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INTRODUCTION 

Is Logic merely an arcane meta-mathematical discipline, whose 

main value is to train (and entertain) the mind?  Or does it have 

some mundane applications? 

Aristotle and the medieval Arab and European tradition 

considered formal logic only an introduction to its more 

important theoretical and practical applications. 

The Enlightenment, however, not only divorced science from 

philosophy, but also from the applications of logic. Philosophy in 

Europe was floundering even before the Enlightenment.  With 

William Ockham, Nominalism carried the day.  Then came the 

German Protestant Rudolph Glocenius (1547-1628), who 

introduced into all Christian philosophical tradition the novel 

terms of “psychology”, “ontology”, and “epistemology”.  The 

Enlightenment thinker, Christian Wolff (1679-1754) further 

fragmented the organic unity of philosophy by dividing 

“empirical psychology” from “rational or philosophical 

psychology”.  This established the modern separation of 

“science” from “philosophy”, and the classifying of the latter 

with “humanities” as against the “sciences”. 

In logic, philosophy then restricted itself to the subject matter of 

the first three books of Aristotle‟s logical corpus, and of these, 

mainly the Prior Analytics.  This book is about the rules of 

syllogistic reasoning.  Today‟s philosophers have developed this 

into the highly complex discipline of Symbolic Logic.  Symbolic 

logic, however, deals more with the symbols of mental relations 

than with the relations themselves.  These symbols, for the 

ancients, would belong to Grammar; today they are discussed in 

Semiotics. 

Modern and contemporary philosophers, therefore, have 

restricted themselves to formal logic: the categories, the quality 

and quantity of judgments, and the intricacies of argumentation, 

which they dissect and analyze by symbolic tools. 
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In the meantime, they have abandoned the applications of logic to 

scientists, communication and media specialists, marketing 

strategists, election campaign managers and lobbyists. 

Benedict Ashley, a philosopher and a theologian with a polymath 

mentality, still writing articles and books at the age of 97, has 

pioneered in bridging the gap between philosophy and science, 

and philosophy and the arts.  See his autobiography on: 

http://www.domcentral.org/study/ashley/vision.htm, and a list of 

his writings in the Appendix. 

As a necessary part of philosophy and of liberal education, 

following Aristotle, he proposes the study of “four modes of 

discourse”.  These are poetics (story-telling, drama, film, all fine 

arts), rhetoric (the art of communication, persuasion, with its 

many applications), dialectics (exploratory investigation, 

culminating in hypothesis), and scientific logic (the requirements 

of demonstration). 

This work defends the validity at the present time of Ashley‟s 

retrieval of core ancient and medieval logic, showing how it can: 

• give unity and focus to the arts and sciences, 

• define political strategy, 

• fine-tune the art and film industries, 

• and serve as the drill-bit of scientific research. 

Chapter I sets forth the broader tradition of Logic, showing its 

relevance today. 

Chapter II presents Ibn-Sīnā‟s own discourse on the place of 

Logic in philosophy, at the opening of Ash-Shifā‟, Al-Madkhal.  

He assumes that philosophy deals with real being, and examines 

the role of Logic in the complex question of the mental existence 

of real things in the mind, as distinct from the purely reasonal 

beings of copula, universality, and the like. 

Chapter III contains a brief but very relevant passage by Thomas 

Aquinas on this very question. 

For more information on Benedict Ashley, an Appendix lists his 

publications and intended publications. One caution is that he 

keeps ahead of any list that pretends to be complete. 

http://www.domcentral.org/study/ashley/vision.htm


 

 

CHAPTER I 

A LIVING TRADITION FROM 

ARISTOTLE TO IBN-SĪNĀ TO BENEDICT ASHLEY 

Aristotle: the scope of his logic 

Aristotle nowhere offers a prospectus of his writings, showing 

their inter-relationships.  Which works pertain to logic?  And how 

do they relate to one another? 

Most editions of Aristotle list his logical works under the heading 

Organon.  These comprise: 

 Categories (αἱ καηηγοπίαι) 

 Interpretation (πεπὶ ἑπμηνίαρ) 

 Prior Analytics (ηὰ ἀναλςηικὰ ηὰ ππόηεπα) 

 PosteriorAnalytics (ηὰ ἀναλςηικὰ ηὰ ὕζηεπα) 

 Topics (ηὰ ηοπικά) 

 Sophistical Refutations (πεπὶ ηῶν ζοθιζηικῶν ἐλέγσων). 

Departing from the common classification, and following Ibn-

Sīnā and Benedict Ashley, I also include his: 

 Rhetoric (ἡ ηέσνη ἡ ῥηηοπική) 

 Poetics (πεπὶ ποιηηικῆρ). 

The first three works are clearly related.  Categories is about the 

building blocks of thought: the simple concepts of substance and 

nine accidents.  Interpretation is about judgment , or the joining 

of two concepts by way of a statement or predication: A = B.  

Prior Analytics is about argumentation or syllogism, and involves 

three concepts: A = B because of C. 

These three books correspond to modern “formal logic”.  Modern 

formal logic, in its calculating aspects, has gone far beyond 

Aristotle, particularly in Boolean logic, which is the basis of 

computer machine language. 

The rest of Aristotle‟s books raise problems.  They come under a 

heading some disdainfully call “informal logic”.  I would rather 

call it call “applied logic”.  Formal logic has all the exactitude 

Aristotle 
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and comfort of 

mathematics.  Applied 

logic, however, 

attempts in different 

ways to mirror reality.  

That is where so many 

philosophers, stamped 

by idealism, revolt. 

Aristotle, in fact, was a 

realist.  Even his formal 

logic is reality-based.  

The ten mental concepts 

he studies in the 

Categories mirror the 

diverse features of the 

real world he analyses 

in his Physics
1
 and 

Metaphysics.
2
  The bond between subject and predicate, in a true 

affirmative judgment, mirrors a bond found in reality: “Chalk is 

white.” 

Aristotle‟s books on applied logic deal directly with our 

knowledge of reality.  Aristotle was acutely conscious that our 

knowledge mirrors reality unevenly.  There are some things we 

are sure of: first principles, primary or observational data.  

Extended observation yields causal connections:  The summer 

rainy season in Nigeria results from the northerly position of the 

sun, which draws the ocean evaporation.  The winter dry season 

results from the recession of the sun‟s position to the south. 

The Posterior Analytics defines science and explains its 

requisites.  It is knowledge of a universal fact (All A is B), and 

the proper immediate reason for that fact (All A is B because of 

                                                           
1
 Book 3, chapter 3. See Commentary of Thomas Aquinas, Book 3, 

lectio 5. 
2
 Book 5, chapter 7, 1017a.  See Commentary of Thomas Aquinas, 

Book 5, lectio 9. 

Aristotle 
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C).  Put in syllogistic form, this is a demonstration (ἀπόδειξιρ).  

The Posterior Analytics discusses scientific methodology as 

applicable to all sciences.  Each special science has its own 

peculiarities.  Thus mathematics is deductive, whereas natural 

science is typically hypothetical: If you want a good harvest, you 

must have these requisites.  But you may have these requisites 

and still not have a good harvest because of a hail storm. 

The human mind craves certitude, but in most matters falls short 

of it.  This state of mind is opinion, or an educated guess.  As is 

evident from any dissertation, the quest for certitude, or proving a 

thesis, must begin with an exploratory, or dialectical phase.  One 

must survey what others have said about the topic, distinguish 

what is patently false from what is probable or likely, then do 

much laboratory or field work to isolate the true explanation. The 

Topics deals precisely with this preliminary phase of scientific 

research, by analyzing probable arguments. 

Sophistical Refutations is rightly considered an appendix to the 

Topics, because it shows how to expose erroneous reasoning. 

What about Rhetoric and Poetics?  Aristotle, as we have seen, 

made no statement about the scope of his logic.  Of the Greek 

Commentators, Ammonius, David and Simplicius open their 

logical works with extensive introductions to philosophy and the 

division of its parts, but are not specific about the parts of logic.
3
 

Aristotle‟s Rhetoric begins with a comparison between rhetoric 

and dialectics.  They both, unlike the sciences, are not restricted 

to a particular subject, but can discuss any issue whatsoever.  

Rhetoric, however, is “the faculty of discovering possible means 

                                                           
1
 See Ammonius, In Porphyrii Isagogen (Commentaria in Aristotelem 

Graeca 4:3, Berlin, 1891), prooemium, 1-23; Elias, In Porphyrii Isagogen 
(Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca, 18:1, Berlin, 1890), Prolegomena 
philosophiae, 1-34; Simplicius, In Aristotelis Categorias (Commentaria 
in Aristotelem Graeca 8, Berlin 1897), prooemium, 1-20.  Works of 
other Greek commentators on this subject have not survived.  Note 
however, Alexander of Aphrodisias’ Commentary on the Topics, where 
he compares dialectics with rhetoric (Commentaria in Aristotelem 
Graeca 2:2, Berlin, 1891). 
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of persuasion.”  It deals with human choice.  This is related to the 

universal necessary principles of Ethics and Politics, but is in 

itself particular and contingent.  Its arguments, therefore, are not 

scientific, but consist of: 

1. most importantly, the perceived character of the speaker 

2. appealing to the disposition (mind-set or mood) of the 

audience 

3. arguments in the form of: 

a. examples — corresponding to induction (ἐπαγωγή) 

b. enthymemes — abbreviated syllogisms. 

Aristotle lists three kinds of rhetoric: deliberative 

(ζςμβοςλεςηικόν) about the future, addressed to legislators, 

judicial (δικανικόν) about the past, addressed to judges, and 

ceremonial (ἐπιδεικηικόν) speeches to praise or blame someone.  

These categories have later adaptations or correspondences: 

Aristotle Religious 

preaching 

Some contemporary instances 

Deliberative Moral Advertizing, election 

campaigning 

Judicial Doctrinal Political, religious polemics 

Ceremonial Inspirational Awards, diplomatic addresses 

Aristotle‟s Rhetoric is clearly an example of applied logic.  He 

uses all the resources of formal logic, together with principles 

drawn from his Ethics and Politics to offer very practical and 

concrete advice to actors in the political arena. We may note that, 

for Aristotle, rhetoric is supposed to serve the body politic by 

promoting virtuous, not vicious, action. 

In contrast to the Rhetoric, the Poetics has little apparent 

connection to the logical works so far examined.  But if we look 

more closely, we will see that it does.  Drama is the foremost 

form of poetry, which envelops the other fine arts.  The soul of a 

drama is the plot.  The principal character maneuvers through a 

tightly knitted chain of actions to a conclusion.  Irrelevant 

episodes must be excluded.  Thus Aristotle states: 
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Poetry, therefore, is a more philosophical and a higher 

thing than history: for poetry tends to express the 

universal, history the particular. By the universal I 

mean how a person of a certain type on occasion speaks 

or acts, according to the law of probability or necessity. 

(ch. 9) 

In fact, a good plot can be reduced to a syllogistic statement: 

Character A achieves result B because of action C.  The 

statement, of course, has none of the tear-jerking pathos and 

catharsis of the full drama.  But the drama acts as an example of 

universal moral truth. 

The function of drama, however, is not to teach or to exhort, but 

to enable the audience to contemplate moral beauty and truth in 

the concrete.  It is a kind of “philosophy made simple” or 

“philosophy for the masses”.  It also can serve as a relaxation for 

philosophers, part of εὐηπαπελία, which Aristotle discusses in the 

Nicomachean Ethics.
4
 

Ibn-Sīnā 

In addition to the works of Aristotle listed above, both the Greek 

commentators and Ibn-Sīnā preface the collection with 

Porphyry‟s Εἰζαγωγή, or “Introduction”, which is a commentary 

on Aristotle‟s Καηηγοπίαι.
5
  In contrast to the silence of Aristotle 

and the Greek commentators, in the شفبء Ibn-Sīnā explicitly lists 

Rhetoric and Poetics as the eighth and ninth books of the logical 

section. 

                                                           
4
 Nicomachean Ethics, Book 2. 

5
 Unaware of the reasons for including rhetoric and poetics within the 

scope of logic, Ibrahim Madkour, in his preface to Ibn-Sīnā‟s يذخم, 

protests placing them there:  ٞاُشطبثخ ٝأُ٘طن ٣شزِلبٕ ػ٘ض أعؿط ٌُٖٝ

ض ػ٠ِ ادزٔبلاد ٝأٓٞع شبئؼخ ٝرٜضف إ٠ُ ؿب٣خ ٝٓٞظٞػب، كج٤٘ٔب الأ٠ُٝ رؼزٔ

ٓ٘لؼخ اجزٔبػ٤خ، إطا ثبُضب٠ٗ ٣جذش ػٖ ا٤ُو٤ٖ ٣ٝؼزٔض ػ٠ِ اُذوبئن أُطِوخ 

 .(p. 47) اُعغٝع٣خ
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Ibn-Sīnā 

At the opening of the first book, انًذخم, Ibn-Sīnā gives an 

introduction to philosophy in general and to logic in particular.  

This discussion has no comparable parallel in انُجبة or  الإشبراث

 The full text (Arabic and English translation) is given  .وانتُبيهبث

in Part II, while its principle points are the following: 

The aim of philosophy is to arrive at the reality of all 

things, to the extent that this is possible for man to do.  

Existing things either exist apart from our choice and 

action, or they exist as a result of our choice and action. 

Knowledge of things of the first category is called 

speculative philosophy, while knowledge of things of the 

second category is called active philosophy.  Speculative 

philosophy aims at perfecting the soul with knowledge 

only.  But active philosophy aims at perfecting the soul 

not merely for knowledge, but to know how to apply 

knowledge to action. 

The aim of speculative philosophy is to know something, 

apart from action.  But the aim of active philosophy is to 
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know what to do, while speculative philosophy befits the 

mind better... 

So the kinds of science: 

 either express existing things along with motion both 

in our concept of them and in their real existence, 

involving matter of a specific species, 

 or they express existing things separated from matter 

in our ideas, but not in reality, 

 or they express existing things separated from matter 

both in their existence and in our ideas. 

The first of these divisions of science is natural science, 

the second is pure mathematics and the science of number 

commonly understood.  But knowledge of the nature of 

number as concrete number does not belong to that 

science.  [It belongs to natural science.] The third division 

is divine science.  If things in nature fall within these 

three categories, then these are the speculative sciences. 

As for active philosophy, it either is concerned with 

teaching ideas used for guiding human society in general, 

and it shows how to govern a city—in which case it is 

called Political Science, or it is concerned with guiding 

human society in a particular, and it shows how to govern 

a family, or it is concerned with guiding the individual 

person in purifying himself, and is called Ethics. 

As for logic: 

The essences of things can be in the things themselves.  

They can also be in our minds.  There they can be 

expressed in three ways: 

 the essence as such, without reference to any existing 

thing and its real concomitants, 

 the essence as it exists in individuals, in which case it 

is accompanied by its individual accidents. 

 the essence as it is represented by a concept.  In that 

case it has accidents specific to its mental status, such 

as being a subject or a predicate, universality and a 
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particularity of predication, essentiality and 

accidentality of predication, and such other things 

which you will come to know. 

Logic is concerned with the last of these three. 

And since this speculation is not about things in so far 

as any of them exist in either of the two ways 

mentioned above, but in so far as they help us to grasp 

the conditions of real things, and since philosophy, 

according to Aristotle, attempts to investigate things as 

they really are, and is divided according to the states of 

reality we have mentioned above, then this science 

cannot be a part of philosophy.  But since it assists us in 

doing that, it is therefore an instrument of philosophy.  

And since philosophy, according to Aristotle, engages 

in all rational investigation, under any aspect, in this 

respect it is also, according to him, a apart of 

philosophy. 

Ibn-Sīnā explains further: 

The science of logic does not examine these individual 

things in so far as they are either existing in themselves or 

existing in the mind.  Nor does it examine the essences of 

things as essences, but only in so far as they are subjects 

or predicates, universal or a particular etc., qualifying 

these meanings in the way we explained above. 

Furthermore, Ibn-Sīnā strongly insists that logic is not about 

language, except incidentally: 

The study of vocabulary is necessary, but it is not the 

primary business of logic.  It pertains to logic only from 

the aspect of rhetoric and dialectics.  If it were possible to 

learn logic with clear thinking and attention to the 

meanings alone, that would be sufficient.  And if the 

speaker could look at what he has in mind by some other 

means, he could dispense from words altogether.  But, 

since it is necessary to resort to words, and especially 

since it is imposible to think and put meanings together 
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without imagining words along with them, and thinking 

seems to be talking to oneself in imagined words, 

therefore words must have different states which 

correspond to different states of meanings in the soul, and 

these meanings would have certain characteristics even if 

words were not there.  Therefore the science of logic 

must have some sections which deal with the states of 

words.  If it were not for what we have pointed out, logic 

would not need such a section.  Because of this necessity, 

speaking about the words that match meanings is like 

speaking about the meanings themselves, while the 

arrangement of words improves the job. 

In the following passage, he discusses, without reference to 

particular books of Aristotle, the different areas of applied logic: 

The purpose of the science of logic is to help the mind 

know these two things only: 

 what kind of speech duly represents a concept, so that 

it can make known the real essence of that thing, how 

it can point it out, even if it does not reach its real 

essence, and how speech can be corrupt, creating the 

impression that it is doing what we said, but is not 

really doing it, and what is the difference between the 

two 

 secondly what kind of speech duly represents an 

affirmation, so that it is certain of the truth and does 

not admit of contradiction, also how it can represent 

affirmation that approximates certitude, and how one 

can think his speech is in either of these states, but it 

is not so, but is false and corrupt, also how a person 

can have an opinion or inclination or satisfaction in a 

statement that is not a firm affirmation, and how 

speech can influence a soul in the same way as 

affirmation and negation, and this by way of 

attraction or repelling, or of opening his heart or 

closing it, not through affirmation, but through 

imagination.  For imagination, in such cases, often 

acts just like affirmation.  For if you say that honey is 
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bitter and causes vomiting, nature flees from tasting 

it, even though [the mind] denies this, just as you 

would flee from it if it you affirmed it to be true, or 

came to something similar or near to an affirmation. 

In the preceding passage, the first paragraph clearly refers to 

the contents of Sophistical Refutations, part of dialectics.  

The second paragraph uses terminology specific to 

dialectics, poetics and rhetoric, (ٖ٤َٓٝ ٗلؾ ٝه٘بػخ ٖٓ  ظ

 and talks of appeal to the imagination ,(ؿ٤غ رصض٣ن جؼّ

 .characteristic of rhetoric and poetics (اُش٤بلاد)

This is the closest Ibn-Sīnā comes to giving a rationale for his 

nine books on logic, or a breakdown of logic into its 

component parts.  Yet his Organon, like that of al-Fārābī 

before him, consists of: 

 Paralleling Porphyry‟s Εἰζαγωγή  انًذخم .1

 Paralleling Aristotle‟s Καηηγοπίαι انًعقىلاث .2

 Paralleling Aristotle‟s Πεπὶ Ἑπμηνίαρ انعببرة .3

انقيبس  .4  Paralleling Aristotle‟s Ἀναλύηικα Ππόηεπα 

 Paralleling Aristotle‟s Ἀναλύηικα Ὑζηεπα انبرهبٌ .5

 Paralleling Aristotle‟s Τόπικα جذل .6

 Paralleling Aristotle‟s Πεπὶ ηῶν ζοθιζηικῶν انسفسطت .7

ἐλένσων 

 Paralleling Aristotle‟s Τέσνη Ῥηηοπική  نخطببت .8

 Paralleling Aristotle‟s Πεπὶ Ποιηηικῆρ انشعر .9

 

For comparison, we can look at the breakdown of logic given 

by al-Fārābī, first in his يب يُبغي أٌ يقذو قبم تعهى انفهسفت.  There the 

focus of logic is demonstration:
6 

 What precedes demonstration: the parts of the 

premises: 

                                                           
6
 In section 2: يعرفت غرض ارسطى فى كم واحذ يٍ كتبه, pp. 4-5, in 

Dieterici, Alfarabi‟s Philosophische Abhandlungen (Leiden: Brill, 

1890, 49-55. 
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o Judgment: Πεπὶ Ἑπμηνίαρ 

o Concepts: Καηηγοπίαι 

 Demonstration itself: 

o The form: Ἀναλύηικα Ππόηεπα 

o The elements: Ἀναλύηικα Ὑζηεπα 

 What falls short of demonstration: 

o Completely false: Πεπὶ Ποιηηικῆρ 

o True and false in equal measure: Τέσνη 

Ῥηηοπική 

o Mostly true, partly false: Τόπικα 

o Mostly false, partly true: Πεπὶ ηῶν 

ζοθιζηικῶν ἐλένσων. 

Al-Fārābī gives a different breakdown in انتىطئت في انًُطق, 

based on the syllogism (قيبس):
7
 

 Special guidelines (قىاَيٍ خبصت): 

o Demonstrative philosophy — aiming at 

certitude 

o Dialectics — aiming a probability 

o Sophistry — giving the mere appearance of 

true 

o Rhetoric — aiming at persuasion (إقُبع) 

without certitude 

o Poetry — pictorial representation of reality 

 Common guidelines (قىاَيٍ يشتركت): 

o Categories 

o Judgment rules 

o Syllogistic rules 

Ibn-Sīnā does not repeat al-Fārābī‟s divisions of logic, I suspect 

because he was not satisfied with either of them.  For a fuller 

treatment of the parts of logic, we turn to Benedict Ashley. 

Benedict Ashley’s “four modes of discourse” 

                                                           
7
1 المنطقيات للفارابيمحمد تفي ونشن ثروه،   , ( 1031، مطبعة بهمن: تهران ),  p. 

12-13. 
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Benedict Ashley‟s earliest and most complete discussion of 

applied logic is The arts of learning and communication, written 

with the collaboration of the staffs of the St. Xavier College 

School System and the Albertus Magnus Lyceum (Dubuque: 

Priory Press, 1958).
8
  That was a text-book for students. 

He, along with Pierre Conway, wrote a highly researched study 

of the history and theory behind his position in The Liberal Arts 

in St. Thomas Aquinas (The Thomist Press, 1959), which is a 

reprint of an article appearing in The Thomist 22:4 (October 

1959), 460-532. 

The most recent and comprehensive exposition of his thought is 

his The Way Toward Wisdom: An Interdisciplinary and 

Contextual Introduction to Metaphysics (Notre Dame Press for 

the Center of Thomistic Studies, University of St. Thomas, 

Houston, TX, 2009).  This book has extensive sections on the 

scope, validity and methodology of natural science, mathematics, 

and logic. 

Shortly before that, he wrote a summary of his position in the 

section “The four modes of discourse” of his 2003 monograph: 

“Dominican guide for sharing our secular resources for the 

study of theology for preaching in the twenty-first 

century”.
9
  This section I reproduce below: 

                                                           
8
 See the online edition: 

http://www.domcentral.org/study/ashley/arts/default.htm. 
9
 See the online edition: 

http://www.domcentral.org/study/ashley/guide/dominicanguide.p
df. 
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Benedict Ashley, O.P. 

Human thinking and its expression in language as 

communication between persons can take four 

simple forms. Although of these simple forms two 

or more are often given mixed expression, one or 

the other will be principal. These are: 

1) Poetic or Narrative Discourse such as is found 

in poetry, epics, novels, short stories, plays, films, 

etc. and is closely related to music and the plastic 

and performance arts. Its purpose is contemplative, 

that is, it is to be enjoyed simply as a human 

experience in which truths are conveyed in a 

concrete, sensuous manner so fitted to the human 

mode of cognition that they are beautiful and 
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pleasing for their own sake, not for some use, and 

hence are recreative, that is, they prepare us for 

real life experiences. Literature because it employs 

sensuous metaphor and other forms of analogy has 

not only a cognitive but also an empathetic, 

affective, emotional element. 

While it may be temporarily arouse negative 

emotions it concludes in positive pleasure and rest 

(catharsis). Such narratives can be either fiction or 

history depending on whether what is narrated is 

imaginary or has actually occurred. The elements 

of such discourse are principally (a) the action 

described, (b) the characters who act or are acted 

upon, and (c) the thoughts they have or express, 

but these are conveyed through (d) language, 

sound (music), and physical movement and scenes 

(gesture, dance, spectacle). The principal 

historical periods of literary style need to be noted. 

2) Rhetoric such as is found in preaching, political 

speeches, advertising etc. Its purpose is not 

contemplative as for poetic discourse, but practical, 

since it is intended to move the audience to some 

action. It can employ all the techniques of poetic 

discourse but should end not in the satisfaction of 

the audience but in its stimulus to action. Hence 

rhetorical discourse is much concerned with 

analyzing the interests and motives of the audience 

in order to motivate them to a given action; yet 

genuine rhetoric does not seek to arouse irrational 

but reasonable and virtuous motivation. It 

especially concerned with (a) generating trust of 

the speaker in the audience, (b) analyzing the 

character of the audience, (c) finding arguments 

that will move them to action. The historical 
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development of rhetorical devices and especially, 

the theory of Christian homiletics. Renaissance 

humanism, and the post-modern theory of the 

“hermeneutic of suspicion” should be noted. Also 

the rhetorical character of law (as in the Old 

Testament Torah) and of history which usually has 

a political agenda should be noted. 

3) Dialectical Discourse, in contrast to poetic and 

rhetorical discourse, seeks to appeal to reason apart 

from affective states of the audience. Its purpose is 

to clarify a problem and seek the conditions of 

insights that will furnish a genuine answer to that 

problem by arguing the merits of different possible 

solutions. In can take the form of debate between 

opposite positions, or simply an exploration and 

research concerning different hypotheses. Special 

attention should be given here to the history of (a) 

the scholastic disputation; (b) apologetic polemics; 

(c) modern “public media” and the current debate 

over “civic discourse” (Habermas). 

4) Demonstrative Discourse, like dialectical 

discourse and unlike poet and rhetorical discourse, 

avoids affectivity. It seeks to provide a definitive 

and certain answer to a problem, although the type 

of certainty can differ for different kinds of 

problems. This kind of discourse achieves certitude 

by discovering the cause of an effect (a posteriori 

demonstration) or explains an effect by its cause (a 

priori demonstration). In any science, since effects 

are more evident to us than their causes, the 

existence of a cause must first be established, 

either by direct contact, or by a posteriori 

demonstration and then the scientific knowledge 
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thus acquired is ordered from cause to effect a 

priori. 

In promoting a revival of these areas of applied logic, Benedict 

Ashley is not urging a return to the practice of a past age, because 

he finds fault with all of them.  He says: 

In the earlier Middle Ages, there was a tendency to 

identify the arts with philosophy, so that the quadrivium 

took the place of natural science, while ethics and 

metaphysics were absorbed into sacred theology.  In the 

late Middle Ages, the tendency was to an exaggerated 

development of the dialectical and grammatical aspects 

of logic, but with little appreciation of its poetic and 

rhetorical side.  There was a tendency, noted by Roger 

Bacon, to neglect the development of mathematics, and 

the study of languages.
10

 

As for the Renaissance, he says, “rhetoric became the dominant 

art.  Even in the study of rhetoric this classical tradition quickly 

degenerated.  The art of rhetoric ceased to be an art of persuasion 

instrumental to politics, and became a mere art of „style‟, so that 

the sterile study of grammar came to dominate education.”
11

 

In the present day, he goes on to say about formal logic, “the 

techniques of logical calculus which we call „symbolic logic‟ 

must be given their proper instrumental role.” 

“Poetics, functioning in literary criticism, needs to be given a 

rightful place, and not to be confused with a mere grammatical 

analysis of a text, as in „classical‟ education.” 

As for rhetoric, “the discoveries of „propaganda analysis,‟ „mass 

communication techniques,‟ „motivational research,‟ etc. should 

be utilized.” 

                                                           
10

 The Liberal Arts in St. Thomas Aquinas, p. 72. 
11

 Ibid., p. 71-72. 
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“The very considerable development of dialectics, as it is used in 

what we today call „the scientific method‟ of hypothetical „theory 

construction‟ must be recognized.”
12

 

As for demonstrative discourse, Benedict Ashley laid out his 

fundamental ideas in a book he edited long ago, Science in 

Synthesis: Report of the Summer Session of the Albertus Magnus 

Lyceum, River Forest, Ill, 1952.
13

 

Yet he warns against an uncritical adoption of every popular 

present-day approach: 

At the same time that we enrich the liberal arts with 

modern advances, we must be very careful to see that 

we present these arts on a sound Aristotelian basis.  In 

each field of art there exist today many very divergent 

views and much confused or erroneous doctrine. In the 

field of mathematics, for example, the logicist, 

formalist, and intuitionalist schools are divided on the 

various principles of their science.  If we teach a 

logicist mathematics we will teach our students that the 

quadrivium and trivium are identical with each other.  If 

we teach a formalist mathematics we will deny that 

mathematics is a science at all, and turn it into an art 

which has no purpose, a mere game, with the risk of 

inculcating a deep skepticism in young minds.  If we 

teach the intuitionist approach we are likely to infect 

our students with certain Kantian assumptions. 

Similarly in the field of logic an uncritical presentation 

of the modern “motivational research” approach to 

rhetoric will make them Machiavellians.  An uncritical 

presentation of the “scientific method” in dialectics will 

                                                           
12

 Ibid., p. 73. 
13

 As an update, he recommended to me Anthony Rizzi, The science 
before science, a guide to thinking in the 21

st
 century (Baton 

Rouge: Press of the Institute for Advanced Physics, 2004).  See the 
same author’s Physics for realists: Mechanics. Physics with a 
common sense grounding (Baton Rouge: Press of the Institute for 
Advanced Physics, 2008). 
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make them relativists.  And finally an uncritical 

presentation of poetics and theory of the fine arts in 

terms of modern “symbolism” will make them 

irrationalists and pseudo-mystics.
14

 

He observes that a curriculum should have at its core natural 

science leading to divine science, or wisdom, and not mere 

technical control or “creative self-expression”.  That places 

mathematics and natural science in a central position, just as they 

are in the education planning of developing countries who are 

eager to catch up with the rest of the world. 

                                                           
14

 Ibid., pp. 73-74. 



 

 

CHAPTER II 

Ibn-Sīnā’s Introduction to Logic 

 

 انشفبء

 انًقبنت الأونى

 وهى فى عهى انًُطقيٍ انفٍ الأول يٍ انجًهت الأونى 

 فصم فى الإشبرة إنى يب يشتًم عهيه انكتبة[  انفصم الأول]

Ash-Shifā‟ 

First discourse 

of the first treatise, which is the science of logic 

Section 1: On the contents of this book
15 

اللّه هبٍ اُش٤ز اُغئ٤ؾ أثٞ ػ٠ِ اُذـ٤ٖ ثٖ ػجض اللّه ثٖ ؿ٤٘ب، أدـٖ 

، ٝاُض٘بء ػ٤ِٚ ًٔب ٛٞ أِٛٚ، ٝاُصلاح ػ٠ِ ٗج٤ٚ : إ٤ُٚ ٝثؼض دٔض اللّه

 ض ٝآُٚ اُطبٛغ٣ٖ،ٓذٔ

The Shayk ar-Ra‟īs, Abū `Alī al-Ḥusayn ibn-`Abdallāh ibn Sīnā 

—may God be good to him— says: After praising God and 

honoring him as he deserves, and blessing his prophet 

Muḥammad and his holy family: 

هٕ ؿغظ٘ب ك٠ ٛظا اٌُزبة اُظ١ ٗغجٞ إٔ ٣ِٜٔ٘ب اُؼٓبٕ إ٠ُ سزٔٚ،  كئ

٣ٝصذج٘ب اُزٞك٤ن ٖٓ اللّه ك٠ ٗظٔٚ، إٔ ٗٞصػٚ ُجبة ٓب رذوو٘بٙ ٖٓ 

الأصٍٞ ك٠ اُؼِّٞ اُلِـل٤خ أُ٘ـٞثخ إ٠ُ الأهض٤ٖٓ، أُج٤٘خ ػ٠ِ 

طخ ثبلأكٜبّ أُزؼبٝٗخ ػ٠ِ اُ٘ظغ أُغرت أُذون، ٝالأصٍٞ أُـز٘ج

إصعاى اُذن أُجزٜض ك٤ٚ ػٓبٗب غ٣ٞلا، دز٠ اؿزوبّ آسغٙ ػ٠ِ جِٔخ 

 .ارلوذ ػ٤ِٜب أًضغ ا٥عاء، ٝٛجغد ٓؼٜب ؿٞاش٠ الأٛٞاء

ٝرذغ٣ذ إٔ أٝصػٚ أًضغ اُص٘بػخ، ٝإٔ أش٤غ ك٠ ًَ ٓٞظغ إ٠ُ 

ب ثئ٣عبح اُذو٤وخ ثوضع اُطبهخ، ٝأٝعص اُلغٝع  ٓٞهغ اُشجٜخ، ٝأدِهٜ
                                                           

15
 The text is that edited by Ibrahim Madkour, (Cairo: 1976). The 

translation is my own. 
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غٙ، ٝرذوهن ٓغ ٓب  الأصٍٞ إلا ٓب أصن ثبٌٗشبكٚ ُٖٔ اؿزجصغ ثٔب ٗجصه

عٙ، أٝ ٓب ػؼة ػٖ طًغٟ ٝ هٞ ٝاجزٜضد ك٠ . ُْ ٣ِخ ُلٌغٟرص

اسزصبع الأُلبظ جضا، ٝٓجبٗجخ اُزٌغاع أصلا، إلا ٓب ٣وغ سطأ أٝ 

ؿٜٞا، ٝرٌ٘جذ اُزط٣َٞ ك٠ ٓ٘بهعخ ٓظاٛت ج٤ِخ اُجطلإ أٝ ٌٓل٤خ 

 .ٍ، ٝٗؼغكٚ ٖٓ اُوٞا٤ٖٖٗٓ الأصٞ اُشـَ ثٔب ٗوغعٙ

٘بٙ ًزبث٘ب ٛظا؛  ك٠ ًزت اُوضٓبء ش٢ ٝلا ٣ٞجض هٔ ء ٣ؼزض ثٚ إلا ٝهض ظ

كئٕ ُْ ٣ٞجض ك٠ أُٞظغ اُجبعٟ ثئصجبرٚ ك٤ٚ اُؼبصح ٝجض ك٠ ٓٞظغ 

أصعًزٚ ثلٌغٟ،  ٤ُن ثٚ؛ ٝهض أظلذ إ٠ُ طُي ٓٔبآسغ عأ٣ذ أٗٚ أ

ِْ ٝٓب ثؼضٛب، ٝك٠ ػ ٝدصِزٚ ث٘ظغٟ، ٝسصٞصب ك٠ ػِْ اُطج٤ؼخ

 رطٍٞ ٓجبصا أُ٘طن ثأش٤بء ٤ُـذ ٝهض جغد اُؼبصح ثإٔ. أُ٘طن

ٓ٘طو٤خ، ٝإٗٔب ٠ٛ ُِص٘بػخ اُذ٤ٌٔخ، أػ٠٘ اُلِـلخ الأ٠ُٝ، كزج٘جذ 

غرٚ إ٠ُ ٓٞظؼٚ إ٣غاص ش٠  .ء ٖٓ طُي، ٝإظبػخ اُؼٓبٕ ثٚ، ٝأسه

Our aim in this book —which we hope time will permit us to 

complete, with God‟s blessing in its composition—  is to make it 

encompass what we have ascertained as true among the teachings 

ascribed to the ancients.  It is to be construed in an ordered and 

critical rationale, with principles derived from insights that assist 

understanding the truth that required effort over a long time to 

grasp.  In the end we hope to produce a collection that will win 

the agreement of most minds, and will chase away the shades of 

distorted thought. 

I have strived to compose it with the best craftsmanship, and in 

every discussion to point out what is problematic and solve it by 

showing the truth as best I can.  I include subsidiary topics with 

the discussion of their principles, unless I am confident that the 

reader can discover them by examining what we explained and is 

sure of what he understands, or unless I omit it by mistake or 

distraction.  I avoid lengthy discussion of the contradictions 

found in movements that are obviously erroneous, or not worth 

the effort after having settled the question in the discussion of 

principles and having made it known by established axioms. 

There is nothing significant in the books of the ancients that we 

have not included in this book of ours. If something is not in its 
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usual place, I have put it in another place where it fits better.  I 

have added to the teaching of the ancients what I have discovered 

by my thinking or arrived at by my investigation, especially in 

the area of natural science, metaphysics and logic.  It has been 

customary, in the introduction to logic, to include long 

discussions of things that do not belong to logic, but to the 

science of wisdom—that is, First Philosophy.  I have avoided 

wasting time with any of that, but postponed it to it proper place. 

، «ًزبة اُِٞادن» رِٞ ٛظا اٌُزبة ثٌزبة آسغ، أؿ٤ٔٚصْ عأ٣ذ إٔ أ

ر ثٔب ٣لغؽ ٓ٘ٚ ك٠ ًَ ؿ٘خ، ٣ٌٕٞ ًبُشغح  ٣زْ ٓغ ػٔغٟ، ٣ٝؤعه

 .ُٜظا اٌُزبة، ًٝزلغ٣غ الأصٍٞ ك٤ٚ، ٝثـػ أُٞجؼ ٖٓ ٓؼب٤ٗٚ

ػ٠ِ ٓب ٠ٛ ك٠  اُلِـلخ ٛظ٣ٖ اٌُزبث٤ٖ، أٝعصد ك٠ُٝٚ٤ ًزبة ؿ٤غ 

اُطجغ، ٝػ٠ِ ٓب ٣ٞججٚ اُغأٟ اُصغ٣خ اُظ١ لا ٣غاػ٠ ك٤ٚ جبٗت 

ٓب ٣زهو٠ ك٠  ُص٘بػخ، ٝلا ٣زهو٠ ك٤ٚ ٖٓ شنه ػصبْٛاُشغًبء ك٠ ا

ٝأٓب ٛظا اٌُزبة كأًضغ . «أُشغه٤خاُلِـلخ » ؿ٤غٙ، ٝٛٞ ًزبث٠ ك٠

بئ٤ٖ ٓـبػضح ٖٝٓ أعاص اُذن . ثـطب، ٝأشضه ٓغ اُشغًبء ٖٓ أُشه

اُظ١ لا ٓجٔجخ ك٤ٚ، كؼ٤ِٚ ثطِت طُي اٌُزبة، ٖٝٓ أعاص اُذن ػ٠ِ 

ثـػ ًض٤غ، ٝر٣ِٞخ ثٔب ُٞ كطٖ ُٚ غغ٣ن ك٤ٚ رغضه ٓب إ٠ُ اُشغًبء ٝ

 .اؿزـ٠٘ ػٖ اٌُزبة ا٥سغ، كؼ٤ِٚ ثٜظا اٌُزبة

Then I saw fit to follow this book with another book, which I 

called The Appendix, to be finished by the end of my life, 

recording what was accomplished each year, which would be like 

a commentary on this enterprise and would draw conclusions 

from its principles and expand sections that were too 

abbreviated.
16

 

I have a third book where I expounded philosophy as it is in 

nature, as sound thought should proceed without paying attention 

to the stand of one‟s companions in this science, and without 

minding those whose staff is troublesome, as other books do.  

This is my Eastern Philosophy.  This book is simpler, and is of 
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 Ibrahim Madkour, in his introduction, says that Ibn-Sīnā never got 
around to writing such a book. 
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greater help to the Peripatetics.  Whoever wishes indisputable 

truth should look for that book. Whoever wishes the truth in a 

way that may bruise his companions and is very simple, with 

allusions to things which, if he understood them, he would not 

need the other book, he should stay with this book. 

ٝرذغ٣ذ إٔ أدبطٟ ثٚ ثزضأد ثبُٔ٘طن، ٛظا اٌُزبة ا ُٝٔب اكززذذ

رغر٤ت ًزت صبدت أُ٘طن، ٝأٝعصد ك٠ طُي ٖٓ الأؿغاع 

 .بئق ٓب رشِٞ ػ٘ٚ اٌُزت أُٞجٞصحٝاُِط

صْ رِٞرٚ ثبُؼِْ اُطج٤ؼ٠، كِْ ٣زلن ٠ُ ك٠ أًضغ الأش٤بء ٓذبطاح 

هْ ثٚ ك٠ ٛظٙ اُص٘بػخ ٝرظا٤ًغٙرص٤٘ق أُؤ  .ر

ؿطوـبد لأٝه٤ِضؽ صْ رِٞرٚ ثبُٜ٘ضؿخ، كبسزصغد ًزبة الأ

 .، ٝدِِذ ك٤ٚ اُشجٚ ٝاهزصغد ػ٤ِٚاسزصبعا ُط٤لب

صْ أعصكزٚ ثبسزصبع ًظُي ٌُزبة أُجـط٠ ك٠ ا٤ُٜئخ ٣زعٖٔ ٓغ 

الاسزصبع ث٤بٗب ٝرل٤ٜٔب، ٝأُذوذ ثٚ ٖٓ اُؼ٣بصاد ثؼض اُلغاؽ ٓ٘ٚ ٓب 

هْ ثٚ اُص٘بػخ، ٣ٝطبثن ك٤ٚ ث٤ٖ الأدٌبّ  ٝجت إٔ ٣ؼِْ أُزؼِْ دز٠ رز

 .وٞا٤ٖٗ اُطج٤ؼ٤خاُغصض٣خ ٝاُ

صْ سزٔذ . صْ رِٞرٚ ثبسزصبع ُط٤ق ٌُزبة أُضسَ ك٠ اُذـبة

ص٘بػخ اُغ٣بظ٤٤ٖ ثؼِْ أُٞؿ٤و٠ ػ٠ِ اُٞجٚ اُظ١ اٌٗشق ٠ُ، ٓغ 

 .غ٣َٞ، ٝٗظغ صه٤ن، ػ٠ِ الاسزصبع ثذش

صْ سزٔذ اٌُزبة ثبُؼِْ أُ٘ـٞة إ٠ُ ٓب ثؼض اُطج٤ؼخ ػ٠ِ أهـبٓٚ 

ٝاُـ٤بؿبد، إ٠ُ إٔ ٝٝجٞٛٚ، ٓشبعا ك٤ٚ إ٠ُ جَٔ ٖٓ ػِْ الأسلام 

 .أص٘هق ك٤ٜب ًزبثب جبٓؼب ٓلغصا

٣ٌٝبص لا  صـ٤غ اُذجْ، كٜٞ ًض٤غ اُؼِْ، ٝٛظا اٌُزبة، ٝإٕ ًبٕ

جغ اُؼبصح ٣لٞد ٓزأِٓٚ ٝٓزضثغٙ أًضغ اُص٘بػخ، إ٠ُ ػ٣بصاد ُْ ر

 .نثـٔبػٜب ٖٓ ًزت أسغٟ؛ ٝأٍٝ اُجَٔ اُز٢ ك٤ٚ ٛٞ ػِْ أُ٘ط

ٝهجَ إٔ ٗشغع ك٠ ػِْ أُ٘طن، ك٘ذٖ ٗش٤غ إ٠ُ ٓب٤ٛخ ٛظٙ اُؼِّٞ 

إشبعح ٓٞجؼح، ٤ٌُٕٞ أُزضثغ ٌُزبث٘ب ٛظا ًبُٔطِغ ػ٠ِ جَٔ ٖٓ 

 .الأؿغاض
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Embarking on this work, I began with logic.  In this I took as a 

guide the order of books of the Master of logic (Aristotle), and I 

included in it secrets and interesting points not found in existing 

books. 

I followed logic with natural science.  There, for the most part, I 

did not see it fit to follow the order and observations of the 

Perfector (Aristotle) in this science. 

I followed this with astronomy.  I made a lucid summary of 

Euclid‟s Elements, solving difficulties in it. I added to this a 

summary of the book Almagest (Ἡ Μεγάλη Σύνηαξιρ) on 

astronomy,  with explanations and clarifications.  After finishing 

it, I added an appendix which students need to complete this 

science.  It combines observational data with the principles of 

natural science. 

I followed this with a lucid summary of the book Introduction to 

Arithmetic (of al-Kindī). Then I completed the science of 

mathematics with a treatise on music, according to my 

observations, with much research and detailed analysis, although 

in summary form. 

I completed my project with the science known as Metaphysics, 

according to its divisions and headings, making reference in it to 

the sciences of Ethics and Politics, biding the time when I 

compose a separate complete book on the subjects. 

This project, although short in volume, contains much 

knowledge. The reader or student should easily grasp most of it, 

along with the additional material not usually found in other 

books. 

The first collection in it is the science of logic.  Before treating 

this science, let us first briefly examine what all these sciences 

are, so that the student of our project may see it multiple 

objectives. 

 فصم فى انتُبيه عهى انعهىو وانًُطق( ة[ ) انفصم انثبَي] 

Section 2: A consideration of the [kinds of] sciences and of 

logic 
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ب : ك٘وٍٞ هٕ اُـغض ك٠ اُلِـلخ إٔ ٣ٞهق ػ٠ِ دوبئن الأش٤بء ًِهٜ إ

ٝالأش٤بء أُٞجٞصح إٓب . ٌٖٔ الإٗـبٕ إٔ ٣وق ػ٤ِٚػ٠ِ هضع ٓب ٣

أش٤بء ٓٞجٞصح ٤ُؾ ٝجٞصٛب ثبسز٤بعٗب ٝكؼِ٘ب، ٝإٓب أش٤بء ٝجٞصٛب 

 .ِ٘بثبسز٤بعٗب ٝكؼ

ٝٓؼغكخ الأٓٞع اُز٢ ٖٓ اُوـْ الأٍٝ رـ٠ٔ كِـلخ ٗظغ٣خ، ٝٓؼغكخ 

اُ٘ظغ٣خ  ٝاُلِـلخ. الأٓٞع اُز٢ ٖٓ اُوـْ اُضب٢ٗ رـ٠ٔ كِـلخ ػ٤ِٔخ

اُـب٣خ ك٤ٜب ر٤ٌَٔ اُ٘لؾ ثإٔ رؼِْ كوػ، ٝاُلِـلخ اُؼ٤ِٔخ إٗٔب إٗٔب 

اُـب٣خ ك٤ٜب ر٤ٌَٔ اُ٘لؾ، لا ثإٔ رؼِْ كوػ، ثَ ثإٔ رؼِْ ٓب ٣ؼَٔ ثٚ 

كبُ٘ظغ٣خ ؿب٣زٜب اػزوبص عأٟ ٤ُؾ ثؼَٔ، ٝاُؼ٤ِٔخ ؿب٣زٜب . كزؼَٔ

 .ٓؼغكخ عأٟ ٛٞ ك٠ ػَٔ؛ كبُ٘ظغ٣خ أ٠ُٝ ثإٔ ر٘ـت إ٠ُ اُغأٟ

The aim of philosophy is to arrive at the reality of all things, to 

the extent that this is possible for man to do.  Existing things 

either exist apart from our choice and action, or they exist as a 

result of our choice and action. 

Knowledge of things of the first category is called speculative 

philosophy, while knowledge of things of the second category is 

called active philosophy.  Speculative philosophy aims at 

perfecting the soul with knowledge only.  But active philosophy 

aims at perfecting the soul not merely for knowledge, but to 

know how to apply knowledge to action. 

The aim of speculative philosophy is to know something, apart 

from action.  But the aim of active philosophy is to know what to 

do, while speculative philosophy befits the mind better. 

ك٠ الأػ٤بٕ اُز٢ ٤ُؾ ٝجٞصٛب ثبسز٤بعٗب ٝكؼِ٘ب  ٝالأش٤بء أُٞجٞصح

 :٠ٛ ثبُوـٔخ الأ٠ُٝ ػ٠ِ هـ٤ٖٔ

 ،أدضٛٔب الأٓٞع اُز٢ رشبُػ اُذغًخ 

 ٟٝاُضب٢ٗ الأٓٞع اُز٢ لا رشبُػ اُذغًخ، ٓضَ اُؼوَ ٝاُجبع. 

 :ُذغًخ ػ٠ِ ظغث٤ٖٝالأٓٞع اُز٢ رشبُػ ا
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  كئٜٗب إٓب إٔ رٌٕٞ لا ٝجٞص ُٜب إلا ثذ٤ش ٣جٞػ إٔ رشبُػ

 اُذغًخ، ٓضَ الإٗـب٤ٗخ ٝاُزغث٤غ، ٝٓب شبثٚ طُي،

 ٝإٓب إٔ ٣ٌٕٞ ُٜب ٝجٞص ٖٓ صٕٝ طُي. 

ػ٤ِٜب ٓشبُطخ  كبُٔٞجٞصاد اُز٢ لا ٝجٞص ُٜب إلا ثذ٤ش ٣جٞػ

 :اُذغًخ ػ٠ِ هـ٤ٖٔ

 ب ب إٔ رٌٕٞ، كئٗهٜ هٓ لا ك٠ اُوٞاّ ٝلا ك٠ اُْٞٛ، ٣صخ ػ٤ِٜب إٔ  إ

خ، ًصٞعح الإٗـب٤ٗخ ص ػٖ ٓبصح ٓؼ٤ه٘  غؿ٤خ،ٝاُل رجغه

  َٝإٓب إٔ رٌٕٞ ٣صخ ػ٤ِٜب طُي ك٠ اُْٞٛ صٕٝ اُوٞاّ، ٓض

عٙ إ٠ُ إٔ ٣شص ث٘ٞع ٓبصح، أٝ  هٞ اُزغث٤غ، كئٗٚ لا ٣ذٞط رص

 .٣ِزلذ إ٠ُ دبٍ دغًخ

ٝأٓب الأٓٞع اُز٢ ٣صخ إٔ رشبُػ اُذغًخ، ُٜٝب ٝجٞص صٕٝ طُي، 

٢ كزٌٕٞ الأٓٞع اُز. ك٠ٜ ٓضَ ا٣ُٜٞخ، ٝاُٞدضح، ٝاٌُضغح، ٝاُؼِه٤خ

ص ػٖ اُذغًخ،٣صخ ػ  ٤ِٜب إٔ رجغه

 ،إٓب إٔ رٌٕٞ صذزٜب صذخ اُٞجٞة 

  ٝإٓب ألا رٌٕٞ صذزٜب صذخ اُٞجٞة، ثَ رٌٕٞ ثذ٤ش لا ٣ٔز٘غ

اُٞدضح، ٝا٣ُٜٞخ، ٝاُؼ٤ِخ، ٝاُؼضص اُظ١ ٛٞ  ُٜب طُي، ٓضَ دبٍ

 ٝٛظٙ .اٌُضغح

  كئٓب إٔ ٣٘ظغ إ٤ُٜب ٖٓ د٤ش ٠ٛ ٠ٛ، كلا ٣لبعم طُي اُ٘ظغ

ٓجغصح، كئٜٗب رٌٕٞ ٖٓ جِٔخ اُ٘ظغ اُ٘ظغ إ٤ُٜب ٖٓ د٤ش ٠ٛ 

اُظ١ ٣ٌٕٞ ك٠ الأش٤بء، لا ٖٓ د٤ش ٠ٛ ك٠ ٓبصح، إط ٠ٛ، ٖٓ 

 د٤ش ٠ٛ ٠ٛ، لا ك٠ ٓبصح؛

  ب إٔ ٣٘ظغ إ٤ُٜب ٖٓ د٤ش ػغض ُٜب ػغض لا ٣ٌٕٞ ك٠ هٓ ٝإ

 :ٝٛظا ػ٠ِ هـ٤ٖٔ .اُٞجٞص إلا ك٠ أُبصح

  ب إٔ ٣ٌٕٞ طُي اُؼغض لا ٣صخ رٞٛٔٚ إٔ ٣ٌٕٞ إلا ٓغ ٗـجخ هٓ إ

إ٠ُ أُبصح اُ٘ٞػ٤خ ٝاُذغًخ، ٓضَ اُ٘ظغ ك٠ اُٞادض، ٖٓ د٤ش 

ٛٞ ٗبع أٝ ٛٞاء، ٝك٠ اٌُض٤غ، ٖٓ د٤ش ٛٞ أؿطوـبد، ٝك٠ 

اُؼِخ، ٖٓ د٤ش ٠ٛ ٓضلا دغاعح أٝ ثغٝصح، ٝك٠ اُجٞٛغ اُؼو٠ِ، 
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ًبٕ ٣جٞػ ٓلبعهزٚ  ٖٓ د٤ش ٛٞ ٗلؾ، أٟ ٓجضأ دغًخ ثضٕ، ٝإٕ

 .ثظارٚ

 ب إٔ ٣ٌٕٞ طُي اُؼغض هٓ ٝإٕ ًبٕ لا ٣ؼغض إلا ٓغ ٗـجخ  -ٝإ

كئٗٚ هض رزٞٛهْ أدٞاُٚ ٝرـزجبٕ ٖٓ  -إ٠ُ ٓبصح ٝٓشبُطخ دغًخ

خ ٝاُذغًخ اُ٘ظغ أُظًٞع، ٓضَ اُجٔغ  ؿ٤غ ٗظغ ك٠ أُبصح أُؼ٤ه٘

ٝاُزلغ٣ن، ٝاُعغة ٝاُوـٔخ، ٝاُزجظ٣غ ٝاُزٌؼ٤ت، ٝؿبئغ 

هٕ طُي ٣ِذن اُؼضص ٝٛٞ ك٠ أٝٛبّ الأدٞاٍ اُز ٢ رِذن اُؼضص؛ كئ

ٓزذغًخ ٓ٘وـٔخ ٓزلغهخ ٝٓجزٔؼخ،  اُ٘بؽ، أٝ ك٠ ٓٞجٞصاد

ع طُي هض ٣زجغص رجغصا ٓب دز٠ لا ٣ذزبط ك٤ٚ إ٠ُ  هٞ ٌُٖٝ رص

 .رؼ٤٤ٖ ٓٞاص ٗٞػ٤خ

Existing individual things which do not exist by our choice and 

action (the first category) are of two kinds: 

 First are the things that involve motion, 

 the second are those which do not involve motion, such as the 

intellect and the creator. 

Things that involve motion are of two kinds: 

 First, those which cannot exist without the possibility of 

motion, such as humanity, quadrangle and the like 

 Then, those which can exist without that. 

For things which cannot exist without the possibility of 

motion are of two kinds: 

 Either they cannot, both in reality and in the mind, be 

abstracted from definite matter, such as the form of a man or 

of a horse. 

 Or it is possible for them in the mind, but not in reality, to be 

abstracted from definite matter, such as a quadrangle, for to 

have a concept of it, it is not necessary to have any specific 

matter, or to bring up the possibility of motion. 

Things that allow the possibility of motion can have an existence 

apart from that, such as “thisness”, existence, multiplicity and 

causality.  So things that can be abstracted from motion: 
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 either require motion to exist 

 or do not, but can exist without it, such as unity, thisness, 

causality, and number which is plurality.  As for these 

 They can be looked at as they are, and that look does not go 

beyond their state of abstraction, for they are then considered 

not as they are in matter, although as they exist in matter. 

 Or they can be viewed as as having an accidental which 

cannot exist unless in matter, and this in two ways: 

 Either that accidental can be imagined as having a 

relationship to a specific kind of matter and motion, such as 

the consideration: 

 of one thing, in so far as it is fire or air, 

 or of many things, in so far as they are elements, 

 or of a cause as such, for example heat or cold, 

 or of an intellectual substance, in so far as it is a soul, that is, 

a principle of the motion of a body, even if it can be separate 

in its essence. 

 Or that accidental can —even it it can only exist with a 

relationship to matter and involve motion— be imagined in 

its states and be explained without consideration of definite 

matter and motion, as was considered before, such as joining 

and separating, multiplying and dividing, square-root and 

squaring, and other states that affect number.  For that affects 

number and be found in the human imagination, or in 

existing mobile things which can be divided, separated or 

joined.  But to form a concept of that involves a certain 

amount of abstraction, so as not to require a specific kind of 

matter. 

 كأص٘بف اُؼِّٞ

  ب إٔ رز٘بٍٝ إطٕ اػزجبع هٓ أُٞجٞصاد، ٖٓ د٤ش ٠ٛ ك٠ اُذغًخ إ

 رصٞعا ٝهٞآب، ٝرزؼِن ثٔٞاص ٓشصٞصخ الأٗٞاع،

  ب إٔ رز٘بٍٝ اػزجبع أُٞجٞصاد، ٖٓ د٤ش ٠ٛ ٓلبعهخ ُزِي هٓ ٝإ

 رصٞعا لا هٞآب،

  ب إٔ رز٘بٍٝ اػزجبع أُٞجٞصاد، ٖٓ د٤ش ٠ٛ ٓلبعهخ هٞآب هٓ ٝإ

 .ٝرصٞعا
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ـْ اُضب٢ٗ ٛٞ ٝاُو. كبُوـْ الأٍٝ ٖٓ اُؼِّٞ ٛٞ اُؼِْ اُطج٤ؼ٠

اُؼِْ اُغ٣بظ٠ أُذط، ٝػِْ اُؼضص أُشٜٞع ٓ٘ٚ؛ ٝأٓب ٓؼغكخ 

اُضبُش  ٝاُوـْ. غج٤ؼخ اُؼضص، ٖٓ د٤ش ٛٞ ػضص، ك٤ِؾ ُظُي اُؼِْ

أُٞجٞصاد ك٠ اُطجغ ػ٠ِ ٛظٙ الأهـبّ  ٝإط .ٛٞ اُؼِْ الإ٠ُٜ

 .بُؼِّٞ اُلِـل٤خ اُ٘ظغ٣خ ٠ٛ ٛظٙاُضلاصخ، ك

ب اُلِـلخ اُؼ٤ِٔخ هٓ ب أ: ٝأ هٓ ٕ رزؼِن ثزؼ٤ِْ ا٥عاء اُز٢ ر٘زظْ كئ

ٝرؼغف ثزضث٤غ أُض٣٘خ،  أُشبعًخ الإٗـب٤ٗخ اُؼب٤ٓخ،ثبؿزؼٔبُٜب 

ب إٔ ٣ٌٕٞ طُي اُزؼِهن ثٔب ر٘زظْ ثٚ  هٓ ٝرـ٠ٔ ػِْ اُـ٤بؿخ؛ ٝإ

ب إٔ ٣ٌٕٞ  هٓ أُشبعًخ الإٗـب٤ٗخ اُشبص٤خ، ٝرؼغف ثزضث٤غ أُ٘ؼٍ؛ ٝإ

٠ ػًبء ٗلـٚ، كطُي اُزؼِن ثٔب ر٘زظْ ثٚ دبٍ اُششص اُٞادض 

 .٣ٝـ٠ٔ ػِْ الأسلام

 ي إٗٔب رذوهن صذخ جِٔزٚ ثبُجغٛبٕ اُ٘ظغٟ، ٝثبُشٜبصحٝج٤ٔغ طُ

 .ٝروض٣غٙ ثبُشغ٣ؼخ الإ٤ُٜخ اُشغػ٤خ، ٣ٝذون رلص٤ِٚ

، ٝاُـب٣خ ك٠ اُلِـلخ اُؼ٤ِٔخ  ٝاُـب٣خ ك٠ اُلِـلخ اُ٘ظغ٣خ ٓؼغكخ اُذنه

 .ٓؼغكخ اُش٤غ

So the kinds of science: 

 either express existing things along with motion both in our 

concept of them and in their real existence, involving matter 

of a specific species, 

 or they express existing things separated from matter in our 

ideas, but not in reality, 

 or they express existing things separated from matter both in 

their existence and in our ideas. 

The first of these divisions of science is natural science, the 

second is pure mathematics and the science of number 

commonly understood.  But knowledge of the nature of 

number as concrete number does not belong to that science.  

The third division is divine science.  If things in nature fall 

within these three categories, then these are the speculative 

sciences. 
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As for active philosophy, it either is concerned with teaching 

ideas used for guiding human society in general, and it shows 

how to govern a city—in which case it is called Political Science, 

or it is concerned with guiding human society in particular, and it 

shows how to govern a family, or it is concerned with guiding the 

individual person in purifying himself, and is called Ethics. 

The validity of any of these active sciences depends on rational 

proof, supported by the testimony of revealed law, and its details 

application likewise is validated by divinely revealed law. 

The aim of speculative philosophy is to know the truth, while the 

aim of active philosophy is to know the good. 

ٝٓب٤ٛبد الأش٤بء هض رٌٕٞ ك٠ أػ٤بٕ الأش٤بء، ٝهض رٌٕٞ ك٠ 

 :زصٞع، ك٤ٌٕٞ ُٜب اػزجبعاد صلاصخاُ

  اػزجبع أُب٤ٛخ ثٔب ٠ٛ رِي أُب٤ٛخ ؿ٤غ ٓعبكخ إ٠ُ أدض

 ٞجٞص٣ٖ ٝٓب ٣ِذوٜب، ٖٓ د٤ش ٠ٛ ًظُي؛اُ

  ٝاػزجبع ُٜب، ٖٓ د٤ش ٠ٛ ك٠ الأػ٤بٕ، ك٤ِذوٜب د٤٘ئظ أػغاض

 رشص ٝجٞصٛب طُي؛

  ٝاػزجبع ُٜب، ٖٓ د٤ش ٠ٛ ك٠ اُزصٞع، ك٤ِذوٜب د٤٘ئظ أػغاض

رشص ٝجٞصٛب طُي، ٓضَ اُٞظغ ٝاُذَٔ، ٝٓضَ ا٤ٌُِخ 

غ طُي ٝاُجؼئ٤خ ك٠ اُذَٔ، ٝاُظار٤خ ٝاُؼغظ٤خ ك٠ اُذَٔ، ٝؿ٤

 ٓٔب ؿزؼِٔٚ؛

طار٤خ ٝلا ػغظ٤خ دٔلا، ٝلا  ئٗٚ ٤ُؾ ك٠ أُٞجٞصاد اُشبعجخك

ء ٓجزضأ ٝلا ًٞٗٚ سجغا، ٝلا ٓوضٓخ ٝلا ه٤بؿب، ٝلا ؿ٤غ  ًٕٞ اُش٢

زبط ظغٝعح إ٠ُ ٝإطا أعصٗب إٔ ٗزلٌغ ك٠ الأش٤بء ٝٗؼِٜٔب، ك٘ذ. طُي

اُز٢ رٌٕٞ ك٠  ٞع، كزؼغض ُٜب ظغٝعح الأدٞاٍاُزصإٔ ٗضسِٜب ك٠ 

ُزصٞع، ك٘ذزبط ظغٝعح إ٠ُ إٔ ٗؼزجغ الأدٞاٍ اُز٢ ُٜب ك٠ ا

اُزصٞع، ٝسصٞصب ٝٗذٖ ٗغّٝ ثبُلٌغح إٔ ٗـزضعى أُجٜٞلاد، 

ٝالأٓٞع إٗٔب رٌٕٞ ٓجُٜٞخ ثبُو٤بؽ . ٝإٔ ٣ٌٕٞ طُي ٖٓ أُؼِٞٓبد

ٝاُذبٍ . إ٠ُ اُظٖٛ لا ٓذبُخ، ًٝظُي إٗٔب رٌٕٞ ٓؼِٞٓخ ثبُو٤بؽ إ٤ُٚ

ٗ٘زوَ ٖٓ ٓؼِٜٞٓب إ٠ُ ٓجُٜٜٞب،  ٝاُؼبعض اُظ١ ٣ؼغض ُٜب دز٠
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ٛٞ دبٍ ٝػبعض ٣ؼغض ُٜب ك٠ اُزصٞع، ٝإٕ ًبٕ ٓب ُٜب ك٠ طارٜب 

كٖٔ اُعغٝعح إٔ ٣ٌٕٞ ُ٘ب ػِْ ثٜظٙ  أ٣عب ٓٞجٞصا ٓغ طُي،

 .ق ٠ٛ، ٤ًٝق رؼزجغ ك٠ ٛظا اُؼبعضالأدٞاٍ، ٝأٜٗب ًْ ٠ٛ، ٤ًٝ

ٝلإٔ ٛظا اُ٘ظغ ٤ُؾ ٗظغا ك٠ الأٓٞع، ٖٓ د٤ش ٠ٛ ٓٞجٞصح أدض 

إصعاى أدٞاٍ  ٗذٟٞ اُٞجٞص٣ٖ أُظًٞع٣ٖ، ثَ ٖٓ د٤ش ٣٘لغ ك٠

ػٖ الأش٤بء،  كٖٔ رٌٕٞ اُلِـلخ ػ٘ضٙ ٓز٘بُٝخ ُِجذش ط٣٘ي اُٞجٞص٣ٖ،

 إ٠ُ اُٞجٞص٣ٖ أُظًٞع٣ٖ، كلا ٖٓ د٤ش ٠ٛ ٓٞجٞصح، ٝٓ٘وـٔخ

ك٠ طُي،  ٖٓ اُلِـلخ؛ ٖٝٓ د٤ش ٛٞ ٗبكغ ٣ٌٕٞ ٛظا اُؼِْ ػ٘ضٙ جؼأ

ٕٞ اُلِـلخ ػ٘ضٙ ٓز٘بُٝخ ٌَُ خ؛ ٖٝٓ رٌك٤ٌٕٞ ػ٘ضٙ آُخ ك٠ اُلِـل

ػ٘ضٙ جؼأ ٖٓ اُلِـلخ،  ٟ، ٖٝٓ ًَ ٝجٚ، ٣ٌٕٞ أ٣عب ٛظاثذش ٗظغ

 .ٝؿ٘ؼ٣ض ٛظا شغدب ك٤ٔب ثؼض. ٝآُخ ُـبئغ أجؼاء اُلِـلخ

The essences of things can be in the things themselves.  They can 

also be in our minds.  There they can be expressed in three ways: 

 the essence as such, without reference to any existing thing 

and its real concomitants, 

 the essence as it exists in individuals, in which case it is 

accompanied by its individual accidents. 

 the essence as it is represented by a concept.  In that case it 

has accidents specific to its mental status, such as being a 

subject or a predicate, universality and particularity of 

predication, essentiality and accidentality of predication, and 

such other things which you will come to know. 

In the external world, there is no such thing as essential or 

accidental predication.  Nor is anything a subject or a predicate, 

nor a premise or a syllogism, or any of the like.  If we want to 

think of things and know them, then we must necessarily enter 

the mind, and there we necessarily meet mental conditions, and 

we must necessarily express these conditions, especially when we 

think and try to conclude what is not yet known and thereby 

make them known. Things are unknown, of course, only with 

respect to the mind, and are known only with respect to it.  The 

accidental condition it has by concluding from the known to the 

unknown is an accidental condition found only in the mind, even 
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though the essence of the thing may have a real existence.  So 

necessarily we must know those conditions, how many they are, 

how they are, and how we express them. 

And since this speculation is not about things in so far as any of 

them exist either of the two ways mentioned above, but in so far 

as they help us to grasp the conditions of real things, and since 

philosophy, according to Aristotle, attempts to investigate things 

as they really are, and is divided according to the states of reality 

we have mentioned above, then this science cannot be a part of 

philosophy.  But since it assists us in doing that, it is therefore an 

instrument of philosophy.  And since philosophy, according to 

Aristotle, engages in all rational investigation, under any aspect, 

in this respect it is also, according to him, a part of philosophy.  

We will explain this more later on. 

ٛظٙ أُـأُخ ك٠ٜ ٖٓ اُجبغَ ٖٝٓ  ٝأُشبجغاد اُز٢ رجغٟ ك٠ ٓضَ

 :اُلعٍٞ

  هٕ ًَ ٝادض ٜٓ٘ٔب أٓب ٖٓ اُجبغَ، كلأٗٚ لا ر٘بهط ث٤ٖ اُو٤ُٖٞ، كئ

 ٣ؼ٠٘ ثبُلِـلخ ٓؼ٠٘ آسغ؛

 ٍهٕ اُشـَ ثأٓضب ٛظٙ الأش٤بء ٤ُؾ ٓٔب ٣جضٟ  ٝأٓب ٖٓ اُلعٍٞ، كئ

 .ٗلؼب

ٖٓ اُ٘ظغ ٛٞ أُـ٠ٔ ػِْ أُ٘طن، ٝٛٞ اُ٘ظغ ك٠ ٛظٙ ٝٛظا اُ٘ٞع 

الأٓٞع أُظًٞعح، ٖٓ د٤ش ٣زأصٟ ٜٓ٘ب إ٠ُ إػلاّ أُجٍٜٞ، ٝٓب 

 .٣ؼغض ُٜب ٖٓ د٤ش ًظُي لا ؿ٤غ

The disputes that arise in questions like this are futile and 

superfluous. 

 They are futile because they do not put two opinions in 

opposition, for each of the two has a different meaning of 

philosophy. 

 They are superfluous, because spending effort on these things 

is useless. 

This kind of consideration is called the science of logic.  It is a 

consideration of the things we mentioned, in so far as they help to 



32           The scope of logic 

 

discover the unknown, and it is about things related to this 

purpose, and about nothing else. 

 

 فصم فى يُفعت انًُطق( ج[ ) انفصم انثبنث]

Section 3: The usefulness of logic 

ػ٠ِ ٓب  -ٖٓ جٜخ ٓب ٛٞ إٗـبٕ طٝ ػوَ -ُٔب ًبٕ اؿزٌٔبٍ الاٗـبٕ

جَ ٗلـٚ، ٝاُش٤غ ؿ٤زعخ طُي ك٠ ٓٞظؼٚ، ٛٞ ك٠ إٔ ٣ؼِْ اُذن لأ

ثٚ ٝاهزجبؿٚ، ًٝبٗذ اُلطغح الأ٠ُٝ ٝاُجض٣ٜخ ٖٓ الإٗـبٕ  لأجَ اُؼَٔ

هَ ٓب ٣ذصَ ُٚ ٖٓ طُي  ٝدضٛٔب ه٠ِ٤ِ أُؼٞٗخ ػ٠ِ طُي، ًٝبٕ ج

إٗٔب ٣ذصَ ثبلاًزـبة، ًٝبٕ ٛظا الاًزـبة ٛٞ اًزـبة أُجٍٜٞ، 

أُجٍٜٞ ٛٞ أُؼِّٞ، ٝجت إٔ ٣ٌٕٞ الإٗـبٕ ٣جزضا ًٝبٕ ٌٓـت 

أٝلا ك٤ؼِْ أٗٚ ٤ًق ٣ٌٕٞ ُٚ اًزـبة أُجٍٜٞ ٖٓ أُؼِّٞ ٤ًٝق 

٣ٌٕٞ دبٍ أُؼِٞٓبد ٝاٗزظبٜٓب ك٠ أٗلـٜب، دز٠ رل٤ض اُؼِْ 

دز٠ إطا رغرجذ ك٠ اُظٖٛ اُزغرت اُٞاجت، كزوغعد  ٟثبُٔجٍٜٞ، أ

ٜٓ٘ب جت، اٗزوَ اُظٖٛ ك٤ٚ صٞعح رِي أُؼِٞٓبد ػ٠ِ اُزغر٤ت اُٞا

 .إ٠ُ أُجٍٜٞ أُطِٞة كؼِٔٚ

Since the perfection of man, in so far as he is a rational man —as 

will become clear in its proper place— is for him to know the 

truth for its own sake, and the good for the sake of acting with it 

and acquiring it, and since primal nature and human spontaneity 

alone are of little help towards that, and most of this comes to 

man by his acquiring it, and this is an acquisition of something 

unknown, while the unknown thing when it is acquired becomes 

known, therefore the first thing a man must begin with is to know 

how to acquire the unknown from the known, and what is the 

condition and internal order of what is known, so that it will help 

him to learn what is unknown.  That occurs when it is arranged in 

his mind in the necessary order.  When the concepts of known 

things are properly ordered, then his mind can move from them to 

the unknown he is looking for, and he then knows it. 

 :ء ٣ؼِْ ٖٓ ٝج٤ٜٖ ًٝٔب إٔ اُش٢
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  َأدضٛٔب إٔ ٣زصٞع كوػ دز٠ إطا ًبٕ ُٚ اؿْ ك٘طن ثٚ، رٔض

: بٙ ك٠ اُظٖٛ، ٝإٕ ُْ ٣ٌٖ ٛ٘بى صضم أٝ ًظة، ًٔب إطا ه٤َٓؼ٘

اكؼَ ًظا؛ كئٗي إطا ٝهلذ ػ٠ِ ٓؼ٠٘ ٓب رشبغت : إٗـبٕ، أٝ ه٤َ

 .ثٚ ٖٓ طُي، ً٘ذ رصٞعرٚ

 ٝاُضب٢ٗ إٔ ٣ٌٕٞ ٓغ اُزصٞع رصض٣ن، ك٤ٌٕٞ إطا ه٤َ ُي ٓضلا :

هَ ث٤بض ػغض، ُْ ٣ذصَ ُي ٖٓ ٛظا رصٞع ٓؼ٠٘ ٛظا  إٕ ً

 .هذ أٗٚ ًظُياُوٍٞ كوػ، ثَ صضه 

A thing can be known in two ways: 

 one of them is by concept only, and if it has a name it can be 

spoken.  Its meaning is represented in the mind, even without 

affirmation or negation, for example: “man” or “elephant”, or 

“do this”. For if you stop at a meaning and express that, you 

have a concept of it. 

 the second is when the concept is accompanied by an 

affirmation, for example: “Everything white is an 

accidental.”  In this case you are not merely expressing a 

concept, but have affirmed that it is such and such. 

كأٓب إطا شٌٌذ أٗٚ ًظُي أٝ ٤ُؾ ًظُي، كوض رصٞعد ٓب ٣وبٍ؛ كئٗي 

ًَ لا رشي ك٤ٔب لا رزصٞعٙ ٝلا رلٜٔٚ، ٌُٝ٘ي ُْ رصضم ثٚ ثؼض؛ ٝ

ٝاُزصٞع ك٠ ٓضَ ٛظا . رصٞع، ٝلا ٣٘ؼٌؾ رصض٣ن ك٤ٌٕٞ ٓغ

أُؼ٠٘ ٣ل٤ضى إٔ ٣ذضس ك٠ اُظٖٛ صٞعح ٛظا اُزأ٤ُق، ٝٓب ٣ؤُق 

ٝاُزصض٣ن ٛٞ إٔ ٣ذصَ ك٠ اُظٖٛ ٗـجخ . بض ٝاُؼغضٓ٘ٚ ًبُج٤

إ٠ُ الأش٤بء أٗلـٜب أٜٗب ٓطبثوخ ُٜب، ٝاُزٌظ٣ت ٣شبُق ٛظٙ اُصٞعح 

 .طُي

But if you doubt that it is so, or it is not so, then you already have 

a concept of what is said, for you do not doubt what you have no 

concept of or do not understand.  But you have not yet made an 

affirmation.  Every affirmation, therefore, includes a concept, but 

not vice-versa.  The formation of a particular meaning assists you 

to have a concept of a particular combination in your mind, and a 

concept of the elements of which it is composed, such as “white” 

and “accidental”.  But affirmation is the mind‟s relating this 
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concept to real things, declaring that it conforms to them, while 

negation is the opposite. 

 :ء ٣جَٜ ٖٓ ٝج٤ٜٖ ًظُي اُش٢

 ٖٓ جٜخ اُزصٞع، أدضٛٔب 

 ٝاُضب٢ٗ ٖٓ جٜخ اُزصض٣ن؛ 

ك٤ٌٕٞ ًَ ٝادض ٜٓ٘ٔب لا ٣ذصَ ٓؼِٞٓب إلا ثبٌُـت، ٣ٌٕٝٞ ًـت 

هَ ٝادض ٜٓ٘ٔب ؿبثن ٓزوضّ، ٝث٤ٜئخ ٝصلخ رٌٕٞ ُظُي  ثٔؼِّٞ ً

كٜبٛ٘ب . أُؼِّٞ، لأجِٜب ٣٘زوَ اُظٖٛ ٖٓ اُؼِْ ثٜب إ٠ُ اُؼِْ ثبُٔجٍٜٞ

عٙ، ٝش٢ ش٢ هٞ ء ٖٓ شأٗٚ إٔ  ء ٖٓ شأٗٚ إٔ ٣ل٤ض اُؼِْ ثبُٔجٍٜٞ رص

 .٣و٣ٚل٤ض اُؼِْ ثبُٔجٍٜٞ رصض

 ٖٓ د٤ش ػِٔٚ ٣ل٤ض ػِْ -ُِٔؼ٠٘ اُجبٓغ ُْٝ رجغ اُؼبصح ثإٔ ٣لغض

ا، ٝٓ٘ٚ عؿٔب،   اؿْ -ء ش٢ رصٞع هٕ ٓ٘ٚ دضه جبٓغ، أٝ ُْ ٣جِـ٘ب؛ لأ

ُٔب  ٝٓ٘ٚ ٓضبلا، ٝٓ٘ٚ ػلآخ، ٝٓ٘ٚ اؿٔب، ػ٠ِ ٓب ؿ٤زعخ ُي، ٤ُٝؾ

ء اُظ١ ٣زغرت أٝلا ٓؼِٞٓب، صْ  ٝأٓب اُش٢ .٣شزغى ك٤ٚ اؿْ ػبّ جبٓغ

هٕ طُي اُش٢ ٣ؼِْ ثٚ ؿ٤غٙ ػ٠ِ ٤ًق  -٣ـ٠ٔ ء ؿج٤َ اُزصض٣ن، كئ

بؽ، ٝٓ٘ٚ اؿزوغاء، ٝٓ٘ٚ رٔض٤َ، ٝٓ٘ٚ أش٤بء دجخ؛ كٔ٘ٚ ه٤ -ًبٕ

 .أسغٟ

Likewise something can be unknown in two ways: 

 One of them is with respect to concept 

 The other is with respect to affirmation. 

Both the concept and the affirmation are only had by acquisition, 

and they are acquired by something known beforehand, when it is 

known in a certain format, so that the mind can move from 

knowing it to known what it did not know.  So one step in 

acquiring knowledge of the unknown is to form a concept of it.  

The second step is to affirm it. 

It is not customary for a general meaning —in so far as knowing 

it helps forming a concept of a thing—to require a general name, 

or it has not reach us.  For it includes definition, symbol, 

representation, sign, and name, as will become clear to you.  But 
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there is no general comprehensive name that covers all of these.  

But the thing which has the position of what is first known, and 

through it other things are known by way of affirmation, is called 

—in the widest sense— an argument.  This includes syllogism, 

induction, argument from example, and other things. 

 ض اُظٖٛ ٓؼغكخ ٛظ٣ٖ اُش٤ئ٤ٖ كوػ؛كـب٣خ ػِْ أُ٘طن إٔ ٣ل٤

  إٔ ٣ؼغف الإٗـبٕ أٗٚ ٤ًق ٣جت إٔ ٣ٌٕٞ اُوٍٞ أُٞهغ ٞٛٝ

كب دو٤وخ طاد اُش٢ ء؛ ٤ًٝق ٣ٌٕٞ،  ُِزصٞع، دز٠ ٣ٌٕٞ ٓؼغه

ثٚ إ٠ُ دو٤وخ طارٚ؛ ٤ًٝق  دز٠ ٣ٌٕٞ صالا ػ٤ِٚ، ٝإٕ ُْ ٣زٞصَ

٣ٌٕٞ كبؿضا، ٓش٤هلا أٗٚ ٣لؼَ طُي، ٝلا ٣ٌٕٞ ٣لؼَ طُي، ُْٝ 

 ٣ٌٕٞ ًظُي، ٝٓب اُلصٍٞ اُز٢ ث٤ٜ٘ب؛

  ٝأ٣عب إٔ ٣ؼغف الإٗـبٕ أٗٚ ٤ًق ٣ٌٕٞ اُوٍٞ أُٞهغ

ُِزصض٣ن، دز٠ ٣ٌٕٞ ٓٞهؼب رصض٣وب ٣و٤٘٤ب ثبُذو٤وخ لا ٣صخ 

ب ٣وبعة ا٤ُو٤ٖ؛ اٗزوبظٚ؛ ٤ًٝق ٣ٌٕٞ دز٠ ٣ٌٕٞ ٓٞهؼب رصض٣و

٤ًٝق ٣ٌٕٞ ثذ٤ش ٣ظٖ ثٚ أٗٚ ػ٠ِ إدضٟ اُصٞعر٤ٖ، ٝلا 

٣ٌٕٞ ًظُي، ثَ ٣ٌٕٞ ثبغلا كبؿضا؛ ٤ًٝق ٣ٌٕٞ دز٠ ٣ٞهغ 

ػ٤ِٚ ظٖ ٤َٓٝ ٗلؾ ٝه٘بػخ ٖٓ ؿ٤غ رصض٣ن جؼّ؛ ٤ًٝق 

٣ٌٕٞ اُوٍٞ دز٠ ٣ؤصهغ ك٠ اُ٘لؾ ٓب ٣ؤصغٙ اُزصض٣ن ٝاُزٌظ٣ت 

ٖٓ د٤ش ٣ٞهغ  ٖٓ إهضاّ ٝآز٘بع، ٝاٗجـبغ ٝاٗوجبض، لا

، كٌض٤غ ٖٓ اُش٤بلاد ٣لؼَ ك٠ ٛظا  رصض٣وب، ثَ ٖٓ د٤ش ٣ش٤هَ

ح ٓو٤ئخ، ٗلغد  اُجبة كؼَ اُزصض٣ن؛ كئٗي إطا هِذ ُِؼـَ إٗٚ ٓغه

اُطج٤ؼخ ػٖ ر٘بُٝٚ ٓغ رٌظ٣ت ُظُي اُجزخ، ًٔب ر٘لغ ُٞ ًبٕ ٛ٘بى 

 رصض٣ن، أٝ شج٤ٚ ثٚ هغ٣ت ٓ٘ٚ،

 ًبٗذ ًظُي؟ث٤ٜ٘ب؟ ُْٝ  ٝٓب اُلصٍٞ

The purpose of the science of logic is to help the mind know 

these two things only: 

 what kind of speech duly represents a concept, so that it can 

make known the real essence of that thing, how it can point it 

out, even if it does not reach its real essence, and how speech 

can be corrupt, creating the impression that it is doing what 
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we said, but is not really doing it, and what is the difference 

between the two 

 secondly what kind of speech duly represents an affirmation, 

so that it is certain of the truth and does not admit of 

contradiction, also how it can represent affirmation that 

approximates certitude, and how one can think his speech is 

in either of these states, but it is not so, but is false and 

corrupt, also how a person can have an opinion or inclination 

or satisfaction in a statement that is not a firm affirmation, 

and how speech can influence a soul in the same way as 

affirmation. and negation, and this by way of attraction or 

repelling, or of opening his heart or closing it, not through 

affirmation, but through imagination.  For imagination, in 

such cases, often acts just like affirmation.  For if you say 

that honey is bitter and causes vomiting, nature flees from 

tasting it, even though [the mind] denies this, just as you 

would flee from it if it you affirmed it to be true, or came to 

something similar or near to an affirmation. 

What is the difference between these two, and why is it so? 

ٝٛظٙ اُص٘بػخ ٣ذزبط ٓزؼِٜٔب اُوبصض ك٤ٜب هصض ٛظ٣ٖ اُـغظ٤ٖ إ٠ُ 

ٓوضٓبد ٜٓ٘ب ٣زٞصَ إ٠ُ ٓؼغكخ اُـغظ٤ٖ؛ ٝٛظٙ اُص٘بػخ ٠ٛ 

ٝهض ٣زلن ُلإٗـبٕ إٔ ٣٘جؼش ك٠ ؿغ٣ؼرٚ دضه ٓٞهغ ُِزصٞع، . أُ٘طن

هٕ طُي ٣ٌٕٞ ش٤ئب ؿ٤غ ص٘بػ٠، ٝلا  خ ٓٞهؼخ ُِزصض٣ن، إلا أ ٝدجه

ٓٔب  ٣ؤٖٓ ؿِطٚ ك٠ ؿ٤غٙ؛ كئٗٚ ُٞ ًبٗذ اُـغ٣ؼح ٝاُوغ٣ذخ ك٠ طُي

ًٔب ك٠ ًض٤غ ٖٓ الأٓٞع، ٌُبٕ لا ٣ؼغض ٖٓ  ٣ٌل٤٘ب غِت اُص٘بػخ،

ظاٛت ٓب ػغض، ٌُٝبٕ الإٗـبٕ اُٞادض الاسزلاف ٝاُز٘بهط ك٠ أُ

لا ٣٘بهط ٗلـٚ ٝهزب ثؼض ٝهذ إطا اػزٔض هغ٣ذزٚ؛ ثَ اُلطغح الإٗـب٤ٗخ 

ؿ٤غ ًبك٤خ ك٠ طُي ٓب ُْ رٌزـت اُص٘بػخ، ًٔب أٜٗب ؿ٤غ ًبك٤خ ك٠ 

ًض٤غ ٖٓ الأػٔبٍ الأسغ، ٝإٕ ًبٕ ٣وغ ُٚ ك٠ ثؼعٜب إصبثخ ًغ٤ٓخ 

بػخ ثبُٔجِؾ اُظ١ ٤ُٝؾ أ٣عب إطا دصِذ ُٚ اُص٘. ٖٓ ؿ٤غ عاّ

ُلإٗـبٕ إٔ ٣ذصَ ُٚ ٜٓ٘ب ًبٗذ ًبك٤خ ٖٓ ًَ ٝجٚ، دز٠ لا ٣ـِػ 

ك٠  اُجزخ؛ إط اُص٘بػخ هض ٣ظٛت ػٜ٘ب ٣ٝوغ اُؼضٍٝ ػٖ اؿزؼٔبُٜب
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هٕ  خ، ٝؿ٤غ اُص٘بػخ ك٠ ٗلـٜب ؿ٤غ ظبثط ًض٤غ ٖٓ الأدٞاٍ، لا أ

 :٣ؼغض ٛ٘بى أٓٞعصبصهح ػٖ اُـِػ، ٌُ٘ٚ 

  ٣ـزٞف اُص٘بػخ ثٌٔبُٜب؛أدضٛب ٖٓ جٜخ إٔ ٣ٌٕٞ اُصبٗغ ُْ 

 ٌٕٞهض اؿزٞكبٛب، ٌُ٘ٚ ك٠ ثؼط أُٞاظغ أِٜٛٔب،  ٝاُضب٢ٗ إٔ ٣

 ٝاًزل٠ ثبُوغ٣ذخ؛

  ٝٝاُضبُش أٗٚ هض ٣ؼغض ُٚ ًض٤غا إٔ ٣ؼجؼ ػٖ اؿزؼٔبُٜب، أ

هٕ صبدت اُؼِْ، إطا ًبٕ . ٣ظٛت ػٜ٘ب ػ٠ِ أٗٚ ٝإٕ ًبٕ ًظُي، كئ

اُـٜٞ ٓضَ ٓب صبدت اُص٘بػخ ٝاؿزؼِٜٔب، ُْ ٣ٌٖ ٓب ٣وغ ُٚ ٖٓ 

٣وغ ُؼبصٜٓب؛ ٝٓغ طُي كئٗٚ إطا ػبٝص كؼلا ٖٓ أكؼبٍ ص٘بػزٚ 

هٌٖ ٖٓ رضاعى إٛٔبٍ، إٕ ًبٕ ٝهغ ٓ٘ٚ ك٤ٚ؛ لإٔ  ٓغاعا ًض٤غح رٔ

صبدت اُص٘بػخ، إطا أكـض ػِٔٚ ٓغح أٝ ٓغاعا، رٌٖٔ ٖٓ 

الاؿزصلاح، إلا إٔ ٣ٌٕٞ ٓز٘ب٤ٛب ك٠ اُجلاصح؛ كئطا ًبٕ ًظُي كلا 

ٔبد ص٘بػزٚ اُز٢ رؼ٤٘ٚ أُؼبٝصح ك٤ٜب، ٝإٕ ٣وغ ُٚ اُـٜٞ ك٠ ٜٓ

ُٝلإٗـبٕ ك٠ ٓؼزوضارٚ أٓٞع ٜٓٔخ جضا، . ٝهغ ُٚ ؿٜٞ ك٠ ٗٞاكِٜب

كصبدت ص٘بػخ أُ٘طن ٣زأر٠ ُٚ إٔ . ٝأٓٞع ر٤ِٜب ك٠ الاٛزٔبّ

٣جزٜض ك٠ رأ٤ًض الأٓغ ك٠ رِي أُٜٔبد ثٔغاجؼبد ػغض ػِٔٚ 

ٓبٕ ٖٓ اُـِػ، ٝأُغاجؼبد اُص٘بػ٤خ كوض ٣جِؾ ثٜب أ. ػ٠ِ هبٗٞٗٚ

ًٖٔ ٣جٔغ رلبص٤َ دـبة ٝادض ٓغاعا ُلاؿزظٜبع، كزؼٍٝ ػ٘ٚ 

 .اُشجٜخ ك٠ ػوض اُجِٔخ

The student of this science who aims at these two goals needs 

preambles to arrive at knowledge of these goals, and this science 

is logic. A man can happen to have stirred up in his instinctive 

nature a definition leading to a concept and an argument leading 

to an affirmation.  But that is not by way of science, nor is it 

immune from error in another matter.  For if instinct and primal 

nature were sufficient in our quest for science, as it is sufficient in 

many other matters, there would be no difference of opinion or 

contradictions between different schools of thought.  One man 

may not contradict himself time after time if he depends on his 

primal nature, but human nature is insufficient to avoid error 

without acquiring the science, just as it is insufficient in many 

other works, even though in some things he may happen to 
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stumble upon something good without aiming.  And if he 

acquired the science to the extent that man can acquire it, it 

would not be sufficient for him in every respect so as to keep him 

from all error, since he can move away from it and be mediocre 

in using it in many circumstances.  This does not mean that the 

science itself is uncertain and immune from error, but certain 

things may happen: 

 One is that the man had not completely mastered the science 

 The second is that he mastered it, but in certain areas he 

ignored it and relied on instinct 

 The third is that many things intervened to prevent him from 

using the science to to distract him from it.  Nevertheless, 

even if this happens, the master of a science, if he is one and 

uses it, does not perform worse because of distraction than he 

would if he totally lacked the science.  For if a master of a 

science finds his knowledge incapacitated one time or 

another, he can repair it, unless he is extremely stupid.  If he 

repairs it, then he does not get distracted in the important 

matters of his science which he must be accustomed to, even 

though he may make mistakes in secondary matters.  For 

among the things a man knows, some are very important to 

him, and these are uppermost in his mind.  And the master of 

the science of logic takes it upon himself to put special effort 

into making sure of the important matters by the repetitions 

which his work demands.  Repeated attention to scientific 

matters insures immunity from error, just as one who repeats 

the the details of one calculation many times to make sure, 

and by the agreement of the results doubt is removed. 

اُص٘بػخ لا ثض ٜٓ٘ب ك٠ اؿزٌٔبٍ الإٗـبٕ اُظ١ ُْ ٣ؤ٣ض ثشبص٤خ كٜظٙ 

ٝٗـجخ ٛظٙ اُص٘بػخ إ٠ُ اُغ٣ٝهخ اُجبغ٘خ اُز٢ رـ٠ٔ . رٌل٤ٚ اٌُـت

اُ٘طن اُضاس٠ِ، ً٘ـجخ اُ٘ذٞ إ٠ُ اُؼجبعح اُظبٛغح اُز٢ رـ٠ٔ اُ٘طن 

٤ُؾ ٣٘لغ  جخ اُؼغٝض إ٠ُ اُشؼغ؛ ٌُٖ اُؼغٝضاُشبعج٠، ًٝ٘ـ

، ٝاُ٘ذٞ اُؼغث٠ ثَ اُظٝم اُـ٤ِْ ٣ـ٠٘ ػً٘ٚض٤غا ك٠ هغض اُشؼغ، 

أ٣عب اُلطغح اُجض٣ٝخ، ٝأٓب ٛظٙ اُص٘بػخ كلا ؿ٠٘ ػٜ٘ب  هض رـ٠٘ ػ٘ٚ
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ُلإٗـبٕ أٌُزـت ُِؼِْ ثبُ٘ظغ ٝاُغ٣ٝهخ، إلا إٔ ٣ٌٕٞ إٗـبٗب ٓؤ٣ضا 

٣ٖ ٗـجخ اُجضٟٝ ا٠ُ أُزؼغث٤ٖ هٝ ، كزٌٕٞ ٗـجزٚ إ٠ُ أُغ  .ٖٓ ػ٘ض اللّه

This science is indispensible for man, since he has not been 

endowed with a natural ability which dispenses him from 

acquiring it.  The relationship of this science to the inner 

rumination which is called inward speech, is like the relationship 

between grammar and its outward expression, which is called 

outer speech. And it is like the relationship between meters and 

poetry, although meters are not of much help in making poetry, 

but sound taste and Arabic grammar make up for it, as well as a 

Beduin nature.  But nothing can make up for this science if a man 

wishes to acquire speculative knowledge and reflection, unless 

the man is anointed by God.  So his relationship to those who 

reflect is like the relationship of a Beduin to those who learned 

Arabic. 

 ضىع انًُطقفصم فى يى( د[ ) انفصم انرابع]

Section 4: The subject of logic 

ء؛  ٤ُؾ ٣ٌٖٔ إٔ ٣٘زوَ اُظٖٛ ٖٓ ٓؼ٠٘ ٝادض ٓلغص إ٠ُ رصض٣ن ش٢

هٕ طُي أُؼ٠٘ ٤ُؾ دٌْ ٝجٞصٙ ٝػضٓٚ دٌٔب ٝادضا ك٠ إ٣وبع طُي  كئ

اُزصض٣ن؛ كئٗٚ إٕ ًبٕ اُزصض٣ن ٣وغ، ؿٞاء كغض أُؼ٠٘ ٓٞجٞصا 

 ُزصض٣ن ثٞجٚ؛ لإٔ ٓٞهغإ٣وبع اأٝ ٓؼضٝٓب، ك٤ِؾ ُِٔؼ٠٘ ٓضسَ ك٠ 

ء  ء ػِخ ُش٢ اُزصض٣ن ٛٞ ػِخ اُزصض٣ن، ٤ُٝؾ ٣جٞػ إٔ ٣ٌٕٞ ش٠

 ٣وغ ثبُٔلغص كئطا ُْ. ُز٠ ػضٓٚ ٝٝجٞصٙك٠ دب

٣وغ ثبُٔلغص ًلب٣خ ٖٓ ؿ٤غ رذص٤َ ٝجٞصٙ، أٝ ػضٓٚ ك٠ طارٚ، أٝ ك٠ 

دبُٚ، ُْ ٣ٌٖ ٓؤص٣ب إ٠ُ اُزصض٣ن ثـ٤غٙ؛ ٝإطا هغٗذ ثبُٔؼ٠٘ ٝجٞصا 

 .أظلذ إ٤ُٚ ٓؼ٠٘ آسغأٝ ػضٓب كوض 

The mind cannot move from one singular meaning to the 

affirmation of something, for the fact of that meaning‟s existence 

or non-existence does not cause that affirmation.  For, if there is 

an affirmation, whether the meaning exists or does not exist, the 

meaning is no ground whatsoever for causing an affirmation.  For 

what makes an affirmation is the cause of the affirmation, and 
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something cannot be the cause of another in the conditions of its 

non-existence or existence.  Therefore affirmation cannot be 

about a singular meaning. 

The singular stands alone without implying its existence or non-

existence, whether essentially or accidentally—as would be 

required in an affirmation.  But if you attach existence or non-

existence to the meaning, then you have added another meaning. 

ٝأٓب اُزصٞع كئٗٚ ًض٤غا ٓب ٣وغ ثٔؼ٠٘ ٓلغص، ٝطُي ًٔب ؿ٤زعخ ُي 

ك٠ ٓٞظؼٚ، ٝطُي ك٠ ه٤َِ ٖٓ الأش٤بء؛ ٝٓغ طُي كٜٞ ك٠ أًضغ 

ء؛ ثَ أُٞهغ ُِزصٞع ك٠ أًضغ الأش٤بء ٓؼبٕ  الأٓغ ٗبهص عصٟ

أش٤بء ًض٤غح  ٓؤُلخ، ًَٝ رأ٤ُق كئٗٔب ٣ؤُق ٖٓ أٓٞع ًض٤غح، ًَٝ

اُٞادض ك٠ ًَ ٝ. كل٤ٜب أش٤بء ٝادضح، كل٠ ًَ رأ٤ُق أش٤بء ٝادضح

ء أُؤُق ٖٓ ػضح  ٛٞ اُظ١ ٣ـ٠ٔ ثـ٤طب؛ ُٝٔب ًبٕ اُش٢ ٓغًت

أش٤بء ٣ـزذ٤َ إٔ رؼغف غج٤ؼزٚ ٓغ اُجَٜ ثجـبئطٚ، كجبُذغٟ إٔ 

لغصاد ٣ٌٕٞ ٝاُؼِْ ثبُٔ. ٣ٌٕٞ اُؼِْ ثبُٔلغصاد هجَ اُؼِْ ثبُٔؤُلبد

 لأٗٚ :ٖػ٠ِ ٝج٤ٜ

  إٓب إٔ ٣ٌٕٞ ػِٔب ثٜب، ٖٓ د٤ش ٠ٛ ٓـزؼضح لإٔ ٣ؤُق ٜٓ٘ب

 اُزأ٤ُق أُظًٞع،

 ٠ٛ غجبئغ ٝأٓٞع ٣ؼغض ُٜب  ٝإٓب إٔ ٣ٌٕٞ ػِٔب ثٜب، ٖٓ د٤ش

 .طُي أُؼ٠٘

But forming a concept often takes place with a singular meaning, 

as will be made clear in its proper place.  That happens in the 

minority of cases.  Even so, it is mostly defective and bad.  But 

what causes an affirmation in the majority of cases are combined 

meanings.  Every combination is made of many things, and 

wherever there are many things there is one thing in them, and in 

every combination there is one thing.  For the one in any 

compound is called simple.  And since the nature of something 

made up of many things cannot be known without knowing its 

simple elements, a fortiori the knowledge of singular things 

comes before the knowledge of combined ones.  So knowledge of 

singulars is of two kinds: 
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 either they are known in so far as they are ready to form the 

kind of combination we mentioned 

 or they are known in so far as they are natures and things 

that happen to have a a particular meaning. 

هٕ اُج٤ذ اُظ١ ٣ؤُق ٖٓ سشت ٝؿ٤غٙ ٣ذزبط ٓؤُلٚ إ٠ُ  ٝٓضبٍ ٛظا أ

هٖ ُِش شت إٔ ٣ؼغف ثـبئػ اُج٤ذ ٖٓ اُششت ٝاُِجٖ ٝاُط٤ٖ؛ ٌُ

ٝاُِجٖ ٝاُط٤ٖ أدٞالا ثـججٜب رصِخ ُِج٤ذ ُِٝزأ٤ُق، ٝأدٞالا أسغٟ 

هٕ . سبعجخ ٖٓ طُي هٕ اُششت ٛٞ ٖٓ جٞٛغ ك٤ٚ ٗلؾ ٗجبر٤خ، ٝأ كأٓب أ

هٕ ه٤بؿٚ ٖٓ أُٞجٞصاد ه٤بؽ ًظا، كٜظا  غج٤ؼزٚ دبعح أٝ ثبعصح، أٝ أ

هٕ اُششت صِت ٝعسٞ،  لا ٣ذزبط إ٤ُٚ ثب٠ٗ اُج٤ذ إٔ ٣ؼِٔٚ؛ ٝأٓب أ

إٔ  ئٗٚ ٓٔب ٣ذزبط ثب٠ٗ اُج٤ذ إ٠ُٓزـٞؽ، ٝؿ٤غ طُي، كٝصذ٤خ ٝ

 .٣ؼِٔٚ

An example of that is a house which is made up of wood and 

other things.  The one who puts them together must know the 

elements of the house, such as wood and bricks and mud. But the 

wood, the bricks and the mud have qualities which qualify it for 

the house and the composition, and other qualities besides those. 

The fact that wood is from a substance which has plant life, and 

that its nature is hot or cold, or it has such and such a relations to 

other existing things, is not necessary for the builder of the house 

to know.  All he needs to know is that wood is hard and 

malleable, of good quality and shape etc., for that is what the 

builder of a house needs to know. 

ٓلغصاد ٛظٙ الأٓٞع، ًٝظُي ص٘بػخ أُ٘طن كئٜٗب ٤ُـذ ر٘ظغ ك٠ 

ٖٓ د٤ش ٠ٛ ػ٠ِ أدض ٗذٟٞ اُٞجٞص اُظ١ ك٠ الأػ٤بٕ ٝاُظ١ ك٠ 

الأطٛبٕ، ٝلا أ٣عب ك٠ ٓب٤ٛبد الأش٤بء، ٖٓ د٤ش ٠ٛ ٓب٤ٛبد، ثَ 

ٖٓ د٤ش ٠ٛ ٓذٔٞلاد ٝٓٞظٞػبد ٤ًِٝبد ٝجؼئ٤بد، ٝؿ٤غ طُي 

 .ٓٔب إٗٔب ٣ؼغض ُٜظٙ أُؼب٠ٗ ٖٓ جٜخ ٓب هِ٘بٙ ك٤ٔب ؿِق

Similarly, the science of logic does not examine these individual 

things in so far as they are either existing in themselves or 

existing in the mind.  Nor does it examine the essences of things 

as essences, but only in so far as they are subjects or predicates, 
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universal or particular etc., qualifying these meanings in the way 

we explained above. 

ٝأٓب اُ٘ظغ ك٠ الأُلبظ كٜٞ أٓغ رضػٞ إ٤ُٚ اُعغٝعح، ٤ُٝؾ 

شـَ أٍٝ ثبلأُلبظ إلا ٖٓ جٜخ  -ٖٓ د٤ش ٛٞ ٓ٘طو٠ -ُِٔ٘طو٠

ُٝٞ أٌٖٓ إٔ ٣زؼِْ أُ٘طن ثلٌغح ؿبطجخ، إٗٔب . أُشبغجخ ٝأُذبٝعح

ُٔؼب٠ٗ ٝدضٛب، ٌُبٕ طُي ًبك٤ب؛ ُٝٞ أٌٖٓ إٔ ٣طِغ رِذع ك٤ٜب ا

أُذبٝع ك٤ٚ ػ٠ِ ٓب ك٠ ٗلـٚ ثذ٤ِخ أسغٟ، ٌُبٕ ٣ـ٠٘ ػٖ اُِلع 

ٌُٖٝ ُٔب ًبٗذ اُعغٝعح رضػٞ إ٠ُ اؿزؼٔبٍ الأُلبظ، . اُجزخ

ٝسصٞصب ٖٝٓ أُزؼظع ػ٠ِ اُغ٣ٝخ إٔ رغرت أُؼب٠ٗ ٖٓ ؿ٤غ إٔ 

ٓ٘بجبح ٖٓ الإٗـبٕ طٛ٘ٚ رزش٤َ ٓؼٜب أُلبظٜب، ثَ رٌبص رٌٕٞ اُغ٣ٝخ 

ثأُلبظ ٓزش٤ِخ، ُؼّ إٔ رٌٕٞ ُلأُلبظ أدٞاٍ ٓشزِلخ رشزِق لأجِٜب 

ٖٓ أُؼب٠ٗ دز٠ ٣ص٤غ ُٜب أدٌبّ ُٞ لا  أدٞاٍ ٓب ٣طبثوٜب ك٠ اُ٘لؾ

الأُلبظ ُْ رٌٖ، كبظطغد ص٘بػخ أُ٘طن إ٠ُ إٔ ٣ص٤غ ثؼط 

أ٣عب أجؼائٜب ٗظغا ك٠ أدٞاٍ الأُلبظ؛ ُٝٞ لا ٓب هِ٘بٙ ُٔب ادزبجذ 

هٕ اٌُلاّ ػ٠ِ  ٝٓغ. ٠ إٔ ٣ٌٕٞ ُٜب ٛظا اُجؼءإُ ٛظٙ اُعغٝعح، كئ

، إلا إٔ ٝظغ الأُلبظ ّ ػ٠ِ ٓؼب٤ٜٗبالأُلبظ أُطبثوخ ُٔؼب٤ٜٗب ًبٌُلا

 .أدـٖ ػٔلا

The study of vocabulary is necessary, but it is not the primary 

business of logic.  It pertains to logic only from the aspect of 

rhetoric and dialectics.  If it were possible to learn logic with 

clear thinking and attention to the meanings alone, that would be 

sufficient.  And if the speaker could look at what he has in mind 

by some other means, he could dispense from words altogether.  

But, since it is necessary to resort to words, and especially since 

it is impossible to think and put meanings together without 

imagining words along with them, and thinking seems to be 

talking to oneself in imagined words, therefore words must have 

different states which correspond to different states of meanings 

in the soul, and these meanings would have certain characteristics 

even if words were not there.  Therefore the science of logic must 

have some sections which deal with the states of words.  If it 

were not for what we have pointed out, logic would not need such 

a section.  Because of this necessity, speaking about the words 
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that match meanings is like speaking about the meanings 

themselves, while the arrangement of words improves the job. 

هٕ أُ٘طن  ٝأٓب ك٤ٔب ؿٟٞ طُي، كلا س٤غ ك٠ هٍٞ ٖٓ ٣وٍٞ إ

هٕ  ٓٞظٞػٚ اُ٘ظغ ك٠ الأُلبظ، ٖٓ د٤ش رضٍ ػ٠ِ أُؼب٠ٗ، ٝإ

أُ٘طو٠ إٗٔب ص٘بػزٚ إٔ ٣زٌِْ ػ٠ِ الأُلبظ، ٖٓ د٤ش رضٍ ػ٠ِ 

هٕ الأٓغ ػ٠ِ اُ٘ذٞ اُظ١ طًغٗبٙ . أُؼب٠ٗ؛ ثَ ٣جت إٔ ٣زصٞع أ

هٞف ٖٓ رشٞف، ثـجت أْٜٗ ُْ ٝإٗٔب رجِض ك٠ ٛظا ٖٓ رج ِض، ٝرش

ِٞا ثبُذو٤وخ ٓٞظٞع أُ٘طن، ٝاُص٘ق ٖٓ أُٞجٞصاد اُظ١  ٣ذصه

 :٣شزص ثٚ، إط ٝجضٝا أُٞجٞص ػ٠ِ ٗذ٣ٖٞ

 سبعط، ٝجٞص الأش٤بء ٖٓ 

 ٝٝجٞصٛب ك٠ اُظٖٛ؛ 

كجؼِٞا اُ٘ظغ ك٠ اُٞجٞص اُظ١ ٖٓ سبعط ُص٘بػخ أٝ ص٘بػبد 

٤ًق ٣زصٞع ك٤ٚ  اُظٖٛ ٝأٗٚجٞص اُظ١ ك٠ كِـل٤خ، ٝاُ٘ظغ ك٠ اُٞ

هٕ الأٓٞع اُز٢ ك٠  ُص٘بػخ أٝ جؼء ص٘بػخ؛ ُْٝ ٣لصِٞا ك٤ؼِٔٞا أ

ب أٓٞع  هٓ ب أٓٞع اُظٖٛ إ هٓ عد ك٠ اُظٖٛ ٓـزلبصح ٖٓ سبعط، ٝإ هٞ رص

. أٓغ ٖٓ سبعط ٤ش ٠ٛ ك٠ اُظٖٛ لا ٣ذبطٟ ثٜب، ٖٓ درؼغض ُٜب

 ، صْ ٣ص٤غ أدض ٛظ٣ٖ الأٓغ٣ٖكزٌٕٞ ٓؼغكخ ٛظ٣ٖ الأٓغ٣ٖ ُص٘بػخ

ب أٟ . ٓٞظٞػب ُص٘بػخ أُ٘طن ٖٓ جٜخ ػغض ٣ؼغض ُٚ هٓ ٝأ

ب أٟ ػبعض ٣ؼغض، كٜٞ  هٓ ٛظ٣ٖ الأٓغ٣ٖ طُي، كٜٞ اُوـْ اُضب٢ٗ؛ ٝأ

صٞعح أسغٟ ػو٤ِخ ُْ  أٗٚ ٣ص٤غ ٓٞصلا إ٠ُ إٔ رذصَ ك٠ اُ٘لؾ

 .ٓب ٣ؼبٝم طُي اُٞصٍٞأٝ  رٌٖ، أٝ ٗبكؼب ك٠ طُي اُٞصٍٞ،

Apart from that, there is no validity in the statement that “the 

subject of logic is the study of words in so far as they refer to 

meanings”, or that “the work of a logician is to speak about 

words in so far as they refer to meanings”.  But this question 

must be answered in the way we said above.  They substitute 

what they want, and confuse the matter as they want, because 

they never ascertained the real subject of logic, and the type of 

beings it is concerned with, since beings are of two kinds: 

 those which exist externally 
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 and those which exist in the mind. 

They put the study of external existence in one or another of the 

philosophical sciences, and the study of existence in the mind and 

how it is conceived in an science or a apart of an science.  They 

do not distinguish, but teach that things in the mind are merely 

what is formed in the mind from the outside, together with mental 

constructs which do not come from the outside.  They place both 

of these in one science, and say that one of them belongs to logic 

under the aspect of the [mental] accidentals it happens to have. —

But which of these two things is it?  It is the second kind.  But 

any accidental that comes along is only to pave way for another 

intellectual form in the soul which was not there before.  It either 

helps the realization of that form or impedes it. 

كِٔب ُْ ٣ز٤ٔؼ ُٜؤلاء ثبُذو٤وخ ٓٞظٞع ص٘بػخ أُ٘طن، ٝلا اُجٜخ 

اُز٢ ثٜب ٠ٛ ٓٞظٞػٚ، رزؼزؼٞا ٝرجِضٝا؛ ٝأٗذ ؿزؼِْ ثؼض ٛظا، ثٞجٚ 

هٕ ٌَُ ص٘بػخ ٗظغ٣خ ٓٞظٞػب، ٝأٜٗب إٗٔب رجذش ػٖ  أشض شغدب، أ

هٕ اُ٘ظغ ك٠ طاد أُٞظٞع هض  ٣ٌٕٞ ك٠ أػغاظٚ ٝأدٞاُٚ، ٝرؼِْ أ

كٌٜظا ٣جت . ص٘بػخ، ٝاُ٘ظغ ك٠ ػٞاعظٚ ٣ٌٕٞ ٖٓ ص٘بػخ أسغٟ

 .إٔ رؼِْ ٖٓ دبٍ أُ٘طن

Because they did not distinguish these matters according to the 

real subject of the science of logic, or see under what aspect they 

fit into its subject, they became confused and altered [the 

subject].  You will see later on, in a more detailed commentary, 

that each speculative science has a subject, and that the science 

investigates that subject‟s properties and states.  You will also see 

that the study of the essence of a subject may belong to one 

science, and the study of its properties belong to another.  You 

should know this when it comes to speaking about logic. 



 
 

 

CHAPTER III 

THOMAS AQUINAS ON METAPHYSICS AND LOGIC 

(Commentary on Aristotle’s Metaphysics, Book 4, Lesson 4)
17

 

4. Conveniunt autem in hoc, quod dialectici est considerare de 

omnibus. Hoc autem esse non posset, nisi consideraret omnia 

secundum quod in aliquo uno conveniunt: quia unius scientiae 

unum subiectum est, et unius artis una est materia, circa quam 

operatur. Cum igitur omnes res non conveniant nisi in ente, 

manifestum est quod dialecticae materia est ens, et ea quae sunt 

entis, de quibus etiam philosophus considerat. Similiter etiam 

sophistica habet quamdam similitudinem philosophiae. Nam 

sophistica est visa sive apparens sapientia, non existens. Quod 

autem habet apparentiam alicuius rei, oportet quod aliquam 

similitudinem cum illa habeat. Et ideo oportet quod eadem 

consideret philosophus, dialecticus et sophista. 

4. Dialectics resembles philosophy in that it is also the office of 

the dialectician to consider all things. But this could not be the 

case unless he considered all things insofar as they agree in some 

one respect; because each science has one subject, and each art 

has one matter on which it operates. Therefore, since all things 

agree only in being, evidently the subject matter of dialectics is 

being and those attributes which belong to being; and this is what 

the philosopher also investigates. And sophistry likewise 

resembles philosophy; for sophistry has “the semblance of 

wisdom,” or is apparent wisdom, without being wisdom. Now 

anything that takes on the appearance of something else must 

resemble it in some way. Therefore the philosopher, the 

dialectician and the sophist must consider the same thing. 

5. Differunt autem abinvicem. Philosophus quidem a dialectico 

secundum potestatem. Nam maioris virtutis est consideratio 

philosophi quam consideratio dialectici. Philosophus enim de 
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 The text is from the Leonine edition, available on line at 
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praedictis communibus procedit demonstrative. Et ideo eius est 

habere scientiam de praedictis, et est cognoscitivus eorum per 

certitudinem. Nam certa cognitio sive scientia est effectus 

demonstrationis. Dialecticus autem circa omnia praedicta 

procedit ex probabilibus; unde non facit scientiam, sed quamdam 

opinionem. Et hoc ideo est, quia ens est duplex: ens scilicet 

rationis et ens naturae. Ens autem rationis dicitur proprie de illis 

intentionibus, quas ratio adinvenit in rebus consideratis; sicut 

intentio generis, speciei et similium, quae quidem non 

inveniuntur in rerum natura, sed considerationem rationis 

consequuntur. Et huiusmodi, scilicet ens rationis, est proprie 

subiectum logicae. Huiusmodi autem intentiones intelligibiles, 

entibus naturae aequiparantur, eo quod omnia entia naturae sub 

consideratione rationis cadunt. Et ideo subiectum logicae ad 

omnia se extendit, de quibus ens naturae praedicatur. Unde 

concludit, quod subiectum logicae aequiparatur subiecto 

philosophiae, quod est ens naturae. 

Philosophus igitur ex principiis ipsius procedit ad probandum ea 

quae sunt consideranda circa huiusmodi communia accidentia 

entis. Dialecticus autem procedit ad ea consideranda ex 

intentionibus rationis, quae sunt extranea a natura rerum. Et ideo 

dicitur, quod dialectica est tentativa, quia tentare proprium est ex 

principiis extraneis procedere. 

5. Yet they differ from each other. The philosopher differs from 

the dialectician in power, because the consideration of the 

philosopher is more efficacious than that of the dialectician. For 

the philosopher proceeds demonstratively in dealing with the 

common attributes mentioned above, and thus it is proper to him 

to have scientific knowledge of these attributes. And he actually 

knows them with certitude, for certain or scientific knowledge is 

the effect of demonstration. The dialectician, however, proceeds 

to treat all of the above-mentioned common attributes from 

probable premises, and thus he does not acquire scientific 

knowledge of them but a kind of opinion. The reason for this 

difference is that there are two kinds of beings: beings of reason 

and real beings. The expression being of reason is applied 

properly to those notions which reason derives from the objects it 
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considers, for example, the notions of genus, species and the like, 

which are not found in reality but are a natural result of the 

consideration of reason. And this kind of being, i.e., being of 

reason, constitutes the proper subject of logic. But intellectual 

conceptions of this kind are equal in extension to real beings, 

because all real beings fall under the consideration of reason. 

Hence the subject of logic extends to all things to which the 

expression real being is applied. His conclusion is, then, that the 

subject of logic is equal in extension to the subject of philosophy, 

which is real being. 

Now the philosopher proceeds from the principles of this kind of 

being to prove the things that have to be considered about the 

common accidents of this kind of being. But the dialectician 

proceeds to consider them from the conceptions of reason, which 

are extrinsic to reality. Hence it is said that dialectics is in search 

of knowledge, because in searching it is proper to proceed from 

extrinsic principles. 

6. A sophista vero differt philosophus prohaeresi, idest electione 

vel voluptate, idest desiderio vitae. Ad aliud enim ordinat vitam 

suam et actiones philosophus et sophista. Philosophus quidem ad 

sciendum veritatem; sophista vero ad hoc quod videatur scire 

quamvis nesciat. 

6. But the philosopher differs from the sophist “in the choice,” 

i.e., in the selection or willing, or in the desire, of a way of life. 

For the philosopher and sophist direct their life and actions to 

different things. The philosopher directs his to knowing the 

truth, whereas the sophist directs his so as to appear to know 

what he does not. 

7. Licet autem dicatur, quod philosophia est scientia, non autem 

dialectica et sophistica, non tamen per hoc removetur quin 

dialectica et sophistica sint scientiae. Dialectica enim potest 

considerari secundum quod est docens, et secundum quod est 

utens. Secundum quidem quod est docens, habet considerationem 

de istis intentionibus, instituens modum, quo per eas procedi 

possit ad conclusiones in singulis scientiis probabiliter 

ostendendas; et hoc demonstrative facit, et secundum hoc est 
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scientia. Utens vero est secundum quod modo adinvento utitur ad 

concludendum aliquid probabiliter in singulis scientiis; et sic 

recedit a modo scientiae. 

Et similiter dicendum est de sophistica; quia prout est docens 

tradit per necessarias et demonstrativas rationes modum arguendi 

apparenter. Secundum vero quod est utens, deficit a processu 

verae argumentationis. 

7. Now although it is said that philosophy is scientific 

knowledge, and that dialectics and sophistry are not, this still 

does not do away with the possibility of dialectics and sophistry 

being sciences. For dialectics can be considered both from the 

viewpoint of theory and from that of practice. (1) From the 

viewpoint of theory it studies these conceptions and establishes 

the method by which one proceeds from them to demonstrate 

with probability the conclusions of the particular sciences; and it 

does this demonstratively, and to this extent it is a science. (2) 

But from the viewpoint of practice it makes use of the above 

method so as to reach certain probable conclusions in the 

particular sciences; and in this respect it falls short of the 

scientific method. 

The same must be said of sophistry, because from the viewpoint 

of theory it treats by means of necessary and demonstrative 

arguments the method of arguing to apparent truth. From the 

viewpoint of practice, however, it falls short of the process of 

true argumentation. 

8. Sed in parte logicae quae dicitur demonstrativa, solum doctrina 

pertinet ad logicam, usus vero ad philosophiam et ad alias 

particulares scientias quae sunt de rebus naturae. Et hoc ideo, 

quia usus demonstrativae consistit in utendo principiis rerum, de 

quibus fit demonstratio, quae ad scientias reales pertinet, non 

utendo intentionibus logicis. 

Et sic apparet, quod quaedam partes logicae habent ipsam 

scientiam et doctrinam et usum, sicut dialectica tentativa et 

sophistica; quaedam autem doctrinam et non usum, sicut 

demonstrativa. 
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8. But that part of logic which is said to be demonstrative is 

concerned only with theory, and the practical application of it 

belongs to philosophy and to the other particular sciences, which 

are concerned with real beings. This is because the practical 

aspect of the demonstrative part of logic consists in using the 

principles of things, from which proceeds demonstration (which 

properly belongs to the sciences that deal with real beings), and 

not in using the conceptions of logic. 

Thus it appears that some parts of logic are at the same time 

scientific, theoretical, and practical, as exploratory dialectics and 

sophistry; and one is concerned with theory and not practice, 

namely, demonstrative logic. 



 
 

 



 
 

 

CONCLUSION 

For Aristotle, Ibn-Sīnā and Benedict Ashley, formal logic, 

corresponding to the first three books of Aristotle‟s Organon, is 

merely instrumental to applied logic, which dealt with the real 

world of science, politics and art. 

Their thinking is characterized by a practical realism, one which 

recognized the possibility of demonstration in some matters, the 

conditions of which they carefully define. 

They recognized also that in many or most matters we cannot 

have absolute certainty, but only probable knowledge, which can 

be educated through research into greater and greater probability, 

and possibly one day certitude.  This is the domain of dialectics, a 

propaedeutic to science. 

For all three, understanding of the world, through natural science, 

leads to an understanding of God, and positions metaphysics at 

the apex of an educational curriculum. 

Next in dignity comes understanding of human society, the 

practical knowledge of how to organize it and promote the 

happiness of the people, consisting in moral and intellectual 

virtue.  This belongs to moral and political science.  But its 

practical realization is done primarily by rhetoric, the instrument 

of persuasion and social mobilization. 

Completing the circle, depicting man‟s quest for happiness 

through a struggle of virtue against vice on the stage of a world 

where God is a factor, is the art of drama, discussed under the 

term “poetics”.  It combines moral and social truth with truth 

about the world and God in the form of a story.  Aristotle 

observes, as we have seen above, that poetry (drama) “is a more 

philosophical and a higher thing than history: for poetry tends to 

express the universal, history the particular.”  It enables the 

audience to contemplate moral beauty and truth in the concrete.  

It is a kind of “philosophy made simple” or “philosophy for the 

masses”, although professional philosophers also enjoy it. 
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A number of historical factors, including Nominalism and 

Idealism, contributed to philosophers‟ abandonment of the 

branches of applied logic.  Formal logic made great advances, but 

was devoid of application —that is, until computers came along.  

Here was a very happy match. 

Otherwise, formal logic, under the sway of analytic philosophy, 

confuses grammar or linguistics with logic, and deals primarily 

with language games.  Ibn-Sīnā, as we have seen, strongly 

opposed this trend.  In this connection, note the insistence of John 

Deely that Semiotics (the science of signs) is a branch of logic, 

but its consideration of signs extends to physical signs.
18

 

In the areas of applied logic, philosophers and logicians of 

science, such as Carnap and many others, were divorced from the 

world of hands-on science. 

The world of communications made great strides over the last 

century, but has had little contact with formal logic or rhetoric of 

Aristotelian tradition. 

Likewise the world of film and literature has made its own 

advances, cut off from traditional “poetics”. 

All of these areas, I believe, could be enriched by reconnecting 

with the branches of traditional applied logic. 

Such a reconnection could also give new birth and relevance to 

formal logic, which at present sits like a forlorn princess locked 

away in a castle with no suitor. 
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APPENDIX 

BENEDICT ASHLEY’S PUBLICATIONS 

A rough classification with some overlapping of categories 

See  http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Benedict_Ashley.  But this list 

is more complete. 

BIOETHICS 

Books: 

Health Care Ethics: A Theological Analysis (co-author with 

Kevin D. O‟Rourke) 1
st
 ed., 1977 St. Louis: Catholic Health 

Association; 4th, rev. ed., Washington, DC. 

Georgetown University Press, 1997; in Italian translation. 1993. 

The 5
th
 revised edition, 2006, Georgetown University Press. 

Ethics of Health Care, Washington, DC., Georgetown University 

Press, 1986, a textbook version of Health Care Ethics. 

Articles and Lectures: 

“Roman Catholic Medical Ethics” in Sylvester D. Thorn, The 

Faith of Your Patients: A Handbook of Religious Attitudes 

Toward Medical Practices (Houston, 1972) 

“Ethics of Experimenting with Persons” in Research and the 

Psychiatric Patient, J. Schoolar and C. Gaits, eds. (New York: 

Brunner/Mazel, 1975). 

“The Religious Heritage of the Stewardship of Life: Perspective 

of a Moralist,” in Donald G. McCarthy, Donald G., ed., 

Responsible Stewardship of Human Life, Inquiries into Medical 

Ethics II, The Institute of Religion and Human Development, 

Houston, Texas, St. Louis, the Catholic Hospital Association, 

1976, pp. 35-42. 

“A Critique of the Theory of Delayed Hominization,” in D. G. 

McCarthy and A.S. Moraczewski, An Ethical Evaluation of Fetal 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Benedict_Ashley
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Experimentation (St. Louis, MO: Pope John Center, 1976). 

Appendix I, pp. 113-133. 

“Problems in Medical Ethics” 5 video-taped cassette lectures 

commissioned by the Department of Health Affairs, Diocese of 

Lansing, Michigan, 1978. 

“Ethical Assumptions in the Abortion Debate,” Issues in Ethical 

Decision Making, St. Louis, Pope John Center (no date). 

“Pro-Life Evangelization,” New Technologies of Birth and Death,  

First Bishops Workshop, Dallas, TX, 1980 (St. Louis: Pope John, 

1980), pp. 80-97. 

“Principles for Moral Decisions about Prolonging Life” in D.G. 

McCarthy and A.S. Moraczewski, Moral Responsibility in 

Prolonging Life Decisions (St. Louis: Pope John Center, 1981): 

116-123. 

“Pro-Life Evangelization”, in The New Technologies of Birth and 

Death, (St. Louis: Pope John Center, 1982), pp. 80-97. 

“Genetic Engineering,” Annual Thomist Colloquium, 

Washington, 1986 (unpublished). 

“How the Roman Catholic Position on Euthanasia Developed,” 

Official Methodist-Catholic Dialogue, 1987 (unpublished). 

“Dialogue with William E. May on „Normal Care,‟ held at 

Providence Hospital, Washington, DC. 1992, (unpublished). 

“Financial Burdens and the Obligation of Sustaining Life” and 

“Hydration and Nutrition: Ethical Obligations” in Reproductive 

Technologies, Marriage, and the Church (Braintree, MA: Pope 

John Center, 1987) pp.113-118, and pp. 159-165. 

“A Christian Perspective on Scientific Medicine”, keynote 

address for Giornate di studio e di riflessione in occasione del 

120 Anniversario della fondazione dell‟ Ospedale Pediatrico 

Bambino Gesù, Rome Nov. 28-29, 1989 (not published). 
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“The Relevance of Ethics to Health Care,” Annual National 

Conference of the Catholic Health Association of Canada, 

Victoria, British Columbia, May 16, 1990 (not published). 

“Moral Inconsistency and Fruitful Public Debate,” Ethics and 

Medics, Vol. 17, n. 4 (April, 1992). 

“Dominion or Stewardship”, a paper delivered at the International 

Study Group in Bioethics, International Federation of Catholic 

Universities, Brussels, March 29-31, 1990 in Kevin M. Wildes, 

S.J., Franceso Abel, S.J., and John C. Harvey, eds., Birth, 

Suffering and Death: Catholic Perspectives at the Edge of Life, 

Philosophy and Medicine 41, Catholic Studies in Bioethics 1 

(Dordrecht/Boston/London: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1992), 

pp. 85-106. 

(With Albert S. Moraczewski, O.P.) “Is the Biological Subject of 

Human Rights Present From Conception?” in Peter J. Cataldo 

and Albert S. Moraczewski, O.P., eds., The Fetal Tissue Issue: 

Medical and Ethical Aspects (Braintree, MA: Pope John Center, 

1994). 

Does „The Splendor of Truth‟ Shine on Bioethics?. Ethics and 

Medics, vol, 19, (Jan, 1994): 3-4. 

“Health Care Ethics,” in Encylopedia of U.S. Biomedical Policy, 

eds. in chief, Robert H. Blank and Janna C. Merrick, (Westport, 

CT: Greenwood Press, 1996) pp. 119-121 

“Anthropological and Ethical Aspects of Embryo Manipulation” 

(Unpublished) 

“The Current Revival of the Sense of Moral Obligation: 

Autonomy and the Common Good” In The Bishop and the Future 

of Catholic Health Care: Challenges and Opportunities Sixteenth 

Workshop for Bishops, Celebrating 25 years of the Pope John 

Center, Daniele P. Maher, ed. Dallas, TX, 1997 (Boston MA: Pope 

John Center, 1997) , pp. 93-108 

“Observations on the Document of the NCCB „Moral Principles 

Concerning Anencephaly,‟” English Weekly Ed. of 
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L‟Osservatore Romano, Weekly English Edition, n. 38, 23 Sept., 

1998, pp. 8-10. 

“Designer Babies or Gifts of God?” NaProEthics (to be 

published). 

(With Albert Moraczewski) “Cloning, Aquinas, and the 

Embryonic Person,”  The National Catholic Bioethics Quarterly, 

1, (2) 2001, pp. 189-202. 

“Organ Donation and Implantation, “ in Kevin T. McMahon, ed., 

Moral Issues in Catholic Healh Care, Symposium sponsored by 

the John Cardinal Krol Chair of Moral Theology, Wynnewood, 

PN, April 19-21. (Saint Charles Borromeo Seminary, Overbrook, 

MA, 2004),pp. 1-18. 

“Humanae Vitae and Artificial Reproduction,” The Ashley 

Reader: Redeeming Reason (Naples, F. : Sapientia Press of Ave 

Maria University, 2006), pp. 369-391. 

Book Reviews: 

John Connery, Abortion in New Review of Books and Religion 2 

(March, 1978): 23 

“Basis for Medical Ethics: A Triple Contract Theory,” Robert M. 

Veatch, A Theory of Medical Ethics, Hospital Progress, Jan., 

1983, pp. 58, 62.  

Thomas A. Shannon and Lisa Sowle Cahill, Religion and 

Artificial Reproduction: An Inquiry into the Vatican „Instruction 

on Respect for Human Life in its Origin and on the Dignity of 

Human Reproduction, The Thomist, 54, 1, Jan., 1989, pp. 153-

155. 

PSYCHOLOGY 

“A Psychological Model with a Spiritual Dimension,” Pastoral 

Psychology, (May, 1972): 31-40. 

“Theology and the Mind-Body Problem,” in Mind and Brain, 

Institute for the Encounter of Theology, Science, and 

Technology, St. Louis, 1985. 
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“An Integrated View of the Christian Person” in Technological  

Powers and the Person (St. Louis: Pope John Center, 1983), pp. 

313-333. 

“Contemporary Understandings of Personhood, “ The Twenty-

Fifth Anniversary of Vatican II: A Look Back and A Look 

Forward, Proceedings of the Ninth Bishops‟ Workshop, Dallas, 

Texas, Russell E. Smith, ed., (Braintree, MA: The Pope John 

Center, 1990, pp. 35-48. 

 “John Paul II: Theology of the Body of the Acting Person,” 

paper given at the Catholic Theological Society of America, 

1998. 

“What is a Human Person?” NaProEthics ,vol. 3, n. 4 (July, 

1998),pp.4-5. 

“Spirituality and Counseling,” in Robert Wicks, ed., Handbook of 

Spirituality for Ministers, Vol. 2 , Perspectives for the 21
st
 

Century (New York: Paulist, 2000), pp. 656-670. 

20 Columns on “What to Preach” Internet, Dominican Central 

Healing for Freedom: A Christian Perspective on Personhood 

and Psychotherapy (accepted by Institute for Psychological 

Sciences for publication). 

SEXUALITY 

Book:  

Justice in the Church: Gender and Participation, The McGivney 

Lectures, 1992, Washington, DC: The Catholic University of 

America Press, 1996. 

Articles and Lectures: 

“From Humanae Vitae to Human Sexuality”, Hospital Progress, 

July, 1978, pp. 78-81. 

“A Child‟s Right to His Own Parents: A Look at Two Value 

System”, Hospital Progress, (August, 1980): 47-50. 
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“Pastoral Problems in Sexual Morality”, unpublished paper for 

the National Conference of Catholic Bishops, St. John‟s 

University, Collegeville, MN, June 12-23, 1982. 

“A Theological Overview on Recent Research on Sex and 

Gender” in Mark F. Schwartz, A.S. Moraczewski, and J.A. 

Monteleone, Sex and Gender (St. Louis: Pope John Center, 

1983), pp. 1-47. 

“Compassion and the Homosexual,” Jeanine Grammick and Pat 

Furey, eds., The Church and Homosexuality, (New York: 

Crossroad, 1988) pp. 105-111. 

“The Family in Church and Society” in The Family Today and 

Tomorrow (Braintree, MA: Pope John Center, 1985) pp. 101-112. 

“Gender and the Priesthood of Christ: A Theological Reflection”, 

The Thomist, 57, 3 (July, 1993): 343-379. 

“Notes Toward a Theology of Gender,” National Catholic 

Register 71, n. 53, Dec. 31, 1995, p. 5. 

“The Bible and Sexuality,” (unpublished) 1997. 

“Women‟s Participation in the Church,” lecture at Boston 

College (unpublished), 1997. 

“The Theology of Sexuality and Homosexuality,” lecture at 

University of Notre Dame, 1997 (to be published).  

Interview, “Fr Ashley on Trotsky and Consecrated Virgins”, in 

The Observer of Boston College, vol. 14, 9, Feb 5, 1997, pp. 13 

and 12. 

“The Theology of Hetero- and Homosexuality,” in Same-Sex 

Attraction: A Parent‟s Guide, ed. by John F. Harvey, O. S. F. S. 

and Gerard V. Bradley  pp. 75-88 (South Bend, IN: St. 

Augustine‟s Press, 2003), pp. 75-88. 
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THEOLOGY 

 Books: 

 Contemplation and Society, unpublished, (Lector in Theology, 

dissertation, 1949).  

Thy Kingdom Come! An Overview of Catholic Social Doctrine, 

Dubuque, IA (Archdiocese of Dubuque, Telegraph-Herald Press, 

1976). 

Theologies of the Body: Humanist and Christian (St. Louis:  Pope 

John Center, 1985. Second edition, with a new introductory 

chapter has been published (1996) by the Pope John Center 

(Braintree, Mass, 1996, now National Catholic Bioethics Center, 

Boston. 

Thomas Aquinas: Selected Spiritual Writings co-authored with 

Matthew Rzechowski, O.P. (Hyde Park, NY: New City 

Press,1994).  

Living the Truth in Love: A Biblical Introduction to Moral 

Theology (Staten Island, NY: Alba House, 1996). 

Choosing a Worldview and Value System: An Ecumenical 

Apologetics (Staten Island, NY: Alba House, 2000). 

Meditation on the Luminous Mysteries (Staten Island: Alba 

House, 2009).  

How Science Enriches Theology, co-authored with John 

Deedy (South Bend, Indiana: St. Augustine Press, 2012). 

This issue is very much discussed today, although usually 

only from the angle of evolution, while our treatment is 

broader. It could be used as a textbook in seminaries and 

answers the many current atheistic books such as Richard 

Dawkins, The God Illusion. 

Articles and Lectures: 

“The Beginner at Mental Prayer,” Cross and Crown, 12 (June, 

1960), 133-145, reissued as Cross and Crown Reprint. 
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“Catholic Guilt for Anti-Semitism” from Symposium on 

Christian-Jewish Relations, Rosary College, Jan. 26, 1966, 

published in At the Crossroad 5 (Winter-Spring, 1966), pp.6-8, 

10-11. 

“Theology in the Space Age,” interview in the Texas Catholic 

Herald, 1971 

“The Sacred in Art,” participation in a television program for 

national Canadian television, printed in Artscanada, April-May, 

1971, pp. 17-25 

“Religious Orders and Social Involvement,” Catholic Mind 

 (March, 1971): 29-33. 

“The Meaning of the Virgin Birth,” Texas Catholic Herald, Dec. 

20, 1971. 

“Aquinas and Process Theology”, University of Dayton Journal, 

1975). 

Columns on “Moral Directives” for The Christian Family 

Weekly, Sept. 4, 1978-Aug, 1979. 

“What Do We Pray in the Lord‟s Prayer?,” Spirituality Today 31, 

2 (July, 1979): 121-136. 

“The Use of Moral Theology by the Church”, in Human Sexuality 

and Personhood (St. Louis: Pope John Center, 1981), pp. 223-

242. 

“Christian Moral Principles: a Review Discussion” of Germain 

Grisez‟s, The Way of the Lord Jesus, vol. 1, “Christian Moral 

Principles,” The Thomist, 48, 3 (July, 1984: 450-460. 

“The Development of Doctrine about Sin, Conversion, and the 

Following of Christ” in Moral Theology Today: Certitude and 

Doubts (St. Louis: Pope John Center, 1984): pp. 46-63. 

“Ethical Decisions: Why Exceptionless Norms?” Hospital 

Progress, April, 1985, pp. 50, 53, 66.  

“The Coming Extraordinary Synod”, Catholicism in Crisis 

(June, 1985), pp. 14-15. 
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“Liberation from What”, St. Catherine Symposium, Washington, 

1985 (unpublished). 

“Why is Breaking God‟s Law a Sin?”, Ethics and Medics, March, 

1986 (Houston: Pope John Center), Vol. 11, n. 3 (March, 1986).  

“A Response to John P. Boyle‟s, `The American Experience in 

Theology‟, Proceedings of the 41st Annual Convention of the 

Catholic Theological Society of  America, vol. 41, 1986, 47-50.  

“Science and Religion”, 8 columns for The National Catholic 

Register, 1987. 

“Theological Method Today”, Bishops‟ and Scientists Dialogue 

of the NCCB, 1987 (un published).  

“St. Thomas and the Theology of the Body”, Annual Aquinas 

Address, University of St. Thomas, Houston, TX, published in 

Thomistic Studies II, Houston: University of St. Thomas, 1987. 

“The Scriptural Grounds for Concrete Moral Norms”, The 

Thomist, 52, 1, Jan, 1988, 1-22, also in Persona et Morale, Atti 

del I Congresso Internazionale di Teologia Morale, Rome, 1986, 

Milano: Edizione Ares, 1987.  

“Experience as a Theological Resource”, Aquinas Lecture, 

University of Dallas, 1989 (unpublished). 

“The Development of the Doctrine on Grace to the Reformation”, 

a paper delivered at the Alliance of Catholic Theologians, 

Franciscan University of Steubenville, Ohio, Oct., 1989 

(unpublished). 

“The Chill Factor in Moral Theology: An In-Depth Review of 

The Critical Calling: Reflections on Moral Dilemmas Since 

Vatican II by Richard A. McCormick, S.J.,” The Linacre 

Quarterly, Nov., 1990, pp. 67-77.  Awarded annual prize for best 

article in the journal. 

“A Critique of Matthew Fox‟s The Cosmic Christ and the Notion 

of Creation-Centered Spirituality,” paper given at the Colloquium 

on New Age Sects, Franciscan University of Steubenville, June, 

1990.  
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“Creation-Centered and Redemption-Centered Spirituality,” 

paper given at “Defending the Faith II: A Conference on the New 

Age Sects,” Franciscan University of Steubenville, June 1991, 

published in cassette form by the University. 

“Moral Theology and Mariology,” Anthropotes, 7, 2 (Dec., 

1991):137-153. 

Review of Bernard Häring‟s, My Witness for the Church, 

(Introduction and trans. by Leonard Swidler, New York: Paulist, 

1992), Catholic World Report, 2 (Nov. 1991): 56-58. 

“Elements of Catholic Conscience,” Catholic Cosncience: 

Foundation and Formation, Tenth Bishops‟ Workshop of the 

Pope John Center, Dallas, Texas, Feb. 4-9, 1991, (Braintree, MA: 

Pope John Center, 1991), pp 39-58. 

“The Truth Will Set You Free: A Commentary on the Instruction 

on the Ecclesial Role of the Theologian of the Congregation for 

the Doctrine of the Faith,” prepared for the NCCB Committee on 

Doctrine, 1991 (unpublished) 

“What is Moral Theology”, Medics and Ethics, Part I (July 1993, 

Part II, (August, 1993); 3-4. 

“Living in Christ,” Crisis, 11, 6 (June 1993): 23-26 

“Catholicism as a Sign System,” Journal of Semiotics, 10, 1-2 

(1994): 67-84. 

“What is the End of the Human Person: The Vision of God and 

Integral Human Fulfillment” in Luke Gormally, ed., Moral Truth 

and Moral Tradition: Essays in Honour of Peter Geach and 

Elizabeth Anscome (Dublin: Four Courts Press, 1994), pp. 68-96.. 

25 short articles in Encyclopedia of Catholicism, ed. by Richard 

A. McBrien, (San Francisco: Harper/Collins, 1995): 

“The Loss of Theological Unity: Pluralism, Thomism, and 

Catholic Morality,” in Mary Jo Weaver and R. Scott Appleby, 

Being Right: Conservative Catholics in America 

(Bloomington/Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 1995), pp. 

63-87. 
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“The Eucharist,” Catholic Dossier, 2 (Sept-Oct., 1996): 12-18. 

“The Documents of Catholic Identity,” in Russell E. Smith, Ed., 

The Gospel of Life and the Vision of Health Care, Proceedings of 

the Fifteenth Workshop of Bishops, Dallas, TX, Braintree, MA: 

The Pope John Center, 1997, pp. 10-16. 

“Fundamental Option And/Or Commitment to Ultimate End,” a 

paper for a symposium of the Karl Rahner Society at the national 

convention of the Catholic Theological Society of America, June 

1996, Philosophy and Theology 10, 1, Jan, 1997, pp. 113-141. 

Revised and published as: 

Section IV added with material from paper, “The Scriptural 

Basis of Grisez‟ Revision of Moral Theology, given at the 

Princeton University in Robert P. George, ed., Natural Law and 

Moral Enquiry: Ethics, Metaphysics, and Politics in the Work of 

Germain Grisez (Washington, DC: Georgetown University Press, 

1998), pp. 36-49) 

“The Church‟s Message to Artists and Scientists”, Keynote 

address for annual convention of the Fellowship of Catholic 

Scholars, San Francisco, August 25, 1987, published in their 

bulletin, printed in The Battle for the Catholic Mind, edited by 

William E. May and Kenneth D. Whitehead (South Bend, IN: St. 

Augustine‟s Press, 2001), pp. 334-345. 

“The Priesthood of Christ, of the Baptized, and the Ordained, in 

Donald J. Goergen and Ann Carrido, eds., The Theology of 

Priesthood (Collegeville, MN: The Liturgical Press, 20001 ) pp. 

139-64. 

“Modern Theology Needs a Renewed Modern Science” at a 

conference of the Institute for Advanced Physics, headed by Dr. 

Anthony Rizzi, July 30-Aug.4 at Notre Dame, 2003 

(unpublished). 

“Sexism and Gender Imagery,” in Religion and the American 

Experience, edited by Frank T. Birtel, Tulane Judeo-Christian 

Studies (Hyde Park, NY: New City Press, 2005), pp. 81-93 
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 “Christology from Above: Jesus‟ Human Knowledge According 

to the Fourth Gospel,” Michael Dauphinas and Matthew 

Levering, eds., Reading John With St. Thomas Aquinas: 

Theological Exegesis And Speculative Theology (Washington, 

DC.: Catholic University of America Press, 2005), pp. 241-53 . 

“Jesus and Humor” in The Ashley Reader: Redeeming Reason 

(Naples, FL. : Sapientia Press of Ave Maria University, 2006), 

pp. 305-309. 

“A Philosophical Anthropology of the Human Person: Can We 

Know the Nature of Human Persons?” in Michael A. Scarpalanda 

and Teresa Stanton Collett, eds.  Recovering Self-Evident Truths 

(Washington, DC: Catholic University of America Press, 2006. 

Book Reviews: 

Ruth Mary Fox, Dante Lights the Way, Cross and Crown, 1958. 

Frank and Dorothy Getlein, Christianity in Art and Christianity 

in Modern Art, The New World, 1965. 

D. J. Silver, Judaism and Ethics, The Thomist, January, 1971, 

199-202. 

John Demaray, The Invention of Dante‟s Comedia, The Review of 

Books on Religion, Mid-June, 1974 

Northrop Frye, Spiritus Mundi, New Review of Books and 

Religion 1, May, 1977. 

John McHugh, The Mother of Jesus in the New Testament, Cross 

and Crown 29 (1977): 81-84. 

Yves Congar, Challenge to the Church: The Case of Archbishop 

Lefèvre , Cross and Crown 29 (1977): 186-188. 

David Little and S.B. Twiss, Comparative Religious Ethics in 

New Review of Books and Religion, October, 1979. 

Anna-Maria Rizzuto, The Birth of the Living God, Spirituality 

Today, Dec., 1980, pp., 375-76. 

Stephen T. Katz, Mysticism and Philosophical Analysis, 

Spirituality Today Dec., 1980, pp. 366- 
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Hans Urs von Balthasar, The Glory of the Lord: A Theological 

Aesthetics, vol.1, Seeing the Form (San Francisco: Ignatius Press 

and Crossroad, 1983,) Spirituality Today, Summer 1984, pp. 175-

177. 

Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger with Vitorio Messori, The Ratzinger 

Report, National Catholic Register, Friday, Oct. 4, 1987, p. 67. 

Pseudo-Dionysius: the Complete Works, trans. by Colum 

Lubheid and Paul Rorem, et al. eds., New York: Paulist Press, 

1987 Spirituality Today, Spring, 1988, pp. 87-88.  

PHILOSOPHY 

Books: 

The Theory of Natural Slavery (Notre Dame, dissertation, Anne 

Arbor, MI, 1951). 

Science in Synthesis: Report of the Summer Session of the 

Albertus Magnus Lyceum, River Forest, Ill, 1952 (co-author and 

editor), (Albertus Lyceum Publications, River Forest, 1953). 

Aristotle‟s Sluggish Earth, (River Forest, IL: Albertus Magnus 

Lyceum, 1958). Previously in The New Scholasticism, 32, 2 (Part 

I: “Problematics of the De Caelo, 32 (1958), pp. 1-31; Part II, 

“Media of Demonstration”, pp. 202-234; the biological part was 

never published.  

St. Thomas and the Liberal Arts (co-authored with Pierre 

Conway, O.P., Washington, DC: The Thomist Press, 1959. 

The Way Toward Wisdom: An Interdisciplinary and 

Contextual Introduction to Metaphysics (Notre Dame Press 

for the Center of Thomistic Studies, University of St. 

Thomas, Houston, TX, 2009) 

Articles and Lectures: 
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“Research into the Intrinsic Final Causes of Physical Things, 

published under the title: “Problem: The Relation of Physical 

Activity to Essence and End”, with a comment by Robert J, 

McCall, S.S.J., American Catholic Philosophical Association 

Proceedings, April 16, 1952, 185-197. 

“Social Pluralism in American Life Today”, Proceedings of the 

American Catholic Philosophical Association, 1959, 109-116 

“Are Thomists Selling Science Short?” in The 1960 Lecture 

Series in the Philosophy of Science, Mt. St. Mary‟s Seminary of 

the West, (Cincinnati, Ohio, 1960), 21 pp, 

“The Sociology of Knowledge and the Social Role of the 

Scientist,” reprint River Forest, IL, Albertus Magnus Lyceum 

Publications, 1960. 

“The Thomistic Synthesis,” River Forest, Ill, St. Albertus 

Magnus Lyceum Publications, 1961, 29 pp.` 

“Does Natural Science Attain Nature or only the Phenomena” in 

Vincent E. Smith, ed., The Philosophy of Physics, St. John‟s 

University, Jamaica, N.Y., 1961, 63-82. 

“A Social Science Founded on a Unified Natural Science,” in 

James A. Weisheipl, ed., The Dignity of Science: Studies in the 

Philosophy of Science, Festschrift presented to W.H. Kane, O.P., 

The Thomist Press, 1961, 469-485. 

“Variations on the Scholastic Theme: Thomism”, in George 

McLean, O.M.I., ed., Teaching Thomism Today (Washington, 

D.C., Catholic University of America Press, 1962), 17 pp. 

“A Phenomenological Approach to Christian Philosophy.” in 

George F. McClean, Christian Philosophy and the Integration of 

Contemporary Catholic Education, (Washington, D.C., Catholic 

University of American Press, 1964) pp., 10-13. 

Articles on “A Priori and A Posteriori”; “Knowledge,” “Logic” in 

The Catholic Encyclopedia for School and Home, (New York: 

Grolier, 1965. 
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“Significance of Non-Objective Art”, Proceedings of the 

American Catholic Philosophical Association, 1965, 156-165 

Articles in New Catholic Encyclopedia (New York: McGraw-

Hill, 1967) 1
st
 ed.: “Christian Education, Papal Teaching on” (3: 

637-8); “Education, II (Philosophy of) Historical Development, 

ancient and Medieval” (5: 162-166; “Final Causality” (5:162-

166; 2
nd

 ed. 5:723-27). 

“Causality and Evolution,” The Thomist, 36 (April, 1972): 199-

230. 

“Change and Process” in John N. Deely and R. J. Nogar, The 

Problem of Evolution (Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1973), pp. 265-

85. 

“St. Albert the Great and the Classification of Sciences” in J. 

Weisheipl, ed., St. Albert and the Sciences: Commemorative 

Essays (Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Medieval Studies, 1980), 

pp. 73-102).  

“What is the Natural Law?”, Ethics and Medics, Vol, 16, n. 4 

(April 1987).  

“The River Forest School of Natural Philosophy”, paper given at 

the International Congress of Medieval Studies, Kalamazoo, MI, 

May, 1989, and published in R. James Long ed., Philosophy and 

the God of Abraham, Essays in Memory of James A. Weisheipl 

(Pontifical Institute of Medieval Philosophy, Toronto, 1991), pp. 

1-16. 

“Astronomy as a Liberal Art, “ Semiotics 1991, edited by John 

Deely and Terry Prewitt (Lanham, MD: University Press of 

America, 1993) pp. 49-60.  

“Thomism and the Transition from the Classical World-View to 

Historical-Mindedness,” in The Future of Thomism, ed. by Deal 

W. Hudson and Dennis Wm. Moran, Preface by Gerald A. 

McCool, S.J., (Notre Dame, IN: American Maritain Association, 

distributed by the University of Notre Dame Press, 1992), pp. 

109-122. 
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“Truth and Technology”, American Catholic Philosophical 

Association Proceedings, The Importance of Truth, 68 (1993): 

27-40.  

“Cosmic Community in Plotinus, Aquinas, and Whitehead,” 

Cultura y Vida (XX Semana Tomista, 1995), (Buenos Aires: 

Sociedad Tomista Argentina, 1995), Appendix A, pp. 33 (1-27).  

“Albertus Magnus on Aristotle‟s Metaphysics, Book I, Tract 1” 

in special number of American Catholic Philosophical Quarterly, 

ed. by William A. Wallace, O.P and Michael W. Tkacz, 1996, pp. 

137-156. 

“Preface to the Jacques Maritain Proceedings, 1996), to be 

published. 

“Albert the Great, Physics, Mathematics, and Metaphysics,” 

Notre Dame University, Jacques Maritain Center, Thomist 

Summer Workshop, 1997 (unpublished). 

“The End of Philosophy and the End of Physics: A Dead End” in 

Roman T. Ciapalo, ed., Postmodernism and Christian 

Philosophy, with an introduction by Jude P. Daugherty, American 

Maritain Association, Washington, DC: The Catholic University 

of America Press, 1997, pp. 12-22.  

Foreword to John P. Doyle, Francis de Vitoria, O.P., On 

Homicide and Commentary on Thomas Aquinas , St. II-II, q. 64, 

translated from the Latin, with Introduction and Notes,  Medieval 

Philosophical Text in Translation, n. 34 (Milwaukee, WI: 

Marquette University Press, 1997, pp. 9-10. 

 “The Categories of Theology and Science,” University of Notre 

Dame, Jacques Maritain Center, Thomist Summer Workshop, 

1997, available http://www.nd.edu/Departments/Maritain/ti.htm 

“W.A. Wallace‟s The Modeling of Nature,” co-authored with 

Eric Reitan, OP, The Thomist, 10, 1 (Jan 1997), pp. 113-141. 

““Ethical Pluralism, Civil Society, and Political Culture, “ 

Ethikon Institute, San Francisco, 1998 (to be published). 
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“A Christian Perspective on Scientific Medicine”, keynote 

address for Giornate di studio e di riflessione in occasione del 

120 Anniversario della fondazione dell‟ Ospedale Pediatrico 

Bambino Gesù, Rome Nov. 28-29, 1989 (not published). 

 “The Demonstration of the Categories in Aristotle‟s Physics” 

University of Notre Dame, Jacques Maritain Center Thomist 

Summer Workshop, 1998 (unpublished). 

“The Validity of Metaphysics” in Faith and Reason: The Notre 

Dame Symposium, 1999, Timothy L. Smith ed. (South Bend, IN: 

St. Augustine‟s Press, 2001), pp. 67-89. 

“Science, Thomism, and the Future of Metaphysics,” in the 

journal Providence: Studies in Western Civilization, 7 

(Spring/Summer 2002), pp. 1-20. 

Ashley, Benedict. (2003a) “Dominican Guide for Sharing Our 

Secular Resources,” 

<http://www.op.org/domcentral/study/ashley/guide/>.  

Book reviews 

Jacques Maritain, The Philosophy of Nature, Books on Trial, 

Dec., 1951 

Gabriel Marcel, Problematic Man, American Ecclesiastical 

Review, January, 1967. 

 Marcia L. Colish, The Mirror of Language: A Study in the 

Medieval Theory of Knowledge, The Thomist, April, 1969, pp. 

377-324  

Bruce Wilshire, William James and Phenomenology, The 

Thomist (Jan, 1971), pp. 199-202 

Jon R. Gunneman, The Moral Meaning of Revolution, The 

Thomist, 46, Jan., 1982, pp. 164-166. 

Loyd P. Gerson, ed., Graceful Reason: Essays in Ancient and 

Medieval Philosophy Presented to Joseph Owens CSSR,. The 

Modern Schoolman, 64 (Jan., 1987), pp. 124-125. 
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John Deely, “The Four Ages of Understanding: The First 

Postmodern Survey of Philosophy from Ancient Times to the 

Turn of the Twenty-First Century,” in The Thomist (2003): 133-

137. 

 

EDUCATION 

Books: 

The Liberal Education of the Christian Person (editor and co-

author) (Chicago, 1954). 

The Arts of Learning and Communication (Chicago, Priory Press, 

1957). Now available  

http://www.op.org/domcentral/study/ashley 

St. Thomas and the Liberal Arts (co-authored with Pierre 

Conway, O.P., Washington, DC: The Thomist Press, 1959. 

The Challenge of Christ (coauthored textbook series, 3 vols., 

Dubuque, IA: Priory Press). 

Articles and Lectures: 

“The Thomistic Ideal of Education”, Chicago, (St. Xavier 

College, 1954), 43 pp. 

“The Science of Mathematics” (27 page outline, Chicago, St. 

Xavier College), 1954. 

“The Teaching of Poetics and of Fine Arts in their Relation to 

intellectual Development, Chicago, (St. Xavier College, 1954), 

64 pp. 

“Integrated Education,” The Dominican, autumn, 1954, 1-8. 

“The Role of the Philosophy of Nature in Catholic Liberal 

Education”, Proceedings of the American Catholic Philosophical 

Association, Washington, D.C., 1956, 26 pp. 

“Why a Liberal Arts Handbook”, Dominican Education Bulletin, 

Spring, 1959, 17-20 



Appendix: Benedict Ashley’s Publications           71 

Co-author with Sister Mary Dominic Merwick, R.S.M., The 

Story of the Kingdom of God, 3 vols., a text for elementary 

schools, published in mimeo by St. Xavier College, Chicago, 

1961 

“A New Curriculum of Christian Doctrine for Catholics 

Schools”, Religious Education, July-August, 1961, 1-7 

“Why Study Nature in the Elementary School”, The Catholic 

Educator, Nov, 1962, 223-226. 

“On the Curriculum and Methods of the Philosophy Program,” in 

George F. McClean, ed., Philosophy and the Integration of 

Contemporary Catholic Education,(Washington, D.C., Catholic 

University of America Press, 1962), 320-323. 

“The Integration of Sacred Doctrine and Natural Science,” 

Proceedings of the Society of College Teachers of Sacred 

Doctrine, 1962, 24-28, with discussion, 47-57. 

“Philosophy in the Seminary,” Proceedings of the American 

Catholic Philosophical Association, 1965, 248-252. 

“Making Philosophy Relevant: Methods of Teaching,” discussion 

with George Klubertanz, S.J., in Catholic University of America 

Affiliation Bulletin, 29 (Jan., 1967). 

“The Arts of Teaching and Studying (Syllabus),”(River Forest, 

IL, Albertus Magnus Lyceum Publications, 1966). 

Articles in The New Catholic Encyclopedia (New York: 

McGraw-Hill, 1967): “Christian Education, Papal Teaching on” 

(3: 637-8); “Education, II (Philosophy of) Historical 

Development, ancient and Medieval” (5: 162-166)”Liberal Arts,” 

(8:646-99). “Finality” in 2
nd

 edition 5:723-27. 

“What Do You Mean `You Will be Free‟?” in John F. Choitz, 

Christian Education in Transition,  26th Yearbook, (Lutheran 

Education Association, River Forest, IL, 1969), pp. 32-34. 

“The Discipline of Theology” in Seminary and University” in 

Kendig Brubaker Cully, Does the Church Know How to Teach? 

(New York: Macmillan, 1970), pp. 261-288. 
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“Philosophy and Priesthood”, Omnis Terra, (March,1974): 211-

288. 

“Ethical Pluralism and Our Schools”, Iowa English 

Bulletin Yearbook (Ames: University of Iowa, 1975), pp. 

34-40. 

“Education in Chastity,” address to the Secondary Education 

Association of the Archdiocese of Boston, Oct 27, 1990 

(unpublished).. 

“What the Church Lives: Faith and the Commandments” and 

“The Decalogue in Christian Moral Teaching,” Portland 

Symposium on The Catechism of the Catholic Church, 1994 

(unpublished).  

“An Educator‟s Vision,” in The Quality of Mercy: A Festschrift 

in Honor of Sister Mary Josetta Butler, R.S.M., 1904-1995, 

Claudette Dwyer, ed., (Chicago: Sisters of Mercy of the America, 

Regional Community of Chicago, 1996). 

“How the Liberal Arts Opened my American Mind,” lecture for 

Department of Humanities, University of Chicago, 1999 

(unpublished). 

“A Guide to Dominican Studies” approved by General Chapter of 

Dominican province 2003 to be submitted to and commended by 

the General Chapter of Dominican Order, 2004 

“ The Anthropological Foundations of the Natural Law: A 

Thomistic Engagement with Modern Science”, pp.3-16) in John 

Goyette, Mark S. Latkovic, and Richard S. Myers, eds.,  St. 

Thomas Aquinas and the Natural Law Tradition: Contemporary 

Perspectives  (Washington, D. C.: Catholic University of 

America Press, 2004). 

DOMINICANA 

Books: 

Self-Study of St. Albert‟s Dominican Province (River Forest, IL, 

1968) 

http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/tg/detail/-/0813213789/qid=1095779657/sr=1-1/ref=sr_1_1/102-4792960-5326556?v=glance&s=books
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/tg/detail/-/0813213789/qid=1095779657/sr=1-1/ref=sr_1_1/102-4792960-5326556?v=glance&s=books
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/tg/detail/-/0813213789/qid=1095779657/sr=1-1/ref=sr_1_1/102-4792960-5326556?v=glance&s=books
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The Dominicans (Collegeville, MN: The Liturgical Press/Michael 

Glazier: 1991) now available 

http://www.op.org/domcentral/study/ashley 

Spiritual Direction in the Dominican Tradition, (New York: 

Paulist Press, 1995). 

Friar‟s Folly: An Autobiography in Vatican II Times (awaiting 

publication, selections on Internet Dominican Central). 

Articles and Lectures: 

“A Self-Study as an Instrument of Religious Renewal,” Review 

for Religious, 26 (1967): 1034-1046. 

“The Essence of the Dominican Order and Religious Obedience,” 

Provincial Newsletter Forum, 1968, 12 pp. 

“Toward an American Theology of Contemplation”, Review for 

Religious (March, 1971):187-98, a longer version directed to 

Dominicans was published in the Dominican Education 

Association Newsletter (May 1970), pp. 4-14. 

“Models for Dominican Relationships,” Exchange, Fall, 1976, 

pp. 5-9. 

“Whose Apostolate,” Exchange 4 (March, 1972), pp. 1-3 

“Retirement or Vigil”, Review for Religious (May, 1972): 325-

41.  

“My Hopes and Concerns for St. Albert‟s Province” Provincial 

Newsletter 12 (July August, 1972), pp. 3-5. 

“O.P. Studies in Latin America,” Report of Easter 1976 meeting 

of Permanent Commission on Studies with Regents of Latin 

America in Bogotá, Dominican Newsletter Forum, May, 1976 

“Serving the Word: A Syllabus of Study for Ministry in the Order 

of Preachers, “submitted to the Permanent Commission of 

Studies, O.P, for General Chapter of 1977. 
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“A Guide to St. Catherine‟s Dialogue”, Cross and Crown, 29 

(Sept, 1977): 237-49. 

Cassettes, “History of Dominican Spirituality,” 19 cassette 

lectures, 1977. 

“Three Strands in the Thought of Eckhart the Scholastic 

Theologian”, The Thomist, 42 (April, 1978): 226-239. 

“Catherine of Siena‟s Principles of Spiritual Direction”, 

Spirituality Today, 33 (March, 1981): 43-52. Reprinted in Kevin 

G. Culligan, OCD, ed. Spiritual Direction: Contemporary 

Readings (Locust Valley, NY, Living Flame Press, 1983, pp.188-

195. 

“Common Life, 900-1200: Factors Which Shaped the Thinking 

of St. Dominic,” coauthored with David Wright, O. P.in Mary 

Nona McGreal and Margaret Ormond, ed., Common Life in the 

Spirit of St. Dominic, (River Forest, IL: Parable, 1990), pp.26-38. 

Papers (Some delivered at Dominican Studies Session, 

International Medieval Congress, Kalamazoo, MI): “Dominican 

Spirituality”; “The Ministry of the Word”; Blessed Osanna 

d‟Andreasi and other Renaissance Italian Domincan Women 

Mystics,” “Dominic Cavalca and as Spirituality of the Word”; St. 

Antoninus of Florence and Christian Community”; St. Catherine 

and Contemporary Spirituality.” available at 

http//www.op.org/domcentral/study/ashley 

Book reviews: 

Translation by Suzanne Noffke, O.P. of Catherine of Siena: 

Dialogue, Classics of Western Spirituality, Spirituality Today, 

March, 1980, pp. 69-70. 

Richard A,. McAllister, Thomas McGlynn: Priest and Sculptor, 

Spirituality Today, June, 1982, pp. 187-189. 

Simon Tugwell, O.P., The Early Dominicans, Spirituality Today, 

June, 1982, pp. 166-168. 
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Jordan of Saxony, On the Beginnings of the Order of Preachers, 

ed and trans by Simon Tugwell, O.P., Spirituality Today, 

Summer 1983, pp. 175-177. 

Richard Woods, O.P., Eckhart‟s Way, vol. 2 The Way of the 

Mystics (Wilmington, DL,: Michael Glazier, 1986) in Spirituality 

Today, Winter 1987, pp. 371-373.  

Art and the Word of God (Arte e la Parola di Dio): A Study 

of Angelico Rinaldo Zarlenga, O.P., edited by Vincent I. 

Zarlenga, O.P., text in English and Italian. (River Forest, 

IL: Fra Angelico Art Foundation), The Thomist, 58, Jan, 

1994, pp. 164-166. 

UNPUBLISHED BOOKS 

1) Friars Folly, an autobiography, which the University of Notre 

Dame Press seriously considered publishing but then found too 

long. Consequently I have divided it into three volumes of about 

250 pp each that have different titles and themes and could be 

published separately, although I would prefer they be published 

by a single press: 

 Atheism Bumps into Reality: A Conversion Story. This 

deals with my becoming a Catholic and has much about my time 

at the Universities of Chicago and Notre Dame where I knew a 

number of notable, literary people 

Completing Vatican II on Science, Education, and 

Health. This deals with my professional career in which as an 

educator and an advisor to the NCCB, I experience the struggle in 

the Church over the changes produced by Vatican II. 

 Keeping Vigil: The Spirituality of Aging. I am now 

95 and have a good many thoughts about this problem. 

2). The Book of the Strong Woman. a translation from Latin 

of a work attributed to St. Albert the Great, co-authored 

with Dominic Holtz OP. This work of Albert‟s is a 

Commentary on Proverbs 31:10-3. Little of St. Albert the 

Great, Patron of Scientists, has been translated. The Text 

section of the American Academy of Religion seriously 
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considered publishing this, and one of the editors of the 

Cologne critical edition reviewed it and encouraged us.  

They, however said that our introduction was not 

sufficiently developed. We are working on that now. It 

would be about 250 pages. 

3) Healing for Freedom: A Christian Approach to 

Psychology and Personhood. I have a promise to publish 

this from the Institute for Psychological Sciences in 

Arlington, VA., but this is delayed. 

4) Doctrinal Preaching: Trinitarian and Narrative, This is a 

textbook on preaching that takes up the currently debated issue of 

whether homilies should also give catechesis and how this should 

be done. It also follows the current concern about preaching God 

as Trinity and the use of narrative literary forms. It has been 

tested in class and I have sent it to Eerdmans Publishing that does 

both Protestant and Catholic books. —about 200 pages. 

5) A Marian Ecclesiology. This is a  book in ecclesiology that 

responds first of all to Vatican II‟s document Lumen Gentium that 

placed Mary as Mother of the Church and second to recent 

ecclesiologists such Richard McBrien of Notre Dame who 

question whether Jesus really organized a Church or just started a 

“movement.”„  

6) Contemplation and Society This is an up-to-date revision of an 

older MS that I had laid aside. Aristotle and Aquinas argue that 

the goal of human society is not power or making money etc. but 

“contemplation.” Mot people, however, think of contemplation as 

what lonely hermits in the desert do, not something social. In this 

book I show how the Dominican motto “Contemplate and then 

share what you have contemplated with others” is a fundamental 

political principle both at the levels of nature and of grace. 

7)  God the Carpenter‟s Holy Family. Will be about 100 pages in 

print. 
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8) Why are the Fine Arts Fine? Finished May 2012, details not 

yet available. 

 

BOOKS IN PROGRESS 

8) Four Newest Things: Death, Hell, Purgatory, Heaven  It is a 

short work, about 100 pages in print and only needs editing. 

9) God Calls You, Me, Yes, Each and All, on vocations, pamphlet 

size 



 
 

 

 


