&W @f the proxisn

iteelf,

The first m@t that Peeudo«Thouns reduces
&t&é@t matter to ﬁ:friar principles, 1w of me
marnadire bserve in the partiocular treatises, although -

educticn would be @ifficoult in its ﬁﬂms

Peoudo=Thonss begins the Civst treatfse, on the yredicedb
FMMM m Wtﬁw process by which the predicadb

tnate.} By the action of the agent intellect, & fora is abstracted from
Mmm@mmmmwmﬁmmwmmmmma
ble intellect,” When we understand atup

m is mm in the mmlw& mﬁm @8 en mmwm
.3, then, has two reforences

Ly, I, chap. 1.

imxf, explaining sbatraction as an uonwrs)

Also, it i8 & matter of indifference
? ted 4n the intellect ﬁamw em&ea intelligibilis, vel seoundun
mm m%lx &.N" %I

"to hin whother the form xm%'
alics
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or its universality in the intellect.’ The firet is called a "first fune
tention.” When the intellect reflects upon itself and bocomes awsre of
4ts contents, it sees that the mature present in it also is present in
many individuals end prediesble of thems the intelloct thus fm & second
intention of the nature and considers it as universsl or predicsble.

about the fmm of the tw conweptions in the mmm m&w are
sxplicated in detail in the following chepters.’ Individusls have & sine
gle mature by which they really both agree with and differ from sll other
things. fhe nature mme:g gmmﬁ in individuals grounds the firet

3@3 ﬁcﬁe@ mt 'tm m 3 ‘

s quia m&mm‘vm%wmﬁ sa@gm&ma EEtoris « o o o7 (Ttale
@% M4}

@% m ii-iv,

ke fmﬁ ﬁw iz;%@nm, all of them eve i}s ‘Eﬁmga, for ”in-
tentioni singulavitatis respondet extra, illud gm est prepriun Soecrstis
m @mﬁm eﬁﬁ hie homos mmm mm mvemﬁ%ﬁs respondet exive,




mhatm betusen the naturee mmem& a8 ;xwm and the things ¢

dngs and intontions bo the wmmm 4 9o explatn this émmem he
divides real being in it greatest universality into beiug by scoident snd
being of iteell; he divides the lalter Betwesz bolng eutside the sonl and
being in the souls &Mv Ew fivides the latler bebssen resl being cod
merely fntentional ﬁﬁi&?ﬁa He then laye 1he metephosd

treatment of categoriss YW explaining how el being, which i not & ponus
divided by diffevences, can be contractold by nodese-ithat fs, by relotione
ships which can be diatinguiahed in m&%@m‘%&%ﬁ Ae w81l apposr in oy

tent understood is resl beingg tre. I, chep. iv, Mm he idontifiss the
naturs in the intelleet with substenticl form: "Notendum gued forma asube
stenticlis habet duplez suse.” fo mﬁlﬁﬁm that ’*iz m&@” Wﬁm the
nature ag it is in the intellect; "human™ ; §

ity “man™ as it io in padter, os wﬁ‘wﬁng ite

to aﬁame

i.swﬁm ef mmﬁm, sees ’8%. W, gz i«

%0 Ia @h&%z mﬁ'@?’t

ital mm a8

3?90 ﬁ@ @ma de




netephysiosl reduction is not
general foundation fm‘ sm mme. but ﬁa carried through in the
actosl mmﬁt of the categories.

EW@W coatinces ihe same reducticn of logicsl elements to
phyaical principles in hie treatwent of the ;%mmtm The
f&mt three ei@p&wa concera umofes of signifying-~the aneum, 4he verb, and
sesurseesand follow rather clesely Aquines' commentary on ivistotle's On
1e kation. fowever, PsevdoeThonss next vroceeds to erplain the cog-
nitive &5& mmmmz foundations ef the proposition in two chapters
truth which are not parellel to Aquinss' commentsry, 3 The m@h‘%&ﬁ in
i&mﬁm‘ ie on éﬁatﬁugsm%ing the reoposition free incoupl

Thomes treate truth itself as o conformity-~that is, & relation of ressohe
between the ﬁ%mg as it is vnferstood and the thing s ¢ is in mli!@yﬁ
fe explains that truth iz present priserily in the thing cbjeetively in
- the intellectwethat isy in the nature underctood whieh fe o First intene
tion to whickh second intentions =ve m&x&&tﬁ.& However, he allovs ss
probeble another opdnion secording to which truth consiets in the conforpe
ity of a thing tov an intellect informed by o likeness of 1%, and falsity

Givercos modoe essendd, guibug non respondet una of eaden res, nlsi forte
Epsun eng in M%m&i;“ yot he mys of the things distisguiched by modes
that they “non eunt duse res distinotas, sed distinctio inter ists solum
est ox mutione.” ,

1%.’. Vii. 0 Tovd herma, Iy loct. id-vi,
5*332. ¥II, chapse ivev, @, i%es &gg& wvil.
or. VII, choge 4v.

bid, Hotice thet the sct of understenling~which bog boen trosted
inasfferently with the form posited by sbstraction in the intellsct (tr,
I, chap, 1)-=is hore gsid to be subjectively in the intsilects. From ihis
i¢ seems to follow thet the abstrected form is recedived in the intellect
a8 in a subject, not a8 an cbject knowng m&m%m. the information of
the intellect is not fomedistely conscious, but conseious knowledge begins
enly when the intellect mﬁeets cn ite mﬁeﬁ%ﬁw centent and considers
it & firpt intention to which it applies see Teject
and “subjective,” however, 4o not have their modey “ﬁbzw
tive” refers te what is tmﬁgmm. ehﬁ@ “s&:&jea%iwﬁ ﬁ&fm @a what is
in & subject; the “objeet understocd” slweys e in the intellect, while
any resl fﬁm ic "in & @tibéeetz.




conslsts in the nommsenformity of the inforsed fntellect to the thing.t
He treats kaowledge of the truth a8 & consolous swereness of the conlore
ity botween the intelleet and the thing. Distingnishing
mmm@tmmmzm.mmm %m%mwmtﬁ-
resdy ﬁﬁ the fivet aet of the mﬁﬁzm Truth becomee know :
‘however, when it fe apprehenfed objectively by mmimg the fmfm fn the
mmmwimm@iemm%mmwm %,W-
- ing to the W& opinion, judimen

the intelleet julges itself toc be informed by & likeness of m thing es
it 18 or not.d igetn, mm&mmmmmmmmmm
tise as & busis for the detsiled considera

Thomag propeses to consider velid ferme irrespective of the
necessity or probebility of the mmﬁ fle treats the validity of the
forme, not inductively, but by proving them from self-svident princiyles.’
In applying these prineiples, Pseude-Thowse uses grgument vhose finel
tosis s the $dontity of an individusl thing with ﬁmm" Horeover, Y6
exposes even the oauzes of the expressions "mojor term,” "minor tevs," and
"niddle fern® by reduction to the ratiwmal mode of humen knowledge.®

The treatise on demonstration crowns this entire logie; the whole
body of the fermer treatises has besn developed in order that demonstrae
tion could be mﬁm& $a those rx*%x* srinciples through which it is known
&aﬁmﬁ?m&yc %&Mfm, withough he follows to & grest extent the

mﬂm on demcnsitration @fis};alm o ﬁv&hﬁh
harseteristic notions which be han developod

3% VII, chap. div. For tbis cpinion, which Pe
{chaps ¥}y I have discovered no foundution in sny geauine work of Aquinas.

. 0w, VI, chepe ve

ém totiee that in sither case, econf 3 ;

known ebjectivaly, although it has been aai& 4o be a relation of reasen.

g, VI, chap. 1.

Ihid.s "uod autem telis ordinetic sit bona,
mwwm“ %mpx@m&em

alse sdds o third principle fﬁ: indirect reduction.




‘f}jr;- before the ecaclusion, and

heen demonstroteds’ Yo this ddvie
slon, he treats the niddle term, vwhich he had nlvesdy identified ap the
csuge both of the subject and of the proverty,® as the definttion of both
the subject and the ;*m;mrﬁ:f.? e then argues that am%;mgh no science
proves Lts oms prinoiples, the prineiples of sclences nevertheless can de
proved Ly e superior solemce, gt lemst by mthamtim er émmm
These sclonces are said to be cousomy they prove rineiple
saiences, wathematics proving
Bre’&ah&lﬁﬁe&

From =11 of theee¢ placer in the text iteclf, thenm, my first point is
sufficiently shown: laeudo~-Thomss reduces terse, projesitioms, und evgue
wont to pricr metaphyniesl and eplstomelogical prinsizics. The effort o
exploin the crigin of logicul elemsuts by the conditions buth of thinge
taesselveg and of the iuntellectts opeiaticns ie eharscteristic of this
lozie. Toreover, it is in agreecsnt vith Peoudo-Thonua' om stetenont
tast the subjeet of ¢ scicoee auet heve prior zerts to which 1t eon be ro-
duced for explomstion.’

Yor. IX, chape xip Aristotle Posh snal. 31, chap. .
%rre T, chhpe ii. Frr. I, chap. i
foe, sristotle anale 4, ehaps, ieiii,

Sy, TX, chap. x<d. brusa., ehep. viit.
éﬁaihﬂix Hediwm autes in demone:




I shall now proceed to =y second point: that emch of the treatises
is an amalytic foundation for those shich follow it., The fact that the
treatises ave comnected smalyticelly is evident from Pocudo«Thomaat
Pmamim} Here I wish 4o peint oul texte vhich show m*t the analyts
meg of eagh trentise to the next includes & significan

f veasor | another the beste distinction between substanes
quantity, g%l&@. snd relation.’  Pecudo-Thonas
in his treatise cn the proposi

Froem.§ Tre II, chaps. § end fv,

45e. I, chop. 1. Stbid,, chap. v.

Stbaa,, cheps. vi end viit, Ve, II, chap. 1.
8ercaz, v, VI, chaps. 11 end v,

Woe, v, chap. f. Ve, 11, chape 1.
14 ?ﬁ' Qh@ﬁt ie xpressly refers to the previous




4

tincticn beteeen real rolations and relstions of ressen in discossing the
neture of truth,) Finslly, he uses the distincticn between gul

yuentity, and quality in reference to deterninsnts of the progosition in
exder to divide the proposition Stwelf,® Norsover, after weking the divie
sicus in a systemutlc way, he proceeds €0 trezt the relstions sneng Pope
citions themselves-that is, thefr opyositicms and eguivalences.’

weposition must precede the syllogien emsidered abuclutely,
roposition parts of the sylioglsms® Since 1¢ is common in the
@rmﬁﬁ@n. £t i not MWW that feeudo-Thomms ases the divistons of
the proposition %o divide kinds of syllogiom, ¥ makes
oppositions mbm@ﬁ in the eaylier mma in thet on the &gn@g:&m.
However, ., Sanrns o bing

mmmmw&emmmﬁy&m mgm, fw%awm the three selfe
evident prineciples, by chich he proposes to prove the %&i&iw of sylio-
glsms, in the form of hypotheticsl prepositi foreover

syliogisn a8 & consequence, explaining

The eyliegism wt fredede the demonstration, since every daucnstrae
tion s a &ym Here, of courge, the contzibution by the former
trantise of structurel yrinciples to the lotter one is to be expected
cuuse the relation between thes is not expleinmed sp one of part

Lﬂa ¥ii, chap. fv.

chaps, vili-fx, Gy point ic not thst tﬁw
ﬁﬁwna m& egui ralencen iﬁaﬁf is smmmmﬁw@. mw@ﬂa'a M
ﬂm the mi&%iw m@@m of yr@g%im from f“"*"‘w*'.f-.ﬁe m%&h&ﬁ&m
m mtm@ﬁa&iﬁ troated on the basic of the @@m&mm of his first

itions aye sﬁ&m mmzy s tompbe
tc be

%ﬁe ?ﬁ!g Eh&g 4. The propos
zal hypotheticalsws"(uando. .. tunts .+ "==but clvicusly ave intended
eonditionalss ef, tv. V1L, chap. ziv,

?% chap. ve He suys that “ills &rﬁ vm i‘m @ynngim,
tur ex sls mme ma.‘*

Crrvan,




LONETET, the mﬁmw of ths tvestises
lking thon might be expeoted. In the last ehapto:

gausal refuplicative mzmﬁ,ﬁm, disonssin

meat of eyllogist: ? For the truth of the caussl reduplica-
tive proposition, 3¢ is nevessary that three estegoricsl

plieit in it chould be true, that o conditional ex :

nsie clause on shich the veduplieation falle should express the eause of

the main predicate.” These motions of sbsslute necsss

port, established bofore the treatise on demons

essential conditions of demcnstration iteelf; for the necoossry m&m

tmplied by the conditionsl eoxponent of the ceusel reduplicstive is exe
terpretation of the dleiusm de oomi applied to devonstyoe

tim,é snd the cmusel connection foplied in the causal reduplicative is

expressed by the purely couwsel interpretation ef the middle torm of the

grior trestises tvecte in ite m:;mt m@fw fmm which sre applied es
stractural primciples of ergenivetion in the sueeseding tmmﬁ Bow,
this redlexive applicstion of foctors discorned in the subject matter of
logic to the logical considerstion itself fs to Se expected, for Feeuloe
Thomas i developing a scienge of science; if logle is a science of seie
enge, it shovid Le %Xzfnag@mmla not only in its orgenicetion,; bet even

Lhids, @%ﬁgﬁ i. Ty entive seeond point oight now be mt&mg
Pou ‘ throughout his legle, uses the elements of logio
ﬁm&&eﬁs&z@mmﬁeﬂ@,&&a@wfmgmm&mmwﬁz
tha 3.@@%1 consideration of the wholes of vhich they

ohane xviii, The treatment of the causal mﬁuglimﬁm aw
mh&m&s@mwa@;&&n&xg I believe mes@mwummm
smem both explains and ie verified by its very presenc @,

$@_,, Lpp. 1%, chap. 1. Sruid,, shep. wiii.
have hy no msons attempted %o point out &3;3; &? the exaupleos
i&is e@aﬁmﬁm I m mzy indieated & fow instances

35



in {¢o content. In treating the syllogierm considered shoolutely, Posudoe
Thomes even uvses reflexivity in the very suwe treatise, for he proves cone
versions sylmgﬁmie&ny.l

If these two poiunts suffictentiy specify the meaming of the stotee
ment that PeeudoeThomes® logic is & science of seientific kucwicige, howe
ever, we still must esk bow this work io supposed {o satisfy our natuval
desire for scientific knowlefige. Uhy did the author net write = trostise
on physies or theology, or construct » methodelogy, ifustead of unforiuking
& scientific explanetion of seience itself, if he wished tuv setisfy cur
desive for scicutific kncwledge? #hy, in shert, doss he not votice what
seoni cn obvious noneseguituy in his srgupent frow the nstursl desirve for
saim:?e knowledpe to the noceseity of & scienve of scientific knowieige
iteel

Row, Peeudo-Thomas ovides us with no explicit stetement concerming
this ooint, but he doee m us with certain elues from which, perbaps,
xmﬁmmmminmamamm.

First of 2ll, be trects intentions in the retsghysicsl context of
digtinctions betecen individesle and wniverssls, and belween being and its
modes,” The intentionsl e what is sn objeet for the intellectethat is,
anything iasefsy es it is unferstood ﬁ Intentions ave divided between the
real natuves of things nresent in the intellect and the properties of these
natures which the intellect forms snd applies to them whon they ave cone
sidered in reference fo the individucls from whick they weve sbetracted.’
intenticns cre the very forma in the thinge, while second intentions refer
to the things only in comparison eith one anethor.® Real %ﬁtag, then, is
not neceasarily noneintentionnl; rother, o being of v
mevely intentignal--that is, what never can be pocses

2

lﬁfr. VIIl, chap, 14, Cf, mupwa, o

Syp. 1, chape &5 Trs LI, chape ie

Wﬁ&ﬁl&' @r ﬁhﬁa m&ﬁm@s mﬁ%mamﬁg as it ia "im*ﬁ mm i& n&t mmiy
negative, «lthough ¢ is & second intention, not & nature,
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by the intelleot, but only cen be thought.® The natures which the intele
lect receives sre st one sod the same time inteontions end peal mm.z

How, it i2 resl Leing which primerily is divided into the ten cate=
gories in which i} forus and individusls are found.® Reel being i6 cone
tracted by modes which are said to be resls novertheless, the dietinetions
between them ore ouly of reascuewthnt is, the distincticns ave intentional
beings.” To these Qistinctions, nothing correspends eacept Leing iteelf
in the zmiwamlﬁ It seoms to ws te fellew that being iteelf is o cingle,
porvesive, and real motwre in which all nutures and individesls shmeg
Yaw, being iteelf is primerily understocd of overything.! However, if bee
ing elee is o matore, then this wlervtending of being is a positing of
its sobure in the intellect so that, on the intellesct's z*éfm&m, it
will beccome ¢ first intention. Yet nothing can bs added to W Conw

uently, it seems thot all of our knovledge is an explication for cone
aeiﬁm consideration of the content of this fivet intellectusl possessio

In one way, the individual is most boeaie, since netures sctuslly
st only in ond by the individuals.’ Nevertholess, PesudoeThomss alse
srants & proper being %o natures; he considers the distinction betweon bee
fng of cesence znd being of actusl existence tc be a distinction between
two diverse things. " That Peeudo-Thoves sheuld teke this pesitien is une
é&m%&é@h&h for if being iteelf iz a nature shared by 21l natures and
dunls, then it would seen that these notures should bave beling sine

1‘?:; i1y chop. fe
zﬂﬁ‘{fifm, however, that tho nature ie an intention not ineofnr se i8¢
iz in the intellent as 4n e subject, hut insofar es it is an object wnder=

, SIaid, Of. gupre, ppe 29-30

-Thonae says (Ibid,) “being™ "per prius disitur
de substentia in cus mwm%%; {ftalics mine,) He
speaks (Tr. I, chap. iv) similarly of nature ing "soved® in matéevr.

Trws 3, chape iv. 8ore I1, chap. ie Fpm, TT, chep, i4.

161 idet Yo o ¢ e85¢ eosentise et csoe actuslis existentise diffce
rimt veoliter,; ut duse diversse 208 ¢ ¢« o o




tific knowledge is preperly causal )
m&&mﬁmﬁmmﬁmw RGO

mes & spacial significonoe demons
pagoned fact is by way u’f cmﬂ;i&l helogwethat i@, essence a&
quﬁéwy mem.? vith tike mxmnm, the pesition that seientifie

sodes which divide real Mwﬂ.ﬁ gecas m&
a @&ﬁ.@atﬁw mm@&m of mt&i&‘zg requires & deterzination aot enly cone
cerning the realities which become objocts of the intelicot, but aleo cone
cerning the sscond intemtione which the intelloct itself forms ond age
sribes $o these Yirst intentions in the course of its cperaticas. One way
to explain the purpose of PoeudoeThomss* logie, then, is to say that it
provides the reduction of scientific knowledge to ite ulitimate prineiples,
& reduction which is necessary in order that theve shounld be any scientife
ic kunowledge at all.

Ancther olue with which Peowle=Thuws rovides us I8 the diastinciion
he malies betveen the treatises un the wedicsbles and the svedicauen
the one hand, and the truatises on the jwoposition, the syllogi
demonstration, on the other. These trsatises ave continuous wﬁ% one ane
other, ¢8 I heve pointed oul; nevertiwless, the division at this peint is
drewn more sherply then elsewhere,

AT the end of hie Zreztliscs om the eciogories, FseudoeThopss aswe
plaing that Ye has trosted the things serilaining to the Tivet ect of the
intellect insofar ez they are things wdlersbood; it reusins, however, to
consider them es lo modes of signification, since legic mot only is & voe
tionsl solfevive, 't sleo s linguistic science of the eyllogiem and ite
parie consideveld s %o modes of ﬁ%&ﬁ&gﬁmﬁ % he oo
mroposition conslders 1% o5 2 sentence which signifios Jud

chap g% crape Xis ofe LS, 1TPe 31=32,
5?;?9 ?Eg W xviii. é?ﬁa TII; chide Vs
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are ot natural things, nor are they vaturel fnatrusents of the intellect,
S4411, they eve iustrments of the intellect, and the intellect 4s shove
all natural things. Opoech and ite rovrte cve instrumente of ¢he intple
lect, for en iretrusent is defined by ite uses, and the function of speech
ie to comrunicate the kmowledge of cne pereon te enotter.l The trestices
on the rropesition, the eyllegiem, ond Gemonstration, then, sre concerned
with &igscourse inscfar ac it signifies truth, for thin otudy fo ordeved to
emonctretive knowledge, in vhich men 45 led by hearing %o corgider truth
through reasoning from what ie prerer to the thing,®

Bow, Pesulo-Theomsg divides liis trostises secccrdiug 4o the prineiple
of three operutions of the intellests siaple understunding, judguent, snd
reesoning.” However, if I am covrect o supposiug thst for his a1l kecwle
efge is en explication of the imitfal nature of being, then it would seenm
that the M of knowledge do not eo uasch 548 to our originel knowle

supposition is borme out by the faet that the distinc~

tween the opervations of the intelleet ave not solidly munintained,
Thus, PesudosThomes seems fo cousider the very first act of reflection,
in which the neture bocowes e firet intention snd ecoond intentiens ave
formed,; to involve s comprrison between the mature understeod
in the individual thinge, 4 Towever, such o coupsretive cot defines th
judgment in which truth is koown.  Neveover, Feeudo-Themes e?g&mxﬂy
g2ys thut our intellect ls discursive in mﬁmtaﬁﬁimg natures, since it
treatnent of the @gamﬁm @f the intellect seome o indicnte again that
*intellachnl Imovledse™ i acbigvous, memning both the izitis) reception
of paturese-inoluding the nature of heing itself in which ewerythning is
ioplicitewund the gradual esplication which rekes us fully awere of our
posseasiciise

&.iﬁt; chepe 144, ﬁ&@

ur. VIZ, chap. i3 tre VITI, chape e 4@& I, oheps. fei.
%&‘?c ?}E; ehap. Te 693‘& IT, chap. iig of. tr. VILI, chupe §ve

gf the denone




m% is, on &m& of the mmm, W
intentionsl being--which is transformed, simply by bsing thought, into s
posscesion of the intellect. It seems %o me that such a transformstion
m&ggtwmlmﬁmﬁwmrMiaimtmemmm
sessions of the mummi when the transformatd ' E oo
capable of taking compl ' Paend
trentment of languag hia work itself as a mm, it seoma

work is for those who have pet yet attained the tronaformaticn in which
selentific krosledse covsists, and it sins to lend initiztes to that
echievement by 2 diseourse of resson from what is propsr to the mature of
the thing itself wmder considsration~-sll of the things that cam be known
by scientific knowledge

words, science is a knowledgee

If we teke sericusly Pesoudo-Thomas' ot:t that mathematics dee

monstratively proves the proper principles of the other sciences, it seoms
to pe that his logiec also wight De ealled "a reduction of mathematics to
its wllimate principles,” for ineofur se FPeewdo-Thomas veduc

the Tundamental couses of sclence-ethe intellect and being~he is reducing
the moet concon science of all to ite prineiples. In this commection, 4%
is interesting to notice that he stutes an intellectunl derivaticon of nue
merical unity which parallels the devivaltion of ifvensccendental unity., He
explaing that the intelicet fived understands beiang, then distinetion,
next undty, and finally swititudej corvespondingly, it nderstands the
continmm, division, numerical weity, and mmr} The diffevence belwesn
these is not sy rasl thing, but two fsctowns Pivst, thet the second set
of concopts dess not apply to immaterial beingsi secend, that the seeond
izplies the messurenent of discvote things--that iz, material individu-
gls.? Pasudo-Thomas says very 1ittle about mathematics im his logle, ex~
eept for the oingle highly significont atstement to which I have referveds
neverthmloss, 3% moy not bs overly imsginotive to thinsk thet in this loge

1%, I%, ehope 43 "Cum enie solentia oit habitus covciusionis demene
stratae acguisitus ex ipsius spocuintione; est sciendum quid sit scientia,
et guosodo acguivetur, necesse o8t scire quid est demonstratio.”

®Ibid., chap, xiie pp, 111, chepe e ‘Idid.



f0, if it veore fully devoloped, wothematios could become the subordinate
part of logle concarmed with the exfetentiol veslm of resl Yeing.

in eummary, them, ©s Thomes' logie is a sclense of scicatifie
kmovledge. Jemensirated hnowledge becomes known, througn logd
knowledge of being, for demcustrstive knowledge presupposse a knowledge
of its own causes. Such & logic is siwed to terwminate the yrocess of the
reascns Logic completes knowledge, not by apriication or use, but simply
by being knowne Thus, the reflexivity of Peeudo~Thomss' logic is necese
sary to i, for logic schieves 1¢s purpose by this devices if legic were
not sﬂf‘uﬁt@ﬁm&m; @ further imowladge would be necesszry to aschicve
conplete acience. JPseudo<Thomset logic wight be called a “soionos of sece
ond iatentions,” for beings of resson belong properly to its oubisot uste
ters however, it considors second intentions in thely foundstions both in
real being and in the nature of the intellect iteelf,

fay Ockham, logio is practiesl rather then speculstive; it is an avt
rather than a science, ~Although Ockham's logic §s dirvected in a special
way towsrd the ach ent of seientific knowledge, scicnce is not ite
sole objective; moreover, even to the extent that logle ie dirvected teoward
science, it does not seshk this ebjective by reflection upon scientific

the requast which he 4s trying to fulfiil,’ "i@ﬁﬁmﬁg, be considers
ﬁhemgms%t@’b@%&&@@&h@ﬁ@ﬁ@ﬁ%ﬁ&%@f%@ﬂﬁfi@%
logic is the most euitable instrument of all the ariss without it, no sele

énce can be possessed mfmﬁ 4 scientist's knowledge of logie is

naand , SPYInNg for a m
iocican sz; m tractatun cole

Imw m m ﬁl@%m Wgﬁms



conpored with a sechanie’s kaowledge of his teols; slibough the uze of
logic does not wear it ond, it is knesm just se o sschanis koows
W,mmmmmmﬁasmmmm@mmmmm
inteliectual ool by using i%»

ity of logies he m@s that ﬁ%‘&a atﬂi%y ia m'tiga},ﬁ. In first ?l«w,
false emmm, wheon %MM are offored ae ymmxmm,

fron self-ovident premises, capable of being known by scieontific lowle
edge, lLogic also is useful for disputation, however, sinse it teaches
the relations bYelween propesiti v

Ookhanm somatimes refers %o logic as & ”@@i@f’mg“ﬁ hosever, this deg-
iwtim@fiﬁm%mmmmmaw“m,. In the Frolegus to
commentary entences, Ockham explains that logle, gresmar, and
rhetorie many are ;»memml, not speculative. These disciplines dirsect
the intellect in its operationss mammﬁmmmmiﬁmafm
intellect by mesns of the will. On the other hand, lozie is classed with
the arts, not with the normative prectical sclences, since it does not
dictate whet 48 to be dome, but shows how something is to be made.d Logie
eal rules, therefore, avre hypothetical imperatives, not eategoricsl , 5

The works whooe making logie divects are propositions, syllogisus,
and the like, ©Such works ave ¢up own productions, aince they canmoet he
made except by us. These arvs not exterior works, except secondavily, mt
ars ima%&mal. Therefore, lugi.ﬁ is ammw practical, not spsoulaew

‘ Jeichy _m_, I; Proley que 4, 110, quoted in Prantl,
[+3 3 m’ Pe 5319 By f41e

aourse, the condition of application would norwally be fwmie
£illed, Mna@ nan noturally desires to know; however, the end is outside
the .zu;gmmm of logical regulation.

Tes Iy Proom.s juoted loc eite, n. 742,




but eith dntenticnal constructs within the intellect.

Of course, if logic consists of rules showing how to consivact prope
ositions end arguuents in and by the intellest, it must rresuppose soze
matorial from which the products of the intelleet can be made. Not everye
thing in iristotle's Categordes, for ewwmmple, is precticals Ockham consid-
ers this vork meinly speculstive and thinks 4% practicsl omly inscfer es
it deals with lsnguage. However, Ockham finds townrd in this,
eince many practical watters do depend en epeculation.” The practical
part of logie, thong hes to &o with cur worksy the speculstive dogs not.
These constructicns are propesitions and eygumentsi given s materis] the
uatural signe or gimple concepts, the intelleet profuces these complexes
in itself,”

Te understand how Ockham inguishes logic from other sciences snd
reietes 1t to them, it iz nocessayry to oxplain his distinction betwesn
first =«nd cegond intentions, To understsnd this &istinction, however, it
is nccessary to know Ockham's doeltrine of the simple concept as 2 natural
sign, since Ockham does not treat intentions ss natures posited in the ine
tellectwetint Pseudo-Thomas doss--but as oigns noturally coused by things in
the intsliect.

eldwm saye that an intention of the soul is something in the soul
which naturally eignifies sompthing alse, He cosiparas these Inlentions

to the woads of which linguistie construetiocns are mode. On the one hend,
the intention is related to s mentsl construet as a single werd i9 related
to a linguistic conetruct. On the other hand, the clements of linguistie
discourse sre significant conventiomally, whils inteontiome maturelly sige
nify their objects.’ Abous the exaet mature of these intentioms, Ockham
wag in some douht, FHevertheless, ho seems Timally to have determined that
they are identiesl with the ects ¢of the intellect themselves and, hence,
are qualities in the soul.? The sistinction between firet and second ine
tentiong is that firat intentions signify precisely things vhich are not

M; ﬁﬁc @&ggg Pe 3% Catthan
id, ef. mx@m Boekmer, (. F. M.y "The Bealigtic Conceptu
Goichony® Traditio, IV (1945), spe 315-319.
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second intentions are signs of &ﬁml This distinction sust
- unferetood very m&wm gince there ave fim% intentions which sigi-
fy mﬁmﬁm, but not insofar es they are @m&

Row, for Ockhem, cerisin of our consepte VELDRLE v
they signify -ouy things egqusllye Since mimaﬁ%y belengs
gofar as they are signs, cur concept of umiversality ie o segond
ﬁim} Properly spesking, the universality of = single intention signie
% is the only universality there is, for there is no wnfe

mm ﬁmt from sipgns, end there is no common neture in individusl
This position doee not reduce univermal
m&f:y, however, since the universel intention i o single

many individusl things, neturally caused by ite @@gmﬁ

naturally by the w&m of real m mwﬁ‘bﬁ@m, for Ockham,
sre uot mmz%m which the intellect sscribes %o natuves in ﬁaeif ¥hon

engequently, logic as & practieal science is not cone

2ee Ly Chape xid,

7 yehologieal treatwent of intentioms, msm mm treat
m@wmmmmmmmmm 4
witiz M mm; logic, howeve ;

onsiderved in thie way. Gf. ooy

LoZe s i, ﬁ%ﬁa ®iv,

iﬁeﬁ epslten caly e@m |
szm. m&mmﬁmme@mm&%&t&erﬁm%wm
ﬁm&im, m m sim ﬁ&im am are not ling 7 , .
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cerned with incomplex intentions, for simple intentions are not vorks in
our pewer, but ave works of nature. The speculative psrt of logic does
conpider these elements siuce they are materisle cut of which are cone
structed the complexes whoss making logie dirests.’ logie differs from
other sciences, Weesuse the rules of lovie are conmnosed of ssoend intone
tions used significstivelye-that ia, stondine for firet intontiens of
which the propositicns of resl sciences sve fermed. Rezl eclences are
constracted of firet intentions used significatively-that is, standing
for real things.”

Gekham's discussliom of the proposition, "Han is & specics,” ie il-
lwsinuting ia this cannection., Now, socerding to Ockham, terms used in
propositions, but only in propositions, have suppositione-that is, o prope
erty of standing for something in o definite way,” Supposition, thenm,
peasupposes significntion, for only signs con be combined %o form proposie
tions, and signe--nt lesst, astursl sigus--sre significant by themselves
Supposition priserily is divided into persomanl, simple, and metevial,
Personal suppositicn ie the property of o term used to stend for what it
signifies and is held in i%s significance; it belongs to amy sign, whate
evey ile intention op inposition, provided it is used in o rropscition to
#tand For what 4% elgnifies. Jinmple suppositicn te the preperty of & term
used to stand for an fntontion of the soul, but not for the thing or
thinge 1t significs, Halerial suppesition is the preperty
to stand for & linguistic eign.’ OF course, 4 term used in simple or m=

tands for aigna insofar as they are sigms, not insofer
ng thay are thinge ﬁmkﬁmg tut terms oged in these suppositicns

ﬁ;%m, in %m agmim,“ fgen™ i 2 %@m of first
intentioz having simple Wﬁm, vhile "apecics™ is o ter: of gecond

“Tbides pe 336

m am@. S. Hetico thut Gokham defines the mental term heve
with reforence to suppesition, sinee he is intercsted in the ¢erm insofar
@ 1% oon be zsam @@ a pronositions novwsriheless, mm%@ ‘%@ﬁm to
torms only in propositions, although terms sre naturally order

#ay, "n mﬁﬁw‘*ﬂﬁﬁ be mﬁ to stand for things.

, dhap. ixdv.
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first-intentional significence of the subject reguires a knowiodge
- things; if such propesiticns belonged %o legie, then no one could kuow
logic completely withoul knowing the nstures of all things. On the other
hand, he also denies thet the propesition properly belongs to any partice
alay real science, since the applleability of this predicate, “species,”
second intentlonal significance, cannet bs kaowm without a
knowledge of logics if swoh propositicns belonged to weal scisnces, then
no one could have » yesl sclencs vhich was not subordineded %o logle
prineiples, not serely for its production Yy the use of logle
tools Hiz solwiion, therefore, is that such propositione must belong t0
scienges dlotinet from ond subordinated 4o both logle and the pare
ticular scienses, or elee thoy beleng to melaphysios, adnce Hoth Miret and
second intentions cen f£all under the considemation of metaphysics.” As
okham oxplaine elsesheve, metaphysical derms such as "being” and “one”
neonliar, for althoogh they nre thenselves fivet-inteontional in their
am&ﬁm, they are cowmon %0 all signates, zshether they %e things
whioh are not signe, or whether they be signs.’

From thie snalysie, it is clear thet Ockham establishes o caveful

distinction beiween levels of langusge or thought, such that logic is se-

questered from o consideration of realities and is limited %o the vealm

of signification,? vith these distinotions, the reducticnism whioh Peeudo-

Thomas was able to carry oute-becsuse, for him, reality and intention

overlep in first intentions-is impossible. It follows that Ogkhem

ic cennot lead a foundation of principle to the knovledges oblaeined

real scienges. Yot an&a the practicel part of logie, wz&m mmam %m
cmplenes of m@e, hut even the specunlative part of log-

3y8 the materials themselvea, has a aubject matier clesrly

roid,  Ivgd., ITIII, chape xxite  2Ibide, I, m xExviiie
407, Prilotheus Bostmer, 0, T, oy ! oglcats mw of
and Fotion of Truth,” Colleoted Articles on Oclkhem
Oe Fo M (St ’@mamm, .
DDe 243=245,




distinguished from the subjeet matters of real sciences,

Hovarthelesa, Ookhen does maintein o sharp distinetion between the
gart of logic vhich deals with terme and the parts which deal with cone

ogond Pines and éis%‘iwmmm mwm terms of cecend in-
tenticn or second mmw.g Third, he defines and dietineniches cere
tain terms of firet intention,” Finally, he defines and éistinguishes the
suppocitions of terms. How slthough Ockhawm pronised

rules,” it is only in his tvestment of swupposi
pear; however, they de appesy throughou

the reason for this is Wﬁﬁé&ﬁ, sinee it is mzy in deacling with suppos

Jekham begins treating termd ss they cre used as materisls by
operations of the inteilect comstructing propositicns snd srguments,
If theee corasiderntione are suffieient to determine the meaning of
the ctotement thet Cckhsm'e logie is am evt, stfll the cvestien erises:

corteinly not the case for Ockham, as 1% ie for Peeulo-Thouns,
that lcgi,a is necessayy o unfold for conselicus ewersnoss the conteut of
a privary possessicn of the inteliect. TFor Cckham, cur prisssy knowledge
is a éi&timt intuition of individuel things: this is true net only of cuy
pxperience, but aleo of cur intellectusi me@mﬁ It is only
ndarily that the nind pusses on to chetract and to wmiverssl knowle

@m&&m any m&l:my founéd in ﬁa@ tkiug@ it gw&%, but mm&y signifies
them, oud since *&Ei;@ eignstes of & comoon oconeept only participate in it :m

bid, hege. Tetitlzzvis, "Dt

%‘?}S& gmamﬁ :,&a ¢rected in Motthee C. Honges, &. Fe %w % t‘:@mﬁ
Y _tegarding the m&mtm; &f Féﬁé sa6 «:::.:'-':.:

éma‘, Pe 25,



the sense that 1t is jwediesble of themy® it follows that our primasy
knozledge of things is adecuste and distinct of {%aelf and that parfeet
knoaledge is not to be gaimed by explicating the content of our coneept; it
is aot a firat intontion in Peeudo-Thomas' sense~-that is, it is not & uni-
versal nature. Moreover, it camnot be the case for Ockhem, s it is for
Pasudo-Thomes, that logic is necessary te permit the intellect to reduce
objects understeod to principles by o reflexive cormpideration of them,
There are iz‘m ressons for this. In the ﬁmﬁ zﬁ.&m, Cekham's preferre

xnoving Egesned W the intelisct as o Eﬁm In the second M@g
the éfmek and the veflexive sets of the intsllectewthat fs; the act by
which the intellect understunds scmothing cutside the sonl, and the asct by
which this set itself is wderstood--cannot bte the sepe set sceordinge to

Lecording to Ockhonts stotemont of the utility of m@;@,, therafore,
it must be scdd that the st of logle o considered nocessary by him in
order to achieve a sure distinction between itruth and fulsity in scientif-
io mnorladge onf a proper proceduve inm Gisputution e ressncn s that
the not of scientific kmowing itself is not ismedistely of things, but of

the intellect which ave im its power by

| s okhants proference ia for the position
vm mezz*&iﬁm %m myt wi,%h **‘im &w% e}f M mc@mm imﬁl!.f. Cle

I i$ an evident mz@é@ of the
t&'ﬁﬁ&-—ﬁﬁt 5—30 ﬁ‘% Loneeuiich demmmetrated, (f. Boe ;
06 guppos iﬁi@iﬁ . s t& Pe w3 elso @90 254-257, vhave e uing



icel art is nocessary to direct the intelleet in forming the propos

which are direct objects of selentific kmow

signe, Lecause such knowledse is not concevnmed fmmedistely with individual
things which ave nsturslly kaowa by distinct end adequste intuition and
abslractiune The inlellect operates in forming the propositions whiech
seiences know aud which disputants argus sbout, cn? the intelleet cim o
astray in ite operaticns wnless it is regulated Wy a leogical avt.

In sun, Ogkhas considers logic to be an art. loglc is concerued
with the construetions which the intelleot makes, end which 1t is in the
pover of the intellect to make well or badly. Logical propositicns theme
gelves ave mede up of sigus of second iutenticns the propositions vhoss
emstruoction logic regulntes ave uade up of natursl signs of first intene
tion. Entursl slgns in their moomposed coudition are given the intellect
without {f operatings of themselves, these eigns hawve detorminste eignifi-
cation and sre In potency te being vweed o etend Qur the things thay »ige
ndfye Consegwentdys igsolar as logle cunsiders inevaplex netursl signs 4

preparatory to thoe art, for it
is & knuulsdge of the materdal upon vhick the art works or from which loge
fo's om maym‘é&m are composede In ifts proper Musiness, 1@@@@ is

cant mpl@m, m&m mp@&iﬁﬁm of real soie

en materisls, JGHIEM afige
coneern fabricatione of our o mindsy how these proposit
posed, thervefore, depande on owr art.

Although with wery 4ifforert rosnings, it iz twue Both for Pyeudow
Thomns esnd for Cokham that logle s congermed with the objects of sciene
tific mowledge. Yor Peondo-Thomng, logie s required in order tc rozolve
asiones to the rincizles hich sve really vltimete, since without such &
regolution; the transformaticn by which e ocbject of the intelleet bow
comes its posscasion cenmol coevr, Yor Ockhem, legic dees nmot fulfild
science by a theoretical considersztion, but by regulating the spervations
of the intelleet in vwhich sclentific propesitions ave constrvcted :
for Loth mﬁ&mg the trontment of terms fa distinguiched charpl




westlses on terms eve concerned with things wderstood, in vhich thw
whole of mm@ﬁ@ ie iwli@x%, shile the ﬁm mamﬁm danl with

tions ﬁ%ﬁ\ﬁﬁ m@ m@%g sulled by thelx P
for things iv such projyesitions. Agnim, for Loth puthors, the proposition
snd the syguwmant, a0 3@@.&% eonsiders themy do sot mﬁg add %o onr knowle

okheam in the guite &ifforent sevse mm proepesitions
umente ave a&m&a of lowowledpge distinot Trem the individunl things

three &m)az things which are not sigms, the g:rmu&m of real peie

ences, and the propositions of logie. FVor FPeendo-Thomns, the distinetion
m, agince first intentions =re resl %mﬁm " Por both auth ers, there is
& factor given us independently of any sot of the intellect which detere

ntelleetual intuition of individusl things cutside mlﬁég&. For Faoudow
necessary in order that the form in the intele
Cckhem, 1% is nocRSe

blance between the iwo mm w&% mmt to logical theory

pizilarity of noses. The two suthors ave 12 o single ﬁi@mﬁm. Thoy are
on opposite sides of the arpument, in direet oprosition to esch other, |
Precisely for thal recson, there is some commmity of prodblems and prine
eipless however, from their common problems and primeiples, they come 4o
exnctly opposed conclunions,



onpsrison with the clesr positicoms of Yeeudo-Thomas and Ockhem
on the nature and purpess of logie, the position of iguinss must seem
onfused. At times, Aquines calls logie an axts; at other times,

bhe calls it s science. At times, he says it is speculative in a way; at
dolegical. He states clenrly that logie
is concerned with the operations of vessony however, he holds thad these
operations belong to the subjoet metter of 2 matural science, peyehology,
and he divides logie from all naturel sciences. He steies erypileslly

; oneoraed with entities of yreason snd the mmmﬁ.m wivioh
oduces. e mokes comparisons whioh place logle mnd metaghysi
in close mlmm; hovever, he divides the two sbarply, ssying thet log-
ic eonsexns the modes of prodicsiing, not the cxisterwe of things.

might suppose that the difficulty lies in the fact thet Aguinas
never wrote any complete logical treatise of his m} This supposition
certainly has some validity., However, slthough he would have stated a
clearer and move accessible position bed he treated logic extensively and
for its own sske, wo cannot assuze that this factor is s sufficient vesson
‘ If the

not the only gmim positions emaem'ng the natuve and purpose of 1@@-
ic, then these two will not be contredictories, but contraries. The comw
munity which I bave indicated between the two pesitions lends plausability
o this hypothes In this case, it is possible that Aguinas offers uws a
third asltemative; & nosition opposed to the first two in a way other then
that in which they aprose ench other,

l&@m 12. 1‘, E‘mﬁamm, De X’.. " @amgma m@ *31:» m&* Torka," in

" fa;mmﬁ@ ad amm nebiles artistas® an i)

bus,” which seam {0 bs genuine, Mwamymm, workss zmg&m %
natura generis,” which is among a group of worke whose authenticity long
has been in debnte; and item 97 is "De demmmatrations," about the authenw
ticity of which suthorities are d&vﬁﬂmﬁ. Agninaa' srecifically logieal
warks, then, are sither commentsries, very youthful works, or wodks of
doubtful authentieity, mam, none of theese is o complede traatisa.
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of logio, I wes struck by ihe faot that 1% is hord to distinguish Aquinss
from the eﬁhm, :‘;mﬁ%;w it is eaay to sve the difference b

BOOUS @%Mmm since iz g of Peeudo-.Thomast statementa
ages in Aguinas? antbentio works. 2
“e",‘.‘;.lr'“:. M UeEnom

I do not belieove thet mmmmmmame
to vwee in i.mm%@m bis mﬁ.ﬁm I think there is sufficient evie
dence in the works of Aquineas to ohow that he held a distirctive, coneiste
ent, and subtle position on this mstter; worsover, I think that his posie
tioen offers an interesting and importent alternative to the contrary ODpow

gition between the mum of I he a;ammt

oﬁmwmmﬁ,hmmg. o
that 1% =must be one or the other.

Pirst, I shall exanine scme of the apravent y conflioting
which Aguinas makes about logie, and show how he qualifies
mento.

In his introfduotions to both of his commentories on logical -
Aristotle, Aquinss tells us that logie is a sclence.” In at least two
places, he refers logic to the speoulative intelleet, peinting out that
the worke of logic belong to spesculative resson end that logie is instrue

ee, "1, loo. cite
2 Hoolys ©Ds ©itss pPe 67 and 188 on FeecudoeThomesy ppe 3, T=10,
13«14, 25’ %’5’@ 83-09, 92, 198, 208, ms 301, and 306307 on Aguinas,

m«»m' I’ m" :{' Preams




m@a to the speculative aciemcen.t fasin, he cayas that lagle is weduced

to the mpeculative in®ollect, becouse it fmotion is in speculation.”
Conaidering these evidences by themselwes, 1% 12 eczsy 4o nnderstond how
the conclusion might be dramm thet Aquinses oonsiders logie a speenlsative
seisnce.

Howover, in the Proemia to his commenteries on legical works of
Aristotle, Aowinss claso conslders logle an arie In contrsat with the uow
tions of brutes, which owe dizected to their onds by inatinet, the setiuns
of men are divected by ressom. This directicn even iz of he very act of
renson itself; the directive art in this instence 1z logie.® Like otber
aris, logie ie concernsd with operations: the thres operations of mmm*
Logie is a uselul art: the logieal diseliplinos sre not sought
own sake, but es an intreduction to the other arts.? Speoculs
are act scught for any am&w, bt for thelir own sokes mgle is not
sought for its own seke, but for some nmmy»ﬁ Againat the netion that
logic is in somo wmay specuisntive, icuinas holde that it iz methodel
for 1t teaches the molus procsdsndi of all the soiences.!

Aguines saye vepestedly that loglo ocnaiders the opersifons of rope
son.® ZLogie iz retiemel, not only beeamse it npoceeds according o reason
a5 do sll of tho smeionces, but becanse 1% is concerned with the very act
of reason as with ite proper matter.” The aivision and ordering

5;’.; Bota,, x, leot. 3413 In de Trin., g9m. 5, ort. 1, od 2,
Ta Nets., T, lect. i.
7, ’;‘*' 3 m de 25& ag Qs 6@ ard, 1. (W’MQ 2; ad %3 In %ha; W;

lect. %% wmei}?mm.
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Logie, then, is not sivply speculative, but only in some way, for
1t 12 sought for some we.t Yot logic camnot be called "practicsl,” in
the sense in which prociiczl is Alvided agminet speculetive knowledge,
since prootical knowledge In thie sense is ordered to a work cutside the
:in%@m%tgz while the works of logie are referred to the speculative in-
tﬁlﬁl@@%ﬁ Horeover, the concewn of logie with the opsvations of wrenson
is not wngualified, since thase omorations properly fll within the sube
Jact oatier of gﬂymlwﬁ

In the introduction to his commentary on Aristotle's Iihigs, theve
ie = key text in vhich Aguines distinguishes s fowrfeld order which resscn
considers. To know order iz the woper provines of reasen, for even the
senge powers lmow some absolute things. fince the consideration of resson
iz pevfected by habits, among which are the selences; ihe scionces are die
vided accarding to the fourfold order vhich resscn considers. There is en
order which reason in no way mckes, but only considers; this belongs to the
natural seiences, including wetaphysics. There i3 su order which reason,
by itz consideration, makes in the operntions of the willy the eonsiders-
tion of this order belonze %o moral philesorhy. There is sn order which
resscn, Wy ita consideration, mshes in external things of which wen s the
causes the consiferation of such produects belongs to the arte. However,
there is another order which resoon, by its considerntion, mekes in its

orders concepte snd signe of oon
each othery the mmamm of thig order belongs to mﬂm& philosow
why.”

logie, then, neither is theorotical, now prsctical, nor productive.
It is not theowetionl, for the order which it covnsiders is not independent
of that considezntion. Consegquently, iquinss csn sy that legie, s s
kind of knowledge, ie sought not for its own sake, a3 sveculative science
is, tut for the sake of sowe use, Noreover, the division of the speculaw
tive scliences into rhysics, mathematics, snd metarhysics is completes

lm %’ Iy loot. 4. 2UNe LhoGles I=IX,; one 574 arts 1, ad 1.
5’%, TI-TT, que 47, &7ts 2, ad 3.

“In Pers hem., I, lect. 133 In 6o m%, I, lect. f-ids
Wg 15@%& Sﬁl”«

%,E,W ie




there is ne place in this kind of science for logic.” On the other hand,
legic iz not prasticzl, Toy the practiexl selences syre divided botween ﬁa@
goidve and the profuctive~~that is, the wors] scionces snd the mechenica
ervte.’ Like the moral ociences, logie is not o sechaniend arte?  Howsvor,
the pringiple of the morsl sciences ig @hﬁi@m therefore, logie cannol be
ussiniloted to thenm; sinee the practical intellced slwage sloms at s good
which 15 ontside itself,” while the determinetion of the speculative Ive
tellect, to which logle is crdered, is distinguished from sets over which
the will hss mi;mh&

"Selonce" often is used by Aquinus in & very brosd senses for even
the division he gives in his inkroduction o the Lthics is & division of
seicnce. TFor this reason, we zust not forget the qualificstion he maikes
when he oalls legic "rmtlonsl seiwnee™ or "ratlonal @ﬁ,ﬁm@mﬁ? When
seuinas says that logic is speemlative by veducllon, as an instrument
ministering to speculation; we muwt wderstand thet he mesns 1% properly
is not speoulative, bat iz related %o syeculatiive m@wﬁaﬁ%ﬁ

12 put the liderel arts really

is ismediately of ressony only ihosse arie are

plies it to 1@3:1@.9 Logic i2 & Miberal arty
are goiences whose werk
salled "liberal” which ars oxdeved o @
dored to some vtilidy sre called "nmachen

jeal” or “servile.* > strictly
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i iBay P e ar%e 1y 8d 2, Ve coumouly use the notion of
"reduetion” m indicate that one thing ie snother when the identity is not
ebviona; dquinas uges the notien of "reduction” when one thing is not ane
other, bul is related m it, even by a velation of contrary or contradice
tory aﬁmm&m; see: In Seafas Iy o@e 1y avts 1, ad 3.

Be 803, K*Hn Qe 57y arts Dy ad 33 ge 134, arts 24 e
107 dg Trifie, que 5y oTte 1, ad 3. 1XIn Meta,, I, lect. iii.




peaking, reason has ne pmﬁm.x However, by anslogy to the operstions
which ave ocutaide the intellect, in which there ic en operatic
through the eperstion, theve is am aet of reason and somew
%&ingmt%amtm@ms te this extent, the notiomn of art can be
used with reforence to 1@&2@ In this way, ceriain sciences eun be
called Tarts,” for they have something anslogously like s products nevere
thelese, although these scienuces ave more mm.c than other arts, the noe
tion of art does mot apply oo sroperly to them.?
%o have scen that logie is concerned with the operations of reuson,
Yet the operations of resson belong to the subject matter of paycholegy,
and his fourfeld divisicn ehows that Aguinas 4id not considar loglie sube
ordinate to peychology, for then he would have included itk in the category
of nalural seience. From this 1t folloes ¢that the peychological operae
2808 proper subjest matter of logie, although log-
oncerned w=ith theae gm&m as with its preper matters ﬁa%em
it is the order vhich reason introduces into ite acts by ite considervs
§ iy WM%&M to theme acts &y their intentional {terminse

tions, not by th
@iﬁmﬁ

Being is twofclds being of nature snd being of roosen. *‘%msf
reason” properly 53 oald of those intestions m raason intveduess
3& the things considered--{or exnuple, the intenticns of genus, Spee
eled, and the like, Indesd, ﬁmmm&fmmmwﬁma@
things, Wt they follew the coneidevation of ressom, The subject of

purely speocul mﬁem& gees mmﬁ ig m‘ ii m &ﬁ .
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"&*s.be basio text convernd on-psyehic entity of intention i
ahite I?; chapes £is Izz%mr%iavzs w& Wﬁi@ﬁ%& by eseh wot of the
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7 3t h logic considers follow the mede of undess?d vandings Ze pots

Qus Ty mﬂh %g Ceo} m Sente, I, dists 2, gus 1y 6vts 35 Cu Sum. theol

Iy qgu. ?ég arts 5y ad 43 -‘_&m IV, lect. iv.




maiderstion of intontions. It considers imtontions and nothe
dag m; a0 other solence considers mﬁ These intentions are divided
sguinst beings of nature. “Seing of muture” here, we must rescsber, is to
be talon very broadly, since it includss the objeets of all theoretical
aad jprectical sciences, and all the objeects of the arts. Ferhaps, then,

a suitadble transletion for Yens naturse” would be “resl being.,” These ine
tentione also ave identified with relatioms of resson, which arve divided
against real relations,?

The expreseion, “which reasoan introduces in the things consideved,”
whdeh Aquines wses to Llindt the swening of “intentions,” is perticularly
fatevesting btecnuse of the woe of the word “adinvenit,™ shich I have
franslated as “introfuces.” “idinveait” does not mean "flinds,”™ for in the
very next sentence he oxplicitly denies that these intentiong sre found in
reality. On the other hand, it cannot mean “makes,” for roascn properiy
hos no produots’ "Adinvenit® indicates, in cne wovd, the middle position
which Aquines devaloped beotiween logle as o gelence end logle s an art,
for the =ord refers to an introduetion of an intentional entily, an intrce
ducticn vhich can be reduced neither to the finding of a gliven entity nor
to the making of & rveal profdust.,. TAdinvenit" refers to the fmwm

intellect of 2 determination wholly immenent to iteelf; consequently,
Aguinas uses the word with reaspect to the followisgs indentic carisin
zm IV, lect. dv: " o o eus el é@lﬁ%ﬁt ens scilicet ratiow

nis et ens naturse,. Fns auten rationie dicitur proprie

onitus, quss ratio adinvenit in rebus em&mm; ﬁs.m% i@mﬁa m@n

ris, amaziei et m&ﬁsm. gm %ﬁ&ﬁm ma zmw in revum natura, sed
ticnom enseq ; hofusmods, scilicst ene ratie

2, @iﬁﬁo lﬁg Gl 5; art. 39 ad 1z In de Trifes e 6, art,
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relations and ordevs developed By the intelloct i@salf,l names and m,a
end the composition of a pro

The intentions vhich logie conslders foliow the determination of
unferatanding; they themselvos sre not understosd prizerily, but culy im
2 secendary myﬁ Chensver weo widesstond anything, we must understand
real ‘mmgsﬁ intonticons are undevetood only insssueh as we undersisad oovwe
salves te m‘iﬁf@mmﬁz&ﬁ Togle i3 noet concerued with real belngs) conow
quently, it iz net o knowledge In the £431 and priuery sense. Intentions
are net real bednge; they sre only immenens
intellect, which we consider se quasiecharacteristics of things kuown
sofer as they ve kmown,’ It follows thst these frtenticns cannot be sbe

Sometimen Aquinas says thal logle considers, es its subject motier,
the rredieate, the proposition,; end the ayllogisit, und he oanlls these ine
tentione,® n the other hund, he insists that logle is ecncernd with fne
tentions which ere velstioms of resson.] These two stotemente night seem
insonmistent, since the former scors o eotablish absclute entities as
logical chjeets, vhile the lstter concidere those ubiects to be maw
relative, However, it secme to me thad the gymt inconsistency

pical-ware considered as to thelr intelligible m&mﬁi@m m
mgﬁﬁ%ﬁi@ﬁ&, and erganents. These bterminatiens wre not resl

onseguently, they sre mot to be ceonsidered ss though thoy weve
es to which relatisne would secorvs os m&iﬁm&mm It follows,

w e Te avhe 6, Qe} !ﬁmg%, ﬁ, 1@@*&. m;w
thape ®
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thavefors, thot the epewations of the intellest ave the proper matder of
ipgic, aince mmry are zhat legic W&@Sﬁﬁ.i Howaver, sisoe sclenges are

; tinguished by subloel matters--that is, by the vory erders
which they %m&ﬁ@r, aot by sbooluis things--logie has ns ifts sublest mate
or the prodieaie, the  roposition, aud the sylicgiom; thoue sye the Tow
lations of reeson which logic considore.

anbigugus, either sige
mgymg what is divided Into the ten @a‘&%ﬁrﬂM this gonse, it posits
sosething in realitye-cx slgnifying auything which gan be the subject of
& true prepesiticne-in this sonse, it also cin indfeate whet only is une
é@m@w@.ﬁ Sizdlarly, Poeude«Thomsg divides being in the son) hedween
real being, which can be possecsed by something, and ivtentional deaing,

which telongs to mothing ss & subjects’ However, there ere important dife
Porences. Fov Agulaas, real belngs bave their whele actuality se rosl bow
dngs by @MWQ and intentional bedngs are only inselar s8 they are une
&&m*&@&ﬁ Yor & Peendo-Thonss, veal belsgs sze resl and sowmevhat actua)
by their essenticl bedngs ihey exist by the addition of e being of se
existence which acorues to thom in i&aﬁiﬁﬁéﬁ&mﬁ For him, second intone
tions ave intentionsl, becuuse they are objects of thought which eannot
be polzessed élther Ly the intellect or by matiter. Cafeguries, om the
other hmm, con be faken In two wayse-oithor as intentions or as resl bee
m‘ 5@@@@%&3@” Peoudo-Thorms distinguishes twoen bolng of ossence
and beolug of actual existence as Lelween two diverse weallities, ap2 118 4pe
poses them to each other incamuch ss essential deing belougs properly to
the nature, vhile existenticl being belongs properly to the m&ﬂm&ﬁ
fguines, bowever, nelther treated cosence and existance as diverze reslis-

°2a ente, chap. 4.
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t408, sor 434 he oppose them s8 nRture and individusl.t

second m%m; which are intentional
m@,mmmmtmmmasammmwmmmm
which becomes an objeuh when the intelleet reflecis um i&. Aquines,
however, does sot censider the immencn tellec
%ﬁag} Aouinse does distingal
understood, for resl things are uaderstood prisay bicns o¥
undevatood only soowrdurily. 4 The resl seiences,; including m&@mm,
- concerned with things first undewntood; Maggﬁ@ is coneerned with the
&ﬁ%@ﬁﬁiﬁ% which sre wderstood only sseondaril *.ﬁ Strictly spesking,
there are no first and second ﬁm@nﬁm,& thewgh be does distinguish
botween Mnguintic terms of first end second frposition or Sntemtien,’

which are real beings, snd

end faleity of ;mmﬁmﬂs
guinas considevs logic a pari

' s to "first and second intentions
zay bo fm in mm sourees, but I hm fam Bne glm wm heo
makes steh & distinction. Ferhsps the nearest he comes %o it is when be
saye that intellective resson colistes wniversel intentions (E. g. Sume
the T, gite T0e arte 4, o) even heve, howewer, he can be undersiood
mean intentions as such, not the intselligible sepoots themselwes, since
the comirest is with the abgw% of the opgoitative, not zith the exw

presuedl apacies sdmply isegl

?Eé 3&%&3?’, Iy diste 75 que 1y arte 3, Cey dist. %5 GPs by 8Pk iy
ad 33 Siske 3%, QD ., 8rts 1y 8d 3. Names of Cirst frposition or ine
tention cignify thinges nemes of second imposition or intention sigoify
intentiong,s Fven this corcession to current torminology seeme to have
boen abanicned by squinas, for I beve fourd it dn nome of his later works.
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two, since logie considers bedngs of reason, intentions, things es in res-
son, en order of the scte of reseon, mere intentions, or the wodes
predieating; wetaphysice properly ie not concorned
Bveryibing vhich is, vhieh wotarhysies
ander the wview of logie, for ineofar as anything is understood
‘ 3@@% to the intsllectusl opevetions in whieh intentdoms sre introduced,’
In kowing snything, we come %o know the logicrl ohjesd §n a m’y, not h@-
logical aizm% is cenfused with the realities primarily kndwn
N ECATAG termina immanent to the process of mﬁ@ﬁ@ are
enowsn aam@wﬁw #hanover ony thing is known primeriiv. 3 The conmundty
of logic and metaphveios, thorefore, is not & copmmity in deaiing with
ultimate principles of scientific ksewledpe, nor 2 4% & copmmnity in
dealing with sdsns which may be fabriceted into mwopositions to be knowm
mrndty of ertension, bagad on the fect
that mﬁmmmm eonsiders everything mﬁ loric considers the intentions
the intelleot introduoes in kmwmg anvtbine,

with m of these.

PacndowThonns® reduoiion of lugic to metuphysics, consequontly, is
uct well-founded in iguinas, for he vakes o elear distinetion belwcen the
twvo fields. orecver, whevess Pscudo-Thomas cousiders it necesssyy fo
divide rewl belng in ondor to sttain o logicel hnculedge of the cutegow
riesy iquinas interpreds irvistoile's treatnment in the melaphyelcs ss an
instunge of s apposite rrocedure-logical digtineticps are used in cyder
%o illwmivate mstephyeicel cnss, although the welsphysical dlstinctious
ave considered to be griur in themselves.” Tiis interpretatiun is By no
means onn isolated iuetance dn lquinss' vorks, Cor he tonches explicitly
that it is appropriste for metaphyelios 4o uee loglenl ropositions an
princizles in its owm conniderntions, although ofher selences weuld er
by oreoeading in this mmx.§ Howewer, aince logic does not provide the
wotephyaician with ateriing.points by instracting him concerning the €fe

I1n seta,, TV, lsot, Svs VIT, lect, xiii snd wviig In Post, amale,
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istence of thinge, but only by shewing hinm the modes of predicstion, its
sesistance to the metaphysician does mot project it heyomd its preper
limits. '

. "ne logielss considers the mode of predicating, net the existence
of the thing,” fo an apt trenslation of Aquinss' statement, "Logicus
considerat modun presdicendi, ot non existentian m‘“” "odus® i
translated as “mofie,” "mood,” "way," "menver,” e thnd
are mmza in sowe contexis. However, ancther
“@M,“ﬁ u., in refervence to nofes of Wﬁ@gﬁ&mﬁ
not mesn to indieste a quantitative messuring, The notion must be closer
to that of a determinant, a stendaxd, or & limit,

This notion, taken seriously, can help greatly %o clerify Aquines*
view of logzie, Aguinzs tells us, on the one hand, thet logis is concerned
with the intentions which terninate the rots of the intalleotihese ave
relative %0 & complete knovlelge of the thing., Fe tells us,; on the other
hand, that logic is concerned with the mode-ewhich we must umderstand ss
s éaﬁemﬁszmﬁ, standard, or limite-of predicating. Now, our knowledge is

¢ completed in simple vndevatanding, but in composition and mmsm, '
wnf 40 rorconing. 3 14 follows that l@gie coneiders intentione insofe
they are introduced into rrediostion, wherve they funotion as xmm, stande
ards, or determinants of the positing which ocours in predicating.’ This

m.imﬁaam o predication.

sonines popetimes calls the proposition & "positic"-—that dog o
mmm«g, es Zot TOmnis onim positio absoluds m@um in rerun naturs
existens significat.,” (Da ver., qu. 21, srte. 1, ¢.) The notion of pose
iting always ie invelved in prediceting, hoveover, since {ruth is the cone
tlation of the intellzet (m: %%o’ I, one 3.5, arts 2, ﬁa) and trath
is Imown when the thing le judged to beww"ita o habere™wean it is.
Therefore, iquines eays thal loglic considers ihe jpredicete (vather than
concept), rroposition, and syllogism. (In Popb. enale, I, Jeek, xxe)
Horeover, the very being of irteniicns is in being wnderstond {Cont . 2ants,
1V, ohap. xl.}; intentions sve not understood except when the intalls
veflects upon itself, kmowing itself to know (Da pob., qu. T, a7ke 9, Cols
this MMW sot is that in shich the intellect ludges end forms a rop~
osition gue 1p arts 9); consequently, $ntentions as guch only
peour in :im a&wm sed of the intellset.




detorpination is mot in the thing known, but only in the process of mz-»
edges it limits our positing to what we sctually know of the thing.
the other hand, this doternination is not sceething made through m&-
adge, for it is the linmit of knuwledge itself, 48 e renl scasurement
wonld estahlish ® vaal relation and constitute s renl arder, so the wodes
" of predicating estoblish intentional roleticns snd constituts an iutsne
tiomel ovder. Oonsequently, logle considers sn order which roanon, by i¢e
eonsideration, makss in its own sctswfor ezample, when it orders concepts

to each other.t

This interpretedion of fguimue secounte for his zm%&a of logle o8
& waified diseipline hoving distingt parts.. In each part of logle, &
distinet sot of standards or limlts of predfestion is considered; thase
aPe %ﬁﬁ%&%@%&&’wﬁ fnasmuch as they dorive from tovminations of hoe 4iffer=
‘ent cperstions of the intellect. Thus, &qnﬁm eslls the eategories
ol %img“’ ho spesks of varicus divisions of mymiﬁm
as differont modes in which they can be mmaﬁ and bo almye treats the
principles and g2diddle terms of denonetvations we determinan
of the demsonstrated propositions, although he does net eull them “"modes,™
The iﬁ'&&mﬁaﬁ% 2igo agrees with the distinction of @'Xlagisw%ia m@es,
of definite forms which mensuve the truth of deduced mlwﬁm Iﬁ@@,
then, is one discipline, slthough its parts ave émm since the varie
cus acte of the intellect do not provide modes for rredics
way. The intellect perfects its work in cemposition and éﬁvm, forming
proposition, for there it atteins m, and it is with truth that
logie is concerned.’ sntly, logic is unified in that each set of
the intellect provides mome measure or 1imit for the nwalication ia which
truth i& known, et it is divided socording to the diversity of thoase
FesguTet.

LT

onsaquencs of thise unity of logiec ls that Aguings wmakes no
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gherp brenk betwosn the lrealtliss on the categoriss ond the vest of lag;fm.

hough the wodes which logio eonsidevs exereise their fmotion of deteors
mzm end limitation in the sscond aol of the intelleect, those modes
themmelves aro the intenitional fterminations of all the sets of the intelw
iect, considered irsofar aa they bear upon the knowledge of the thing
aghisved by judgaent and ezpressed in the sropes Aguinag doss not
portray the intellect as an srtist, meking a construct from materials nate
wrally suppliied 4o it. Nor fces he viewm the intellect as an eager reciple
sat, unwrapping & package reslity has given i%, and oxposing the contents
to ite full view,

Thas, Tor Psondo-Thanes, the treaiises on the predicsbles 2nd oatew
gozies deal with thinge understood and the remaining treatises ave 4istine
guished by trestisg modes of smifymsﬁ For Aguinss, on the oontravy,
811 parts of logic are concerned with language, Yut just to the extent
that linguistie expresaions signify logicsl intenticons, Im fect, the way
iz vhich langusge signifiss »ith sizple words must sonsidered in 31l
three rarts of loglc, since they signify simple insighis, or pevits of 2
sroposition, or parts of sn srygument.” Properly, however, logie is not
poncerned with mofes of significetion, since the consideration of these
belongs fo @E&Wag These modes of signifving, consideved by orovew
rust not be confused with the modes of vredication, comsidered by legie,
for the former are linguistic, while the latter sve intentional.”

IP these comsiderctione ove sufficient 4o show that dquinss thinks
logie ¢ be a conzideration of the intentional terrinations of Intellecw
tuzl operationa insofar as they determine snd 1ieit pradizatiss; I must
explain why such a econsiderantion is necessary and how it can procsed.

A@m doea not hold that the first sot of the intelleot aktsins

;z:z Pogts gnaley I, Proem; Jn Ferd howrm,, 1,, Proene

2@0 ’&g 1., tr. '?’I, eha;z. weiiis BLe 4 I’ lect. 4.

41 Sents, I, dist. 22, aume 1, aTt. 1, ed 3; ve explicitly points
ot thet gramey and logle 4iffer.

51& rending Aquinas, remember that he ecunaiders "sign"™ properiy to
apply only 4o sensible things (Sum. theol., Irx, qite 60, arts 4, ad 1}
end geldom, and only in an extended senae, appliecs it to cogniticn (Je
Felsy Qe Iy axhe 4y 8l 4)




$o may obeolube metephysical principle. The intellect prinacily wndere
stands real things themselves., However, it dces not unferstand thom ine
sofar «s they avey rather, it understands only & limited intelligible ase
pect of themel This intellfgidle sspect is fdentical with the thing known
{¢ the extent that the thing is nom-ethat is, so far as it goes, what
the understunding understande 3¢ the thing urderstood.® However, iuscfar
t8 1t In linitede-it is in thie aspeet that it 18 an intention and mode
of yredicatinge=the intention teraincting the first et of the fntelleet
belongs solely to the Sntellect.’ Cemsequently, what is understood in the
first set of the {utellect; considering the limitation of understunding,
need not correspond to emy thing, resl prineiple, or pert of = thing.} %o
ettain the metaphysieal roote of things, therefore, further operstions of
the intellect ars o mm&eyﬁ In the gecond cperation, composition and
division, the existence of the thing, which is its bosic actuslity, is
&nm.é in the third gperation, mmwmmmmﬁrm&a@,
in which its full perfectian consists, is known.! For Aquinas, then, the
three scts of the intellect constitute » continuous and sinple-minded
procees; for, proceeding from complete ignorsnce and tending to full come
prehension, they greduslly expand cur knowledge of the same object. To
the extent that we achieve truth, our cognitive process attains ite soal.®

15e pote, que 11, art. 5, 6.3 Cont. m'.; T, chape 1384, I am
transiating "ratio" ag “intalligible o eepects” Aquinas sometimes calls
this an "intentio,® but 4% 48 not progerly an intention dnsofar as it is
the term of the first act of the intellect, but culy insofar as it ia
relative and determinstive in prediestion. Ofl.: In Sent,, I, dist. 2,
Goe 1y 27ke 35 Co

3”@& :mm.zme 5.23 aot evd the thing vaderpicod in sct are one,”

Pagein: es fes Sum, theols., I, qu. 14, art. 2, ¢« The ratic is what is
known eﬁ the ﬁ?amg which is known.

y 43s 11y 8t Gy O

é‘ger this reason, Lfquinse uses one phrase repestedliy: "differumt in
ratione, idem in sublecto smt¥-wthot Is, they sre really the seme thing,
tat m Aifferent intellizible scpects.
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G0t gentsy I, chep, & The humon intelleot requires an sct o
wﬁ&mtm i%wif distinot from the act required $o undarstand its primey

chjcetoesmitorisl things (Sum, theol., I, au. 87, art. 3, C.). Uowover,
thic reflsx act alse i3 an understanding of the firet cbject (iﬁi&;,
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Fowevar, the fntellect hse no inmediste intultice of individual things eve
isting outelde 1.} Tt is fupossible them, that the intellect should dee
terzine truth by locking outeide =hat it knows, inscfer sg 1t knows, for
fagtars to determine truthe Therefove, the detersinative factors must be
derived within the tersinations aticined by the sols of the intellect
themaelves; these deterwinstive facltore are procisely the intentione which
gre stondsrvis, detersinsats, or limite of prefication. The megsssity for
logie, conseguently, fs that ve mugt order =211 of our partisl and relative
sognitive achievementa to the single goal of knovledgs: cttsinmeat $o the
truth of thisge. This ordering is necessary precisely hecause these
achiovenonts eve partisl, velative to fullsr kuewledge and to the bedng
of things.

For thiz ressom, Aguinast! logie, vnlike Teeudo-Thomus®, cannot [row
eceed by s reducticn of logicnl entities to metaphysieal principles. Logie
does not procecd by reflection, feor Agvinas, sinee knovledge really is a |
grogreasion of the knowey towmrd bis objective. On the other hond,
Aquinas does not view logle as an art regulsting the coustructionswerk fn
the intelleoty since he dees not consider the firpt act of knowledse to be
& grasping of the thinge which are metaphysieally absslute in e single
paychologioal signj unlike Cckham's {irst intentien, Aquinest yaiic merely
is an intellizible asspeet underastocd of things, not sn entity in the seul

i@;i@g&, which aan B used as ¢ Wilding-dlock to
terior acts of knowledsge. Por these rossons,
_ k@ﬁ:&m does not establish & sharp bresk between the cetegories and #
other pavts of logio and he does not distinguich between first end second

quinas does not ezplelis precise
1?’ it cummot rrogesd Lﬂmzlg} ag the m nodes of ﬁs; ﬁg, Por

ad 2)3 ss & satber of faet, it is the aet
m @&% Qe 1, arte Jp Cuj)e Consequen
(L0 s of Enofledge whiich is reflex, &ﬁt the trocess of m@aiﬁg this;g&
reiniown doas include o socond act of knoviedge.

z&@ gp Eggﬁs%mﬁmgﬁ,aﬂ, 1. Ya koow simgular things
ka %3 esxperience: we unferstoné thom as singulars only insasuch as
iz unders ;iﬁg t}i@m, we become aware of the experiential sowrce of our

leratanding,
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the objects of logic are known only secondarily in knowing
Logical entities have no definite essences of their cwns hemce, theve can

tanding of them by themeelves. packing, logic cane
ience. On thn other hand, there is wo muterial mad wo profuct
within the intellect; hoace, there can be uo regulation with respeet to
intentions. Strictly spesking, legle cunnct be azn art.

Aguinsn says that the order whioh logie considers s one which rese

am. by emawm:ng, wikes in its own m%;.g Mvmm mgm.z structure iw
idered reflexively in the use of logics & syllcgiem cannot itself

sremise in imlﬁ‘.§ Fron this point of view, logloal structure
is more aﬁ'&&y anzlogy te m&alwﬁmﬁ 0n the other band,
Aguinse holds that theve is no w;sl&a@ logic in a demonstrative science
distinot from the science itsclf.” Tt seeme to follow thet loglcel struce
ture is considered move aptly by anslogy to real structure.

There is one way of resciving this problewmy although I have found nc
eiaﬁmz%ts in Aouinag divectly supporting ity i¢ sgrees with hkis vequire-
ing the nature of logic and the necessity for it. I think
mugt procesd by & ehift of attention in a cognitive process
primerily.

&quixm* mm
whieh does sot cease being concerned with something understocd
By using ue gbjects of prisery m@m@ either exauples uninterssting and

insignificant in themselves or symbolie constructs, mmﬁi&s the very
logical struoture uwnder convideration, it is possi painly ¢

modes of predieating. It is wnnecessayy, then, that these modes e
suited to be objects of divtinot scientifie or crtistic consideration. By
eontrasting the aliernatives in each get of mules of predionting with each
othey, their differemces can be knowm distinetly. Praetice of this discie
pline, in omses in vhich the knowledge of the primary object i1s sugy, ese
tabiiches a congtent habit of teking logieal distizeticms inte account,
Thie explanntion is likely sn overegisplicaticng neveriholess, something
afniloyr to this progoluve eeecus necessary in fguinee'® logie, since ths ine
tontions sre uuderstoud cnly secondurily.

Ly onte, chag. i-iit. vy e, T, loct. 1.
! 3 IX; lecis e Qﬁmt
loti. g IV, leets iv, Ja nonedemonetrative baowledge proposie




In gun, for Agvimss, logic is neither & sclence nor an arts It 48
presupposet by the sindy of other eciences ond 3% 2aide thom o3 an instrus
mt, et 1t does not consider the oblecis of other sclences. It neither
reduces soiences %o more uliimete principles,; nor coistructe obiscts to
be known by them. Logical reflection must be carried om in a speeisl way
i1f 4t i2 not to 1l into ervor; it offere o methol of proceeding inm sci-

ences, by itself considering @aa erder of the intellecti's acts. In offer-
ing this methed, It.m doss & NeCeRsary

work, sines the intentionzl rela~

shﬁ@hm&gmamwwm it is conaidered. Fomen Tenson, 1ike other
human powers, is pot directed ERBOD

seif,

I have cxomined three distinct positions with respect ¢o the nature
and purpose of loglep these tlaee positicne are exanples of three fypes of
disciplice or study that logle con be. For IseulowThomas, logic I8 & roe
flexive science of scientific knowledge; it reduses the elements of logie
cal subject matier %o prior mefapbysical and eplstemclogiesl principles by
e reflexive analysia of the content and strusture of scientific knowiedge
iteelf, In perfourming this reduciion, logic weets the criteris mhich (¢
itsell disoovers for soientific nmovledge; therefuore, it is self-appiie
ceble not only in its styveture, bt even in ite contemt. Por Coikhasm,
legic iz an 't ahich direots the construction of complex sigms, using
eimple signs given by nature as its msierial. Awcng the sconplexes vhoee
construstion logic regulates arve the demunstrated propositions whioh are
direct chjecta of scientific knowlodgew-slthough insofar ss the alenonts
of puch constructs are umed to stand for the things thny signify, veal
selonces are of real thinge. 4t least to the extent that logic is conw
eorned with seientific propositions and avzuments, 1% sust be irveflexive,

‘sines 1% is itsslf an art whose rules are composed of second intentions
used to stand for firet intentions. According %o Agquinas, logie is o sec-
ondery or conconitant Mnowledge of the ovder of the operaticns which cone
stitute s procens of direct inowledgee-or, Derhaps it would be hetter to
say sinply, "the process of hnovledge,” since there is oo exclusively-loge
igal procass of knowing. logic limits our assertions with respect 4o an




>ily known, by introducing into the positing of the ehgm% the
eterainants or lm% from each of the relative and incompl ‘
tions of cognitive acts., Directed to modifying the precadure ox
$ific kuowledge, logic neither reflexively omalyzes it nod zmmmmm
m, bot maintaing in i0s view the inteniional releticns in the

g8 without eastablishine a distinet procass of soiendific

The positions of lseudo-Thomee and of Ockhem both requive a distinge
tion between first ond second mmtiams the position of Mﬁm doos not
muim such & distincticn. For Peeudo-ihomas
beczuse ho must separate the 1@@51 mmgm, which by
era mere chiects of kugwledge, m the natures to which these iogical enw
tities accrue in the intellect. 3By meking this sepuyntion, he iz able to
reduce the term of the rrimayy precess of scientifie knowledme, which ine
eludes the notuves with intentions inasseuch as the object 48 an object
knoan, to the dnkellectunlly-posasassed, resl contents shich are nafures of
thirgs themeslves. The first intentlien ¢f Ioeudo~Thonsg, being Loth &
real entity and op inteuticonal feri, cab wediate between mere intentional
entities uad real being. For Cekhen, the distinction between fivet and
pacond Intentions iz pecessary because he rust gepavate signs of signs,
which are acts Imowing acts of kunowledge, precisely insofer ss they ave
scts of mowlefge, {rom the primery eigne, which are sots knowing veal
things, By waking this sepervaiion, he is able 4o exciude ocnfus
tweon veal beings and signs, ond belweon real scierces end logies A% the
seme time, he rrovides for the pessiblity of using signswwithout thom

easing to be signo-to stand for themselves rather than for the things
they signifys thus, Ockbam can form logieal rules which con he epplied in
rvegulating operations vwith reopeet to the sigos which legicsl signe signie
f¥. Aguinas doeg reguire a distinction betwoon real bedngs and intenticus,
becouse be must sepavate the thing itself from the relative tcrminations
of acts of the intellect knowing the thing, However, he dces not reguive
a distinction between first and second intentioms, for he does not allew
the reality of the content understoed insofar as it is vnderatoed, nor
doss he allow the distinction of the understanding in sct from zhat io une
deretood insofer as it is understood.




Inderiying all three of these positions arve cevriain suppositions
with respect to the nature of things an? the naturve of kaowledge. Tssudoe
cess of abutraction esn mm% fros thelr a;:atm&-w mporal

individunl existents and posit in the mmﬁtiw juteliset.
presuppeses that these natures of themselves huve & belng bWy chare
dng in ﬁm mﬂm& nature of real being. Deeudo-Thouss! intslliecot inmee
diately atiaing these obdjects which sre wmelaphysically primary. However,
trsngfornis @ their objectivity %o poesession by m&mﬁmg scientifie Ruowle
edge te its origin in possessed natuves. Ockham's jposition ymumpw
that sbsolute individunl thinge can conse in the receptive intellec
gmiﬁim%m which is a simple and direet act of primary knowledge,
‘ mwesuppusss that these absolute individual things are mmmmzy
ﬁrﬁm am! that the cognitional quelity 1%20if is an individual real ene
$itys Ockham’s inteilect fmmedistely attains ithese objoots, since the
guality caused in 1% is 2 natural aigzn of ils objzots, and it alsc luzedle
stely ettains these sigrs, bocause they themsslves cnuge other signs which
ave knowledges of them. Howewer, it sust use these slsments to stend for
things in constructed complex signs o have objects svitable Tor saientif-
ie knowledge., Agquinast position presapposes that things in themselves can
be understood, thet the intellect canm wnderstand, omnd that the ast of unw
derstanding is » fulfilizment of these puesibilities. It slso presupposes
that the intellsct, without immedintely atiaining o melaphysical principle
in things, con include itself in its set of lmowing things, so that it can
knee ite objects as objects. Aquinest irtellect knows existence by roaite
ing the thing wnconditionally. However, it mmst 1imit and determine that
positing by the intentional velations which tervinste the relative and
partizl nets within the cognitive process.

Bsch of the three logice, then, is intended %o gorve a guite dise
tinet purpose. PseuwdowThomus! logle redvees science %o ite origineg
Cokhan's logiec construets the propositions known by eclence; Aquinas? loge
i¢c orders the operntions of the process which achieves seisnce., These
distinctions bave tholir effects in the different views of the conditions
of atiaining scientific knowledge by logic. Poendo-Thowns sharply distine
guishes betweon the treatises om the firat aperation of the intelleect as



things wderstood, ané the other treatises which concern modes of sige
ﬂifyiag. gince the others are not concerned with 2dditicmal conitend known,
but with explication and reducticn. The delerminmnts of trath ave foumd
net only in the solurs present in the indeliect, but also In the asture n
its omm dadng, for things epart from knowledge can be kaown by direct ine
fuition in veflezive knurledge. Ookhaw sharply Jlstinguicshes betwsen the
study of the sinple sisns 228 the formation of rules for resulating the
eongtmntion of significant comploxes, sines the latier are not concerned
with things srimorily kmown, but with & distinct set of complex signifie
cant objeats, ‘The detorminemts of fyuith are Tovnd not only in the matural
signs which ave canged by the things in the intellect, but aleo in the ine
tuitively known individusl things themselves, for the intuition of individe
uala is the point of departure for the whole vrocess of knowledze, Aguinas
sharply distinguish bhetween the verious narts of logie, since
esach sct of the intellect terninates in an intentica which serves as a dee
terminant or limit of the complete kmovledge of the thing known, The des
terminants of truth are found dn thesa limits themselvwes, since there is
no intuitive knowledge of individusl things, althoush the objectivity of
the cbisct i mown inasmuch ag the intellect, including itself in ite
m, posits the object in predicantion, sccording to the order it has
oduced into its own aot by ite own consideration,

Of the three positions, Aguinast i3 the nogt 4i7Picult %o zraaps
moveover, 1% is 4ifficvlt to maintain onesolf in his polst of viow, The
reason for this d4Cficulty is that Aguinas reguires reflexivity within the
progass of knowledgeewnhioh always revaing o prioary bnowlodgpeeand cone
gidars that this reflexivity ls nod reflexive =ith regpeet to its objochw
that is, he dons not grant intellizibility 4o logical ontities in thems
#olves, The reflexive procedure of FoevdowThomos' intellsct, which is his
logionl scionce, iz = vetrseing of the mth of direet knowledge in order
that the ultimote object achieved in dlrect knoviedge be raduced o the
possession from which 1% originated, The veflexive provedure of Cckhamte
intellect is veslly not reflexive 2t alle-thatl 82, it is not 2 self-graspe
inp, Rather, primery cognition bas real thinge as its m*mz logieal
knowledge hao rimary cognitionn as its objecte. The proposd
gciennes ave cowposed of the atowie primary mgmiﬁmg the mles of logie

meosed of the atomic secoondary cognitions. Thus, cach act of knowe
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ing is 2istiret in Jtseolf end it hos o distinet objsct %o be kmotn. The
veflexive procedure inza? intellect is o celf-inelusion in knowing
the rrimary obiect; however, since the intellect im knewine the cbject is
the object ippefar as it is known, logiesl krowledge has no adeouste obw
jeot of its own. Ooncoguently, logiec merely orxdern the direct process of
kncviedpe~-rhich slvayo most v eonoerned with & resl object--by bringing
the terminntions of ¢hke relotive sed vavtial acts within that rrocess to
aapr npon the ohjeeotificationethat i, the rositinge—of the chjoet known
iteelf, Veveriheless, becnuse the 1limid sizpified hy “inscefer as 4% is
kEncen™ never belongs to the objeet ltself, loglenl entities sre 4istine
guished irvefueihly from renl entities.

I G0 not think that these three positicas exhavet the pessiblilities
with vespect to the natwre and puwrpese of logies 1 have sonsidered only
the melaziom of the study to itz subjoct metiey; for T thick thet ¢this
deterainont conpititutes the bosie oproesition among lopics. TFowever, iff
other detesminemts avre consifeved, the wariatioms can be mmldiplied ine
fefinitely., Hornover, if logic eamnot be ot once & zolence of pre-exist-
ent ohiects, sn art for comatruoting intentional produets, end o conconie
tant knowledge of objects vhich the aet of reason infreduveess nevarthow
less, it clso could bo o connideration of ohjechts constituted by delliberoe
tion #nd realized by oheige--that is, losie also might desl with waluss,.
In ihie case, logic would howe ita plice as an instmwent of pescotices &6
wpuld toke tho form of on abilily for making mweledse continmons with the
oporations in vhich 4w vwaluss of personalitiss ond enliuwres cre achioved,
If iaple is ordered %o pwectical ends without heing transformed into o
nenecozaitive abdlity, howevar, T do think the three sliemaiives oxheust
the possibilitien for its relation %o its subjoet matler,

toreover, wlthough I bave alluded to diffevences sade by the three
theovies of ihe neture of logiec in the three logics thenselves, the smalye
sis thus fur hos not shown sulficiently that these alternatives sre uot
werely oppovitions in the theoyy of logic which do not cuseniially alier
the oomitent of logice In the remsining chopters, I shall try to show that
the three theordes of legic do moke significant differences in the logice
themselves; the mothed for showing this is to examine, in gone detadl, the
three treatments of the eutegorics, the yropositicn, and the dencustration.




To avold misundersiandings, I must point out too that I deo not think
K m shown that ane of the three positions is correect

ground for judgiag ih aigment
cation of altersatives is m&y 5 necessary pre-condi
ness of Aqm’ position con he shown, but I do mot think thet the
ponsiderations I em pursuing are gufficient to show its The proof would
he 8 difficult onss I think it would depend on the Aifferant views of 20e
RNexivity iovolved in ¥he thres positionsy I think it would shew, by negn-
tive proof, that only Aguinas' position can ba dynanienlly self-consiste
ant. Howawvery I say this only to indicate what I om net dodng in this

Jemothing congerning the relevance of my conslusions %o the sirange
cage of Joim of 5%. Thowes and to the opposiftions in modern logle is in
erder at this peints Becauss I de not think I have proved anyithing more
than that there are at lenst three possidle positions which sre basically
opposed, 1 4o nob szxpect to rula out sny of the positions I shall nention.
Bogause there ave many fectors in & logiosl theory besides the one 1 am
Investigating, I do not expect to identify the positions I shall mention
with those I howe ezamined, Pinslly, because an exiens
& work is nesessary in order te deternine its Mmmﬁm Wtﬁ% I noan
only $o propose an agenda for Dwther iovestigation.

Tith regwud to Joim of St. Thowes, then, I think it would be worth
investigatiog whether his mwim in reletion to the oppesitions in guese
tion is nob on the wlide of Peeudowihomss, rather then on the side of
Aguinase Pith regwd %0 nodern x%m, T think it wonld be worth investis
gating whather leogic wae not trocted 25 = scisnce in Pussellts sarly work
fnd 28 21 ard by a8 lesat some nombars of the Viewm Civele, while beling

eoniaty and conconitent etudy by Dowey.

Jobn of 3t. Thomas sckes a distinetion bolwesn natursl and aviifie
einl logics the former is mexely the intellect itself with its matural
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knowledge, while the mmmﬁwamm@gzw The latter he
censiders to be & kaowledge Wzy distinet from the primsvy procees

necessary for the perfect condid
m@t that it is absolutely necessary
m He canmot grant the sbsolute necess ogic, primarily ,
he thinks that would involve a reflexive ﬁiﬁi@a&ﬁm at m& the knowle
edge amah generates the first demoms S
logie.? From this arguwent, it is clear that John considers
mmmhmwm%msﬁmmem:mmmmw
: ongidering it a8 1 have unferstood &m to do, for them he
would not have had the difficulty sbout reflexion. Noreover, John's ref-
domonstration seems %o show that he considers loglec more a seie

This is confirmed by the next question Jobm assks: "Whether logie is

e true sciemce and art?™® MHis conclusion is that logic is truly and prope

erly & scionce, but that it is at the ssme time on art--that is, a lideral

mﬁ His reason is thet logie proves contraries $o de incompatible from
the prineciple of contradiction, it proves the validity of a sylliogism in
Darii from the dictun de omni, end "six hundved other such csses.”! His

mmfmammﬁmmmmmumutWM@mmm

viding s correct plen for the direction of certain opers~

.*Q FOERER g %‘ i #o’ I' 351 '« g1
"Thid,, “19-256 9, He vefers to Aquinas for this point,
m“w-mbm end 256°10-"10, He refors to texts in Aris-
shich seem agninst this point, and distinguishe
nental cause-=logic is an instrumental emm @i’ other
s the &ﬂffmw.

4., 2&5333«9 524 %m” 2%%5'@5?@350
b1, 256°59-257°25, Ho refers to passages
T Wﬁ 8 scicnne.”

257%26-"37, He vefers (256%42-°9) to places in which
Aquinas says it bhus o coritsin work such as forming e syllogiem,

in which Aquinas




ment &hat it conmot Yo o seiemen, for it is the mode und instrument of
seientific movledge.. Joha's solution is thet logic is not iteelf an
runent insefar as it da & knowledps, but that it considers mm&%
ledge, and thot logie is not instrumentsl with respect to tﬁa gtie
enoes, but with vespest to the intelleet itselfw-thst is, tho intellsst
uses loglie for other scienoces es o creftemsn uoes one Imife to suke ane
other; thezrafore, logie and the other seiences need sot 4iffer in woture.
Agninet his thesis Johm aleo proposcs the arowment that lecte ussd honrige
tically escoms the same =6 the ahw@y of logie, Wt & heuristie habit camot
be z science, since it eduges only probsble m@@lmﬁ@m‘? Hie solztion is
thit the heuristie spplicetion is seeondsyy and ealy derdvative; it dees
not apmfify logie. Ageinst hie thesis Jomm also preposes the svpument
% entitics of vesson cannet woparly Ye the @sz of a sirict saiene
tific knowledse, since they are net knowable through %mﬂmﬁ ffin row
sponse is thet entities of resson have sufficient objective kuowehility
end iruth ¢het they can be objects of & eclence, sincs they ave founded
wd necsssarily connected with resiity, although they do not have trane
soeniontal belvr and truth in thomselvas.

Aguinst his thesis that leogie i en aré, Jolm proposes the objection
that aris sve comverned with ocontingent ssiters and smg logic iz only an
srt by n;ksmﬁsﬁ His sclution is that the contingeney is with respeet ¢o
the materiel on shich the art cperntes, and that leogie is =n srt by likew
ness with respect %o ita cbjects, but thet 1t is otrictly an art in ite
acif,

Joints usxt quesiion iss "Whether the forval and edeguate objeet of
logic 45 & being of reason, which is o soeond mirmﬁm?"ﬁ Por John, &
being of reasun io evusthing which exists only if it s considored by the

gaig” ﬁfﬁ 4&»*5»3 2s He velers to pussages
fics the notion of loglo a5 & acliennee

21nid,, 2967513 and 2442, Te rofers to plsoss in fquines which
snetain the ocbjection,

Stiide, %ﬁblwﬁ and 258°43-256°7,

“1vid,, 259°8-"33. We refevs to plsces in dguinas which evetain
the objoctivn.

Srugd,, 25973740




“intellects gince things which are noty ave congidered after the monner of
beingss they ave calisd "heinge of reuson” wt That {3 fo B roticed here
is that Johwm thishs belogs of reasom are heings {n thely improper wvay Low
cause they are considersd ufier the gnamer of beings Tor 4his wmesson, bo
elasses Cleticne with Delngn of resson. Oy the "Tovsel and sdequstn che
Ject of Jogle,™ John mesus thel by ressea of which everything that flls
under the sclence is amzaiﬁwmaz

peging bis reply by esying that two things are certein and only
one iﬁi&@c&bﬁuﬁﬁammﬁﬁamqm&mz in the first plasce, Jolm
sertadn that logie denls with Lednpge of resson, which ave ate
Eributed to the things m and to the linguistic expressions which logie
uges as ite mmm. In the second place, John thinks it is certain
reagon, but only those which
are founded in things known, mly guestion John sees is whether logic
has &8 its Tormal object the heinge of reasem, which ave second intene
tions, or wvhelther it ic concurned with the resl operations of the intele
lect. Yo resolwss the yuestion, "iuxts nentem S. we by asaying that
the fermality vnler which things known =nd operniticne of reeson yeriein to
icgde is awething of reodon vhich is not o Ticticn, ut which bas & foune
dation in things; euchk os ¢ veeond intention. In oller wordis, considering
the sltermatives he hee cotedlished, Jeln agrees with Acuines en the point,
tat even though he is guoting “edlnvenit™ from Aculmms' conmentary on
leterh-gios iv, Be lee alteved the wsesning of Aguinost mﬁ%&m by plzeing
i%ﬁwﬁ%m%@&afh%mmﬁm@%ﬂ@@mm&mﬁ&%mm
tainties shout the gmestion of issus. John next clarifies hias mi%«m by
madndsining that from the ordination of logic sonething ¥ aoorues
songepta or g&m% known, but that this m:&ty is m the formal @me
of logie, aince it formeily considers only the entities of reason thew
semw.é mm%a@mm@nmm, ' sonsd

mgzi%is PR ﬁ {I%m m.

iy 26171265726,




it shous on the oibor hamd thet be will nol pesnit & simple redusticn of
entities of reasenm 3o reality, Ter he dendes that logle concurns the very
operaiions of reasen in such = way thet its object could beecme Identifisd
with the objects of the seiences it ﬁ;:im::%a.n‘

Againet this thesls, John again raises the cbjection that entities
of roason cannot be the formal object of logle, since logic is a science,
and such sniities camnot be on adeguate cbject for a wﬁ.m»z His reply
sgain is that the entities vhich logio trests are not mere fictions, but
they have a foundedion in and order te veml beings slthowgh there is not
real knowability in them, they ave objectively kmowable, for although
their being is effeetively from the intellect, they are univocally knowe
sble as cbjects.” Two other argusents azainst the thesis, based on the
sapposition that 1@@ is f@mny eongerned with real oporations or veal

length. The firat is: ""hother logie is a speculative or rractical
em,"s Wis eonclusicon is that logie is essentially ammmw, end from
the point of view of itself it is abeolutely speculs thoush
sunes some mode of practicality insofay as it offers rules mr ﬂm direcw
1&%&.‘5 i3 W@LMM the @mﬁﬁ%ﬁm that I%i@ is
&M&ﬁm m&y reductively, by eaying BORIE rooulat
srincipslly ev.’ John thinks that logic must be specula
pecause it is invented only for the seke of aveiding ignovenve
that is, achieving seience, which ig the purpose of specula :
second subordinate guestion vhich Johm disovssea is: "ﬁ@m 1@@;@3 dootrine
snf apphied logle ave @mmmmﬁ e treats the entire gquestion of
the heuriatic uge of logle here, but ha also trents the wole of M@i@ in

g, %a%wﬁ, %m DE5BB0m266
5%%@&1@” bere is “seibile,” 4%

Srnid,, 269%15-277°230

:z:m Thids, 2T1°47-272732, Mo quotes Aguinzs in faver of his position.
Troia.; 275°3542,

%% mz%}'ﬂﬁalﬁo He yefers to the beglioning

Iibides 27T 25+204 34




selence as an application of logle, ihms showing agaln that he considers
it s pdeguntely distinct ﬂﬁi@mbl

Underlying Jolm's positicns on the nature and objeet of logie, there
is, of course, an entire meiaphyss temologyes Vor mm’ John
umym the view of Dirst and seconé inden wishes

seording ?:;%w thing is congidered in different atotes.-ix
the m@zm From all this, it seens to e that & nmxy hrpothesi
for investignting John of 34. Thomas' logic is thet he han a theory which
$s radically oppousd to that of Aquinas., If this hypothesis were valie
dated, many exieting interprotations of Aguinas physics, and
theory of knewledge would be upset. Although FPseudo-Thomas is not quoted
in these questions concerning the nature end object of logic, it ceoms o
me that Jolm's position is similay %o PusuloeThoums', However, John's
gare to coke logio o true 2vt at the same time he is making it a trus acie
ence complicates his position. 7This other side of John's position also s
vevenlsd in his duetrine on Yunowledgs, for he erecls an elsborate theory
of signs® at ihe beginning of his treaizemt of the prepceition. In the
conglusions of the following chapters, I shall indicate & Tew points of
datail in Joim's lozle; il noeus %o mwe, however, that a complete analpsis,
to which my work woudd sorve only se a3 preflace, is reguireds

Tith vespect to the oppositions in modern logie, I shall not atieupk

to Wiﬁe even the requived praface. Ilodern logicians, wnlike Jelm of O,
i sanarelly do not devote treatises to the nmatwre and objeet of leog-
COns i jnvestigntion of their oppositions shouwld be earried
i;;; # ﬁmw af %m works thesselves. Cuch an lnwestlostion presayposes

dpia,, 279%16220% and 2821934, e cites Aguianat stotemmts
that lexie provides the mode of procecding, for his thesiss be cltes
In Yeta,, IV, leoi. iv, vhere Aquinas epecificslly demies that legle of
demonstration can be spplied, ss an ghjeotion. He regolves the objection
v saying thet Mguwinas only is donying a henrlatic use of logile iu scie
enca, a0t an application of the dzotrine,

2 thidsy 293 %’ME. He wefers to places vhere Aguinss distingnishes
khiﬁ@s 'rom intentionz, and to plsces vheea Aguings distingmishes things.
primerily ond mmderstood from things secondarily understoode-ihat is, frem
mmmmw 1905363 he aleo rofers to the "De naturs gomerie,” but ihe
m%mﬂ;iw of that work is wncertain (CF. Pschuami, "Catalosue o o «o"
entzy 53)

Pqvids, 646722,




alogies which m&m&a t@m the ﬁﬁ%@ﬁg&k&m eould be useful is not dife
fieulte

Bortrand Zasssll, walls identifying mathematies with logie,’ else
troats mathesatlies as a deductive aaﬁmz gonacsrnod with the renl world,
but only with ite wove abntract ond genersl features.? At %ho saze time,
ke oxplaine thnt logle denls formally with what cun he =2id sboub cay
thing and sy property, oot with particuler things end mgmm,é‘ anfd
thet logie (or mmthemstion) is concemned exclusively with formu,’ fle
though #ith some wanertainty, Russell holde that the esmstitusute of logle
e2l propositionn awe pove fm.é Te also explaing & formal prineiple of
inforence ao one vhich eam he used as a previse in an Inferonce cnd which
also cen seree o coteblish the faet that the yremicse impliss tho conelte
sion.! Dow, such statements sugmest o me that Pussell viesed logle o5 &
ssigngewthat ig, es a specplietive knovledge of its subjecl matlepeeand
alse as roflexivethat is; selfwapplicable.

Russell alee professed to answer guesticns cuncerning the aatures
of uupber, infivity, space, liue, motion, znd mathezaticel inference ibe
eelf with suswers demonstrable with smethenmalicul certainty; his soawers
consisted in reducing the problems to problems in pure logics Aussell
was Alssatisfied that he eould not push the veduction furthery he saye ox-
$licitly thot the motice of the variable is e of the mest E1fficult with
which logie oust deal, and 2 satisfaglory theory of ite maiuve is nol ofe
fored in this werk.® lNathematicsl constents sre leghesl cosstents, and

lpm%m& Pnswell, f?_';l.a s
QM§ Gooree > -

?ng s 144s ;% Ps 1&?&
I1Bid., Tre 199200,

?Iﬁiﬁgwg g. 3.5@. He soys the distincticn a@maﬁ the two uses is
not very important, provided we veslize that they ave in theery distinctes

., Prineiples of Hsthemsties, 24 ed. (Bew York:
: ‘ s Phs Sumds *?ka iatter problems he 4id not pY0e
fm i;@ miva in that mg
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iﬁ%@%m%&mmwmﬁm&m@mwmﬁ Logle
end the m@m methed for ﬁ&mﬁm them is by analyeis holl
Logic.? Tt secus %o me thet these stetements suggest that Dunsell viewed
socientific logic 28 & refuotion of scisnceswthat is, of metbemsiical scie
ence-to ultimte principles.
. %The analogy could be extenfed, I think. For example, Russell
stinetion betwoen hsm and existence, which scems similer to the dis-

mmmmymmmwupm@mmmm%msmwm
cmmta have being, and he concludes that they smst be treated as part

he longuage, not of what the langunge talks &Mﬂi‘%g I think theve 2
L S mmmm«ay hetween Dussellls "part of the lenguage,” which is not & yoxrd
of vhat the language telke sbout, end %ﬁmmm' mam mmm.
which can be au objeet of thought, mi cannot be posseseed by anything
I ghall not txy to press the analogy, however, gsince those gm goen
ufficient to sugsont that Pussell, in the works clted, maintainnd a view
of logle which would be an instance of the firet of my three

& theory, for it &m m@ mke

tem of ayumbolic legio is o langunge

rules governing thelr uwse. DRowever, this sialemenl is neb @mm awm%a.
since what the logician constructs is o schemata of & ilengwge; its syn-
bols =ust be given some definite mﬁgaﬁﬁmm !mﬁ’m the aysten Heconos
languege, Giviag the system an interpretstion belongs not to puwre but %o
amim lagm 6 Carnapts view seens anslogons te that of Gekham




¢n srt Tor oonstrueting compler sigme,

if we lock at Ereft's description of the origin
the contrast with Busgellts position concerning the natwre of lesde is
evidents Eraft explaine the fondewental importsnce of a distinoticn bow
teeen tha wse and wenllon of cxpressiumsewidich is walogous to Dckhan's
thaory of suppesitione—and cnsther dlstinction belween rroperties of
thinge and syndactic yroperties-—-zhich is anclogows to Ooldvmls dialinte
tion botween Pipst and socond interdions, e relotes thot by the use of
these distinetionu, Cspnap wee able %o olarify sony Sifficwlties; Trslt
glves as an exsaple the dislinction beltreen luplicelion onf congeguence,
which ha thinks “ussell ond Lewis hes ami’mﬁﬁaa

Ae alse exploins how Joynap treated logic and sethemntics es setle
of ruless thedr symbols 4o not designate anything, but serve only as the
eyuboiic formalation of the rules.’ lmssell pointed out in the preface
te the second edition of Zripciples that ho could not age
cept this position. Nven though Buseell was proparsd to sbundon the zos
ality of logieal constanis, he atill felt sure that thore sust he sone vay
to define logic other than by relation o o paxticuler logical langesges
he aleo thought thet Caraap nas making the whele thing fvo mseh o oatier
of eonventiom,

it secss to we that this apslogy
it seems to me that the mﬁmﬁt@ @f the developuent o groend
vment between the two positions as to prodlems end certein mmwm.

Then we turn tq Dewey, we mecd a quite different pesidtion, Dewey
indicates two cets of wiews concerning the moturs of locie. ‘ceording fo
one of these, legic %8 o theery of crdeved rea) velations, According to
the other, 3% is concerned with the formel simichure of longuoge 20 2 0w
tem of synhola,? Dewey's own pesition 8iffers from buth, for he holds
that logienl forms "arise within the operntion of mqmm ani ore concerned
with control of inguiry so that it may ymm warrinted sseertd

“ictor firaft, The Viemna
3-%53«

®Ybide, ppe 6365,  ~Ibldes e 8021 49, xide
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Pewey baging to olarify his positicn %y disoussiosg the objecticn that the
field be wishes o zesign to legle alreedy i pre-ompted by methodologys
he alaime that 1% is nol nccessarily true the? there s & distinetion Boe
tnoen legic ond the application of logie in ﬁn@%m'.l Thus, lewvey denies
both that lrgle i a veflexive science redueine knowledge to nltimate
principies and that it is o2n srt for the construction of symholic sveiens.
logic iz raflexive 1o that 1% is inoniry iato inmouwivys 1% is avitoncmous
in thet it is indepandendt of motsphynicsl; epistemciogienl, and paycho
logienl Ww@mﬁ%ﬂmgﬁ andl 1t is not =demuately saparable Trem prie
wary inguiry in dhat its own evhiect always gt hove 2 veal subject pode
tar,

These rexsrke cencorning the cppesitions in nodorn legle erey 1
thinty sulTicient to indionte ¥hal the fwrestigsiticn I am nmoking hse some
relevance. It seome to re thel the zodern pesitions might be examdned in
s patitern cvrparahle fo thet which I an folloving, "orecwey, I think euch
hooks os Katteofis logie -nd the ¥eturp of Fenlity and ¥hite's Heunion

ohary mw‘iﬁﬁwﬁ from the coint of view of thess wyrwimfm,

povery m*&aﬁg&ﬁmﬁi 5;?@2&1@%.
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