St. Thomas Philosophy Seminar
on the History of Logic

Sobocinski’s first position in the United States was in Saint Paul, Minnesota, at the
College of Saint Thomas. He was only there for the spring semester of 1949-1950.
During that semester he gave several talks.!

This manuscript is entitled “Philosophy Seminar” and is dated March 10, 1950. It
is in three parts. The first two (pp. 1-10 and 11—21) are a double spaced typescript. The
third (second pagination, pp. 1-5 is single spaced).

Sobocifiski wants to describe the relations between traditional and modern logic.
He begins with a history of logic, which, he realizes is “a very young discipline.” Yet
he mentions numerous authors who have worked in this field (without detailed refer-
ences). He discusses recent work on Aristotle’s logic and on Stoic logic. His discussion
of syllogistic naturally gives center place to his doctor-father, fukasiewicz.

Stoic logic has given rise to propositional calculus. He distinguishes “schemes of
reasoning” (rules) and "theses”.

These three lectures display Sobocinski’s considerable knowledge of the history of
logic.

' 1 have entitled the other manuscript “Lesniewski’s Foundations of Mathematics.” I
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PHILOSOPHY SEMINAR
' Dre Sobocinski

Merch 10, 1950

The object of this lecture will be the relations between the tradis

"*uatlonal loglo and the (so- called) modern loglo.‘ I shall endeavour to

” show here what were ‘the reasons whlch led to the oreatlon of modern

L i;loglc and what are 1ts alms. Moreover I shall try to prove that there

:,are no fundamental dlfferenoes between the tradltlonal and the new loglo. ¢
iFor better understandlng I w1ll precede my flnal conolu51ons by |
:/l) Flrst a short- outllne of the hlstory of loglc.'
';2) Second by presentlng s ome elementary theorems of modern loglc.x
‘From the hlstory of loglo I want to re- present some faots oommonly
iknown, establlshed 1ately by contemporary hlstorloal researoh. 'Thls
| w111 help us to reallze for what reasons and in what way “the- modern
loglo appeared. As Wwe know the hlstory of loglo is a very young dis=
dfclpllne. It 1s true that" from the XIX oentury we 1nher1ted several
‘works on th1s subgect but none of them has any sclentlflc value. Thls
is true flrst of all in respect to the enormous, monumental work "Geshlchv‘
te der Loglo im Abendlande" written by Karl Prantl 1n the mlddle of the
‘yXIX oentury (I ed. Lelpz1g, 1858 1T ed. Berlln 1927) The fact that
: the author belonged to the sehool of Hegel, combined w1th hlS profound
l“:hatred of Scholastlclsm and above all hls 1gnoranoe of various logloal

L this J
' ﬂproblems has resulted 1n/yolum1nous work today belng only a valuable

"Cfoolleotlon of hlstorlcal materlals whlch Prantl oolleoted and publlshed
‘7ﬁbut ‘which he did not really understand.v One can say more or less the

hlsame about the book . of Helnrloh Maler "Dle Sylloglstlk des Arlstoteles L

"ffz'f(Tublngen 1900) whloh was oons1dered up tlll reoently as the most
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fundamental book on this subject. iFinally we‘muSt put into the satie
»category; the book of J.Nr‘Keynes "Studies and‘Exercisee invFormal
Logic" (4-th ed., London, 1906), which is by far the best text book of
non-mathematical formal logio.

The critical and4SOientific his#oryvof ldgio treefed as en indepen- .
dent branch of'history eﬁerged stricplyqspeeklﬁg;'almost 25:yearsvago;
- when this proble‘m*.was 'aft» iast.unaer‘sftoéd" by',sé’iéﬁéists'who knew the
methods - both of hlstorlcal and phllologloal researches as Well as the
logical problems., Durlng thls tlme some 1mportant papers were published,
es, for 1nstanee Mgup Geschlchte der Aussagenloglk" (Erkenntnls, 1935~
36) by Dr.'J. I&kaSIGWlGZ' former professor of Wersaw Unlver51ty, now
professor of R.T. Academy of Dublln, "Gesohlchte der Logic" (Berlin 1951),
by Dr. H, Scholz, professor of hunster Unlvers1ty, “Geshledenls der Logloa,
(Den Haeg, 1944) by Dr. .w. Beth,'professor_of Amsterdam University.
Besides these three authors I shall menfioﬁ only by name such men as
Fri T. Bochenski, 0.P:; prelate M. Grabmenn, Fr. K. Michalski, C.M.,
Fr. J. Salamuoha; Fr, Stakelum, C;M;, Fr;’Boehner; 0.F.M., Fr. R, Feys;
Fr. A. Korcik, prof.‘burr, prof St, Seheyer and prof, Dopp. All these
authors changed completely the picture we previously had of the history
of logic. It is worth noticing thaf this‘prefouhd revolution was effected
principally by the CatholicrschOIars. These soholars proved 1rrevocably,
that Kant’s famous saylng that logic has no history, as well as Prantl's
opinion that there was one only logician in the world»namely Aristotle,
are entirely erroneoos and dus to ignoranoe. ~Although we are’ today stlll
far from possessing the full picture of our subJect and in particular
the 1nvest1gat10ns of scholastic logic have hardly begun, nevertheless
we. can already affirm with total eertltude that the history of logic is

more;oompllcated then we supposed,’and thatftheiso-called traditional
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.1og10 is a result of the very complloated hlstorlcal prooess. As
Fr..Bochenski said, (sees Prooeedlngs of the Tenth Internatlonal Congress
of Phllosophy,_Amsterdam 11- 18 of August 1948) "The hlstory of logic

can be pictured by an undulant curve~ the perlods of development are .
alternated by perlods of profound decllne after whloh the WOrk begins
anew from the very foundatlons and usually w1thout taking 1nto account
former achlevements. , Broadly speaklng there were three periods 1n the
'hlstory of the European thought when logic was at its height, The flrst
one 1n anthulty, from Arlstotle to the end Of the middle~Stoio sohool*
the second in Middle Ages from the end of the XII century to the beglnnlng
of the Renaissance; and the thlrd one 1n modern tlmes since 1847 These
perlods are separated by eoochs of deep fall and de@l:ne, Typlcal in
this respect is the tlme of the late Nlddle Ages w1th an extremely hlgh
standard of logloal oon51deratlons followed later by the period of the
so-called "great" systems from Descartes to Hegel ‘with its complete
stagnatlon in the‘fiold of logic,

| - Let us now recall fhe most imporfantbfaots from the'history of

logic as this is the only way which will lead us to right oonclusions.

As it has been estaolished by the resesrch made first by prof,
Zukasiewicz there were in antiquity-fwo different schools of logic which
were indeﬁendent of eaoh other. The flrst of them was founded by Arlstotle,
the second one appeared some thlrty to nlnety years after the death of
the author of the Organon. This secoﬁd one grew.on the bosom of the old
Stoa. These two schools came into being‘independentiy of each other and
were rival schools go they taught two different 1ogioal theofies as
different in fact as arithmetic is from geometry. y$ome time later,
Aﬁtiquity resounded with 1ogioal quarrelsrbetWeen the followers of botﬁ

schools, Eventually many oenturiesilater;towérds the end ofbAntiquity
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this quarrel led to some sort of synthe51s achleved by the so-called
‘late_commehtators of Arlstotle. Thls synthesls 1n the form elaborated
by Porfirios was fransmit?céd‘ to the ear‘ly Middle Ages by the Christian
martyr Boetlus. Thus the Latxn version of thls synth681s worked out
by Boetlus became the basxs for medleval lOglG.» |
To make the plcture qulte clear I will recall some fundamental

features characterlstlc of the Arlstotellan 1oglc - as well as those
‘\whlch characterlze the logic of St01cs. This will help us to understand
the orlgln of this synth651s vhich was transferred from the late Anthulty,
to the early Mlddle Ages.

: Those pr1ncipa1 p01nts of the Arlstotellan 1oglc as set off byv
recent 1nvest1gat10ns can’ be presented as follOWS~

| I;JMArlstqtle eenceived his syllogistics as a'deductive system.
Cbrxsfécjueriﬂy'ﬁe tried to give' it the fori of an axiomatic theory, For
thieipﬁrpoee he-peeited wiﬁheht'prbof, that‘is‘as,axiems{ fOur“syl-'>
IOgisms of the fiféf figure. For him the reduction of other figures to
the first one was nothlng élse than an attempt to prove,: that it is
kposs1b1e to deduce all the sylloglsms from Barbara, Celarent, Darii and
'Ferlo those four sylloglsms belng admltted by him = prlorl.' Therefore
we can state, that Arlstotle,»flrstklh the world,'understood the idea
of the deductive eystem and fried}to donetrucf‘sueh s system even before
the geometry of Euolid. Today we know that}h’i’s axiomatics of sylle‘gistics
; ie not sufficien% as-a deductive basis fér hisveySfem‘of logic. This
however does not ‘alter the fact that he is the first oreator of the first
~"dédﬁ§tive. system in the world. | |
H‘;F]Ii;«UAristotle is without doubt inventor of the idea offvariahles,
many‘eehfufies before the Arab mathematibiéﬂe.f iﬁ hHis 1bgical works he

uees theblettersdo(;fg,Yyret ey, (Whioh,exaeflyfcbrrespdnd’tb our letters
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’P; 8, M, in the ‘same meanlng) in which the letters are used in algebra.‘
Moreover Aristotle olearly dlstlngulshes two dlfferent klnds of such
variables, Those for which we can substltute only notlons, and others
" for which we can substltute only declarative prop031tlons. In other
words, Arlstotle dlstlngulshes name varlables and prop031tlonal varia-
bles, as can be clearly seen in A. Pr., A 15, 34 a, 22 8, ete, Knowing
what is the 1mportance of varlables in the sciences espeolally in the
'deductlve ones, we can not suff1c1ent1y stress the Value of thlS‘
‘diSQoVery. Unfortunately, however thls was not understood by some of
Aristotlet!s successors and followers. |

III. Aristotls unmlstakably llmlted the fleld of the development
of the name variables, He allOWS in substltutlng for suoh varlables A
only the unenpty and - common notlons. It means, that if we went to nse
correctly his‘eystem ofylogio‘ we cen substitute for the ﬁariables only
such names Whlch denote the objects really exlstlng and which have at
least tWO d651gnates. The second part of thls condition (oonoernlng
¢ onmon notions) does mot interest ns in our pnesent considerations, but
I would like to etress‘that it had been adopted by Aristotle in view
of the specific properties of his philoeophical system; However, the
omission of this condition does not affect the correctness of the system
of sylldgistios. |

The position is quite dlfferent in'respect to the first part of the
condition. This part aeolaring, that we oan,substitutelfor the variables
. .only non-empty notions‘oiroumSGrlbes.tne field‘of the Aristotelien logic,.
If we rejeot this condifion, then we will have to reject several theses
‘ ofjfhe Aristotelian logio as inoorreot."This‘wes already perfectlyvknown
’to some ‘0ld scholastic loglolans, and is mentloned by John of St. Thomas

in hls Cursus Philosophisus (vol, I pp 52 $s.). The condition as stated
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abbve wes also the.priﬁciéal'cause of misunderstanding betweenfthe did:
and the meW‘GQntemporary legie,-because it often-either is not under-
stdodeor simply forgotten by sdmefeuthors Vie shall come back 1ater to
this topic when dlscu531ng the modern 1og10., At present 1et us only
’remember that thls is the prlnclple whlch is, so te say,,out51Qe the
~proper formal system of the Arlstotellan loglc.m Imtorder to be brief

we shall call 1t “condltlon A." : am‘ |

vIV. What we sald in points 1, 2, and 8 cireumscribes eatisfactorily
the sphere of Arlstotellan loglc sufficlently;keven 1f we dld not. know
: other declaratlons by Aristotle.r H1s system of logic 1s a deductlve
theory, whlch establlshes some connectlons between unempty notlons it
1s,eto use & modern expreselon a-partvof the caloulus of terms.»

Vo Arlstotle formulates the syllogisms constantly and per51stently
in a special manner, Thls 1s entlrely different from that which is used-
by fraditiohalkIOQic but it ‘is in complete harmony with the requirements
"~ of the modern 1og10. The follow1ng example will explaln this question,
Everybody knows thatkthe syllqgism1Barbara has the following form in

treditienal‘logioy

In vain, however, we WQuld7loek;for;suoh a form in Aristotle's writings.
What can be fOundrinstead areeoﬁly the following propositions as written
dovn in APr, A 4, 25 b, 38 s and 26 a, 34 ss, 37 s5, 26 b, B §5 eto.s
g’L _Kd.\{q fr,o_ogﬁKeg’(oL Tlel NTos: Tov B, Kou_ To @ Kol Tl
Hd\\(’(OS L(W K‘ c{\fdb‘}(f‘\’( To o KQ(»(OQ ‘&qLog Zf»
Ko(.’ll’\]g‘opt’m'édxg
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| The exact tfanslatlon of thls sentence runs- as follows‘
: If'oLbelongs to[%ln the whole exten51on and /. belongs
toy-in the whole extension, necessarllyo(}s 1n the ‘
whole extension predlcatedyf— :
’That is, u51ng our: 1oglca1 language.,
»’k If every0&1s/3 and every/@n 2&* then everyoilszf’
That . 1s, us1ng the tradltlonal symbols-'
It S.a Mlend,Mva:P, then S a P
It should Be streseed«,thet all syllogiSmS'were written by Aristofle in
this manner, and 1n particular that the Mlnor comes flrst and the. Ma jor
‘second;: Tthen we compare both formulas that 1s the Arlstotellan and .
that elaborated by. the tradltlonal loglc we see at ohce “the fundamental
dlfference between them. In the tradltlonal 1og10 the sylloglsm is
presented as.a scheme of‘reasonlng.. It is avrule which deolares that
hav1ng such and sucﬁ fwo premlses we can infer from- them such “and such
conclusxon.i hlth Arlstotle the sylloglsm ‘has-exactly the same form as.
overy theorem of mathematlcs hes when correctly stated;afor instance
the follow1ng arlthmetlcal thes1s:
If a<_‘»b ax_ld be, then a o
Now let us state~cleafly in what exactly:oohsists the difference.
The treditiOnal Syllogism is as we eaid,la verbal rule of reasoning.
The well-known insori?tion{ i o
(if):; MaP
(and) SaM.
(Then) "SaF
shoﬁld'ln:feof'be‘read in~fhe,f0110wlng way: "If we accept as true the
stateﬁenfrﬁhat'every’M le P, and ‘if we pessrto'the other<etatement‘which
we also acoept as true, namely that‘every,saisfM'then We infer that every
S is P, " | |
;fﬁere,;as‘We see, thevformal eoheme‘is mlked up With some directives

~ tolling us that we should pass from one premise to the other and then




..8..

infer from both premises the ‘conclusion, However, it is not explained

whet is meant by\paseing-from one ppemise to the other and what is meant
by inferring. In thep words it is, ds we said, a verbal ruie of reason-
ing;;andAa réfherlclumsy one. |

v The Arlstotellan sylloglsm is concelved in a completely dlfferent
wey. It is concolved by Arlstotle as a th631s of a deductlve system, -
Being part of~thls,dedubt1ve'system it is as every such theSls COmple-
tely dead or 1noperat1ve, we cannot do anythlng w1th 1t' we cannot use
i, ‘unless we are prov1ded w1th some dlrectlves or as we say rules of
procedure. In the case of the svlloglsm these rules are two namely the
’rule of substltutlon and the rule of detaohment.

‘ :It must~beystre$$edvthat th;s cquceptlon,,ls‘quite explicit with
Afistotle, that Aristdtle realized what a"deductivé éystem‘is, alﬁhough
the rules of‘procedUre were notvfully developed and elaborated by him.

T sum up ‘eur last cousidez‘ati‘bns we will ‘sey that both forms of
syllogistics,kthe‘Aristepelian and the traditional express the same idea
but in twe differenp formS}l They are both syllogistics, but they differ
greatly from the formal p01nt of view., Or we could say that they have
different fermal propefties;' | |

The syllogism as f’pvr:mula“cecl‘byvAri‘stofle allows the building of
'syllogistics as an exiometic sysfem. v
| ’:The syllogism as’formulated.in the’traditipnal-loglc cennot be used
- for this pufpese. !
: The,queStienrof,course arises as to what wes the ceuse ofkthis mis-
undefspending; chauge‘end eonfusiOnﬁ ‘how and why it happened that the
Arlstotellan form of sylloglsm was replaced by the tradltlonal one. . This
is .one of the most 1nterest1ng and at the same tlme one of the most

1mportant quest;ons'of the hlstory of log;c,l I shall try later to
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5explain'it A% present I mentien only, that all greét cemmentators of

Arlstotle in Anthulty up to Alexander of Aphrodisias 1nclus1vely,

followed Arlstotle.

VI. The Aristotelian form of syllogism as well as his other state-

‘ments shows‘élearly,'thaf'Aristotle eonceiVedlthe implication of the

expfeSsion “If'.;;3ithen'g..":iﬁ the Wide' fofﬁal’senee}' It should be
noted that 1n hlS days & famous dlscuss1on was started by the school of

Megara concernlng the sense of "1mpllcatlon" " Diodor Kronos (deadv/SOY),

‘wanted to llmlt cend;tlonal prop051t10n to those cases only where the

anteeedent and the eoneeéuent are bound together by their ihtefnalleentehtel
Arigtotle took the opposite view and of course he cannot be blamed for
the fact that some of his followers preferred to follow on thisipeintl
Diodor Kronos; | | |

VII. One‘cf the’fundamehtal‘partsvef modern logic is the so-called
ealculue'ofbpropositione; Aristofle did het discover it, but hé was very
close to thie discaVéfy. We find in h1s wrltlngs some rules of procedure
which in fact are verbal paraphrases of certaln theses of thls caleulus.
Arlstotle used these rules partloularlv often when he dealt with the
reduction of other figures of syllegism te the first ene, as for in-
stance in A.Pr. A'44f 50 &, erss or 4 Pr.'B 8, 59 b 1 ete. One has the
1mpre551on that he simply had not enough tlme for this dlscovery. He was

partlcularly near this discovery in the period of "Toplcs." ~Howevef' the

vhonour'of thls discovery belongs to others.' Arlstotle's closest dlsclple

'f:Theophrast developed some parts of Arlstotellcn logic. Unfortunately,

we have only few fragments of his works., However, even what was saved

- shows, that he was a great logician, Some of his ideas were recently

discovered by the modern legieians independently 6f‘him. 8o for instance,
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was the concept of partlcular quantlfler with 1ts far—reéchlng consequences.:
Theophrast can be con51dered as & llnk whlch coﬁneets the Arlstotellan~
"fperlod of the hlstory of loglc ‘with the next perlod of Greek 1oglc whlch

by the way, has not yet been sufflclently examlned
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About 300 years BGC.,»and'éver twenty years after thé déafh of
Aristotle, Zeno of Kition fQUnded a neW'philosophical school - the school
ofistoa. However, theﬁreai;founder of-ﬁhe school was Chrysippos
(scholarch 232 205) the thlrd ruler after Zeno.. About him it was said,
that without hlm Stoa would not exist. He was also the founder of the
: Stolc:log;c., Unfortpnately only a'few fragménts were saved ffom the
j immepsié iitergturé of old asd niddle Stoa (the new Stos discussed only
,'ethioal‘éroblems'énd:thereforé iﬁ-dogs,not iﬁterest_us here). Consequently;
infofdérvto reoonéﬁruct:its'log1051 d§é£rine it was not enough to use
the classic céllection of,v6n Arnim (Vetergm Stoicorum fragmenta), but
it‘was also;necessary to go through all thé Writings of Aristotle's
‘commentétoré of Sextus Emplrlcus as well as through some works of the
'Fathers of the Church. These dlffieultles explain why the St01c logic
becdme known only reoently. It shpgld ‘be stressed that the solutlon of
this historical prleeﬁ threw mu&h.light on the genesis of the traditioﬁal
logic., J

Already at the'first contacf with thé Stoic logic our attention is
called to the fact, that it uses an entirely different termlnology from
the Arlstotellan one, It is evident that Chrlslpps and his followers
did not know the language of Afistotlé or of Theofrast. ,?of instance
wheﬁ»referring to their_theory they,gse theuté?m kyv Q?/pJ)Xfog
8 fefm unknown to Aristotle, and from'Whiéh ouf "logic" is derived, For
thelr loglcal formulas, they usad the ‘l:erm QU}EG{T&)‘O( O{éﬂw}@%td\

(non—complete proposition) whlch we do not find 1n the Organon. It is
from here that our term "axiom" 1s:derived, although it ‘has nOW a différent

1meaning; Hdwevervthe'difference between the Stoic and the Aristotelian
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logic is not limited to the terminology; it extends also to the contents
and'iS‘decidedly'of-a fundamental character, Tt must be stressed that
theif logical formulas or axlomata are qulte different from those of the
Arlstotellan sylloglstlc.a A great'number~of these'formulas is atbpresent
known to us and I shall wrlte down a few of them in the same form as wes

used by the Stolos-«“

. : 16o{ , then R
_ therefore (5'
i Ifo( thon(b
_non- ﬂb, R,

th?efefore"non o(’
{
III. x ' C{ or @5
. .non A
Therefore KBL

Iv, - | | non /o( and (5 /

,fherefore Tion (Q{

V. ' ' Ifo( then(?>
e e then ¥
therefore Iqi.’ then Zv‘

Vi, - .. nonm nonck
thereforea& ' '
VII. S Ifo( then[b

o IR non‘GN i then(b
therefore (5

Looking at these formulas we notlce et once that they uave ‘the form
'used in “traditional loglo and that some of them are s1m11ar to the
(s0 called) compound sylloglsms. In orderlto understand why this is so,
we must first cons1der ‘what the Stolcsklntended to express by these
formulas; As T mentloned before we know Wlthout any doubt that they wrote
'these formulas in the follow1ng ways - If flrst then second, Flrst
Therefofe Secoud | And §0 on, and that they understood the expr9581ons
‘ “fifst"""second" "thlrd“ and ‘'so on,  as prop051t10nal variables, whlch’

they allowed to be replaoed only by decla, ratlve pr0p051t10ns. Moreover,
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they understood the term "declarative proposition" in the same way as the
modern logie, that is, in the widest sense, The position is eXactly the
same in respect to the expfession "if..u;‘then", that is in respect to
fhe iﬁplicatios; this‘alsefthey-undefstood in fhe largest sense, What
I ‘said before desorlbes and determlnes sufflclently the Stoic logic. In
short they dlseovered the calculus of proposltlens. We will have to
con31der later thls theory, at present I would llke to mentlon in a few
words the strange hlstory of thls theory. There is no doubt that Aristotle
and Theofrast antlclpated it in some way, but, aSjl sald;before,~1t has
been expllCltly formulated only in the school of Stoa. However, their
achlevement was not really understood was mlslnterpreted and deformed
sby later eommentators and eventually, durlng the flrst coenturies B.C,,
forgotten. = This theory was (for the second tlme) discovered in India
'dufing the first centuries after Christ Ey some Buddhist philosophers;
among whom the most prominent was Dinnaga. This discovery, it should be
stressed, was made quite'independently_and without any influence of Greek
philosdphers ‘and it also WaSISOon forgotten.

The 1ate Scholastlos disgovered it for the third time in the history
of hUman thought and ageln,as it seems, 1ndependent1y, With them these
'Lconslderatlons were;known by the'title "De consequentiis"., This time
thls'theery has been'more fully developed and more profoundly examined,
fhan.wes the case withlstoich FOWéVer the same causes which destroyed'
:the contlnulty of the sclentlflc development of: the late Scholastlcs ‘also
put 1nto ob11v1on thelr new logical con31derat10ns.

For the last time and deflnltely the calculus of prop031t10ns was
dlseovered in 1879 by G. Frege who elaborated 1t in an almost perfect form,
‘ThlS tlme too 1t was dlsoovered 1ndependently of all previous historical .

developments. The hlstory of several repeated discoveries of th1s~theory
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'ahd the fact that they were repeatedly forgotten is the more stranme in
that durlng the same time, even durlng the perlods when the calculus of
proposltlone fell into complete obllv1on several laws - ‘belonging to thls
theory were qulte expllcltly and olearly stated, A typloal example in
this respect is the theorem of Clav1us from the XVI century as well as
the famous "oasus Sacoeri" from the XVIII century. e will have to deal
with both of them later}

Let us now go back to our analysis of St01c loglo, Here I woyld
like to meﬂtlon follow1ng p01nts-

'_I, ihe St01c patterns were glways glven as schemes of reasoning and
never as 1oglca1 theses (as Was the oase of Arlstotellan syllogisms).
These St01o sohemes have eyactly the same forms ‘as the evllogism of the
traditional logio. Tis is an 1ndubitable fact but historical doc uments
‘which we possess do not explain the reasons Whioh induced Chrisippos to
adopt such form,

If the Stoics Wanted to formolate their patterns in the Aristotelian
way, then for 1nstanoe the flrst of the above-mentioned should have the

form of the- follow1ng thesiss

- If, ifO\, then/g, andQL, than(%
If, ifc<, thenf3, and non/B, then,honc(

The seoond;
The thirad:
| If, C& orﬂg, and nonok theo/g
_and so on
~II. The St01cs did not develop their loglc as an axiomatic theory.
I171. Those remnants on whlch 8toic logls is based & which: have reached us '
shoW that Stolos probably did not know the Whole caloulus of proposltlons‘

They show no traoe of such 1mportant theorems as for instance, those of

Duns Sootus, of Clavius, of Pierce or the laws of De Morgan.b
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lV, However, toey were perfectly aware, that their logic differs
completely_from the Aristotelian one and we have positive indications
as to this point. Both‘these‘great'schools of logic in Antiquity fought
eaoh other, and what seems - rather strange nobody in Anthulty realized
that these two theorles were‘not contradlotory, but, on the cortrary,
compllmentary,‘ Taken together the Arlstotellan and the Stoic logic
oonstltute a nearly complete SJstem of loglo.

After these oon31derat10ns we reallze how wrong we s Praﬁtl when
he desorlbed the Stoic loglo 88 "grenzenlose Stupldltat“ (III 472).
It shows onlv that Prantl hardly understood anythlng of formal loglc.
It ;s,troe that the St01os,were inferior toﬁArlstotle in their formal
oonsiéeratioﬁe, nonethelees, they ereated a new and fundamental.part of
loglc although the form they gave it was not setisfaototyi

As I mentioned, there was in Antiquity a struggle between these two
schools of logic. This we know from the writings of Aristotelian
ioommentators, Orlglnallv these ‘authors dlstlngulsh very well the
Arlstotellan logic from the St01o theory. They not only understOod very
clearly the difference between Arlstotellan sylloglsms and Stoic formulas
but also they gave the 1og10al laws of both schools in their authentlo
form: |

. the Arietotelian syllogiems,as»logioal theses;

the Stoic patterns as schemes‘ofireasoning
The sltuatlon began to ohange in late Anthulty. Toe gradual decadence
" of the anthue o1v111zatlon the loss of St01o writings and the complete
dlsappearanoe of the interest in the Arlstotellan phllosophy oharacterlze
this perlod of Anthulty. Vie low thet in those tlmes while almost
nobody followed the philosophy of Aristotle his 501ent1flo authority grew

considerably. Later on, the Scholars, deprived of the ancient scientific
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culture and possessing no adequate inventién, tried to melt down thef
remnants of the antique knowledge into ste sort of synthesis, the
‘elements of various authors and SGhOOlsdbeing ﬁften put togefher‘v'
~mechanically, Such-pfoéedure~can-be’ob§ervéd;in'varioﬁs branches of
knoWlédgevand,freQﬁehtiy WQ’afe.unablé,fo‘decipher what were fhe Original_
sources on'whichktheyAWefé baséd. 'The result of such a prodédure wa.s
that the ﬁniférmity‘aﬁd‘hbmogeﬁeiﬁy of the synthesis achieved in this
way waslbniy éﬁparent; ~With-the WholefeXpressivéness we can trace véfy
,diétinctlyjthis proéeSs in the logic of late Ahtiquity. With older
cbmmentatbré;,for instance, with~Aiexand9f of Aphrodisias or with Galien
"( oy 199 3.0,) ye find a correct exposition of both systems of logic.
Léter:thesé two systémsrare mixed together, - Various authors cease to
’un@erstand_the difference, existing between the Aristotelian and the
Stoic 10gic; They do not distinguish the name variables of the Aristote~
lian syllogistics from the propositional variables of the Stoic formulas
and théﬁ‘oohfuse the terminology of both schools, taking mo account of
the QBVioUé meaning. -

This Process is particularlybcléar_in the writings of Philopon, one
of the 1atesﬁ Aristotelian cdmmentators, who-1lived at the end of the V
and the beginniﬁg of the’VI centﬁry; ‘With this Neoplatonic author-the
confusion of ideas and ferminologies féaches its climax, Aristotelian.
syllogisms receive the form of Stoio schémes,:and‘fhese are intefpreted
as laws of the logic of terms. The folloWiﬁg ékample will éhow us how
‘ it ‘happened. |
Let us remember the first Stoic formula, which we earlier mentioneds
‘—Ifc&,vthen($ |

A '

théreforé»/&

and let us compare this with the syllogism Barbara, in the form as used




- 17 -
by Aristotle namelys
If eve;yOKis/gand every/%is “then everyo(iszyr
: (see my first lecture, page 7)

In Greek the Stoic formula has the follow1ng form
el {6d 10&
S
Toe WE

The word "{\." means exactly the same ‘as. Engllsh ngp ves, then..."

The word %{E%L" corresponds to the Latln ergo“ or Engllsh "therefore,"
“Now it should be stressed that the word’"o(Fuf is very. seldom used by
Aristotle, on the other hand 1t is & typlcal and a necessary element in
the Stoic 1ogic,:zk |

The Aristgfeiién’syllogism is a thesis having always the form of an
implipatiOn, it:is & conditional proposition, and as such, it is always
preaedéa by thé words "51" or “ngik", that is the English "if", For
the variables of the Aristotelian syllogish_only the unempty notions can
be substituted. | :
| The étoic "formula" is a scheme of reasoning and as such it rever
hés the form of a condifional proposition, For the varisbles of such
‘écheme only deolaratife propositionsAoan be substituted., This can be
proved not only by éxpliqit‘historioalvdecldfations of some Stoic
‘phiiosbphers; but also corﬁoborated by obvious reasons. So for instance,
if we take,vthé third of fhe above~mentioned~$foic formulass | |

| o(dr\/% | | |
non ok

therefo”e(g

and if we substitute for variables and -any notions, say “man" and
"horse", we obtain the following expression:
MAN -or HORSE

: non MAN ,
' thelefore HOPSE " which 1s obviously meaningless.
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Qn the contrary we obtaln an entirely correct reaeoning, if we

substitute for variableso(and(gany declarative propositions, for instance;
BAfter this lecture Irshall go immediately to St. Paul" and "After this
lecfure I shall«ge immediately home ,* In that case our formula.aSSumes
the following'form- '

(After this lecture I shall go 1mmed1ately to

St. Paul.) or (After this lecture I shall go

immediately home.)

non (After this lecture I shall go 1mmed1dtely home
g8+, .A.v.lu.L ) )

therefore (After this lecture I shall ‘go immediately
' to St. Paul.) .

As we~see we'haVe here’three propositions,

The first cons1sts of two propos1t10nsbun1ted by the word "or“ It

states; that one of" tWo eventualities will materialize. The second

that the first eventuallty will materialize. Therefore it is true,
‘proposltlon states that 1t is not true/’as stated by the third proposition,
that the second eventuallty w1ll materlallze.

We see that it is a correct reasonlng and that it is dlfferent from
the sylloglstlc one .,

The synthesis, produced by the late.antiquity confused and mixed
‘together everything end the writings of Philopon give evidence on this
point;' First'of“all, the terminology is'entirely haphazard. Our science{
created by Afletotle, receives the name’"lqgic”’whiehiie of Stoic pro-
| venience aﬁd besldes several.étpic eXpreesiensienfef'info the logical
lﬂnguage; Moreover, what Waseworse, in»fhis'eynthesis the‘unfortunate
St01c conceptlon, namely the scheme of reasonlng, replaced the correct
Arlstotellan conceptlon of a logical thesis. At the same time the 1dea
of Stoie logic became completely disfigured and eventually‘people ceased |
. even to realize that thoselwere two greeﬁlyidifferent systems of logic.

AT ~ : :
Therefore, the Stoic word;"&@%c‘, our "ergo" or "therefore", seldom used
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‘by»Anistptle, was introduced into every logical formulea, no matter

whether of Stoic orfAristotelian'provenienCe. on the bfher hand, the
Aristotelian words "QL" or "%\Ql" were dropped From now on the
Arlsfotellan sylloglsms have 1ost thelr prlmltlve corroct form. ’They
coase to be theses hav1ng the form of 1mp110at10n, 9nd contrary to the
1ntent10n of Arlstotle thev 285 sUme - the form of St01c schemes of reasoning.
ThevhemogeneouseArlstote11an,the31s, for 1nstance,,Barbara;j.

: ‘If~SeM and MaP, then SaP

after the expre851on "if o,.., then .,.", split in three separate parts:

A
“SaM“ "MaP“ "SaP" and after the addition of the 8toic term "y (Pd"

acquired the Stoic form

MaP
S SaM

“&é?¢~'Therefore Sa P

the form so well known from traditional logic.

But, the fate of the Stoic logic was even worse. <he guthors, we
mentioned before did‘not‘undersfand the difference between the name-~
and the'propositioﬂal--variables.‘ They felt, that the Stoie formulas
cannot be treated, as & ‘part of the Arlstotellan 1oglc.. They became

aware that Stoic schemes in which symbols are interpreted as name-~variables

lead to nonsense, as shown by the above-mentioned example of man and

- horse, Therefore, they tried to interpret them in a different way and

eameytosthekconclusionxﬁhaf'thoseyciphersk(whiehbes,we‘anW were symbols
of preposiinﬁai variebles) stand for predioateS”of‘some categerical
propositlon whose subJect and eopula has been 1ost or omltted e+g» by

a careless oopylst ~1hat»e.g. the orlglnal ;nscr;ptlon was " is P%, or

"Every § is PY; of "Some S is P" and that fef’somekreasons eventually

'thy the last part remained, kIt,gpes without saying that such an ex-

plenation is‘contrafy to all intehtions"qf;Sﬁoic'philosophers,
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Abplying,this interpretation they obtained the following Well-khowg
formulass: | |
I. If S is?P, then s is N

S is P
Therefore S 1st

II. If S is P then S 1s N
;,, 8 is.mnot N. . »
Therefoze S 1s not P

These'formulas ;whloh we know se Well from‘the traditional loglo where
they are- called Compound and Dlsgunctlve Syllogisms, are merely ‘substi-
tutlons,of the above-mentloned authentic Stoic .formulas. In order to
understand better the sltuatlon thus created in loglc let us imagine
kthat in arlthmetlc the general thes1s' -
&+b = b4a

has been rejected'end only its particular substitutions, e.g.:

| | (e x a) (cib) = (2 b) (e x a)
were aceepted.

Wé will agree that thevresult of such procedure would be a great

weakening of our afifhmetie‘system.
| This 1is exaotly’what happened to the Stoic formulas which lost theéir
strength and imporﬁence, and becoming weak substitutions were added to
‘the Aristetelien logic as modeet’and unimportant supplement.

I have presented iﬁ akShOrfuand sehematic‘way the historical origin
of the traditional logic. ‘Thisfhistory shows clearly that the so-called
traditional iogic came into being as the result of aﬁ inept,confusibn

of the Aristotelian logic with the Stoic one.

Besides in the course of this process, bqth-fheSe systems underwent
seme deformdtibns. This genesis of the traditionél‘logic wes oom?letely

ffefgoften so that, when in the la_te Mlddle Ages, scholastlcs discovered

anew the calculus of proposltlens they were unaware of its connectlon
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to euch ah extent that theyqtreated‘their«considerations‘of compound_
syllogisms quite seperafely from their studies of the ¢calculus of
propositions. The,fifetkwereta pert of hormélklogioal cOmpendiums the

second were. developed 1n speolal treatlses called "De consequentlls"

I hope that what I have sald explalns sufflolently the fundamental -

p01nts from the hlstory of the anthue 1oglc.
Ev1dently I wes obllged to omit many 1mportant faots as 6. g. the

whole problem of the Platonlc 1oglc or ‘the 1nte1est1ng feot that the

,fourth,flgure of"the sylloglsm-was.dlscovered many yesars béfore Gelien.

However; I would like to mention the indubitable fact that the first

elogioal antinomy, nemely "The Liar" Has been discovered by the school

of;Megare. From Rustow's classicel work on this subject (Der Ligner,

5 Leipzig 1910) we know whatka greet importance was attributed to this ‘

problem by Antiquity. -We'know also that Antiquity did not solve this

problem. For a solution it had to wait t1ll the XIV-th and then agaln

’tlll the XX-th century,
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S ‘ In meleprcy ’“iis I gave a short explanatlon of the genes1s o,
. ;;traditlonal louic, ‘which ‘began in later antiqultya'
- early Mlddle Ages Wae exceptionally poor. Originn ~

' ing n f«and'only from X century "De. categorlis“
"“gs of Porflrios, of". Boecius,,of ”

; ) ’lectlca" of St. Augustln.
Jacob;of Venlce flrst translatedfthe rema

. Consequ
t ‘was formulated 1n the terminology establlshed by "loglca W .
hl '1ast one dependent on Boetlus and late Aristotle s commenta-'.sig ;

;‘had been in .
: freasonlng 1

tekAntiquity.; That 1s, the svllogisme are treated as the rules of
: "'emnants of St01c logic, as an unimportant part of the

II' In this perlod e meet the flret sch
"Summulae logicales" of Petrus Hlspanue; 1Tt ,“
ter Pope John ‘the XXI /+l277/, had ‘a garéer 31milar to the "Sententlae"" L
-~ Petr Lombardius. There were in this time . other menuals of 1ogic, perhaps better Sk
- ones, but because of the olerlty and the sim e

loglcales ‘

: ; LHlspenus formal loglc is poorly presented,
‘fand besides hls”manual was. strongly 1nfluence by the problematlc of Aristotle's.
Toplcs. ThlS had a rather disastrous effect.: As Petrus Hlspenus' work Wes a prln-
‘,c1pal source of Jlogical knowledge durlng the XIV i
; n- p unded in Toplcs 1n the form ™




‘ldoctrine of St. Thomas, for 1nstance, one - should collect and analyze all loglcal

_j,_2* ‘iug

passages from hlS wrltings. This work has still to be done, however modern inves=

‘tigations made up till now show that St. Thoras! logical remarks and considerations

included in his later, mature works go considerably beyond those of his commentarles.
In both "Summae" he uses often and consciously the logical forms which s were known

~to the traditional logie, 1In many places quite unexpectedly we meet passeges con=

vkta1n1ng profound logical con51derations, which unfortunately were never. developed

'1nto speolal dissertations,

The third period of seholastic loglc, w1th the 50 called "1ogica modern-

o orum" 1ncludes the XIV and XV centurles. ‘Logie. of". this perlod attains a yery high

standard in its development but being in close connection with. the contemporery
‘ph11050phy, 1t suffered the fate of the later scholasticlsm. Lodgica modernorum:

~went into complete oblivion together with the whole philosophy of Ockham and: hlS

,successors and followers, and only recently, owing to the modern research work we
begln to realize how original was this philospphy and that its standard was very.

‘high, E%ﬂ%#“véhell“lugieemmodern~f@?@é?chwwoekmwembegiu towrealize heWWepegénekw*_

eweeaeheempheleeephyeendmeheEmttsmeteeeemdmweemveethTghg First of all ‘logica
modernorum rebuilt the calculus of propositions, forgotten since the Antigquity.

~Besides its analysis of language and related problems led to conclusions which are
‘very close to the modern semantieal investlgatlons.r This, for instance, for the

first time the famous antinomy of "the liar" was.solved correctly by those logi-~

* -ciens of the XIV century, They showed that it arose by the inadmisible mixture.and

dicatur et de alio". ./8.Th.I® 40, 1, 1%/,

confusion of two various languages, namely of ‘the language Whlch we speak, w1th the

'language Whlch we speak about,

These are the prin01pal data and the fundqmental features of the scholastlc
loglc. A full and detailed presentation of this guestion is imppssible because the
Investigations of the scholastic logic conducted up till now are completely insuf-

vicient and. 1na§ uate, . As Fr, Bocheﬁskl observed "ge know practiecally. nothlng"~ o
about this LogicffWe can show only the main 1inés of ‘the historiéal progress .of
Bcholabtic logic; and- we:.can indicate some.of the most interesting points, which -
aro being discovered now, We have neither adequate investigations of the Arabian
logic and its influences on the various medievel authors, which makes 1mposs1b1e
any. sclentiflc work in this field, We have not even any monograph on logic by such
well known scholastic personalities as Albertus Magnus, Duns Scotus and not even
cn Ste Thomas, . As far as 8t, Thomas is concerned we have only few and small con-
trlbutlons, but even from them it is evident that the Angelic Doctor went con51der-
ably beyond the con31derat10ns of the tradltional logic. I will mention here only
a feow points, ‘

" The formulation of the famous definitlon of the term "equal' often at-
tributed without foundatio %o Leibniz, was discovered really by St. Thomas..
BuréF-Fort1 first d%ééﬁﬁ%ﬁgk that St. Thomas defines this term in the following
ways “Quaecumque sunt idem ita se habent d quidquid praedicatur de uno, prae= @

giLelbnlz expresses exactly the same A)
ideas:  "Eadem sunt, quorum ugym pmtest ‘substitutul alteri salva verltate"l Both z
these formulas translated into the present logical or mathematical language, have %)
exactly the ‘same meaning: "For any a -and b, als equal with b, if and only if
for any / for a, if and only 1f ?’for b" whlch we ean wrlte 1n ‘the follow1ng,
symbolical orm:

‘Io‘ : [ab a"'bo"' ? (b) : l )
This ¥ormyla proved t at at e -can define this fundamental mathematieal

'term by 1oglcol notions only, that is, that we can express this term, as a purely
_ loglcnl term. This will become stlll more evident if we note that on the strength

of the Arlstotellan condition "AM ?e?tion?d)before the expression'
Iyl (a) 3 yb)

',‘is equivalent to the follovlng formula~ Every a is b and every b is A,
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“ﬁTherefore, u31ng for the functor "every ses 18 .0y, B symbol "Yj", we obtain o

, the following logical thesiss v Sl

1 II, [abl;a=b.z:afh,bl a Sl
‘Consequently, the term "equal" ‘can be deflned in. the field of syllogisblcs.,"

EVeryone with an elementary knowledge of the foundations of mathe- f;,'~’e'%

matics and its history Wlll understood that the history of logic would hsve
been different if this idea of St, Thomss had been understood properly. However,-‘
if with some restrictions we add st thesis to the syllogistic, then we
. can obtain the whole contemporar“?ga cu ﬁ%@ ‘of - terms., Another point, which I-
~would like to mention is St. Thomis! opinion on the construction and meaning
of -the universal propositions, which comes very. close to some ideas of modern s
logic, ‘and this w1ll become: obvious 1o everyone Who w1ll compare St. Th, S T, la¢{
13, 12 dand Principia Mathematica I,%10,% ,

' ‘These ‘points which we mentioned, ag’ well as others show clearly that :
. the loglcnl considerations of St. Thomas cannot be squeezed within the narrow
frame of traditional logic. : For the construction of his. great and compact.
y”phllosophicel and theological system, St. Thomas was obliged to use stronger
- logical instruments, than these which could be supplied by the . traditioncl logic.
A logical analysis showed that his various reasonings, absolutely correct from
~the logical point of view, are not ccntcined in the modern logjc. This is true,;

for instance, in re pect to. the proofs of the existence of God nd of immorality,, ol

“of the human soul™h o
S Unfortunately, St. Thomas did not collect develop and bulld his ,
' logical considerations intc a uniform system, but even scattered. all over his

 works as they reached us they show early that he did not treat logic as & dead’

-~ ~and closed knowledge.« From where St. Thomas was standing there is only one
‘Small step needed to the posztlon of modern logics

i Although St Thomas used various forms of reasoning, which in fact
~belong’ to the calculus of prop051tions, he did not formulate any law of this

theory.~f S
- The first the31s from this field which was constructed consciously

11 the Middle Ages wasg fo uleted by Duns Scotus. This famous law unknown
~to the Stoics, declaress’ }
‘ If we adopt in the same time two contradlctory propositions, then we
'must adopt any propos1tion. o
- . In. the symbolic form, we can express 1t in the follow1ng wcy:

“* : e - 1|
’Taéﬁogical considgiations of Duns Scotus - are not yet satisfactorily
p exnmined know neither in which way nor to what extent did’ they 1nfluence
subsequent generations of philouophers.

' It is a faot, for instance, that W. Ockham knew a number of the51s
belonging to the cqlculus ‘of propositions and that he was fully conscious of

" the difference between them and the traditional logic. But we do not know
whether he was or was not influenced in this respect by Duns Scotus, - It is
quite. p0381ble thatqbseudo-Duns Scotus ,the unknown author of the "Quaestiones

. disputate super philosophiam" was here’an 1ntermed1ate link, but this point '
requires a higtorical i estiéetion 2e).

' With W, Ockh egan: the new period of scholestlc 1ogic, the period
of "logica modernorum" s nearly the whole philosophy of the XIV century,
80 the logics modernorum was unknown up to the present time, Only recently ;
‘we. discovered that: the XIV century was a period in which scientific investiga-
tion was equal to those of the XVI and BVII centuries, - Thus, for instance,’

‘Nicolaus of Onesme formulsted his geometry of coordinates, which is nothing else

- than the analytical geometry of Descartes, In the year 1370 the game author
ostablished exactly the same laws of mechcnics which later were formulated by -
Galileo, As for the logiec. of the XIV century, from what we kncw already,;,
‘vcan say&-that it reached ) high degree of develcpment. :



o The 1ogicians of the XIV century knew the calculus of propos1t10ns better
. than the Stoics, For instance, they discovered important: laws, discovered again
'independently in the XIX Cs by De Morgen"

8/~ (p.q) .-.cxp\Jt\ q‘ .
b/ \(qu) W= F\‘,q,“ o

‘”.?four theses of transpos1tion:

c/ pwq.; W tega~p
a/ PXAQed e 43 ~.P
»e‘,/, r\p:!q SE ot
f/z !‘\P}m% @ P
,and many other ‘thesess ‘ ' ' S
: G However, ‘they. were. not able to connect these considerations With the
" Aristotelian logic, -and treated’ them, as separate branch of thelr logic. The
theses of this ‘calculus were considered seperately from each other and never pre-“ﬁ
sented in the form of an ax1ometic system, ‘They also never used this ealculus to
mathematical investigations. The result was, that, ‘when the philosophy and sci~
- ence of the XIV century sank into complete oblivion, the above mentioned logical o
~discoveries did not leave any trace in the traditional logic. - e
. The second important field'of«log‘“eliinvestigations of the XIV century '
wag: semantics, which as developed in that period came very close to s1m11ar con=
temporary considerations, Many problems which ‘have been posed recently, were
discussed and often solved correctly 600 years ago, : The interest in semantical =~
problems 1ncreased still after the death of Ockham /+1350/, but . unfdggunately, we
cannot enter here into this problem, 50 1mportent and interesting.
. We must, however, mention one more fact, namely that the famous cardinal
”Peter d‘Ailly /1350—1420/ 1ntended,f'{ gome philosophical purposes, to adopt some
sort of a many value system of logio. 'his one fact only, shows convincingly how ,
ﬂhighly developed were the" logical donsiderations in this period, ~ :
; ' ‘The decline of the medievel schclasticism entalled also the end of
logica modernorum. In the XV century we find. mainly unimportant commentaries and
trite text-books, as for instance, the large one written by Paul of Venice, or a
‘small, well written one by Savonarola.z This last one was often ‘reprinted. during
the XVI century.~ The logic of this period, like the scholastic philosophy of the
time of the Renaissance has not yet been examined, - il
Summing up ‘our cons1derqtionsfof the scholastic logic e must stress that.f’
I. idd: he -logie never was considered as a dead and :
) ch nothing co ld be added.

On the contrary, the schola

‘ II. The most 1mportant consideratlons of the medieval loglcians must be
,fsought not in the official and customary logical ‘commentaries and manuals, but in
V‘_the passages seattered all over phllosophical and’ theological writings.

.. 11, Various logical considerations and discoveries, as, for instance, .
~-the definition of the term "equal" by St. Thomas and c¢alculus of propos1tions re=

:Lffbuilt by logica modernorum, resulted in the fact that medieval 1oglc 1s closer to

M l~;flog1ca”modernerum.:
:';lpally on tho basis of customary comentaries and

'n';kfcont“;ry to the oomm‘

“the modern logic, than the contemporary traditionql logic. ﬁ -
s W, Therefore We' must distingulsh 1n our terminology follow1ng different
notions" , : .

: / The enclent logic dating from the Anthuity : 0

b/ The: medieval logic, which includes. -ogicégEtus, logica nova, and e

¢/ The. traditlonal logic, Whlch is a log,cal doctr:
: US'ofiligica mgva, but which

does not 1nclude these creative innovetions, whi S
;opinlon. The splrlt in Which the traditlonal lOglC is usual-i3 1

. the medieval logic had developedil~f§




rf“ly treated and conoeived points rather to some conceptlons of ‘the Renalssance and

"l ;of Descartes, than to the attitude of the scholastic phllosophy.f

, This is the result of wvarious historlcal cquses, of which, I- shall ,
mentlon only the ‘most importants - .
S I.: The decline of the scholastic phllosophy in the time of the Renals—
‘gamce- resulted in‘nearly the entire scholastic literary: productlon being neglected

and forgottens Consequently almost nothing was: published in print and even now

~its greatest part is still in manuscripts. Only the ‘writings of the greatest e

“ ‘authors and the official text-books were known and read, but rather from the theolo-
k-glcal point of view. “Hence, when in XVI and BVII- centurles it came to the revival 5
“of the scholastic phllosophy, those text books ‘were accepted in the same. manner,

':;as ‘the philosophical or theological writings of St. Thomas or Duns Scotus. The

~ whole problematlc of logica modernorum remained unknowm in this period.

[ The naturalistic Jnterpretation of the aristotelian philosophy

—odn the Renalssance and the development of natural sc1ences ‘resulted the fact,
“that the main stress was put on mathematics, still very primitive at that tlme.

,vﬁIhe 1oglc began to be viewed as closed and accomplished knowledge, Wlthout any

» p0551billty of new problems.f

e - I1I, The philosophy of Descartes did not understand the si ficqnce of
loglc. The famous text-book of logic of Port=Royale / La loglque d%&?ort~Royal/

' published by Arnould and his adherents is a clagsical expression of this tendency.

. This book became a bage for the future text-books of traditional logic, Its evil
‘flnfluence on the whole traditlonnl loglc, can be traced down, even to the wrltlngs

"vfof neoscholastic authors.




