance is

that which exists in itself and not in another, we can ced why we
conceive substance as that of

|
which everything is E.m&nmdwm and
vihd

ch is predicated of nothing but of itselr. But this wﬂmﬂ“_bamm

comes much later in the order of learning than does the use of logic
in retapnysics. I is this latter use vhich concerrs us v.mum.
It mst not be Supposed that an examination of the Wmm8zm.
intention zlone w11 give us the solution of the aﬁnmﬂ.:%.mu.hww oro-
blem (2), Tt can serve only as a preparation or an Mndwoam.unwoa to
T " ,

I
(1) - This process can, to a certzin extent, be likened 2o
that by which e gc from a consideraticn of & word to
the study of the realily that it signifies. = |
(2) - In his comentary on Book VII of the Wetaphysics, §t.
Thomas explains : Y quia posset alicua videri, giod
eX quo Philosophus vonit oumes modos > quitus dicitur
substantia, quod hoc suificeret ad sciendum quid st
substantia; ideo subjungit dicens, quod mume dictn
€st quid sit substantia “solaz typo", icdest dictum)
est solun in universali, quod substantia est illud;
quod non dicitur de subjecto, sed do quo dicuntur a-
Ha: sed oportet non colum ita cognoscere substantiam et
alias res, scilicet ver definitionen universalem et la-
gicam : hoc enim nop est sufficiens ag cognoscendu nz-
turzm re uod assignatur pro definitione
|
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a i atd f reason
roperly metaphysical consideration. The logical relation o
pror T

is but a sort of common condition of the thing, a condition that ro-
mains totally extrinsic tc it, that does not affect in any way its
proper principles. The rational process which belongs properly to
first philoscphy touches upon the object of motaphysical study only
as upon the remote foundation of the-second intention. .pm wa zm.,.mJ
said, Hw.nmxmm no affirmation concerning the thing as it is in N.mHHHI.
ty. Should it do so, it would take on the characteristics of ano
type of rational process, the dialectic or Huﬂo.cwwub arguzent, des-
cribed in the paragraph following that which constitutes the object
of this article.
There is one other point to te considered, so important

that, if it were lacking, the logical approach would be in 48”“ . N
%ot only can the second intenticns be distinctly knowm indepen: w:

of a distinct lmowledge of the realiiy upon which they are me&am“&.,
founded, they can, besides, bs lmovn core easily than the objects of
metaphysical enquiry. If this were not so, the logical intreduction
to m. meteaphysical study would be coentrary to the order of learning.
The second intentions can be :sore reacily understcod than the sub-
ject of amdmm&wmwom, for two reasons : First, tecause they muum .M.“#.M,wn
by ourselves, by our own mind in the act of abstraction; and, since

. onsi in the enalysis a thing into its
scientific imowledge consists in the enalysis of a thing

Mmpu.b...._m MwmﬂEgmuHxENrmmﬁmEnn. ipia rei, ex n:wvcmu.noaawm_.o >
o 10 commnis gondi-

i d tangitur aligua c !
MMM. MMchmwwmcm.M talis notificatio datur" (lect.
2, n. 1280).




|
principles, it is easier for us to know what is composed by ourselves

than vhat is comnosed by nature. Secondly, the nature iof a second

intention, though wholly Wsamdmuwmud can be perfectly attained,
albeit indirectly, ‘through the sole knowledge of sensible things.
But there are certain invisible things of which the,

essence ('quidditas!' i, e, "what it is:} ang nature is
perfectly expressed through the ecsences knovm of sen-

sible things, and of these intelligible things also!

Ve can know the "hat it is", ('quid est'), but media-
tely, as from the fact that we know what, is 1

and vhat is animal, we come to knov suificiently the
relation of one to the other, and from this we imowr!
what is a genus and what is a species (1), |

Not o 7, then, is it fitting to go from logical to msta-

vhysical considerations, it is even u.b&.mwmummuwmu since ve have

no other alternative than to proceed from the better E&s.: to the

less knowm. It is worthy of note that this method is fdllowed by

fristotle, who devotes ‘the seventh book of the Yetaphysics to such
3 3 T

logical speculations in preparation 4o 300k VIII where he studies

sensible substance according to its broper principles (2). It is

(1) - "Sed quaedam invisibilia sunt, quorun quidditas et
natura perfecte exprimitur ux quidditatibus Terin
sensibiiium notis, et de his atianm gﬁmwwwnwwww#wcu
Dossumus scire 'quid est!, sed radiate, sicut ex hoe
auod scitur quid est homo et quid est animal, suffi-
cientur imnotescit habitudo unus ad alterum, et ex
hoc scitur quid est gemus et quid est species® ,

{Te Trinitate, q. 6, a: 3). .

(2) - InVITi ~etapn., lect. 1, n. 2661, — In lesson:3 of
Sook VI: (n. 1308) he explains that the Pnilosopher

here "dicit ergo primo, quod de substantiis sensibi-~

1ibus prizo dicendum est, et ostendendun est in:

€is quod quid erat esse : ideo rrimu dicems ce

€0 quod est quod quid erat esse quazedan logice.

Sicut eninm supra dictun est, haec scientia habet

quandam affinitatem cum logica propter atriusque

commnitatem. Et ideo modus logicus huic sciontiae
proprius est, et ab eo convenienter incipit. Mazi:
autem logice dicit se ds co quod quid est dicturum,
imquantum investigat gquid sit quod quid erat esse

6x modo praedicandi. Hoe enim ad logicum nroprie

pertinat!, . ,

when e overlook the nececsity of this logical introcuction that m

are likely to fall into the error of confusing the real with the

logicel, for we cre likely to believe thct e are engaged in meta-
physics when mm.gmu.u.ﬁ though umvittingly, we are carrying on a

d a not
discussion on a logical plane — and =z warped one at that, “C.,. no

sophistical, for appearing to be what it is not.

In résumé, then, our interprotation of the passage from the

De Trinitate would be as follows : 3fle have seen in the first two

chzoters of this article that the science which performs the vork

of zn art by establishiing the ordor of cur concepts, has as its
subject this purely intentional or w..mﬁ.ouwu. crder otherwise knovm

2s the logical H.m“_.mﬁ.osm of reason or second intenticns. Vhon propo-
sitions that have teen established in this rational sciznce serve

to elucidato the subject of another science, the process invelved

i i itut orti use of logic.
is called rational, and constitutes a particular

Tnasrmch as this use consists in providing scientific Imowledge,
i i 1 it tezches in zaother cceinnce.
lozic is said to be used accoraing as it tez o
3 . i0s L i~
Hewever, although ony particulear science can use logical propes

tions in this way, since they are not aporerriate to the more

lizited subject, they cannot provide the certitude of ccience, for
vhat is logically cormon does not actually contain sihat is really
distinct and particular. The process which starts from gecond in-
tentions is of course proper to logic, but it is also appropriate to

3 2 1w
matapnysics, for metaphysics and logic are both common and deal with
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conmnon eaings — the 1 ogical COnImULLa dmuhum H.O.EBQ&Q on the real

and thus they

\2
somehow have the same subject
X .

PART II.

The second process is denominated rational from the point of

view of the term. Because it proceeds from inadequate principles,

viz. propositions that are no more then probable, this process cannot

rsach what ccnstitutss the term of 2

truly conclusive argumentation,

that is, the evidenco of a first principle and the judgment cf tha

intellect's conformity with reality.

Consequently, the process can

g0 on indefinitely, always tending towards rzality, but never actual-

1y mﬁwmwb.u.bm it. And so it is forced to Hmsmmbv forever within the

1i-its of the reason.

4lio modo dicitur processus
rationalis ex termino, in gquo sis-
titur procedendo. Ultimes enin
tarrims, ad guem rationis imgui-
sitio percucers debet, est intel-
lsctus principlorum, in quae re-
scivends iudicamusy quod quidem
guando fit, non dicitur processus
vel prebetio rationabilis, sed
demonstratio. GQuandogue auben in-
a:isitio rationis: non potest usgue
2d wltimum terminum perduci, sed
sistitur in igsa inquisitione,
guando scilicet inguirenti adhuc
rznet via zd utrumlibet: et hoc
artingid, guendo per prooabiles
sriones rreceditur, quee natae

ind

10

1

edi

unt facere cpinionem vel fidem.
-on scientizm. ev sic rationabi-
2i5 processus dividitur contra
¢amonstrativun. Bt hoc modo ra-
ticnabiliter procedi potest in
gualitet scientia, ut ex probabi-
Jibus paretur via ad necessarias
crobaticnes. Zt hic est alius
~pdus, auo icgica utimur in scien-
+3is demonstrativis, non quidem ut
est docens, sed ut est utens. Zt
his duobus pedis denominatur pro-
cessus rztionalis a ccientia ra-
tionali; his enin modis usitatur

«

K]

in another way, & process

receives the name raticnnl
fron the iern, when tnat term
is iteelf still s process of
reascning. Indecd, the ulidma-
te torm wnich the enguiry of
reason should reach is the in-
tellzction of the principles,
Uy resolving into which it
judses: and, vhen this happens,
it { the orocess!) #s not cal-
led = raticnal process or
prooi, but demonsiration.
Soretimes, however, the :nguiry
of reason cannot be brougnt to
the ultimate term, but remains
in the very enquiry, ncmely,
when to the emguirer there
rexains cpen a way to both si-
des of tha contradictery; and
this happens vhen we proceed
by probable reasons wihich, by
their verv nature, cannot
produce maore than cpinion or
belief, not scivncse: and thus
this rational process is oppo-
sed to the demonstrative.

And, in tnis way, we can rro-
ceed according to a rational
modo in any sciunce, inasrmach
zs from probabilities we can see




logica. quae rationalis scientia

dicitur, in scientiis demonstra-

the - : X
tivis (1). ay to necessery rreofs.

fnd this is the other way in

SE.Q‘, Vi@ use logic in the mn

\ &Hmmu.,,.m sciences, nog unnoﬁmwusm-
mM it teaches but according M.M.w
Mb ncw.mmwr mﬁm M:M.,..Mmmgu u..sdmanwozwu
Pm denominated Hmnww.wmw Mwwmmmm
of the rational secisnce: for ¢
Hs..ndmmm two ways we :mm logic
vich is callod the raticnal
mMMMMMMm.S the derwnstrative

This sort of argumentatio sends n
:
~1on, inasmich as it engendsrs cpi ion
: 43 ]

.;O.hmcﬁH. 2ighl: DProb ble but, not Science, is nbv ous opposaed to
galy al s . H%_ :
20V, D
der onstration az the in nerfect to tho rerfect, {0 under Mt, and its
nature, it Vi ,, Ae 0S
2 ould be ~HmHHuH.G.I to ses hov it falls short 33 , he rost
t t X ~ Pv ]

perfect form oL Hmmmozuhum. e first tas k before us, then, s tc
I 3 ]
eXamine the n ture er which v 14 28
& of aenonstr m.ﬂu.os. aft 3
7@ shall turn to the

studv of .
tudy of probable reasoning or dialuctic i

_ ,

b - - s s .
(1) Le Trinitate, q. 5, a. 3
+a. 5, a. 1,

CHAPTER I.

DEMDIISTRATICN.

1. - Temonstration in the strict sense.

For a full treatment cf demonstration, we have but to turn

to the Posterior hnalytics. Ve shall touch only upon the points

which bring into relief the differences that exist between demons-
tration and diziectic. In o:mvwmw .e..aa of ook I (1), e find
demonstration (mmhnbma as a syllcgicm which produces science.

A syllogism, we ¥mow,.s a discourse 4n which certain things being
stated. somethinz other than wnat is stated follows of necessity
from their beinz so (2). But what is science ? In the present
context, the wmuuu is to be understood in the strict sense, meaning,
not merely the type of ¥mowledze, usuclly probable, gained through
observation, experirentation, the gemsralization of facts, etc., as
is found in chysics, chemistry and the other experinmental sciences,

which today ere considered as having an almost exclusive claiz to

the title of science; bub rather certain knowledze through the cause,

obtzined by zeans of a necessary inference, such 23 is usuel in

geomeiry. Teke, for example. the proof that the angles of a trian-
gle zre egual ‘o two right-angles : 2 plane figure corposed of
three straignt lines the sua of whose axtorior sngles equals the

swm of the two interior opposite angles, has angles equal to two

(1) - 71z20; St. Thomas, lect. L, n. 9.
{2) - ‘Prior Analytics, 3k I, ch. 1, 2lb20.




r HﬂnrwlﬂﬁuWHQm 3 and since the ﬂH.....lZ.m“u.m 1s such figure it ¢ oll, o3
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of ssi
necessity that the triangle has angles which equal

4. ! -
VA0 Tright-
angles, , -

This proof concludes that a certain propers

v J‘_., i -~
equal to two right tate

-angles) is necessarily found in a nmﬁmmu..a subject
s ac

A H.EWHQ v ar 3 .
a o wvas as the n Ommcde\ causs the nature of th
t X t zive e € , the

subject. It 3 i

is to this sort of knowledge that the tern scienc
P o . Soe | ;
rerers in the definition of demonstration |

“hat then are the r mQCMH ements of Science ? LW st of
2 > En
the per accidens t Pe or imowledee . Ve ﬂnﬁ,v not have
v le S [
C

vB must exclude

AC & od I no: D ¥ S W
a na 1 Am—
scientifi nowl ge when we know art i hole S, when we

in a ain v
certain way, we also lmow the deor)
accident in a subject { :

know the house, ,
‘or an

a 3 -
as, kmowing Socrates, we lnow sore one who
is seated), or en i e a . o.
3
. effect in 2 cause (as, when ve lmow the naturs of
- triangle, 1 g z .u | r :
R 0% virtually that the angles of 3 trianeia |
e a triangle are equal
0 U0 risht-ang 5 rather, i a .....
sht-anglss); rather, in such a case, we tmow i ,
> Y& know in an aces
dental way, fo e thing oniy il ,
&l way, for we knecw th hing only inasrmct ,
z uch as

connected with what we mox per se.

it is corshow

Therefore, to

1 a3l . 1 Ly d not in anc-
ar N trqualified Sense s to knovwr 1% in itself &n :

\=je I kn —— L. , ==
ther ut b3 to CT & g—Pﬂm scientific .IH'.\J three ¢ DH,. condi
tions LUST be fuif illed 2 ¢ First we st kr 10w its ca .uln, 8, for

A v . k] , 2
the pri icivles of the bein, of a thin are also the U..!i.»ﬂlU, les of
phe ,

b & g g X =
T
its truw th, and 8cience is mumH..m ect apprehension of the tre th of
- ,
a

fhen & thing a8 rov z] b t e reason v t is
ing 3 all v 1 mauku th as J

St Thomas, In I p " : . ,
St I Post,
..HHmnowHo.“muouﬂ. a.bmu..uimgm.._..d et My b |

St. Thomas,Tect. L, &, 5, < 2 _1e0;
S M. 5. e e

—~e~
N b

what it is, or of the fact that it is, unless we know this reason or

cause, our knowledge is not scientific in ths strict sonse of this
term. Secondly, we must know the spplication of the cause to the
effect: we must know the cause as the cause of this thing, which

is to mow the thing in its cause, since the lmowledge of the cause
alone would furnish only & virtual knowledge of the thing. For exam-
ple, we can know the nature of triangle vithout actually knowing that
its angles are cqual to two right-angles. Thirdly, the object knomn
4. ». what is expressed in the conclusion of the syllogism, not
just a simple nature as enu..gwu.w. but a complex thing such as

a trianzle has angles equal to two right-angles) mst ba such that

it cannct be otherwise than it is, i. e., it rmst be necessary.
Indeed, if it were contirgent. the contradictory could be true, and
the nowledge of the object could not be certain, since certitude
implies a firm adnesicn to cne side of a contradiction and the
rejecticn of the other as izpossibls. in short, then, science is
the certazin Ymowledgs of a thing through its cause, and demonstration
) is a syllogism which procuces such knowledge. (Ve shall see later

on that there is also a broader senge of sciencs and noncequently

of dercnstration as well).

If a syllogisn is tc nave science zs its end, and if science
is what it was said to dm.. then this syllogism rmust proceed
from premisses that are true, rrinary, imnediate, better tmowm than

and pricr to the cenclusion, of which they zre the cause (1).

(1) - Aristotle, Post. inal., 3k I, ch. 2, 71:20.

Pt




e see that the £ rrlat i n of the T es
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second de, inition Thich finds its reason in the QQHP:H"I

from the end (1). A T

Fur 2 e given he re ons vwhy the incipl
A v 2 are g as , -
. her on wa t 7 € pr Diesg

atlon S rh. 3 p &
of @mEOﬁm trat; on mist be of such a S0 Let us touch upon them
br 1efl. Y. First of all, to mv.mvu.mu’z :wwv the prerisces

e mst b
istotle has recourse to the ﬂ o

causg of fornmal

e . truth — transcen-
val or ontological truth which 1s convertip

. le with béi
That which j L
ch is not, cannot be knovm, ha says e ﬁ

— cannot know, 7
ble, that the diameter of a quadr , o

thercfore, mist re resent so:
3 Mu
. methil at i
‘ .. hing that is,

according to formal truth whi
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of the :Intaelloct with .

o)t U, vinat is us,; > o34
conforni- hat . Th UQU.EN uk, lasmuch
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as it is the ob ect o 3 » ,
ontolo gical trn th s ﬂmﬂ«»n which causes trmt; ? the intells ct.
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h ir

irom which we In-

fer it st also be tr ue, for we cannot lmow the true thr OBWF the

Z&lse, zlthoy h the true can be inferr ed irom the f alse. ,
2 g A Y

In the second Dlace,

the Frendsses rust be primary and iTe-
Glave, that 1s, their truth mst ba immedi te; the connexion Wmﬁ:mmwu
3 ¢] ai ,
7 ~
upject and DT m&omnm must kava no o & - e noticns or
S = ther cause than thi
. 2 positior A
tha terms Such are the Eropos 1S5 whole 18 greater than its

part and R mmmog.ﬁ Animal ig able to IW.EW.W. These truths can bs

—_—
y
(1) - st. Thomas, In I Post. Anal

(2) - m.MmeodHoa‘momd. Znal.; BRI, Wanm. b b5 s s
- Thomas, Tect. [, ry, 13, U..F. u..m .Hm..zuwu % e
] . °

¥nown by virtue of themselves since they can be perfectly under-
stood by a knowledge of the terms. In .o.zaH. words, they are ince-
monstrable, for there is no cause exterior to the terms themselves
which could be assigned as the middle term of amaonm.ﬂ.mﬂwo:.
And inasmich as they are the cause of other truths but are therselves
without a prior cause, they are primary. Scientific knowledge
requires premisses that are primary and immediate, for, othervise,
these premisses would be themselves demonstrable and would depend
on others to be known, and these on others, and so on. Now if the
cousal reqress did not end with a premisse ihose subject and predi-
cate are by their very nature the cause of their cvm connexion,
but went on forever, none of the premisses and consequently none
of the conclusions could be mown, and theres could be no scientific
xnowledge. - -
Finally, the premisses of demonstration mst te the cause
of the «nclusion, prior to and better imomm +han it. They must
ve the cause, for have we not said thet ccience is kmowledge
througn the cause ? and it =15t be understood that the cause in
question here is the ceuse cf the reality eypressed in the conclu-
sion, ard not merely tha cause of our knowicdge of the conclusion
{2s it is when Ve ngnmuaw that man rust be a reasoning animal
beczuse he is zble to laugh — his ability %o laugh is not the
canse of his being & reasoning anical, although it ic the cause
of our knowing *his fact). The premisses, morzover, mist be pricr
inasmich as thoy are the cause. They must be prior also from the

point of view of knowledgs, for, in any process of reasoning, e

t
i
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mst go from what is more known to what is less imown. moﬁmu knowm,
however, can refer either to vhat is better knowm for us or to what
is more intelligible in H&mmu.w. — Indeed, ths two are not conver—
tible; what is more knowable to us is usually less M:demw,de in
itself. What is more mmm,HG grasped by us are the mm:mm%m&nmvadwm.
contingent, singular thi g5, and only on the basis of these can we
rise to the knowledge of ....&md is necessary and universal. On the
intellectual plane, we abtain more easily to what is common land
confused and enly vwith effort can we reach vhat is less corzeon and
more distinet. The reason why our mind moves from what is less

intelligible in itself (but more mowable to us) to what is fore

- intelligzibls in itself (but lsss knowable “to us) is to be found in

its potentizlity., In Tact, the mind rust proceed from vhat is less

in ect to what is more in act, and 2 thing is intelligible ihasmuch

as it is act {(1). Only in mathematics, where we prescind m&oh,n Fik]

contingency and movement , is the mora intellizible (absolutely

spealdng) core Wnoﬂw,d.wm tous. — In demonstration, the premisses

mist not only be more casily Wn,aﬁmgm for us, which is required

in 211 syliogisms, but, in addition, since they contain the cause,

they rmust te rore intelligitle according to their very nature.
Aristotle concludes his explznation of the cefinition

(2) with the remark that, since the premisses are primary, they

are proper rrinciples. And the reason is given by St. Thonmag (3) :

"hat is prizery in any genus is the principle or cause of all that

is contained in that gemus. Of this we shall have more to say later cn.

- .

(1) - e, mnvIT Metaph., lect. 2,nn. 1300-1306.
(2) - tristotie, Tost “nal., Bk I, ch. 2, 72bS. ,
(3) - In I Post. Zmal., Iect, k, n. 16 ,

£ 1 155683
We may note further that the sole fact that the premisse

oy a
»
mst be primery can be SﬁanmﬁOOQ to maan that th mist be irmadiate

prior and better known (at 1esast absolutely speaking, and,
cause,
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true apd prinary.
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For the proof, see ch. 6, 7hb5 235,
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though in fact it is necessary
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- . cannot be known as necessary, ,o:
other hand, if the middle is necessarily Iink
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the conclusi :
~uSslon cannot be otherwise than necessary
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sity required by a principle of demonstration is
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¢ the predicate
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as the subject is what it's
™ 5 3 it'is
(secundum quod ipsum subjectum est) (1)
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primarily or universally op according
- (-3

. _Hb demonstration the dici de omni principle must be such
hat not only the predicata be attributable to all the m:&moﬂ.,
parts of the subject, that ig s to 211 the inferiors .85&.: d N
e aine
Mﬂnmu it, but that it be so at a11 tines, as in the mmgomwdwc: |
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relationship and, when it refers to predication, per se or by itself

indicates that the nwﬁmm. of the connexion of the pradicate to the
subject is to be found, not in sometiing extrinsic, bui in the sub-
ject or predicato itself. This happens, first, when the predicate
mmsowmm the form of the subject, that i3, vhen it constitutes the
definition or part of the definiticn of the subject, as in.the pro-

positions Yan is an animal, A triangle is comncged of lines.

Secondly, there is rer se predication when the subject is the mate-

rial cause of the predicate. that is, when it is its proper mattor
or subject. 1In this case, it is the subject that is placed in the
definition of the predicate, for an accident cannot be understood

withcut refarence to its subject since its esse is an esse in a

substance. Tor exarple, smb is predicated per se of nose which is

its proper subject and vhich is placed in its definition; similarly

zble to laugh is predicated per se of man. In the case of the
2ug P p

third node, the per refers to position rather than to cause and

per e cdesignates that something is zione. Thus whits or walking

are not alone, .as though existing by themselvss, for they connote
2 substance in vinich they exist. Bui an individual thing, a first

substance, such as Socrates, exists by itself and not in and by

another. Although this third mode u.,.m a mode of cxictence, it can
refer to predication and therefore to dermonstration. inasmuch as
a subject izmediately and by itsel{ is the subject of its praperty
" and ot by reason of something else, as the triangle is'of itself

the subject of the property. To have angles equal %o two right-

zngles, and not inasmich as it is a figure or an isosceles trian-

i
i
i




gle (1). But it ig the modes of predication per =3 which nost direct.

1y concern the necessity of demonstration. The fourth modé occurs

when the predicate is linked:to the subject according to E,En:ow

sort of causality, especially efficient, inasmich as the subject is

vhat it is. for example, -the builder buildg bocause he ig g builder,
but, when the builder dances, it is not inasmuch as ho is a builder.

Let us see how the recessity found in demonstration is a

ber se necessity. The demonstrative argument concludes by Fawdu.bw
£ =2

a property vith its subject, and ths necessity of this conclusion
springs from the fact that tha subject is the necessary cause of

(1) - st. Albert expiains the similarity and the differ-.
ence between the second and the third modes thus
"... In veritate secundus modus et tertiug conve-
niunt in hoe quod uterque dicit causam per se in-
haerentize sraedicati in subjecto sed converso modo.,
Quiz secundus dicit aualiter per se Fraedicato inast
subjectum per ig quod subjectum est rrincipiun prae-
dicati, Tertius azutenm modus dicit causam proptor
Quam subjectum non alij substat, quam

o] Praedicato,
non ex raticne subjecti, sed oy ratione Draedicati,
in cujus diffing

Initicne cadit hoe non aliud subjectun
sive superius sive inferius acceptum, et sic conve-
riung in causz inhaerentiae quag est per se inhge-

rentia : uterque opin dicitur ideo modus inhaercndi
Per se, quia ger ce Pracdicatum ¢st in subjucto

et idec modus fecundus non excluditur a tertio Quan-
tum ad hoc. — geq est notandum Quod secundus modus

dicitur per se secundun quod opponitur per
id qucd est Fer accidens. ,,. Inp tertio autem modg
est per se secundum quod per se est rriro esse.

-+. 2t totuz hoc quod

Quod in secundo modg inest rassio aon ber accidens.
sed per ss. Inp twertio auten modo subjectum est cer
se, ita quod rnp rer aliud subjectum, gquamvis illud
Subjectun non sit Fer accidens" {Post. Anal., Libay
I, tract. 2. caput 9),

the property, such that, once the subject is posited, the vnwvmnﬁ\
necessarily follows (1). Thus, the medium of demonstration is the
necessary causs of the union of subject and property, that is, the
definition of the subject. Therefore, the necessity of demonstra- i
tion is a per-se :annuu»&%..uuﬁnm the conclusion is an examplo of
the second and fourth modes (e. g., men is sble to laugh), and,
in the first figure, the major proposition includes the second mode
(. g., a H.%mmouu.bw animal is oble to lawgh) and the minor ouﬂu.ou,dﬂ
the first (e. g., man is a reasoning zniral). This per_se necessity
is especially evident in the mcsoﬁdﬁwﬁo:u of geometry, as in the
exarple given abt the beginning of this chapter : A plane figuro
cerposed of three straight lines, the sum of whose exterior angles
m@ﬁ.m“_.m the sum of the interior opposite angles. has angles which
ezre equal to two right-angles: the triangle is such a figure; :
therefore, the triangle has angles which egual &wo right-angles. i
Tne final requirement of demsnstrative necessity is the |
universal predicate (2). The universal, as understood here, is '

edi tern is
not the universal defined as one predicated of meny. The

ility)between subjact !

used rather to designate a certain Convertib
and rrediczte, such that the whole predicate according to every-
.«Uwa..m that it is, is predicated of the whole subject, according to
211 that this Hwnwmu. is. One is not found wdthout the other.

For exarple, equal to two right-angles is predicated of triangle

icat i figure or isoscelss .
qua trizngle; it can also be predicated of fig

(1) - Cf. Aristotle, Post. inal., Bk I, ci. 6, 75a30 ot sqq. |
St. Thomas, lact. 1L . |
(2) - Tbid., ch. L, 73b25; St. Thomas, lect. 11




triangle, not, however, qua figure or qua isosceles triangle, but

inasmuch as the figure in question or the isosceles triangle is a
triangle. Having angles equal to two right-angles is said first

—_—

of triangle. There is no triangle that is not equal to two right-

angles and vhatever is equal to two right-angles is a triangle.

There is nothing implied in triangle vhich would be the cause of

something other than equal to two right angles (as there is in

isoscoles triangle) 3 and having angles equal to two right-angles

is attrituted to no wider and more general subject than triangle

(as to figure, for example). The predicate, then, is universal

vhen it is attributed to a subject such that 1t is neither in rore
nor in less than that subject.

a

Since demonstration combings &

property with its proper subject through the medium of the causs

g g raieey s vz S

of the inherence, which is the definition of the subject, there :s

perfect convertibility of predicate and subject both in the con-

clusion znd in the premisses, Therefore, the predicate of a de-

monstrative proposition is universal and attributed to the subject

Secuncun quod ipsunm subjectum est.

Such then is the rigour of demonstrative necessity;
4nd in the ceasure in which the syllogistic argument, declines
from this necessity, it fails short of the first and most primary
sense of demonstration.

4150 inseparably linked with d:m.sogo: of demonstration
is that of prever principles, as can bs seen fron what has alreacdy

been said, First of all, that the premisses must. contain the

principle or the cause of the conclusion is required by the nature
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By per_se and universal prodication is fulfilled another
characteristic of proper principles, namely, that they rust be
first and irmediate, not so imch in the sense that they are themselves
without any cause o.awmu. than the nction of the terms,as in tho
sense that between them and the conclusion there is no interrodiary
cause. For the per se predication results not onlyr in an irmediate
connesdon of terms in each proposition, but also in an immediate
connexdon between principles and conclusion, between cause and
effect. Tae cause of the inherence of the property is the cause
essentially and according to what it is. Just as +the builder
builds inzsrmch as iie is a builder, so reasoning animzl is able to
laugh beczusze he is reasoning animal and men is the subject of this
property tecause of his nature. The proper principle, therefore,
is of the same gerus of tha subject and the prorimete cause of the
conclusion.
Wa can now see why demonstrziion cannot perxzit the use
of extransous or even of commen principles. In amy science, ws
have said, the ms.cu..mod is the rrinciple of 2il the properties and
per ce accidents which cre sncvm by demonstration. We should be
Hmmmnmbm to extraneous principles if e tried io prove the inhe-
rence ¢f 2 property in a subject by something other than the nature
of the subject; for example, if we %ried to prove that a triangle
has three angles equal to two right-anglss because it i5 rave of
bronze, zr even that a triangle guaz triangle is sonorous for the
sare reason. In both cases the medium i3 not of the zubject genus

and is accidentally linked witn at least one of the extremss.
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And thus, even when the conclusion is in fact necessary, it is
not knovm as Necessary (1). .

\

I follows that We cannot use the principles of one scien-
€8 in that of another,

To do so would be to attempt to prove the

inherence of i j i
& property in one subject (e. g. magnitude) by means

of the definition of another completely dist

inct .mcg.mow (e. g.
number), which obviously would be impossible, There is, of course,
the exception of Subalternated sciences, when the subjsct: of one
Ammoam.nqu for instance) is considered as contained under the sub-

Ject of the other Amu.u.dF.umﬁMov > in which case the principles of

the mzwﬁwmuamdu.bm Science 4...05.& not be extrinsic to the subject

of the subalternateq science (which, in the example given, would

be magnitude considered as numbereq (2)).

4s for the common principles, although they have a certain

bearing on the object, they are not essential to it,

A coimmon prin-

ciple, vhich can be used in arguments concerning subjects of a
i3op - . . . sos i
Qfferent §8nus, cannot give scientific knoviledge, for it - cannot
. s .
cemonstrate Something of subject secundupm qued Itsun est

2l a square ang 81Ves as a reason that in mSn
genus vhere there is a pPlus and a minug there is z1so an equal
The rmiddle

term of this argmment is comon, far it is found in.

other things besides circle, and therefore it does not partain to

—_——

(1) - cf. sristotle Post 4nal i
" = fnal., B ) _
(2 . Sb Thomas, lectysr o O T che 7, 75a35-75020,
J = 1Ibig.

e e e UV S DN Ao tnsi < oy

.circle qua circle. The resulting lnowledge could be no more than

a common, per accidens knowledge. For we do not see equal to a
square ag inhering in circle according to what circle is in itself,
au‘ according to something common which is not essentially
cornected with it. The use of common, as well as ol extraneous
principles, consequently, runs contrary to the strict nccessity of
demonstration. And,failing to give the proper couse, such princi-
ples camnot produce scientific knowledge, at least ot in the sirict

sengse of that term (1).

The principles of demonstration, then, rust te necessary
and proper. YViewed with respect to resolution, another aspect

comes to view : they must be first. 411 demonstrestion is a reso-

ne

lution cr analysis of an object u.EMo its first, per se nota princi-
ples, that is, into principles that have no cause cuiside the
notion of the terms, that are imrediate in the senss that they
vermit of no medium of demonstrztion, that zre therefore indemons-
trzble. In demonstration, the inherence of a properiy is analysed
into its proper cause : the delinition of its cubject, and, with
that, the process has reached its tern, for it would Te senseless
to ask the reason why the definition of a thing is suca (2), why
men, for exanple, is a rational animal. Such z proposition is
explzined by the sole notion of the terms; it is therefore sslf-

evident. Thus, in order to reach its term, demonstrztion rust re-

(1) -~ Aristotle, Post. fnal., Bk I, ch. 9, 75b35 ~ 76a5;
St. Thomas, lect. , n. 2, 3.
(2) - Cf. Post. Anal., Bk II, ch. k, 9la.
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Because the rroper UHuLuGu.muu.mm of any Science ars HPHmﬂ they,
X = v b

Yy

must be taken without demons trative broor, for there 18 no cause

ovrior to them upon vhich to base a QDED:MWN.NWHOS. Ava Just as a

sclence muwwmc.dﬁommm ts sub ect, so v accepts its ﬁNMlJOHMquw hic]
kA J 3 1% af
ich

.wa. .
¢ rooted in the subjact. The principles, ho

e s
wever, of any particu-

lar Science can he confirmed .Uv_ the common principles whi
g 0 ch express

the Same truth as the particular ones, but are Gmnwg knom to us
3
5

because of ths ¢
omon terms. The manifestation of the proper

ciples, then, lies wj b3 !l.n
> -1es with the common science of ataphysics, to which
" b 2

the cormon pPrinciples are proper. Hﬁpmm&u it is .m.u.ﬂﬂu.ﬂm that the

Sclence which WMWNU.)PMUmm the quid est of the sub MNOU of any partic-

ular Sclence should also manifest the Principles of that sSclence.

4s for first i ¥ i i
philosophy which considers the first causes of all
too, as a sci nev o mv -
5 ence, rust accept its principles: ne m.nw:mwmmm th
2 b s

common principles do not 80 unconfirmed, for netaphysics has, not
merely z scientific, bui a sapiential role to play, and it M. b e
s - CIY ) ' | )

exercising this latter function that it defends its own ﬁﬁwqo*uwom
Although: the Proper principles of a science can become the ocuwm .

of an zrgument a i
d hominem or ad imossibile. this does not lsess
en

the fact that, first ang immediate in

o themselves, they are the
vinave Lerms of resolution.

(1) - Ibid., cn. 10, 76a30 - 17a5; h
E

—

St. Thomas, lect. 1b.

Noedless to say, the common principlos, not buing appropriate
to the subject, cannot be included as an integral part in the demons-

trations of a particular science - ualess, of cource, they are

adapted to the subject, as the common principle (1) Zaquals from

equals leave equals, is adapted to geometry thus : Cqual magnitudes

subtracted from equal magnitudes have equal magnitudes. ever-

tholess, the common principles are irdispunsable aven to the partic-
ular sciences, not only for the establishment of their proper prin-
ciples, but also for the confirmation of their arguments. For in-
stance, the proof that man is able to laugh is based on the principle
that man is a rational animal, the truth of which presuproses that

a ﬂs.b..m cannot be and not be at the same time mba in the saune res-
pect. In this way, the com=on principle plays a ..._mmemmuu,u‘. tnough

not an integral, part in the process of resolution.

As we have said, the first principles of any sciencs,
being indemonsirable. cannot be tha objact of science. They ars,

rather, the object of the intellect (intellactus as opposed to

scientia). Indced, by the very explanation of the terzs, the truth

of a firet principle is immediately evident.

upceipitur autem hic intslluctus non pro ipsa intelluc-~
tiva potentia. sed pro habitu guodam quo homo ¢x virtu-
te luminis intellectus agentis naturaliter cognoscit
principia indemorstrabilia. Et satis congruit nomen.
Fuiusmodi cnim principia statim cognoscuntur cognitls
terminis. Cognito e¢nim quid est totum ot ~suid pars,
statin scitur quod omne totunm est maius sua parta.
Dicitur autem intellectus ox eo quod intus legit in-

(1) -~ Tbid., ch. 10, 76a35-L0;
B, Thomas, luct. 18, n. 7, 8.




