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THE MODAL LOGIC OF ALBERT OF SAXONY
by Pamela Ely"

f

An Abstract of a Thesis shbmifted.ln conformity with

the requirements for the Degree of Doctor of Philosophy

in the University of Toronto.

This work is an exe@ética; account of the
modal logic of Albert of Sa&ony, a 14thfcehtufy"
logician and scientist. The text used was.the 1522
Vehice edition of .the Perutilis logice. As there is
no critical edition of the text, a "working edition"
of the perﬁineht sections (tract III, chapter iv and
tract'Iv,'enaptérs vevi, xii-xviii) accompanies the
dissertation as an appendlx.

Arlstotle s modal logic which served as a

basis for modal 1og1c in the Middle Ages is brlefly

. reviewed. Albert's non-modal propositional logic,

onto which the mbdal bOgiciis grafted, is then presented
informal;y. | ; |

Albert's chapter on the.semantic and syntactic
consideratiens fom a modal logic (III,iv) is analyzed
in detail as are his chapters on modal consequenées

(IV, v-vi) and his chapters on modal syllogisms

-

- (fv, xli-xviii). In these chapters, Albert makes the

distinction between modal propositions in sensu com-

-

posito and in sensu diviso, and gives the truth

1
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conditions for each type of modal proposition. He

‘ goes on to state the rules which govern what can be
inferred from the two sorts of propositions and
finally examines syllogisms'construoted from modal:
propositions following the Aristotelian classification.
of figures and moods. While he mentions the modes of

knowing, doubting, -etc., he primarily is 1nterested

g e e

in the modes of p0351b11ity'and necessity and, to a

T

lesser extent? the mode of contingency.'
In the concludﬁng chapter, Albert's system is '

briefly compared w:.th modern systems ‘he ground-

Rdd

work for a semantic model is id, i.e., considerations
concerning the truth of modall;;Lpositions whicn"the .
formal logician must take into account for the con§
struction of such a model are put forward. Furtner,
o . a brief.comparison between Aié}rt,- r*stotle, and
Ockham is made concerning ceftain aspects of necessity;
For the;purposes of clarity and convenience,
=standard quantified modal predicate calculus is used.
Pertinent findings include the fact that
Albert's system encompasses the modern T system and
an argument can be madé that it includes the S5 system
as well.
More importantly, Albert ultimately wishes to
,distinguish four different sorts of necess’ty. a

\ necesszty concerning how an attribute applies to an
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individual, a necessity conéerning the re;étibhship
' between the ‘subject and bredicate terms, an 'hypo-
thetical' necessity concerning an event once it has
" occurred, and finally, it is argued, a nece551ty
concerning- the relatlonshlp of the subJect ana
_ predicate terms not on the basis of their denotatavt
but on the basis of their signification, i.e., their
meaninge.-

' Though Albert does not succeed. in constructihg
an uhaﬁbiguous formal logical éYstgm, he doés bring to
ligﬁt some aspects of the nature 6f necessity and |
possibility and the-ways ip'which the‘tefms "necessary"

and "possible™ are used in natural language.
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This introduction needs to~ address two questions.
Q

o why investigate a medieval logical system and a modal one
-y . at that, | why choose Albert of Saxony as. the panticu-
g
é[" lar. logician under investigation.
B

4L

Aside from the inherent interest generated by 4
medieval logic for the historian of philosophy, medieval 8
logical systems offer a unique opportunity to investigate'
the interrelation of metaphysics,W1anguage” and 1ogic.‘{
Rt Logic was the science of speaking truly in a, natural
language. Recently, modern logicians have been turning
" away from purely symbolic logical systems and ‘have shown
'interest in applying what has'been gleaned from such
_ systems to natural language Fragments of natural
‘3;, o . -language ‘have been broken off and systematized
| »Iy | , -'particular sorts of .constructions found in natural
;;ﬁﬁ' f. '1anguage.have been scrutinized logically. ) A
’f‘\;l. :i" y‘.?. | Instead of starting with the formal system and

“\\;\\\attempting to integrate natural language, the medieval"

Iogicians started with thernatural language and attempted

L Lo 'ex%act\'\a fo'nal system._ This is not to say ‘that
'g; ¢ their oglc was\nbt\\ormal per_se, or that it was in-
'éf fi_ ; filtrated‘by me ”hysiSSl\oongiderations. Rather, a
g; Jé# __i ’ . .- —

i o w - % : . ' . ,
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" sibility given certain metaphysical presuppositions.°

- .-
P

{m | s ) ‘-' 5

metaphysics was assumed.and medieval logicians wished to.

.investigate what constitued valid reasoning using natural

vlanguage as a vehicle given those metaphysical presup-

positieons. What'was sought was a thoroughly useful

logic "which was in a -condition to. Justify its basic

metaphysical inferences."1 o

‘The task of defining truth and validity while
grapoling with the subtleties, ambiguities and complex-
ities of a natural language is monumental ~The result

is not nearly as tidy or complete as a purely symbolic

system where all ambiguity has been defined away at the

outset. i - e

The difficulties are. most pronounced and the
ambiguities most abundant when the modalities of necessity

and possibility are considered which is why that area of

‘ medieval logic is S0 interesting

This work is an exegetical account of one
scholastic's'attEmpt to sort-out the true and false,

valid and invalid wfthin the realm'of necessity and pos-
The Aristotelian starting-point is discussed as is Albert's:
non-modalflogic onto which his modal logic.1s grafted.

Albert's modal logic is investigated in detail. Symbold'

'_ ization and the use of standard quantified modal logic has -

been used for convenience only.

Albert of Saxony was chosen as an exemplar for
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a varlety of‘reaSOns.' The two most important reasons are

(1) tnough he'maj not have been a particularly original

thinker, he was very careful and consistent and (2) he,

~in a sense, is the end-of a line and thus his works bear

. k4
the marks of his teacher, Jean Buridan, and the founder

of the logical movement to which Buridan adhered,
William of Ockham.: |
The two points are related. Insofar as Albert

was not overly creative, one can assume that he took

‘over much of what Buridan (and Ockham) held, and, 1n “

2

' fact, he did. Where they part company,Athough is of

'extreme interest for those points of disagreement are

1ndicat;ons that medleval loglc was not a unified single
system handed down in toto from teacher to student. As

will be seen belpw, the points of disagreement are not

trivial. Consequently;;one-gets a good sense of what

.was entailed by'the 'ockhamist' movement while simultan-

Aeously belng aware of those aspects 6f the movement that

were still open to question.

Albert's carefulness and consistency are im-

portant in.tﬁat the modern investigator can be assured

that if Albert held a theorem to- be trne or a syllogism

‘to be valid, he had a proof that, in all likelihood was

valid according to his rules, no matter how convoluted

or sketchy. It behoovestheinvestigator to re-examine

8N
G X



" his own presuppositions.and interpretations before dis-
counting one of Albert's assertions.. |
2

The treatise t 1s under investigation in this

" work is Albert's Perutilis logica. The work contailns muchA'
= : ‘v

e

. -_ more thaq.an investigation of modal logic. It is divided
- ;nto six.tracts concerning terms, propertieslcf terms,
gropoéitions, consequencesa fallacies, and insolubles
and types of obligations. The study of modalities is

found primarily in tracfs III andeV. To date, there 1is

no. ecritical editiéh of the Perutilis logicé.3 Therefore,
‘ ’ a transcriptionﬁof the pertinent‘sections, i.e., those
spécifically déaling with mddal logic, ;s included in an
appéndix belqw.r This transcription includeé:tract III
1éap. iv.and tract IV cap. v-vi, xii-xviii. :
The 1522 Venice edition was used for the tran-

scribtion”as it genérally is for studies concerning the

Perutilis logica.though frequently thi§ editior is sup-

plemented or revised with the .help of one or more of the-
Lo ] ' .

many extant manuscripts of the treatise.u A list of the

' extanﬁ manuscripts'will be given below in the appendix,
immediately preceding_the'trans;;iptién, as will remarks
concerning emendations made by this aﬁ£hor,

‘Besides wfiting logicai texts, -Albert wrotée com-

_ mentaries on Aristotle and scientific treatises pre-

- dominantly concerned with physics.
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Born in the second decade of the: luth G s Albert
was at the University of Paris@during the 13503 and the
early 13603 where he took his licentiate and became |
magister and rec;or«//ﬁeNEEB’Iﬁ“Paris, then, when theA
scientific movement was‘af its height and along with
Buridan, Nicholas of Oresme, and Marsilius of Inghen
formed the core of the so-called Parisian school of
scientific thought > He left Paris in the 1360s, took
part in the founding of the Univereity of Vienna and g
eventually returned to the diocese of his birth, _
Halberstadg in Lower Saxony, to which he was appointed

bishop 1n,1366. He died in 4.390,6
¥ K«

.b.‘
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CHAPTER I

'ARISTOTELIAN'MODAL LOGIC

Aristotle's modal logic is to be found in

On Interpretation (e¢h. 1x, xii, x;ii)iahd the Prior

Analytics (ch. viii through xxii). 'Few SCholarsxhave

: been_intérested,in this aspect of the Arisfételian
loglical corpus,‘and'not withoutﬁreasonf“*Thgiteits are

: ;aborious and confusing, and _certain of his theses and
éyllogisms;are invalid uﬁé;i~;ertain~interpneta§ions, |

. It\is generally_held; particularly with reé;ect to his
work ba modal syllogism, that this was a later work,
possibly a r:;gb draft or outling.1 The work, however,
is not without redeeming*featurés. ALukasiewiéz has
éhown that it,contains the eléments of what he callé‘a
"basic.modal logic"; l.e., 1t 1s axliomatizable on the .

basis of classiéal'propositional calculus, énd is

further strengthened by the so-called "laws of exte?—b“
2 ‘
”

.

sionality for modal functors. Secondly even the most -

eritical scholars have been infrigued by AriStotle;s

tréngent_of future contingents, seelng there a pre- '
cursor to many;valued logices. Thirdly, McCall has shéwn
that "Aristotle's system of modal syllogism exhibits a |

‘higher degree of logicél consistency than most of his
| 6 ;

’
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successors have given him credit for . « .- [and] . . .

~his system of apodeictic moods [can be] axiomatized in a

purely formal calculus whose theorems coincide per-.\

fectly with Aristotle‘s intuitions.">

Modal Terms,and'their ;nterrelatiOns.

Aristoble uses four modal terms: ‘"necessary"--

3“’."‘7“"‘2.0‘) , "possible"-= SulxTdY , "impossible’--

A«'&}SG\)«TOV » and "contingent"-- "e_d'ée;(é)&é.l)od. . These

terms, particularly ﬁnecessary“ and “contingent" are

_used in a variety of ways. Aristotle divides necessity

into -absolute and hypothetical necessity 4’ An interest-

ing form of hypothetical necessity is the necessity of

a fact insofar as it is a fact. According to Aristotle,;

"what 1S must needs be when 1t 1s; what is not cannot be

- when 1t 1s not."5 When taken at face value, this sort

of necessity has unfortunate consequences, e.g., 1f any
(factualiy) true statement is also a necessary state-
ment the modal system will collapse. - .

In On Interpretation Aristotle points out that

‘the term "possible" 1s“problemstic. On the one hand,
© "the possible.[will] follow on that which exists of

6

necessity."> On the other hand, ."'it may bei implies a.

bilateral potentiality,"7 i.e., somethingnmay be or it

: e
may not be. Under the latter interpretatioﬁ, possibility

?
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8
_would not be entailed by necessityAsince.that would mean
entailing its contradictory. ‘Ultimately, he gives two
definitions for the term "possibility." In on |
X T lnterpretation. é2b2u;27,%he states that "no need is.:

there that 1t should not be" is contradictedyby g
i1s impossible.” This gives the standard definition of
"possible," l.e., "it is possible" is equivalent to "it |
is not necessary that not." _.This definition, denoted by
both" SuvatOV " ang ® evSexSpelov used inter-

changeably, is used throughout On Inteﬂpretation where

Aristotle investigates the relationship between the

modal terms and their negations. In the Prior Analytics,‘

Aristotle refers back to the 'bilateral’ potentiality
\ : defining "e\)Se)LO/J-e\)O\) " (or "contingent") as that which
"if when, not being necessary, it 1s assumed tobe true,

no impossibility’'will thereby be involved."S Aristotle

treats only "-.-é\)Séféju—é\)Q\) " in the Prior Analytics
though sometimes it 1s unclear as to the.reference of the

N

term, i.e., possibility or contingency.
'"gontingent"'is further specified by a sub-.

—
O

division into: (1) that which generally happens but 1ig
less than necessary and (2) that which happens by chance~9
Though these two meanings would seem to have very

different properties, no logical- distinction is ever

,

vhmade when the term "contingent" is used.

o

.




i g

v

O et 2 A i TIRT LI

. . . | ! l9
Impossibility 15 dealt with in chapter 13 of

. On Interpretation where Aristotle carefully examines '

~ “_'ithe various‘ways of negating the modal operators (with

the-exception$9f "contingent"). -The.results is as

follows.}o - : 5 j.£¢,<_' "!ﬂ, L

 "possible that 1t should be" is equivalent to
‘ ~ "not impossible that it should be" and" “not
L n neceSsary that i1t should not be." '

"Not possible “that it should" 1s equivalent to
"impossible that it should be" and "necessary
that 4t should not be."

"Possible that it should not be" 1s equivalent to
"not impossible that it should not be" and .

"not necessary that it should be." '

"Not possible that it should not be" is equivalent
to "impossible that it should not be" and
"necessary that it should be."

The negation of "it is contingent that“ is dealt

\1_ T "'with in terms of the syllogistic and will be mentioned

below.
'Having sorted out the modal operators, let us now

turn to the question of what these operators_qualify.

ST AT T

. The historian of logic, I. M. Bochenski, and the logician,

J. Lukasiewicz have diametrically opposed opinions<31the
matter. Lukasiewicz holds that for Aristotle, the modal

operators qualify only propositions.ll

Though he gives

. no feference, one assumes he draws this conclusion fron
Aristotle's‘normalrmode of speaking, e.é.; he often
speaks of “propositions predicating necessity," etc.

Bocheﬁski, on the other hand,\feels that‘fortAristotle;
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| the;modal‘operators qualifylnot propositions, bnt the.
'inherenée of certain‘attributes7in.certain substances;
i.e.,‘"factstthemselves."lav He cites, for)support the

passage in the Prior Analytics wherein Aristotle states:

"now‘every premiss is of the form that' some attribute
_.applies, or necessarily applies, or may possibly apply,
to some subject. "13

=

mhey do agree that "necessary" can qualify mo/f'/h‘S
than a proposition concerning the connection of twof ‘
terms (or how an attribute inheres in a subJect)r
"Necessary! also qualifies the"ponnection hetween_propo-
-u,sitions.- The two wayslin which the operator can apply‘
become manifestly clear.inkpassages where both appear,
e.8., where A necessarily applies to all B, and B applies
to some-C, then "it necessarily follows that A necessarily .
applies to some C." " Zukasiewicz has shown that the
necessity between'propositions--so-called 'syllogistic
necessity'--can be understoodjin terms’of universal
quantification. He cites Alexander for corroboration
. ‘'who states; ’"syllogistic,combinations are those which"®
from which\something necessarily follows; and such are

those in which for all matter .the same comes to be.":?

Aristotle's Modal Propositional Logic

According to Rukasiewicz, a system composed of

the rollowing eight formulae can be axlomatized "on the:

- e e et o e . . . ! C e e e T
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-rejJection of formula 5 can be understood in the passage

Codendes

‘ 11 . R
basis of the classical‘calculus of pi‘oposi’cions."16
These formulae are: | | |

v1.< it 1s possible phat P> iff, it is not necessary

that not p.

2. 1t 1is necessary thab p, 1ff, it is not possible

that not p.., o

3. 1if 1t is necessary that p, then p. ) 7

. 4. i1f p, i1t 1s possible that p.

-~ REJECTED 5. 4if it 1is possible that. p, then b.
REJECTED 6. 1fp, it is necessary that p.
REJECTED 7. 1t i1s possible that p.

REJECTED 8. 1t 1s not necessary that p.

4

Are these four assersed and four rejected
formulae to be found in Aristotle? The definitions of

the modal operators in terms of each other, i.e., “.

formulae'l and 2, are certainl& there as was shown

—

above. On integgretation 23 21 and following may be

fconstrued as a less than precise formnlation of.

formula 4, and formula 5 may be culle: from the Prior
Analytics 36a15 and following ,Zukasiewicz cites

Alexander for the rejected formulae 5 and 6 7 but 2 :
» ‘\

| in On~1nterpretation. "there ‘are . . . those things

also that remain but the barest possibilitieS'and never

become acpualities."laﬁ‘AriStotle's'attempt at an ex-

~iplanation of.fhypothetical' neceSsity, in l9a23 and

‘folloﬁing (mentioned-above), seems to include a'rejection

of formula 6. &Rukasiewicz admits'that the fejected

formulae 7 and 8 are not to’ be found explicitly in the

_Aristo;elian texts but ‘holds that both follow from-the‘

L
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fact that Aristotle 1s willirig to assert certain neces-
sary, propositions.19 L

Since this system does not include all accepted
'theorems of modal logic, it is incomplete. This-problem
is remedied, invpart, by Aristotle's inclusion of 'laws -
of extensionality for modal logic' , In general a law_
of extensionality would state that if two terms are
equivalent then what can be said of one can be said of
the other. - The Aristotelian laws formodal operators
are somewhat different but the' intent is quite clear
He states:. “thus supposing that A represents the ;f
premisses and B the conclusion, it will follow, not only
that when A 1s necessary B is necessary too, but also that
when A is possible B is possible,"20 and even more
generally, i.e., without. reference to syllogism, "if when
‘A is, B 1s, when 4 1is possible B will also be possible."21
Though all the pieces for a complete modal loglc
of propositions are to be found (implicitly) in the
istotelian text, Zukasiewicz iquuick to point out that .
.there gre two problem areas which could result. in the ’
collapse of the system. One 1s Aristotle's assertion of
propositions;of'hypotnetical’necessity, mentioned
o | ‘_ briefly above, and the other is Aristotle's assertion of
| ~true contingent statements. | |

L—

The passage concerning'hypothetical'necessity
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"problems also.

A" ' ) P , 13
runs in full as follows: "what is mist needs be W en it
is; what is not cannot be when it isynot,. However, ot"

all that exists any‘more than all that which’does not

comesaboutor exists by necessity. That what is must be

when it is! does not mean. the same thing as to say that

all things come about by necessity n22 The second and

third sentences of this passage seem to indicate that.

Aristotle did indeed reJect_formula 6, i.e., M"if p,:it
. - , 8 “ .

is‘necessarylthat p". Clearly,;formula 6 must"belne—~

'jected thsalternative is a modal operator that 1is

empty of meaning and a collapsed modal system.i Possibly,'

the first sentence of this passage can be understood- as

- a rule rather than a theorem stating that when a proposi-

tion is asserted it is necessary, but this leads to
23

According to Lukasiewicz, the crux of the problem

concerning contingency is that Aristotle is trying to

‘defend indeterminism within a.bi-valent 1loglc. .
'Aristotle s definition of contingency, rearranged using
his equivalences can be understood as: D. is contingent,

if and only if it 1s possible that P and it is pos-

sible that not pP. If there are true contingent state-

ments, as Aristotle holds, then'one may assert the

~conjunction "it is possible that P and it 1is- possible

‘that not p." Usling a theorem from Lesniewski'

4 . . .
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protothetic, viz., "if something is true of p and also
true of the negation of p, then it is true of some
arbitrary proposition qQ," Zukasiewicz shows that any
proposition at all is possiblewhichis not only contrary
. to Aristotle B own thoughts but also collapses the
modal logic.24 .Lukasiewicz 5 remedy 1s to construct.a

many-valued modal logic wherein contingent statements

. are nevB given the value "true u

Aristotle's Modal §yllogism

Aristotle arranges "his theory of modal syllogism,

as he does with assertoric syllogism, in figures and
) . moods.: As before, perfect moods are self-evident while
imperfect moods require proof elther by conversion;

reductio ad impossibile, or ecthesis. As it is not -

within the scope of this survey to examine each mood in '
detail, the reader is referred to I. M. Bochenhski's

Anclent Formal Logic for a'complete list oflAristotle's

modal syllogism.25 McCall's tables, which give the ”K,Q
valid apodeicticnmodsplus problematic moods which are
valid (though ignored by Aristotle) and the method of
proof, are included at the end of this chapter.
. Conversion is by far the most common method of
proof and is, therefore, well—worth a detailed investiga-

\
tion." Modal statements of necessity convert in the same
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.manner as their.assertoric counterparts. "The universal

‘negative converts univerSally,“whereas each’of he

2

8 converts as a:particular premiss "

Aristotle does not utilize premisses of
.L.‘
possibility in his compIete theory, he does seem to

Thou

give the laws of conversion for statements oﬂ\possibil—

A

ity (though the term used i% " edSeth_edo»J") Onced;

again, the universal negative converts universally While

the affirmatives, ‘both universal and particular, convert

to the particular.27

/' "_ Contingent statements convert in a very different
While affirmatives convert as above, the uni-

4 i
versal negative does not convert at all but the particu-

manner.,

lar negative (which tacitly, does ‘not convert elsewhere)
converts to the particular. Presumably by way of ex-—
planation, Aristotle tells us that "in respect of con-.
version these premisses [the negative ones]. will be
governed by the ‘same conditions as other affirmatives n28
This becomes clearer when, in chapter 13 of the

Prior Analytics, Aristotle introduces the so-called (by

!complementary‘conversion',-i,e.,-the negatives are
governed by the same.conditionszas the.affirmatives
because they are equivalent in form to the affirmatives..

It follows that all problematic premisses are convert=—
ible with one another. I mean not that the affirmative~

v

auf
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are convertible with the negative, ‘but that all
which have an affirmative form are convertible
with thelr opposites.: e.g., 'to be possible to
apply' . with 'to be possible not to apply' and
to be possible to apply to.all' with 'to be

..possible to apply to none' or 'not to apply to
all'; and 'to be possible to apply to_some' with
'to be possible not to apply to some. 2

Ultimately, the following relationships hold: 30

"Gontingently, all B's are A's" 1s equivalent to
"contingently, no B's are A's."

"Contingently, some B's_are A's" is eduivalent to
- "contingently, some B's are not A's."

-

"Contingently, all B's are A's" implies
"contingently, some B's are not Afs."

1

"Contingently, no B's are A's" implies
"econtingently, some B's are A's."

;' Returning to the problem of the conversioh of
theLuﬁl/;rereal negative, Aristotle argues that if
V&eontingently{ no B'§~are Ats" is‘equivalent to
"cohtingently, no A'e are B's" then singe "contingently,
all Bis are A's" implies "contingently, no B's afe A's"
and:"cohtingently) no A's are B's" implies "contingehtly,
all A's are B's,"lbne‘would have‘to admit’ihat
’ . ﬂcontihgehtly, all B's afe A's",implies "contingently,
| all A's are B's." Aristotle'considers this conclusion
false and thus,'holds that contingent universal nega-
tives arée not convertible 31 | ;.
- Zukasiewicz shows (1) that the universal negative

ean be converted using the definition of contingency--

"possibly p and possibly not p"--and the ofdﬁnary laws

R
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of conversion; and (2) éhat '‘complementary conversion' 1s

not justified by the definition of.contingeﬁcy.32

e
. ,‘!.?\

Starting with syllogisms composed from apodeictic
. _ ~ :

premisses, Aristotle states: "if the premisses are
" apodeictic the conditions are, roughly speaking, the same

‘as when they are assertoric . . . the only difference will

be that the terms will have attached to them the words
'necessarily applies' or 'necessarily does not apply 1n33
- : . Aristotle then proceeds to discuss moods with one
| - apodelctic and one assertoric premiss. Aristotle's
bronouncements-were thought incorrect by Theophrastus -
? _' | - and are still held éo be wrong by somé scholars. Accord-
}! E | ing to Aristotle' "it sometimes happens that we get an
- . apodelctic syllogism even when only one of the premisses--
not either of the two indifferently, .but the major
premiss--is apodeictic. . . . If, however, the premiss AB
-; ) {the major premiss] is not apodeiétic, but BC is, the

n34 ‘There are excep-

conclusion will not be apodeictic.
tions,.such as Darapti, ih'thé third figure; it has an
apodeictic conclusion when either premiss 1s apodeilctic.
On the other hand, Camgsfres; in the second figure, is
invalid when the'maJor premiss is apodeictic and the

conclusion is apodelctic bﬁt is valid when the minor

premiss and the conclusion ére apodeictic.

Theophrastus,-following the rule: peilorem
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sequitur semper conclusiofpartem, held that an assertoric

conclusion follows regardless which premiss is assertoric
and whiéh is apodeictic.s_5 .Lukasiewicz, using his

"basic modal logic" and laﬁs of extensionality-, shows
that no matter whidh'premisé ;s apodeictic, the con-
clusion willfSé apodeicficf36 McCall, claiming that
,Lukasiewicz's 'Ariétotelian"propositiqnal modal lqgic

is too insens;give,~upholds the Aristoteliﬁn point of
view giving an Intuitive justification for the validity
of phe_Aristotelian mixed_moods‘and giies an axibmatiza—
tion which captures all and dnly those moods with

apodeictic premisses thought Valid_by Aristotle.37

. ) #*
Using Rescher's idea that the major premiss gives
a neceséary general rule and the minor gives a special

case from observation, McCall holds that the modality of

. the conclusion will follow that of the 'general rule'’

premiss. The 'general rule' premiss will be that
premiss in which the mliddle term 1is distributed, i.e.,

it denotes the whole class of which it is capable of
i . , )

" denoting. The 'speclal case' pregiss will be the

premiss in which the middle term is undistributed. In

efery valid syllogiém, the middle term is distributed

at least once. Only in the first figure 1s the 'general

rule' premiss the major premiss, thus explaining those

exceptions where the minor, not the major, premiss is
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- the determining’prepiss; In Darapti, the middle term 1is
& ] | distributed in both preﬁiésés; consequently, both forms
are valid. In fact, McCall's rﬁle for determining the
. .modality'(given‘two restrictions), enables one to pick
out all and only the mixed syllogismé thought valid by

38

Aristotle. The two restrictlons run as follows: "a

universal premiss.cannof be the 'special case' of a

4

pérticular premiss, and a neégative premiss cannot.be
the 'special case' of an affirmativé."39

¢ - - . . Both;&ukasiewicz-and-McCall exteﬁd their

o 'Apistote;ianf‘systém§ of moda} syllogism té?include

i o premisses of the problehétic mode. Using the exten-
sionality law fof possibility, Zukasiewicz's system is
'richer thén that of McCall. Any premiss may be
strengthened or aﬁy cénclusion'weakened whére the order
of strength.is: apodeiétic is stronger than éssertoric
is stronger than probiematic; The moods derivable from -
two problematic premisses with a'prdblematic conclusion
S : are not implied by McCall's axioms (as he uses no theses
of modal propcgitional calculus besides the definitions
of ﬁhe operators). .These moods are incladed in ‘

i ». | Zukasiewlcz's system and justified as conformiﬂg to one

- of the two ways in which the statement "it is possible

E 'for A to apply’to-all B" may be interpreted. Aristotle
: . ’ ) . _
3 says:

i

%

:
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Either . . . it may apply to a subject to which the _
other term applies, or . . . it may apply to a sub- |
‘Ject to which the other term may apply (for the
statement that A may;be predicated of that of which
B 1s predicated means one of two things: either
that it may be predicated of the subject of which B

~1s predicated, or that it may be predicated 8f the
subJect of which B may be predicated

,Lukasiewicz s syllogisms composed of two problematic

premisses .and a problematic conclusion correspond to

- the latter interpretation while syllogisms of a problem-

atic and an assertoric premiss plus a,problematic
conclusion, included in both systems, corresponds to
the former. |

Though Aristotle does not geal with possibilitylin
syllogisms, he does take on syllogiehs with.contingent
premisses. As was seen above, the very definition cf
contingency 1is problematic; if one accepts'therdefinition
given by Aristotle, one must reject those characteristics,

‘unique to tQat cperator, i.e., 'complementary conversion'’

and the non-convertigility of the universal negative
statement. Indeed, Lukasiewicz, retaining the defini- -
tion, reJects all moods with a contingent conclusion and

all moods proved by 'complementary convers:Lon.'ul

McCall, onuﬁhe other hand, is willing to reject or change
the definition in an attempt to save all moods considered
- valid by Aristotle. - McCall finds, however, thﬁﬁ regard-

b~ less of the definition-'Something must be given up:
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'non-Aristotelian moods besildes.

21
‘complementary conversion' or those moods with two
contingent premisses and a contingent conclusion. 42
By leaving “contingent" undefined and introducing it

into his axiomatization via seven syllogistic moods,

three theses establishing 'complementary conversion'

one thesis of ordinary conversion, and three theses of
modal subordination, McCall can construct a system

which captures all of Aristotle's valid syllogisms'using

"the term "contingent.“ The systedeoes capture a few

43

‘ McCall's rejection of the standard formulation of
contingency may not be as unreasonable as 1t may seem.
The formulation does seem to capture AriStotle's defin;v

ition given in the PrioriAnalytic3132a18ff. However,

Aristotle's negation of tne term‘does not follow from
the standard formulation using De Morgan's.laws. One
would'expect, glven "posséply o and.possibly not p" as
the definition of "contingent " that the negation of a
universal affirmative contingent statement would be.
"necessarily some A is not B, or necessarily all A is

B." Similarly, the negation of a universal negative
contingent statement should be: ‘'"necessarily no A 1is

B, or necessarily some A is B." Aristotle states thatg
"to the proposition 'A'may apply to all B';is opposedvnot

only 1A must not apply to some B' but also 'A must apply
. o 5
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to some B'; and similarly wilth the proposition 'A may
apply to no B.'"uu Thus, the critic of Aristotle

must -elther assume that Aristotle reasoned incorrectly

-(as.&ukasiewicz do‘es),u5 or assume that he reasoned cor-

\

rectly but not from the standard formulation of the

definition of "contingent;"i
Conclusion

in sum,'Ar*stot e's modal loglc 1s comprised'of
an implicit modal 1ogic of propositions and an exp@icit
modal logic of terms, 1l.e., his modal syllogistic.&
His wprks contain the elements fon<Lukasiewiczﬂs "basic
modal logic" plus the laws of extensionality for poé—
sibility and necéssity. Zukasiewlcz complains’that

Aristotle does not use his propositional calculus when
’ T

«

. constructing his syllogilstic. McCall points out that

the laws of the propositional calculus are -
.+ « . not sufficiently sensitive, as in the case
with the L-law of extensionality, to make those

. fine discriminations between validity and in-

validity which Aristotle's system demands, or in

themunrestricted substltution for variableS'canj//

not be allowed as 1s ‘the caSﬁ with CLpp. . .
[e.g., iterated modalities]. ’

McCall has shown that Aristotle's modal syllogism ‘

(contingency aside), can be axiomatized using no theses

from modal propositional calculus except the definition

of the operators, and a completeness proof constructed,.
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- The two major problem .areas are: 'hypotheticél'
necessity as it applies to (existent) facts, and con-

tingency. It seems clear from the ninth chapter of

- 0On interpretation that Aristotle wants a strong alterna-'

tive to necessity. "Possibility" defined as "not
necessarily not" is not strong enough to accommodate

Aristotle's beliefs concerning indeterminism. - Aristotle

" 1s. at pains to_show that contingency admits the pos-

+

s1bility of either of a pair of contradictories. The
whole notion of 'complementary conversion', where a
universal contingent statement entails 1ts contradictory
as well as 1its contrary and a particular contingent
statement entails its sub-contrary, serves to emphasilze
the real ambivalence of the term "contingent" for
.t\r:l.s_totle'.-'d | |

"Contingent;" as Aristotle defines it and as it

1s normally formulated, does not fare well within

»Aristotle's syllogistic. In part this is because he is
not careful to distinguish to which sort of possibility,

one~sided or two-sided, he is?referring in some circum-
stances,'but, in part, also becanse certain steps in ¢
hlis reasoning are not Justified by what seems to be‘an‘
accurate formulation of tne‘definition. Alsomewhat A
less than satisfying alternatives 1s to leave "contingent"

undefined. The system is then axiomatizable but less
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than perfect in that some non-Aristotellan sylloglsms

S 2l

must be admitted.

According to4Lukasiew1cz, the Aristotelian -
principle of hypothéticar necesslity as applied to facts
is s:mely-para.doxfi.cal.u8 The context -of phe passage is
helpful not, perhaps, for the logical formulation but
for an intultive undérstanding of Aristotle's inteﬁtioné.
Ariétotle goes on to sayAthat with contradictory
statements of the future,‘one'cannot.say which of the .
contradictories must come to pass but only that one of

49

them must come to pass. Though hils reference is not

- clear, i.e., is he speaking of facts or of statements

of facts, one can,interpret this remark as saying: glven
the nature of the altepnation, one of the two must be
true. The_necessi%} involved is not the necessity of
the fact but the necesslty of the truth of a statement -

concerning the fact. When something is, one 1s obliged

- to assert that it 1s; one cannot possibly assert that

‘ |
it is not. This.explanation, however, does not ease the

difficulty of the logical formulation. o
Despite our prbblémé with contingéndy and 'hypo-
thetical' necessity, Aristotle's modal-lbgic should not

be dismissed out of hand. As the first formal modal

~ logic, it is of historical interesp“ Secondly,, the system_

is not as riddled with errors as

¢

would have one
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believe. His systemof apodéictic syllogism 1s axiom-

atizable and complete. Its thebrems correspohd, by and

large, to.one's intuitions. Though perhaps of limited ’
use, his systein serves, at the very least, as an inéentive

and starting point for other modal logics.

-
-
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TABLE 1
ADAPTATION, ARISTOTLE'S MODAL SYLLOGISMS

/.

MOOD LLL LXL, ‘XLL MXM MM LMK MLX
Barbara Perfect Perfect Inv. by - - - -
- ?ed. & ex.
Celarent Perfect Perfect Inv. by - Z + -
: ‘ . red. & ex.
Darii Pertéct _ Perfect -, Inv. by ex. + + - -
Ferio Perfect Perfect Inv. by ex. + - + -
Cesare c. fo C. to Inv. by - - + -
Celarent Celarent red. & ex.
- Camestres C. to Inv. by C. to - - + -
Celarent red. & ex. Celarent
Festino C.-to C. to Inv. no + - + -
Ferio Ferio disproof .
Baroco. Ecthesis Inv. by ex. Inv. by ex. - - + -
Darapti C. to C. to " C. to + + - -
Darii Darii Darii
Felapton C}-to C. to Inv. by ex. + - + -
Ferio Ferio : S
Disamis C. to Inv. by ex. C. to + + - -
Darii - Darii
Datisi C. to C. to Inv. by ex. + + - -
Darii Darii.
Bocardo Ecthesis "Inv. by ex. Inv. by ex. + - - -
Ferisoh C. to C. to Inv. by ex. + - + -
Ferio Perio

.v__'_"(

Where "L" indicates a necessary, "X" indicates an assertoric, and "™" indi-
cates a problematic (one-sided) statement. "C" abbreviates "conversion," "red"
abbreviates "reductlc,” and "ex" abbreviates "example." Only the LLL, LXL, and
XLL forms were actually considered by Aristotle. "+' means "valid" and "-"
means invalid, according to MecCall's extrapolation using Aristotelian principles.
ﬁdapted from McCall, Aristotle's Modal Syllogisms, North-Holland, 1963, pp. 9 and
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~.. CHAPTER II

| AN, INFORMAL DISCUSSION OF ALBERT'S
L NQNQMODAL LOGIC

Because a modal logic requlres the paraphernalia

of a non-modal logic, it is necessary briefly to describe

Albert's non-modal system, i.e., describe the syntax
and give the semantics. J |

Terms and their Properties.

—

"Terms~fail under the category of signs.a}A sigh ’

is that which, when understood bringssomething else to

1mind (facit aliquid venire in cognitionem alicuius)

Some terms are natural signs and some are conventional

signs (signum alicuius‘ad placitum institutum). Terms

"which are natural slgns are mental terms, or intentions

B of the soul and these are'the’ingredients of mental

propositions.‘ Terms which are conventional signs are

wriltten or spoken terms, and make up ‘written and spokenv

-

propositions. A written or spoken term signifies.by

,voluntary imposition that which a mental term signifies'

naturally, and is,_therefore, subordinate to the mental
2

.‘term. A categorematic:termis one which when taken

significatively, can be used as the subJect (or part
27 o

Lisaasi]
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of the subject) or predicate (or part of the predicate).

A syncategorematic termcannot stand as the_subjeet or pre-’

dicate when taken significatively. This category includes

the signs of quality, quantitj, the various connectives;

and the modal operators.l Albert emnhasizes "significative

acceptus" since if the syncategorematictermis taken
materially,ﬂiae., it is.mentioned rather than used,.it can
stand as the subjeetiortpredicate, e.g., "‘ever&' is_a :
universal sign."3- A . - . a x

_Categorematictermsma?.be divided 1into terms of

first intention/imposition and seeond\intention/imposition.

Terms of first intention/imposition are mental terms/

written or oral terﬁg‘Which signify things that are not

'-signs dr when.they'do signify a sign, it is not guaAsign

but qua entity. Terms of second intention/imposition

are'mental/written or oral terms which signify signs.

. If there were no signs, these terms would not have any

significates. Obviously "noun,"~"vert," ete., arefin—
cluded in this category bPerhaps:less obviously,
"genus," "species," "universal" and "true" are also in-
cluded as terms of second intention/imposition.u This

stand puts Albert squarely in the camp of the nominal-

ists. Thus’, when a term of, second intention is pre-

dicated of a term of first intention, the ‘subject must
be understood as standing for itself either as a

written term or a;mental‘concept. Were the subject to
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nstand‘for its Significates3 the resuit wopid he a'falsef:;
prooositibn if not a nonsensical one.7‘Albert\discusses

- tHe proposition;‘"Man‘is'a‘species," at sone length to
make himself clear. If the term "man" does not, stand “
for the mental concept it must stand for its significates,

il.e., tho,e_g;dividuals-which are rational animdls. But,

'as.a'consequence, oné could assert "Some man is a-
 species," which 1s false. ‘-Albert does not consider the

’possibility that "man"‘can signify 2 common or universal

nature existing outside of the mind because such things

5

do not exist.“ He explicitly states that the Aristotelian

categories do’ not signify things other than individuals

-and their modifying qualities; " He is equally explicit

‘:that these considerations are/not’uithin the realm'of

logic and leaves the subject in favor of one that does

belong to logiec: properties of terms.in propositions.6 »an'
Terms in'propoSitions have three'propertieS‘which

terms outside &%\propositions.do not hare, namely, ~

ampliatidn; appeliation and,supposition. A term'is

ampliated when it is accepted for a tHing or things

. besides those things which actually are For'example;

dwhen a verb is in the future tense, the subJect is

ampliated to stand for what is or what will be.7 “Thus,

" due to‘a'changg;in the relatlon of subject to predicate

’~»(as_indicated°byvthe.copula), the class of referehts of

SN

. ‘: —\. ' ) ’ °
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the subject 1s expanded. The rules for the ampliation

) : .
: of the subject when the copula'is modified by a modal

term are‘>xtremely important to Albert's modal logic and

K

will be discussed in full, below

App?ﬁlation is a proﬁ%rty of predicate terms

. only. As‘Boehner explains, "the technical term 'appella-

tion,' means that the predicatehasto be true, was true,
or will be true, or can be true etec., in dts proper
form."8 To say that a predicate "calls for its form"

- ¢ .
(appellat suam formam) in a proposition of the present

means that for the truth of that pfopositibn, anbther
propbsition formeg;from a demonstrative pronouh for the
subject,‘the copula, and the given predicate 1s true. If‘
the prdbositiontis of thekpast3.the proposition of proper
. , ] L 9

form (pronoun, copula, and predicate) was true.

Supposition f%'the "acceptance -or use of a

’ categdfmatic term taken for something or'somethings in

10

‘q propositipn." This'innocuous definition, and

similar definitions given by other msdieval logicians,
belles the importancs bf this uniquely medieval notion.
Modefn Interpretiors are .at odds as to the place supposli-
tion theory has in semiotics. It has been interpreted

- as a predominantly semantical notion sppcifying the

" relatlon of a term to its designatés by, among others;

D. P. Henry ' , .

N
\
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~account for the different ways in which a term is re-

lated to objects 1in an attempt to avoid ambiguity.

. ‘ A . 31
According to Henry, the medleval logiclans recog-

nized that a term has a cohstant meanihg, its significa-

‘ tion, but its referents can change from context to

context. Thus,_supposition theory was dévelopedHto

11

Under this interpretation, the truth-conditions of a

_glven proposition would depend on how 1its terms supposit,

and, 1indeed; for the:medievalilogiciana truth for the
(analyzed}fpropdsition 1s defined in ﬁerms of supposition.

E. A. Moody, on the other hand, argues‘that sup-
position theory has a'ﬁredominéntly syntéctical function,
i.e.,'1t ciérifies the relat%on of terms to terms. Thét
is, gonay one term ié'predipated-df another in a -

proposifion is to.say that the predicate term stands for

K4

.  (or does not stand for, in a negative proposition) the

12

same thing(s) as the sﬁbjéct term. Moody's position

is given credence in that the transformation rules,

obviously syntactical in nature, for quantifiéd'propo-

" sitions are given in terms of supposition.

l"Though 1t 1is not within the scope of this work to
give a definitive account of supposition qpeory, 1f is .
important to keep in mind that the theory cannot be
forced into b:gsent mbdernAsemiotic-categories and must

be treated accordingly.
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A terﬁ may supposerfor something or things in
one of thhee ways in a given proposition: simpl&,
materially, or personally. A term with simple supposi-

tion 1s a written or spoken term which is accepted for

‘an intention of the mind, or concept. The term "man,"

in the proposition, "Man 1s a species,"” has simple
supposition. Once again,'Albert Is clear that terms

with simple supposition.dc not refer to universals or

- common natures, for those may not be posited as existent

except as a concept of mariy things (conceptum.nepresenta-k

dtivum;plurium) A mental term, then, cannot have simple

suppos*tion since its mental referent would be itself,

~1l.e., it would have material Shpposition 13 Material

supposition fs the acceptance of a term, written,~_
spoken, or mental for 1tself. In more modern terms,
the term with material supposition is mentioned rather
‘than used, in a given proposition. Thus, in the

proposition, "Homo is bi-syllabic," the term "homo" has

;mater*al supposition.lu Personal supposition- is the

acceptance of a written or spoken term for that which

1t was_imposed to signify or the acceptance of a mental
term for that which it signifies nachrally;' Again, a
term with,persqnal'suprSition is used rather than
mehtioned. In the proposition, "Man is an'anihal,"_"man"

has personal suppositionasince 1t 1s used to refer to a‘

[
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collection of individual men. 12

‘Supposition will be mentioned again when analyzed"

propositions are discussed but first, propositions in

general, or unanalyzed propositions; ‘must be mentloned.
/Pfsggnglins are divided into two main categor-
ies: categorical'or hypotﬁetical.ls' Hybothetical

propositions are formed from two or more categorical

propositions conjoined by one (or more) of the'sentential

connectives. Albert recognizes six connectives:

", ..and...," "...or...," "if...then...," ", ..because...,"

17 All propositions,

"...when.{.,“ " ..where...."
Categorical or hypothetical, are either affirmative or

negative. For a categoridal proposition to be negafive,-
. : ?

‘ the copula ié»negated and for a negative hypothetical,

the main connective must be negated. Thus, "Socrates

- does not rﬁn and Plato does not dispute" is an affirma- .

tive proposition.ls - -

" Truth Conditions for Unanalyzed
. Proposltions

An unanalyzed proposition is true when whatever

it signifies 1s so, so;'andvit is false when 1t 1s

- running," it 1s sufficient \that Socrates or Plato or

33
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19 Further, every proposition,

" someone else is'running
affirmative or negative, signifies itself to be true. 20
This somewhat odd addition to the definition of truth is

t.an attempt to disallow propositions such as "No proposi-

tion is negative," as true propositions even though they,
posslbly, agccurately reflect the way things are.
| Simple negation, for Albert, is trutthunctional.
He states, "concerning contradictories, it is a rule ‘
ithat if one is true, the other is false and conversely.
Thus, they may not both‘be true.or both false at the

2l Both conjunction and disjunction are

same time."

' truth—functional and both can be described by the
familiar truth tables on the basis of Albert § explana-
tion.

.

With respect to the truth of a conJunction i¢
is required that both parts be true. . . . With
respect to the falsehood of a conjunction it suf-
fices if one part is false. . . . With respect to
the truth of an-affirmative disjunction, it suf-
fices that one part be true.
The term "affirmative”.is included because a negative
disJunption 1s equivalent to a conjunction, 1.e., Albert
recognizes the so-called De Morgan's Laws.22 -
~'I'he truth conditions for a conditional and the
definition of logical entailment, or conseqnence; are
virtually identical and will be dealt with together.

Albert states that "with respect to the truth of a
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-conditional, 1t is required that it is impossible for

whatevef the antecedent signifies to be so; withouf
whatever the conseqﬁent sighifies being so, if both are
stated."23 This is suspicious;y like Lewis' hefinition
for strict implication;‘ Indeed, considering the fact - '
that>to say a conditional is neceesary is equivalent to
saying it 1s true and that the 'paradoxes' of strict
implication hold in Albert's system, the suspicion 1is

all but confirmed.ag Albert defines "antecedent to"

4

as a proposition'so related to another that it 1s im-

possible that whatever is signified by the imposition

-of 1ts terms is ‘'so without whatever 1s signified by the

other being\so.as

Consequences can be formal or materlal. A.
formal consequence is 'good '1.e., fulfills%phe con-

ditions for entailment, by virtue of its form alone.

. Thus,.ali consequences -of that form are good :egafdless

of the 'matter,’ l.e., the particular'categbrmatic terms,,
1nvolved v.g., "Some B is A, therefore some A islB "
Material consequences are not 'good! by virtue of their
form but due to thelir mat'ter. The consequence |

"A man ruhs, therefore an animal runs" 1is a valid

consequence, but, "A man runs, therefore a stick runs,"

“

is not valid though both consequences are of the same

form. Material consequences are further divided into
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simple and ut nunc consequences corresponding to the
tﬁq examples giveh above, reépectively. Simple con-

: \\]sequences fulfill the'conditions of éntailment and seem
to be enthymemes. An ut hunc consequence does not
fulfill the conditions of entailment since it 1s pos-
sible‘that it can be as the anteéedent Signifies without
it being as thé conseqpent signifieé.. Coﬁsequently,

RN ' Albert notes,‘some logiéians do not consider these
'qgnsequences at all. Hdﬁever, Albert holdsothat they\
are good consequences because 1t 1is impossible, things
belng the waj they are at the pfesent time (ut nunc),

4}'that so 1t 1s as the antecedent signifies without it
being as the consequent signifies.26 |
" I;\is generally held, by modern commentators, that
.given the medieval understanding of‘ the conditional |
‘simple and formal consequences can be accurately char-
actenized (in law form) in terms of Lewis' strict im-
plication yhile ut nunc consequences find thelr counter-
part in material imblication; : .

In the Perutilis logica, however, there are two

-

passages which seemlto indicecate that Alpert is not

- completely satisfied that striet implication captures
the notion of inferenée. When discussiﬁg the tﬁuth
conditiéns for a conditional and the,defihitign of.éntail-

A\
ment, Albert rejects the following -two arguments and
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conditional: "No proposi%ion 1s negative, therefore no
man 1s a dohkey," "No proposition is negati#eﬂ therefore

no man 1s running," "If no proposition is negative, then
a .

- no donkey 1s running." The arguments are rejected

because, he holds, the negation of the consequent does
ﬁdt imply the negation of the antecedent. Under the
terms of strict implication .that reaéoning holds for

the last two consequences mentloned but not the first.

| That some man is an ass-is an impossibility and con-

sequently, a proposition to that effect impliés-ény-

-thingﬂ Indeed, "No proposition is negative" ié impos-
sibly true -and thus implies any other proposition;-

 this 1s stated, as a rule, very distinctly in the

27 A possible reason for the rejection

‘of the above mentioned:conseqdences is found in Albert's

passage on pertinence. Something is called "pertinent"
with respect'to‘something else when 1t follows from 1t

or is repugnant to it, e.s.; "An animal runs" is pér-

" tinent to "A man runs," because it follows from it.

Again, "No animal runs" is pertinent to "A man ruﬁs,"
because it 1s repugnant to it. Howevgf,_"You are

sitting" is impertinent to "He is writing," because it

" neither folloﬁs'frpm‘or 1s repugnant -to the latter

pr.oppsiti'_on,28

" Though it does not ultimately affect his formal
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presentation of implicationecand entailment Albert seems
to be interested in the concept of relevance with respect
to 1mplication. "You are sitting" materially implies
"He is writing"‘(provided the antecedent 1s'false or the
consequent true) Jjust. as: "No propositioh 1s negative,"
strictly implies "No man is a donkey." The former is a
perfectly good ut nunc.consequences and the latter, a
simple consequence, yet Albert denies their validity.

The lack of a relevance relation between the antecedent
and the consequent could explain Albert's di 1ssal of;

£
the two consequences.

Before leaving-consequences and conditlionays,
one.last point must be mentioned.v'Albert rejects as
the definition oflentailment'that two propositions are
S0 related that 1t is 1mpossib1e for the- antecedent to
.be true unless the consequent is true. 29 His own
version is 1dentical to the one just stated except-that

e has peplaced "true" with its definition. It seems
that Albert has defined "entallment" with one of the--
insolublestlmind,fviz., "every proposition is aﬁ;ixéi;
tive, therefore no proposition is negative" and- by
avoiding-anyddréct reference to.truth, he feels he can
include this consequence as a 'good! consequenCe. He
1s attempting to distinéuiSh between the possible and

the possibly true. The consequent'of the consequence

\




R TP T T R Pl il el e e ’ o g TR T2

BT
is not possibly'trne since 1it reflects‘on itself in
such a way that 1t denies 1ts own truth. Further, the
very existence of the consequent 1s contrary to the

- .signification of the antecedent. But,.he argues,
even though the consequent'is,not possibly true, 1t
does possibly signify things as they»are-and more‘

‘_ specifically, as they are as signified by the ante-
ce_dent.30 Unfortunately,‘Albert has_tied truth to
signification with the caveathfor'self-refiection in
such a way that he cannot within his system, formally -
distinguish the possible from the possibly/impossibly

true.

Analyzed Propositions: Quantification
.and Its Truth Conditions

LY

Every categorical proposition is composed of

two extremes (subject and predicate), which are either
complex ("2 man or a donkey is a man or a donkey“) or
incomplex ("a man 1is an animal"), and a copula. Every
categorical proposition is either universal particuﬁar,
indefinite or singular and of course, every categorical jv
proposition is elther affirmative or negative.31 The ¥
indefinite and particular are basically equivalent, the

quantifier being understood in'the indefinite rather

s in the particular. A proposition'is

affirmative when the gopula "is" is asserted and‘negative
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when the copula "is" is deniled.

The copula "is" can be used as secundo adiacens

where it signifies, when affirmed, the existence of the-'

thing(s) for which the subject stands, e.g., "A man

is." The copula used as;tertio adiacens still has
existential import, wheniaffirmed, and signifies that,
.the subject and~predicate’stand for the sane thing(s),
Thus, an affirmative prOposition is true when the |
subject and predicate stand for the same thing (and the

. terms are appropriately ampliated glven the nature of
the copula), and thus it 1s so.’ A,negative proposition
is true when the snbject and predicate do not stand-for
the same, and so it is. Alpert emphasizes that a true |
'qnegative.proposition does not require that the subject _
and predicate'stand for-different things. He exemplifies

his point with the proposition, "A chimera is not a

chimera," which is true, but the subject and the predicate-

do not stand for different things. They do not stand for
the same thing, however,_since they both stand for
' nothing; Again, "A chimera 1s a chimera," is false
because the subject.and predieate do not stand for
_anjthing and consequently cannot possibly stand for the

32 The caveat about propositions whose N

same thing.
" exlstence is repugnant to their signification, i.e.,

propositions which falsify themselves, must be repeated _

&
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1f one 1s to give a complete rendition of AiEefﬁ*s~61§§?
cussion concerning the copula and truth.
The supposition of a term can change rron context

to'context due to the nature of the copula or the quan-

tity modifiers. The copula, temporal in nature, deter-

mines the ampliation of the terms with respect to the

past, present, or future which changes the supposition

of the terms. The copula can be'modified by a modal term

which will change the supposition of a term Thus,
because a term may stand for nothing in one proposition,
this;does}not_mean"it will stand for nothing in another.
iny*terms that‘are iogically'emp;x, i.e., contain a
contradiction, sfand for nothing in every propositiOn.33
: Quantifiers, too, deternine the node of supposia
tion that is had by the term following the,quantifying |
sign. A universai sign is one which‘indioates that”the
general term, to which it is adJoined is to stand for
every one of its supgosita (values) in the manner of a

conJunction. A particular sign indicates thatva generai

'term is to sté@nd far every one of its upposita in the

manner of.a disJunction 34

Albert glves his discussion of the supposition
of,quantified;propositions'in terms of personal'supposi-

tion though it could have,oeen'given in terms of material

' supposition. Generally, propositions having a suoject‘

b



| ol2
with material supposition are indefinite and are awkuardb.
when quantified;. Thus, they are somewhat‘less useful
for purposes - of 1llustration. | | _

~ Personal supposition may be ‘divided into discrete
" and common personal supposition. A term taken in.
‘discrete supposition 1s-a name, or a general term
modified by a demonstrative pronoun, and stands for ane

35

individual., Common supposition is the acceptance of

a general term for all of its supposita. This 1is, ]
again, divided into determinate and confused'supposition.
Determinate supposition is the acceptance of a common
term for whatever it signifies wherein‘one is'permitted u
.to make the descent to'individual values® by way of a

disJunctive propositions.36

In the proposition, “A man
. is running," the subject has determinateisupposition andv°
the descent to this equivalent'propOSition may be made :

"This man is running or ‘that man is running or . . . ,"
'for all singular.values of the ter.fn.37 Determinate

supposition, then, is the sort of:supposition,.mentioned .

1]

:- above, denoted by the particular sign; Determinate sup-
position, however, is had. only by the subject. ’The~

_ ‘predicate has merely confused supposition which is. one

a,of the divisions of confused supposition, the other being
confused distributed supposition. '

Merely confused supposition 1s the acceptance of .

. . .
TR ST e . .
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a<term,for'any of Aits supposita in such a way as to make

ERTIOTIRY

-_‘5‘

L - - possible the descent to its singulars in a proposition
' _Awith a disjunctive predicate (and not via a disjunctive

.or conJunctive proposition) 38. The term’"animal" has
merely confused supposition in the proposition, "Every'
”f,j ‘ o 'man is an animal," enabling one to draw the inference f‘
!h:f L - B ‘from‘"Every man 1is an animal " to "Every man 1is this

- or that or . . . animal " for all ;alues of the predicate )
— ' {term.39 Predicate terms of either particular, indefinite

 or universal affirmative propo

..‘

‘ Ltions have merely con-
a;;: . -, fused Supposition.. The subject of‘ universal prbposi-

| o .tion has confused distributed suppos tion which is the ;"~

‘ acceptance of a term fpr whatever it s gnifies in such;%

‘ a‘way'that_a.descent"to a'conJunction of itﬂ"singular

. . . values is-.allowed. 40 From "Every man is an animal,

d%en, one may descend to the proposition, "This man is ;

Can’ animal and ‘that man is'an animal’ and . G*“*The .f._ @
o f, "predicate of any negative groposition has confusedﬂ HV’V',
_v‘ y,VL_" distributed supposition, unless some other syncategore-/“;;\
éf N T _-nmtic term:acts as an_.’g.mp_,ediment.l'l Albert's rules for .

Supposition are'quite’ektensive,,detailing the way terms
‘can be taken in'proposition which, include "exceptive

' terms, relative terms, etc.

. __’i . With the rules of descgpt f'_ quan fiers and

RS r

e the rule forrnegation, one can analyze the'




propositions in ‘the square of opposition

‘The universal affirmative has a subJect with
confused distributed supposition and a predicate with
ﬂtmerely confused suppOsition' The result of the descent

onm both subject and predicate is a conJunction of

- disjun

s of therform:
'((al is hl) v (a5, 1s by) v (a is b ) Vo.o) A

-

((ay 15 b)) v (a, 1s by) v (2, s by DV LLOA

Where al, 2y, « e bl"bZ’ . ; . represent d‘screetly
supposing terms ¢ 1. e., names formed by a general term
and a demonst ative;pronoun, and "v" and "A.";represent
"op" ad&:"and",‘respectively}

| In the universal negative, both subject and
predicate have confused distributed supposition
;Accordingly, when the. nescent to singulars is made, the

- resulting proposition is a conjunction of conJunctions

((a:L is/pet b ) A (a is not b ) A (a "is not b )A .o

.,

A ((a is not b ) A (2. 1s not b )A (a 1s not )A .

A...2 o1 2 -2 2 3
‘ The particular affirmative has a determinately.
supposing subject #nd a merely confusedly supposing
predicate resulting in a disjunogion of disjunction\s
‘when descent. 1s made_ ‘ |
((a; 1s By) v (2) 1s by) v (a) 18 by) veul) v

.(‘az is hl):v (aé is bé)jv (a2 is b3) v.:;) Veoo
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In the.particular negative, the subject.has
determinate supposition while the predicate has confused
distributed supposition. When descent is accomplished,
the result is a disJunction of conjunctions. '

((al is not bl) A (a is not b YA (a is not b )/\...)

v ((a is not b )/\ (a 1s ‘not.b )A (a is not b Y)A...)

. Y ...

'This analysis holds only when the copula is Of‘
the present tense. If the verb is-in the past in, for
example, a par rticular negative proposition, the results
of descent would be: o

((whatiis a, .or was a,, was noet b ) A (what is a,
or was a,, was notb)A ...)v ‘
((what 1s ay or was. 2,, was not b, ) A (what is a2
or was a2,_was not b YA ...) v
The truth conditions for quantified propositicns
das ' should now be obvious given the tru.h conditions for an
| analyzed proposition and the sent tial connectives

Each of_the supposita of the s Ject must coincide with

one of the supposita of‘the edicate in a universal
propcSition thereby making‘t e conjunction true. If the
subject term is emptv, for whatever reason, each conjunc-"
tion is false and thus, so is the prg?psition. ‘ |

At least one of the supposita of the subJect must
coincide with one of the upposita of the predicate in

order to make the- disjunction of the particular




o e Ak p

16

affirm%tive propositicn true. Again, 1f the subject

term 1is empty, every;disjunction is false and so is

the proposition. »

In the negetive'propositions, an empty subject
term will satisfy ‘the truth cohditions for a proposition
wherein the copula’is deniedt If the subject term 1is

not empty, then at least one, in the particular proposi-

tion, and eferyone, in the universal~proposition, of the

' upgosita of the subJect term must not coincide with

any of the uggosita of the predicate tern. ﬂﬁ
//{/ ~ Conclusion

This concludes our informal discusslon of the
syntax d semantics for Albert's non-modal propositional
lcgic and his logic of terms. To be complete, inference

rules, axioms and a way of distinguilshing e%ioms‘from

uthécrems should be given.- Unfortunately, Albert, as was

—

the case for most medieval logicians, expressed every—'

thing in rule form

Some rules are 'proved' using more baslic rules.

4>This could provide a somewhat artificial way of distin-

_guishing axiom schemata from'ruleS‘tQ;y*would-find thelir

‘expression as theorems.

e .. .
!

Every 'theoremf'utilized below can be found in

‘Albert's work unless Otherwise stated. The reader should
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 of Albert’s non-modal propositional lTogic.

Albert's non-modal logio.offers few eurprises"

i § e e T 5

 within the.framework of medieval'logic, with the'possible
¥ lﬂ N exception of his hint at relevant-implication. Several
A { points, owing to.either interest or import deserve to
| be mentioned however.
The existential import of the copula is of extremevf
importance to medieval logic. If the copula is understood
; ' ‘as expressing an identity relation, then the prinoiplevofb
| videntity, "Xlis (1dentical with) x," is not tautologous
- . “in a meoieval‘system even though.it-has the appearanoe
| of an analytio propoeition. Further,rowing to the
| §' Ly existential import of the copnla, the inference‘from a
l ‘ h.?u - unlversal proposition to a particular proposition of the
‘ same categorematictermsnmy be drawn, i.e., the relation
‘.of subalternation holds.» Both of these points are in
keeping with Aristotelian logic but they stand in marked
contrast tprmodern quantiﬁied lpgic with the ldentity’
relation. . | | |
‘Secondly, Albertﬁe reason for allowing ut ‘hunc
’ consequences at all seems to be an interesting variation

onAwhat was termed the Aristotelian,'parade' above.

f-oal
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The problematic passage in Aristotle's. On interpretation

(19a2hff) stated that ."what 1s must needs be when it 1s."
Similarly, Albert contends that when an ut nunc conse-
quence hglds,-it necessariiy holds_and thus, may be con-
sidefed a good consequence. Moody%‘on the basis(ﬁf
similar remarkg,by Buridan, takes this position to ifs
extreme and constructs a modal syStem on the basis of
N ~ ut_nunc conéequencés whose theorems are the converse of
those of the modal systems of Buridan and Albert based
on simple consequences.‘43
'\. Finally, for the reader who 1s perturbed by
- Albert's addendum to the definition of truth in £he un-
analyzed proposition viz., thag.a stated proposition
?signifies itselfl to be true, he may be comfor ed in the
knowledge that Buridan shared his discomforg,/

o . ) Buridan‘objected that a prdpositioh does not
.signify anything except as 1its terﬁs‘sign;fy’and certainly
do;s not signify a iversal entity made from the compo-
sitte of'subject‘ang§:redicaﬁe; Nor does'a‘pfopositiqn,

Yp", signify the proposition "'p’ is true,"‘since the

former is of first intehtion while the latter is of
ond intention and first inténtions cannot-signify

second intentions. | a

| Buridan's solution is that a prigisitionand a

proposition to the .effect that the first proposition

A R R R e S B e e e . e e 5 5 0 b n e PR T
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exists, imply the‘propos;tion’thét‘ﬁgf orig;nal_proposi-
tion is true. _Consequen#iy, a proposition "p" thaf
reflectd'on itself'falsely implies.contradictofy proposi-
tions,'némely, "fpf is true" and "'p' is false," and

4y

thus, is false.  Self-reflecting propositidns, thén,

are accounted for without invoking the signification of

propositions. . ‘
: ' v

S
? .
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CHAPTER III

SYNTAX AND SEMANTICS FOR MODAL
PROPOSITIONS

k3

i Syntactical Considerations Concerning
The Formulation, Quality and Quantity

of Modal Proposition

A modal proposition is .one in which according

‘to Albert the copula is determined and specified by a

modal sign which in turn, must have the strength to
determine the way the copula composes the subject and

predicate.l The last conditiin ‘seems to exclude certain’

. ”modal'signs according to some of Albert's contemporaries.

The Signs that are'accepted hy all as modal signs are

"possible," “impossible,"_"contingent " "necessary,"

“true" and "false." The signs which are not reputed by

all to be~true modal signs, presumably because they do

not determine the copula inethe appropriate manner, are
"known " "believed " and "opined " Albert holds that all

/
‘'of these signs yield truly /modal propositions when used

to determine the copula”Y He gives ‘as examples:

"Socrates, -possibly, is r nnins," "Socrates, impossibly,

'is an ass," "Man, necessarily, is an animal " and, "All

“men are known by me to b animals,"setc.g All other .

50
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N ’ : propositions are called:"de inesse" cr."of simple A
| _inherence.” | | |

There are propositions~which.contain'modal signs

but are syntactically different from those mentioned |

above. These are propositions in which the modai.sign

e TR

acts as one of the extremes in the proposition, e g.,

"y possibile est ‘hominem esse asinum" or "contingens est

'iv-n ‘ _ sortem currere:". Albert states that the copula in these

: _ ", propositions is undetermined and expresses ‘simple in- -

g.‘: : : herence of the predicate in the subject, and-thus,‘

] | | ,properly speaking,‘are‘not modal'propositions but are

' propositions de in‘esse.l‘l He adds that generally, both
sorts of propositions, i e., ones where the copula is
determined by ‘the modal sign and ones where the modal

) sign acts as subJect or predicate, are’ ‘improperly con-

SRS IE M

sidered modal simply by virtue of the fact that they

both contain so-called "modal" signs The former are

called modal "in sensu diviso" while the latter are .

ey s

s

modal "in sensu composito "5

A modal pro tion which is composite is one
in which the dictum, i. e., the proposition minus the
modal sign, the copula, and the syncategormata, is set

" agpart, in toto, from the mode in the relation of subject

to predicate dictum to modal sign. o
A modal proposition is called "divided" when the
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‘mode "mediates between the parts of the dictum, dividing
them [the parts] one'from'the other;"6.
Thebdifferenoe between the two sorts of proposi-
tions 1s moretthan a simple difference in the arrangement
" of marks on a sheet of paper. In the divided modal  /
proposition, the modal term, modifying the copula;
determines the relationShip.of.the térms at the extremes,
i.e., the subJect and predicate. 1In composite nodal
'propositions, the modal sign modlifies, not the copula,
but the proposition itself. .. : .
.As_mentioneg:in the prerious ehapter, when the
~ copula 1is modified,‘one must look.to the rules of
ampiiation to‘find the effect on the subject term The
subJect term in a divided modal proposition of possibil-
ity is ampliated to stand or suppose for that which 1s or
| is able to be as the subject signifies. Thus in the
proposition, "The nhite is possibly the black," the
subject term stands for that which 1s white.or that
which possibly is white. 7~.This is Albert's formulationv
v-of the Aristotelian interpretation of propositions of
possibility.8 However, where Aristotle glves two r
.'distinct propositions as legitimate interpretations of
a proposition of possibility, Albert, using ampliation,
_;has included both alternatives in a single proposition..

'That is, while Aristotle would give as alternative '_'

v
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interpretatiohs bf‘the'abgveQmentioged'prdﬁbs}tion, "What
is‘whife, can be bléck," or, "What,can be white, can-also‘
be black,"~glbert gives one interprétatiqh, viz., "What

1s or can be white, can be black."

" Further, Aristotle confines himself to proposi--

tions of \possibility, while Albert extéhds the thought

to propositions of necessity.. "Concerning any proposi-

tion of necessity in sensu diviso, the subject is

ampliated to supposq_fo: that .which 1s or ighable to be,

;
z e.g., [from] 'Every B necessarily is an A' it is vai?d N
él ] o to say: 'Eveﬁy thing that'is.or may bevB'necessarily« |

f | s an'a."d . o o

; | Albert argues for the.émpiiat;oﬁ of the subjéct

term in a necessary proposiéion'in the following way: ~
; - ' givén‘the relatlionship of possibillity to necessity

["possible" is equivalent to "not neceséarily not"],

W

g R * ' " | a universal affirmativé‘prdposition of necgséity is

.g ’ equivalent to the.contradictbr& of a particular negative »
%' "_propOSitioﬁ.Of possibllity; since the subJec?S of

% eqﬁivalent or éontrédictbry propositibns must ééand

é . equally ampliated, and thé'subject pf'the;prOposition;

? ’ of possibility is ampliated to stand for what is or ca

% be, it followé-#hat ﬁhe Subject;of_the propositiéﬁ ofé?.

.hécessit& wiil be ampliated to stand for what 1s or can

be;;o,'An in sensu divisd‘neceSSary‘proposition expresses
B . . ) »

A -
4

s




C s -~ 1s. Thus, the dictum of a modal-: proposition-in_ sensu

-

Y

e L o S G e e : e reo b 2 P A 1 g e e e o et e gt et

o 54
a re;ation between that for which the predlicate term '
hecessarily stands and that for which the subject term
possibly stands. I |
The subject*term of contingent propositions are
also ampliated not to what 1is or can be, but to what is
or contingently 15.11
The tenth rule of ampliation .8tates that when
there is no ampliating term, i.e., no modification of the
copula, in a proposition, the subject term of that
pfepesition is not ampliated and simply stands.for what
12
omgosito 1s not ampliated and the copula has its usual
existential force. )
' fAnether difference in the.twqfeerts of modal
. proposit;eps becbmes apparent when Albert diseusses‘the
question of the quantity ef modei propositions. .Accord;
ing fo'Albert, the qﬁantitative-etatus of a proposition

in sensu diviso corresponds to the quantitative status

of the dictum of that proposition}. Thus, the propoeition,

"Every man possibly is an animal," is universal since -
the dictum, "every man is an aniial," is_uniVersel; the
proposition, "Some man-poss;bly'is en animel," is .
particulef since the dictum,."seme man is'an.aqimal,"
is particular.l3 . | |

'This rule does not hold with respect to modal
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4propositions.in'sensu composito: The quantifying'sign

of the dictum does not determine the quantitative status’

of the proposition. The proposition, "Every man is an

a
El

animal 1s possible," is indefinite because there is no-
quantifying sign modifying the subject, i.e., ﬁevery

man 1is anjanimal," as. a uhole, is the.subJect term and

there 1s no additional quantifier present in the proposi-

tion. ' That proposition would'beguniversal only if
stated as follows: "Every proposition"every man’is an
animal' i1s possible. "14 |

The scope, then, of the quantifier 1is different

'1n the two types of modal propositions.. In composite

propositions, the modal sign lies outside of the scope'
of the quantification sign of the dictum. This 1s not—
 the case in divided modal propositions In these, the
modal sign is within the scope of the quantification sign
of the dictum. - ‘ o

With respect to the quality of modal propositions,

propositions in sensu composito are said to be negative

or affirmative by the same criteria as are used in the

; determination of inesse prppositions.since, properly
'speaking, they are propositions de inesse. f-the‘

predicate is affirmed of the subJect then, regardless
of the qualitative status of the dictum, the proposition

is affirmative. Albert glves as an,exa ’1e‘of\an

-

h
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affirmative proposition in sensu, composito the following

'"No man is an ass is impossible.“ He States that the
predicate term, "impogsible," is (falsely) predicated
affirmatively of the subject term, "no man is an ass. nd5
Propositions in. sensu diwiso can be | ther simply
N affirmative, i.e., no sign of negation appears in the' .
] proposition at all, negative but in two different ways,
| or affirmative by virtue of a double negation.
There are those propositions in which the nega-
}tion is torne by the modal sign (which determines the
copula), ‘and are, therefore5 clearly negative. An -
example of this sort of negation is found in the propo—
,sition,."No man possibly i1s an ass.” The negation |
sign may also modify what follows ‘the mode and - copula as
in the proposition, "Man possibly is not white.”" Albert
holds that these too, are simply negative even though
there is not an explicit denial of the copula .He
argues. that ‘such propositions aress\mply negative be-
cause any proposition of this sort is, given the reJa
tionship of possibility to necessity, equivalent to some
' proposition which is explicitly negative. For example,

"Hominem possibileestnon esse album," is equivalent to,

"Hominem non necesse est esse album." Indeed if pro-

”positions where the negation is placed after the” copula

- were considered affirmative,_then the proposition, "A.’
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chimera possibly is not an ass," would g3~false since i -

the subject term stands for nothing., The propositionz
' is true, according tb»Albert, and consequently, the

’proposition must be- truly negative ;6 D

Finally, since ", .. possibly . is equiva

".'.-. not necessarily not . .. ,” a proposition

o negation signs,\;ne\bornef§§ the ;BEE“and the

other by the predicate is considereJLto be a!firmative

g/

: since it is equivaleat to oneﬂwhich is affIrmative, S
. o is B )
o ' thoush of another mode.17 » SRR oo o
- - 5Truth Conditions fOr,ModalvPrgpositions
/} ~ As would bebpect‘ed, compOsite and ‘divided 'modal
A T - ,-prqpositibns'have\different truth conditions. In a -
B “* composite propOSition"the subject, when it 1is the
1 .

\ ¢ ' a . N
_> , ‘\% dictum, hasg material supposition. In a true propositién,‘
then, the mode must be verlfiable of that for which the

S P

'subject stands, namely, the proposition which corresponds

v

SR
o

_to the dictum Albert uses the proposition, "Hbminem

ﬁ% ;_ﬁ. currere est possibile" asan example stating that " r'
i:‘;:‘ ) ‘ . .‘ ‘
N . thé‘truth of this [proposithn] i1t is required that the

. % - } 'h- ’.proposition, *Homo currit,' be possible which corresponds

. R . . <
g to-this dictum, 'hominem currere. ni8 To say that a

proposition is possible, Albert continues, is to say,that

hdwsoever it the proposition, signifies, it is .,

- -
- .

,usf.:u- . : ; s Y




possible.19 ;Thus; a modal composite‘proposiE}on of
possibility is true when the state of affairs indicated
by the proposition corresponding to’the dictum can '
possiblypoccur, or when 1t is possible that the subject |
" and predicate of the dictum stand for the same thing(S)

given an: affirmative proposition or‘different things in
a negative proposition.

In a necessary composite proposition;?again, the
mode must.he verifiable of the proposition corresponding
to the dictum. 'That.is, howsoever the proposition

. signifies, it is necessary.20

a

. The truth conditions for a divided modal proposi-
;tion-are different. Though divided propositions, too,
:are reduced for verification to inesse propositions

Which reflect the way.things areeithernecessarily.or
Fpossibiy, the proposition which is to be verified.of

the mode is not the’ proposition corresponding to the

»

dictum

-2t 1is required that the mode of [the in sensu
diviso] proposition be verified of the proposi-
tion formed from the pronoun demonstrating that
for which the subject stands in the proposition
‘corresponding to the dictum and the predicate of
‘the same proposition taken in the appropriate
form

e,

Albert exemplifies his point with the proposition, "The
white possibly is the black.ﬁ The truth of this propo-

sition requires not that this proposition, "The white is

.
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e

‘black," be péssible but that "This is black" is pos-

22

sible. The former proposition.is, of course, impos-

'sible since, noting that the verb does not allow for
. S _ . A .

the ampliation of the subject, the terms "white" and.

IR

"black" cannot stand for the same"thiné at the S%Pe time
under any. circumsténces. ~However, a given object which

may, at the time, be white, could, under other circum-

stances, be black énd thus, it would be true to say, -

"It is possible7for this object to be black," or that

k

the proposition, "This objeét is black" might possibly
reflect the true’ state of affairs at another time.;:

Albert demonstrates the effect of the difference
: A . >
in the scope of the quantifier in divided versus compo-
- o
g;te,propositions on the truth of that proposition using

‘"every star 1s seen by me" as the dlctum in the two

by me," 1t would

sorts of modal propositions. As a true composité-propo—
sition, 1.e., "{t is possible that every star is seen

ve to be possible for one to see,

'simulﬁaneously, ever star in the heavens. . This is not

possible for mortalsze'However,'when‘the modal operator
isbwifhin the ;cope of thg quéntifier, descent can be
méde to individuals such that 1t°would be true to say
of any given star, "It 1s possible that this star.is

seen by me." With a great deal of time and effort on the

pért of the seer, each co?Junct,‘"I see this star,”" is

.
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a possibility. fConsequently, the divideo proposition,

. "Every star 1s possibly seen. by me," is true.

When the descent to individuals is made in a

divided modal proposition, i.e., when verifying a

divided proposition, qne mdgt be sure<to take into
account the ampliation of the subject especial Yy in
proposgitlions of necessity. Albert illustrates this point
with the proposition, "Everything creating.necessarily

is God." This proposition is true even when God 1s not
creating beoausepthe proposition, in full expanded form,
should read: "Everything which is creating or is able
tororeate,gnec ssarily 1s God." ggwever; if descent to‘
particulers is de from the forﬂer’proposition, the

result would be: "It is necessdry\tﬁat this is God;

~and it is necessary that that is God, and etc.," where

the_demonstretive pronounrwefers to a Being, which is
gggicreating .Given that God 1s not creating, the subJect
teg; of each proposition wguld be empty, each conjunct
false, and thus, the entire proposition would be false.23
The appropriate form of each oonJunct would be: "This
Only then would each conjunct and thus, the entire propo--
sition, be true. i

.Albertgs'explicit discgssion of'the truth oondi¥

tions ‘for modal propositions, de sensu composito and

' de_sensu diviso, is somewhat limited and does not seem
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to cover all cases. For instance, it could be argued

| that the necessary proposition with the dictum, "every

man is an animel,” is true in a divided sense but false
in a composite'sense. In the expanded ‘divided form of
the proposition, "Everything which is or can be a man
necessarily is an animalw" one might construe the "can
be" as logically possible though not actual in which

case the existence or non~-existence of men at the time

‘of utterance_is~not'relevant to the truth condltions.

Whenever-one'did find a man,‘one could say truly, vhen-

pointing to a man, "Necessarily this is an animal"” or,

in other words, it would be true that: "This is an
animal," corresponds'to a necessary state of affairs.
Onlthe other hand, since in the composite sense, the
proposition, "Every man 1is an animal" must correspond

necessarily to the state of affairs and there is no

ampliation of the subject, one might argue that when

there are no men(at the time of utterance,‘the subject
term stands for nothing. Hence, there is no cor-

|
respondence at all much less a necessary correspondence

'.between the proposition and the state of affairs.

Ockham, in fact argues this way holding that "Every

man is' an animal" 1s not a necessary proposition but a

contingent one.zi4

—

With a careful examination of the text however,
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one will discover thaﬁ %lbert holds .the composite‘sense
of this pfoposition'to Ee true and the divided sense to
. be false. | | | v

| "In a chaptef on modal\syllogism, Albert rejects
a particular syllogism'with.contingent trﬁe pfemisses on
the groundé_that~the conclusion, "Ever& man 1s an animal
is contingent,™ 1s false. He goes on to say, "indeed
..this [proposition] is not contingent, 'Evefy man is an

animal', but is necessary."zs

Given his truth conditions
for composite propositions, he is committed tc'the truth
of the proposition, "E&ery man is an animal is ﬁeéesséry;"

In an earlier'éhapter on the consequenées of
compositelpropdsitiohs, Albert states that the divided
propositiqn, "Every horse necessarily is an animal,"
is not true since there may not be-horsés and thus, no |
animals denoted by thét name.26 | v

With respect to the divided ﬁropoéition,~the'
answer clearly lies with'the'inﬁerpretapion of thé,
ampliated subJect. What is the force of the "ecan be"_
'in a proposition of fhe form, i"“}:."v_erytl'i:}.‘ng which 1s or can
be x necessarily 1s y"? Seemingly, the phraée cannot be
construed as meaning a non-exiétent but logica®ly pos-
sible entity which has thefg;operty Xx. Rather, the
possibility'involved must be applied tb the property'x

of ah already exlistent substance. This is certainly the
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interpretation placed on'the subject of such propositions
as, "Everything which 1s or can be white possibly is}
black," as mentioned above. Here one is clearly examin-

ing certain attributes which an existent entity has or

v‘ may have. Thiﬁ\ interpretation if correct, severely
‘1limits the number of entities concerning which true

: affirmative necessary divided propositions may be made
Attributing aENecessary predicate would entall the

'perpetual existence of that for which the terms stand

since a necessary proposition cannot be false under any

circumstances.27

.The number of entities in this category’
are few indeed, namely, God and the heavens. In support
of this interpretation, ‘At 1s worth noting that Albert's

examples of true affirmative divided necessary proposi-

tions all have either God or one of the heavenly bodies

©as subject term. R

Reinterpreting'the ampliated subject term does
not solve the problem of the composite proposition, |
"Necessarily every man 1s an animal,” since there is no
ampllation o:,the‘subject term. Why can Albert falsify
the~divided version of,this.proposition by invoking the

‘non-existence of the subject term's suppdsita at the time

. of utterance but does not do so with the composite

version vhich seems, 1f anything, more firmly'bound to

the present tense than the’ former? To sSolve the problem,

v o
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one must look into Albert's discussion of thé;matter §f”
propositions. ' . /
The matter pf a proposition; l.e., thq_perms
which make Up the subject and predicate, can be of ‘three
sorts: natural, contingent, or remote5 Albert states
that a proposition is of natural matter when
The predicate gignifies the same as the subject
and its negatiye may not truly be predicated of
that subject, or the greater is predicated of its
lesser, or thel definition or a part of the defin-~
ition 1is pred cated|of the term defined, or when
Some term 1s predicated of. itself.
A proposition 1s of contingent matter When the predicate
may be affirmatively -or negatively predicatel of a
subject contingently andAthey are of reﬁote matter when, Co
under no qircumstances,_can thé predicate term be trulylf\\7/
predicated of the subject term. : :
"Man is an_animal" is a proposition of natural
’,/é;tter, "Man runsjgls one of contingent matter, and "Man

is an ass" is an example of femote matter.28

B Truth énd.falsehoodlare in no way determined by

- the matter of a propos;tion,since the matter is the
saméAin both propdsitions, "Every man 1s an ass" and "No
man 1s an aés," yet one is false and the other tfue.g
However, modél‘propositidﬁs can be understbod in light

" of the matter of the proposition.

-Albert gives:fqur rules cdncernihg modal proposi<

tions and their matter. Every affirmative categorical
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proposition of.necessity,iz of natural imtter.‘ Every'
categorical negative proposition of impossibility is in o
'ﬁ ' - materia naturali. Every affirmative proposition of impos—
| . 8ibility 1s of remote matter as is every negative proposi-
tion of necessity. - Every contingent proposition, either :

affirmative ‘or negative,is in materia contingenti. The

Ve

1converse of the first three rules does not: hold 29

Albert does not say whether he is referring to
both sorts of modal propositions or simply composite
' propositions in his rules~' At this junction; only.the
:composite propositions are of. interest in trying to
understand the composgite proposition concerning ‘man being
»A? - an animal.@-Such a proposition is necessary and of
natural matter according toyAlbert.~ If onelis analyzing

[ - v a propositipn oflnatural‘material,.one need only look at

B ". | how the terms are_related to one another linguistically
or mentally. ere is no need to}look at the desiggata

f . of-the terms iniorder fo discover whether or not'they
are so nEiated; only their signification 1s of interekt.
in .accordance with the definition 6& natural matter,
the proposition, "Man is. an animal "'is equivalent to
sa!ing, "Man is included in the claségof animalsv"
or;r"The term 'man' is defined in’part'by the term

, ;animal 't In fact the proposition in question is

very like the proposition, "Man is a species", one has '

only named thezspecies: "Man 1s a species of animal."

~
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.The term "man" in "Man .1s a species" is taken in material
or simple supposition. If the terms in "Necessarily
man is an animal" are also taken in material or simple

‘supposition the problem is solved. Only when the terms

have personal suppqsition,,i.e., refer to their esignata,

l: is the existence of those entities relevant to the truth
of the propé%ition As linguistic er cenceptua;
entities, the terms "man" and "aﬁimal " in an affirmative
categorical propositidﬁ;:are necessarily related and
thus, the composite modal proposition is true._ If the -
terms are understood'as-having per;onal supposition, .
as,A;bert does, for the divided modal,propbsition; the
propasition'will be falee since the entities designated
do not neceSsarily exlst. When men do not exist, the

.propositiOn, “This is an anima1ﬁ~has an empty subject
//yerm and ‘thus is false, and, as we know, necessary
pr;bqgiyions cannot be false.
The above interpretation, i.e., that the terms
in the cpmposite proposition should suppose materially_
- Iqr%simply, is giver‘credence by the fact that the rules
of_descent and aseeht for.propositiqn of natural matter
are rhe same as those for propositions whose terms |
ﬁave material or simple supboeition. In‘paréicular, net
\bnly does_a univereal proposition imply 1te particular,

. but fhe'particular implies its universal. "[In general]

5

K
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'if the universal is true, its particular is tirue but not
E‘ : _'the %bnverse however, in materia naturali if the
A particular is true, the universal is true. Thus, if
o - this is true, 'Some ‘man 1s an animal,' this is true

'All men are animals. '"30 This rule holds for proposi-
tions with terms having material or simple supposition
@. ' _ ' When giving the rules for composite modal propositions,
'the first rule, when the dictum is the' subJect is:

the proposition, "Some [proposition] Bis A is'
_possible," implies the proposition, "Every [proposition]
B is A 1is possible n3l ‘The dictum in composite proposi-

‘tion, as we have seen, ‘has material supposition standing =

for the proposition formed from the dictum

Though this rule may appear odd, it 1s obvious

as long as it is kept inmind that marks on a page are
E : ' being discussed. If something is true of a certain set

of marks, it will be true of every equiform set of marks,

S P A e et e

For example, in a given’ system, one does not reprove a
~theorem each ‘time it is put down on paper. ' -

With little.effort, itlcan be shown, as.Albert

;
§
13
14
E’,
§
F
o

states, that as a’corollary to this rule, the relations

of contrariety and sub-contrariety take on the force of

a contradictory relationship for propositions of

~

- - natural matter.S32

Thus,_the terms of.a‘propoSition composed of
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natﬁral matter havelnaterial supposition according to
Albert with the unwritten exception that when theicopula'
is determined by a modal sign, i. e:, in a divided modal
proposition, regardless of the matter of ghe proposition,
| the terms have personal supposition.' ﬂ ' | |
. It may be objected.that Albert used the proposi-
tion, "Man is an animal," as an example‘of a proposition
with terms having personal supposition, and thus, .how
can the claim be made that the terns-in that proposition
W"havé materifl.supposition? It is unfortunate that ‘
Albert had a very limited‘supply'of‘examples at his> )
~_disposal. Clearly,'the proposition may beginterpret-
ed either uayxwhen there‘is no modal operator involived.

’

However,When therenis.a modal operator involved,"it
seems that the terms~in all composite’ dal propositions
-must be interpreted as having materia{iZimple‘supposition
while the~terms-of divided modal propositions have‘per-
sonal Supposition as will become clear in the folloqing
chapters.' - _' | l

‘ Consequently, the divided proposition, "Q;Q
necessarily is an animal " is false, but the composite .
version, "Man is an animal is necessary," is true.

Before leaving the truth conditions for modal

propositions, the relationship between necessity and pos-

sibility, and truth and falsehood needs to be explored.
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In_Albert’s system, is ”necessary" equivalentjto'"necesr
sarily true"” and is "possible“,equivaient'to ?possibiy
trueh?' Further, can "necessarily'true" be understood
as "true of this,world at every point in time, past

P

present, and fuJure," and "possibl true" ‘be understood

as "true of this world at some point in tige, past,
. present, or future"?
With respect to the latter question;’the answer
seems to be "yes" with the caveat that the anpliation of
_ the-subJect in the divided propositions is taken into
‘aceount. Albert's examples of - true possible propositions
and. false necessary propositions ‘are true or false

respectively due to temporal considerations, i e., true

because at some future or past point in time the predicate

may be attributahle to the subJect (for‘possible.proposif

K tionS), and false because at some past or future time
the uppositadof the.subject nay not exist and thus.,~~
the predicate will or was not attributable to the |
subiect. The "true of this world . . ." rather than

)

\simply'"true . . ." is needed since'Albert from lack of

| I imagination or whatever, is unwilling to allow entities ;
- _.? o _ which are logically possible but nonﬁégistent in this

| }world. It seexus«that attribut;s may change, but sub- “
. o .stances may not. The caveat is required since a neces-

sary divided proposition«mav not imply its inesse

¢ ‘D ) -

Iy

"
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_ proposition .Thongh "Whatever’is creating necessanily
18 God" is true, this ‘does not . mean that at every point<
in time, "Whatever is creating is God," is true. God
may not be creating at that point in time, giving an
empty subJect term with a resulting false proposition
Rather, "Whatever 1s or 1s possibly creating is God"
is true at every point in time, i.e., at some point in.

© time, past, present or future, something is creating

" and the entity which-fulfilis_that eriterion is, at .
every point in time, the entity denoted b& the term'~,
"God. n i . . - . : e

The former Question is more difficult. Divided

N mgdal propositions are fairly straightforward. They

express a certain reiationship between the sugposita'ofr
the terms, If such a*relationship'necessarily obtains,

. the proposition will not only be true but necessarily
true as deﬁined above including ‘the caveat concerning |
ampliation of the snbject.term. If a possible relation- y
ship obtains,*then éonceivably at some point in time,
the inesse proposition formed from the terms will be

'true, i.e., the proposition is possibly true Composite -
modal p‘ropositions are not given to such straight-forward

' analysis. Modal signs express a certain statug of a ’ |
proposition which in turn, expresses somethi g about
the~state of,affairs.inbthe.world. If "expressing the

\

-
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lstatuS"of a proposition" is construed as-modifying‘the-‘I
semantic status of a proposition, i e., the moda: l\sign‘g"
. modifies "true" or "false," then problems may arise. .
‘As mentioned above, a proposition can. possibly reflect

\ 1ucorrectly the state’ of affairs but may not possibly be

‘fVﬂ true,‘e g.::"No proposition is negativeﬂ given that God T
‘.iﬂ”destroys all negative propositions including that one.

1"~{~As long ‘a8 a~given—proposition~does"not exist (andwis -~~‘;A_
'ﬁetherefore, neithertruenor false) the meaning of the'_.'“ A\;
“modal sign is unambiguous. Once the modal proposition o
“',f*is put down on paper, the modal operator can conceivably
'f;be construed as 'modifying' the state of affairs ex- .
"._pressed and the truth of the proposition. ;

';?ufﬁbfg For Albert, possible" is the only problematic

[ 2

A

"p '“term i e.,' possible" does not imply "possibly true'";ﬁﬂw'

'. 5¢~Concerning a proposition which he considers necessary, %'_1a‘{

.

false, 1. e;, it isanecessarily true.3§ Thus, "necessary" e
ke

hat since it is necessary, it cannot be ' ‘f’

‘J“fhe stdtes"

doss 1mp1y "necessarily true.;, However, while "possibly
true" doesiimply "possible," it seems unlikely that
E&bert wonldrhold the "necessarily true" implies_"neces-,ia%7“

~ %

-N. Psior/gives an example of which Alpert e

would surelyrapprove:Bu\ whenever the proposition, "Some

w

prbpo?itipni-wh frirmative," exists,_i e., is writtgn
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it 1is conceivable that no affirmative propositions exist,

including that one. Hence, that-proposition is not
/

necessary, l.e., howsoever it signifies is not a neces-.
< . \

sary state of affairs.

oncludes Albert's éeneral discussion of-

syntas 3 semantics for modal propositions It isr

gting that he does not mention contingency in this:

_mn_pmuﬂﬂdiscussion_but nather‘brings it—in-while giving the rules

| | for modal: logic. We shall now turn to his rules for
modal logic giving first the rules for his modal proposi-
tionalllogic and then the ruleS’for quantified modal
logic.‘,Finally,.we shall‘tacklegAlbert's‘chapters of
syllogism.i - - | ' ) ‘ |

Albert's manner of setting Out his rules is

. extremely cumbersome since it is all done in the natural

{f" language, i ., Latin, on a meta-the%retical level

B For the sake of convenience ‘and clarity,ua symboliC'

apparatus needs to be adqpted Care must be taken,

i
4

. of course, that the particular system adopted does not
‘do violence to any of Albert s intuitions concerning
. modal logic.u Before approaching Albert's rules, then,
W, -

% we wilI first construct a symbolic system which can be

® , utilized iﬁ explaining the rules,
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CHAPTER IV
SYMBOLIZATION AND MODAL PROPOSITIONAL

- LOGIC

VSymbolization

»BecauSe~§§mbols are being fntroduCed for clarity

and convenience, it is reasonable to use a familiar

symbolization, viz., standard quantified predicate

calculus; and so we shall., Consequently,:"all A is.B"

L)

_Will be symbolized as:

(EL)(A%) A. (‘L)(R‘XDB?-)

- or the equivalent formulation which is more in keeping

‘ with Albert's explanation of the meaning of such state-

'

‘ments’:

(Hz)mx) A (‘z)(~ (ﬂxrwﬁx))

. where "Ax" is read "x is A." The " (B‘x)(ﬂz)

i.e., "There is an:x which is A," is included in the

symbolization of the universal affirmative in keeping

'with the requirement that the subject termamust denote

- in order for the proposition to be true. ‘This would

symbolize an affirmative universal inesse ut nunc

proposition. The particular affirmative would be

symbolized as: - o e TN :
' 3.

e
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(32)(Ax A B2
and

~(3z)(ﬂ7. A Bx.) '

e (@3x)A2) v (3(Ax A ~Bx)
.will symbolize the ﬁniversal negative and the particular
negative, respectively. With these symbolizations,
the square of opposition holds, subalternation holds,.
etc. But what about symbolizing propositions of natural:
matter? If it 1s true that“such propositions, e.g.,
?All nen are animals,"‘are'true even when the subjJect
termA- does not denote, could'one simply remove the -
‘existential addition from the symbolization above?" The
answer is no," because one 1s faced with Albert's rule-
' that a particular affirmative of natural.matter implies -
the universal and that rule 1s not valid in traditionalg
predicate calculus.- Traditional predicate calculus-is
.extensional, and'the~sort'of propositions that‘are
problematic do not refer to their extensions bt rather
" to their intensions, i.e., the teFms do not have personal
supposition but material or simpﬂe supposition. In
_other'words, we are not equipped to deal with these.
sorts of<propositions where the terms do'not‘denote.
The 1ssue can be side-stepped'by assuming that while
tnese‘propositions have unique logical properties when

the termstare takenﬂintenSionaily, Alﬁert,'not-wanting i
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to be'guilty of gross eqniyocation, intended that all
terms were to be takenlextensionally in the work under
Investigation. This-is not an unwarranﬁed assumption,
as will be seen below. Still, the problem 1s there and
this method of coping with it carries with it the risk
of constructing a system that is not at all what Q}bert
had in mind What Albert had In mind 1is not particu—
Ai-i;ii;,wm»‘wiarlysclear,,theurisk willrbe rmniformthe sake of . ... ..
‘consistency, and possible ways around the problem will
be,discnssed further 'in ailater chapter.
Some modalooperators are required and can be
‘attached in.the usual way-so that 1if "d'ris a'well-
| formed formula, then so “is "<>“"and should be read
as: "possibly'& .". Since "necessary" is defined, as
usual by Albert as "not possibly not,? a di stinct |
necessity operator can- be dispensed with and everything'f'
will be symbolized in terms of possibility
, Starting with the possibility in the" divided
sense, .- the following needs to be symbolized. "All that
is orkmayabeﬂA may be B. ". That'statement’nill have the
following symbolization ‘
(22 YAz v. OA,,) A ()~ ((AvaAx) A~ 0674)
.This says that there 1is something which has the attribute _b |
A or could have the attribute A and for everyone of '

those things, it could also have the attribute B. That

[

7
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:does seem to be what Albert means. 'The particular
‘affirmative would be: |
(3 2)((Az v Qﬁx) AO Bx)
and, | |
~ (Ix)((Ax vORz)A ¢ Bx)
~(3x)Ax v Ofr) " v. Fx)((Ax vORx) A~OBx)
will symbolize; "No A possibly 1s B" and "Some A 1s not
‘_possibly.B,P.respectively. The latter says that either .
the'subject'term does not denote at aller ‘when there is’
something that has or may have the attr?bute A, it is |
impossible that it has the attribute B.

Possibility in sensu composito-will simply-be

symbolized as the 1nesse proposition encompassed within
the scope of the modal operator which’ is in keeping
o ] with Albert's definition. For example, "possibly, some
: man runs" would be symbolized as: _ _
0((3%XMXAP)‘X)) o N
_ Necessity is a bit more difficult Though he
didruﬂ:mention 1t in his general chapters, Albert speaks
of tHree sorts of necessity,in his.later chapters. There
. are composite propositioms of necessity, divided proposi-

tions of necessity, and propositions which. are/inesse

simpliciter. An inesse simpliciter proposition@is an

s ” assertoric proposition that is_necessary.l It is dif-
ficultfto_see how this'differs‘from a_cdmposite necessary .-

.

(oS
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proposition especially when Albert's examples for both

sorts of proposition are identical .and, inoidentally,

are of natural matter, e. g., "Al1l" animals are substances."

2

However, an/argument can be ‘made that Albert does not want

"inesse simpliciter" to be synonymous with "in sensu

cogposito." Firstly, inesse simpliciter propositions

are always used in contrast to inesse communiter or

—

_inesse ut nunc pfopositions. It 1is not, for Albert,_a__ .

modal proposition, not even in the weak sense that a

vucomposite proposition is where, at least, the modal term

appears. Rather,‘it is an’ assertoric proposition.that

”is stronger than an ut nunc proposition. .The.oonnection*
,or relationship between the terms is stronger. It seems

that while ut nunc propositions are symbolized by mater-,

ial implication (the universal affirmative, that is 5) s

inesse simpliciter universal affirmative propositions ﬂ

should be symbolized.nsing strict implication-such that"

wheneven the subject term supposes, one will neoeSsarily

hawe\whatewer is denoted by the‘snbﬁect term also . having

the attribute represented by the predicate ternm.

Formally, then, inesse simpliciter propositions would be

T B S

simbolized as: o+ : I .
(3%)(!\:) A <8\<><Az a~Bz) |

-~

A -

‘Secondly, Albert's;proofs_doghold,.éiven his rules, wnen
" ‘the prbpoéétionsVarefsymbolized this“way. It might be

LN

- ¢
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worth pointing out that because these are not divided modal

proposition, there 1s no ampliation of the subjJect term. .
How 1s the symbolization of composite necessity

different from that of an inesse simpliciter proposi-

tion., If one takes Albert at his word then a proposi-

"tion in sensu composito which is necessary is merely an

assertoric proposition which is necessary_.3 Consequently,

»fthe universal affirmative should be symbolized as follows.

e e i e e e o

o ((BxXAx) A (1)~(F\¥A~l3‘x.))

v

Clearly, this commits one to saying thatt there 1s some-

: thing, though not_necessarily the same,individual, that |
‘hashthe property A at all points in time. If then,

we look‘at.the proposition,'"All men are animals," under
this symbolization,'we are'committed to‘the,necessary

.existence’of\the species homo sapiensl -It'is not ab- u

solutely certain that this: is what Albert means when he .

says that that proposition is ‘necessary, but there 1s no
.absolutely clear evidence that,it 1s not what he means

either. ; ‘ o

The distinction made between, in sensu’composito

and inesse simpliciter may be puprely artificial a ¢on~

struct of the ‘writer. There does seem to be enough
circums'antial evidence to support the distinction.

' The two aYye related though when symbolized in the j

'\_\‘_ : ‘
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" the in sensu - éomposito proposition will imply the inesse

simpliciter proposition., The converse will not hold.

Divided propositions of’hecessity also offer some
difficulties.. Where does the necessity lie? When
stating the truth conditions for such statements, Albert

" puts forward that for the truth of an in sensu diviso

vproposition, the mode, necessity in this case, must be

verified of a proposition formed from a demonstrative

Ao
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;prpnoun_yhigh is the s;pppsita of the subject termJ-and.”w;_miiw
the'predicate term.u ThiL would be symbolized as: . |
’"necessarily (x is P)" or ’ '

- - ~<> (Pz)

We also know that the subject term ampliates such that
it can® be read'as. "what is or possibly 1is §."3 This
 should be'symbolized,~as it'yas for possibility:

"S5y yO,Sit" . As a, first 'approximation; then, ‘we have,

‘for the universal affirmativeFOf necessity in sensu
diviso: . B iﬁ
| (0~ (32 v O ) & OuPr)
which may be read- "For everything<that is‘S or pos-
-sibly is S necessarily it is P. “‘-The‘eiistence.of the"

'subJect term has not yet been accommodated. Is“the
existence of the subJect term necessary”i There'is no

_ direct. evidence in the text that the subject term )
denotes a, necessarily existent entity, the' subject t;;m

‘ ampliates for‘what 1s or possibld is somewattribute‘
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according to Albert. There 1s no mention of the subJeot
ampliating to include what necessarily is. It is the |
'case that it just so happens thaf all of Albert'i_

. \ examples for true necessary dividedipropositions concern

v

- entities that exist eternally. However, 1f one tries td

-
Lk

accommodate‘thatlin the symbolization by adding a
clause requiring'the necessary exlstence of the "denotdta
of the subject term,'a variety of syllogisms that Albert
*i-*~~f“*feels are‘valid’will not be provable given his rules
Consequently,,the affirmative divided'universal proposi-_”
.tlon of necessity will be symbolized: ,
. @xX52v08M A (O~ (82 vOII A O~Pr)
The particular affirmative will be symbolized o
(31-)((31\403%) A~¢~P‘x) L R
and,. . . _ B |
~(32)((3xv O S2) A~Q~Pr)
(@S2 OS2 v (3NUSAV O30 A O~Px)
will symbolize the'universal negative“and the particular

negative;’respectively; The squarevof opposition and

- -

~

‘subalternation hold under this symbolism

Propositions concerning contingency will be v
symbolized somewhat tentatively Composite statements
that are contingent will be-symboliied, like thelr
necessary.and possible counterparts,'as.the entire

assertoric_propgsition encompassed in the scope Of'thej

X
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‘operator. -Thus, if " p " is any propdsition (assertoric)-

81

" Ap " will be read as "contingently p ." In symboliz-

_ing-divided~statements of contingency, two’things‘must
‘_be‘taken into account. One 1s the fact that. "All A

is contingently B" means that all As may be Bs and all

As mm’ot be B.? Also, the subdect ampliates in a.

divide contingentifroposition to "what 1is or cg%-
6

<

tingently is. . . """ If one is speaking_of an affirma- 1;;,
ive universal divided proposition of contingency, the
latter condition is fulfilled in the. following
@xXAx v (OAx Ao"ﬂx))
The former conditi 8 met as follows:_ S f4
' (o~ (A(sz“(lo_ﬁ'x. AO"‘:A;’)A*é Bx) A.
(R~ A‘xv(OAZAO"n‘x»A ~0~B2)

Th conJunction of the two gives the entire proposition

‘Th mposite contingent proposition can likewise be .

symbolized in terms of possibilit as fol&ows
ap =it Opabep

Progoéitional ﬁbdal Logic

. A}
Albert's propositional modal logic is soéewhat

scattered about his work., Albert's modal 1aws that do”

_not appear in IV.v, vi xii - xviii i. e., the chaﬁters

which are. scrutinized in detail below, will be the subject

of this section.
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"? : ' As noted\pre#iously, a "good consequence" 1is one
| where it is impOssible for the antecedent to be true
.and the consequent false. Thus; the basic‘inplication |
is 'strict'_implication. We will use Moody's symbol |
" '1»gh Thus, - ' |

p—iq =a ~0(pA~q)7

. We can further say that since an ut nunc conseqdence is

‘one_where it is false _.that the antecedent is true and thel

;o- consequent is false, the.following equivalencevholds:
7 pHq.=.~0~(p23qQ . | ~—
where " f?"'- 1s defined as " ~(p A%~Q) v - '
p ' . Traet IIT, Chapter v, gives the body of Albert's
. rdles for modal’propositions; most of(the,remainder are
found in IV, i1. The relevant section of III, v stapts

off with two rules that are in\falid:8

. INvaLID  {p. AOq —. O(pAq)
\  INVALID ~¢(pAq) = ~0p a~dq |
ﬂe first does not hold obviousl&, Just/ substitute " ~ p"
for " q'" Because two propositions are possible
separately, theyﬁneed not be compossible, 1.e., possible
together at the same time. The.second‘does not hold for
a similar reason, 1i.e., the two propositions might
imply be. contradictories which are, indeed, each pos-
”~sible separately. s S | -p_."
| The followiné four rules are valid.

s o R ' ' a




varn - ~OpA.~Olpagy . -

. vauD ..o;p = ~omlpvq) o
- varp - Op A ()vaq) R
- " VALID | ~0(pvq)—l ~<>p A~0q J |
'A_Albert states these rules explicitly.g' The following can

-be derived very simply s using basically P"q _La.q..q.-p’"

'and de Morgan 8- lawe, all of which are included in

L

'Albert's liet of valid non—mpdal rules of propositional

— i s e ot

- flogic. - “
E DERIVED VALID 0(p/\q) - 0"p' e S
Loy ‘VALID °(pAq) —'l op Aoq .. ‘ ) ) - '.\.‘ .

Cvaun OpvOq A4 Opv L T o
.~ VAL ~Ovp v~Ouq . ~O~(pvq) ' '_ _'j T L
- VALID -0~(p/\q) . ~0~p A~¢~q R A
: ;E§ ,. One could ccntinue deriving theorems but it is-got 'ﬁﬂ'vrﬁ'vl ‘
necessary, also, to continue much further, it would be T
" useful to have ‘the: following rules which Albert givee lcf
| 'zzintvu.l?_"_ | o | |
. VALID (1) ‘5,'-'69”-*79-* q¢ . .
VALID (2) ~Qep. —. q-4 P |
.'vAi.ib‘ ,(\3.)" I‘, ..o(PAq) -t p-1~.q‘
CovALID (4)  O(pAQ) . ~(p—AY) '
’._"*.VALID (5)4;--7. p-q A <>p—+<>q?i e
 yALID (6) ‘»OpA~001rl ~tpAe
Lo »f-vmn,--<..7.->'-"fﬁ}.:~<> P A6~q s ~<P-*q> o |
: < . ; e_r?Qil}
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qauip (8) p-gq—t ~bq™ -’-'Q'p»
VA Ib'(9) p-lq—-l 0~q—i¢ p
. ';(1) and (2) are the familiar 'paradoxes of strict

,implication ' The counterpart of (5) for necessity,

i.e. »,‘ " p-'lq -{~°~p—!~°~q " does not -come up here but A "
does in a later chapter, Iv vi and- is valid (6) and
(7 may, in ract be stronger thén 1s~here stated but

this will be discusseq‘in a later chapter ~

_ These rules, combined with the ones in IV vi

suffice for Albert's needs, more will be said concerning

Albert's propositional modal lpgic in a later chapter.




. CHAPTER V \ \)
MODAE'CONSEQUENCES: I ' _ AND
- o | " Modal Conseguences In §gg§% g;giég/{ a .
\\ ‘ = .
o llberq_starté his chapter on divided modal:
'propositigns with,five suppositidns. The first -ehree

1

are definié;bné of necessity in tf?m§ of possibility.

Thus, (1) necessarily p . =4 not possibly not p
(2) necessarily not p! - =dl. not possibly p

(3) impossibly =df. not (poésibly‘p)

/.

‘Suppositioﬁ 4 affirms that the standard relations

* -in the square of opposition hold, i.e., the universal <

affirmative 1s the contradictory of the particulaﬁ

negative; etc.2

'Suppoéition 5 restates the rglé'or ampliation
~‘concefning the. ampliatioh ofﬁthe suﬁject term, in any
difided 'noﬁbsition, to stand for what is oﬁ what may
‘be.3 ‘ . ' ' ) (
. ‘The first three rules are a delightful’mnemonic
"for eéuivalenées‘among,modal proposigions: 4 41
N ‘(1) pos-iﬁpds-eqdipol dic sim sed modo dissimi °
| (2) impos ﬁedesse.dic diésimi sed‘modo simi

2

> . . . -> . ! b . . '85’:
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(3) pos atque nec dictdc modoque diss_imiu : N

(ll) "Possible" and "impossible" are equipollent
when'the dicta have the same quality but the modes are of
dissimifar quality: ' ’ |

. ‘A possibly is B =, A not impossibly is.B : ’

(2% "Impossible" and "necessary" are equivalent

when the dicta are of dissimllar quality but the mode is

R AR

.of the same quality: | . ,m;w,.H

A impossibly 1s B EE. A necessarily is not B

(3') "Possible" and "necessary" are equivalent

'when both the mode and the dicta are of opposite quallity:

A possibly is B .5_. A not necessarily is not B
Per&ips'it should be noted here that while (3")

.

is a true equivalence, the following is not:

INVALID All A necessarily is B=. No A possibly is not B

The antecedent needs the existence of the subject term

but the latter can be true under two conditions if the

-subject term does not supposit or if there is nothing
'for which.the subject term stands for which the (negated)

' predicate also stands. Thus,~

. A1l A necessarily is B . No A po ly is not B
but not the COnverse unless tne existence of the subject‘
term is assured as in._

There exists an'A . (No 1 gossibly is not B -4
All A necessarily is B)

74 ¢
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fhese ruies are venyisﬁ;éightforward and standard
as long as orne realizes'yhat in these particularrules
(1-3) "1m§ossibléﬂgié cohsidéred primitive and affirma-
tivg rather than the negﬁtion of possibilityjtif\ﬂ - .
- "impossible" 1is understoéd as the latter, the mnempnic

()

Rule 4 1s the formal presentation of the rule’of

does not maké,sense.‘ . | : _( I
gmpiiation for di&;ded propositions of necesgity.s Od}\_,
' syﬁbolization reflects that ampliation. Albert’'s prooﬁ"
./_is given-above in the previous 'chapter. ' |
/ . A corollary. of this ruie is that a descent to
‘_ neither a conjunctioéégf particulars_frﬁm the unlversal
affirmative nor a disjunction of particular§ from a
-négativé barticular 1s valid when négessary proposition§
are belng bonsideréd:6 That is, one cannot go from this‘
-'ﬁroposition,'"EVery A necessarilygis B" to
" (Ax, AB2) A (Ax, A BE,) A (AxgaBry) .. v -
| This 1s a}lowe@'in on~modal propositions but is inval;d
in modal divideé prop‘sitions-becapée Of'theiampliated. ;
subj.ect, l.e., "Ax," might,be false .but. m O (Ax,
trué:' In that case, thé universal aff;rmati&e would be
true but'the conjunection of particulars false. _Alberf
gives'as an examplé: ‘ |
o ’ . .
‘Everything creating necessarily is God.

This is true even if God is not-now éfeat;ng since at
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-all points in time, whatever possibly is creating, neces-
sarily is God. vﬁowever, if no creation'is taking place
at some moment, and the descent to particulars were
allowed, one of the-coﬁjyncts would have -an empty
subject term and consequently would be ‘false.! This
contingency is taken 1into account'by the ampliated
subject. This leads directly into the corollary that a
divided modal proposition of necessigé (or possibility)

does not imply an lnesse proposition 8

INVALID (F2)Sxv O3 A (O~ (SEvOSxIA O~ Px) —.
(32XSx) A (D)~ (Sxm-Px)
Since composite modal statements do not have ampliated

subjects, " «p ~.p" will be true, but the counter-
Vp TP ,

- part in divided propositions does not hold Just because N
' of the ampliated subject. |

Rule 5 reiterates'this point. No affirmative
divided proposition of necessity implies an inesse

proposition, or the converse, except when the subject of

the necessary proposition is‘restricted by the "quod

&estgﬁg i.e., when thzfsubject.does not ampliate. Under

those circumstances, the following holds: 1

vaLp  (32(31) A (O ~ (3% A O~Pr) .

(I )B2) A ()~ (S A~PR) ,
The proof 1s obvious requiring as the only modal theorem .

-
""’<> P" P n which Albert considers valid and will erop




Rule 6 is a eoroilary of rule 5: no particular

up shorqu.

negativelproposition ef.necessity; where the dictum

bears the negation, implies one of inesse, i.é;,lo'

INVALID  ~@x)(82v PSR v (@X(3%vOS) axOPR) AL
S C A@x)(S%) v. (3x)(3xA~Pr) '
" Albert's prodf is by counter-example°

INVALID Some planet shining above our hemisphere neces-
sarily is not the sun ., —.

The planet shining above our hemisphere Is not
the sun. .

He poslts that the eum is now the only thing shining over
our hemisphere.. This;suppesition makes the inesse
propositien false. The neceséary proposifion, hdwever,
is still'truefsince the moon 1s able to shihe above our
‘hemisphere though.it %s not now doing so, and, the moon;
hecessarily, is not the“sﬁn. Clearly, 'it is by virtue
of the ampliation of the subject that the necessary
) proposition is true.

A universal negative'pr&position'of necessity;
again, wherevthe dictum is neéetive, hot the mode, does
imply an inesse proposition given that‘the'Eubject'is

unrestricted.ll

VALID ~(31-)((Stv03z)/\0?x) . «(32XSx A Px)

This rule can be proven in a reductibd argument. Assume

there is something which 1s S and it 1is P If "Sx" is
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true, then " Sx vosfﬂ" is truégihl the rule in III v -~
that: p ~. pvq . "If "Px" is ¢ ue, then "OPz e gy

true, by a rule shown below. Consequently, there 1s

something whieh is Slor possiblv S and possibly it is
P, which is the contradiction of the ‘premiss.
!

Neilther universal nor particular pﬁppositions of

'possibility, unrestricted by the "quod est " imply
‘inesse propqsitions. This applies to both affirmative

and negative-prﬁpositions when the dictum bears the

negation.12> Again, this rule holds due to ampliation.

INVALID  (3x)(Sev O%%) A 0~ 3xvO8x) A~ (Pry . -
. S (@r)ICSK) A ()~ (SxA~PR)
INVALID (300« 3xv{S2)A0Px) —. (32)(Sx 4 Px)

’INVAL-ID (3N SxvOSRIA~OPx) . ~(I)(SxAPX)

INVALID  ~(30)¢3xu03%) v @Im)((3x v Sk A O~ Pr) .

| v «(3XNEV v (DS A~Pr) | “ |
All of these would require that: OP ~. P> ‘which, ef
course, uoeslnet hold. As a counter example of the
particular affirmative form, Albert states that while

something thatiscu'possibly is white, possibly is not-

"white, may be true, it would be false to say "Something

is white and not-white."l3 _
‘Rule 9 speaks to the relation of propositions
of inesse to propositions of possibility. A universal_

affirmative propdsitidn of inesse implies a'particular'
') o

o proposition of possibility.
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Lo . VALID . A(Qp.)(Sx) A (DS A~PR) o B ‘
(332 v 0Sx)adPr) .

Albert gives a per impossibile proof

1. ~(az.)CCva<>S:r.)A<> Px) ASSUMPTION
2. ~(ax)(5xAPx.) . \ . Rule 7
T 3. ~(ax)(5;:.) N. ca:och.»sz) | SUBALTERNATION.

but this is the partlcular negative which is the
conoradictory of the universal affirmative, i.e., the~

" _ premiss. Q E. D The universal a%girmative, however, .

o ‘does not: ﬁe%;%w - _J" -
. The next three rules involve transposition of ‘

terms; that 1s, they are the rules of conversion and
will be very important when syllogisms are discussed.
From any effirmative'proposition of possibility,
‘universaizor parﬁicular, a particular affirmative -

4
position of transposed terms follow§:16

VALID (aai)c(sxv 03)AQ Px)-.-,—t. (32} Prv P Pr) AdSx)
: The'proof is obvious requiring onlyAtwo rules:
p.pvq , , and (pvdp) alp-0p) ~ Op
“ On éhe.other hand no negative proposition of
poesibi&ity gives ‘another negative proposition of pos-

17

sibility with éransposed terms. As usual, Albert

means ﬁnegative"\in the sense that the negation is
borne by the dictum, not by the mode. Thus, "Every God

possibly is not creating" is true, but "Some creator.
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? ' ‘possibly 15 not God" is false since God is under no
obligation-to create but He 1s the only creator. ,/’
'Rule 12”concerns neceeséry propositions and the

transposition of terms. Propositions with trensposed

) | terms are not implied except. in the situation of:

universal negative propositions, i.e., "Every A necessar- "
ily is not“B*’IﬁﬁIIEB "Every B necessarily is not A"

This 1s easlily shown per imposs:l.bile.l8

The first part
of the rule is obvious Albert uses the relationship .
between the. terms "man"™ and "animal" te prove his.

£ - -point. "Some animal, necessari;y is not a i -does‘not

imply "Some man necessarily is not an animal" since the"\‘\\ B

: former is- true but the latter can never be true. 19 C
Clearlyi the universal affirmative necessary proposition
: o will not convert either‘since one cannot possibly get
| necessity from possibily, i.e., the-subJect,term

"(Sx v 03% )". simply do_es. not' imply "~O“‘ (Sx) »-
which 1s what wocld,be reguired. If there were any;
doubts as- to where-the necessity operator gods in a
“givided.proposition, Albert clears them up in stating

that a conversion of sorts does follow from a necessary

proposition in sensu diviso, e.g., "Creantem necesse

est esse Deum" implies "Quod necesse est esse Deum est
(4]

vel potest esse creans."??

The'necessity operator

clearly 1s attached to "what is Goh," i.e., the predicate

~oa,
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."(PX),"bof th ‘original propositionc This is not a
conversion, i:\fact, but_oniy a.rearrangement of;the‘
' grannar. | ’ '

Te last three rules congern the'very}troupling
mode.of contingency. Albert,does hold to the Aristotel-
ian. definition as we have seen. He states that a’
proposition is said to be “contingenS‘ad utrunlibet;"

"becauseij:may be thus and it may not be thus. 2l

Rule 13 makes this definition explicit since it states
any affirmative contingent proposition implies a con-
'tingent proposition of opposite quality, l.e., a propo-‘
sition containing the negation of ‘the predicate terms
"Every B contingently is A, o therefore, "Every B con-
.tingently is not A."22 Thus: ~ .
" B contingently is A =# B'possibly is A A"
I%; -B possibly 1s not'A ‘ v
B possibly 1s A A B possibly is not A =df
+B contingently 1s not A
This, of course, is Arlstotle's "complementary conver-
'.sion" which, as was\s\own in a preceding chapter, is

so problematic., This rule does not hold when the mode

’

i1s negated. @

Rule 1u states that a contingent proposition
does not imply a contingent proposition of transposed

-terms.23 Albert 1invokes his favorite counter-example:
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-God.contingentlyhdoes not create, but it is not true

that a creator contingently is not God, or that a .

_creator contingently is God '(if one followed, the other
would also follow). 24 | ' | ‘ _ ] K
Rule 15 pulls together the definition of "cona

tingency" with the rules of transposition of possible 1

A T 11 e e e ot s S T ST I 0
. .

propositions. “FrOm every contingent proposition having
an affirmative mode; there follows another of possibil-
ity of transposed terms.'?‘?]g The proof runsiu

1. B contingit est esse A% B possibile est esse A A

B potest non est esse A (def)

- 2. B possihile est‘e;;\ A (modus ponens & simplification) ‘.-
2 o -3;' B possibile est esse A-% A possibile est esse B (ig%e
? . : 4, A possibile est esse B (modus ponens) ,
: : QE:26
f © Modal P itiong/In S c e
? X ‘ o}a ropos t on n.'ensu. omposito | ,///”'

Tract IV, chap er'vi is an examination of modal

propositions in sensu composito Albert begins this

TR e e e e

chapter with an indirect reiteration of the fact that
‘the proposition being modified by the modal operator,
. that is, the dictum, has material supposition. Rule 1
states that for any (composite)- modal proposition in
é ’ 4whioh the dictum 1s the snbject, the. consequence from

_the particular or\singular to the universal is a good
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oﬁe;27 This holds,fo: ail modes and both gqualities, o

e.8-, N |

VALID Some proposition "B is A" 1s possible
Every proposition JB is A" is possible;;

and this is valid,

Some bz::osition "B is A" is'not possible
N

roposition "B is A" is possi 28

‘ Albert reasons that "for every such proposition,
as one signifies, so*any“signifies, therefore, if one
is»prue, the rest are‘true.'zs In other words, since the
- dictum ;Efezgzto itself, or to the proposition it repre-.
sents, i.e.,'has material'or simple supoosition,‘if,
haviﬁé been formulated, the proposition is, in‘fact,
.pqssiblé, any relteration, mental, vefbal, or written,
of that proposition will also. be possible.

: The second rule concerns the conversion of the
universal affirmatiye composioe proposition in which the
dictum is the subJe::T\\This conversion 1s valld per

accidens but not simplicliter. Thus:

Every proposition&fB is A" 1is possible
Some possibilityfis the proposition "B is AV,
. but the following is invalild:
f' Everygppoposition "B 1s A" 1s possible
Every possibility isithe proposition "B is A."3O

-

- The converted. sentences are awkward but the rule merely

oo -
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serves to point. out that a composite modal proposition

: is truly asseértoric proposition. The assertoric propo-

sition, "Al As are Bs," converts to “Some Bs are. As",
but not to "All Bs are As."

"Rule 3 continues the rules of‘conversion,~again,

=~1in accordaﬁce with the standard Aristotelian rules for

assertoric propositions. The particular affirmative

' converts to the particular and the negative universal

converts to the universal, i.e., they convert

simpliciter.31

- THe particular negative which does not

convert for Aristotle, converts simpliciterfbut through’

a somewhat circuitous route, byvirtueof‘the material
supposition of the subject term:
1. Some proposition "B is A" is not possible

A‘

2. No proposition g’ is A" is possible (rule 1, IVvi)

3. No possibility is the proposition "g is A" (rule 3,
IVvi)

*4, Some possibility is not the proposition "B is A"

(subalternation)

The particular.negative, then, which cannot be converted.

. o C A S '
when the subject has personal supposition, can be con-

sition,.32

verteo when the subject iss material or simple suppo-'
Albert reminds us that he is speaking solely of
those propositions where the‘dictum is the‘subject.

Further, he glves-a general reminder that one need not
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‘K\;J::rry about ampliation which, as we saw, made the con-

rsion of propo%itions in‘senst divisg problematic,

- since composite modal propositions, in truth assertoric,

do ‘not have ampliated subJectsj
Propositions where the mode is subject convert
'exactiy as inesse‘propositions do. The affirmatives
- | convert to particuiars, the uni#ersal negatiye converts

to a universal, and the particular negative does not

convert at all. However, the universal affirmative, ,t:

~ ultimately,'can be said to_convert to the universal by

" virtue of rule 1 (IV, vi) since the particular "Quaedam
ropositio 'A est B e ossibilis." entails "Omnis

Dropositio'“A est B' est possibilis."; Thus, by

transitivity,_“ ' | r ! .'"

“‘entails. "Qnmis propositlo 'A est B' est po §§ibilis L33
The proof that: the dictum (or corresponding
proposition) of a composite modal proposition may be

" converted is .based on an extremely important rule first

‘found in IV ii (rule 6) This rule is Albert's version-

of what.Lukasiewicz called Aristotle's "law of extension- ‘
ality." Albert restates the rule here as: ‘"[Given a |

valid consequence], if the antecedent is true, the con-

sequent 1s true, if the antecedent is possible, the con-

sequent 1is possible, and if the antecedent is necessary,.

? -~ the consequent is necessary. . ;,.“3u
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Oner might formulate this rule as follows‘

* VALID p—l q ~. True (p) -.—4— . True (q) -

O N

VALID P q - P qu

VALID pHQ o~ ~o~p — ~O~ ~q .
~With respect to rule 5, then, if the proposition cor-
"'responding to the dictum of the composite modal propo-

.'sition .can be converted the modal operator modifying

98

the dictum also will modify the converted dictum, e. g.

since :

' < some man is a runner =| some runner is a man,

VALID It 1s possiblé that.some man 1s a runner -

It is poSsible'.that some" runner‘"'"is a man. 35.

Rule -6 employs the IV 11 (rule 6) formulated

above the extensionality law 4{ plus-the theorem from

propositional calculus P - q. —{ ~q —1~p.

-

are mod'i.f.‘ied by the operator "impossible," e.g.,
VALID Every man is a runner —\ some runner is a man

~¢(some runner is a man)— ~¢$ (every man is a
runner)

since p -{ q therefore, Op .4 Qq
and finallg: ~<0q —-1 ~¢ P 36
Albert adds that, of course, the original

'“yA particular proposition which is the result of the valid
,conversion of a universal proposition will imply, when

" both-are fot’ﬁéted as dicta, that universal if both

_|

universal proposition}oes not imply its proper conversion
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.:pin.the particular when both are couched.as diggg in -
impossible modal composite propositions because that
‘would be asserting that P — q —-} O P ~ Oq

) therefore: ~Op -! 0 q' , which is invalid since

"from the false, the true follows: well andffrom the;

impossible follows the possible n37

L P

<
Because the universal negative converts

- simpliciter, that is, to another universal, one does

not have the same problem that was encountered}yith the
\‘ | universal affirmatives, and the rule holds in both
;directions. That is, if sl stands for a negative
* universal proposition-and "pg"stands for its con-
bvers'ion, then since: p-\ p, ».and 'pcl-—! P, this
-follows: g Op _.{ Opc — ~0P¢ "OP
as well as this' (}p — Qp = ~0p —~ (}pC .
"/ o S ~ Rule 7 gives the propositional counterpart of

/ . . .
/ rule 13 f'rom Iv v,,i e.,, &APp —-\A*-p ;38

o | £
v for propositions may be defin;"d as’: AP —42 OpA 0~p

COntingency.

The point of contingency either as i1t applies to.
j - /propositions or as it applies to predicates, is that
. the proposition or predicate attribution to a subJect
o “” may be true or it may not be true; one does not know
but 1t will be one or the other. Albert stresses that
the'rule applies to contradictions, not to contraries

(or subcontraries) since one contradictory gﬁst be-

true when the other is false but_contraries (or’£
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"follows a.proposition of possibllity, but not the

| 100
subcontraries)'may both be false (or true). Thus, the
following does not hold: | o
INVALID Contingently, every intelligent being is God -4

Contingently, neo intelligent being is-God..
The valid consequence would be: | -
VALID Contingently, every intelligent being is God —4

Contingently, some: intelligent being is

+ not God 35

"Rule 8»states_the remainder of the standard

 theorems found in classical propositional systems of

.modsl logic, i.e., the ones that were conspicuouS“by

their absence in the 1list given in the preceding chapter.
"With respect to every affirmative composite proposition .
of necessity, its dictum follows and the proposition of

4o’

possibility, but not the ‘converse." Formally,}we

would write: _ _ .
vaLzp . ~O~p—p. INVALID p—~0~p
vaLzp ~O~p -4 Op nwvaLp Op = ~0~p

Further, if a proposition is assefted as true, there -

.converse, énd.from any contingent proposition.there

follows one'of possibility‘but not the converse;

1thus:ul K : :
vatio pHOp . - mwvazp QpHp
vao op =4 90p INVALID Qp— AP
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It is curious that Albert states the rule: " p- Op o

: . 1in terms of propositional modal logic though he exempli-

‘.fies it in sensu diviso.not 1in sensu composito, viz.,

"A est B, ergo A possibile est esse B." It seems highly

unlikely that he would not have wanted to include that

rule in sensu composito.

Rule 9 is simply a reformulation of the rule
- glven in IV i1 (rule 6): (p—q) A~Oop A.~b- ~q
which is equivalent-to: p—q — ~Q~p A ~0~ and
holds for possibility and truth. 42
The last two rules in this chapter examine the
relationship between composite and divided propositions.
Much depends on these rules and so they must be looked .
at carefully. Rule 10 deals with possibility.. "With
réspect.to no;eomposite-affirmative proposition does -
there follow some divided [proposition] of-possibiiity
and of the affirmative mode, nor.the converse. . ."u3
As With most fules, there 1s ‘an exceptioh; from'a
composite affirmative of possibility, a particular
affirmetive divided propositiohjﬂbllows.uu

INvALID (3N vOSE) A (0(C3xvOIxI D O Px)
| ()((57:)(51) ALO(S% D Px))

" This 1is- invalid for. two reasons. Firstly, therée 1s the
problem of compossibility, 1 .e., "Op AOq —. O(PAQ) "
is invalid as Albert-mentions in a yariety of places.

Secondiy, even if this'were_allowed, there 1s the problem
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. -does imply the divided particular because "if this 1is 3

~ if one allows the Barcan formula: > (Ix)x — 300

problems exlet for th rsal divided implication of
a particular composite and for'the'implication ofia.. '
composite by a particular divided roposition.

"The universal composite of \possiblility does not

bimply a proposition of divided possibility; Albert

gives the counter-example
It is possible that- every runner is an ass, o

given that at some point in time only asses were running,

the antecedent then, is true, but the consequent

"Every runner possibly is an ass," is false since a
horse is able to run but it 'is not able to be an'ass.us
'However, the particular composite of;possibility

possible 'B is A', clearly it follows‘that this B 1is

able to be’ an A. nk6 Actually, i¢ onlchiearly follows_

& (3x)(Sx A PR) |
2. (3O BxAPR) by the Barcan formula
3. O(theq) ;1 instantiation ,
b, OSyalPy o O(paq) A.Opadq III v
5 . |
6

D‘*Pq

existential generalization

(3%X(SZV°S%) OPx)
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The rule for .necessity 1is a?direct counterpart

‘Eb the rule for possibility except: for the exception

In the case of. necessity, from the universal divided ;

negative, e.g., "Omne B necesse est non esse A, " there

follows a composite proposition with a: negative dictum,

e.g., "Necesse est nullum B esse-A." The proof runs
47 - . |

as follows

1. ~(3x.)((3¥.v 032—)/\ O px.)

. O3NS A P) . |
(@3NS v OSx) A O Pxf e rule 10,

3. ~ (H'x-)(CSx-VOSx)AQ Px) .

"~ O(IX N3 APx) . rule 4: IVl

4, ~0 @x)(Sxa Px) : ' mogus ponens,
5. («O~)(~(3(SxAPx)) ‘. - ‘by definitien
R é , i ' .of operators,

."Now we come to the infamous example as to whv
the composite necessary-universal (or particular)
proposition does not imply the universal divided propo-
sition of necessity Albert's counter-example runs as
follows' "according to Aristotle, this 1is necessary,
'Every horse is an animal', however no horse necessarily'
is an animal from the fact that every horse may not be
and through the consequent. may not be an animal."ue_'

The example 1tself is difficult because he has

not said that some horse necessarily is not an animal

which is what he should have ‘said as- the negation of
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what he was" trying to show invalid. Did he mean to gay

that there may be no horses at some point in time, and

therefore the;subdect term does not supposit, or did he
mean that no individual horse exists eternally? Which

.- ever he meant,The.islequivocating_because the antecedent

+
B T T o]

would be false 1f the terms suppose personally. That T
' 45,7 T 0= (ARSI A OI(SE D PR " 1s false

it

if horses doxun:exist and the terms s&pposit personally.
- Only if the antecedent supposits*materially and the
consequent supposits personally, will Albert have

£

constructed a valid counter-example where the antecedent

1s true but the consequent s false which would mean
b h ; equivocating on the terms. '

.

- The point if somewhat academlc since
INVALID ~e ((A0)5%) A (5L DP)) .
o | a0 OS50 A B(CSxy 050> P .
| o ‘unless one allows " "0” (3)(3x) —. (3X)f(>'(3‘§) T

i : 4 which is hishly unlikely

The invalidity of an affirmative divided pr\ébsi-

i | - tion implying a composite proposition is fairly obvious
. 46

The ampliation of the subject term impedes mhe_p{oof.

.

. +
-
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CHAPTER VI

MODAL'SYLLOGISMS

The rules and definitions previously laid out .
are put to work in Albert's theory of modal syllogisms.
This -doctrine 1is contained in seven chapters of his

. - - fourth tract, chépters kii-xviii He deals very briefly

with sylloglsms constructed from two composite

'ipremisses,i.e., he outlines the basics in one shor;

‘chapter. He never examines syllogisms composed.ofione

Irdivided premiss and one conposite preniss as Ockham does.’

The remainingAsix chapﬁers:are'a study; in some detall,

of syllogisms‘wimn at least one dicided modal premiss,

He covers sylloglisms with two.possible premisses which |

are not restricted by the‘"guod est;“_ones with two

possibie divided premisses_where‘there is~a'restriction
£ on ampliation, syliogisms with fwo necessary divided

premisses with andjwitnoup restrictions, and those .

. syllogisms that can‘be constructed from one possible
divided premiss and one necessary divided premiss; He
aiso covers.syllogisms where the maJor'is modal'and phe.
minor 1s inesse, and ones where the reverse 1s the
case, i. e., the minor is modal and the major’ is inesse.

105 —
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In these chapters, ooth~necessity and!©ossibility-are

considered for the modal premissband’inesse communiter

‘ and inesse simpliciter are botn'examined as the inesse

premiss. The.last chapter, xviil, is concerned‘with
contingent syllogisms and mixed syllogisms where one
premiss is contingent and the other either necessary,
possib;e,<or assertoric. A table is included at the end :
of this chapter giving a complete listing of the ' A
syllogisms discussed by Albert whether or not the form

is valid and the method eof proof

xllogisms With Two Posgsible Divided
- Premisses

. t

Syllogisms with two possible divided premisses,

concluding in possibility, are. valid in the first

figure when there is no restriction by the "guod est,”

i.e., where the subject term a.mpliates.1 This holds
owing to the Aristotellan doctrine, according to Albert, of

"per dici de.omni-et'nulloﬁ.Which is not a prgof proper

'(since perfect syllogisms are self-evident) but rather

a description_of what a universal statement means. The

- original version is found 1in the Prior Analytics:

For one term to be wholly contained in another .
is the: same as for the latter to be predicated
of alk of the former. We say that one term is
predicated of all of another when no examples of
the subject can be found of which the other term
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. C cannot be asserted. -In the same way we say *12
t that ‘one term 1s predicated of none of another.

Albert sipply extends this to "possibly predicated"” and
. indeed, Barbara and Celarent are self-evident. ‘
For reasons that Albert does not make explicit,
he specifically states 1In this chapter on syllogisms
with two possible premisses that he will deal only with_
those of affirmative mode even ir the dictum is some-
&{\b' times negated. 3 Therefore, he never speaks of Celarent
‘i o or the other moods of negative mode but ases the
\ 'indirect' moods instead. Generally, throughout these,
“ , chapters, he continues to use the indirect moods rather
tHan moods with a negative mode. Quite possibly, he
did this because any‘negative modal proposition of'.
possibility is equivalent to an affirmative proposition
of necessity of negative dictﬁm,»i.e., "No A possibly
° 1s B" is equivalent to "Every A necessarily is net B."
Albert will eventually cover everything he wishes if 4
he‘consistehtly uses this format. owever, a note on
terminology is in order. Aibert doesvnct change the
operator when he transfers the negation. That 1s, he
does.not‘take a standard modal Celarent where both
premisses are 5: possibility and rearrange them into
‘equivalent propositions cohtaininé,the necessity
operator. .Rather, he takes an assertoric versioh,

converts it into the indirect mood and then adds the

A O e T T M T menne A Ty N S D PO
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of’syllogisms with (o] possiblepremisseswhere one has a

negative dictum can be v{ewed as mixed syllogisms, with
one necessary d-cone possible premiss; To avoid con-
fusion, then, Ti\jit be understood tng;?when Albert
talks about Celarent with two possible premisses, he

means .a 8yllogism where the pr%misses are formulated as

;follows: A1l M possibly 1s not p" and‘"All S possibly , ?
“is M." A1l negative modal premisses will be formulated '

.- this way unless otherwise stated. To makes -matters

-

worse, Albert sometimes refers to this formulation of
. _ . . _
Celarent as "Celantes" which 1s the name-of the indirect

verslion of Celarent.u ﬂ\b |
To return to the matter at hand, in this

fchapter, he treats Celantes, he holds that Celantes is

not valid when concludins indirectly, i1.e., the con-'.

clusion is converted simpliciter, and gilves as a counger-

-

example: ,
Every God poseibly 1s not creating,
| every first cause possibly is'God,t
ergo eVery creating thing possibly is not the first
| cause._
The premisses are true\put the conclusion is false since
‘every creator necessarily is the first cause according

to Albert. The direct conclusion, "Every first cauee
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possibly 1is not creating," does follow. Presﬂhably,* '
Albert mentions that the indirect conclusion ~does not
follow because it would follow in an assertoric A

syllogismvsince the universal negative (even formulated

indirectlY) converts simpliciter. Darii and Ferio can

also be easily shown.

In the second figure,_syllogisms.having two
divided possible premisses, unrestricted by the "gquod
gsg,ﬁ~concluding in possibility, are notlvalid.5 The

problem is the middle term which is distributed in

the case of Cesare, for what may not be: but in t/e un-
distributed premiss, 1t stands for what may be. Since
asserting " ON'L" does not indicate anything about the
status of " 0 M‘Xo A or conve@ely, there is not a
point of connection between the subject term and the

A}

predicate via the middle term. Once again, 1t should

" be noted that Albert is disproving (by counter example)

the second'gigure formulated with affirmative mode and
negative dictum. Cesare, for example, is valid if
formulated as: ’ |

' No-f possiblf is M,

'every S possibly is M,
ergo no S'possibly is P, C . -
even though it 'is not valid, as Albert states_when-

formulated
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Every P possibly is not M,=-
- every S possibly is ﬁ, .
ergo every S possibly is not P.
The third figure, given premisses described :

above, does result in a valid syllogism with a con-_

wElusion.of'possi_bility.' Albert suggests p:oof'gen '

"Darapti for example.

impossibile though conversion can be used on some,
. 5 .

i

| As one might expect, if one restricts the
ampiiétion ofthesuﬁject term, one will not haVe a valid
Syllogism, 'Alpert‘positsfthat there 1s a.tbtal eclipse

of the méon and gives this counter-example. for the first

figure: p | ' SRS
Everything that 1s shinink may be other than the
- N S
moon, \\~// : .f:..g_ffh
every moon_ may be shining,
ergo everyfmcon may be other than the mdon.

.The premisées are true. HoweVer, tﬁeyAcannot be true at

U

© e

.

the same time, i.e., they are not compossible. The

major premiss 1s true, by chance, now, and the minor is

_true because at some point in time, "A1l moons are

shiningg“LYould be true even if it is not true now. If
the maJOf\premiss were unrestricted,'it would, of course, be
false. .Siﬁilar'counter—exampies can be gilven for the

other figures and moods Where‘there is ‘a restriction of
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§yllogisms with Two Necessary Divided
Premisses

A valid syllogism in the first figure is. formed
fron two necessary divided propositions, concluding~in
ot , ' necessity. ~However, the conclusidn must be put directly,
l.e., without conversion. Even though one may validly .
conclude indirectly in an affirmative assertoric

syllogism, no necessary divided proposition implies its

conversion simpliciter or per accldens excep! the,
universal nega%ive necessary divided proposition.7

The first figure, again, 1s shown through dici de omni.

Again, too, Albert is replacing Celarent with Celantes
which he says holds and though he - does ‘not state so
explicitly, should hold when concluding’ indirectly as

well as directly since a universal negative  (dictum)

of necessity implies a proposition converted simpliciter.?

. - R i *

Thus,

o

Every B necessarily is not A, ' f
~ every C necessarily'is B, |
can validly'conclude, -
-every C necessarily is not A?:’
and also conclude, indirectly,

every A necessarily is not C.

\
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Though Albert does not do so here, the Celarent version

Lo
with negative mode, composed of two necessary ﬁ%;\ sses,

can also Be shown to be valid

‘No B ecessarily is A,

\s\ . o Pl v

every C necessarily 1s B,

ergo. no C necessarily is A. - .
; . necessary conclusion follows from two neces-

‘sary.premisses in the second figure also. Cesare, stated

e indirectly in the affirmative (of mode) is proved by

i‘conversion of the maJor resulting in a first figure

10 The affirmative (mode) indirect statement

syllogism.
of Camestres is/proven in the standard way, viz., convert
the minor (by rule 12 IV v), and transpose the

premisses. One now has the- premisses of Cel;rent

.(Celantes) The conclusion can be converted .again by

reduced to Ferio and Baroco is proven per impossibile.-

- be shown by conversion or ‘per impossibile.‘-

“is restricted Albert gives counter-exampIés to thﬁ

néffirm.tiyea(mode) formulation of_Cesare, Camestres, and |

. . R . E . . .
- - L D . ) . N b
- - » , . PR ) ‘ i
’ F .o )y E . N :
el P Lol : .
he Taoe ~ .
i

\

}rule 12 IV v, and one has Camestres. Festino can be-;

11

Such syllogisms hold in the third figure and can . *
‘12, - e

The above holﬁ when~ampliation 13" not prohibited

_ The first figure holds even when the subject term is
n.'.restricted by the "guod est."13 In the second figure,

-the first three moods do not hold. when the subjecgrterm

l

- < . . X -
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Festivo - The counter-examples are interesting in that

they serve to point out that Albert held to Aristotle s

hypothetical necessity mentioned in a previous chapter.
" Albert posits that God 1s not now creating. Therefore,’

" the proposition, "Everything that 1is (now) creating is

not God " is true-because at, this point in time the

.. subject term is empty (because the only creating thing

'is God) and consequently, the subject and predicate term

do ‘not stand for the same,thing which is the‘criterion '
for the truth“of51negative proposition. Given that |
Albert is discussing one. moment in.time, 1t 1is diffioult
to imagine desoribinglthis state of affairs in stronger
terms. Albert does, however, do Just that. The:intalid
syllogism runs: ' .
o . Everything tnl¥t is dreating necessarily is not
| | 'God, | ’

every first cause necessarily 1s God,

T . » 14

ergo every first cause.necessarily is not creating.
Albert holds that the premisses are. true and the con-
cidsion is Talse. Albert comes Very close to‘being.'
gullty of'equivocation. "If the necessit& of the con-
clusion is viewed in the same way as the‘necessity of

the major premiss, the conclusion is not false. As a

' counter-example to an inesse maJor premiss and a’/gces-

sary minor, it is well chosen and perhaps restricted
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necessity, if i¢ is interpreted -as hypothetical necessity,_
should be viewed as a sort of assertoric formulation ’

.rather than a watered-down and somewhat ambiguous form of -

3 , ~
necesslity. :

Syllogisms of Mixed Modes: Divided
Possibility and Divided Necessity

Albert covers sylloglsms of mixed modes very

briefly. His thoughts can be summarized as follows:

.in the first figure, 1f one premiss 1s necessary.and-

the other is of possibility, a valid conclusion can be

drawn which has the same mode as the major premiss.

This rule holds for the third figure as well. .In the

Isecond'figure, however, if one premlss 1s of possibility -

and the other of necessity,uregardless of which is minor
15 .

This is a: fairly astounding chapter It is

flagrantly contrary to the peiorem seqnitur semper .

conclusio partem rnle. It certainly 1s not ockhamistic

since Ockham specifically states that, with respect to

'syllogisms of the first figure,.with dividéd»propositions,

one of necessity and one of possibility, ". ... it should
be known that if the major is of necessity and the_minor
of possibility, it is not‘valid. . . . but if the major
were to be of possibility ‘and minor of necessity, it

always holds._. . .ﬁls

N ]
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But indeed they hold when they are fdrmqiated
éuch.tbaﬁ the negation is borne by the dictum in any
* negative pfopos;tion given Alberf{s rules and~our
-~ symbolization. Let us look at the ones that afe, on the
- face of'them,‘problematié such as Barbara when the major .
is necegsafy.
| Everytm necessarily is P,
every S possibly 1is M,
ergo ' every S necessarily is P,

can -be proven as follows, per 1mpossibile

1. Gx)(f'lxvom) A.

. (2~ ((Mx v OMz) A O~ Px) premiss\1,
2. (Ax)(SxvO8x) A. ¢ |

()~ ((32v O %) A~ ¢ Mx) premiss 2,
3. ~(31.7(3va57°) V- |

(F)((3% v i) A O~Pr) . assume,
b (@S2 vOIx) A O~ Pr) premiss 2 and assump.

| - - “palpvgi-iq,
5. (Syv ost‘)/\ O“Pq_)‘ | , instantiation 4,
6. ~(SyvOSy v OMQ B .‘ instantiation,
o ; | » prem. 2,

7. (My vOMIA oipq | - epalpvg)Hiq, po pvq

. _ simplification, 5 & 6 o
MMy~ OMH)‘ A O~Py) . instantiation 1,
Simply because 1t ia‘provable using Albert's rules does
not,of course, imply that i1t means anyth;ng. What 1s this
‘syllogism saying? To say that QAx > 1s to say that at

some point in time, x will, does or did have the property
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A. Starting with the minor premiss tHen, everything which
will, does, or did have A, will, does or did have

property ‘B, but" everything that’ fulfills that criteria,

will, does, and did have property C which is to say that
~$~Cx . QED.
reads "possibly" as "it might be the case but there 1is

The. rule . does not sit well only if one

no guarantee. Accordina‘to Albert there is a

guarantee, 4f it 1s a true proposition, l.e., itbshould

be read "it may not be the case now, but "1t will be some

~In other words, this rule or syllogism

makes sense only when the distinction betweenjﬁpossible";

and “contingent“ is absolutely clear. |
That the second figure should hold, should come -

‘as no surprise since we mentioned before when discussing

second figure syllogisms of two possible premisses that

.

' Cesare formulatedYas.

No P possibly 1is M,

every S possibly is M,

ergo 'no S possibly is P
~is valid. That syllogism is equivalent to:
Every P necessarily is not M,  *
every S possibly is M,
ergo every S necessarily is not P,

which 1s eiactly~what Albert wishesito'prove'in this

chapter.
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Another syllogism that might appear unacceptable
is Cesare with a possible maJor and a necessary minor
'resulting in necessity According to Albert, the valld )
'8yllogism runs as follows'. SN
Every P possibly‘is not M,
every S.necessarily is M,
ergo | every S necessarily is not P.

Per impossibile, one would argue that some entity x’with

- the property, S, at some point in time has ‘the property P
but everything’which'does, willl or did have the property
P will also have the property not-M at some point in
time, and this includes our original entity X which has,
will have, or did have the property S. However, our -
original entity has the property M at all points in time
(minor premiss). . Thus, we would be positing that at
some. point in time, entity X has both M-and not~M'which
is.clearly impossible. Under this sort of interpreta-
" ‘- tion, Albert's arguments hold. We will discuss inter-
| . bretation below. For now it is enough to assert that
with the rules availagle, and our symbolization the™)
syllogisms that Albert says are valld, can be proven

Syllogisms with One Premiss of
Possibility and One inesse

. . ‘ {*

In the first figure, if the major is of possibil-

ity and the minor inesse (communiter), a valid syllogism

)
s
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results wi'hua‘cqnc;usion-of possibility. -Albert adds
that this;ﬁolds for thoée moods fhat are.perfect and .
airectg il.e., the*concluéion is‘diréct.l7 Tpough the .
syllosism is shown in hnresfr;cted.form, Albert sfates

that the conclusiqnlin such a syllogism must be re-

Wistricted by the "gquod est" because "otherwise, ruly,

more is inferred in the conclusion than was accepted in
18

‘the minor."”" Thus,

- Every B pos;

'This restriction on the conclusion is not re-

quired in/the particular moods since if it is true for

one, that is all that is needed, and that one instance

is given in the minor.

" If the maJor is inesse (communiter) and the minor

is of possibility, no valid syllogism follows, either of
‘possibility or inesse. 13 If one goncluded wilth an
linesse'proposition,_one might iInfer more that is assumed

in.thefminor,;and 1f one concluded with péssibility, one

-

&

‘has negﬂected the problem of compossibility.

'If thé major is inesse (simpliciter) and the

minor iS’Of possibility, a valid syllogism can be formed
D |
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concludins‘in pbssibii;ty.zo A proposition that is

inesse simplicliter is a\hecessary assertoric proposition.
‘ As-mentioned ~all examples of such are propositions
composed of terms of natural matter.» Albert's proof,

unfortunately, is invalid, given his rules. He states

that the following: example can be proven per impossibile
as follows: | |
| Every aniﬁal 1ls a substance," : - -
every man possIBly is an animal, |
ergo every man bossibly is‘a substance.
A_Both premisses are‘of natural matter' both, if one ¢l?‘
removes the modal term from the minor are true necéssar-
1ly by virtue of the meaning of the terms. The g_g’
impossibile proof 1s constructed from the contradictory'
ef the conclusion and the minor:
Some man necessarily is not a eubstance, ‘
every manepossibly is an~animal “
ergo some animal necessarily is not a substance ;
P The syllogism is valid by the third rule of chapter xiv.
| Albert holds that this conclusion.is the contradictony/
of the major premié% of the original syllogism It is‘
not, of course. ‘It 1is the contradictory of "Every
animal.possibly is a éubstance,"
Every a?;@al possibly 1s a substance,

every man possibly is anlanimal,

ergo every man possibly 1s a substance,
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is, in fact,‘valid-as Albertlshowed.earlier.21 %ﬁ“

‘ The sylloglism can be proven however:
" 1. (3IME) A ()0~ (M 5?%) . premlss
2. 3)Sxv OSx) A | \

: O SEvOSKI DO M) premiss
> ‘“‘3"“"!?3’(‘25‘{\,65»):Mx) : . essum
b, (ArUSxv OS2)D OPx) | ~palpvq) ~ q
5. SyvoSy.Aa~OPy . ' instantiation 4
6. Syv&Sy.D éMy o | instantiation 2°
T, $ Nq A ~OPq .—"L"-(Nq—l Pl-|3 5,6 and rule 6 (IV 1i1)
8. ~(My- Py - | . modus panens
9. b (My2PY) = (My =4 Py) tnstant. 1, af.
10 My Py B : modus ponens

The contradiqtory of the original'cbnclusioh, "Every

man posslibly is a sﬁbstance," leads to a contfadiction,

and thqs, thg~0rigina1 conclusion 1is valldly inferred.
In tﬁe second figuée; no -syllogism holds when'

v
-~

one premliss is inesse communiter and one is of possibil-~

ity regardless of which premiss, maJor or minor, is
whilch, 1nesse or possible "The couriter examples are
well chosen and concern an entitx;tbat‘pbssibly has a
given attribute put, in fact, does not possess that
'_attribute now. The conclusion in the second figure.frqm'
such premisses would require one to hold that the entity

is not;:or possibly is not, itself.22
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If th§ major, in the second figure, is inesse

simpliciter and the minor is of possibility, Albert

claims one can conclude validly in possibiiity.23 His

proof 1s of Cesare:

. No stone is an animal (inesse éimpliciter)

v

every. ass possibly 1s aﬁ animal,

ergo every ass possibly is not a stone.

In the per impossibile proof, from the contradictory of

the conclusion and tfe minor, Albert claims that, as ﬁfﬁ

hé did in the first figure, a'non-neceSSEry major-will

be inferred which is contradictory to the hypoﬁhesis:

Some ass necessarily 1s a stone,
every asg possibly is an animal,
ergo some animal'necessarily is-a stone.

Once again, "Some animal necessarily 1s a stone" 1s the

contradictory of "All animals possibly are not stones"

- which, with the minor of possibillity, makes a valid

syllogiém of the first figure as Albert showed pre-
viously. The conclusion of the second syilogism is not
the contradictory of "No stone is an aniﬁal," As in
the'fifst figure, however, a'proofVcan bg'éonstructed.

No syllogism 1s valid in the second figﬁre if
the major is of possibility and the minor is inesse

s dealt with

even i1f 1t 1s inesse simpliciter.

In the third figure, each

v
K
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separately. ’ In-the'affirmative moods, a valid syllogiSm
is formed concluding in possibility if the universal
premiss is the one of possibility, 1.e., Disamis holds
when the minor-is of possibility and .Datisi holds when
the major islof possibility,'and either premiss may be
possible in Darapti. All proofs'consistuin reducing
the syllogism to Darii with a major premiss of possibil-
ity and a mlnor inesse and concluding in possiblility,

which 1s valid. All reductions are very straightfor-

ward. 25 Felapton and Ferison hold when the major, 1. e.,

the universal'negative,.is of possibility and the minor'
of'inesse, the conclusion being onezbf possibility.

This is proved through reduction to Ferio which is valid ‘
with a maJor of possibility, a minor of inesse, and a
possible conclusion. However, the syllogism does not
hold when.the major is inesse and the minor is of
possibllity Just as. Ferio did not hold. 26 Albert
generallzes this, stating that no syllogism of/ﬂbe

third figure holds when it,is the’ universal that 1s
inesse or the particular that is.of possibility. Albert
shows that under these circumstances, the middle term.
distributes for what is but, in the particular of pos-~
sibility, 1t may stand for what is not the case at this
point in time, and therefore, may not be verified of

the same thin’gs.27 - ‘
/_- .
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t, Finelly, with respect to the thirdifigure, Albert
/ claims that whenever there is a premiss of lnesse

simpliciter and one of Possibility, regardless of which

premiss is inesse, a valid conclusion of possibility may

be‘drawn.28

S llo isms wlth One Necessar Premiss
and One Premiss inesse communiter

In the first figure, no syllogism holds from an
inesse premiss and a necessary premiss where the mgjor
1s lnesse, except Celarent which will give an inesse
conclusion, not a necessary one.. Though Albert does
noﬁ do so, the valid Ceiareht.can easily be shown;
he does give counter examoles.to the invalid'moodsezg
| If the major is the necessary premiss and the

- minor inesse, a valid'syllogism ooes not hold unless
one of the following three conditions obtains
(1) the necessary conclusion is in the particular,
(2) the necessary conclusion is restricted by the "ggoé
est," 1in which case a universal conclusion may be
drawn or (3) the conclusion is a universal assertoric
oroposition;3o Consequently,

| Every leest‘planet neoesearily is the moon,

everything shining over our hemisphere 1s the
least planet
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can validly conclude,

something shining over our hemisphere necessarily
is the moon

Pl
or, ‘everything which is shining over_ our hemisphere
necessarily is the moon
or, everything shining over our hemisphere 1s the
moon. '

but cannot validly be concluded with,

everything shining over our hemisphere neces-
sarily is the moon,.

because, due to ampliation, the‘subject term includes

the sun which cannot be the moon: The same holds forE;‘
Celarent. . .
In the second figure, Cesare and Festivo hold if

the major 1s the necessary premiss. Since the_uniyersal

negative of necessity‘converts simpliciter (rule 12
IV’v), Cesare reduces to Celarent and Festivo to Ferio.
The.same.conditions pertain with respect to the con-

31 Camestres

clusion as pertained in the first figure.
does not hold when the premiss of necessity 1is the
universal neg_ative.?’2 Eveg}though the premisses can be

validly reduced to. Celarent, the'conditions placed’on

'the conclusion preclude the conversion of the conclusion

&

which is necessary for the return to Camestres, i e.
no longer is the conclusion a universal negative of
necessity which is the only form of necessary divided

propositions that can be converted. Though not

: sty
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- mentioned, Camestres will be valid if the conclusion is

assertoric. Baroco will pgt follow, either —1f the
negative premiss is the necessary one.33
-~ Under no circumstances will a second figure

syllogism be valid, concluding in necessity, irf the

-affirmative premiss is the necessary one and the negative

. premiss the one-of inesse communiter.3u

A necessary universal maJor and assertoric minor

,-

) will conclude walidly in necessity in the third figure._

Consequently, Darapti, Felapton Datisi and Ferison

- are valid. 'They can be shown through reduction to the

first figure or per impossibile.35 However, if the

major 1s assertoric anéythe minor necessary, no valid

8yllogism concluding in necessity can be constructed

. Disamis and Bocardo,'the only'twofnoods not completely

covered, will not hold when the maJor is necessary and

the minor is_assertoric. Albert's counter-example~is;

an explicit instance'of how ampliation serves to allow

the escape'of the undistributed middle term (in the major

premiss in this case) from‘the‘distribution of the

- middle term in the other premiss, i.e., how the 'specific:

example' escapes the lgeneral rule'. 'One argues «
against Bocardo "by positing that nothing ‘'shines except

the heavenliy bodiles. Tomorrow however, a new fire 1s

vmade which then will shine. By positing this to_be the

\



cage, then this would be true, -

Some shining thing necessarily is. not a
celestial body

}oﬁ account of the ampliation of the'éubject'and‘further,'
. Every shining thing is a celestial body '

ger causam, it does not follow:

ergo every heavenly body necessarily is not a
» S heavenky body. "35 .
‘Syllogiéms Where One Premiss is ' .
Necessary and the Other 1s : ¢

ifiesse simgliciter g .

According to Albert'.first'and second figure

“

syllogisms are valid regardless .of which premiss is- .

.necessary and which is inesse simpliciter With.respect

to the first figure where thé major is necessary,

" ‘Albert contends that sinéﬁ\:uch a syllogism is valid

when the minor 1s inesse ut) nunc, as 'we saw 1nithe-pré- -

ceding section, a-fortiori, %t will be valid when the
. s } : <

minor is inessé simpliciter.o' ‘Given our symbolism, the

inesse simpliciter does indeed imply the inesse ut nunc -

g

and the proof ‘holds. ¢

An inesse communiter maJor and a necessary minor

did not result in a valid syllogism 1n the first figure,

as was seen above, but an inpsse simpliciter major and

a_necessary minor will result 1n a valid“syllogism :

faccording to>Albert.38. Albert argueé'thét-if the. -

e s,

_:.7 ’ ) oA

S
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syllpglsm 1s as follows:

" Every B 1s A (inesse simpliciter),
ery'Cinecessarily is B,

ergo.‘ every C necessarily is LA, |

a valid sylloéism of the third figure (Bocardo) can be

constructed from the contradictory of the conclusion

and the minor premiss which should serve as a per

impossibile-proof il.e., we.shouldAconclude with the

contradictory of the major premiss What follows is
the proposition "Some B possibly is not A" as Albert
"states. That 1s tHe contradictory of the universal
affirmative of necessity (divided) but not the contra-
dictory of the inesse simpliciter proposition. Albertv

further holds that the per impos:ihiie syllogism can

.conclude as "Something that”™ of necessity is B may not be
A."39 ths is, in fact, true; one can conclude withf
(Qz):,(~09 Bx Ao“'ﬂ'x_).. ) : . This 1s more
-to the point since one'of Albert's rules of proposi-

‘tlonal modal logic states that: ~0~B A O*jf-\ —.~(B—-A)

. However, "Every B 3s A" 1s an inesse simpliciter propo-

| sition includes,_as we.have seen', "~04 (B> A)" which
1s the definition of "B - A -" and thus we do have a
contradiction and the ‘original syllogism is valid.
Celarent ean be proven in a similar manner.

>

In.thevsecond.figure, where .the maJor 1s of
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\\\_\\\necessity and the minor is inesse simpliciter, all

\moods are valld. This can be shown for.Festiéo'and

Lgesare by reduction to the first figure (conversion of

b

‘\;//the major) and the other‘two can be shown per impos-

sibile.u0

 With respect to the inesse simpliciter major-and

‘necessary minor.constructioﬁ, Alberf proves- that Cesébe
and Fesfivo hold due to reduction to fifst figure which
we have alréady'discussed. The rest areVShown‘throuéh
the per impossibile construct;pnIWhich "interimit

necessitatem maioris."ul.

In the third figure, as expected, a major premiss
of necessity and a minor assertoric will result in a
valid syllogism. " Albert, agaiﬁ, states that this holds

a fortiori since "from a major dniversal of necessity

,and a minor of inesse comﬁuniter, there followed a
necessary conclusion, no’' less does there follow'a

necessary concluslon from a minor of inesse
42 - '

No syllogism may be formed from a minor that is

necessary and an‘assertdric'majqr in the third figure.

Contingent Syllogisms e

Whenever there is a vadlid syllogism containing

an affirmative premiss of possiblility, another valid
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syllogism may be formed whén, 1n the premiss of possibil-
ity, the terﬁ "possibly" is replaced by the term
"contingently;"u3 Thué, in the valid syllogism:

- All M possibly is P,
all S is M, |
ergo  all S possibly is P,
if the maJOr'pfemiss‘is‘replaqed by
ALl M contingently is P,
the foilowing(syllogism holds:
All‘Mlcontingenély is P,
all S is M,
i“ergo all S possibly is P.
This follows since "All M continkgently is P" implies
"All M_possibly is P" by rule 15, IV v, and by the
theorem: r -—-\ P A (( P A Pz)"‘\ q) .
(ra p;) - q.
Another rule that follows from.the rule that. a
divided affirmativecontingentproposition implies a
divided affirmative possible proposition is that if two-
’ premisses do not give an affirmative conclusion of
possibility, those same two premisses willl not give a -
conclusion of a.ff:!.rma.t:ive'con'r.:ingency.j'”4 Thatlis,
~ formally: . -
~(p, A Pr— Cposs) A (Ceont — Céoss) —.
~ (P, A Pa — Ceont)
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Since "All A necessarily is B" implies that "No
A-contingently is B," ﬁhen two prqmisées validly gilve a -
necessary affirmative universal'conclusion,_those same
premigses will give a universal negative contingent
conclgﬁ1557—55h§:; again, follows from thé.rule: "whaﬁ-
.gvefffollows fron thé;consequent, follows from the '

"ant:eceden‘c'.'.'u5

-

. In the first figure, with a contingent major of

either affirmative or.negative’mode;*and any sort of
modal minor whatsoever (possibleﬁ-necéssary, ete.), a

valid syllogism can be constructed with-a contingent

.econclusion. This can bé shown per dici de omni et de .

nullo. .If the minor is inesse, though, the syllog;sm
wil; be valid only if the conciusion is a particnlar
contingent, not.1f~it'is a universal contingent. As
nith otheflsylloginms with mo&al majors, and inesse
cgmmuniten minor; é univeréal conclnsion follows only
if tne conclhsion‘is restricted by the "gnod eSt."us
This rule holds, also,'fof the third figure’and can be

proven per imnossibile but.all.restrictions_applied to

the first figure, apply to the third.u7. Disamis and

Bocardo are, as us ai,
\ ' :
and not the major premi

‘xcéptions'since it is the minor

‘that 1is distributed, 1.e., the

‘Beneral rule, thus if the aJof is contingent in these

twé-moods, and the minor is inesse, no contingent

&

«
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conclusion follows.)48
| ln the_second figure, an affirmative contingent
conclusion never folloWs‘from two necessary premisses,
two inesse premisses, two poseible premisses or from
two contingent premisses | | ’

Albert gives the following counter-example which
makes explicit the difficulties, l.e., the problem.of
complementary conversion which was mentioned previously
in the chapter on Aristotle: |

Every moon necessarily is a planet,

every stone necessarily'is not a. planet,
ergo evefy stone contingently ie not a moon.

From the conclusion, via complementary conyersion, one
can inferf - "Every stone.contingently is a moon" which

- of course is false.ug

If thls example seems too
" obvious to. have mentioned, Albert gives another counter
example; thls time refuting two contingent premisses.
yielding apcontingent conclusion:
Every horse contingently is a runner,
o evemy man contingently is not & runner,
‘ergo every man contingently is not a horse.
Again;‘the conclusion is'Talse‘because it implies a
patent falsehood, ‘viz., that every man contingently is

a horse.50

—

The same problem arises in the first and third

. figures: no affirmative-Contingent conclusion may be

-
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drawn unless, .as was shown above, the major is’affirms-
tive contingent_and then only with certaln restrictions
.in the csse of.inesse minors. Thus, no syllogism with
inesse, necessary or possible maJors»in the first and
third figureb will glve an affirmative contingent

ccnclusion.sl

Syllogisms with Composite Modal

Premisses -

[

& o : The first rule concernsjsyllogisms with two
'possible‘premisSes, viz., two possible premisses do not
necessary give a possible conclusion. v

The reasoning of the rule is. that neither of
S the premisses is the total antecedent with
- . respect to this conclusion, but the total :
' antecedent -1s a copulative composite from both
s premisses and although . . . elther one of the
v premisses may be true, nevertheless becauge
. - [one] is incompossible with [the other],
' : , copulative composite from hoth premisses [is]
"‘\\\; - false'and for that’ reason, it is not amazing

A} e b

that the conclusion [is] false 52

~

S R R ey
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ﬁzrmally,jthis can be expressed as a rejection of the
Afollowingi | .
- ~ INVALID Op A Qq —. O(p/\q)

. With respect to contingency, from two contingent

premisses, a contingent conclusion does not necessarily
follow. - Albert gives the counter-example

That every runner is an animal is contingent,

.+ that every man is a runner is contingent
ergo

: that every man is an animal is contingent.

AP
¥
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The premlsses are true and the conclusion falsé since
a contingent proposition may be false, ana according to
Albe:ﬁ;'"Every.man ié an animai" cannot be false as it.
is a necessary proposifion.53'

| ..The third rule concerns syllogisms with neces-
sary composite premisses. These syllogisms hold be-
caﬁsé? - | | | '
VALID ~O~p, A ~n P. —. ~0'~‘(p‘ Ap,)
If 3.§a1id syllogism can be symbolized, very generally,

?.S _ Pl A ‘PL -’ C’
then ~ O~ (p,Ap,) .—-1.&04@

by rule 5, IV 11.5%
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. TABLE 6
ALBERT'S MODAL SYLLOGISMS
riguie & mood M poss M nec M nec M poss
b m poss: m nec m poss m hec
. c poss. ¢ nec \
1 Barbara VALID . VALID VALID . VALID
¢ néc c poss
1l Celarent VALID VALID VALID VALID
¢ nec ¢ poss
1 Darii VALID VALID VALID . VALID
_ ¢ nec ¢ poss
1-Ferio VALID VALID VALID VALID
¢ nec ¢ poss
2‘Cesare INVALID- VALID VALiD VALID )
: counter- conversion ¢ nec ¢ nec :
example per imposs per ;mposs
2 Camestres INVALID VALID VALID VALID
conversion ¢ nec ¢ nec
per imposs per imposs
.2 Festivo’ INVALID VALID VALID VALID
. conversicn ¢ nec ¢ nec
per imposs per imposs
. Ca
2 Baroco INVALID VALID VALID VALID
. per imposs ¢ nec ¢ nec
) : per imposs per imposs
3‘Dargpt1 VALID ,VALID . _VALID VALID
per imposs per imposs ¢ nec ¢ poss
: per imposs per imposs
- .3 Felapton VALID VALID VALID VALID
. : pex-lmposs per imposs ¢ nec ¢ poss
- . per imposs per ‘imposs
3 Disamis VALID VALID VALID VALID
per imposs per imposs ¢ nec ¢ poss
’ _ per 1imposs per imposs
3 Datisi VALID VALID VALID VALID
N per imposs per imposs ¢ nec c poss
o per imposs per imposs
3 Bocardo VALID | VALID VALID VALID
per imposs per imposs ¢ nec ¢ poss
\ per imposs per imposs
3 Ferison VALID VALID VALID . © VALID
per imposs per imposs ¢ nec ¢ poss
iy : per imposs

.

per imposs
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TABLE 6--Continued
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figure & mood
1 Barbara
1 Ceralent

1l Darii
1 Ferlo

2 Cesare
2 Camestres

2 Festivo
2 Baroco

3 Darapti
3 Felapton

3 Dis s
3 Datdsi

3 Bocardo

3 Ferison

o

M poss
m inesse ¢
¢ poss

VALID
restricted
conclusion

~ VALID

restricted
conclusion

VALID

VALID

INVALID
counter-
example
INVALID
counter-
example

INVALID
INVALID
VALID

conversion

VALID

conversion

INVALID

VALID
conversion

"INVALID

counter-
example

VALID
conversion

2.

M inesse ¢
m poss

¢ pcss
INVALID
counter-~
example

INVALID
counter-

example
INVALID
INVALID

INVALID
INVALID

INVALID
INVALID
VALID
INVALID f

VALID

INVALID
counter-
example

INVALID

INVALID
counter-
example

M inesse s
m poss

"¢ poss

VALID
per imposs

VALID

per impoéa.

VALID
per imposs

VALID
per imposs

VALID
per imposs

VALID
per imposs
VALID

per imposs

VALID

per ;mpous
VALID
VALID
VALID
VALID

VALID

VALID

M poss
m inesse s
¢ poss

INVALID
INVALID

INVALID
INFALID
VALID
VALID
VALID
ﬁA;ID

VALID

VALID
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figure & mood
1 Barbara
1l Ceiarent

1 Darii

1l Ferio

2 Cesare
2 Camestres,

2 Pestivo
2 'Baroco

3 Darapti
3 Felapton
3 Disamis

3 Datisi

3 Bocardo

3 Ferison .

m inesse c
m nec °
¢ nec

INVALID
counter-
example

-INVALID

valid if
¢ is inesse

INVALID

INVALID

INVALID
counter-

/example

INVALID
counter-
example

INVALID
INVALID

INVALID
counter-
example

INVALID
counter-
example

INVALID

INVALID

INVALID

INVALID

M nec
m inesse ¢
¢ nec

VALID
particular
conclusion

VALID -
particular
conclusion

VALID
VALID

VALID"
conversion

INVALID
counter-
example

VALID

conversion

INVALID -

VALID
per imposs

VALID
per imposs

INVALID
counter-
example -

VALID
per. imposs

INVALID
counter-
example

" VALID

per imposs

M nec
B inesse s
¢ nec

VALID

VALID

VALID

VALID

VALID
conversion

VALID .
per imposs

VALID
conversion

VALID

- per imposs

VALID

per imposs

(
VALID
per imposs

VALID
per imposs

VALID
per imposs

VALID
per imposs

VALID
per imposs

. M inesse s

m nec

¢ ngc
VALID )
per imposs

VALID
per imposs

VALID

per imposs

VALID
per imposs

VALID .
conversion

VALID

VALID
converslon

VALID
per imposs

INVALID
INVALID

INVALID

INVALID

INVALID

INVALID

"M" abbreviates "major premiss"
"m" abbreviates "minor premiss"

"c' abbreviates "conclusion"
"per imposs" abbreviates "

per 1mgossibile"

"nec" abbreviates "necessary
"poss" abbreviates "possible”
“inesse

¢*,tinesse s° abbreviate "inesse communiter® "inesse unphdiu-'
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CHAPTER VII
CONCLUSION

Reflections on Albert's System with
Respect to the > Past and the
. "Present

It should be apparent that Albert's system is
quite like what Hughes and Cresswell call "lower predi-

nl Tt is true that Albert

cate calculus plus syétém T.
presents everything as a rule; that is, he does not
- distinguish between rules, axioms or theorems but one
ébuld make thosg distinctions for him without violating
ghe Integrity of the system. .
| He has constructéd a standafd propositional ov
- calculus upon which he grafted-a mgdal system. Thé‘
modél operators are appropriately defined as 1s strict
implicatioh. The two axioms of system T are present:2
~0-pop
~ - (p29q).>. ~O-pD~ <>~q
Though the rule of necessitation is not made‘explicit;
that is, if ‘& 1s a thesis of the system, then so is
.;.wa ,» 1t é'éems to be implicit or least not incon-
sistent.-‘Thus, Albert'S-system is compatible with

system T. Is there any evidence that it is any stronger

137
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| than systém T? In rule 6 of I?fr}i . Albert states- that
it 1s impossible that from a possible (proposition) there
follows an impossible (proposition) 3

Moody reads this as sa.ying:l'l |

Ppa~Oqa~(paq . o \

|

"This is a somewhat weak reading, and it certainly llzolds

; - given Albert's rules. A stronger one can be given,
depending on how one_interprets "follows;" If one
interprets "follows" éé ";frictly implies," tho rule
would run as follows: '_ N

()p/\~0q —. »—0(p—4q)

To prove this one would need the thesis: Op — "0'- € p)

| since: ~.O(p—{q)..a. O ( Q(P/wq))
% ~ The proof would be:
% 1, 0pA~0q o : ‘ '_ ,* assumption
2 ~0p399) I P =q A ~(pA~g
_, : ~ pegmeam
- 3. | p-—iq —. Op :Oq . P P—4_4~0p~<9\>é°4’
| ‘ N T ~(.()pg<)q) —. ~(p-—\q) |
: | 5. o~ (P—{ q) : o modus ponens
6. . ~(pAQ) —. ~<~<>~<p:>q>)' - af.of
e oo w6 waoe
8. Q~(p3q3f£»0(pA~q) . af. of D

.
;
§
i
.
W
%l
5
&
¥
i
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Trge last step, to get from "_ 0(p-q3 " to. |
1 nOn(OP A~g, " pequires: "OP"‘;O”(OP). " If that thesis
is:added to Albert's system, we have a Sjstem that is
akin to 35’ which 1s merely system T pluslthat thesis.s-
Albert's clearly extensional predioate calculus
compares favorably with standaro lower predicate caloulus
" (the questilon of propositions of_naturel matter aside;

0

-for the moment.) ,

~

Armed with this array of rules and tﬁeses and N
our symbolization, we can prove those theofems and
syllogisms that Albert;seys can be proved. We do:need
the Barcan formule, too. One can hardly object that |

| this is merely imolicit in the work sinoe rule 10 in
IV vi-is practically a state@ent of the formula. |
' Though it is not withinnthe scope of this workv”
to ‘do so, 1t seems likely that a semantic model or
interpretation after Kripke could ‘be constructed such -
that those propositions that Albert wishes to be true
.will be'true and those consequernces that Albertmwishes -
to be valid will be valid This sort of model, as an
‘extensional mo&;} would not account for propositions
of natural matten.and this will be mentioned agaln

shortly. It would be useful to examine some of the

‘considerations that would have to be accounted for in

. constructing such a model. *
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| ‘Suoh'models are usually oonstrncted in terms;of
' .possible worlds and the truth of a necessary proposition
'in s given world'reQuires that the unmodified‘proposi-'
tion be true in all possible worlds accesgible to the
world in question, a possible proposition would be true

>

in a given world if the unmodified proposition were

true in some one of the worlds accessible to the world
r

in question. Since Albert glves the conditions of o
truth in terms of time, l.e., "possibly p" is true 1if it

is true at some point in time in this world- and

Eet'us look at some of the things that;have ap-

<

pifred in Albert 8 work which might cast light on who .

populates these "time slices." S <~—%f’—
1. All examples of.¥€firmative necessary, R

-

divided'propositions concern .God or the_hesvens. We -~ /

'miéht conolude from this that Goddand,the heavens exist~.
st all. points In‘timewf This is not tO'say'that the

térm "God" denotes Just something at all points in time_

R L R TR Py T TN YT AL
. v N *

.+ but that it denotes the same individ 1 sujng at all

points in time.' The same is true of

.
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slices."

2. "All horses are‘animais" is-a necessarily
trne composite proposition because Aristotle said so

, (secundum Aristotelem.)6 It is unfortunate that Albert.

=%
»

ues from authority concerning the'truth of that

part' proposition. It would be extremely helpful

to know whether that proposition was held to be true,

by Albert because specles of animals may not disappear

or for some other reason. ‘ . .

l'. - 3. "1l MGTses are animais" is of natural matter
and propositiopé/:;ina ral matter_erhibit behavior‘u

that ii;icates thatdt e terms (at least the subject 4
term) should be tak in material or simple‘supposition,.
i.i.e., one igoks not at the referents but the meaning of
the terms. The.particular.affirmative proposition of'
natural matter‘ mp;ies'the universal affirmatire Just as
was the'oase~with'quantified-composite propositions and
Albert staté/fthat those propositions have subJect terms
that supposit materially or simply It has been/spg
gested that propositions such as "Aii horses are animals"‘-
are true and true at ezery point in time, not.on the |
basis of the denot;ta Sf the terms but rather on the .
basis of the meaning of - the terms. If one were to 1 ter-.
pret Albert such that that proposition.is true neces- |

'.sarily on the basis of~the_denotata, one wouid then

‘.

A
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be committed to "_~<_>~(37=_)('“7—) ," i.e., horses (as a
specles) are present at every point in time. Something

is denoﬁed by the term "horse" at every point in time

‘even though the same individual horse may not- be.
"4. "All horses are animals" is further con-

sidered to be.an inesse simpliciter proposition (which

ma of\qu'not.be different from in sensu composito

propositiong). In previous chapters, they have been

helg to bé‘distinct and symbolized slightly diffe:ently
thcugh it was noted'that the symbolic translation of

the in sensu composito 1mpiied the symbolization'of the \

£

&
T

&
5

g
)

Eas
[
A
+

inesse.simpiiciter proposition (if the converse of the

. Barcan formula was admitted).
~ re

5. "All horses necessarily are animals" is false
‘ - CEEE . ,
"ex eo quod omnls equus potest non esse et per conseguens

PATART

potest non esse'ahimal."7 This could mean one qf two-

RS rm v

'ﬁf' ' B things: elther that no individual‘horseehasétgrnal
gkiséence or thaﬁ thé,gpecies of horses could become

'§ \J . extinct" - | v . ’

Ok i  . . - . 6. Finally, it should be'mentioned that Albert
does hold to the Barcan forgula, i.e., ?'O(HZ)AZ.D-G%)QAK."

It desefves‘mention becausé‘as a‘variety.of_logicians'

have pointed out, the validity of the Barcan formula in

- a given'semaﬁtics rests on the assumption that no ob-

. Jects exist 1n acdcessible possible worlds that do not -
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. 'e;ist in_the reference world (or the actuai wcrld). For
exanple if there was nothing now that could be given the
predicate "is a chimera" but we allowed that at some
future time there might be something that could be given
that predicate, then the antecedent 'possibly, there 1s
a chimera" 1s true because "There 1is a chimera" is
posslble, l.e., 1t will be true:atvthat future time
‘mentioned above: However, the consequent will be false
'because,that says“that there 1is something ggg.which at\
some pcint in timeacculd truly be given the predicage
/"chimera'" : ////4 | o ‘, -
The validity of the converse of the Barcan formuia

| F”rests on the similar sort of assumption that certain»
sorts of Jects do not disappear. Whether or not the
converse of the Barcan formula is needed here rests

24 r—F
solely on how the inesse simpliciter proposition 1s

symbblized (and whether or not we want the in sensu

gpos;to symbolization to imply the inesse simpliciter)

- ~

. With those pcints in mind we might suggest,
that "~°“'("3¢7f " is true just when " ()% " is truef’
| at every time slice and "(¥)d>x " 1s true at time'siicei,
,,,yhen every entity in that time siice hayythe'property<b:.
‘They nay; in fact; be different things from slice to
gliée. On the other _hand, ." (15"0*' ¢‘X— _" would'”be true

if all of the entitdies now existent have the property

£

-
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¢ at eﬁery point in time, i.e., those very same entities

(Bx.)(SxV03%) A (D((Szv 037-)3~0~Px-) n

will be true,‘,whenu.it symbolizes "Everything creating -

?ppear at each&inint in time having the property ¢

Consequently,

necessarily is God" but false when iﬁ symbolizes,"Every
man necessarlly isnan animal"® ﬁincé in the formér case .
it says ;here is sometﬂing now which is crééting or at -
some other time creates and fér everything that 1s or |
may-af sometime create, those things or thing is, at

every point.in time, the being denoted by the term "God."

However, even if there are men now, they will not be

v

' animals at every point in time since they are mortal and

" will cease to be at some point.

* When would " (2SS A ()~ ~($‘b - Pz) n

be true, i.e., under this interpretation, when would the

symbolization'for‘the inesse simpliciter proposition be

true? If there 1s now sofething which 1s a man, which |

fis true, and for all those entities which‘nbw exist, in

. 3 :
every time slice, 1f those entlities are men, they are
also animals. That . seems to capture ﬁhat Albert wanbed

to say, i.e., given that there i§‘a man, the predicate

"animal™ will apply as long as that entity, a mag,

exists. The predicate "animal" is not accidental it

.cannot be changed during the course of the man's

~

existence.

Jpe Y
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| Lastly,,qé need to conSider the in sensu composito
" propositions: ~ O~ ((ILN3E) A ()(S5% D Pr)) .
.v It really dependé on whethe? or not Albert thinks thﬁt
the proposition, "All men are animals," is necé;sa;ily
true because of'the:méanings of the -terms or he be- o
lleves that all the existent sorts oﬁ_things thgt were
‘crgéted by'Goé will continue to exist through eternity.-
Albert's-use of the Barcan formula may be an indication
of .his belief fhat'new sorts of entities may not éome
intoﬂbeing This would be consistent with the viewl
commonly held in the ldc. that at creation all possible
proportions of potency and act, matter and form, came
to be and to introduce a new creature of a given combina-
tidnAof'potency and act would disrupt the harmgny of

f things.8 It is not clear whether one could Stulate ;

the extinction of a specles per accidens. If Albert

considered the extinction of species a possibility, then,
"All men are animalzs,cahnot be viewed as having terms

théP refer since thewe might be a time slice in which

Kere were no men. If extinction of a spécies were
unthinkable for Albert, then "All men are animals" would .
cessary since it would be true at every. time slice
q#en if the te:ms were understgod as suppositing person-
ally. Given hig\definitién of terms of »fural matter
and what that implies, it seems more 1likely that "A11

=
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men are animals" 1s necessarily true owing to the in-

tension of the terms. The meanlngs of terms 1s something

that cannot be accommodated in the standard sort of

'quantified modal logic that we have been consldering.

3\
\

Just“what'a meaning would‘represent in an interpretation
forlsuch a system, has not been discussed. Possibly,
when a term 1s not to be taken extensionally, it could
be understood as denoting its concept. One would then
have ;o populate the time slices with entities which

were concepts; this would be distasteful for a nominalist.

s

- Possibly we could say,win the manner of Carnap, tbat_av

meaning;or inténsionris a_rule (or.function) that picks
out"tnings, when they exist, in a given possible world,
or time slice, but this might present problems ror the ‘ _
medieval logician. What happens when there is nothing Z\\\*'i'

. for the rule (or function) to pick out? Should the

function remain undefined at certain times or should it

~take "nothing" ag its value° It should be remembered that

v

when two terms stand for nothing, in Albert's view, they

' do not stand for the same thing. Consequently, one might

-be 1in the position of having a proposition, where the

term's intensions have as values "nothing," be true in N
the system. but false for Albert. '
These are considerations that,the formal logician_ 

needs to take into account. 1In faet, the interpretation .
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suggested above need nbf be util;zed‘at all. Ultimately;
claBsical quantified modal logic possiblj wili not be the
best system to describe Aibert'é'system. v

We have commeﬁted on Albert and his system's‘
relag;onship to mddern systgmg'of modal logic. To round
L fhings out, we might look at Albeft's system with réspect

to h;s<predécessors.'b ' _ ‘
Inqtégé-of comparing entlre systems, I should
like to focus on particular areas of modal syllogism J
cohpariﬁgﬁhristptle;.Ockham, énd Albert. The area of
. examlination 1s necessary syllogiéms and mixed syllogisms
with one ﬁecessary premiss.‘ Aristotle was thefbase or
-stérting point.for the systems of modal syllogism found'
in the Middle Ages. While thé systemé weré egﬁended tor
'include, forlexample, syllogiéms containing one-sided,
i.e.., non contingent, possibility, the medieval'systeh.
usualiy was constructed in such a way as to be compatible
. with the Afistotelianjs&stem. As ﬁentibned'in the
.chaptef on Aristotle, modern intefpréters_disagree as
to whether or not ”neceésity" applies only to proposi-
tions or to predicaﬁes as well. The problem of inter-
‘ppretation appeafs in the Middle Ages as well.‘_‘
Aristotle, as we have seen, held that in all
figures, and all moods, two nécessary propqgitions give-
,g'necessary conclusion. Fﬁrther, to t%e consternation

of subséqﬁent loglcians, a. necessary major and an
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assertoric minor give a necessary conclusioo in every
mood oflthe first figure, Cesare, Baroco, in fhe second
figure and Darapti,,Felapton, Datisli and Ferison in the
third figure,. _

Albert, in keeping with Aristotle, holds ‘that
sylloglsms with two necessary premisses are valid. hThis

applies when both premisses are in sensu composito and

when both are in sensu diviso. 1In addition, Albert, too,

reJects the peiorem-sequitur semper conclusio partem

rule, at leasé\with respect to divided premisses and

shows that all and only those moods that Aristotle held

‘valld, were valid with a divided major of necessifi and

an assertoric minor resulting in necessitj.v

A forthericomparison can be drawn‘between_Alberts
and Arieootle, indireotly.'ﬁMcCall has extended tﬁe
Aristoteiian system in accordance with what he seee asd
Aristotle's intentions to include mixed syllogisms‘of

one-glided possibilitj'and necesslity resulting in

. assertoric propositions (see Table 1, p. 26). Given

Albert's thought on d syllogisms with one divided
necessary premiss and one divided possible premiss, it

is easy enough to determine which of those syllogisms

“ecould validly fesult in ‘an assertoric conclusion simply

by seeing what modal propositions imply inesse ones.,r

" The result of that exercise shows that though not all of
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the_syllogisms valid 1n the extended'AristOtelian s&stem
are valid in Albert's system, only those valid in
Aristotle's extended system are valid in Albert's system.

What may be concluded from this is that con-
sciously.or not, Albert seems to havetconstructed a
system following the Aristotelian.system. He_has done
this without falling back onto Aristotle for proofs
by authority, nor has he tried to reinterpret Aristotle
to allow for certain inconsistencies,between the two

: systems. ;n fact, Albert rarely mentions Aristotle at
‘ell. The strongest argument that Albert was adhering
to Aristotelian principles is his rejection of the
geiorem rule. That certainly distinguishes him from
Ockham to such»a:degree that one might wonder exactly .
how committed he was to the ockhamistic movement.g,
Ockham, in fact, has to do some maneuvering to
! reconclle himself with Aristotle. His reconciliation,
at least, with respect to the sorts of syllogisms we are

now discussihg, turns on the in sensu composito and

.

in-.-sensu diviso distinction and whether Aristotle meant

one at one time and the other at other times

Ockham holds that syllogisms composed of two

necessary divided premisses are not valid in the second

10

figure. He gives two counter—examples, both of which

are Interesting for_different reasons. In one he posits
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that God has suspended the ability of creatures to pro- _—
duce; Consequently, the following is invalid'

Every maker necessarlly is God,

every "natura creata necessarlily is not God,

therefore, .

every "natura creata" necessarily is not a maker.ul

The conclusion is false if it is read: there 1s no point

in time in which a "natura creata" is a maker, but then

one must'read the major premlss in the same way. That

be read: at this.moment, because of an action of God,
the-oniy'naker 1s God. It seems to be a case of
"hypothetical neoessity." If the conclusion 1s read
as hypothetical necessity, 1.e., because of an.action
of Goé, at thismoment only God is a maker and thus no

"natura creata" is a maker, it is true. The syllogism

has true premisses and a false'conclusion‘only if
"necessity" 1is an equivocal term.

The second counter-example turns on an ontologi-

* .

cal point not a 1ogical ‘one.

- Every man necessarily‘is not God,

every divine person necessarily is God, - éf

therefore,

every divine person necessarily is not a man.12

This syllogism turne on the ontological status of Christ
. B . . P

12;,;}_. .
L e a
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as a man and God; the first preﬁis; is tfue only if one
denies that Christ was a man, 1.e., denles some man pos-
s;bly is Géd.which is equivalent to éaying "Some God
possibly Is man." Ockham does want to be abie to

assert "F

1ius Del potest esse homo"; he does so in

another counter example. Thus, it is not the form that

'1s .at fault in this syllogism but rather the equivocal

nature of the terms. |

| Ockham thus holds that all figures give valid
syllogisms with‘pwo composite necessary;premisses.but
not with two'divided premisses. ﬁatters bebome more

complicated when he comes to syllogisms with a major

apodeictic and a minor assertoric premissL' The flrst.

figure’ is valid according to .Ockham when the maJor is

divided and the minor is either 1nesse ut nunc¢- or

~sim211citer} If the major is cgmposite, the minor must

.

be inesse simgliciter}l3

There follows upon this exposition Ockham's
attempt tgrgg;zncile his position with Aristotle's..

If anyone objects that Aristotle concedes one but not _

~the other (that the lnesse éimpliciter and composite

premiéses, but not’ the inesse ut nunc and composite, form
a valid syllogism), the response is'that Aristotle was

talking about divided necessary majors with which both

.sorts of inesse-propositions form a good syllogism.
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.But, it 1is objected further, Aristotle says that all

figures and moods are valld withvtwo necessary proposi-

tions and that is not true for divided necessary propol-

sitions but only for composite ones. Consequently, if

he was speaking of composite propositions with respect

to uniform syllogism, the must have been speaking, of

composite propositions ‘in. this. instance of difform . -

“ i syllogisms - Not so, responds Ockhamj sometimes Aristotle

means s in sensu composito (as in uniform syllogisms) and

at other times he means in gensu diviso (as in difform

syllogisms of the first figure)

While Albert obviates the problem of reconoilia-
tion by having everthing that Aristotle thought should
be valid be valild unequivocallx, Ockham reinterprets |
Aristotle to fit his own needs. |

Ockham and Aristotle do differ, indirectly, in

~

b ’ ; that ‘Ockham does follow the peiorem rule when examining

syllogisms of one divided necessary and one divided
possible premise._-Clearly, then, he differs explicitly

from Albert. For Ockham, either the syllogism will
conclude in possibility or the form Just 1s not viable. 15, ///;

A major neoessary divided premiss and a minor

’

possible divided premiss give no syllogism at all in the

?- | first‘and third figures for Ockham. As we have seen,

2

they 5ivemnecessary co clusions in Albert's system.
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Ockham gives-one of ‘those fascinating eduivpcal counter-
examples. to Ferio:ls'» - - o,

Every'man’neeessarily is not'God, .-

' ) the Son of God may be a man, [
“Eherefore, ' - ‘b
~ - -the son of God may not be an

Several things can be gleaned from this brief
examination of Aristotle, Ockham and Albert ‘concérning
uniform and-difform’syllogisms ofvnecessity'

1. There is not a direct complete lineage from .
,Aristotle to Albert even though the line from Aristotle
to Ockham to Buridan to Albert has been alluded'to. |
frequently byfhistorians of logic. It:seems-clear that
even though many aspects of‘their loglcs were common"
to all thinkers of the Middle Ages, 1t would be unwise

T,to .assume that if one held a proposition to be true,
all heldtit to be true. K
2. . A eonfusion about the?nature‘of necessit& is

ubiduitous. ' Both Ockham and Albert give practically

identical truth conditions for in sensu composito and

in sensu diviso propositions. Both give ﬁAll men are
animals" as an example of a true necessary-eomposite J
proposition for no other reason than. that Aristotle says
so.17 'Both hold that "All men necessarily are animals"

is false with a minimum of explanation, "no man -
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necessarily is," and "every [man] possibﬁi is not," are ﬂ
the respective explanations of Ockham and Albert.?‘8 ' .

(Oddly enough, Ockham uses "All men necessarily are -

animals™ as a true premiss in one example aﬂ9 Both use

_the A stotelian "hypothetical necessity" interchangeably

with di ided necessity {f ounter examples).' Both-A4' -
A oﬁgﬁa\\\\g,;: C— |
want distinguish composite neceygsar prOpositions from .

"inesse simpliciter proposiﬁions yet i€(is difff%ult to a -

tell the difference oﬂ the basis of,truth conditions.

For Albert the latter are inesse proposi\ions that are

‘necessary, for Ookham, they are propositions “in which it

"1is not possible for the predicate to. belong to the subJect

k4

at one time but not at another, but it always 1is had

uniformly such that either it is always predicated or

20 : .
never. " L.

‘Thus, four sorts of neceSsity“haye.been brought

out by both men, each definition matching the other

' man s almost word for word and yet they derive different

'w.results from these necessary propositions. Either one

of them was a somewhat careless logician or-else4the'
L

. definition and/or truth conditions for "necessary" and

necessary propositions had not been adequately secured

vThis work started with Aristotle as a point of reference.

The similarities'between Aloert and-Aristotle are fairly

-gelf-evident and-need not be belabored. The differences

-

<8

¥4
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| and refinements show that Albert, as Were most medieval
logiolans,.was interested in pinpointing the nature of
possibllity, and neeessitj as'it appears in language. It
is'clear‘that for Albert, necessity appears in the_worlda
in different ways, e,é.; some things pecessarily exlist,
some relations between propertiesne:essarily hold. How
that is expressed, what propositions oontaining those . l
modal terhs mean, and what logically follows is the ,
subject of his chapters on modal logic.

I heldid not succeed iﬁ construpting an un-
ambiguous,,complete formal system hendid'sucoeed, at
least’, in bringing t0’light some of the éeaniﬁgs of the-
terms "necessary".and "posSiole" Muoh of what Albert
means by the modal terms was extracted by examining what
Albert thought could be deduced from propositions con-
taining ‘those terms. . We have commented on this as we
went through the text. ‘

b ) - i As far as the loglical system itself goes , it hasi
been-extracted from the Latin and put in as clear and con-
- . clse a format as. was possible using the tools at hand.
| Though quantified modal predicate calculus may not be
the most perfect fit for Albert's loglc, 1t served our"
purposes and made the substance of his thought available
- to the formal logician.

‘Albert's system was br;efly compared to more

. - N .
Pt cchaiye oo L T e i e S g o < i _ e e e e e e e ————— i e e e et
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modern systemé in order to sﬁow once'again thdt modal

logic in a fairly comblete and sophisticated‘form dida

not spring full-blown from some 19c. thinker. Consider-
.atlons that needed to be accounted for if ‘a semantic

mode% were to -be constructed were given. ) ‘

. . S L3
Given Albert's rules and our symbolizatidn, we

R P T R TR TR R SRR T L

could prove what Albert thought could be proven, but this
wbrk was-not meant to be a judgment of Albert's worth. as
. ‘a'logician. Rather it .'jfs-Lan attempt to make available
%I .. ina coherent fashion'the work of one of the most
. | L careful‘thinkefé“;n thq Middle Agst?ndbinvestigatg his
undePstanding of "necessary"-"possible" as these tdrms
- _apply in the realm of logic whi¢h in turn reflects his
< .  , understanding of the nature of necessity and possibility

k]

ARG R e s
~
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APPENDIX b

Perutilis logica, Venice 1522:
1V, cap. v=-vi, xii-xviii.

© A transcription of t
tract III, cap. iv, tra

As mentioned in the ‘rdduction, there are many

extant_@anuscripts of;the’Perutil s ica, and one

: edition.

Edition:
Perutilis logica, Venice, 1522.

Manuscripts:

- . Allegahy *(New York), Franscican Institute, 9, f.
: . lra-32vR (l4c. incomplete) :
7 Assisi, Comm\, 291 f. 1-20 (15 c). _
! Barcelona, Ripoll (Garcia), 84, £.1-20 (1373).
o Bologna, Com. dell'Arch., A. 887,-99 ff. (1kec).
s : Cremona, 'Govern., 8 -(N.4-12196), f. la-62a (1394).
: " . Florence, Laurent. (S. Crocé) Plut. XII sin, 6, -
" 69 f£f. (lbe) S o
Erfurt, Amplon., Qu. 242, 87 ff. (1lbc).
Leipzig, Univ., 1367. :
New York, Columbia (Plimpton), 143, 82 f£f. (lic).
®0xford, Bodleian Lat., misc. e. 20, 104 f£f. (15c).
. Paris, BN, 6670, f. 1lr-247r (1417). .
Paris, BN, 14715, f. 1-59v (1lkc).
Paris, BN, 18430, f. 3ra-80va .(llc).
Perugla, Com.", 28, f. 84-125 (1lc).
Prague, Univ., IV G. U4, 112 ff. (1356).
Prague, Univ., 736. : =
Stuttgart, Staatsbibl., Hs. X 3.
Turin, Naz., 923, 72 ff. (15c).
Vatican City, vat. lat., 1419. .
Vatican City, vat. lat., 3046, 114 fr. _
Vatlican City, Barb., 266, 147 ££. (1378). .
Vatican City, Chigi, E. VI 191, 77 ff.

This enﬁmerat;on is from Gonzalez, "The Theory of

157 -

)

< -




e . 158

Assertoric Consequences in Albert of Saxony,ﬁ Franciscan
Studies 18 (1958) ’ -

< Because only the 1522 Venice edition was used
very few emendations were made. This author has taken the
iiberty of punctuating the text owing to the\fact that
modern conventions concerning punctuation were not observed
during the Middle Ages. There are certain problems con-

cerning gunctuation that are peculiar to a logical. text

e.g., there were no-conventions, such as the use of

gquotation marks, for making the use/mention distinction

.obvious to the reader. \Consequently, quotation marks

have been placed around those terms and propositions

which are meant to be taken in_material supposition, 1i.e.,

] thpse terms and proposition which Albert wishes to mention.

_ Further,'theorems and proofs'are'not.set off as they,

would be’infa modern text; the entire work is cast in the.
meta-language and thus,‘no‘clear meta-language/object'
language distinction-is made. A rearrangement'of the text,
in order to make that distinction clear, is not possible \)

without doing violence to the_textﬁ The rules of the text

.WOuld'have to be divided, somewhat arbitrarily, into‘the

o

categories of axioms, theorems, and metatheoretical rules,

and reorganized accord ng'to those divisions.“.The colon

,nas been used liberally as a device to herald. the state-

ment of.a theorem; argument, etc.
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APPENDIX

Tract'III, éép. iv: De propogitiénibus‘modalibﬁs I18rq19?j

quﬁitur de propositionibus modalibué, unde
pfopositionum modalium gquedam sunt modales reputate ab ~
omnibus modalgs,‘quedam vefo dicuntur modales non feputate
ab omniSus modales. 

Exemplum primi, sicut, sunt propositiones in

quibus copula verbalis determinatur aliquo istorum

: modorgm. "possibile," "1mpossibile," "contingens,"

"necessarium,"'"verum," et "falsum"; ut dicendo:
"Sortem poséibileVest cuqrere"; "Sortem impossibile
est esse asinum"; "Sorteﬁ contingens ésticurrefe";l
"Hominem necesse est esse an1ma1"; "Homo vere\est animal”;
"Homo false est asinus."-

Propositiones vero modales non reputate ab
omnibus modales dicuntur esse 1lle in quibus copula -
verbalis determinatur'aliquo‘isto:um mBEOrum: ~"scit’um,"
"creditum," "opinatum," y.g.'"Omnem hominem scitum bt
a me eége animal'; "Omnem hominem creditum estla me esse
album." Unde ad hoc quod propositio vere dicatur modalis
requiritur Quod copula ferbalis determinetur'et

specificetur a;iquo_istorum modorum habentium vim

' determinandiAcopulam'ratione cdmpositionis. Et ergo

propositiones quarum verba non sunt sicut determinata

et specificata dicuntur de inesse, seu de simplici '



fific? T T e S N R T SR R T gy - Ty NN

i o - 160

:%‘ inherentia, et non. dicuntur modales. '
gf | Circa hoc dubitatur de ista et sibi similaribus:
.%f "Hominem esse animal est necesse" "Impossibile est
g: hominem esse asinum"' “Contingens est Sortem éurrere"A
g; ete., utrum sint modales vel inesse.

Breviter respondetur quod sunt de inesse ‘et non

Af

 sine aliqua ad tione seu modificatione 1111 inherentie;

modales nam iﬁé;%s predicatum denotatur 1in esse subiecto”;
B o sicut enim clare patet nulla determinatio ponitur ad
‘copulam predictarum propositionum, ergo proprie debent
" dici de inesse. Si tamen diceretur: "Hominem esse
3 : animal de necessitaﬁe est_verum," tunc e$set propositio

mbdalis.quia tunc.inheren{ia predicéti‘ad sublectum

TR RO TS

o spécificéretﬁr per éppositioném 1stius modi de
'\’necessitate ad copulam verbalem. 4
ﬁinaliter, proprie loquendo, propositiones
) divise in- quibus ponitur aliquis predictorum modorum
dicuntur propositiones modales, propositiones vero'
composite dicunt;r de inesse. _Verumﬁamen, accipiendo ly"'
propogitid modalis .extranee et communiter, omnes
pnopositioneﬁ dicuntur modales in quibus ponitur aliquis'
‘istorum, sive adverbfuﬁ, sive alio modo. Quamvis iéte
solum dicantur‘;odales in quibus allquis predictorum N

. . mpdorum ponitur ad verbum, id est, ad copulam verbalem.

Unde~commun1ter solet distinguil gquod huiusmodi

% | ) : propqsitioﬁés in quiBus ﬁonipur .aliquis;predictorum .

N
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modorum quod al;qué suht.divise et aligue sunt combositg,
seu quedam dicuntur essé in sensu diwiso, ef éliq@e ini
seﬁsu composito. |

Propositiones modales composite dicuntur in quibus
subiicitur dictum, modus vero. predicatur, vel e con;erso.
Et voco modos istos terminos "possibile," "impossibile,"
etec. Voco autem q;ctup il1lud totum_quod in propositione
ponitur ipreter modum et copulam"et negationes ét signa,
aut ali@yas aiiaé determinationes modorum vel copﬁle,
vV.g. “Sdrfem curreré est possibile."- In ista, enim,"‘

propositione, ly "Sortem currere" est subliectum et dictum

.Ly "possibile" est predicatum et modus. Similiter dicendo

?ossibileest Sortem currere," ly "possibile“ est sub-

. iectum et dictum est predicatum.  Breviter, quando modus v»\\\

prepohitur toti dicto vel boétpdnitur dicitur.comp¢sita, . /
seu in sensﬁ composito. .

Propositioneé; autém, modaies divise dicuntur-in
quibﬁs una pars diéti subiicitur et alia predicatur et
mddus tenet se ex parte'qopule, v.g. "Hominem possibile
'e§t currere.”" Ecce qualiteremodus mediat inter-partes

dictl divido eas ab invicem; quare huilusmodi p:opositiones

dicuntur divise quia modué dividit partes digti. Et

-

' notandum quod huigéhodi modi aliquando,sumunEﬁr nominal-

‘iter aliquando verbaliter. Exemplum primi ut "Hominem

possibile est currere." Exemplum secundi ut "Homo

potest currere," aiiquandonadyerbaiiter:ut "Homo
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possibiliter currit n Et sciendum est quod ad verltatem.
propositionum modalium compositarum requiritur modum

esse verificabllem de propositione correspondente ‘dicto

_ ;‘jfgius,propos;tionis,»v;g. dicendo: "Hominem currere est

possibilef" Ad veritatem istius, requiritur quod ista
propositiO' "Homo currit, "‘sit possibilis, que
correspondet 1sti dicto, "hominem currere." Ad veritatem,

autem, propositionum divisarum, seu de sensu d;viéo, hoe

‘non requiritur; set requiritur quod,modus istius

propbéitionis sit vérificabilis de prépositione composita

ex bronomine demonstrante‘illqd pro quo supponit

subiectum huius propbsitionis correspondentis dicto,

o & . .
- et predicato eiusdem propositionis in propria forma

o

sumpto,’ v.g. ad veritatem istius:  "Album possibile est
esse nigrum," non requiritur quo@ ista propbsitio: ”
"Aibum est nigrgy," sit possibilis,‘set requirituﬁ guod
ista prépositio-sit'possibilis' "Ho§ eét nigrum,"
demonstrqvgo illud pro quo supponit subiectun istius L
propositionis. "Album est nigrum," que correspondet’//)
dicto istius propositionis "Album p?ssibile est esse

nigirm." o ' -t *

,/ Ex isto sequitur quod quamvis impossibile sit

‘me videre omnem stellam, tamen omnem stellam possibile

~est me videre nam quacumque stella demonstrata de ipsa

verum est dicere, "Illam me videre est possibile."
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Ex isto, etiam, ulterius patet quod ista:

"Omnem stéllam possibile est me‘videre,“ non debet poni
in esse per istam: "Omnem stellam videé," quia ista est.
impossibilis. Set debet poq;:inesse per. unam copulativam:
habenteh multas Singulares,éuarum quelibet est "
possibilis, scilicet, "Istam stellam video et iétam
stellam video," et éic de singulis; modo istius
copulatibe quelibet pars est vera.

Ex 1isto etiam seqﬁitur éudd ista‘est concedenda£
"Quodlibet corpus bdssibile,est non esse-hic"; et 1ista
»nég;nda:‘ "Quod;ibet corpus non'essé~hic est pqssibile."
Prima ;st in sensu diviéo et vera. Secunda; autem, est-
in sehgg composito et falsa. Secundé, enim; significat.
quod hec propbsitio: "Quodlibet corpus non est hic,"
'sit.possibilis; modo hoc est falsum. Nam thnce vacuum

. essé\Qiz/szet‘possibile.

Similiter istam divisam esser veram:. "Antichristus

rd

vanteﬁuam‘efit'generatus potest esse corruptus,"_et, tamen;
istam compositam esse.negandam: "Antichristum antequam
erit generatus esse corruptus est poséibile." Hec esf
-falsa quia hec: "Antichristus antequam erit generatus
_ est corruptus,” est impossipilis.

Similiter, sequitur de aliis'modis: Primo istam
éivisam esse concedendam: "A scilo esse veruﬁ," et ista
comﬁositam esse negandam: "Scio A.esse verﬁm,". Posito

guod ista propositio: "Deus est," ®sset A et hoc lateret
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pe, tunc A scirem esse verum, et tamen non scirem A
esse Lgrum _Primum patet. , istam. “"Deus est,”

scio éésggzgram; et ista: "~ "Deus est," est A per casum,

‘ergo, A scio esse verum, et tamen, non scirem gquod A -

esset verum, ex eo quod nihii sclrem esse A supposifo

quod nihil aliud sit'A quam l1lsta propositio: ,["Deus

_est."

R
Dubitatur de quantitate propositionum modalium..

. Breviter, de hoc-respondetur quod propositiones
modales divise sunt eiusdem quantitatis cuiﬁé sunt |
prbpositiones correspondentes dictis, v. g hec propositio.
"Omnem hominém possibile est esse animal," est
univgrsalis sicut hec propositio correspondeﬁs éiué

dicté, que hec est: "Omnis homo est‘;nimal." Similiter
ista: "Quemdam hominem possibile est esse animal," est
particularis, sicut ista: "Quidam homo est animal," et

de aliis. Set sic non est de propositionibus compositis.

.Unde ista: "Omnem hominem esse animal est possibile,"

- non est unlversalis, quamvis correspondens eius dicto

sit .universalis, set est propositio indefinita. Et

ratio hulus est nam hoc tbtum: ""Omnem hominem esse

-~

animai,"\est subiectum et quia 1llud non distribuitur

non éSt,universalis, et quia illud idem supponit

- materlaliter pro ista pfopositione: "Omnis homo est

animal,"bet quacumque sibi'similizin voce vel in seripto
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vel in_mente disiunctive, ipsa est indefinitd.
Et quia ipsa significat quod heéc propositio:
"Omnis homo est animal " est possibilis, elus universalis’
erit hec: "Omniszpropositio 'omnis homo est animal'
est possibilis,"-vg} ista: "Omne quqd'est omn?mv
hominem’essé animal est possibile." |
Set de ista:,_"Nullum hominém esse asinum est
3 bossibile;" dico quod si hoc totum: "nullum hominem
esse asinum,"” capiatur simul gt supﬁonat materialiter
pro ista proposifione vel sibi simili in voce vel in
Scrigté,étc.: "Nullus homo est asinus"; diéo‘quoé egst~
1ndefini$a‘ét est affirﬁative et vera.- Signgficat quéd
ista propositio et sibi similis '“Nullus homo est ~ .

asinus,“ est possibilis, modo hoc est verum. Si,uautem,

P4

ly "nullum" capiatur significative et ?ég;duum .
matefialiter capiaﬁur(pro ista propositione vel sibi

- simili: '"Homo est asinus;" tunc est pfopoéitio
universalls et est negativa et est véra. Et tunc .
significat -tantum quantum hoc, nihil quod est hominem
esse asinum est possiblle, vel quandum ista nullé/

propositio "Homo est asinus," est possibilis. -

Deinde dubitaturde qualitate propositionum

, Breviter, de compositis est dicendum sicut de

iilis de inesse éx eo quod sicut dicebatur compbsite,

T T T T T - e i g g St

- moddlium. ' A ‘ —
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proprie loquendo, dicuntur de inesse, seu dé simplici
inherentia Unde ista est de'ineése:v "Sortém‘currere
est possibile,"'similiter, "Nullum hdminem esse animal
est 1mpossibilé;" Et hoc, si hoé totum: "nullum '

- .hominem esse animal "-capiatur pro- subiecto, unde ista:
‘"Nullum hominem esse asinum est impossibiqu" ly
"1mpossibile," quod gst predipatum, predicatur affirma-
tive de isto toto: "nullum hominem esse asinum," et
ideo éuémvis-ipsé sit de sublecto ﬁegato,'tamen ipsa““

. / .
est vere affirmativa. _Verumtamen,,Quod.si 1y "nullum"

cépéretﬁf.seorsum—significative eg/residuum puta 1ly -
: ) "hominem esse asinum" caperetur ygterialiter, dicendum

-  ‘esset quod tunc hec esset negagﬁve: “"Nﬁllum hominem -

A . esse asinum est impbssibile,"/ﬁam sensus elus esset
" nihil qﬁéd’est'hominem esse’a@inum est imposéibilézet

»in isto sensu esset falsa." Falsum enim est quod nihil -

Bk wa: T Lo

)

quod est hominem esse asinum est impossibile. Imo,
aliquod quod est hominem esse asinum est impossibile.
Nam hominem esse asinum est impossibile. Et in primo

sensu est falsa quando hoc totum: "nullum hominem esse

T T O S T AN ey e
-

asinum," est sublectum, nam tunc sensus est quod ista

: : : ’ v '
> propositio: "Nullus homo est asinus," est impossibile,.
(”““Et'hoc est ing§sibilis. De qualitate autem propositionum’

odalium divisarum, sqiénéum est quod quedam sunt

simpliciter aff;rmativé, in quibus ponitur nulla negatio,
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ut dipendb:-v"HomiAem possiblle est esse asinuﬁtﬂ - Alie

Vero sunt negative_et“Sunt'duplices: quedamtin‘quibus
negatib,fertur ad.modﬁm'quia precedit ipsum ut: "Nullum
hominem possibile est esse asinum"; alie’autem;sunt in'v

quibue negatio non-fertué\guper modum set sequitur | .
‘.ipsumtut dicehdo: "Hominem possibile est non esse

album." : , e

-

Set verumlest qpod aliquid dubitant), utrum ille-

. in quibus negatio sequitur modum &ebeant dici simpliciter
affifmative, vel-Simpliciter negative sicut ista: ;

o

- "Hominem possibile est non esse album."

\

Breviter, dico quod sunt- negative. Unde dico

iigam simpliciter esse negativam: "Hominem possibile

‘est noh esse album," quia equipoiiet uni que est mahifeste . 7
negativa, videlicet isti '"Hominem'non neeesse est esse
album " Et ex alio, nam hec est vera: ""himefam

~possibile est non esse asinum," que tamen non esset vera.

si.essetaffirmative ex eo quod affirmativa est falsa y

-
.

cuius sublectum pro nullo supponit
Ulterius dico quod 1ille propositiones in quibus“
ponitur duplex negatio, una ad modum alia ad predicatum,

sicut hic "B non possibile est non esse A " “B non

necesse est non esse A, " eunt affirmative quia quivalent, .

—~

manifeste aliquibus affirmatiyis. Hee, enim: "B non

pbqsibile-est-hon esse A," equivalet isti:. "B necesse

- L .
\ o
. .
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est evs.ée A, " que'gést-";n‘ire a.ffirmativa;- 'e'.t‘:‘Lst'a':

v?ﬁt._tll'ﬁm_B‘ h'eéesge' ést(‘non é.s'se A" e.guii,v-alet‘: isti:
| "0@.3 B 'ppssi}pile est esé_en A," que iterun; est pure
.ﬁffﬁ."z:-xhativ‘a.' L P
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IV .w: De simpIicibus consequentiis propositionum
modalium [27r-28T]

‘POStquam.dictum~esé de consequentiis simpliciﬁuss
propositionum de inesse, nunc videnduﬁ est de
consequentiis simplicibus propositionum modalium Et
primo ponam aliquas suppositiones, secundo regulas

Prima suppositio est quod "necesse esse" et
‘*“f*““"impossibile*nenlesse”‘eddipeileht quicquid enim S

necesse est esse, impossible est non esse, et e converso;
de se clarum est
Secunda suppositio quod "necesse non esse" et
'-j"impossibiie esse" equipollent, patet s1 A necesse est
’non esse tunc impossibile est esse et e converso.
| Tertia suppositiO"""impossibile" et "non -
possibile" equipollent quia in illo termino "impossibile"
implicatur negatio et ideo iste equigfllent ;B
impossibile est esse A, ergo B non possibxle est esse

A 2 5

.4a suppositio “universalis affirmé?iva contra-
0 dicit particulari negative ita quod in negativa negatio
feratur ad modum, V. g "Omne B possibile est esse A "
""Quoddam B non po§%ibile est ésse. A", similiter, "Nullum
B‘pOEZEt‘eese A" "Quoddam B potest esse, A", similiter,"

s s

B necesse est esse A" "Quoddam B non necesse est
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Sa suppdéitio propositiones modales aliquando
possunt poni sine restrictione aliqua subiecti v.g. sl

dicam ‘1B potest esse A," tunc B supponit indifferenter

- pro his que sunt vel possunt esse B; dissimiliter

.
.
2 VNGRS,
Lt EE
LTINS
1

75

TR aliquandb Possunt poni (cum) restrictione, V.g.
dicendo.-'"Quod est B potest esse A," tunc B solum

_ supponit pPro presentibus, vel dicendo: "Quod fuit B

SN I e S e ke

potest esse A," gunc B supponit solum pro preteritis,
TR T T e dicendO'” “Quod-erit B potest esse A," tunc B
supponi@ solumupro.fuﬁuris. Sim;litef,'potest diei:

"Quod potest esse B necesse est esse A " vel "Quod

PR

: est B necesse est A" vel "Quod fuit B’necesse est

O THET

T Y
-

X
v

_esse A " vel "Quod erit B Qecesse est esse A," vel

absolute sine restrictione, dicendo: "B necesse est
» . \ > . )

. esse A,"‘et sic de singularis. ;' - , _

Quantum ad" secundum, sit prima regula, et primo
: de modalibus divisis, quod propositiones de possibili

'5 S ‘ et impossibili de consimilibus subiectis et predicatis

';per equipollentiam mutuo se consequuntur, dictis earum
,,,,, ise habentibus iimiliter et modo dissimiliter. . Per ;a ’ {
;  dicta et modos se- habere similiter intelligo quando~-

'__dictum utrobique est affirmatum vel negatum; similiter,

Bliste A Ly L E R IINRRN

per.dicta et‘quos dissimiliter 153 habere, intelligo

liaieg.

230
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quando'dictum,unius affirﬁatﬁm et dictum alterius est
'negatum, ef sic consimiliter intelligendum est de modis,
2 - PN istg due'propgsiﬁionés: "Sortes potest currere,"
"Sortes impossibile est.cur;ere," se_habent similifer
tam ad dicﬁum Quam‘ad_modum. Set iste due propositiones
se habent dissimiiiter, scilicet:' "Sortem non possibile
.est noh currere,” et "Sortes possibile est currere,”
wtaquubwadmdictumméuam qud-ad-deum. Set iste due .
pfopOsipiones: "Sortem;poésibile est.non currere,"
et "Sortes impossibiieieéf currere," habent_sé modo
similiter etidicto‘dissimiliter, sed iste due: "Sortes -
non possibile est currére,"-et "Sortes impossibile eét
-»currere," habegt se modo dissimiliter et dicto similiter.
Exemplum de regula sequitur, enim: A'impossibile est“' ;
' esse B, igitur A non possibiaf est esse B;.et e éonverso,
Tuxta iétam regulaﬁ, iste equipollent: "Omne A |
impdssibile est-eséé B, et "Nullum'A possibile est esse
B " In prima, enim, neque negatur modus ‘neque dictum,v
.in secunda, autem, negatur modus et non dictum
;Similiteri luxta illam regulam, iste equipol;ent: ’
"Nuilum'A ﬁossib;lé*est-esse B," et "Omne A non possibilé
est eSse\B"; similiter, iste;!:fNulium A impossibilé
A,:egt esse B," et "Omne A possibile est eése-B," ete.
| Za'regulaf propositiones de impossibili et ~~

fnecessario de consimilibus sublectis et predicétis per

[
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equipollentiam mutuo se consequuntur, modis se habentlbdbus

similiter et dictis digsimiliter. Sequitur, enim: A

Aimpossihile est non esse B igitur A Fecesse est esse
.B, similiter- A necesse est non esse B ergo A

.1mpossibile est esse B, probatur per primam et

secundam suppositonem;r Nam "Impossibile non esse" et

“necesse esse" equipollent, et "necesse non esse" et

ol msfremmesezarmmn Danmrmre e e
n - ) 1 :

7"Omne A necesseAgs; non esse B, etr"aneJL impossibile'

" est esse B"; similitér;;iste: "Omne.A non necesse est

' dissimiliter,'v.g.,

*_“impesé%bile” essewequipol;ent~-mluxta illam regulam, . ... ...

iste equipollent "Omne A necesse est esse B " et .

"Omne A impossibile est non esse. B", similiter, iste.

esse B," et "Omne A non impoésipile estAnon'esse B";

similifer, iste: "Nullum A hecésse est esse B," et

"Nullum A impossibile est non esse B "

3 regula" propositiones de possibili et necesse

.'de consimilibus subiectis et predicatis per equipollentiam
‘- mutuo se consqguuntun\hz?ctis et modis se habentibus
A

cesse est esse B, ergo A non ot

’ . possiblle est ﬂbn esse B; similiter: A possibile est ;

esse B ebgo A non necesse est non esse B. Probatur -

- nam per secundam regulam, sequitur. A necesse est-éssé

B, igitur A impossibile est non esse B; et ad istam,‘

sequitur ista: . A nen possibile est non esse B, per

primam regulam, dgitur, per primam regulam, quicquid
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7éequ1tur ad conseduens, sequitur ad antécedens, igitur
ad istam: "A necesse est esse B," seq tur illa. "A
non possibile est non esse B."
Iste tres regule possunt retineri per istos
tres versus' Pos impos equipol dic si sed modo
.dissimig Imgos necesse dic dissi sed moqogéimi, Pos
‘atque_necesge dicto modoque‘dissi.. Priﬁus vefsusA
’_ de§érvit*prime“regule3~secﬁndus'seéunae;~ettertius h
'teftie. | ‘ | 5
- i ~ y2 régula: in omni;pﬁopbsitibné'de iheése, in
. sensu diviso, sgbiectum eét'ampliatum.pro his que sunt.
vel possunt.esse. Uﬁde in iéta: "A necesse est esse
B, n sublectum supponit pro eo gquod est vel petest esse A,
“igitur ipsa est exponenda.v "A necesse est B, n quod est
vel pqtest esse A necesse est esse B. Probatur,-nam
ista: "B potést non esse A," contradiéit 1sti: "Nullum -
0 . B potest non esse A " que equipollet isti, per tértiaﬁ
B regulam "Omne B necesse est esse A," et cum in

$
’ ‘propositionibus contradicentibus sibi’ invicem et

. equ;pollentibus subiecta debeant‘stare_gqualiter'ampla
~sequitur quod si in ista: “B poteé% noniesse A"
'»Subiectum ampiiatur‘ad sﬁpponendum pro eb qﬁod est vel
:potest esse, .sicut. communiter conceditur\sic etia&gin
111a’ contradicente- v"Nullum B potest non esse A," et

¢um hoc equipolleat isti: "Omne B necesse est‘esse A;"

3

Ps

o
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per tertiam regulam sequitur quecd similiter in 1l1la:

"Omne B necesse est esse A," subiedtum supponit pro eo

quod est vel potest esse, similiter, in ista indefinita: -

"B necesse est esse A"

Ex ista ‘regula, sequitur .quod posito quod Deus

non crearet adhuc, hec esset vera: H"Creans de necessitate
. ! i - .\\/' .

-

est Deus," nam'valet istann"Quodest vel potest esse

U NP O ) st

‘hec ésset'félsa quando ﬁ*u§ non- crearet :

creans de necessitate est Deus," et hoc est verum quamvis

actu Deus non creet

Similiter, sequitur iiiam esse

veram:. "Omne creans denecessita{ce est Deus,“ posito o

quod Deus . non crearet,‘et hoé suppbéito qﬁod indifferenter .
‘omnes prdpositiones'in quibus subiecta ampliantur-éebeant
eprni per‘cathegorematiCas de subiectis disiunctis - h '

ampliatis et non per hypothetidas quod ¢redo verius

esse dicendum. Unde secundum hoec:
v .

"Omnes creans de
necessitate est Deus," valet istam:

"Omne quod est vel
potest esse creans de necessitate est Deus," et hoc est

verum supposito adhuc.ﬁuod Deus non creet. Si tamen

"diceretur, sicut aliqui dicunt, quod propositiones de

subiectis ampliatis debent exponi per hyootheticas

: universales puta per copulativas;universales quedam vero

per indefinitas ¥t singulares: ut per disiunctivas, tunc

"Omne creans

~de necess;tate est Deus'" ex eo quo@.habeat exponi per

unamn copulativam cuius altera pars esset falsa Et

]
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illa esset vera: "Quoddam creans necesse est non esse .
: . | ' '
Deum," ex eo quod_habet'exﬁoni per unum disiunctivam

~culus una pars esset vera.

Ulterius sequitur quod illa consequentia non

" valet: A necesse est esse‘B igitur A est B; sicut nec

ista: A potest esse B, igitur A est B, nam ista potest
esse vera: '"Quod est vel potest esse A necesse est

esse B " sine hoc quod illa sit vera "A est B "A

.Similiter, quod 1lla consequentia non valet. Creans

de necesSitate est Deus, igitur creane est Deus, nam

sicut dictum est posito quod SZEESnon crearet adhuc,

ista esset vera: - "Creans de necessitate est Deus,".

et, tamen, hec esset falsa. "Creans est Deus," ex eo

'quod est affirmatiVa cuius subiectum pro nullo supponit

5 regnla. ad'nullam propositionem affirmativam

de necessario, si subiectum non sit restrictum per 1y

' "quod est," sequitur,eliqua ‘de inesse, nec e converso,

sempér intelligendo de\consequent%e formali. Unde ad

illam: A necesse ‘est esse B, non sequitur ista:

'igitur<A est Bj; nec sequitur: A est B, igitur A necegse

est..esse B. Et notanter dico si subiectum non sit

) . . K .
/estrictum,.si, enim, in 1lla de necessario subiectum

'eseet restrictum,_tunc.ad‘eam bene sequitur aliqua de

inesgg; bene .enim sequitur: ~ Quod est A necesse-est » -

:esse B, ergo A est B. ,Priﬁh pars regule patet nam in.

\
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illa de neceséario subiectum amplia%ur per precedentem |
regﬁlam, in ista, autem, de inesse non, étiam, sicut
dicebatur ih corpore‘prededentis, conclusionis non

sequitur Omne cfeans de nécessitate-est Deus, ergo

| creans est ‘Deus, nam ex disiuncto infertur altera pars

\

affirmative, prima enim valet istam: Omne quod est.

vel potest esse creans -de necessitate est Deus, ex qua '

" inferebatur ista: Creans est Deus, ad quam sequitur

:aliquis terminus ampliativus sublecti. Secunda pars

regule patet nam'nén'sequ;tur: . Omnis homo Curfit, ergo

-hominem necesse est currere.

o

62 regula: ad particularem'negativam'dé

necessario, non sequitur aligquam de inesse, et voco

_ negativam de necessario de modo affirmato et dicto .

negato. .atet Non enim sequitur: Quemdam planetam
‘lucentem super’ nostrum hemisperium necesse est non

;Sse solem, ergo planeta lucens super nostrum
hemisperium non est sol nam posito quod solus sol
luceat super nostrum hemisperium tunc adhuc hec esset
'veraﬁv "Quemdam planetam lucentem super nostrum
Ahemisperium hecesse est, non esse solem," existente ista
falsa: "Planeta' lucens super nostrum hemisperium non
est 551." Quod 1sta sit falsa patet per capitulum ‘
precédehs, et quod prima sit vera patet per-Hm regulam,
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" {rnesse, et iterum intelligendo per negativam de ¢

-

esse ;ucens super nostrum hemisperium necesse est non
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nam ipsé significat quod planeta qui est vel potest

esse solem; et hoc est verum, nam luna est vel potest

ESS/

- - e

est non esse solem. L L
7a regula: ad propositionem universalem

negativam de necessario vdato quod sublectum non sit

restrictum per ly "quod est," bene sequitur aligua de .

neceséario in qua modus non negatur set dicfum, v;g.;
Omne B necesse est non“esée A, ergo nullum B est A.°
Patet nam si sublectum pro aliqﬁo supponlt tunc in
prima distribuitur prq.omnibus,pro quibus distribuitur

in secunda, et forte cum hoc pro pluribus, ergo, si

prima, est vera pro omnl et secunda; si autem sublectum

in neutra supponat pro aliquo tunc éadem est causa
veritatis utriusque, et per consequens neutra erit vera,
sive alia, si autem subiectum in prima supponit pro

aliguo, . et pro nuilo in secunda, tunc ‘secunda erit

_vera, slve prima sit vera sive non et ergo si prima sit

vera, ngp potest esse nisi secunda sit vera, et per
consequens, secunda sequltur ad primam\‘ | ‘ ;

8a regula: ad propositionem *ﬁ.versalem de
possibili non restrictam per ly "quod est," non sequitur

aliqua de inesse,”v.g., non enim §equitur:' Omne album

— . o

-

e lucens super nosbrum?hemiépérium, et 1llam necesse
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est vera et-segunda falsa. Prima enim significat quod

omne quod est vel potest'esse album potest esse nigrum,

et hoc est verum,_et quod secunda sit falsa patet de

sy
L
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se.’ Similiter, non sequitur particulariter: Quoddam
album potest esse nigrum, ergo album est nigrum;'nec
. 1ndefi!¥¢e pr?pter‘consimilem rationem. vSimiliter, . . | :
P ,é non seqﬁitur; Omne currens poteét noé esse currens, |
% —~§_J}rgo currens non est currens, quia iterum prima existente
E T T T—vera, secunda est falsa sicut patet de se. .

- /
9 regula: ad omnem propositionem affirmativam

‘de inesse, sequitur particularis affirmativa de possibili
gt Intelligo de affirmativa_de-mo?o et dicto aff;rmqﬁo,
: vié.; ;éQuitur'enim:i Omne»A’eSt B, ergo quodéaﬁ»A i
'potés% esse B; nam ex opposito contradictoria'conséquentis, S
o \ i%;cet~ "Nullﬁm A potest esse B! sequitur per | |

‘equi ollentiam: . "Omne A necesse est non esse B," per
. " Ce

tertiam regulam huius capituli. [Et ad 1llam£ "Omne -

£ BT AT

A necesse est non esse B n per gdliam- regulam hulus’
 capitu11, sequitur- "Nullum A est B " ad quam sequitur
ulterius: - "Quoddam A non est B! per subalternationem N
'que repugnat, antecedenti, scilicet: "Omne A est B,“‘

\

. ergo consequentia prima erat bona. Et notanter dixi,

*sequitur particularis éffirmativa,"prdpter hoc quod

con

qhamﬁis'ad universalem affirmativam_de 1nes$e_bepe'
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seéuatur. particularié.affirmativa de possibili, témen
ad eam non sequitur_uhiversalis affirmativa de possibili;
non enim sequitur: Omne currens est homo, ®rgo omné‘
'curréns pote;t esse:homo,‘nam poéito ~quod éolus-homo
currerét, antecedens.essét verum et conéequens falsum,‘ R

. nam quamvis'solué Sortes curreret adhuc asinus‘esseﬁ .
vel poéset esse currgné; et tamén asinus non potest esse
- homo. o | ._ |
:-ma~~.3w~'A~;~«wf-v-lb§uregula:~ ad~9mhem bropositionem affirmativam
de.possibili?rseQuitur pértiqularis affirmativa de | \;_;
possibill de terminls transpositls, v.g. B potest esse A, -
ergé‘qUOddam A potest esse' B. Patet nam si B potest
eSsé A signetur istud B et sit C tun? argultur exppsitorie‘
//’ESEYQ potest esse B, hoc idem C p§teét esse A, ergo guod
potest esse A;;st,vel potest esse B ad quod sedﬁitur
ulterius; érgb A p;tésf esse‘B.
lla regulai: ad nullam.negativam‘de pdssibili,.
‘sgquitur'aliqﬁa négatiia-de possibili terminis
o | o ‘ tfaﬂppsitis, et semper loquor de negéti?a ubi'negatio
ferturlad dictum‘ft non ad modum,2 y.g;; Omnis Deus
. potest non essé'creans, ergo creans potest non esse
"Deus. Prima est véfa’et secunda falsa. Et quod prima

sit vera patet quia Deﬁs potest non creare. Set‘quod

‘2medium-(mqm) in #ext.

v
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secunda sit fals patet quia significat quod i1llud quod

- est vel potest esse creans potest non esse Deus, modo ”

hoc est falsum, ex eo quod nec 111ud quod est nec illud
quod potesp esse cneans potest non esse Deus.

122 reéﬁlé:'-éd'nullam proposit%pnem.de
nécessario, sequitgr alia de necessario termlnis
transposiﬁis‘preter.ad universaiém negafivam a‘qua”'

»

N\, .
terminis transpositis ad univérs&lem negativam est ‘bona

-‘consequentia. Prima pars patet quia non sequitur:

Omnem creantem necesse est esse Deum, ergo omnem

Deum necesse est esse creantem.. Prima est vera, secunda

_existedte félsa; quod prima sit vera patet ‘ex: dictis,. e

-

quod/secunda sit’faisa patef nam Deus non de_necesg;tatea‘

LR

est creans, set contingenter. Similiter nbnisequituri'l

Quoddam animal necesse est non esse hominem, ergo.

J

'quemdam hominem necesse est non esse animal. Prima enim

\n\vest vera et secunda falsa.' Secunda pars patet ném bene

sequitur' Omne A necesse est non esse B, ergo omne B '
u. »- Q-

necesse est non esse A, nam ex opposito consequentis,

scilicet: "Quoddam B potest esse A," sequitur-oppqsitum

antecedentis, scilicet "Quoddam'A potest esse B,"

| per illam regulam, ergo prima'eonsequentia‘erat bona.

% ' Set tamen sciendum quod omnis propositio - C¥

' affirmativa de necessar{o potest converti secundum

resolutionem convertentis, V. g., sequitur enim:-

S
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eénteﬁ_neoesse'est eéoo,Deum,_ergo quod neoeése_esf
'zg\\ Deg@ est vel potest esse creans. |

) i3a reéu}a& ad omneh propoSitionem de contingentil
ad utrumlibet habentem modum affirmatum sine
tqahSpositione ;erminorun;*ooquitur:alia de contingenti

ad utrumlibet opposite qualitatis etiam de modo

affirmato; et hoc est . illud quod 8olet dici propositionem

de contingenti ad uﬁkumlibet posse converti in oppositam
gualitatem\ﬁbtet per quod nominis “contingentis ad o
utrumlibet;V. Dicitui enim “contingens ad utrumlibet"
gquia potest sic esse, et potest sic non esse propter
quod sequitur © Omne ﬁ&contingitvesse A, ergo omne .B
contingit non esse.]f\bt e converso, scilicet. Qﬁoddaﬁ.
B contingit esse A, igitur ;Ebédgm’B contingit pan esse
"A. Set siiosset de modo negétivo.tunc'ad eam'nonﬁ
sequitur'aiia‘opposité»qualitatrsf- Noh'enim seqﬁitur{
B noﬁ contingit esse Agyigitur4B contingit’esse,A,
propter quod notanter dixi ad habentem modum affirmatum,
sequitur alia opposite qualitatis etiam de modo affirmato
quamvis,de dicto’ negato.

| 142 regula:4 ad nuliam propogitioggm’ae

. contihgénti ad utrumlibet; seqﬁitur'alia-de contingeﬂti
. ad utrumlibet de terminis tran ,Egositis et ~semper

. intelligo de consequentia formali, Patet hoc. Non enim

seqﬁitur: Deum_coﬁtingit non”ésée creantem,’ ergo
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. creantem contingitﬁeSSe,Deum, nam prima est vera sicut
de'se pafet Secundé,~autem, falsé ex eo quod oﬁnem
creantem-necesse est esse Deum sicut primus étzebatur;
| et sicut est de affirmativa, ita est de negativa quia
per precedentem regulam affirmativa de contingenti ad
utrumlibet et negativa de contingenti ad utrumlibet
;\\ " mutuo se’consequuntur. A ~~
‘ . "« 152 regula: ad omnem.propositioﬁeﬁ de contingenti
modum affirmatum habenten, sequitur alia de possibili ‘
 terminis transpositis Patet quia ad omnem de
contingenti habentem modum affirmatum, sequitur alia de
poséibili ad Qﬁam quidem de po;sibili sequiﬁuplde terminis
éranspositis alia de possipili, et:cum quicquid sequitur
ad,cdnsequéns,‘sequitur ad ‘antecedens; a primo ad ultimum
" ad probpsitionem de.contingenti ad utrumiibet habentem
modum affirmatum éequitur una de possibili‘ferminis,
‘éranspositis. _
.. ‘ Notandum est quod propositiones de pbssibili'
equivalent prbpositionibus de necessario de dicto negato,
erga non oportet specialiter dicere de~is§is de \

; _ %
possibill set pro eis illud quod dictum est de -

propositionibus de necessafip,de dicto‘negaté sufficit.
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IV. vi: De consequentiis propositionum modalium in sensu’.'

: . composito [28r-28V] Ve

'}..' aE | ‘ _Ngnc videndum est de propositionibus que

, dicuhtur modales in sensu compdsitp quo'ad'consqusntias'
ad invicem. Et priméfregula slt ispa quod in omnibus’

‘ modalibus in quibus subiicitur dictum a éartiéulabi.éd
universalem sine transpositione termiporum est bona
conSequentia, v.g. bene enim sequitur: Quedam propositio

"B est A" est possibilis, ergo omnis propositio "B est

:.p:fr‘»“;“ A

A" est possibilis. Ratio est quia omnium talium

S

. propositionum una significat sic sicut quelibet significat,
igitur sl una est vera, relinqua est vera. Et similiter
de possibilitate et necessitate et alils modis, et sicut
est bona consequentla a particulari ad universalem,
ita etiamlest bona consequéntia a singulaqi ad ﬁniversalém,

G < ut hec propositio. non potest esse vera: "Hec propositio

'B est A' est possibilis,” quin hec sit vera: "Omnis.
- propositio :B est A est,possibilis." |
| Simiiiter, hoc.idem patét de négativa, nam

. . sequitur: Quédam propositio "B est A" non est possibilils,

b /?//Rergo nulla prépositio "B.est A" est poss 1lié,bNém huius

‘: A propositionis: "B estbA' non est poésitflls;"'causa '

; ‘ ' : veritatis sunt 1lle: aut quia nulla propositio est "B -

~est A" est possibilis, et sic subiectum pro nullo

- supponit, aut quia quedam propositio "B eSt A" set

[l
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oL illa non est poésiﬁiiﬁs, modo a4d primam istarum cadsarum
non éolum Sé;uitur quod qugdam'talis non est ppssibilis,
immo etiam quod’n@llﬁ télig sit possibilis et habetu;
propositum. . . j e .
- Simil;ter; ad secundum causam veritatis sequi%ur
quod nulla talis sit ﬁossibilis'cuﬁ omnis causa
ve%itatig unius sit causa veritatis ' alterius et
" cuiuslibet si sint plures. .
'35 , T 22 regula: omnis proposifio modalis universalis
affirmativa in qua dictum subiicitur, convertitur non
simipliciter sed per accidens, v.g., non enim sequitur:
Omnis propositio "B est A" est possibilis, igitur omne
‘poséibile est propositio "B est A," set bene sequitur:
lOmnis propositio "B}eét A" est poSsib;lis, ergo quoddam
possibiletest propositio "B‘est A." Patet quia ex

opposito consequentis etc.

L Y ' | 3 regpla.. omnes propositiones modales compositi

E : preter universalem affirmativam in quibus dictum

subiicitur, convertgntur simpliciter..

%atep primo de

-

- particulari affirmativa nam bene se&uitur;

Quaedam

propositio "B est'A";est possibilis, ergo quoddam

possibile est ?rbpositio "B est A"; hec potest probari

' sicut probabatur de illis de inesse per syllogismum
expositorium. Similiter, patet de universali negativa

quiavbene sequitur: Nulla propositio "B est A" est
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vpossibilis,'ergo nullum possibile est propositio "B est

2
‘%f/\ ' o A." Patet quia utrobique est eadem suppositio terminorum
| ‘ |

%. et non est ibl ampliatio terminorum. . Similiter, patet

£

sz

de particulari negativa nam bene sequitur: Quedanm

sera®

s ra Ay
RIEEEER T S0

propositio "B est A" non est possibilis, ergo‘quoddam

possibile non est propositio "B est A." Quod patet nam,

e

' per primam regulam, sequitur: Quedam propositio "B est

i

. A" non est possibilis, igitur nulla propositio "B est

ey

A" est poséibilis; dd quam ulterius sequitur per
conversionem: Quoddam pessiblle non est propositio
"B est A." Ergo, a primo ad ultimum, ad illam:

Quedam propositio "B est A" non est possibilis, sequitur:

ST TR IR NI R T T

Quoddam possibile non est propositio "B est A," per

istam regulam, quicquid sequitur ad consequens sequitur
-ad antecedens; similiter, patet de singularibus per

-idem.

Et notanter dixi "inregula in qua dictum

‘subiicitur,"nam si modus subiiceretur in particulari

‘negativa, non sic' converteretur sicut dicit fégula

H}

statim sequens.
i B ‘ ua regula omnis propositio modalis composita in

qua modus subiicitur, convertitur simpliciter preter

Lt LU SN

particularem negativam que non convertitur. Ista regula l

S

patet quantum ad omnes propositiones, videlicet tam ad

4 universales quam ad partf’ﬁlares etc., sicut de istis —/ Y

I3

!@'*WW‘”'"* "'Wh*«h« o
‘.
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.%éiversalem affirmativam que quidem

universalis'affirmativa, in sensu composito, in gua

de inesse, preter

subiicitur modus convertitur in particdlarem, ad quam
quidem particularem, per primam regulam huius éapituli,
sequitur universalis; ergo, per illam regulém, quicquld
sequitur ad consequens sequitur ad antecedens, ad
universalem affirmativam compositam in qua modus
subiicitur, sequitur universalis affirmativa terminis
transpositis, v;g.,HOmne possibile est propositio "A‘est
B," ;d ‘quam seqﬁitur' ergo quedam propositio "A est
_B" est possibilis; ad quam, per primam regulam, sequitur
ergo omnis propositio A est B" est possibilis. Ergo,

a primo ad ultimum Omne possibile est propositio "A
est B," sequltur ista: Omnis propositio."A est B" est
possiblle. | | .

a2

52 pegula: omnis propositio modalis affirmativa

4

composita ex éero, similitgr, de possibili, similiter,
de necessario,%convertitur quantum ad dictum sicut
propositio correspondens dicto per se converteretur,
V.E.> "Possibile est quemdam hominem currere," quantum
ad_dictum gonvertitur in istam: “Possibile est quoddam -
currens.esse hominem." Similiter ista: "Necesse est |
Deum esse iustum,” convertlturin istam: "Quoddam

iustum necesse est esse Deum." Similiter: "Nullum

» . :
hominem esse asinum est verum,"” convertitur in istam:

’fNullum'asindm esse hominem estvverum." Et-huiusmodi

P
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conversiones prébantur per sextam regulam secuhdi
capituli huius, scilicet, si antecedens est verum,

consequens est verum, et .81 antecedens est possibile,

consequens est possibil et si antecedens est

" necessarium, consequens est necessarium, posito'quod

simul . formentur. -

62 regula: omne dictum particulare convertitur

2

in uﬁiversalem,‘in.particularem-co@positam'affirmativam

de falso vel de'impossibili,.set,non univefsalis_in
particularem. |

Item dictum universale negativum convertitur
simpliciter, sed universale affirmativum non convertitur;
hec oﬁnia ténent, ;deo quia si consequens est falsum vel‘

impossibile oportet antecedens esse falsum et impoésibile;

r .
et non est necesse e corverso quia ex falso..bene

sequitur verum, et ex.impOSSibili-sequitur possibile;

73 regula: omne dictum in propositione de

. contingenti composita et affirmativa convertitur secundum

opositam qualitatem in dictum contradictorium, non
contrarium Unde sensus huius propositionis- "Contingens
est ad utrumlibet B esse A," est quod ista potest esse
vera' "B est A," et potest esgse falsa; igitur oportet
etiam esse huiusmodi suam contradictoriam cum |
contradictorie propositiones ‘non sint s;mul vere nec

false. De contrariis, non est ita; 1icet enim hec possit
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esse vera et falsa' "Omne intelligens est Deus, et
tamen ista non potest esse vera: "Nullum intelligens
est Deus," ergo non sequitur- Contingens est omne
1ntelligens esse Deum, ergo contingens est nullum
intelligens esse Deum

8 regula. ad omnem propositionem affirmativam
compositam de necessarilo, sequitur suum dictum, et
sequitur propositio de possibili, et vero, et non e
converso. Et ad omnem ‘talem de vero, sequitur ista de
possibili, et non e converso, et ad omnenm propositionem
dg contingenti, sequituq-propositio de possibili culus
est dictum, et non a converso' Ista regula plures habet
partes et per se mariifeste sunt ex eo quod omnis
propositio necessaria est possibilis et vera et non
e converso,‘et omnis propositic vera et omnis contingens

est possibilis et non e converso, et bene sequitur'A A
.est B igitur A possibile est esse B, et non e converso;
sequitur: A est B, igitur ‘verum est ‘A est/B ]
R 9a regula.r si propositio de necessario composita“
et affirmativa, sit. necessaria quicquid sequitur ad

. elus dictum est necessarium, et ta de possibili

‘quicquid sequitur ad eius dictum e possibile, et ita

de vero per illam‘regulam: sl antecedens est verum et
consequens gst verum,.et si ahtec;dens'est possiblle et

consequens est possibile et si antecedens est necessarium,
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consequens est necessarium.

10a regula: ad_nullam propositionem compqsitamf
affirmativam de possibili, sequitur aligua divisa de
péssibili de modo aff;rmato, nec e;converso, preterquam '
ad cogpositém de modo -vel dicto affirﬁato, sequitur

barticularis affirmativa,diéisa. Exceptio est manifesta

- quia si hec est possibilis: "B est A," seQuiéur manifeste
quod 1llud B potest esse 4; tamen licet hec sit

possibiliS' "Omne currens est asinus," non sequitur

quod omne currens possit esse asinus quia equus forte

currit vel potest currere, tamen asinus no;;“_,
esse equus. E cOnverso, autem, manifestum est>quod :
’\E nihil sequitur qula licet omne dormlens possit esse
vigilans, tamen hec non est possibilis: "Dormiens est
g . -_ -+ vigilans." |
112 regula'- ad nuilém propositionem dompositam

de necessario affirmativam sequitur alia de necessario
5 divisa de modo affirmato, nec e converso, preterquam ad
; _ ‘universalem negativam divisam, sequitur composita de
dicto negato. Illa exceptio probatur quia ad hanc esse
possibilem: "B est A," sequitur quod B potgst ésée A,
;5 : A | \per precedentem conciuéioﬁem, ergo; per quartam regulam
% 'secundi capituli, sequitur: Nullum B potest esse A,
: ‘ : ergo n_on.est poséibile'B eise A. Igitur,. p‘ér *

equipollentiam, sequitur: Omné'B‘necesse-est non esse

e o e T T
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A, ergo hec noh est possibilis: "B est A," ad quam
sequitur quod sua contradictoria est necessaria quia
omnis impossibilis habet contradictoriam.necessariam,
sequitur hanc- esse necessariam: MNullam B est ‘A."
Finaliter, ergo ad 1llam: Omne B necesse ést;
non'esse A, sequitur ista: Necesse est nullum-B.essé

;Q!}

hec est necessaria: "Omnis equus est animal," et tamee)////

A. Prima pars regule pétet gquia, secundum Aris%otelem,

nullum equum necesse est esse animal, e€x eo quod omnis
equus potest non esse et per consequens, potest non esse
'animal '
Similiter, € converso licet omnem creantem
necesse sit esse Deum, tamen hec non est necessaria:
"Creans est Deus"; similiter, licet sit necessarium -
nullum dormieﬁtem vigilare, tamen nﬁllum dormientem
necesse est vigilare. be'particﬁlari etiam negativa
i manifestum est quod’ non sequitur:' Quoddam currens \
necesse est'non esse eéuUm, ergo héc necessaria:
Currens non est equus,”" qula posito quod tamen homo
currat prima est vera, et secunda falsa. Hec igitur

de consequentiis formalibus‘simplicibus dicta ad presens

sufficiant.
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IV‘xii: De syllo ismis ex propositionibus modalibus
o [30v31r

Postguam dictum est de syllogismis ex
propositionibus de inesse, nunc dicendum est de

syllogismis ex propositionibus modalibus, et similiter,

de syllogismls ex una de inesse et alla modall.

Et sit primar;;gula:' tam maiofe‘quamvminore

. existente de possibili non oportet conclusionem esse

de possibili V.g. Omne currens esse homenem est

4

-,

possibile, omnem asinum esse currentem est possibile, |
ergo omnem asinum esse hominem est possibile. Patet .
premissas esse veras et conclusionem fglsam, posito enim
quod'nihii currat nisi homo tunc'heq est vera: - "Omne
cﬁrrens-est homo," set possibiie est quod nihil currat
niéi homo; ergo verum est: "Omne curfensAesse hominem
est possibile.” Similiter,- "Omnem asinum esse,cu#renteml
est possibile," non obsf £€ quod omne currens éit homo.
Ratio regule est quod nﬁ?::‘premissarum est totale
antécedens respectﬁ/;:£us conclusionié, éet.totale

antecedens est una copulativa composita ex ambabus

premissis, et'quamvis'in predic%o syllogismo quelibet

premissarum fuerit vera tamen quia ista:  "Omne currens

est homo," est incompbssibilis.igti:: "Asinus est

currens," copulativa composita ex ambabus premissis -

erat'félsa,~et 1deo non mirum si conclusio erat falsa.

e
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28 régulaf.'ex duabus premissis de continéenti,
non sequitur gonciusio contiﬁgens. Patet, ‘Nonenlm
v éeéuitur:% Omne‘cﬁ;rgns esse hominem est contingens,
bmﬁem asinum gsse_curfentg@'est contingens, ergo omnem
N "asinum esse hominem est contihgens. Similiter, non
sequitur: .Omne currens esse animal est contingens,

- omnem hominem esse curr tem est cqntingens, €rgo omnem
hominem esse animal est cortingens. Premisse sunt vere
et conclusio.est falsa. Hoc. enim non est contingens

‘"Omnis'hdmo est animal," set est necessaria; necessarium
autem noﬁ est contingens. Necessarium enim est quod
non potest esse falsum, contingens au;em quod potest
esse falsunm. | |
32

sequitur conélusio de necessario, v.g. Omne animal esse.

regula: ex ambabus_premissis de necessario

substantiam est necesse, omnemlhbminem bsse_animal est
necesse, ergo omnem hominem ess; substahtiamuest necesse. _
_Et ratio est quia ambabus premissis existehtibus |
necessariis, copdlativa ex els composita ést necessarila
que quidem copulativa dicitur, "antecedens totale requc}u‘
éoncluéipnis," set ex-antecedente necessario non sequitur
conciuéio nisi'nﬂﬁessaria. Pétet per quintam regulam
‘positam in. capitulo 2 huius. ' |

y2 regula: ex embabus premissis veris sequitur |

conclusio vera. Patet quia ex ambabus premissis veris
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constituitur una copula vera que dicitur, “totale
antecedehs espectu conclusionis"; ex vero autem non
i ‘ " sequitur ni 1 verum etiam ex 2 capitulo huius.

| 5a regula: ‘nonrdpértet sl premisse'sint écite
quod conclusio sit sclta.- Patet quia non.sequitur: . 5##3)
\ al o Omne animal esse substantiam est scitum a Sortem, omnem
4 ? ‘ ' hominem esse animal esse scitum a Sortem, ergo omnem
j i o ' hominem‘esse substantiam- est scitum a Sortem, quia forte
| omnge animal esse substantiam est scitum a Sortem, etiam

: : L omnem hominem esse animal scitur _Sorfémj_pvtést‘taméﬁ*—'”‘”

-Sortes non advertere de ista omnis homo est substantia.

et in 1110 casu premisse essent vere et conclusio falsa.

s

\ ;: _ Et similiter, potest dubitare an conseqqfntia sit bona,
|

6% regula " non oportet quod si premisse sint
é . . dubie ‘quod concluslo sit dubia. Patet nam ex premissis
i dubiis constituitur una copulativa -que diéitur; "tofale
; i ‘ '”- " antecedens respéctu cdnclusionis;" modo non oportet qupq
si antecedens sit dubium quod conclusio sit dubia, unde
ex<yn>quod propositio necessaria sequitur ad quodllbet
,sicut dicebatur in 2° capitulo huius. Posslbille est
jquod sit aliqua propositio necessaria sclta et non
" dubila,” cuius tamen antecedens est dubium.
Iste sex regule sic posite quantum ad'

generationem sylloéismorum ex propositionibus modalibus

I T TR s T T T ey e
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T IV xiii: De uniformi generatione syllogismorum ex
ambabus modalibus.[31T] -

+ - v

’ »

/7
‘Nunc restat dicere de generatione syllogismorum

‘ex ambabus modalibus, pon tamen compositis set divisis.

Et sciendum est quod illud quod dicebatur de |
propositionibus de possibili et de necessario, .
intelligendum est de propositionibus habentibus effirmatum

modum,vquamvis aligue earum habeant dictum negatum.

RS

Sit ergo prima regﬁia+f¥ex*duabuSNpropositionibﬁs;»‘
de'possibili\d;visis, subiecto.non festriqtg per ly |
 "guod est;" in pfima'figdfa, sequitur conclusio de |
poasibizi, preter gquam in celantes qui co;cludit 1ndirec;e;
_t Patet nam .bene sequitur: émne”B.petest esse A, omne C .
.botest esse B, ergo omne C potest esse A. Simi;iter; “
proportionaliter, potest argui negative; in prime
, figura, ubl manifeste ténent syllogismi si explicite
exprimantur premisse. syllogismi quidem affirmativi per
dici de omni, syllogismi autem negativi per dici de ‘»
nullo, v.g., s1 dicatur sic Omne quod est vel potesf
esse B potest esse A, omne qqod est vel potest esse
Cc pbtest‘esse BQ ergO‘omﬁe quod est vel potest esse.C

[

potest esse A, similiter de hegativa.,
' z

Set diceres contra, non sequitur: Omne currens
potest esse equus, omnis homo potest esse currens, ergo

omnis homo potest esse equus, qula premissis existentibus
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.verié,_donglnsio est falsa. ‘ o
Respbndeturﬁquod\émbé premisse ndn sunt vere et
N

discursus est bonus, regulat r eni@ per dicl de omni.

Set quod non ambe premisse sint'Vere patet Nam maior'

est falsa ex eo quod significét-guod omne quod est vel

potest esse currens potest esse- equus, modo hoe est >

falsum. . Omne. autem in Celantes non valeat ex- amﬂgghé

-

deopoééibili Patet nam non sequitur.,»Omnem Deum

e \
possibile est non esse creantem, omnem primam causam -

possibile est esse Deum, ergo, conciudendo 1ndirecte,

o conclusig est falsa, scilicet. omnem creantem possibile

B . . . . Y -
P . . . N
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eét‘non‘eSSe primam'causam, ex eo’quod omne creans
- \ N -

necesse est esse primam causam

- =

'2 regula: ex ambabus premiésis de possibili

. non- valet syllogismus, in secunda figura, concludo

.

;«  - :. conclusionem de possibiliﬂ Patet namzuxusequitur
CE :‘:11 Ce Omgém ppim causam poSsibile est non’ esse creantem,
i ) | 6mhemDeumajlssibilifﬁyfﬁgbse creantem, ergo omnem Déum

poésibile est non esse primam causam, et similiter o

- erit alii;rmodis.
’ ';_’ . l‘ ~3a reghla: in tertila figura;ex ambabus g#éﬁiSsis
. | ’de possibili Qalent syllogismi”ad conclddendum
«' i conclusionem d.possibili, et posset probari per

PN
. impossibile et semper ex opposito conclusionis et minore

1n prima’?igura figJPt bonus syllogismus ad concludendum ‘

P maior'enr.
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i

?ua regula} silprohiberetur @mpliatio per 1ly

"quod.est," in prima figuré, non valkt'syllogismus ex

Abambabué de possibili Datur enim id%tantia sic,‘nam
posito quod luna in toto sit eclipsata, tunc arguitur

‘-sic. Omne quod est lucens/potest esse aliud a luna,

set omnis luna potest esse lucens, 1gitur omnis luna

potest esse aliud a luna.f Premisse)sunt vere et
Vo '

conclusio falsé\\~Similiter, eodem modo casu posito
arguitur contra secundum modum SiC' :Omne quod est
lucens potest non esse luna; omnis -infimus planetarum

pétegt esse Jucens, ergo omnis 1nfimus planetafum potest

_non esse luna. Premisse vere et conclusio falsa.

Sairegula:. ex ambabus-premissis de necessarlo,

in prima figura, sequitur conclusio necessaria. Et

.notandum quod hulusmodi regule non debent intelligi in

omnibus combinationibus gque possunt fieri in.figutis

.set debent intelligi in combinationibus istis in

quibus dicebantur valere syllogismi de inesse, et hoc

‘quo ad conclusiones_directas-positas.secundem mgdum'

quuéndi éonsuetum

2
>

- Et notanter dico "quo ad conclusiones directas

: positas secundum modum 1oquendi consuetum de necessario "

non enim sequitur Omnem; Deum necesse est esse- iustum,
omne creans necesse est esse Deum, patet quod concludendo

indirecte, scilicet: ,Quoddgm iustum neoeesse est esse,.‘
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creantem, conclusio enim est falsa et premisse sunt vere.

Ex‘:ig}.ﬂm de regula, bene enim sequitur: Omne B.necesse

est’ esse A, omne C necesse est esse B,'gfgp omne C

. necesse est esse A. Similiter, sequitur: Oﬁne B. )

necesse est non esse A, ‘omne C necesse est esse B,

ergo omne\C necesse est- non esse A. Similiter, potest
exemplificarl de modis particularibus prime figure.
Et tenent hulusmodl sy;logismi manifeste per dicil de
explicite'expfiﬁantdr~§er divisionem huius verbi "est,"

et hulus verbi "potest;" v.g., Omne quod est ‘vel potest

9

. egse B'necessg est esse A, omné'quod est vel botest

'esse C potest esse B, ergo ete.

62 regula: ex ambabu?premissis de necessa.rio,
in secunda :t‘igu::'a,~ subiecto non astricto per ly "quod
est," sequitur conclusio de necessario, v.g.,_Omne B

necesse est non esse A, omne C necesse est esse A, enrgo

‘omne C necesse est non esse B. Patet qula convertendo

' maiorem simpliciter sit Celarent, v.g,; Omne A necesse

est non esse B, omne C necesse est esse A, igitur, etec.
Eﬁ sié arguitur in Camestres per.convefsionem minoris,
et per transpositionem premissarum et coﬁciuditur directe

convertens conclusionis, v.g., si primo arguitur sic:

- Omne B necesse eSt non esse A, omne C necesse est esse

“A; ergo omne C necesse est non esse B, convertatur minor
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et'fiat transpositip‘premissarum, ef argultur sic:
Omne A necesse est esse C, omne B necesée est non esse
A, ergo omne B necesse est non esse C, que est convertens
conclusionis prioris syllogismi Et conformiter.
exemplificetur de alils modis. secunde figure, Cesare aut
Camestres. Festivo probatur per conversionem, Barocho

7a regula; in‘Omnibus modis tertie figure, ex
ambabuys premissis de necessario sequitur conclusio de
neqessario. Sequitur enim: Omne B necesse_est Aon
esse A, omne B necesse est esse'C, ergo -quoddam C necesse
est non\esse A. Proportiopalitef; exemplificetur de
aliis quis,>et omnes possunt brobari per syllogismum

exposlitorium et per impossibile gquia ex oppositd

',concluSionis et minore fiet bonus syllogismus in prima

figﬁra ad ihferendum oppositum antecedentis. Sic ergo

pétet quié non prohiﬁita ampliatibne in tribus .figuris
potest argui ex ambabus premissis de possibili et
ambabus de necessario.

8 regula: q?p primus modus’ hec.secundus nec

tertius,secunde figure, valet ex ambébus de necessario

ad concludendum conclusionem de necessario subieécto

restricto pervly "quod est" seu ampliatione prohibita.

Posito enim quod Deus modo non sit creans, non sequitur:

Omne quod est creans necesse est non esse Deum, ‘omnem
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primam causam nécesse est esse Deum, ergo omneﬁ primam
causam necesse est non esse créantem.v Premisse.enim
sunt vere et conclusio falsa. y oo

Similiter,/igﬁggzﬁﬁaa‘hodo secunde figure, non
séqﬁitur: Omne quod est lucens super nos;rgm ‘hemisperium
hecesse est esse solem, omne quod est planeta lucens
sub nostro hemisperio necesse est non esse solem, ergo
omne quod est planeta 1ucens sub nostro hemisperio necessé
est non esse lucentem super etc. PremISSe sunt vere et
conclusio‘fa}sa.

Quod premisse sint vere pétet posito quod nullus

planeta modo. luceat super nostrum hemisperium preter

solem. Quod autem conclusio sit falsa patet qula planeta

" lucens sub nostro hemisperio aliquando lucebit super

nostrum hemisperium, ergo omnis planeta iam lucens sub

Id

nostro hemisperio potest esse lucens super nostrum

hemisperium, falsum- est igitur omnem planetam sub nostro

hemisperio lucente necesse est-non-lucens super nostrum

hemisperium ' S .

3

Similiter ‘non sequitur in 3 modo 2% figure.

Omne quod est creans necesse est non esse Deum, quamdam

'primam causam necesse est esse Deum, igitur. quamdam

primam causam necesse est non esse creantem. Sic, ergo

0

X modo dictum sit de generatione syllogismorum ex ambabus

de possibili, similiter ex ambabus de necessario in tribus

i

figuris. etc.
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IV x11i1: De generatione syllogismorum difformi ex
' ambabus modalibus [31r-31VJ

. N
LY .

i
| Nunec restat‘dicere dé generatiéne:syllogismbrum
. difformi mixﬁa. Et primo de ~ambabus premissis :
existentibus modalibus quamvis - de diversis modis,
delnde de generatione syllogismorum difformi ex una
modali et alia de inesse. Et sit prima regula.
,Inlprima)figura, ex duabus premissis,'una
existente de necessario, quicunque sit ista sive maior o
sive minor, et ex alia de possibili, videlicet
5yllogismus ad concludendum de tall modo qualis modi
est maibr; Patet, nam si-maior explicite exprimatur
per disiunctionem hulus verbi "est" ad hog verbum
-"potest " anc si maior est de possibili manifesta est
sumpto sub distributione maloris; si autem minor sit de
necesgario, adhuc redibit idem guia ad illam de nécessarig,
sequitur 1lla de possibili. | B
2 regula: in secunda.figura, ex una de |
nécessario, Qu?cunque sit ista, et alia de possibili,
valet syllogismus ad conéludendum de necgssario;'\Pétet
qufa ex minorilet oppositoiconclusionis anfertur opposifum
maioris quod patet si forméntur exempla, )
l 3a regula: in tertia figura, ex duabus premissis,

una de necessario, quecunque illa sit sive malor sive

"minor, et alia de possibilig valet syllogismus‘ad'

»ps
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concludendum conciusionem talls modi'qualk est maior. .
Hoc‘pptest probgpi éxpositorie et per impossibile. .
Sic,’ergo,'dicﬁum sit qualiter in tribus figuris \ |
valent sjllogismi ﬁixti una.dé'necessario et alia{dg

’ 'possiﬁili ete. . » ‘

5
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IV xv: De generatione syllogisﬁorum ex una de 1nésse
et alia modali [31V] . ' ‘
Nunc restat. dicere de genefatione syllogisﬁorum
mixta ex una modali et alia de 1nesse.
Et primo de generatione syllogismorum €X "una
~ de possibilli et alla de inesse; et sit prima regula:
modi prime figure valent syllogismi ex una de possibi}i
et alia de 1nesse,‘si ‘maior sit de possibili, et hoc- ad
concludendum conclusionem de possibili, gt intelligo de
modis perfectis et directis. Patet regula si- maior
exprimatur explicite etiam minor evidenter sumetur sub.
distributione maioris, v. g., Omne quod est vel potest
.esse B potest esse A, omne: C est B, ergo omne quod est
vel potest esse C potest esse A, ita quod pro
-conclusione debemus intelligere per 1y "quod est"
,prohibitam ampliationem, aliter enim plus infertur in
conclusione quam esset acceptum in minori. Verum est
wtamen quod hoc non oportet in modis particularibus
propter hoc gquod pé}ticularis vera pro uno est simpliciter
v . vera. | | .
- 'éa regula: in prima figure, ex~maiori de iﬁesse
et minori de possibili, non Valet sy1logismus ' Patet;
nam non sequitur- Omne currens est equus, omnis homo
| potest esse currens, igituraomnis homo potest ésse

equus; nec etiam ista sequitur de inesse: quOd omnis
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nomo sit equus. Conclusio enim est falsa, premiséis
‘existentibus veris. Per hoc patet.Quod primuS-modus
non valet, nec etlam securidus valet; quod ostenditur
sic, poslto enim quod luna sit totaliter eclipsata
nunc, non sequitur' Nullum lucens est luna, omnis
1nfimus planetarum potest esge lucens, ergo nullus
infimus planetarum potest esse luna. Sunt enim premisse
- vere, conclusione existente falsa. Similiter non
sequitur°. Nulqu creans est Deus, .omnis prima causa
potest esse creans, ergo nulla prima causa’ potest esse
Deus. Premisse enim - sunt vere et conclusio falsa,
posito quod Deus non creet. .
_ 3 regula: ex maiorl de inesse simpliciter, id :
‘ est, ex maiori de inesse que est necessaria et minori
de possibili in prima figura, bene valet syllogismus
.ad concludendum conclusionem de possibili Probatur
quia ex opposito conclusionis cum minére sequitur
malorem non esse necessarium, V.84 Omne animal est
substantia, omnem hominem possibile est esse animal,
ergo omnem hominem pbssibile est esse-substantiam; tupc
arguitur ex opposito conclusionis et minore slc: <j{\—4l—7 '
Quemdam hominém necesse est non esse substantiam, omnis :
homo potest esse animal, igitur quoddam animal necesse

est non. esse substantia. - Iste syllogismus est bonus

LAY

per tertiam ?egulam precedentils capitull.
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Ma'regula: in secunda figura, non valet
syllogiémus ex una de inesse ef'alia de possibiii sive
minor sit de possibili et maior de inesse sive, e
converso. Et potest hoe ostendi instando contra omnes
{i, ‘ modos secunde figure, et sint" termini "lucere," "lpna;f
| | "infimus planeta," et sit "lucere" medium, non enim

.séquituf: Omnem lunam’ possibile est non esse lucentem,

omnis infimus planeta est lucens, ponatur ita inesse,
ﬁon sequitur' Erge omnem infimum planetam possibile

est non esse lunan. Similiter non sequitur' Omnem
lunam possibile est @sse lucedtem, nullus infimus
planetarum est lucens, ergo omnem infimum planetam
possiblle est non esse lunam. Constat quod premisse

sunt vere et conclusiones false, mili modo potest arguil
in modis particularibus ‘

H Sa’regula ex maiori, et in secunda figura de
'1nesse simpliciter et minori de possibili valet ' . p
‘ syllogismus ad concludendum conclusionem de possibili, .

et inte;ligopropositipnem de ineése simpliciter .
brépositionem dé inesse que est necessario. Patet regula
qula 1n hulusmodl dispositione in secunda figura, omnes-
modl possunt proﬁari'per-impossibile, quia in Cesare:

'éx oppésitd concluSionis et minori infertur maiorem non

esse necessariam quod est contra hypothesim. Hypothesis
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enim est quod maio? sit,nécessaria, V.g., 8it primus
. syllogismﬁs in Cesare: Nullus lapis est animal; omnem
asinum’possibilé est gpse animal, ergo'omnem asinum
possibile est ‘non esse lapidemg‘tunc fiat sechndﬁs‘
syllogismus ex opposito conclusionis et minori: Queﬁdam

asinum necesse est esse lapidem, omnem asinum possibile

est esse animal, ergo quoddam animal necesse est. esse
- lapldemn. " Iste éylloéismus-est bonus per tertiam regulam
precedenﬁié capituli, et conclusio eiué interimit
nedessitétemimaioris. ‘
 6a regula: ex maiori:de.possibili 1n,seé;n§a
figura et minori .de-inesse, adhuc sqpppéito quod sit de
inés§e simplicite?, nonfvalet syliogismus; PatetUQuia
’ pbséuﬁt‘dariltermini 1n'quibus premfissis existehtiﬁuS'
veris conclusio ‘est falsa. :
, 7 regula in tertia figura, semper valent
, o | syllogismi ex una de possibili et alia “de inesse et in
modis affirmativis, et hoc si illa de possibili sit
universalils ad concludendum de possibili Ista regula,
‘quantum ad Darapti et Datisi, probatur per conversionem’
minoris et conclgsionis et per transpositiqnem premissarum.
g2 regula: 1in tertia figura, ex un#?univefsali
négatiVa de possibili et'alia affirmativa de'iﬁessé in
. modls negativis, valet syllogismué-ad~conc1udendum ]

conclusionem negativam. Si, autem, malor sit universalls
¢ ‘ ‘ )
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negativa de inesse.et minor de posSibili affirmati;a
non valet syllogismus. Priﬁa pars ‘regule probatuf‘
quantum ad Feiapton ét Ferisgn.per converéfbnem minoris,
" nam sic stat primavfigura. Secunda pars regule
declaratur, videlicet si maior sit univer§alis negative -
'etféit de inesse quamvis mih@r sit universalis de
possibili quod non sit conélusio 'de pbssibili;.non
‘ enim sequitur: Nullum creans.estlDeus, omne creans potest
esse pr?ma cauéa; ergo prima causa potest ﬁon esée
.Deus.‘ | |
'9a regula: nunquam'ig tertia figura valeﬁ
syilogismus,gratia forme ex una de pbssibili et alla
de inesse quando universali; est de inessé-§el;
particﬁlaris de possibili. Patet Quia non sequitur: \\f\\_
Omne currens est equus, quoddam currens potest és;e
homo, igitur eﬁc.; posifé enim quod nihil currat nisi
equus, maior esset vefa et minor simlliter, propter
ampliationem subiecti;'quod valet istam; onme gquod est
vel potest esse currens potest esse homo, et hoc est
verum conclusio tamen falsa est. Similiter, non valet,
ponendo quod solus sol luceat’super nostrum hemisperium,
tuﬁc.sit syllogismus: Quldam planeta ;ucens super |
nostrum.hemisperium potest non esse sol (hec est vera
propter'ampliationem), et omnis planeta lucens super

nostrum hemisperium est planeta lucidissimus (per
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casum), et tamen conclusio falsa. Similiter, Ferison
ft’_ potest non valere, posito quod luna sit ﬁotaliter
S A p

eclipsata, tunc sic: Nullum lucensiest-luha, Quoddam

lucens potest .esse infimus planetarum (hec est vera
‘propter ampliationem subiecti), et conclusio est falsa
que-dicit: Infimus planetarum,potest non esse 1una.
e  _‘ Ratio est iéta_quod in i1la de inesse meqihm solum
'diétribuitﬁr prp'his gque sunt, ét'particuiaris de
‘pbssibili potest ésge vera.pré eo quodrhon est;usi'hon
{éit=verarpro eo~quod est, ergo medium in malori in - '

minori pro nullo eodem verificatur.'

) 10 regu}a:‘ in tertia figura, semper ex una de
inesse simpliciter, et alia de possibili,‘valet

 sy1log1smus ad” concludendum conclusiohem de ppssibili,

-

quecumque premissarum sit .de inesse Simpliciter Vel de .

»>

. : possibili;.et lsta regula‘patet quantum"ad hos_mbdos i
' qui dicti sunt, etc. | CoE
.
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IV xvi: De mixtis syllogismis ex una de necessario et
alia de inesse {31V—32§] I

 Nunc restat dicere de syllogismls mixtis ex -una

de necessario et alla de inesse.

Et sit prima regula: .malore existente de -inesse’

et minore de necessario; accipiendo inesse communiter,

3.ncn valet syliogismus,-in prima Zigpra, ad concludendum
t

ccnclusionem de necessario, riec iam de inesse,

: Celarent enim in huiusmodi 3

preterquam 'in Celarent

“discursu bene valet ad'concludendum conclusionem de

inesse set non valet ad concludendum conqlusionem de

‘;-hec:ssariOe' Ista regula patet primo quo ad Barbara.,'

Non enim sequitur Omnis Deus est creans, omnis prima

causa: de necessitate est—Deus, ergo omnis prima causa

de necessitate est creans. Conclusio enim est falsa,
premissis existentibus veris, posito quod Deus modo
crearet Similiter, patet gquod non sequitur. Nullus
Deus est creans, omnis prima causa de necessitate est
Deus, ergo omnem primah causigrnecesse est non esse
creantem. Premisse.enim possunt\esse vere, conclusione

.

eiistente falsa, posito quod Deus non creet, nec etiam

. si maior sit de inesse et minor de necessario. Patet.

quia non sequitur: omnis Deus. est bonus, omne creans

de necessitate est Deus, ergo omne creans de necessitate

est bonum.
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.28 regula: ’éx meiore de necessario et minore de:

oA

inesse, est bonps syllogismus, in prima figura, ad

ccnclusionem~particularem.. ‘Patet nag si

maicr, que es
. ¥

per evidentem sumptione maionis sub distributione, o

de- necessario, explicatur erit syllogismus

-,
v

,g., anejquod est vel potest esse B de necessitate est
‘~’A, mne C est B, ergo quoddam C de necessitate est A A*'
n sic de Celarent.« ‘
‘Bt notanter dico "ad concludendum cénclusionem
' particularem,“ quia predicti modi non valent ad e
ccncludendum conclusionem universalem.: Patet quia non
B sequitur°"0mnis.infi 8 pl neta de - necéssitate est
.’luna, omne lucens super n&sgtrum hemisperium est infiﬁus X
vplaneta, ergo omne lucens super nostrum hemisperium p
‘:de‘neceSsitate est luna. Conclusio. falsa et premisse
C .'.sunt vere. 'Conciusio enim*valet illam.propter : T
‘ - ampliationem sui subiecti Ommne dﬁod est vél potest |
‘ esse lucens super nostrum hemisperium de necessitate est
'1una. Modo hoc est falsum, nam sol est veI potest »
fesse ‘lucens super nostrum hemisperium, et tamen sol non ,
‘potest;esse luna;, nec etiam'de necessitate.est_luna.
Veruhtaﬁen,‘si conclusio reStringeretcr perély "qucd
- est " bene sequeretur conclusio universalis de necessario
de subiecto restricto per 1y "quod est." Similiter,

y

h sequeretur conclusio.universalis de inesse. Similiter,

»"

B
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‘concluslone non restricta_per.ly “quod est;".non
sequitur in,Celarent: .Omnem solem necesse est non esse
lunam, omne lucené supef nostfum'hemisperium est sol,
'bOnatur sic esse, efgo omne lucens super nostrum
hemisperium necesse est. non esse lunam.’ Patet quod
.conclusio est falsa S}ther ampliationem sul sublectil
quod patet si explicite exprimatur, et tamen premisse
sun vere.'“Verumtamen, bene ‘conclusio esset vera si
.féstringerqtur-per ly "QquAest"; similiter,fautem,f;
sequitur conclusio univérsalis:de_inesse.
32 regula: syllogismus in sécﬁhda figura,
scilicet, in Cesare et 1in Festivo, valet ad ‘concludendum
iéégclus;onem de necafsario{.gi maior qu est universalis
negativa sit .de necegfario sine prohibi%ibne ampllationis.
Patet nam tales syllbgismi probantur pe% conversioném .
maio;is fiét enim sic prima figura in qu% talis
concluSio sequebaturﬂ Tamen, oportet quﬁd in conciﬁsiéﬁ?
talis'ampliatio subiecti propibeatur per hy "quod est.M
ye regﬁla: in secunda_fiéura, fn\Camestres et
ﬁaroco,. non valet, supposito adhuc'quod sit negativa
~de necessario et affirmativa de inesse. Patet ham,
posifo quod solus sol lam luceat super nostrum |
hemisperium,'noh<sequitur: Omnis planéta 1uceps super
nostrum hemisperium est'sol,'omﬂsg lunam necesse est

.non esse solem, sequltur conclusio falsa, scilicet:
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. Ergo. omnem lunam nec¢esse est non esse.planetam lucentem

supef'nostrum hemisperium.

5 regula: semper de propositione de inesse.

communiter, in secunda figura, non valet syl{¥gismus

ex una de necessario et alia de inesse si affirmativa

sit de necessario. ‘Patet, nam instando contra Cesare

et Festivo. Nullum creans est Deus (posito sic esse),

omnis prima causa de necessitate est Deus, non sequitur:
Ergo omnem primém causam necesse est non es8se creantem;
proportionaliter de Festivo. Similiter, probatur regula

quantum ad Camestres et Baroco; probando contra istos

- modos éffirmativa existente de necessario: Omnis luna

de necessitaté egt.infimus planetaruﬁ, nﬁlla'luna lucens
est'infimus planetarum; ponatur‘quod"sit totaliter'
'eclipsa;a concluslo est falsa;\scilicet. Ergo omnem
Jdunam lucentem necesse gst non esse lunam. Patet falsltas -
‘conclusionis s1l explicite ponatuf; Omne quod est vel
potést esse luna lucens necesse est.noh esse lunam; modd
hoc est’ falsum, nam luna quamvis sit eclipsata, tamen, o

v

est vel potest esse lucens, et falsum est quod necesse

. 8lt eam non esse lunam.

6a regula: semper in tertia figura, maiori
universali de necessario, et minoril de inesse, est bonus
syllogismus ad concludendum conclusionem de necessario.

Sint, ergo, in illa tertia figura 1sti'quartuor modil,
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Darapti, Felapton;,Datisi; Férison, bonl ad concludendum
conclusionem de necessario mailorl existente de necessario |
et minori_d? 1nesse;>et P sunt pfobari per syliogismum |
expos;torium:Qﬁia'ex opposito'cénclusionis et minori
infertur oppositum maioris sicut intuenti patet.
- 7a regula: in tertia figura, si maidr sit de
inesse et minor de necessario, nunquam sequitur conclu%;o
de necessario, ‘et hoc de forma intelligendo directe contra
enim affirmativos modos. Arguitur sic; Omnis Deus est
creans, ponatur ita esse, omnis Deus de necessitate est
prima cauSa, non sequitur: Efgo prima causa dé
necessitate ést creans.4 Coﬁcluéio ést falsa et premigse
sunt vere. Similiter, contra negativas, arguitur sic: v
" Nullum creans est Deus, ponatur ;té esse;-omne‘Creans
.de neceégitaté est prima causé,7non sequiturt ’ Ergo |
prima causa de necessitate non ést Deus. Conclusio est
.falsa, et premiéée sunt ve;e..b |
'Ba regula: 1in tertia figura, si maior particularis
sit de necessario et minor de.iﬁésse, non sequitur
conclusio de necessario. 'Probatur, instando primo contra'
' Disamis; posito_quodlluna?ngg luceat, set sit_eclipsata‘l*‘
ex toto, tuné argyitur sic: Quoddam lucgns necesse est
lunam (ista est vera propter ampliationem sup;ecti),

tunc ultra, omne lucens-est aliud a luna (per causam),

. non sequitur guod éliud a luna de_neqessitate‘est luna.
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instatur contra Bocardo, posito quod nihil

luceat nisi corpora: celestia, cras tamen flat nouus

veraf Quoddam lucens necesse est non esse corpus’

. iQEi; qui tunc luceat, casu sic posito, tunc hec esset

\

~ celeste (propter ampliationem subiectl), et ultra, omne

lucens\ast corpus celeste (per casum), non sequitur

Ergo quoddam3 corpus celeste necesse est non esse corpus

‘celeste.' Sic, ergo, visum est in 1llo capitulo, quare

: valeﬂt et-non'valént syllogismi in tribus Tiguris mixtl

»

ex una de necessario et alia de inesse accipiendo de
inesse communiter, prothextendit se ad de inesse,vut

nuric apparet ad de inesse simpliclter ete.

"\

3'omne' in text but ‘the conclusion to Bocardo is
neg. particular .
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IV xvii: ' De syllogismis mixtis ex una de necessario
- et alia de inesse quando 1lla de inesse est
.necessaria [32r-32V]

Restat dicere de generatione syllogismorum |,

-w<m1xta, in tribus figuris, ex una de necessario et alia

.de inesse simpliciter, et supposito quod illa de 1nesse

81t necessaria.'

Et 8it prima régula:- ex.una'de'inesse
simpliciter et alia de necessario, valet syllégismus

ad concludéndum conclusionem necessariam, tam in

prima quam in secunda figura. quecunque premissarum sit

‘de inesse vel de necessario. ‘ . .

Quantum ad primam figuram, patet, primo, quod
maiore existente de necessario et minori de inesse
simpliciter sequitur conclusio de necessario " Nam,

posito,adhuc quod minor esset de inesse ut nunc, et

. malor de necessario, adhuc conclusio sequitur de

necessario, sicut prius dicebatur modo non migus

sequitur si minor sig de lnesse simpliciter. Et patet

ex a;ié; quia ex maigfe ét Gpnggito conclusionis sequituf
mihorem non esse necessariam,'sicut potest patefe
formanti syllogismos. ‘

' S1 autem maior sit de inesse simpliciter et

minor de necessario, sic adhuc etlam esset bonwé

syllogismus in prima figura, v.g., posito quod hec sit



- p >
Shsbia bias Ridle b Uoad TS eb e meb sie i R R SRR

L]
TN . q by )
0 “W"im"”‘mm & T T s TR A TR T R R

s~ . f S - ‘ . : \
, 215
L4 *
_simpliciter de inesse: "Omne B est A," argultur sic:
- Omne Beest A, omne C de necessltate est B, erg6’omne

C. de hecessitate'est A, qula ex oppesito eonclﬁsionis

et minori sequitur non solum hec conclusio: "Quod
B non potgst esse Al' que interimit necessitatem maioris
’» sed etiam sequitur° Ergo, quoddam quod de necessitﬁie
.est B potest non esse A, sicut potest faciliter patere
~per syllogismum expositorium. Similiter, in Celarent,

~est bonus syilos sic erguendo~’ Nullum B est A

(supposito quod ,-ta de inesse sit necessaria), mne

Ergo quoddam -uod de necessitate est B potest esse A,
et ista conclusio non stat cum necessitate maloris de
inesse..

Regula etiam patet duo ad secundam figuram, et,
‘primo, si maior sit de q;gessario et minor de inesse .
simpliciter quia Festivo et Cesare reducuntur ad primam
figuram per ‘conversionem maioris; universalis ‘enim
negativa;convertitur 51mp11citer, set omhes quetor modi
secunde-figure simul probari possunt-per impossibile,
quia ex maiore et opposito conclusionis’ sequitur conclusio
que inperimit necessitatem minoris.

Similiter, autem si maior. sit de inesse et. minor

de necessario, tunc etiam Cesare et Festivo reducuntur,

.‘)
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Sicut prius, ad Primam figuram per conversionem maioris

4et conclusionis per transpositionem premissarum, set

Barocho cum omnibus predictis per 1mpossib11e, nam ex
minore et opposito conclusionis sequitur una conclusio
que interimit necessitatem maioris. .

22 -regula: ex maiore de necessario et minore -

de inesse simpliciter, in omnibus modis tertie figure,

valet syllogismus\ad concludendum conclusionem de
necessario. Patet, \primo, si maior sit universalis,

nam, sicut prius dictum est ‘malore existente universali

4,3de necessario et minore existente de .inesse communiter,

sequitur conclusio de necessario, non minus minore
existente de 1nesse simpliciter, sequitur conclusio de_
necessario. Et probari potest pér impossibile quia ex
opposito conclysionis et maiori sequitur un conclusio
que interimit necessitatem minoris.

3 regula' si, in tertia figura, maior sit-He
inesse simpliciter et minor de necessario, non sequitur
conclusio de necessario. Patet, primo, instaﬁdo 1n
modis affirmativis tertie figure. Nam non sequitur;//
Omnis gradus ‘zodlaci elevatus super nostrum orizontem
est elevatus super nostrum hemisperium, et omnis gradus
zodiaci elevatus super nostrun orizontem- de necessltate

est gradus zodiaci, ergo aliquis gradus zodiaci de

necessitate est elevatus super nostrum hemisperium.
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.

Patet quod conclﬁsio est falsa et premisse sunt vere.

S;militer, instatur contra modos negativos‘ﬁhia

non sequitur: Nullus gradus zodiacl exlstens super

‘nostro hemisperio est super nostrum hemisperium, omnem

'8 .

gradum zodiacl existenteém sub nostro hemisperio necesse
est esse gragum zodliacl, ergo quemdamu gradum zodiaci
ﬁecesse‘est non esée super nostrum £emispefium. Paget
quod conclusio est falsa et-premissé sunt vere,fet

maior est de inesse simpliciter, etc.

-

4'quoddam' in text.
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IV xviii: De syllogismis de cogtingenti [327]

Pro syllogismis de contingenti, sit prima regula.
Cum in aliquo syllogismo .ex una de possibili et modo

affirmato, una cum alia, sequitur aliqua conclusio,

'ista eadem conelusio sequitur si loco istius de possibili

‘ ponatur una de contingenti, sive affirmativa, sive

negativa de modO'éffirmato.' Et hhius ratio est; quia

11la de possibili sequitur ad illam de contingenti,

‘ scilicet, quicquid‘sequitur ad consequens cum aliquo_"

assumpto, sequltur ad antecedens istius consequentis
eodem modo sumpto.

2a regula: ad quascunque pregissas non sequitur
conclusio de possibili de modo affirmato, ad illas non
sequitur conclusi? de contingenti de modo affirmato.
Patet quia possibile sequitur ad coptingens, sed ad
quecundue non sequitur'éonsequens, ad 1l1la non sequitur
antecgdens. .

3a‘regula:. éd omnes premissas, ad quas sequitur .
conclusio de necessario de modo affirmato, ad easdem
sequitur conclusio de contingenti de modo negato, v. g
ad quecumque sequitur 1sta. "Omne C necesse est esse
A," sequitur ista: ""Nullum C contingit esse A"; si enim

C necesse est-esse A, tunc non contingens est ipsum esse

A, set modo ad queégnque, séquit_ antecedens ad eadem
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sequitur consequens.
: : C -8 regula. si maior s8it de contingenti, sive de
/ modo affirmato sive negato, et minor s8it de necessario
'5 - | vel_de possibili vel de cqptingenti, sequitur concluslo
g . de contingenti tam in prima quam in tertia f?gura.

lguram

éi ‘ o Ista regula patet quantum ad. primam

per dici de omni et per dici de nullo, set quantum ad

) :‘ | tertiam figuram patet syllogismos exposltorios, et
similiterwper impossibile si quis velit formare:

| Sa/fggﬁla: maiore existente de contingenti et

minori de‘ihesse, valet’sylloéismus ad concludendum
conclusionem particularem de contlngenti in prima figura,
set non universalem. Prima pars patet, nam si maior.

.'explicite pqnatur ménifesta est sumptlo sub subiecto
maiofis distributo, v.g., Omne qudd est vel contingit

. esse B continglt eSse’A, omne C est B, ergo quoddam C
contingit esse A. Et possét étiam sequl conclusio
universalis subiecto restfiéto per 1y "quoq/g;t,"
dicendo: Ergo,'bmnq quod est C contingit esse A.
Secunda pars patet quia non sequiltur: Omnem hominem
contingit ridere, omne currens est homo, ponatur ita
esse, igitur omne currens contingit ridere. Patet quod
conclﬁsio est falsa, et hoc si expliclte ponatur sic omne
quod ést vel potest esse currens continglt ridere, et

tamen prigégge sunt vere. Similiter, non sequitur: =

Nullum equum contingit ridere, omne currens est equus,

TEPTHE Mer st f e e s e

e D T T

Sl i, s g Ly ¥ PRI A ¥ W “ g N . ) oS o o e )
SRR I O R »‘mu_ T T R, B T T M o Sy g B 0 Y



[y

/

»

R e NN b ) g e e g - G e e are e mee . .
lwt : L : : B - . ~

220
ponatur ita esse, igitur nullum currens contingit ridere.
Premisse sunt vere et conclusio falsa, ex eo quod aliquod
currens contingit ridere adhuc, sposito quod omne currens

sit equus. Quamvis enim omne currens esset equus. adhuc,

‘aliQuid quod est vel contingit esse currgns contingit

ridere.
6a regulaf. maiore existente de contingenti et
ea exlstente uniVersali, et minori existente de inesse,

3

in tertia figura, sequitur conclusio de contingenti.

Patet quia omnes modi tertie figure -habentes malorem
‘Universalem per conversiohem'minoris 81 ponitur inesse

reducuntur ad primam figuram, set prima figura in

huiusmodi mixtione valet'ad concludendum conclusionem
de contingenti, sicut dixit precedens regula.
7 regula in tertia figura, maiori existente

particulari de contingenti et minore de inesse, non

' sequitur conclusio de contingenti. Patet qula non

sequltur: Quoddam currens contingit ridere, omne currens

est equus ponatur sic esse, ergo‘qggmdém equum cpnt}ngit

ridere; ‘immo, nullum equum contingit ridere.

g2 régula:' nunquam in secunda figura sequitur
conclusio de contingenti de modo affirmato. Patet nam
;n secunda figura utraqge:existente necessaria, non’
sequitur: Omnis luna de necessitate est planeta, omnem

lapidem necesse est non. esse planetam, ergo‘omnem lapidem

N

N
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contingit non esse lunam, Céhclusio est falsa et
premiése éunt vefe Quia omnem lapidém necesse est non 7
fesse‘luham,.et pef coﬁsequens, lapidem non contingit ,\lg.
non esse lunam. Et etiah si lapidem contingit non
esse lunam, tunc etiam lapidem contingit ge lunam
ex eo-quod ad illam de contingenti de dic:i egato modo,
.tamen affirmato sequitur ista de dicto affirma o de - \f
Eonﬁingenti, et e converso. Modo si ambe premisse in
secunda figura essent de inesse vel de possibili adhuc,
non sequitur, ex els, conclusio de contingenti de modo
affirmato quod potest patere 81 loco premissarum:de
" necessario predicto syllogismo propdnerentur propﬁsitidnes_
de inesse vel propositiones de possibili. - S;ﬁiliter, si-
ambe’pnemisse }n secunda'figura essgnt de contingeﬁti
adhuc non‘sequitur conclusio de contingenti da‘modo
affirmato. ﬁ§n enim sgquitur:. Omnem equﬁm’contingit
“essé currenfem, omnem hominem contingit non currere
‘.érgo qmnem:hominem ccnfingit non eSée equuﬁ. Conclusio
aenim‘est falsa et'bremisse sunt vere; quodlconclusio sit
falsa patet quia omnis homolde necessitate non ¢st equus,
ergo non‘conﬁingit. /?8

_ 9a_regula: nec in prima nec in tertia figura,
: valet syllogismus ad concludéndum conclusioﬁem de
“éontingenti de modo affirmato, nifi tunc maior sit de

. contingenti et de modo affirmatd,‘posité'énim qued minor
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si¢t de_continggnti de modo affirmato, nec 1in pfimabnec
in.te?tié figﬁra. Quantum ad primam figuram, patétvnam
non(seqﬁitur: Omne creans est Deus, pﬁnem.primam

‘causam contingit_creare; ergo émnem primaﬁgéausam f}

- . - _ ‘
“continglt esse Deum. Similiter, non sequitur: Nullum

currens est.lapgs; omnem hqminém contingit:currere; ergo

omnem homihéﬁ contingit ﬁon‘esse'lapidem;; In istis ° Ty
syliogismis, concluéionibushexisténtibus faisis; premisse *(i
sunt vere. 'Similiter,,nec in tertia figura: Omnis |
planeta cérené luminé ESt'luna, bmnem-planétam carentem

lumine cbntingit esse sub nostro’hemisperio, ergc

_quoddam existens sub.nostrc hemisperio contingit esse

" lunam. Premisse sunt{ vere et conclusio falsa. Quod -

Ecpnclusiousit falsa patet qu1a nihil qontingit’éése
lunam, nec eni? iuqaq cqntingit esse lunam, nec'aliquod .
aliﬁd‘a 1una,contingit esse lunam., Idem etiam si_méior
‘sit dé necessariovvel_de pbsgiﬁilr sicut_quando est dé__ A
*“’ihesse;‘ Similiter, non sequitur: vNullus planeta carens

““lumine est sol, omnem'planetam carentem lumine-contingit-

e : iﬁnam,,ergo lunam contingit esse solem. Conclusio

. est fa Sé et'prémisse-sunt vere. Hec ergo dicta sunt 
de congequ ntiis formalibus 1n‘genérali et Iin specialil
et'Simpiicibus'et syllogismis uniformis et difformis
generatiéhis; hec efso ad present dicta sufficiaﬁt,

N ete.
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.~ " Footnotes to Introduction

(Dp; 2~5)

1Philotheus Boehner, Medieval Logic ; '
(Manchester  Manchester University Press, 1952), p- 93

: - d‘EAtanasio Gonzalez, "The’ Theory of Assertoric
Conseq ces in Albert of Saxony," Franclscan Studies
- 18 (1958): - . 294; - Boehner, op. cit., P. '90.

3Bochenski notes in A History of Formal Logic,
. p. 148, that Boehner was working on a critical edition
before his -death.

. Gonzalez, op. eit., p. 293; Boehner, op. cit.;
n. 12, p. 116. ' :

¢

5Gordon Leff Paris and. Oxford Universities in

the Thirteenth and Fourteenth Centuries (New York:
. John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1968), pp. 294-308.

~

Gonzalez, op. cit. s N. 1, p. 290, lists the-

major sources of blographical data on Albert of Saxony
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Footnotes to Chapter I
(pp. 6;11)

Aristotle Prior Analxtics, Loeb Classical
Library (Cambnidge Mass. Harvard University Press,

.°1938), p. 189;. Bochenski I M., A History of Formel
- Logle (Vew York: Chelsea Publishing Co., 1961),

P. ; J. Zykasiewicz, Aristotle's Syllogistic (Oxford
Oxford Unlvérsity Press, 1957), p. 133.

%Lukasiewicz, ibid ’ pp 137-138

35. McCall, Aristotle's Modal Sylloglsms; Studi
in Logic and the Foundations of Mathematics (Amsterdam:

North-Hoiland Publiuhing Co., l:63),qp 95. -
Aristotle, Pr. An., 30°37-40. <; |
5Aristotle On _Interpretation; Loeb Classical

Library (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press,
1938) 19223ff,- '

®aristotle, On Int., 23%17ff.
Py

Aristotle Pr. An.; 32

_7Aristotle ~1bid.'
. 8

9Afistot1e 1bid., 32° 5. |
10I M. Bochenski Anclent Formal Logic; Studies in

‘_Logic and the Foundation of Mathematics (Amsterdam:

North-Holland Publishing Co., 1951), p. 59.

/11Lukasiewicz, op. elt., p. 134.

1280chedski, AFL, p. 55.
"13pristotle, Pr. An., 25 2117
”1u o

Tbid., 30%37¢f.
5Lukasiewicz, op. cit., p. lhh

61014, ,.p. 137.

%7Ib1d., p. 136.
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Footnotes to Chapter I
- (pp: 11-19)

Aridtotle, On. Int., 23%26.

19Lukasiewicz, o?. eit., p. 137.

Opristotle, Pr. An., 34222ff.

2lrpiq., 34%29ff,

22pristotle, On Int., 19%24ff.

23Lukasiewicz, dp._cit.;.p..153.
24 '

Lukas;éwicz, op. cit., p. 157.

25Bochehski, AFL, pp. 61-62 and table.
26

Aristotle, Pr. An., 25227ff.

2T1p14., 25%h0rF.

281p14., 25%15-25.

1114, 32%29.38.

30Md0a;1, op. eit., p.°Tl.

3lpristotle, Pr. An., 36°35-37°3.
325 ukasiewicz, op. cit., pp. 194-196.

33pristotle, Pr. An., 29°35ff.

M1p1d., 3021578,

35McCa11, op, eit., p. 15; Lukasiewicz, op. .

184,

~36Lukasiewicz, op. cit., p. 189.

 3TMccall, op. cit., pp. 25-46. *

381p1a., p. 26,7
391p14., p. 27.
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‘Footnotes to Chapter I
(pp. 20-2%)

'MQLukasiewicz, op. cit., pp. 193-194; Aristotle,
Pr. An., 32b27ff. ,

A;Lukasiewicz,'op. cit., pp. 201-202.

uchCall, op. cit., pp. 72-75.

“3Ib1a., pp. 77-93.

'"“Aristotle, Pr. An An., 37 25ff
uszukasiewicz, op. c¢it., p. 197.

“6Ib1d.; p. 181.

4Twecall, op. cit., p. 31ff.
uazukasiewicz; op. cit_, P. 15&

u9Aristot1e, on Int., 19 25436,
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R Footnotes to Chapter Il
. . (pp..27-32)

1Albert of _Saxony, Perutilis logica, tract I,
chapter 1, folio 2°. (Hereafter, the references will
be abbreviated such ;hat the above reference would
read: Loglca. I,1,27.:.

2

. . a. I,i1,2%.
3 St ogax SV
Logica} I,1ii,2".

“Loglea. I,1x,4".
5 i

. 6Logica. I,xxv,lOY: Non enim igitur ponendum
quod.terminl de predicamento quando, nec de predicamento
ubi, nec etlam de predicamento situs, nec de predicamento
actionis, nec de passionis, ne¢ de predicamento ad -
aliquid, nec quantitatils, significent res dlstinctas a
substantia et qualitate. De hoc tamen conslderare non
pertinet ad logicum set pertinet ad sclentiam altilorem.

Logica. I,xiv,6v;7r.

“Trogica. II,x,15'.°

8P. Boehner, Medieval Logic (Manchester:
" Manchester University Press, 1952), p. 113.

9Logica._II,xi,16r-16v. -
- 101 0gican II,1,117: Unde suppositio . . . est
acceptio seu usus termini cathegormatici qui accipitur
pro aliquo vel.pro aliquibus in propositilone. »
- Yp.p. Henry, Medieval Logic and Metaphysics
(London: Hutchinson and Co., Ltd., 1972), pp. 47-48.
12 ‘

E.A. YMoody, Truth and Consegquence in Medieval
. Logic; Studles in Logic and the Foundations of Math-
" ematics (Amsterdam: North-Holland Pub. Co., 1953),
pp. 22-23. : : T

 Brogica. T1,11\11¥: Suppositio simplex est
statio seu acceptio teymini vocalis vel scriptl in
propositione qui accipfitur pro intentione mentis cul
non imponitur ad significandum. Et notanter dico termini
vocalls vel scripti; ad gignificandum terminum mentalem
non posse supponere simpliciter set materialiter vel : \
- personaliter. v - : :

«
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E ” o ‘ Footnotes to Chapter II

‘ (pp. 32-35)

. B uLogica II,111, 11F Suppositio materialils

est acceptio terminl qui accipitur per se vel pro aliquo
sibi simill ... .

Lirite g

15ngica. II,iv,llv: Suppositio personalls est
acceptlio termini vocales’ vel scriptl pro quo est
impositus ad significandum vel est acceptio terminl
mentalis pro illo quod naturaliter proprie significat.

. l6Logica III,1,175. o

# : icgica. IIT,v,19%.
; 18 oeica: TII,1,17Y

‘19Logica. III,iii,lSr: . . . propositio.vera
est 1lla gque gualitercumque significat, 1ta est.
Propositio autem falsa est illa que non gualitercumque
significat 1ta est.

. . ad verlitatem 1stius propositionis "Homo

currit n’ sufficit quod Sortes currat, similiter, sufficit
guod Plato currat et sic de aliis .

2OLogica. VI,i,M3 : . . . omnis propositio
affirmativa significat se esse veram . . . omnis
propositio'negativa significat se esse veram. . .

'21Logica..III,x,23v: De contradictoriis est
regula quod si una est vera reliqua est falsa et a
_ converso; unde non possunt simul esse vere neque

- false in aliqua materla. . . .
- - 22Logica. III,v, 19 Ad veritatem copulative
- requiritur quod utraque pars sit vera. . . . Ad falsitatenm
~copulative sufficit alteram partem esse falsam. . . . Ad
veritatem disiunctive affirmative sufficlt unam partem
esse veram. ‘ , : Q‘
23Logica. III,v, 19 . . . ad veritatenm

- con itionalis requiritur quod impossiblle est qualiter—
que significat antecedens esse quin qualitercumque
nificat consequens sit, si formetur. o

2“Logica IIT,v, 19 Ad necessltatem autem
conditionalis idem requiritur guod requiritur ad eius
'veritatem, Logica. IV 11,247: Ad propositionem
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Footnotes to Chapter II
(pp. 35-40)

impossibilem sequitur quelibet alla. e . ‘
, -Ad quamlibet propositionem sequitur propositio
necegsaria. . . . .

251 0pica. IV,1,247: - 7. propositio illa dicitur
antecedens ad aliam que sic se habet ad eam quod
impossibile est gualitercumque est significablile per eam
stante in positione terminorum sic esse quin qualiter-
cumque alia significet ita sit.

‘ 26Logica. IV,i;ZHr:F . . . consequentia formalils
dicitur i1l1la cul omnls propositio similils in forma que
si1 formaretur esset bona consegquentia. . . ; Logilca.
Iv,i,24T: . . . consequentla simpliciter vocantur que
simpliciter loguendo sunt bona et sic se habent quod
non est possibile sic esse sicut antecedens quin sic sit
sicut significat consequens. Consequentia autem ut nunc
vocantur que non sunt simpliciter loquendo bone quia
possibile est sic esse sicut significat antecedens sine
hoec quod sit sic sicut significat consequens.. Set bone
sunt ut nunc quia - impossibile est r&bus omnino se :

" habentibus ut nunc se habent sic esse sicut significat
antecedens quin sit slc sicut significat consequens.

| o L i:Ligiga}‘Iv,i,aur. Logica. III,ﬁilgv;
’v OE Ca. -y ] . N . '

TS\\\\ - ! 28Logica. vi (2% pars),'i,MGV: . . . pertinens

p N ) alicui dicitur quod ad 1lpsum sequitur vel sibl repugnat,

i . v.g., sicut illa: "pnimal currit" est pertinens istl: .
"Homo currit," gquia sequitur ad ipsam. - Similiter ista: ’
CuNullum animal currit," pertingns isti: "Homo currit,!
quia repugnat sibi. i S

... . impertinens alicuil dicitur quod nec sibil

repugnat nec ad lpsam sequitur, sicut: nmy, sedes,” )
est lmpertinens isti: "Ille scribit," quia nec sequitur

~ad eam nec sibl repugnat. L ' -

29

4

Logiea. IV,1,23 .
301 5g1ca. ‘IV,1,247.

31y ogica. IIT,1,177.

L | ‘j 32 0g1ca. I,vi, b,

Rt s T o D e,



(pp. 41-43)

o | | ' - 23§
Footnotes to Chapter II ////ﬁj

33Logtca. II,x,15Y

3“Logica. III,ii,l?v: Signum unlversale est per
quod denotatur terminus communis cul adiungitur stare ‘
pro quolibet ' suo supposilto per modum copulationis. . . .-
Signum particulare est per quod denotatur terminus
communis stare pro quollbet suo supposito per modum
disiunctionis. . . .

35Logica. II,iv,11".

36Logica II,iv, 11V Suppositio vero determinata
est acceptio termini communis pro quolibet quod significat
_ex impostione vel naturaliter proprie significat subdb
“guo virtute talis acceptionis licet filerl descensus ad
sua singularia per propositionen. disiunctivam.

37Losica. IT,1v, 11

38Logica II,iv. ll Suppositio personalis con-
fusa tantum est acceptio termini pro gquolibet quod
significat ex impositione vel naturaliter proprile sub quo
virtute illius suppositionis potest fieri descensus
ad sua singularia per propositionem de disiuncto extremo
et non per propositionem disiunctivam ‘nec copulativam.

39

Logica. II,iv, ll . . . Unde hac suppositione
supponit hoe terminus "animal" in ista propositione:
"Omnis' homo est animal; nam bene sequitur: ‘"Omnis® homo

est animal, igitur illud vel illud animal," ita quod
totum hoc disiunctum "11lud vel 1llud". sit universale de
isto termino "homo" ‘significative accepto.

uoLogica. II;v,llv: Suppositio confusa distribu-
tiva est acceptio termini vocalls vel scriptl copulative
pro quolibet . . . cul impositus est ad significandum,
vel acceptio termini mentalils pro quolibet . . . gquod
naturaliter proprie significat; sic quod sub eo contingit
descendere copulative ad ea pro quibus supponit virtute.
predicte suppositionis. . :

'ulLogica. II,vi,12" . . . culuslibet proposi-

" tidnis negative cuiuscumque fuerit guantitatis sive

communis, sive singularis, sive particularis, predicatum
supponit confuse distributive nisi tunc predicatum sit
terminus singularis vel aliquod aliud syncategoremata
imoediat .

-
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Footnotes to Chapfer II
(pp. 43-49)

uzGonzélez, "The Theory of Assertoric Conéequence
in Albert of Saxony," Franclscan Studies 18-19
&1953-1959): 290 and ff; Moody, op. cit., pp. 80-100.

u3Moody, op. cit., p.- 96.

: 0  ' .MJ.~ Burildan, Sophisms on Meahing and Truth,
. trans. T.K. Scott (New York: Appleton-CenturyCrofts,
1966), pp. 191-196. .
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Footnotes to Chapter III
(pp. 50-57)

lLogica. III,iv, 18r . 158 The page reference

1s to the transcription of this chapter included as an

appendix
21014,
3Ib§§. |
“Ibid., 187, pp. 160.
5151d., p. 160.
6

Ibid., p. 161-162.
7Ibid , II,x, 15 Oﬁnis terminus supponens

respectu huius verbi "potest" ampliatur ad supponendum

pro eo quod potest &¥se; ut hic: "Album potest. esse.
nigrum," ista significat quod 1llud quod est album vel
quod potest esse album potest esse nigrum.

3 above: Ch. I, Aristotelian Modal Logic and
Pr. An., 32727ff. .

9Logica. II,x, 15 : Cuiuslibet propositionis de
necessario in sensu diviso, subiectunxampliatuz'ad :
supponendum pro eo quod est vel potest esse, v.g., "Omne

' B necesse est esse A,"” hoc enim valet dicere: "Omne

quod est vel potest esse B necesse est esse A." .

10Ibid., IV v, 27 , rule 4.

rpia., 11,x,15Y

12Ibid R 16T Quando non ponitur terminus amplia-
tivus in aliqua propositiene tunc sublectum 111ius non
ampliatur, set per propositionem illam denotatur solum
supponere pro eg quod est.

31b14., 1II,1v,18Y, p. 164.

luIb:!.d., p. 164, ‘ S

B1v14., 18Y-197, p.165

161p14., 197, pp. 167-168.
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Footnotes to Chapter III
(pp. 57-64)
| 171b14., pp. 168-169.
-~ ' _ : : ‘
: 181p14., 18", pp. 161-162.
191p1a., vI,1,43%:. . . propositio possibilis est
que quallitercumque signiflcat ita potest esse. .
207p14.: . . . necessaria propositio est que
qualitercumque signifilcat 1ta necesse est esse.
) 21

Ibid., III,iv,18", pp.'161—%62.

221bid., pp. 161-162.

.23Ibid., v,v,27Y, corollary 1.

2uE Moody, Truth and Consequences 1n Medieval
ogic,.p - 59.
. 5Logica. IV,x11,307 . . . enim non est
~ cont:Lngenié2 "Omnils homo est animal " set est necessaria.
» P .
261p1a. 1v,v1,28Y: . . . secundum Aristotelem

hec &st necessaria: "Omnis equus est animal," et tamen
- ¥ nullum equum necesse est esse animalTex eo quod omnis
' equus potest non esse, et per consequens potest non .
esse animal, p. 190

27Ibid.,'IV x11,30': . . . necessarium autem
non est contingens necessarium enim est quod non potest
esse falsum, D. 192.

—"

28Ibid., 11T, x 23 Et 11le propositiones
dicuntur in materia naturali que sic se habent quod
predicatum significat idem quod subiectum et non potest
‘vere negative de ipso. sublecto predicari, vel est
propositio in qua superius predicatur de suo inferiori,
vel diffinitio de suoc diffinito, vel par diffinitionis‘

" de diffinito, vel idem de seipso.

Alia propositio dicitur in materia contingenti
cuius predicatum potest affirmative vel negative
contingenter predicari de suo sublecto. Set illa pro-

L : . positio dicitur in materia remota culus predicatum
L potest nullo modo predicari de suo subiecto.
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Footnotes to Chapter III
(pp. 64-T1)

: Exemplum primi ut: "Homo est animal." Exemplum
secundl ut: "Homo currit." Exemplum tertii ut: "Homo
est asinus." ' ‘

~ . ®I1piq., 237l23v,

_ 30Ibid., 23v: « . . sl universalia est Vvera,
sua partlcularis est vera sed non e converso. Tamen,
in materia naturalil,.sl particularis est vera, universalils
est vera, ut si hec est vera: "Quidam homo est animal,"
‘hec est vera: "Omnis homo est animal." .

. 31Ibid., Iv,vi,287: Et prima regula sit ista
quod in omnlbus modalibus in quibus subllicitur dictum a

particulari ad universalem.sine transpositione terminorum
est bona consequentia. . . , p. 183. .

21b1a., 1171,x,23%.
31b1a., 1v,x11,30". | 5

w_3uA.N. Prior, "The Possibly-true and the Possible,"
Mind, v. 78, n. 312 (1969), p. 487.
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Footnotes to-Shapter IV
e (bp. 76<83) '

: Logica. IV,xv, 31 N rule 3

2Tpi4d,

31bid., VI,1,43 and III,1v,18".

-"Ibid., IIi,1v,18".

- e

5Ipid., IV,v,rule 13.

6Ibid.,’ II,x;rule 4.

B s g e O b oy

e PTERNET

7E A. Mqody,'Truth’and Consequence 1in Mediaeval

‘Logic, p. 84, .

- ‘ \\) 8Logica. III,v, 19¥. A4 hoc autem quod copulativa
i ‘ \sit possibilis- requiritur quod una pars sit alterl

: compossibilis et non sufficit utraque partem esse
possibilem. . . . Ad hoc autem quod copulatliva sit
impossibllis non requiritur utramque eius partem esse
impossibilem nec requiritur aliquam elus partem esse
impossibilem sed sufficit gupd partes elus sunt ,
.incompossibiles, seu etlam contradicentes. . . . —

] § e T L ST

9Ibid., 197 and 19', see fn. 8 and the following:
mamen ad impossibilitatem eius sufficit unam partem eius
esse impossibilem. . . . Ad necessitatem disjunctive
semper intelligendo affirmative, requiritur quod
altera elus pars sit necessaria ut Sortes-currlt vel
Deus est. Vel potest esse necessaria si neutra elus’
pars sit necessaria set contingens dum tamen elus .

" partes contradicunt sibi. . . . Ad possibilitatem elus
sufficit alteram partem esse possibllem quia si
disjunctiva sit possibilis ipsa potest esse vera et non
sine altera &ius parte etc. Ad impossibilitatem ‘autem
disjunctive requiritur quod utraque elus pars sit
impossibilis quia disjunctiva est consequens ad utramque

? o eius partem modo sl consequens est impossibile antecedens

;- h , est lmpossibile ergo sl disjunctiva est impossibllis

L C ? oportet gquamlibet elus partem esse impossibilem. . . .
Ad necessitatem autem conditionalis idem requiritur quod
‘requiritur ad elus veritatem et ad eius lmpossibilitatem

. sufficit idem quod requiritur ad eius falsitatem ex eo
quod omnis conditionalis vera est necessiffi\ét omnis
falsa est lmpossibilis. _
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>

T I Footnotes to Chapter IV .
: : (p. 83)

0rp14., Iv,11,267-247;: agq propositionem

4 impossibilem sequitur quelibet alia. «.+ « Ad quamlibet

- proposltionem sequitur propositlc necessaria. . . . Ad
quamlibet propositionem sequitur gquelibet ‘alia cuius
contradictoria non potest simul‘stare‘cum ipsa et ad
nullum propositionem sequitur alia cuius contradictoria
potest simul stare cum ea. . . . Impossibile est ex vero
sequl falsum, similiter impossibile est ex possibill
sequl impossibile, similiter impossibile est ex 5
necessaria sequl non necessaria’ .. . . si antecedens
.est possibile, etiam consequens . ... 81 consequens
alicuius consequentie est impossibile etiam antecedens
est impossibile . . . si consequens . . . non-est
necessarium nec antecedens eius non est _necessarium. . -.




g . Footnd‘tes té Chapter V
: _' (PP- 85-93)
1

Logica. ~_IV,v,27?, p.. 169 of ”ap-pén'ded transcrip-

 Z%mpga. o
N 3pad, 2%
7 bopia., pp. 170-172.
 Srpia., p.o173. .
Stota.- . . o
T1pia., pb; 174-175.
YT A
 91p1a., p. 176.

1071p14.

FEE S H1bia., B.177.
o e, poars. e

. ]'_16ibid;;_pp;f17§ii;&@ R - S
o 17Ibid - ,

- | lBIbid. -1\_‘ » . . ' . ».4.'_- ‘ . . .l .V?~

C e

o ‘lgllb‘id.; p. 181. :
o - e
R g

e
=

T L g
¥ - .-.w,i - 4. _~ . “ + . - 231bi§_.- ~— .
: T r-.




. Footnotes to Chapter V
. '(pp. 95-102,5' :

Ibid., p. 182.
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»

24

251bid.
61044, (7 .
?Tiﬁfd.,_IY,vi,28r, of p. 183 of appended tran-

281144, '

- ' - b1, oo
" B 3Omyia., p. 184 -
B o Bmpae 0
it _-' “ o “321bgéfj,;p2 185-186.
fy 0 i
TR, Ibid., p.y187.

B . . 4 351p1d}‘

| e - 36paa. L

o Tmaa . L
Brp1a: | '

39p1a.

T M0rpi4., p. 188, RS ////f
lrpya. S -

¥21p1a. ’__"~' S | |
Bryge. |
e, - \,
451p1a -~ P A
. _ ' . pp. 189-190. o

. Mrpia., p. 189,
- '1‘y .
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o Footnotes to Chapter V
‘ ipp. 103-105; »
“TIbid., pp. 189-190.
Brp1a, | L e
491p14., p. 190.
A
N
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. '» ' /-_," .
-
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appended text.

. shown.

Footnotes to Cha ter VI
pr 106-120)

Logica. Iv,x111,317 , rule 1,p.19b of the

e

2
3

Aristotle, Prior Analytics, 2Up 26 30.

Logica. IV,x111,31%F s P« 194,

Hsee Bochefiski, A History of Formal Logic,
P. 101 for an account of the 'indirect' moods.

OLogica, IV,xiii1,31% p 195.
6Ibid , P. 196.° ) : SN

:TIbid s IV,V,27V, rule 12,

-BIbid

| 9Ibi/IV x111,317, rule 5, p. 196.
loIbid rule 6, P. 197
11

/\<I Ibid
2.

Ibid, rule 7, p. 198. _
.13Albertfdoes not mention this, but 1t can be

A Wrp1a, 1v,x111,31%; rule 8, pp."198-199.

lsIbid IV, xiv ,317-31", pp. 200-201.
16

-

| Ockham, Summa loglcse, ed..G. GAl (st.
Bonaventure, N.Y. ranclscan Inst., 1974), pars. III-1,

cap. 44, p. 576

7Logica, IV,xv, 31 » rule 1, p. 202,
181p1a. Ty
19 | !
Ibid., rule 2, pp. 202-203.
20 -

Ibid., rule 3, p. 203.

2l1p1a, and IV,xiii.
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g“ A © Footnotes to Chapter VI
K | ‘ top. 120-129) ‘
ﬁ' 22{Q§\., rule 4, p. 204. o o
R 231p44., rule 5, pp.204-205. '
28134, , rule 6, p. 205..
251p1d., rule 7. |
261p54., rije 8.
: 271b;d,, rule 9, pp. 206-207.
f 2%1b14., rule 10, p. 207.
: 291b14., IV;xvi,rule 1, p. 208.
} 3O1p1q., 327, rule 2, p..209.
é 'i3lIbid;, rule.3, p.u210;
a o 321444, , rule 4, pp. 210-211.
331p14., rule 3.
3%7p34., rule 5.
331b14., rule 6, pp. 211-212.
2‘361b;d. rul@ 7 &8, pp. 212-213.
‘ | 371p14., 1v,xvit,327, rule 1, p. 21k,
b S . - 3Bppia., p. 218 : .
} I '391ps4., p. 215. |
} Mrbia., p. 215, o

41
42

Tbid., p. 215
Tbid., 32Y, rule 2, p. 216.
431p14., 1v,xv111,327; rule 1, p. 218

uu:bid.,‘rule 2. ' .
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_Footnotes to Chapter VI
(pp. 130-133)

“PIbid., rule 3.
| “G‘Zi T

. Ib¥d., rule 5, p. 219,
. L;'{Ib
.48
kg
50

51

d., rule 4, p. 219, rule 6, p. 220.
Ibid., rule 7, p. 220.

Ibid., rulé 8, p. 220;

Ibid., pp. 220-221.

Ibid., rule 9, .pp. 221:222.

'52ibid., IV,x11,307, rule 1, p. 191.
531b1d., rule 2, p..192.

S41p1a., rule 3, p. 192. - .

»
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Footnotes to Chapter VII
(pp. 137-153) -

/ lﬂuéhes and Cresswell, An Introduction to
-Modal Logic (London: Methuen, 12§8),&p. 141,

2
3

Ibid. B
Loglca, IV,ii, rule 6, 2u%.
uMoodv, Truth and Consequence in Mediaeval Logic,

Studies in Loglic and the Foundation” of Mathematics
(Amsterdam: WNorth Holland, 1953), p. 89. :

5

o 6Lo lca, Iv, vi rule 11; Aristotle, Prior

',Analztics, 30 16-17, 30a 31-32.

‘5 w/ékykns 6 We wTes. 5uov e 5uoo PRNE! e é... .
es «nyn;& Z:fl .. e M <X"P 6 Separo

7Logica IV, vi, rule 11 28V

Hughes . andACresswell,‘op cit., p. 49.

@

v .
‘ 8A good exposition of this view can be found in:
~E A 'Synan, "The 'Introitus ad sententias' of Roger ’
‘Nottingham, O.F. M.;" Mediaeval Studies 25 . (1963), :
279. ,

: 9Gonza1ez, "The Theory of Assertoric Con--
sequences in Albert of Saxony,“ Franciscan Studies 18
(1958): 290.

o 10Ockham, Sum@a log;cae, ed G. Gal (St
Bonaventure, N.Y.: Franciscan Institute, 1974), pars.
III-1, cap.,2l, Pp. 416.

11

Tbid. - S
121014, L '):' o
o ;3Ibid.5.cap 31, pp. M39 Hul
lurbid,,'pp 4U3-UkL .
51p1d., cap. uu 46, pp. 474- u78

| l51b1d.,'cap uu . u76
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| Footnotes to Chapter VII
- _(_*ﬂ;pp 153-15

N 17Ib1d., pars II, cap. 10, p. 276. Sicut secundum
am Aristotelis haec est vera in sensu compositionis
'omnem hominem esse animal est necessitatem' et tamen
haec est falsa 'omnis. homo de necessitate est animal"
Logica, Iv,vi,rule 11, 28

8ockham, op. cit., pars ITT-1, cap. 31, p. 442,

Y1p1g., p. Mo,

20 Ibid., p UUI.
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